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Introduction

In science it is self-evident that concepts are going to
change; that is to say that, you hope to learn something.
This is not theology, after all. You do not make declar-
ations which you must preserve unchanged for the rest of
your life. By contrast, in the social sciences or in human-
istic studies, positions are often personalized. Once you
have taken a position, you are supposed to defend it, no

matter what happens. It becomes a question of honour not
to change or revise an opinion, (that is, to learn some-

thing). Instead you are accused of refuting yourself if you
modify your position.”

This is a time for doubts and for questions, a time when
schemas fall apart and when every apostasy can be justified.
New industrial powers rise up from the depths of extreme
poverty. In the Third World, socialism is ravaged by war and
famine. Guerrillas become ministers and run countries that
were modernized by gorillas. Lepers and flagellados
(‘scourged ones’) beg on the spotless steps of the banks.
Those who once practiced self-reliance are opening their
doors to transnational companies. Interest rates provoke
hunger riots. Everything has become confused. The enemy
has become an abstraction. This is a time for curses to be
lifted and for miracles to turn sour.

And yet, twenty years ago, everything seemed so clear-cut,
even if not every judge handed down the same verdict. The
international division of labour divided the industrialized
nations from the rest of the world. The industrialized coun-
tries exported manufactured goods; the under-developed
countries exported mineral or agricultural raw materials, or
migrant labour. According to the dominant liberal view of
economics, it was all a matter of ‘stages of economic
growth’;> the underdeveloped countries were simply
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‘behind’ the industrialized countries in the same way that
children are ‘behind’ adults. It would not be long before

they reached adolescence (‘take-off’), the ‘industrial age’ and
then the ‘post-industrial age’, with integration into the
world market speeding up the process.

In contrast, the heterodox currents — the Marxists, the
‘dependency theorists’ and the ‘third worldists’ —-* argued
that it was precisely those relations between the ‘centre’ and
the ‘periphery’ — or, to use another image, between ‘North’
and ‘South’ - which precluded even the possibility of
‘normal’ capitalist development in the South. The depend-
ency argument went roughly as follows. The North needed
the South so that it could export its surplus. Moreover, most
of the wealth produced in the primary sector in the South
was transferred to the North via a process of unequal
exchange. The industrial emancipation of the South would
therefore be a form of aggression against the North, which,
in turn, had the military capacity to ensure that it would
never take place.

This thesis — and we will see later to what extent it was
correct — had one great advantage over the liberal argu-
ment. It concentrated upon studying the links that. bound
economic spaces into international relations, and it saw the
world economy as a system. Its weakness was that it paid
little attention to the concrete conditions of capitalist
accumulation either in the centre or on the periphery. It
therefore could not wsuahze that transformations in the
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logic of accumulation in the.centre would modlfy the nature

“ of centre-periphery relations. Nor could it see, in conse-
quence, that transformations in the basis of that logic within

the peripheral countries would lead to nothing less than the
fragmentation of the ‘Third World’ into a series of distinct
developmental tiers.

The supporters of the dogma of the inevitable ‘develop-
ment of underdevelopment’ were therefore caught oft
balance when, in the seventies, real capitalist industrial-
ization began in certain ‘peripheral’ countries and when,
during the same period, there was a marked downturn in
the North. When this happened, some Marxists rallied body
and soul to Rostow’s arguments, and even went so far as to
sing the praises of ‘imperialism, pioneer of capitalism’
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because it promoted the development of the productive
forces and ‘the unification of mankind’.*

Others, like Palloix® and Frank, simply denied that any-
thing new was happening. Frank responded to growth in the
‘Newly Industrializing Countries’ (NICS) by reasserting
dogma: ‘As the analysis of imperialism, dependence and the
world system has emphasized, the very growth pattern of the
leaders has been based upon, indeed has generated, the
inability of the rest of the world to follow. The underlying
reason is that this development or ascent has been mis-
perceived as taking place in particular countries, whereas it
has really been one of the processes of the world system
itself. The recent export-led growth of the NICs is also part
and parcel of capital accumulation on a world scale.’®
According to Frank, the emergence of the NICs simply meant
that emigrant workers were now being employed in their
own countries. It did not alter the workings of the ‘world
economy’. Concrete reality - the class struggle, class
alliances, and the specific dynamics of different social for-
mations — was explicitly ignored.

Despite the undeniable formal superiority of the
imperialism-dependency approach, it seems that, like the
rival liberal approach (the ‘stages of development’), it had
degenerated into an ahistorical dogmatism by the end of the
sixties. It is as though two theorists were contemplating the
development of history, each of them wearing a watch that
had stopped. If the South was stagnating, one theorist could
tell you precisely what time it was: if ‘new industrialization’
was taking place, another would say it was time for ‘take-oft’.
If the N1Cs were in crisis, the other would reply, ‘I told you
SO.’

In order to get beyond this stalemate,” we obviously have
to take into account the historical and national diversity of
capital accumulation in each of the nation-states under con-
sideration, beginning with the countries of the centre, but
not forgetting those of the so-called periphery.

My ambition here is not, however, to outline ‘The Correct
Theory’ of tendencies at work within the international
division of labour, from the origins of imperialism until the
present crisis. On the contrary, I would like first of all to put
forward a few modest methodological points and to warn
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against the misuse of certain terms and concepts that we all
use (‘all’ meaning, of course, those women and men who
refer to Marxist theory, or, more generally to analyses using
the concepts of dependency and domination). Their misuse
explains the stalemate to some extent.

All too often, we reacted against the optimism (or cyni-
cism) of liberal thought — and no doubt we will go on doing
SO — by presenting concrete history as the inevitable unfold-
ing of a concept such as imperialism: thus indulging in what
Bourdieu calls ‘pessimistic functionalism™® by arguing that
the world is as it is because it was designed to serve ‘the
interests of the powerful’ or ‘the interests of the system’. The
very notion of an ‘international division of labour’ (not to
mention an International Economic Order) suggests that
there is some Great Engineer or Supreme Entrepreneur who
organizes labour in terms of a pre-conceived world plan.
Depending on one’s tastes and style, this watchmaker’s
activity is the outcome of the efforts of readily identifiable
subjects such as Multinational Companies or the Trilateral
Commission, or the expression of the immanent needs of an
ectoplasm which is as protean as it is Machiavellian: World
Capitalism, the World Economy .. ..

Such tendencies can only lead, again depending upon one’s
style or upon the way experience affects one’s personality,
to either a banal pessimism of the intellect (‘We can’t do
anything about it; the system is against us’) or a new opium
of the people (‘It will soon collapse under the weight of its
own contradictions’). And so we deny the living soul of
Marxism and the basis for optimism of the will: the concrete
analysis of concrete situations.

When researchers, or worse militants, adopt such atti-
tudes, they abdicate their intellectual responsibilities. Every
aspect of a real social formation is seen as resulting from the
evils of ‘dependency’. Every concrete situation is forced into
the Procrustean bed of a schema established by some Great
Author of the past, while anything that won’t fit is simply
lopped off.

In the following pages [ will attempt to present,
succinctly and in schematic form, the results of my work on
how the present crisis is transforming the international
division of labour.” I will not venture so far as to make a con-

e e = i+ G o e e = 5




nitroduction 5

crete analysis of the one hundred and fifty countries that
make up the world or of their irreducible specificities. I
leave that task to more competent specialists. The so-called
‘socialist’ countries have simply been omitted from this
study in international relations. Their workings are so
specific as to require a separate study.'’ Besides, it so
happens that, from a strictly economic point of view, they
played a fairly minor and even a diminishing role in the
transformations that occurred on the periphery in the 1960-
84 period. The only socialist countries that will be discussed
here are those, which, like Poland or Yugoslavia, are
articulated with the developed capitalism of the West in a
similar way to the NICS.

And, naturally enough, I will cast caution to the winds. I
will talk about old and new divisions of labour, the centre,
the periphery, Fordism, ‘bloody Taylorism’, peripheral
Fordism and other bold conceptualizations. I hope to show
that these constructs can in some sense help us to under-
stand the real world, while remembering that in other
respects (or levels of abstraction) they are fit for the fire. A
character who will have a certain role to play later puts it
very clearly: ‘The order that our mind imagines is like a net,
or like a ladder, built to attain something. But afterward you
must throw the ladder away, because you discover that, even
if it was useful, it was meaningless. ... The only truths that
are useful are instruments to be thrown away.’!

The reader has been warned. She would do better to burn
this book without reading it, if all she is going to get out of
it is a new collection of labels to stick on real nations and
actual existing international relations without first analysing
them carefully. Hopefully the first chapter will be an anti-
dote to that.

The second chapter will review the methodological
contribution made by recent work on regimes of accumu-
lation and modes of regulation. This work helps us to grasp
the various solutions which capitalism has found for its
internal contradictions during the course of its history: the
most recent being Fordism, the dominant form of the post-
war period. It is only on this basis, which takes us beyond
national diversities, that we can begin to identify, albeit in
tentative form given the current state of research, the logic
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governing changes in relations between the central eco-
nomies themselves, and relations between those economies
and what, in a bow to a conceptualization which must be
overturned, I will continue to describe as the ‘periphery’.

The third chapter re-examines the historical development
of centre-periphery relations in this light. Classical theories
of imperialism and dependency will be shown to be mis-
leading in that they give a timeless picture of a configuration
which in fact belongs to a vanished period in the history of
central capitalism, namely the period of extensive accumu-
lation and competitive regulation.

The fourth chapter brings us to the heart of our subject:

\“mmﬁ AT T——r i

the novel phenomenon of the partial industrialization of the
Third World, which will be shown to be the result of the
various ways in which elements of the logic of Fordism have
been extended to the periphery. In the fifth chapter, these
developments will be related to political events in Southern
Europe during the seventies and to what Nicos Poulantzas
has termed the ‘crisis of the dictatorships’. Finally, we will

see in Chapter Six how the crisis in central Fordism com-
bined with internal factors to destroy many of the ‘miracles’

of the seventies.

We will end by looking at what might be meant by a
struggle against a world order which is in fact a monstrous
disorder, even if it is less rigid than it might once have
seemed. For this book would never have been written were
it not for the outburst of indignation which in the sixties led
the young people of the West to share the hopes of those
fighting in the Third World against a system which enriched
a minority while allowing the majority to sink into unremit-
ting poverty. Even if we do now know that the relationship
between wealth and poverty is not as mechanical as we once
thought; even if the ‘workings of the system’ do not mean
that oppressed peoples are irredeemably damned; and even if
the most ‘successful’ roads to development are not the ones
we wanted to see; the fact remains that even when ‘growth’
is achieved it is by brutal methods that, all too often, do
nothing to alter the gross inequalities which make it impos-
sible to speak seriously of the ‘unity of the human race’. In

terms of democracy the struggle has scarcely begun.
This book is therefore dedicated to my comrades, to my
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friends, and to the women and men who continue to fight
for a more just world order; especially to those in the Third

World who taught me something about their countries, their
problems, and their hopes.






1
Questions of Method

I would like, then, to begin with a warning against two
common errors. The first consists of deducing concrete
reality from immanent laws which are themselves deduced
from a universal concept (Imperialism, Dependency). The
second is simply the other side of the same coin: analysing
every concrete development in terms of the needs of the
said concept, or, to be more specific, analysing the internal
evolution of national socio-economic formations as though
they were merely parts of a musical score conducted by a
world maestro, even if we do admit that the maestro is not
himself a (bad) subject.

Imperialism, or The Beast of the Apocalypse

A few years ago, Umberto Eco, an Italian intellectual who
has seen it all betore but who is not totally disillusioned,
published a remarkable detective novel entitled The Name
of the Rose. It tells how William de Baskerville, a Franciscan
Sherlock Holmes, solves a mysterious series of murders that
take place in a medieval abbey. The murders seem to follow
on from one another like the curses of the Apocalypse. By
pursuing this line of investigation, William discovers both
the murderer and the motive, and realizes that there is a
specific reason for each murder. Each has its immediate

9
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causes, and they have nothing to do with the Apocalypse.
But (and this is the final twist) the murderer himself is con-
vinced that he is acting out the scenario of the Apocalypse.
At least one of the murders was staged accordingly. In the
final analysis, he did play the role of the Antichrist — in a
very specific sense.

William (who is of course primarily a mouthpiece for
William of Ockham, the great English Franciscan philo-
sopher of the Middle Ages, and one of the founders of
modern rationalism, but who is also, in turn, a mouthpiece
for C.S. Peirce, the American who founded semiotics) con-
cludes that general laws are of weak help when it comes to
analysing the complexity of particular events.

It is a very good novel, and a very instructive one. By ¢on-
ceptualizing, generalizing and turning our thoughts into
dogma, we 1nvented our own Beasts of the Apocalypse
hlstory from their characteristics. In the sixties, we argued
that the immutable laws of 1mper1allsm would” inevitably
widen the gulf between nations and that they would always
lead to a polarlty between wealth and poverty. And then we
deduced an inevitable sequence of stages of development
and underdevelopment. We forecast the impossibility of
industrial development in the dominated countries. Yet
what did we have to say when, in the seventies, Britain’s
decline accelerated, the UsA slowed down, and the ‘Newly
Industrializing Countries’ started to take off in imperialism’s
‘backyard’?

Some of us immediately began to retheorize everything
and went back to other verses from the Apocalypse that
prophesized a different but equally necessary future. Bill
Warren dug out Marx’s old text on how the Indian railways
would bring capitalist relations in their wake just as surely
as the productive forces were going to revolutionize the
relations of production.! That, however, was one of the great
prophet’s more memorable howlers! :

Others, meanwhile, began to reconceptualize history,
forecasting that the Centre of the World Economy was going
to shift to a vague but watery point somewhere between
Tokyo and Los Angeles, and that a new international division
of labour was going to emerge fully armed from some
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obscure upheaval in World Capital. And when in the 1980s
the NICs began to be hit by the crisis, yet others who had
believed all along in the old division of labour smiled
knowingly and said, “‘We told you so.” Needless to say, I did
not avoid these traps either, and sometimes fell into all three
at once.

The truth of the matter is that, as Lenin used to say,
history has infinitely more imagination than we have. I mean
by this the history of the human race, of an ‘objective sub-
ject’? which makes its own history. It is not a subject with a
project, but a vast body made of up millions of subjects
struggling against one another. Its history is the history of
their victories and defeats.

Marx, not to mention Mao Zedong, also warns us in very
nominalist terms against the temptation to believe in the
‘realism of concepts’, against the idea that all we have to do
in order to understand the Particular is to grasp the Uni-
versal. The Universal is no more than an intellectual syste-
matization of our practical experience of the real, and it
takes no account of the concrete nature of the real. Accord-
ing to Marx, concepts thus risk becoming fetishes: ‘In the
language of speculative philosopbhy ... 1 am declaring that
“Fruit” is the “Substance” of the pear, the apple, the almond,
etc. ... I therefore declare apples, pears, almonds, etc. to be
mere forms of existence, “modi’ of “Fruit”. ... It is as hard
to produce real fruits from the abstract idea “the fruit” as it
is easy to produce this abstract idea from real fruits.””

He makes the same point in the first version of the First
chapter of Capital: ‘If I say that Roman law and German law
are both laws, I make myself understood. But if I say that
Jaw, that abstract thing, is realized in both Roman and
German law, that is in concrete laws, the connection
between the two becomes mystical.’? This methodological
warning is not without its political implications; it is our
capacity to analyse history that is at stake. In his critique of
Mikhailovsky, Marx compares the proletarianization of the
peasantry in Russia and in the Roman Empire: ‘Strikingly
analogous events which occur in different historical con-
texts can lead to very disparate results. If we study each of
these developments in its own right and then compare them,
we can easily find a key to understanding the phenomena,
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but we will never understand them by using the pass key of
a historico-philosophical theory whose main virtue is that it
is - supra-historical.” And as Engels argues in a letter to
Schmidt, if we always define ‘mammals’ as animals which
give birth to living young, we eventually have to ‘beg the
duck-bill’s pardon.’® How much longer do we have to go on
begging the poor thing’s pardon?

The ‘Habits of History’

Does this mean that no rational knowledge is possible in the
face of the freedom of history? Are there no universal laws,
no necessity, and therefore no science, no generalities and
no concepts? Or as Adso, who plays Dr Watson to William’s
Holmes, says, ‘If all laws limit God’s freedom, can one con-
ceive of necessary being which is totally polluted with the
possible?” William (I mean the real William of Ockham)
would say ‘Yes’. Because, on the one hand, God in his free-
dom is subject to the principle of non-contradiction; there-
fore, not everything may happen. And because, on the other
hand, the power of God is materialized in His creation,
which is reified, objectified and therefore governed by
identifiable regularities. It is a conditioned potentiality, con-
ditioned by the habits of nature as it has been created.

Don’t worry; I am not going to give a lecture on theology.
But Spinoza did say ‘God, or nature, if you prefer’, thereby
making a distinction between natura naturans and natura
naturata. And Marx, who knew of only one science — that
of history — made it quite clear that men make their own
history, but on the basis of conditions inherited from the
past.

If we cling firmly to dialectical materialism, there is then a
scientific project for understanding history. It implies: 1) the
study of the regularities which past struggles have imposed
upon human relations; 2) the study of the crises which arise
within those regularities because contradictions are only
provisionally resolved; and 3) the study of the changes
within those regularities that result from humanity’s on-
going struggles for or against freedom.’

In other words, the concepts we use do not drop from the
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skies. Rather, they come from the partial systematization of a
reality which is itself only partially a system. They then help
us to recognize in other situations the general features they
elucidate. Either ithey prove to be pertinent, and can help to
liberate people who are oppressed by the habits of history.
Or they prove to be ineffective and have to be modified or, if
necessary, discarded. It also follows that a number of dif-
ferent partial systematizations or concepts can help to shed
light on the same object. Neither sectarianism, concept-
fetishism nor book-fetishism - which is even worse — are
admissible in concrete analysis.

It is, of course, in studying the system of the world eco-
nomy that we have to be most careful;, Charles-Albert
Michalet is quite right to stress that the system itself is no
more than a process of partial totalization.® Economists
study only certain aspects of it, even though we do flatter
ourselves into believing (with some reason) that those
aspects are ‘determinant in the last instance’.

I would stress that our Masters were not unaware of the
need for caution. I have quoted Marx and Lenin; now let me
quote Cardoso and Faletto, the Fathers of dependency
theory: “The concept of dependence tries to give a meaning
to a series of events and situations that occur together, and
to make empirical situations understandable in terms of the
way internal and external structural components are linked.”

Unfortunately, it has to be admitted that the concept of
Dependency, like the concepts of Modes of Production and
Imperialism, soon takes on a life of its own. Too often these
concepts plunge us into systems which are not intellectual
servants which help us to understand the real, but masters
which obscure the real, its specificities, its differences and
its transformations. This is why fundamentalism must never
prevent us from enriching our concepts, especially by using
other concepts which are capable of grasping just what it is
about the real that makes it stable enough to be amenable to
conceptualization. This is the only way to come to terms
with its evolution and its specificities.

Take the case of the capitalist mode of production. This
is already a rich concept in that it identifies the stabilization
of a certain system of human relations in certain countries at
a certain time. We know its tendencies and counter-
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tendencies, the former from observation and the latter by
deduction.

'One of the great contradictions of this mode of pro-
duction relates to its ‘commodity’ side. Although capitalists
can organize production in their factories down to the last
detail and can, given their habits and their calculations,
establish there an ‘iron law of projeortionality’,'° in their
dealings with the rest of society they behave like any other
gambler: their products may or may not find a buyer at a
price which makes production profitable (this is the famous
‘realization problem’). Yet it works ... except, of course,
when there is a crisis. In order to understand how it works
we have to produce new concepts. A number of French
research workers have proposed the concepts of ‘regime of
accumulation’ and ‘mode of regulation’.!' 1 will describe
these concepts in detail later, but we must first say a word as
to their methodological status.

A regime of accumulation describes the fairly long-term
stabilization of the allocation of social production between
consumption and accumulation. This implies a certain corre-
spondence between the transformation of the conditions of
production and the transformation of the conditions of the
reproduction of wage-labour, between certain of the
modalities in which capitalism is articulated with other
modes of production within a national economic and
social formation, and between the social and economic for-
mation under consideration and its ‘outside world’.

In mathematical terms, a regime of accumulation can be
described as a schema of reproduction. Reglmes of accumu-
lation exist because thelr schemas of reproduction are
stable; therefore, not all regimes of accumulation are
possible. There is of course no reason why all individual
capitals should come peacefully together within a coherent
schema of reproduction. The regime of accumulation must
therefore be materialized in the shape of norms, habits, laws
and regulating networks which ensure the unity of the .pro-
cess and which guarantee that its agents conform more or
less to_.the .schema of reproduction in their day- tmiay
behaviour and struggles (both the economic struggle
between capitalists and wage-earners, and that between
capitals).
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The set of internalized rules and social procedures which
incorporate social elements into individual behaviour (and
one might be able to mobilize Bourdieu’s concept of habitus
here'?) is referred to as a mode of regulation. Thus, the
dominant regime of accumulation in the OECD countries
during the postwar perlod — an mtenswe regime centred
lation to that operating in ninet€érith-century capitalism. In
a gesture of homage to Gramsci, we now refer to it as
Fordism.'?

It should be noted that not every mode of regulation can
regulate every regime of accumulation and that a single
mode can take the shape of different combinations of partial
Jorms of regulation. Indirect wages do not, for instance,
have the same importance in the USA and in northern
Europe.

The important point, however, is that the emergence of a
new regime of accumulation is not a pre-ordained part of
capitalism’s destiny, even though it may correspond to cer-
tain identifiable ‘tendencies’. Nor is the stabilization of a
mode of regulation an expression of the needs of a regime of
accumulation which emerges from Plato’s cave and dictates
its laws to us as though we were mere shades. Regimes of
accumulation and modes of regulation are chance. discov-
eries made in the course of human struggles and if they are
for a while successful, it is only because they are able to
ensure a certain regularlty and a certain permanence in
social reproduction. But, just as nature is full of oddities like
duck-bills and toucans which survive in scattered colonies
between the ‘discontinuous equilibria’ that punctuate the
evolution of species, so the history of capitalism is full of
experiments which led nowhere: aborted revolutions,
abandoned prototypes and all sorts of monstrosities. It is
pointless to attempt to fit all social formations into the
framework of a regime of accumulation adapted to a model
situation (such as Fordism). It is not simply that they do not
necessarily all conform to Zhat regime of accumulation; it
may be that they conform to »o stabilized regime of accumu-
lation. In other words, they may simply be in a state of
crisis.!
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Pessimistic Functionalism

The above comments on the scarcity of examples of success-
ful capitalism; on the scale of the contradictions it has to
resolve if it is to get under way and go on reproducing itself;
on the need to ‘find’ a suitable regime of accumulation and
to ‘set up’ a suitable mode of regulation; and on the fact that
the existence of concrete capitalisms is more improbable
than necessary — should not be taken as meaning, a con-
trario, that ‘if it works, it’s because it has been designed to
work’, that the ‘function’ of a mode of regulation is to make
a regime of accumulation work, that the Welfare State was
invented ‘in order to’ make mass production go on smoothly,
€1, a1

It is simply that a given regime of accumulation and cer-
tain forms of regulation stabilized at the same time because
they allowed social relations to be reproduced for a certain
Jength of time without a crisis arising. At best, we can adopt
an a posteriori or almost metaphoric functionalism: ‘It is as
though ...". It is as though the underdevelopment of the
periphery helped capitalism to work in the centre. Which
brings me to my second warning.

It is probably in theories of international relations that the
tendency to lapse into functionalism or even finalism, which
are both the outcome of a belief in systems, is most obvious,
and that it inflicts most damage.!> Ricardo and the sup-
porters of the Heckscher-Ohlin-Samuelson theorem seem,
for instance, to believe that the international division of
labour is the result of some world conference at which
brilliant economists explained to an admiring gallery of poli-
ticians that — given relative levels of productivity, collective
preferences and the initial endowment of factors — the free
play of market forces would ensure the optimal division of
production, and that each participant then went home con-
vinced not only of the virtues of free trade but that the law
of comparative costs ensured that the lot that had fallen to
his or her country was quite justified, and that they could
therefore force it to adopt the requisite specialization.

The great achievement of the theoreticians of Imperialism
and Dependency is to have swept aside these apologetic
fables and to have shown that the undeniable empirical dif-
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ferences that exist between economic spaces are differences
in wealth and power, and that those who found that this
state of affairs worked to their advantage were more likely to
rely upon the invisible handshakes of corruption or the
eminently audible boots of the military to establish or main-
tain it, than upon the invisible hand of the market.

Going back to the tradition of Adam Smith rather than
that of Ricardo, the Marxists and then the Dependency
theorists demonstrated quite correctly that the existence of
the ‘uneven international development’ of capitalism and the
stabilization of a certain structure of trade did lead to a
more rapid accumulation of capital in the centre because
the contradictions of the capitalist mode of production were
resolved in capitalism’s favour in those countries. It is as
though a regime of accumulation existed on a world scale,
with the centre-periphery polarization acting as a regulator.
They then baptized this state of affairs, or the tendency to
impose and reproduce international relations which in one
way or another favoured the accumulation of capital in the
more developed countries, ‘Imperialism’. And they baptized
the corresponding state of affairs or tendencies in countries
with a less developed capitalism, ‘Dependency’.

Insofar as they are states of affairs, Imperialism and
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Dependency are realities: we can of course call a reality
whatever we want to call it. But this is only one step away
from saying that the regime was imposed (and I stress the
impersonality of the grammatical form) on the dominated
countries because certain zones had to perform the
Junction of resolving capitalism’s contradictions or, worse
still, that ‘someone’ imposed those relations of domination
in order to resolve its contradictions. As to whether one
believes in finalism or in functionalism, that too is a question
of style. One can either take the view that some conscious
subject forced the periphery to serve the needs of the cen-
tre, or that some immanent world reality separated the cen-
tre and the periphery to serve its purposes in the same way
that God divided the firmament from the waters of the earth.

Needless to say, the step in the direction of finalism and
functionalism was taken very early. To restrict the discussion
to the Dependency school, Cardoso took that step in very
subtle fashion: ‘There is no metaphysical distinction



18

between internal and external conditions. In other words,
the dynamic of dependent countries is one particular aspect
of the more general dynamic of the capitalist world. That
general dynamic is not, however, an abstract factor pro-
ducing concrete effects: it exists both at the level of the par-
ticular modes of its expression in ‘“the periphery of the
system” and at the level of international capitalism’s mode of
articulation.”’®

If matters had remained there, no real harm would have
been done. Yet the belief in the ‘realism of concepts’ (the
idea that there is some ‘general dynamic’ that exists inde-
pendently of our intellectual reconstruction of the partial
coherence which articulates countless particular dynamics)
is already becoming a belief in systems (the whole is
‘expressed’ in the ‘Particular modes’ of its expression and in
the articulation of their elements). This leads to both an
implicit functionalism (which is not far removed from the
belief that general dynamics create domminated modes in the
same way that functions create organs) and a belief in the
primacy of external causes.

Anyway, finalism and pessimistic functionalism are obvious
from the outset of Baran’s argument that ‘the decisive point
is that the economic development of the underdeveloped
countries i1s profoundly antagonistic to the dominant inte-
rests of the advanced capitalist countries.’!” This is certainly
an admirable position, coming from an intellectual speaking
from within the heart of the American Empire at the height
of its power. And there are certainly enough arguments to
back it up. But in theoretical terms, it is a very weak
position. It provides the basis for a simplistic Third
Worldism and, thirty years later, the revanchist New Philos-
ophers had only to evoke the good conscience of the White
Man choking back his tears to refute it.

[ have no intention of exonerating Great Satans like
America and Britain, Little Satans like France, or more
abstract Great Satans such as Capitalism or the World Eco-
nomy. I am simply saying that results should not be confused
with causes of existence: that a body of partial regularltles
which ‘forms a system’ is not the same thing 2s a system
which ‘unfolds’. The formation of the international division
of labour cannot be regarded as the deliberate or functional
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organization of a system. Quite apart from the freedom of
history, the class struggle and competition between capitals,
we also have to take into account the way in which the
existences of nations and of State sovereignty compart-
mentalize the reproduction of social relations.

The State is in fact the archetypal form of all regulation. It
is at the level of the State that the class struggle is resolved;
the State is the institutional form which condenses the com-
promises which prevent the different groups making up the
national (or at least territorial) community from destroying
one another in an endless struggle (the point is not that
struggles come to an end, but that they rarely destroy
classes).

To argue that world capitalism has from the outset been a
single regime of accumulation with forms of global regu-
lation is tantamount to saying that some sovereign power
established regular trade flows, codified and guaranteed uni-
versally applicable social norms and procedures, and then,
when the need arose, delegated its powers to local states
that were simultaneously established throughout the world.
[t is tantamount to saying that every compromise and every
shift in the balance of power at any given point on the sur-
face of the earth corresponds to the need to adjust a totally
adaptable and perfectly homeostatic cybernetic system.

That image is as gloomy as it is unrealistic. The develop-
ment of capitalism in any given country is first and foremost
the outcome of internal class struggles which result in
embryonic regimes of accumulation being consolidated by
forms of regulation that are backed up by the local state.
Within these national social formations, it may be the case
that relations with the outside world established long ago by
certain agents (trading companies, military expeditions,
etc.) proved not only acceptable but even useful to certain
dominant groups, and that they became decisively important
to the regime of accumulation insofar as the national social
formation can no longer function without them because
they resolve one or more of the contradictions inherent in
its mode of reproduction. When that happens, those
relations mould the local society’s ‘habits’, become part of

its regular workings, and appear to have been ‘designed
on purpose’. What has in fact happened is that certain
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compatible relations have combined with one another. Other
relations could have done so, but that would have been a dit-
ferent story.

We must, then, study each national social formation in
its own right, using the weapons of history, statistics and
even econometrics to identify its successive regimes of
accumulation and modes of regulation. We must make a
concrete analysis of their rise and fall, and see to what
extent external factors did or did not have a role to play.

The stabilization of a regime of accumulation or a mode of
regulation obviously cannot be analysed in terms of its eco-
nomic logic alone. Such ‘discoveries’ are the outcome of
social and political struggles which stabilize to form a
hegemonic system in Gramsci’s sense of the term: in other
words class alliances based upon a consensus (and a varying
degree of coercion) which shape the interests of the ruling
classes, and sometimes some of the interests of the
dominated classes, into the framework of a regime of
accumulation.

The countries_of the centre have_often been analysed.in
this > way, but the workmgs of the periphery (Wthh is usually
infinite quantity of differentiated 51tuat10ns) are usually seen
in terms of the needs of the centre.'

Does this mean that Satan (Impcnahsm as intentional
practice) never intervenes in the underdevelopment of

peripheral countries, or that national regimes of accumu-
lation are simply juxtaposed and do not form a system? This
brings us back to William de Baskerville’s problems with the
crimes of the mysterious Antichrist. He solved the mystery
by looking for a chain of causes and for relations between
signs, but he also realized that each situation was specific. It
is true to say that in one sense all the murders were caught
up in the contradictions of the same Benedictine institution
and that, in a very specific sense, those contradictions did
tend to generate an Antichrist. As to whether or not the
hand of Satan was directly involved ... that depends which
murders we are talking about.

I will say no more, as I do not want to give the plot away.
It does, however, seem to me that this twofold answer
applies equally well to imperialism. Capitalism does have
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general contradictions (though they are not always mani-
fested in the same way, and their importance varies from one
regime to another and from one dominant mode of regu-
lation to another), and capitalism does ‘work’. If imperialism
did indeed find even a provisional solution for those con-
tradictions, and if a particular chain of concrete causes did
indeed generate and develop embryonic imperialist
relations, then it is legitimate to say that imperialism
developed because it resolved those general contradictions
to the advantage of certain national capitalisms. But it was
not created ‘in order to resolve them’; it survived and
developed because it resolved them. If other ways te resalve
the contradlctlons are found, or if other contrachcuons

.....
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being what they are, the ‘function’ of imperialism is to
resolve those contradictions (which is not to say that its
‘function’ is responsible for all the ills of the Third World).

Just as a manufacturer of machine-tools tries to do busi-
ness rather than playing a role in ‘Department One’, but
does at the same time fulfil that function, so class alliances in
certain countries find it profitable to adopt international
relations which give their country a peripheral function, or
are forced to do so. And we can agree that, once centre-
periphery relations have stabilized, there is indeed a world
regime of accumulation (or an ‘international division of
labour’) with specific forms of regulation (expeditions,
wars, international treaties, subcontracting agreements, the
international financial system ...).

How are we to reconcile ‘national regimes of accumu-
Jation’ and the ‘world regime of accumulation’? As with the
wave-particle duality, they are in fact two aspects of the
same thing, depending on how we look at it. Thus, ‘triang-
ular trade’ characterized both certain aspects of the Spanish
regime of accumulation and certain aspects of the world
economy’s regime of accumulation during the Mercantile
period, and what I will term ‘peripheral Fordism’ character-
izes both certain NICS and certain aspects of the world econ-
omy in the seventies.”” But in reality, struggles and institu-
tionalized compromises tend to arise within the framework
of individual nations; hence the methodological priority
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given to the study of each social formation in its own right
(and in terms of its relations with the outside world) or, to
take up the terms of an old debate, to the primacy of inter-
nal causes.

Just 2 moment. Someone is sure to object that ‘external’
and ‘internal’ are not mutually exclusive terms, that we can-
not seriously overestimate the power of a young state’s laws,
and that uncertain frontiers are no real detfence against the
power of capital. I quite agree. We can see from the
examples of Chile, Poland and Afghanistan that foreign inter-
vention, and sometimes even the threat of foreign inter-
vention, can interfere decisively with local struggles. It
happens every day in Africa, and it has been known to
happen in France, both under the Vichy regime and in the
days of the Burgundians and the Armagnacs.

That is the whole point. If we regard the dominant strata
within dominated countries simply as puppets of foreign
powers or if we make a broad distinction between the
‘world bourgeoisie’ and the ‘peoples of the world’, we will
be unable to analyse the infinite number of divergent inte-
rests which, intellectually, we group into force fields, but
which are in fact simply pursuing local or locally material-
ized interests.?’ In reality they are no more than partially
integrated, and it is through the State that they find their
overall expression. Even if economic interests and trans-
national ideological pressures do abolish frontiers, it has to
be remembered that the form in which those pressures and
interests are integrated is still the State form (even though
not all territories. have ‘reached’ that form, and even though
certain territories claim that it has already been ‘tran-
scended’).

Can we go so far as to say that determinate agents such as
foreign states or companies deliberately create or maintain
imperialist relations because they know that they will
resolve certain problems? Yes, of course, but this is not
necessarily the case. Wars and coups d’état have been
fomented to keep markets open, to get hold of raw materials
or to keep control over a badly-paid labour-force. That has
always happened, it still happens, and it will go on happen-
ing. But if we always explain the destiny of dominated
nations in terms of obvious Machiavellian interventions by
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dominant groups, we confuse specific cases with general-
ities. Worse still, we confuse a state of affairs characterized
by certain economic relations with the result of specific
actions on the part of a limited sector, with actions designed
to produce that result. In many cases, that sector may in fact
have been pursuing non-economic aims, and it may have
achieved results that were not intended.

First and foremost, the outcome is the result of internal
conflicts or of a consensus (influenced by varying degrees of
coercion) to ‘choose’ a particular regime of accumulation. In
each case, the ‘choice’ induces the national social formation
to a specific position within the hierarchy of nations, but
that position itself is not predetermined. No matter how
stable the hierarchy may seem, and no matter how co-
herently it may function, it is no more than the product of
an uncertain process.

The ‘needs of central capitalism’ approach tells us nothing
about the successes of North America, Japan or Prussia, and
nothing about the relative destinies of Australia, Canada or
Argentina. In fact it probably leads us wildly astray when it
comes to both Canada and Argentina.

Matters are obviously rather different when it comes to
colonies. These are territories without a State and they are
subordinated to the policies of the metropolis, though not
without considerable resistance, and therefore not without
compromises. In terms of the needs of dominant metro-
politan groups they are obviously functional (even though
Spain certainly did not know the price it would have to pay
for having certain colonies as opposed to others). Similar
arguments apply at the regional level.?! The ‘needs of central
capitalism’ approach should be questioned primarily when
applied to formally independent states with a relatively auto-
nomous field of class struggle.

This is the case, then, with former colonies in Latin
America from the early nineteenth century onwards and
with some former British Dominions — particularly Canada
and Australia — at the end of that century. It is significant
that when Frank raises this issue, he uses the language of the
Apocalypse, arguing that from the 1820s onwards, ‘both
Canning and Bolivar were giving expression to the historical
process that, if not Providence, world capitalist development
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held in destiny for Latin America.?* He then quite rightly
reverts to the language of concrete analysis, providing a
detailed description of the key role played by the defeat of
an ‘internal’ bourgeoisie which wanted to develop manu-
facturing industry at the hands of a liberal bourgeoisie based
in the import-export sector. If the struggle had been won by
the internal bourgeoisie, there mmight have been a Latin
American Prussia or a Latin American Japan. But in that case,
what does ‘world capitalist development’ have to do with it?
It is simply a concept which helps us to grasp and intellectu-
ally synthesize the outcome of concrete processes. It cer-
tainly does not predetermine the destiny of any particular
country.

To Conclude: Beware of the ‘International Division
of Labour’ and Other Labels

Whilst no immanent destiny condemns a particular nation to
a particular place within the international division of labour,
a provisional solution for the immanent contradictions of
capitalism can at times be found (and I insist that is a matter
of chance discoveries) in deviations and differences between
regimes of accumulation in different national social for-
mations. In such periods, a_field of possible positions, in
other ‘words a _range of mutually Co.mpatlble nat10nal
are not allocated in advance The ruhng classes of various
countries can refer to a number of ‘models’. The ruling
classes of the dominant countries dream of reducing other
countries (which may be already dominated or still autono-
mous) to a peripheral status devised in other circumstances.
Social alliances within the dominated countries develop
strategies which may, depending on the state of the internal
class struggle, lead to either dependency or autonomy. But
not all national social formations can be ‘dominant’ at the
same time.

Having chased the ghost of World Capitalism out of the
door, I am not about to let it come back through the
window. Something which ‘forms a system’ and which we
intellectually identify as a system precisely because it is pro-
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visionally stable must not, I repeat, be seen as an intentional
structure or inevitable destiny because of its ‘coherence’. Of
course it is relatively coherent; if it were not, we would have
international conflict and there would be no more talk of
systems. But its coherence is simply the effect of the inter-
action between several relatively autonomous processes, of
the provisionally stabilized complementarity and antagonism
that exists between various national regimes of accumu-
lation.

Centre-periphery relations, to use a widespread
conceptualization, are not direct relations between states or
territories which are caught up in a single process. They are
relations between processes, between processes of social
struggle and between regimes of accumulation that are to a
greater or lesser extent introverted or extraverted. Relations
between processes obey constraints of compatibility similar
to those which regulate the process of capital valorization
within & schema of reproduction: world output of equip-
ment goods must equal world demand for equipment goods,
and so on. And as we well know, schemas in which everyone
produces and exchanges the same things do not ‘help’ to
resolve the contradictions of capitalism.

_World laboug and.its products. are, then, unequally allo-.
cated betw en various _countries... We refer .. to. this
_Tphenomenon as_the. ‘Imernatlonal Dmsmn of Labour but
we can now see that the term is as deceptlve and probably
as deliberately confusing as the concept of ‘Actual Existing
Socialism’.

When we speak of the International Division of Labour,
we all too often imply that labour is internationally allocated
in accordance with the ‘iron law of proportionality’, with the
same principles and the same optimal level of organization
that prevail within capitalist units of production. The inter-
national division of labour is in fact more akin to the division
which exists between capitalist units. It does lead to a cer-
tain order (the famous ‘schemas of reproduction’), but that
order is mediated by the effects of arbitrary and unregulated
competition, by generalized warfare and dirty tricks, and by
relations of domination. Similarly, the actual existing
division._of labour is simply the outcome of various nations’

attempts to Control one another or to escape. one another’s
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hito) aghleve or surrender national autonomy. It is not an

expression of the needs of ‘World Capitalism’, except insofar
as the existence of world capitalism does logically pre-

suppose some regularity in the allocation of labour. It is, I
repeat, a chance discovery, or rather the result of attempts

to resist or adopt chance discoveries.

As we shall see, certain economic and financial groups.de
in fact try to manogeuvre. the1r way. across the chessboard of
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-characterized by’ dlfferent types.of.wage relations (i.e., con-
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ditions of the sale and use of labour- -power). They quite
consciously organize an internal geographical division of
labour, and it is true that the generalization of such
practices does consolidate a new international division of
labour.

[t would, however, be quite wrong to conclude that this
new international division of labour is simply the outcome

of, Orgamzauonal activity on the part of multinational com-
panies. The field can only be structured because the multi-

nationals’ project coincides with a decision on the part of
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the ruling classes of certdin countries to gambl'e upon what

Y et M—hm MW"‘"""‘-"MM‘ 9S TN e Mivmdi Cak e

we wﬂl téfm an_‘export-substitution strategy’, and that can,
as we shall see, involve a number of different internal

regimes eof accumulanon (‘bloody Taylorism’, ‘peripheral

Fordism’). The studies produced by Michalet’s team show

that multinational companies do not normally relocate cer-
tain segments of the production process in order to
establish a new international division of labour.®> The
capitalists of the centre are usually more concerned with
getting around trade barriers erected by peripheral coun-
tries and with off-loading their manufactured goods in
accordance with the ‘old’ division of labour.

A final word has to be said about the objective nature
of positions within the ‘field’ of unevenly developed national
social formations. It is fairly easy to give a stylized des-
cription of these positions by using conceptualizations such
as ‘centre of the world economy/semi-periphery/periphery’,
‘developed countries/underdeveloped countries’, ‘raw-
material exporters/industrialized countries’, ‘introverted
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countries/extraverted countries’, ‘sub-imperialism’, ‘NICS’,
etc. It is much more difficult, and indeed dangerous, to
apply any one of these labels to a given country, and it is still
more dangerous to describe a country on the basis of the
label we give it or which it adopts.

The ‘field’ itself varies as regimes of accumulation in dif-
ferent countries (and therefore the dominant international
regime) change. This does not simply mean that one country
takes another’s place or that the ‘centre of the world’, as
Wallerstein or Braudel would put it, moves from one coun-
try to another.? It is the very texture of the field which
changes. The centre was once a city (Amsterdam), and then
it became a country (England, the usa), but there is no
reason why there should not be several centres or why the
system should take the form of a network organized around
a centre. Why should we try at all cost to find a predecessor
for England or a successor to the usa??’

More seriously, the field is in fact a quasi-continuum of
situations, local regimes and modes of insertion into the
world economy. Certain countries appear to typify certain
internal regimes of accumulation or certain modes of
insertion, and we spontaneously tend to classify countries by
referring to these models. Once they have been classified, we
tend to think that it is the abstract category which determines
the specific features of each country (even though we can
never quite agree as to which country belongs to which cate-
gory ). But if we put Argentina into the same category as some
Caribbean banana republic® on the grounds that ‘its exports
are mainly raw materials’, we are going to have problems
with Canada.

National situations are no more separable by classificatory
barriers which define the essence of their position in inter-
national relations than are Boltanski’s social classes.?’ There
are of course typical cases, classic ‘centres’ and classic ‘peri-
pheries’. Both theoretical work and empirical criteria reveal
certain similarities (the Nics). In other cases — ‘OPEC’, ‘The
Group of 77, etc. — self-designation comes into play. When a
classification becomes widely accepted, it becomes an ob-
jective reality, if only because the countries that have been
‘grouped together’ try to form alliances with their ‘fellows’
in order to defend their ‘common interests’, though they
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may well alter their stance in the light of other character-
istics which seem to justify other alliances. This real political
solidarity or material recognition of being in roughly the
same position must of course be taken into account.

But when labels make us forget concrete analysis, and
when we enter into metaphysical debates as to whether
such and such a country belongs in such and such a category
because it is ‘already fairly extraverted’, because ‘it exports
so many raw materials’ or ‘so few industrial goods’; we are
heading for disaster. Matters become even worse when basic
characteristics are deduced from these categorizations;
when we are so blinkered that we see only those aspects of
the concrete reality of a country that correspond to the-
appropriate category (foreign companies controlling the
export sector, etc.).

Beware of labels. Beware of the International Division of
Labour. Look at how each country ‘works’, at what it pro-
duces, and for whom it produces it. Look at how and why
specific forms of wage relations and regimes of accumu-
lation developed. And be very careful about ‘casting a net’
over the world in an attempt to grasp relations between

regimes of accumulation in different national social
formations.




2
The Fortunes and Misfortunes
of the Central Regime of
Accumulation: Fordism

Armed with these caveats, we can now attempt to make
sense of the latest episodes in a tale full of sound and fury
and drenched in blood and mud: the invention and diffusion
of capitalism, the expropriation of the peasantry, ‘bloody
legislation’ and forced labour, the rediscovery of slavery and
serfdom, the violent colonization of the greater part of the
world, crises, strikes and wars ...

In order to do so, we must first describe our conceptual
tools (our ‘scaftfolding’), which we derive from the work of
Marx. We will then further specify the notions of ‘regime of
accumulation’ and ‘mode of regulation’ via a brief examin-
ation of the twofold rupture brought about in both the pro-
duction process and overall regulation by the emergence
(again from crisis and war) of a central regime which came
into its own in the post-1945 period: Fordism. Then we will
examine the international economic configuration when
that model was in its heyday and outline the first stages in its
Cr1SIS.

This chapter will of necessity be schematic. Quite apart
from the fact that its major theses have been developed else-
where,! its main purpose is simply to set the stage for the
rest of the book. If we wish to understand what is happening
‘on the periphery’ (pragmatically defined as that part of the
world in which the regime of accumulation found in the
most developed capitalist countries has not been able to

29
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take root), we must begin by looking at what is happening
in the advanced capitalist world. As we shall see, difterent
things happen there at different times, as it is not always the
same contradictions that come to the fore. We can therefore
expect considerable mutations to occur in the relationship
between the central regime of accumulation and the rest of
the world, and we can expect those mutations to open up
the possibility (not the necessity) for difterent periphery-
centre relations and, given local social struggles, for the
discovery of different models of peripheral development.

(In Chapter 3 we will go back to what was happening on
the periphery while Fordism matured in the centre. Later
chapters will take up the thread of the story by examining
the development of its crisis, with particular reference to
events on the periphery.)

Conceptual Reminders

Marx made his essential contribution by stressing the
importance of the social relations established within the
process of production. Both his theory of exploitation and
his theory of the stages of the development of the capitalist
organization of labour derive from that insight. At the same
time, Marx was even more aware than most economists of
his day of the specific problems raised by the circulation of
revenue and products within a market economy. In par-.
ticular he emphasized that the reproduction of a market
(capitalist) economy implies a close connection between
the production and circulation of commodities and revenue.
It is not suftficient to produce commodities, a buyer must
also be found.

Ay, there’s the rub. We know that the capitalist mode of
production is a combination of two basic Telafions:.com-
modity re lations and wage relations.>

Commodity relations. The owners of units of productijon
organize the investment of labour and put the product of
that labour on the market. ‘The product of differerit labour
processes takes the form of a value which has to be socially
validated by being exchanged for money, in other words by

being realized or sold.
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Wage relations. The owners of the units of production
buy labour-power from wage-earners in exchange for a
quantity of money whose value is inferior to the value added
by their labour, the difference between the two being
surplus-value. The wage-earners do at least have the advan-
tage of being paid, but in return they have to submit to the
work discipline and the organization which the capitalist
imposes in the factory.

For the capitalist matters are in a sense more compli-
cated. The individual capitalist owns a sum of money which
he exchanges for means of production, notably fixed capital
(investment) and labour-power. He organizes the process of
production, sells the commodities (if he can), and accumu-
lates more capital and surplus-value. The initial value he
owns is therefore a wvalue-in-process and it will in time
increase, provided that be invests and valorizes it correctly
At the same time, the wage-earner spends his wages and
thus reconstitutes his labour-power for the next cycle. Both
wage relations and the market division of labour are thus
reproduced. We also know that, broadly speaking,’ the raie
of profit (the ratio of surplus-value to capital) is positively
determined by the rate of surplus-value (the ratio of
surplus-value to value-added) and negatively determined by
the ‘organic composition of capital’ (the ratio of value added
to capital invested). Both these factors are themselves deter-
mined by norms of production (which determine product-
ivity and the coefticient of per-capita fixed capital) and by
norms of consumption by wage-earners

But what social guarantee is there that all capitalists (or if
not ‘all’, the vast majority of them) W1ll sell their com-
mod1t1es and that all wage-earners will “sell” their labour-
power? In classical terms, this is the problem of ‘social
demand’. Now demand is prestructured by the distribution
of revenue and by the availability of money to buy. the ¢On-
ditions of production. When the product is ‘realized’ in the
form of money, the agents who control the units of pro-
duction can expand production by reinvesting their
turnover and can thereby help to recreate demand, and so
on.

Moreover, the times of production and circulation are
articulated with another form of temporality: that of technical
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change, which is itself an eftect of the accumulation of
capital under conditions defined by the present state of the
conflict between those involved in production and distri-
bution, in other words between wage-earners and capital-
ists. Those conditions are, however, further defined by other
social classes (rentiers, small independent producers, etc.).
in both ‘value’ and ‘volume’ terms, then, the structure of
supply and demand is determined by the transformation of
both norms of production (per-capita capital, increases in
productivity), norms of distribution (division of economic
surplus into wages, profits, rent, etc.), and norms of con-
sumption (life-styles of diffterent classes, etc.).

As we have already seen, the term regime of accumu-
lation refers to a systematic and long-term allocation of the
product in such a way as to ensure a certain adequation
between transformations of conditions of production and
transtormations of conditions of consumption. A regime of
accumulation can be defined in terms of a schema of repro-
duction which describes how social labour is allocated over
a period of time and how products are distributed between
different departments of production over the same period.
Departments can be defined as divisions within the pro-
ductive system based on requirements of reproduction and
accumulation (but without any necessary reference to the
technical constraints of concrete labour). A schema of
reproduction is in a sense the skeleton of a regime of

accumulation or a mathematical diagram of its social coher- -

ence.
In its simplest form, the division involves two depart-

and Department 2 (productlon of articles of Consumptlon)
It can of course be further refined into sub-departments.
Thus, Department 1 can be subdivided into ‘production for
Department 1’ and ‘production for Department 2°, whilst
Department 2 can be subdivided into ‘production for svage-
earners’ and ‘production for the ruling classes’ (sometimes
referred to as ‘Department 3’). If international trade is taken
into account, an export department can also be identified. In
fact any macroeconomic function of production allows us to

identify a corresponding department.* The existence within
a socio-economic formation of other forms or modes of pro-
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duction which are reproduced in articulation with capi-
talism further complicates regimes of accumulation.’ In such
cases, subdepartments can be defined in terms of modes of
production which help in various ways to perform macro-
economic functions or to create the income of difterent
social classes. Departments are not to be confused with
branches and branch circuits, which relate to the concrete
division of the labour process.

In recent years, long-terim economic studies have revealed
the existence of a wide variety of regiimes of accumulation. A
regime of accumulation may be primarily extensive or pri-
marily intensive, depending on whether capital accumulation
is a means to expand the scale of production (with constant
norms of production) or to further the capitalist reorgan-
ization of labour (‘the real subordination’ of labour to
capital) by increasing productivity or the coefficient of
capital. It should also be noted that the cenire of ihe pro-
ductive apparatus, in other words the pole which structures
the social validation of production, may also shift from one
department to another. As Palloix notes°® capitalist pro-
duction has at different times centred upon the exchange of
commodities for rent or surplus-value (Department 3), for
constant capital (Department 1) and for variable capital
(Department 2). Finally, a careful distinction must be made
between the centre of the productive apparatus and its
‘heart’, the point at which new norms of production
develop.

Very schematically, the regime of accumulation which
prevailed in the most advanced capitalist countries between
the first industrial revolution and the First World War was
primarily extensive, and centred upon the extended repro-
duction of means of production. Since the Second World
War, in contrast, the dominant regime has been intensive
and centred upon the growth of mass consumption.

A regime of accumulation is not, however, some disem-
bodied entity which exists in the ethereal world of schemas
of reproduction. If a schema is to be realized and to repro-
duce itself for any length of time, there must also be insti-
tutional forms, procedures and habits which either coerce
or persuade private agents to conform to its schemas. These
forms are collectively known,_as a mode of regulation. Not
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every mode of regulation is suitable for every regime of
accumulation. Economic crises, which appear to interrupt
extended reproduction for varying periods of time, may in
fact be manifestations of a variety of conjunctures.’

‘Minor crises’ simply sanction a latent failure to adjust
individual behaviour and expectations to the potentlalmes
and needs of the regiime of accumulation. Ult1mately they
reestablish the unity of the circuit, and they are a normal
element in regulanon (‘crisis in regulation’).

‘Major crises’ indicate fhat the mode of regulation is not
emergence of a new regime is being held back by outdated
forms of regulation (as in the crisis of 1930) or because the
potential of the regime of accumulation has been exhausted,
given the prevailing mode of regulation (this is probably
true of both the crisis of the late nmeteenth century and of
the present cCrisis). A LA

The major crisis of the 1930s can in fact be analysed
either as the first crisis in intensive accumulation or as the
last crisis in ‘competitive regulation’. That mode of regu-
lation was characterized by the a posteriori adjustment of
the output of the various branches to price movements, and
by price movements which were highly responsive to
changes in demand. Wages were adjusted to price move-
ments so that direct real wages were either stable or rose
slowly. Such a mode of regulation was relatively adequate to
extensive accumulation with only minor changes in norms
of production and consumption.

Within that mode of regulation, the tentative search for
an outlet for various capitals which could not forecast their
collective growth with any accuracy was an ever-present
problem, and the possibility of overproduction on either a
local or a general scale was a persistent danger: hence the
importance of the question of markets, particularly those
‘outside capitalism’, to which we will return in the next
chapter. But in the aftermath of the First World War, the
generalization of new forms of work organization (the
Taylorist and then the Fordist revolutions) led to unpre-
cedented rises in productivity (of the order of S to 6 per
cent in France, as opposed to an average of 2 per cent since
the first industrial revolution ). Under competitive regulation
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final demand did not keep pace with the rise in productivity.
The boom caused by the enormous increase in relative
surplus-value® in the 1920s gave way to a major crisis of
over-production in the 1930s.

Fordism: A Well-Regulated Regime of
Accumulation

After the Second World War, an intensive regime of accumu-
lation centred upon mass consumption became generalized
because a new ‘menopolistic mode of regulation incor-
porated both productivity rises and the corresponding rise
in popular consumption into the determination of wages
and neminal profits a priori. Thanks to the original insights
of Gramsci and Henri de Man, this regime is now known as
‘Fordism’. The term refers to two phenomena which are
theoretically linked but which are also relatively distinct and
subject to historical — and, as we shall see, geographical -
variations.

In the 1920s, a revolutionary mode of work organization
became generalized in the uUsA and, to a certain extent, in
Europe. This was Taylorism, the process whereby the skills
of worker collectives were expropriated and systematized by
engineers and technicians using methods of ‘Scientific
Management’. A further step was taken when that syste-
matized knowledge was incorporated into an automatic
system, with machines dictating working methods to
workers whose initiative had been expropriated. This was
the ‘productive aspect of Fordism’.” It should, however, be
noted that the presence of skilled workers was still neces-
sary at every level of the branches that were Taylorized and
then Fordized. This was particularly true in the metal-
working industries, and even more so in the key areas where
‘incorporation’ took place, the branches manufacturing
industrial equipment goods and machine-tools that consti-
tute the ‘heart’ of the productive apparatus.'’ It should also
be noted that Taylorization presupposed from the outset
that the labour-force possessed certain skills or at least a cer-

tain ‘industrial culture’.
Once the process got under way, it led to a rapid rise in
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labour productivity and, thanks to mechanization, to an
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increase in the per- capita. volume of fixed capital.!' As we
hive-fioted, this rise in productivity led to the over-
production crisis of the 1930s. To use a famous formula,
mankind had set itself a problem which it ook fifteen years
and a gigantic conflict between nations, classes and political
projects to solve.

It did so by discovering a new mode of regulation which
allowed Fordism to develop ully. A new element was intro-
duced: the continual adjustment of mass consumption to
rises in productivity. This adaptation led to huge changes in
the life-style of wage-earners — to its ‘normalization’ and to
its incorporation into capitalist accumulation itself.'?

After the period of reconstruction in Europe, which was
by its very nature extensive, and the Korean War, the OECD
countries experienced a new intensive wave which was to
last for twenty years and which was to result in a consider-
able rise in both productivity and in per-capita fixed capital.
But this time the rise in the purchasing power of both pro-
ductive and non-productive wage-earners matched the rise
in productivity almost exactly. The rise in productivity was
much the same in both departments. Both the organic com-
position of capital and the sharing-out of value-added (the
rate of surplus-value) remained almost unchanged.

More detail will be given later. For the moment, these
developments allow us to paint a stylized picture of the
‘Golden Age’.

T'he Golden Age

There are two main aspects to the Golden Age model:*’

1) Overall technical Comp051t10n (a2 rough equivalent to
per-capita leﬁd ‘capital) and productivity in Department 1
rise at the same rate. This ‘counteracting influence’ of the
rising technical composition of capital inhibits the tendency
of the organic composition to rise (as the value of machines
depreciates, thelr volume mcreases)

YLt
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otherwise ‘counteract’ the falling rate of profit, it also
inhibits the tendency towards a crisis of overproduction and
under-consumption. Given that the organic composition of
capital does not vary, the general rate of profit remains
stable, and accumulation can therefore continue at a steady
rate.

Until the mid-1960s, these conditions were more or less
met in the developed countries. But there was no a priori
reason why that should have been the case. It was almost a
miracle that the first condition was met," and statistical data
shows that in the major industrialized countries it was
decreasingly true from the 1960s onwards. On the other
hand, a more or less explicit policy of regulating wage
relations by normalizing increases in purchasing power did
help the second condition to be met, particularly as the
stabilization of wage relations was accompanied by the
extension of wage-earning to most activities, including
managenlent market and fmanaal regulation, and social
control.”>

The regulat10n of wage relations took different insti-
tutional forms in the various OECD countries, but it usually
involved:

1) binding collective agreements applying to all
employers Within'a given branch or r'egion (and thus pre-
established by the State, with per1od1c increases in ‘pur-
chasing power; and 3) a social insurance system financed by
compulsory contributions guaranteeing all wage-earners a
permanent iricome, even if they no longer received a direct
wage because of illness, retirement or unemployment.

Regulation of wage relations was accompanied by major
changes in relations between banks and industrial firms. As a
result, firms could transter production from one branch to
another and at the same time maintain prices in declining
branches. Similarly there were important changes in the role
of the State, above all in the management of wage relations
(the welfare state and direct wage relations) and the
management of money.

Private banks acquired the ability to issue money by pro-
viding credit for both firms and households. This ‘credit
money’ anticipates the validation of values-in-process and is
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wiped out when the loans are repaid; it is wagered against
the high probability that the borrowers will be able to repay.
The ‘monetary mass’ issued by the banks thus represents a
‘pre-validation’ of productively invested values-in-process.'
But the banks also require (at least to clear-oft their balances)
a form of currency which is unconditionally accepted and
which has to be accepted when debts are repaid. In other
words, they require a currency issued by a State-controlled
central bank. Some of the currency issued by the central
bank (the ‘monetary base’) may represent an international
currency (such as gold or the currency issued by the central
bank of a hegemonic country, like the dollar), but most of it
represents the ofticial pre-validation or ‘pseudo-validation’ of
certain debts (debts contracted by the state treasury, or
privileged credits rediscounted by secondary banks). By
establishing the level of pseudo-validation and by using a
battery of rules to oblige secondary banks to hold back some
of their credit in the form of central currency reserves, the
central bank can influence their willingness to lend, or at
least the rate of interest at which they do lend, thereby influ-
encing other agents’ willingness to borrow.

By using the weapon of monetary policy, the State can,
then, attenipt €o stimulate or slow down the economy. It can
do the same thing by ]ugglmg its spendmg and revenue.
When the economy requires a boost it can cut taxes and
increase spending, relying upon the revenue generated by
the subsequent recovery to cut its deficit. It can also mani-
pulate minimum wages and/or the budget of welfare
expenditure. Together these various devices constitute the
famous tool box of ‘Keynesian policy’.

The working of this mode of regulation, together with
the generalization of Fordism within the labour-process,
meant that the two rules of the intensive accumulation of
the Golden Age schema could be respected a priori. For a
period of twenty vears, the OECD countries enjoyed
exceptionally high and regular long-term growth. There
were of course conjunctural slow-downs (‘recessions’) and
there were also major differences between the growth rates
of different countries, but it can be said that each country
experimented with Fordism and developed it to its advan-
tage by expanding internal demand. Being the most
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advanced country from the outset, the USA obviously had a
lower rate of growth than countries with a younger Fordisin,
but even so its economy still grew by almost 4 per cent per
yvear. The one exception was Great Britain which, because of
the strength of its craft unions and the industrial apathy of
its financial bourgeoisie, departed considerably from the
model] of Fordist production and therefore had a lower rate
of growth.

The Tmplicit Hegemony’ of the USA

As we have just seen, international trade was of secondary
importance to the Fordist model of growth. The driving
forces instead were the internal transformation of industrial.,
production processes and the expansion of the mtemal |
market by increasing purchasing power. Foreign markets in
dominated countries which, as we shall see in Chapter 3,
were the traditional form of regulation under competitive
capitalism. lost much of their importance. The ratio of manu- -~
factured products exported to those sold on the home
market reached a historical low in the sixties. Moreover, the
main growth in international trade occurred within con-
tinental blocs and within the OECD, in other words inside
and between Europe and North America.

The South was tendentially forced into the role of supply-
ing labour and raw materials. The primary task of us political
and military domination was to assure control over its raw
material resources. Certain countries in Latin America and
Asia did aspire to the Fordist model by sheltering behind
high tariff barriers: this was the famous ‘import-substitution
policy’, and we will look later at the problems it involved.

In the period 1945-65, then, international relations were
primarily ‘North-North’ relations.!” Can we describe them as
constituting a world regime of accumulation or a world
mode of regulation? What in fact was happening was that
Europe and Japan were ‘catching up’ with the UsA. Since they
started out from unequal, differentiated positions, the com-
bination of ‘differentiation/catching up’ was in itself a regime
of accumulation and a mode of regulation providing the
basis for what Arrighi terms ‘the implicit hegemony of the



40

UsA’.'®* The usAa emerged victorious from the Second World
War enjoying great productivity advantages and producing
63 per cent of the GDp of the five major countries (USA, UK,
West Germany, France and Japan) and 57 per cent of all
value-added in 1950. It forced its model of developiment on
the rest of the world, first culturally, then financially with
- the Marshall and MacArthur Plans, and finally institutionally
* with the Bretton Woods. agreements and the establishment
of GATT, the IMF and the OECD.

Under these conditions, there was no need for an inter-
national form of regulation of wage relations the same
principles (contractualization, a welfare state, increased pur-
chasing power) were universally adopted, even though they
took different concrete forms in different countries. The
dollar became the international currency. It was pledged
against the unchallenged validity of American values-in-
process; the productivity gap was such that American equip-
ment goods, which incorporated the 1nost efficient
production norms, would always find buyers in Europe and
Japan. America therefore had a systematic trade surplus. The
only problem was the ability of Europe and Japan to buy
American producer-goods. At first, the problem was resolved
by loans from the uUS government but increasingly it was
solved by overseas investment on the part of US firms. As a
result, the UsA had a structural capital deficit. This deficit
provided the ‘base’ for an international currency: ‘xeno-
dollars’ (dollars held by non-residents). In theory, the xeno-
dollar (née Eurodollar) was backed by us gold reserves; in
reality it was backed by the undeniable validity of American
capitalist production. And as we shall see, when its validity
became problematic, the UsA refused to exchange the dollar
balances held by foreign residents for gold.

We do not, then, have an international regime of accumu-
lation in the true sense of the term, but rather a world cor-
ﬂguratzon that temporarily guaranteed the._ c0mpat1b1hty of
a juxtaposition of similar regimes of accumulation with
different gr wth rates, and which were inserted into the
international framework in different ways. Very schem-
atically, the usa re-equipped Europe (and Japan) in
exchange for rights over European labour-power. Multi-
national companies purchased labour-power in exchange for



Fordism 41

the right to buy American producer-goods. The purchase of
those producer-goods, together with the accelerated gen-
eralization of Fordism, allowed Europe! and Japan gradually
to catch up with Us levels of productivity.

As we shall see later, the world economy has not (yet?)
developed beyond this implicit level of organization. No
institutional form regulating world demand has been
possible. No supra-national authority to control money
supply has been created The complementarities and
antagonisms that exist between national economies remain
unstable, constituting little more than partial and random
configurations. We therefore cannot literally speak of a world
regime of accumulation.?®’

From Latent Erosion to Open Crisis (1967-1974)

If the ‘c‘_r_g§1§ can be characterized in terms of a general down-
turn in accumulation, slower growth in manufacturing out-
put,?' a general and continuous rise in unemployment and,
above all, an absence of regular growth, we have to conclude
that the premonitory signs were already visible from the
1967 recession.??

From that point onwards, a slight downward slope began
to appear in the curve linking the ‘peaks’ in minor fluctu-
ations in world industrial growth (6.6 per cent per year
between 1963 and 1967; 5.6 per cent per year between
1967 and 1973). More significantly, the curve linking the
‘lows’, which had until then been running almost parallel to
the peaks began to diverge, falling from 4.8 per cent

between 1967 and 1971 to 2.5 per cent between 1971 and
1974.

The Roots of the General Crisis in Fordism

Three different species of phenomena and events should be
distinguished within the development of the present crisis:
1) those which relate to the general crisis in Fordism and
which appear to some extent in all those countries which
have adopted that mode of development; 2) the magnifying
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effects of the interconnections between the various SOCIO-
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economic national formations; and 3) phenomena specific to
each of the social formations in question.

“We will not discuss national specificities here, even
though they provide a fertile field for research inspired by
the same problematic as this book.”? The distinction
between the first two series of phenomena must, on the
other hand, be made very clear as it has obvious political
implications. If we restrict the argument to the second type,
the crisis appears to be simply a crisis within national
monopolistic regulation, which has come into contra-
diction with the internationalization of production. If that
is in fact the case, a concerted recovery would provide an
answer to the crisis. If we also take into account the first
type, it becomes apparent that the crisis also affects the very
basis of an intensive regime of accumulation based upon
Taylorist work organization methods and Fordist mass con-
sumption. We will try here to synthesize both aspects.

The most obvious factor in the crisis in the regime of
accumulation is the general downturn in rate of productivity
growth. This began in the late 1960s and affected all
branches, including the car industry, which is the most typi-
cally Fordist branch.? But how does that downturn lead to a
CI1S1S?

We could answer that question by stressing the contra-

diction between the downturn and the continued tendency
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to increase purchasing power. Thus, it could be argued that .
increased purchasing power has led to increased unit wage-
costs, to a profit squeeze and then to crisis. The statistics for
the early 1970s do not, however, support this argument 1 for
all industrial countries (Germany and Japan are temporary
exceptions). To be more specific, the rise in purchasing
power does not seem to have accelerated autonomously.
The few cases in which purchasing power did rise faster
than productivity can be better explained in terms of a slow-
ing down of productivity growth. Besides, if wage/profit
distribution were the origin of the crisis, it could have been
warded off by sunply slowing down direct or indirect wage
growth.

A more convincing explanation takes into account the

other component in the profitability of capital. By the mid-
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1960s, the downturn in productivity growth had led to an
increase in per capita capital in velue terms or, in Marxist
terms, to a rise in the organic composition of capital. Since
then, productivity rises have failed to compensate for the
rise in the technical composition of capital, in, that is, the
per capita volume of fixed capital.?>

Initially, the mark-up procedures characteristic of mono-
polistic regulation (whereby firms add a marginal rate to
prices) compensated for the fall in immediate profitability by
producing a nominal rise in profits, but that had reper-
cussions in that it led to a general increase in both prices
and wages, and meant that a greater share of profits had to
be ploughed into amortization. Increasingly, firms ran into
debt and the cost of debt-servicing, together with the rise in
the relative cost of investment, led to a latent investment
crisis.’® All this took place in an inflationary climate. The
downturn in investment, together with the fact that each

individual investment created fewer jobs, led to a rise in

unemployment and therefore to increasing pressure on the
welfare state.

No matter whether we emphasize the profit squeeze or
the rise in the organic composition of capital, the present
crisis in intensive accumulation is a Crisis in_ g?:_ﬁz‘abzlzty,
whereas the crisis of the 1930% was a crisis of over-
productzon The institutional forms of monopolistic regu-

lation do in fact inhibit the ‘depressive spiral’. The increase

in indirect wages offsets a fall in purchasing power (despite

the numerical rise in unemployment). The soundness of
credit-money allows values-in-process to survive. Firms
which would have been reduced to bankruptcy in a gold-
based banking system therefore survive too. The crisis there-

fere takes the form of simultaneous stagnation and mﬂanon

but neither prices nor production collapse.

But why does productivity slow down? It is here that the
differencébetween the analysis we have been discussing and
the theory of ‘long waves of innovation’ can be seen most
clearly. It is very difficult to see any downturn in tech-
nological innovation during the 1960s, indeed the emer-
gence of microelectronics would seem to imply the
opposite. On the other hand, the limitations of Taylorist and
Fordist work-organization principles, which had been so
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successful in the 1950s and the 1960s, were gradually
becoming obvious in purely organizational terms (not to
mention their social costs).?’” At a deeper level, this form of
work organization means that the majority of producers
have no control over their own work and that the activities
of engineers and technicians become the only sources of
productivity. The only way in which they can increase
overall productivity is to invent ever more complex
machines. We can thus see why the downturn in product-
ivity goes hand in hand with a rising coefticient of per capita
fixed capital.?® Which leaves us with the problem of why the
latent crisis in Fordism, which was being undermined by
minor but cumulative changes, degenerated into an obvious
recession. In order to understand that, we have to take into
account both the international dimension and the reactions
of governments and employers.

From the Erosion of us Hegemony to the First Oil Shock

From 1967 onwards, a qualitative change radically altered
the international configuration. Productivity in Japan and
Europe (notably in West Germany and France) was now so
close to US levels that, given the prevailing exchange rate,
unit wage costs were beginning to have an unfavourable
impact on Us competitiveness.?’ The growth of multinational
companies in Europe and the extension of Fordist methods
in both Europe and Japan had allowed them to catch up.
Investment levels were still much higher there than in the
USA.

America now had a trade deficit. Fort Knox’s gold
reserves could no longer cover xenodollars. As American
production became less and less competitive, xenodollars
could no longer be regarded as representing a money
currency (gold) or as representing values-in-process that
would be unquestioningly validated at the international
level. The dollar was therefore thought to be over-valued.

As a result the dollar gradually lost its role as an absolute

standard and began to fall against all other currencies.’’ A
trade war then broke out between the three poles of the
capitalist world economy, which were roughly equally com-
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petitive. The differentiated configuration of the 1950s and
the 1960s gave way to a configuration in which three poles
were synchronized in accumulation. Phases of expansion
and recession in any one pole were directly echoed in the
others, and their effects were cumulative.

The worldwide boom of 1973 strongly suggested that
there would be a general recession in 1974, but its main
effect was extreme tension in the raw materials market. At
the same tiime there was a nationalist upsurge in the Third
World as explicit American hegemony came under direct
threat in Indochina. It was in this objective and subjective
conjuncture that the Arab-Israeli War of October 1973 gave
the ruling classes of the oil-exporting countries an oppor-
tunity to take control of oil rents.

In theory, the increase in o0il rents simply reflected a
change in the ownership of a tiny fraction of world surplus-
value.’' But in the developed countries, which were already
threatened with recession and where the latent crisis in
Fordism was exacerbating tensions over the allocation of
value-added, the sudden rise in oil prices added an inflation-
ary dimension to the struggle over its distribution.
Employers and governments used inflation as an excuse to
try to reduce wage-earners’ purchasing power by cutting
wages and restricting credit. Their initial successes in that
direction led to depressed demand in the developed coun-
tries and that, combined with a panic off-loading of stock,
provoked the first great recession of the crisis.

In 1975, however, this austerity offensive was halted by
worldwide resistance from workers and trade unions. The
automatic stabilizers of the welfare state, which had been
strengthened by the precipitate extension of unemployment
benefits (the ruling classes had been all the more ‘generous’
in that they did not believe that the crisis was serious),
helped halt the spiral of depression, ensuring that con-
sumption remained more or less stable despite the rise in
unemployment. The ‘safety net’ thus prevented a depression
and by 1975 a general recovery was under way, particularly
as the oil levy, which had been financed by credit, was
recycled into a major increase in effective world demand.
Such is the strange configuration which we will examine
later.



46
Conclusion

The least that can be said after this rapid survey is that,
Jhilst.the contradictions of. capitalism may, well .be. per-
manent, they can-be.- cxpressed and resolved in a variety of
ways. Regimes of accumulation which are predominintly
extensive and regimes which are predominantly intensive
obviously relate to the ‘outside world’ in different ways. We
may suspect that relations with the outside world were orig-
inally very important, that they became less important as
capital created its own internal market; that, at its height,
Fordism marks the extent to which developed capitalism can
be autocentred; and that the crisis in Fordism will open up
new possibilities. We will examine these issues below,
beginning with the period that takes us from the origins to

the triumph of central Fordism. But once again it has to be
stressed that the ‘needs’ of the centre do not determine

what happens in every peripheral territory!
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The Old Division of Labour,

Or What Did Capitalism Want
With The Periphery?

While it is, as I have attempted to show, true that in the
countries in which it first developed, capitalism did go
through a series of different regimes of accumulation and
modes of regulation, it is rather pointless to attempt to
elaborate a general theory of centre-periphery relations by
deducing it from ‘the basic tendencies of the imode of pro-
duction’ without analysing the specificities of those regimes
and modes. And it has to be admitted that, in face of histori-
cal developments which are blindingly obvious, theories of
‘dependency’ and ‘imperialism’ are out of date. If those
theories continue to survive, it is only because they do con-
tain a grain of truth pertaining to past stages in historical
development. But even at the time of their elaboration, they
had difficulty in explaining how previous stages had led to
the existing configuration. And when, by some stroke of luck
(or bad luck), new facts seem to confirm their theses, they
had difficulty in identifying or understanding these emergent
developments. This is true of both the ‘classical’ theories of
imperialism elaborated at the beginning of the twentieth
century and of the dependency theories which flourished
between 1950 and 1960 (a period which appeared to prove
them right). Their conclusions have to be revised con-
siderably in the light of events in the 1970s.

The present chapter will be devoted to a schematic analy-
sis of both the history of real events and the history of ideas.

47
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The Periphery as Thermostat

The classical theories of imperialism were developed in a
context of a specific historical reality: predominantly exten-
sive aeeumulatmn and competitive regulation in the first
countries undertakmg capitalist industrial revolution. The
philosophical core of these theories can in fact be found in
Adam Smith, even though he and the theorists of imperial-
ism differ as to the merits of the international division of
labour.

The basic argument is that the capitalist wage system led
to the emergence of relatively complex forms of cooperation
in manufacturing which gave capitalism an absolute
advantage over other modes of production in terms of pro-
ductivity. But the extensive accumulation of. capital in
countries experimenting with this mode of growth was not
accompanied by a parallel expansion of social demand
(because, to use a modern argument, there was no mono-
polistic regulation of wages). In the absence of sufficient
internal demand, demand had tO be created ‘in the outside
world’, which capitalism, in fact, could successfully do
because of its absolute economic (and military) advantages
The search for new demand and the ability to create it (if
necessary by coercion) are the mainsprings behind imperial-
ism, which is seen as the need on the part of the most highly
developed capitalist countries to control foreign economies.

At the time, the imperialism meant primarily outlets for
commodities which could not find buyers in the home
market, and the theorists of the day, includirig Rosa
Luxemburg, understood it specifically in that sense. How-
ever once commodity production and the wage-system had
developed sufficiently, the outside world became also an
outlet for direct capital investment (as Lenin was to empha-
31ze) The only truly fundamental point over which Marxists
disagreed was the urgency or necessity of finding such
outlets; it was taken for granted that ‘outside capitalisnr’ did
not necessarily mean ‘outside the countiry’.!

In his polemics against ‘economic romanticism’,? Lenin
began by denying that there was an outlet problem, but at
the same time he demonstrated that the development of
capitalism in Russia meant the absorption of the ‘outside
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world’ of agriculture and handicraft production.* According
to Lenin, the growing demand for constant capital within a
regime of extensive accumulation was sufficient to provide
capitalism with its own markets. Three vyears later,* he
admitted that there was an overall ‘realization’ problem and
stressed the importance of foreign markets. At the other
extreme, Luxemburg overestimated the difficulties of resol-
ving the contradiction between production and realization
within a closed regime of capitalist accumulation.” For both
Luxemburg and Lenin, the function of the outside world was
to mop up a surplus which cannot be absorbed by the exist-
ing internal regime of accumulation (the product of
branches which develop more rapidly than others, excess
production which cannot be absorbed by popular demand).
In their conception the world market acts as an external
pole which validates production that is for the moment in
excess of social demand.

The outside world also acts as a reservoir prov1d1ng
capitalism with items it can transform but cannot create
(raw ‘materials) or can only reproduce (labour power) The
théoreticians of the early twentieth century paid little
attention to this, as neither problem was urgent: industrial
capitalism could still find most of the reserves it needed
within its home countries, even though the ‘industrial
reserve army’ of the peasantry was already spilling across
national frontiers. It was only later that the ‘plunder of the
Third World’ (which can also take the form of emigration)
became an overarching theme. It was, however, at this time
that the term ‘international division of labour’ began to be
used (meaning that the South produced cheap raw materials
and that the North produced manufactures).

Under this regune of ‘centre-periphery’ relations, the role
of the periphery is effectively that of a thermostat, and it is
seen as such. The capitalist circuits of extended repro-
duction cannot be completed within the centre. The outside
world therefore supplies it with both hot and ¢old sources
(Iabour-power and raw materials, and markets). We can,
then, quite understand why the theoreticians of imperialism
took little theoretical interest in the concrete analysis of
peripheral social relations. These were usually described as
‘primitive’ or ‘precapitalist’ (forced labour, pseudo-slavery,
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quasi-feudal agriculture, etc.) and, although they were
destined to ‘disappear’, it was simply assumed that they
would comply with the needs of the centre. Once again,
theory was until the mid-twentieth century simply a
reflection of the realities of the international mode of regu-
lation: the periphery felt the repercussions of ‘minor crises’
in the centre and amplified them (at least in the commodity
sector): from the onset, a characteristic movement of the
colonial export-trade in raw materials.

It must be stressed, however, that centre-periphery
relations were originally a process (whereby the capitalist
manufacturing centre located markets, tapped a labour-force,
and spread firms dependent on itself) and that it is only
later that they were consolidated into a structure of unequal
relations. It might in fact be more accurate to say that if
structural relations are indeed involved, they are relations
between processes. To use Lenin’s sibylline but telling
phrase, in the centre, capitalism develops ‘in depib’; in the
periphery it develops ‘in breadth’.® In other words, the
centre is characterized by increasingly interconnected pro-
cesses of production within an increasingly clearly defined
schema of reproduction (and is becoming auto-centred),
whereas peripheral capitalist units of production develop in
accordance with a coherence that is established elsewhere.
In other words, they are ‘extraverted’.

The fact that they were extraverted, together with the fact
that the Marxist intellectuals were Europeans, meant that
there was even less interest in the internal regimes of
accumulation of dominated countries. It was not until the
great anti-colonial revolution of the mid-twentieth century
that theorists emerged from the Third World itself. Their
emergence and the fact that links of economic dependency
continued to exist once political independence had been
gained led to an increasing theoretical interest in the con-
crete workings of dominated social formations. The result
was a critique of earlier ‘centro-centrism’ and the beginnings
of methodological work on the relative autonomy of peri-
pheral regimes of accumulation. The debate over theories of
imperialism, howevet, simply shifted from the needs of the
centre to centre-periphery relations. Little attention was paid
to the periphery itself, which remained a ‘dark continent’.
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To restrict the discussion to the debate in France, Rey
emphasized the solidity of non-capitalist modes of pro-
duction and the specific problem of their articulation with
capitalism, showing that even though capitalism had an
‘absolute advantage’, its products could not penetrate eco-
nomies which did not really take a commodity form.” Palloix
revealed how the capitalism-outside world articulation took
different forms at different times.® Amin anticipated later
work on Fordist regimes of accumulation and modes of
regulation by showing that the problem of markets gradually
became less important as the centre became auto-centred,
and as the relative growth of departments and income
became increasingly subject to ‘ex-ante’ regulation.” He
argued that on the contrary, the impetus for the capitalist
sector of extraverted formations'® came from the outside (in
other words from the centre) and that forims or modes of
production in other areas of the social formation (and the
care with which Amin examines these was at the time
unusual) played only a supporting role (by reproducing
labour-power cheaply) or were parasites living off the
export sector, when, that is, they were not simply margin-
alized.

Thus, rereading the canonical texts through the early
seventies, one receives the overwhelming impression that,
leaving aside countries embarked upon a ‘socialist experi-
ence’, everything is determined by the movement of world
capital, that all the initiative for change comes from the
centre, and that developments in the periphery are simply
functions of the needs of the centre. Although Palloix and
Amin clearly anticipated that peripheral industrialization
was possible (and it was indeed beginning to happen at the
time they were writing ), they overemphasized its necessarily
limited and dependent nature.

It must be stressed that these texts are highly pertinent
for the period up to the 1950s. More emphasis might have been
placed upon the class conflicts that arose on the periphery
during and after the struggle for political independence, as
these explain the ‘irreversibility’ of peripheralization, and
some authors, especially those from the Third World, did
stress their importance. The Third International had pro-
vided a schematic framework for a class analysis of such
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struggles. The framework was that of the classic opposition
between a national bourgeoisie which wanted autonomous
capitalist development and a comprador bourgeoisie based
upon the primary import-export sector.

In any event, the Beast had already appeared in the
heavens of the Apocalypse: the first’ international division
of labour, a division between a centre producing manu-
factures and a periphery exporting raw materials. As we
have seen, this ‘division’ of labour is not really a division at
all. It it could do so, the centre would produce everything
and import nothing. Besides, in historical terms, capitalism
developed where it could find its basic raw materials,
namely iron and coal In the early period of mercantilism,
European capitalism even used raw materials (its own gold
and then that of Latin America) to pay for handicrafts from
the East. It was because it was excluded from the capitalist
manufacturing centre that the periphery began to ‘special-
ize’ in raw materials in the nineteenth century. And by a
historical contingency, those central capitals which were
allied to fractions of the local ruling classes and which
wanted to acquire monopoly rents or to over-exploit an
indigeneous labour force realized that the increased exploi-
tation of peripheral raw materials worked to their advantage.
In some cases, the exploitation of the labour force took a
capitalist form, but in others wage relations were scarcely
developed at all. In yet others, strange ‘pseudo-pre-capitalist’
forms of exploitation were improvised. Whether the export
capital was national or external (central) had little effect on
its peripheral nature. :

What, then, is the status of peripheral production in the
classical theory of imperialism? It comes as no surprise to
learn that Luxemburg, who always stressed the centre’s
problems with markets, tended to see it as producing cur-
rency to be exchanged for imported manufactures (though
the historical interest she takes in peripheral production
does mark a break with Kautsky’s Eurocentrism). In the final
analysis, the centre buys products from the periphery
because it cannot, after all, give away its own products. The
important point is to extend the commodity sphere and to
realize ‘excess’ surplus-value which cannot be absorbed
within the central schema of reproduction by exchanging it



The Old Division of Labour 53

against products originating from outside capitalism.'!

The debate gradually shifted to the monetary profits
which central capitalism derived from productive enclaves
inserted into these particular social relations. With the post-
war rise of central Fordism, the question of external markets
became less important, and the problems of growth in the
decolonized periphery came to the fore. Interest therefore
focussed upon the transfer of value from periphery to centre
that resulted from North-South trade. Transfers. of value
culd result either from price mechanisms or, at a more
basm [evel, from differences’in the Value of Tabour-power,
with the central (and not the local) rulmg classes appro-
priating the differential surplus-value. The great debate of
the 1960s thus centred upon ‘unequal exchange’.!?

It was generally calculated that trade filows corresponded
to a transfer of value from the periphery to the centre and
that they therefore helped to increase the rate of profit in
the centre. But that simply exacerbated the realization
problem. The search for super-profits may well have been
the motive behind the export of individual capitals from the
centre to the periphery (though the flow was in fact
limited), but it would be incorrect to say that the ‘plunder
of the Third World” was in quantitative terms a major factor
in growth in the centre, and it would be even more incor-
rect to say that the function of the periphery was to pro-
mote growth in the centre, either before or after the Second
World War. In qualitative terms, it was of course vital to -
appropriate raw materials which, unfortunately, could not
be found or produced cheaply in the centre, but the fact that
those raw materials could be exploited in the periphery was
in itself a coincidence. Besides, profitable raw materials
were not found throughout the periphery. It was certainly
profitable to plunder the Third World and to over-exploit its
workers, but the discovery of Taylorism was even more
profitable.!?

In that sense, Latouche is perfectly right to criticize the
tendency to attribute growth in the centre to a ‘transfer of
value’ from the periphery. Leaving aside certain strategic raw
materials, under the old division of labour the Third World
was primarily (but decreasingly) functional to the regulation
of central accumulation in that it facilitated realization. As
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Latouche notes, the chemical metaphor of ‘catalysts’ would
be much more appropriate than that of ‘blood transfusions’.
The ‘plunder of the Third World’” did of course have serious
effects” on the peripbery, ‘but the destruction wreaked on
the periphery was out of all proportion to the benefits
reaped by the North’.'4 It is perfectly clear that Bengal was
looted for the sake of a few cargoes of gold and that
French West Africa was sacked for a few bales of cotton.

Other discoveries proved to be more promising. Capital-
ism, its factories, its wage system and its modern farms
could, for instance, be transplanted to settlement colonies
such as Canada or Australia, where capitalist accumulation
could amass its initial funds by exporting raw materials. One
can do anything with agricultural or mineral raw materials,
but it is dangerous simply to export them. The dilemma 1is
whether to lavish the profits on commodities from the
centre, or to buy machinery to extend the basis of wage
relations and to embark upon a process of auto-centred
accumulation, even if it means adopting protectionism to
defend what List (the official economist of Bismarkian
development) called the emergent ‘productive power’
against the encroachments of free trade. The decision rests
with the configuration of internal class struggles, and the
scars left on social structures by the colonial past (the
famous ‘habits of history’) obviously have a major influence
on that configuration.

Once this process reaches a certain stage, the extra-
version of a peripheral nation-state naturally becomes a
basic fact which it is difficult to reverse and which has pro-
found effects on the whole structure of social relations. But
if we conclude from this that its socio-economic structure is
simply a function of the needs of the centre (an argument
which does of course apply to colonization to a certain
extent) and that all its problems are due to its dependence
on the outside world, we come dangerously close to the
shortcomings of ‘dependency’ theories which tried to
modernize classical paradigms of imperialism.

The basic idea behind ‘dependency’ theory (or the
‘South’s view of imperialism’) is that the nation-states of the
periphery cannot develop within a capitalist framework
because the developed countries increasingly require their
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under-development. At best, they may be allowed to pursue
‘dependent accumulation’. This idea had its hour of glory
when a number of explicit attempts to escape dependency
during the era of triumphant Fordism ended in failure, most
of them in Latin America. ‘New industrialization’, which we
will examine later, has now obviously challenged the hypo-
statized premisses of this theory. The long-term history of
capitalism is not simply a destructive process whereby a pre-
existing central capitalism invades the periphery and pre-
vents it from gaining access to capitalist development. Even
in concrete cases where attempts to achieve autonomy
through import-substitution have ended in failure, a more
relative view of the importance of dependence on the out-

side world has to be taken.

Imperialism Gives Birth to Capitalism

It we regard the periphery’s difficulties as an effect of central
capitalism, as a desire on the part of the advanced capitalist
economies to export their own difficulties, we inevitably
suggest that there are two stages to the history of capitalism,
that it first creates its central ‘territory’ and then, being
unable to resolve its contradictions within a closed circuit,
projects itself outwards. In short, we suggest that capitalism
gives birth to imperialism. In reality, things are rather dif-
ferent: indeed, almost the reverse is true. Braudel’s historical
survey of the birth of capitalism and Frank’s study of the
period between 1492 and 1789 both provide striking illus-
trations of the relativity of the territorial notion of the

‘centre’.

Atthe end of what we call the ‘Middle Ages’, material pro-
duction all over the world was essentially carried out in
non-commodity form. At a local level, commodity and even
wage relations had of course existed for centuries in and
around the feudal estates of Europe, but they represented
only a tiny fraction of the estates’ material output, and it is
by no means certain that the logic governing the mobil-
ization of money rent was in fact either a capitalist or even
a market logic. Capitalist activity as such (the investment of
funds with a view to selling at a profit at some later but
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uncertain date) was essentially confined to international or
even intercontinental long-distance trade and involved only
a tiny proportion of world output, most of it directed
towards the feudal or ‘tributary’ ruling classes,!® rather than
other capitalists or wage-earners. Some of the centres of
these market networks began to transform the metals, spices.
and textiles in which they traded, and therefore developed a
waged labour force, though it represented only a small pro-
portion of their clientele. These cities or ‘centres of world-
economies’ floated at the edge of tributary empires or feudal
kingdoms.

The entire economic miracle of the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries. revolved. around- the transition. from
city-centres to national economies, the key to the transition
itself being the shift fom Amsterdam to London. The market
economy and the waged labour force centred upon these
markets and metr()poles grew sufficiently to create a terri-
torialized economic space geared prrmarlly towards
internal consumption and accumulation.

"There is obviously a difference between a territorialized
economic space and a network established around a city by
a world-economy. Territorialized spaces are usually consoli-
dated via identification with a pre-existing nation-state
(France, England), although in some cases obstacles to eco-
nomic unification have to be removed by political uni-
fication (Germany between 1871 and 1945). It is, however,
still difficult to identify certain central states with an indi-
vidualized economic space (Belgium or even Canada).

Capitalism was, then, born of world trade, and it created
first a waged labour force and then a home market for its
manufactures. Initially, it was an eddy within the great ocean
of the non-capitalist economy which sustained it, but it then
grew into territorialized capitalist structures which gradu-
ally became individualized and auto-centred, to use the
schema popularized by Prigogine.!'” The ratio of trade flows
‘between the structure and its thermostat to flows mternal

''''''

materral output) dnd 1t fell as the home market was consoli-

dated (see Table 1).
The widespread view to the contrary notwithstanding, the
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Table 1
Foreign Trade and Production

1899 1913 1929 1937 1950 1959
A)
Exports as share of
manufactures: %

France 33 26 25 12 23 18
Germany (Reich

territory to 1937) 31 31 27 15 _ _

West Germany g —~ _ . 13 23
UK 42 45 37 21 23 19
USA p) p 6 5 p) 4
Japan 25 40 29 40 29 23
Import content of

supply” of

manufactures: %

France 12 13 9 7 7 6
Germany (Reich

territory to 1937) 16 10 7 3 - -

West Germany — 2 — _ 4 =
UK 16 17 16 10 4 6
USA 3 3 2 2 2 3
Japan 30 34 21 11 3 4

‘Imports plus domestic output.

Source: J. Mistral, ‘Compétivité et formation du capital en longue
période’, Economie et statistiques 97, February 1977.

history of capitalism was until very recently the history of
the declining importance of foreign trade. There is in fact
nothing paradoxical about this. When territorialized capi-
talist spaces were established, and especially when the
national economies of the centre began to make the tran-
sition towards an intensive regime of accumulation and
monopolistic regulation, the ‘thermostat’ gradually lost its
importance as an outlet, even though it did become more
significant as a source (of oil or labour). The existence of a
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regime of accumulation centred upon well-regulated mass
consumption provisionally allowed capitalism to solve its
realization problems on an internal basis. Up to a point,
manufactures were exported to the periphery solely in order
to pay for raw material needs!

Whilst imperialism, in the sense of the imperative to find
outside markets, may once have been a powerful factor
within the dynamics of capitalism, it had lost much of its
importance only thirty years after Lenin characterized it as
capitalism’s ‘highest stage’. It is true that in Imperialism,
Lenin defines imperialism in terms of five characteristics,
two of which are relevant to regulation in the centre; the
others relate to the partition of the world, to the pre-
ponderant role of capital exports and to the advent of an era
in which finance capital, which is primarily interested in
appropriating raw materials, will repartition the world.
Many readers believe, however, that Lenin is saying that,
once it has reached a certain stage in its internal develop-
ment, capitalism needs to export commodities and capital.

It is this misinterpretation of Lenin that is criticized by
Latouche.’® Lenin himself was well aware of the fact that
capitalism develops by creating a home market which did
not previously exist and that originally there was only the
‘foreign’ market. He began his Development of Capitalism
in Russia, his first major work on economics and the first
concrete analysis of a regime of accumulation, by ‘examining
the question of how a home market is being formed for-
Russian capitalism.’!” In this text at least, Lenin argued that
extensive accumulation, which works to the detriment of
the non-capitalist sector, is enough to create a market and
that foreign trade is ultimately merely a residual historical
effect of the fact that it was long-distance trade which gave
birth to capitalism: ‘The need for a capitalist country to have
a foreign market is not determined at all by the laws of the
realization of the social product (and of surplus-value in par-
ticular), but, firstly, by the fact that capitalism makes its
appearance only as a result of widely developed commodity
circulation, which transcends the limits of the state. It is
therefore impossibie to conceive a capitalist nation without

foreign trade, nor is there any such nation. As the reader
sees, this reason is of a historical order.’?’
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It is on the other hand clear that Lenin, like Rosa
Luxemburg and like many of today’s ‘realizationists’ (such as
Frangois Partant?!), thought it impossible that demand from
wage-earners could provide capitalism with its primary
market: ‘It goes without saying that if capitalism could
develop agriculture, which today is everywhere lagging ter-
ribly behind industry, if it could raise the living standard of
the masses, who in spite of the amazing technical progress
are everywhere still half-starved and poverty-stricken, there
could be no question of a surplus of capital. This “argu-
ment” s very often advanced by the petty-bourgeois critics
of capitalism. But if capitalism did these things it would not
be capitalism: for both uneven development and a semi-
starvation level of existence of the masses are fundamental
and inevitable conditions and constitute premisses of this
mode of production. As long as capitalism remains what it is,
surplus capital will be utilized not for the purpose of raising
the standard of living of the masses in a given country, for
this would mean a decline in profits for the capitalists, but
for the purpose of increasing profits by exporting capital
abroad to the backward countries.’??

We have already seen in Chapter 2 that monopolistic
regulation of intensive regulation, which provides the basis
for Fordism, implies the very ‘rise in living standards’ which
Lenin thought impossible (at least in terms of consumption
of capitalist products). It is, however, true that at the time
Lenin and Luxemburg were to a large extent right and that
their arguments were still valid during the crisis of the
1930s.

We now have to ask why it is that so few auto-centred
spatial structures emerged during the era of predominantly
extensive accumulation, when capitalism was developing ‘in
breadth’.

It should first be noted that some spaces of this type did
in fact emerge when European capitalism spread to settle-
ment colonies (the United States and, much later, Australia)
or when protectionism allowed the model to become
acclimatized (as in the case of Japan). It should also be
noted that, even at the beginning of the twentieth century, it
was not easy to classify the countries of the Southern Cone
of Latin America or certain dominions. Moreover, certain
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countries which were never colonized remained marginal to
the capitalist ‘International Division of Labour’.

In most cases, however, the model could not become
‘acclimatized’ because the forms of colonialism (which is
not to be confused with colonization) which had moulded
social and political relations inhibited the development of an
industrial bourgeoisie and a waged labour force. The main
problem is the ‘failure’ of capitalist development in former
colonies which, like those in Latin America, gained their
political independence very early and made a real attempt to
become auto-centred. Such countries provide fertile ground
for theories of dependency, but those theories usually avoid
identifying the concrete root cause of their ‘failure’. A
detailed explanation of their failure would involve a histori-
cal study of the social relations, the regimes of accumulation
and the modes of regulation prevailing in the countries in
question.?* We will however try briefly to show how their
failure is articulated with international conditions.

On the ‘Failure’ of Early Import-Substitution
Policies

Certain populist regimes in Latin America took advantage of
the great crisis of the 1930s to develop an ‘import-
substitution’ strategy, and in the 1950s countries like South
Korea followed their example. The object of this strategy -
was to shift surpluses derived from primary exports into the
consumer-goods sector by restricting imports from the
centre to capital goods and using very high tariff barriers to
protect the emergent industries. It was hoped that it would
then be possible to apply the same tactics to the production
of consumer durables and capital goods.

An Incomplete Fordism?

Although initially successful, the strategy ran into serious
difficulties in the 1960s. This model of peripheral indus trial-
ization, which implied the partlal and often illusory adopuon
of the central model of productlon and consumption but not
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the corresponding social relations, failed to_enter the ‘virt-
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uous cn*cl"e of central For(hsm There are three main reasons
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ferable resource which grows in the forests of the North. It
is not enough to import machinery. The corresponding
social relations also have to be constructed. These countries
had neither the experienced working class nor the mana-
gerlal staff required for the implementation of Fordist modes
of operatlon They, as we have seen, derive from a process of
expropriation and systematization of pre-existing skills, and
they can never dispense completely with those skills. As a
result, the imported forms of production never achieved

their ‘theoretical’ productmty Once development has gone <

.-.-u----—’~—'.‘!.m e P g

beyond the stage of ‘easy substitution’, which requires little
fixed capital, and begins to involve mechan1zat1on the cost
of investment and of imported capital goods ris€s at a
breathtakmg rate. As a result, the profitability of capital falls,
although the fall can be masked if national companies with a
monopoly position succeed in imposing inflztionary mar-
ginal rates.*

In terms of markets, the characteristic features of 1mono-
polistic regulation were restricted to the management of
mark-up rates and credit-money. There were very few cases
of any significant expansion of worker and peasant pur-
chasing-power (Peronism and Christian Democracy, then
Popular Unity, in Chile were the exceptions). Markets there-
fore remained restricted to: 1) The ruling and middle Classes
created by the export economy. This market was in any case
limited, but it was also sociologically stratified and resistant
to the consumption of standardized articles.?> 2) The foreign
rnarket in other WOI‘dS the centre itself. But Wage differ-
than they would be in the late 1960s), peripheral manu-
facturing activity was not yet competitive because of its low
productivity.

In terms of foreign trade, while the famous question of
the ‘terms of trade’ applying to the raw material exports
used to finance industrialization and to capital goods
imported from the centre is still controversial (particularly
where unit price effects are concerned?®), climbing the
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productive ladder and going beyond the final assembly stage
implied a rapid increase in the volume of investment, and
therefore an increase in imports. Increased raw material
exports could not make up for that.

Import-substitution policies therefore inevitably came up
against the obstacles of trade deficits and debts, with domestic
inflation (as in Chile), or ended in stagnation and destruction
of the model (as in the Philippines). These experiments did,
however result m a real socnal transﬁmauon and m tﬁe

and modern industrial capltahsm They nught ‘then, be
described as a ‘sub-Fordism’, as a caricature of Fordism, or
as an attempt to 1ndustr1ahze by using Fordist technology
and its model of consumption, but without either its social
labour processes or its mass consumption norms.

‘Dependency’ did have something to do with this failure,
but its effects were much more mediated than vengeful
slogans would have us believe. The missing link has to be
sought in the internal social structure, which was consoli-
dated by the survival of a very unequal distribution of
income in the primary export sector, by the failure of
agrarian reform to redistribute wealth, and by the failure to
expand the manufacturing sector or to incorporate mass
consumption into the regime of accumulation. Leaving aside
the question of the scars left on internal social structures by
colonization, however, it was the very fact that the centre
had become so ‘auto-centred’ that had the greatest impact.
The diftusion of the intensive regime of accumulation led to
an increasing gap between centre and periphery in terms of
competitiveness, and expelled the periphery from the inter-
national trade in manufactures. Yet it was precisely because
the centre had been so good at developing its model of pro-
duction and its norms of consumption that import-
substitution fell into the trap of trying to imitate it.

It has to be remembered that, even in the OECD countries,
the Fordist revolution did not take place overnight. The
extent to which new norms of production, consumption and
management of wage relations were invented or adopted
varied from one country to another, with the usA being the

most developed country, leading the way. The ‘uneven dif-
fusion of intensive accumulation’’ worked wonders in con-
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tinental Northern Europe, Japan, Australia, Canada and New
Zealand. But Great Britain almost missed the Fordist boat
because its finance capital was too internationalized to be
devoted to a revolution at home. Argentina, which in the
1930s had a per capita GDP comparable to Canada’s, did miss
it because in the face of working-class resistance its ruling
class chose to fall back on agricultural exports.

If we have to talk about American imperialism in
countries which developed intensive accumulation and mass
consumption, the term has to be restricted to meaning
cultural imperialism, which was designed to impose the
American model of development and not to perpetuate a
situation of under-development. In the period between 1945
and 1960, the Marshall and MacArthur plans financed the
import of American machinery into Western Europe and
Japan. Fordist norms of consumption, work organization and
contractualization were mmported at the same time. As
Boltanski® points out, the importation of those norms was
quite explicitly made a precondition for Marshall aid, and at
the time the Americans generally regarded France as being
half-way between the US itself and an underdeveloped
country.

Once Fordism had taken off in these countries, no one
would have dreamed of describing France - and still less
Japan or even Italy — as being part of the periphery. The case
of Italy is even more remarkable than that of France (which,
between the wars, was regarded as one of the most powerful
countries in the world) or that of Japan, which had in the
thirties sided with Germany and against the UsA in the ‘“War
of the English Succession’ and which had almost conquered
the entire Asia-Pacific zone single-handed. It is true that
Italy had benefited from a twenty-year period of nationalist
industrialization under Mussolini, but there is no a priori
reason why Getulio Vargas or Peron should not have pro-
duced similar results in Brazil and Argentina respectively.
Desarrollismo failed in Latin America but similar policies
almost succeeded in Italy (except in the South, where they
precisely failed because oi the internal social structurcs)
And what are we to make of Spain?
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Excessive Theorizations

In 1951, twenty years after some countries had first taken
advantage of the crisis and the war to adopt an import-
substitution strategy, the Economic Commission for Latin
America (ECLA) published its Economic Survey of Latin
America - 1949 and brought a team of Latin American
economists, including Raul Prebish, into the limelight. For
the first time, an articulate critique of the old division of
labour, of the ‘organically uneven development of the world
economy’, and of the ‘centre-periphery opposition’ had
appeared in the official literature on economics. The docu-
ment denounced the way the periphery specialized in the
export of primary goods, the subordination of its economy
to fluctuations in external demand, and the way in which
productivity gains in the primary sector were translated into
worsening terms of trade and unemployment. It also criti-
cized the restriction of import-substitution to the pro-
duction of consumer goods required by the ruling classes of
the export sector; there again, productivity gains could only
lead to job losses, and the tendency to create alternative jobs
in the capital-goods sector was blocked because there were
no such industries in the periphery. The solution was to
create a domestic capital-goods sector or, to use a term that
was soon to become popular among development theorists,
to ‘put the national matrix of inter-industry trade into the
black’.

The foundations for ail the doctrines of economic
national independence that were to emerge over the next
twenty years had been laid. As Joao Manuel Cardoso de
Mello remarks, ‘The ECLA problematic is a problematic based
upon achieving national independence in a peripheral situ-
ation.’?® In other words, it means the Nation versus the IDL,
St George against the dragon of the Apocalypse. [ would add
that this basic document is also characterized by a purely
technological vision of intensive accumulatiofn™ (which is
seen in terms of industrial techniques becoming generalized
as they spread out from a centre) and that it implicitly
restricts intensive accumulation to a regime centred upon
the “production of investment goods in other words to the
regime which cmracterlzed the centre in the 19205 [t aims
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at replacing external demand with internal demand for
investment goods; the possibility of a prior expansion of the
consumer goods sector is not considered. From the outset,
two aspects of developed Fordism were ignored (changes in
social labour relations and expansion of mass consumption),
though that may well have been excusable in 1951.

The ECLA theorists responded to the difficulties they
encountered by refining their doctrine, denouncing struc-
tural stalemates, appealing for rational planning in the con-
struction of the industrial sector, and calling for ‘every stage
in the pyramid~’ to be built at the same time to prevent
development in any one sector leading to increased imports
at a higher level. As a result of their advice, some countries
looked to the Soviet model for inspiration and began to
industrialize from the top, beginning with heavy industry.

This strategy was extremely expensive in capital (which had
to be raised by enforced savings or by borrowing from
abroad), and it meant that production was diverted into
areas which had no effect on the masses’ standard of living
for'an intelerably long time.

By the 1960s, import-substitution was increasingly
regarded as a failure; it had either led to inflation and a
foreign deticit, or had failed to deliver what had been
expected of it (national independence and an escape from
poverty). The subjective failure was in fact more obvious
than the objective failure, and it was that which upset ECIA’S
problematic. The refrain was no longer, ‘This is where we
are, on the periphery of the iDL, and this is how we will get
out of that position’, but ‘This is what we are, a periphery of
the IDL, and any attempt to get out of that position will bring
us up against the realities of our dependency; all we can do
is adjust the form of our dependency to what the centre
wants to retain or reform.” Using what Cardoso de Mello
calls ‘a radicalized reproduction of the ECIA problematic’,
the theoreticians of ‘the development of underdevelopment’
defined the infinite paradigm of dependency and listed the
curses of the Apocalypse: colonial dependency, dependency
on primary exports, technological dependency, financial
dependency .. ..

Others like Cardoso, whose more open position was
noted in Chapter 1, stressed the local roots of dependent
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capitalism. The Campinas school (Maria de Conceicao
Tavares and especially Cardoso de Mello) turned even more
decisively towards the study of internal regimes of accumu-
lation. Cardoso de Mello himself explains the reason for the
break with the ECLA problematic and its silences: the peri-

phery should not be studied in relation to the centre, and its -

capitalism should not be seen as peripheral. It had to be
seen as a specific capitalism which had reached a specific
phase in its own bistory, it had to be seen as a ‘belated’
capitalism.”!

This is not the place to enter into a debate over the per-
tinence of either this concept or that of the Brazilian
regimes of accumulation identified by the Campinas school.
The adequacy or otherwise of concrete analyses of concrete
regimes of accumulation is a matter for specialists of the
countries concerned. The main point is that a promising
methodological shift was under way. The more caricatural
forms of dependency theory continued to flourish simply
because they allowed everything to be lumped together:
American intervention in the Dominican Republic (on behalf
of the dominant classes in the agro-export sector), pro-
American coups against failed import-substitution strategies
(as in Korea in 1961), coups against regimes which were
tempted to radicalize the strategy (as in Allende’s Chile in
1973), or which were simply suspected of wanting to do so
(as in Goulart’s Brazil in 1964), and even military operations
with no consistent economic objective, like the ‘unim-
portant tragedy’ of Cambodia.

In the case of the Dominican Republic, America did
indeed use its big stick to defend particular agro-export
interests (those of United Fruit, to name names), but the
other cases involved an internal reaction to the internal
socio-political eftects of the radicalization of policies of
national independence, though support was of course forth-
coming from at least some sections of the Us administration.
But can we therefore say that the USA is opposed to the
industrialization of the Third World, even if wage relations
are managed in social-democratic fashion? After all, it was
the usA that encouraged the development of that model in
the ruins of Europe.

In postwar France and Italy, Fordist models and norms
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‘took’ with Us aid; in Latin America, they failed to ‘take’,
despite Us aid. Covert or military intervention on the part of
the usA was not directed against the threat of successful
industrialization on the periphery (and nor was it designed
to perpetuate dependency). It was directed against political
attempts to depart from that model or to subvert it.

It was in fact in the interests of the USA to promote peri-
pheral industrialization. American policy, especially after the
launch of Kennedy’s Alliance for Progress, was to attempt to
force a Fordist model of accumulation on to the countries of
the South, provided that it could be done without taking
socio-political measures that would harm the interests of
American firms connected with archaic elements in the
export sector. This involved a contradiction in terms.
Import-substitution implied certain reforms and certain diffi-
culties and local governments were therefore forced to take
measures that were ‘too radical’, and strayed dangerously far
away from the Us model. It was at this point that the police-
man intervened, especially if the radicalization of a desire for
independence seemed to suggest the possibility of an alli-
ance with the Soviet Union. In certain cases, however, the
UsAa did originally intervene to ensure that the plunder of
raw materials could go on (the Dominican Republic, the fall
of Mossadegh in Iran, etc.). But its subsequent attitude
towards Shah Reza showed that it was not in principle
opposed to an inflow of capital to the underdeveloped coun-
tries, to industrialization or to the transformation of local
ruling classes ... provided that such developments con-
formed to and were bound up with the American model.

Conclusion

On reflection, the classical theory that imperialism repro-
duces dependency and an International Division of Labour
with a centre-periphery division between the manufacturing
and primary sectors is both realistic and contingent. It is
realistic in that this was true of the extensive accumulation
epoch in the centre, provided that it is interpreted correctly.
This is still true, as a description of reality, where relations
between the Fordist regimes of the centre and primary-
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export states of the periphery are concerned (and most
peripheral states come into this category).

Insofar as it describes the /ogic of an international regime,
it is contingent in that it is true only of one period. It is true
of the period that stretches from the consolidation of terri-
torialized capital spaces into nation-states in the mid-
nineteenth century to the constitution of intensive regimes
centred upon the growth of the home market in the mid-
twentieth century. Insofar as it describes the old IDL as
resulting from attempts on the part of an extensive central
regime to resolve its contradictions, it is quite simply wrong.
The central regime emerged as territorial economic spaces
crystalized within an existing world capitalist economy. Its
crystalization was one of ‘History’s chance discoveries’; it
could have taken a different form, and it could have taken
place elsewhere.

The ‘Dependency’ dogma’s ability to explain why import-
substitution did not really lead to industrialization in the
1950s is largely an illusion. An alternative explanation which
concentrates upon ‘internal causes’ and upon the time lag
between the success of Fordism in the centre and the
appearance of ‘incomplete Fordism’ on the periphery is
more likely to provide an explanation of the real dynamics
involved. If that is true, the fact that the prognoses of the
‘development of underdevelopment’ dogma appeared not to
be completely falsified by the real problems of capitalist
industrialization on the periphery is not merely contingent.
It is misleading. It led a whole generation of militants to
deny the possibility — and even the reality — of relatively
independent capitalist development on the periphery and to
claim without further ado that the military men who had put
an end to the early ‘nationalist-populist’ strategies for
industrialization in dominated countries were simply
‘gorillas’ and ‘puppets of the comprador bourgeoisie’.??
What was worse, it meant that any strategy for national
industrialization could be seen as a progressive attack on
imperialism and as a step towards socialism. In the event,
subsequent developments were to put the clocks right.
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Towards Global Fordism?

When central Fordism was at its height in the mid-19060s, it
seemed that the periphery’s role of providing a market for
manufactured goods was no longer decisive to the dynamics
of accumulation in the centre. During this period, the share
of exports in the manufacturing output of capitalist coun-
tries reached an all-time low. Most foreign trade took place
within the centre, or within the continental blocs of the
centre (USsA-Canada, the EEC). Exports of manufactures to
the periphery fell to 2 per cent of GDP in the EEC, and to 0.8
per cent in the USA. If the ‘search for markets’ for capitalist
products had caused both imperialism and the enforced
stagnation of the periphery, we can only conclude that the
centre no longer needed the periphery.

At this time, the share of manufactures in imports from
the underdeveloped countries to all industrialized countries
was negligible (less than 0.2 per cent). It was, however, in
this area that the periphery was to regain its importance.

We will look first at those tendencies that stimulated the
resurgence of industrialization in the forimer periphery,
which seemed to have been condemned to export nothing
more than primary commodities. We will distinguish two
main logics which express the tendency to extend Fordism’s
geographical base, and will situate them within the context
of the crisis in the centre. We will then demonstrate the
scale of the phenomenon, which is far from being restricted
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to the famous ‘NICS’ or to the relocation of labour-intensive
industries. We will thus see that a ‘new division of labour’
has emerged and has been superimposed upon the old; it
has to be theorized with all the nuances and all the caution
we applied to the old. Finally, we will attempt to identify
certain forms of partial regulation within this quasi-
international regime of accumulation. In this chapter, we
will not, however, concentrate upon the overall conditions
which allowed it to develop.

A Limited Extension of Central Fordism

The rising share of exports and imports in domestic pro-
duction in the 1960s shows that the historical process of the
international diffusion and integration of capitalist relations
wis Otice more under way. This was due to a combination of
fwo series of factors: one having to do directly with the
loglc of nggral F_(_)I;_cﬁl}sm the other, with the character of
péfipheral political regimes.

In the first case the internal dynamics of central Fordism
in its emergent crisis phase led to new socio-spatial strate-
gies whose clear forms can begin to be recognized in the
early 1970s: the attempt to raise productivity by expanding
the scale of product1on and the search for cheaper. ‘wage-
zones The former tendency represents an authentic attempt
to consolidate Fordism on the basis of its own resources.
Insofar as rising productivity is, for Fordism, combined with
an expansion of the market via an extension of mass pro-
duction and economies of scale, the development of inter-
national trade within the cenire leads to new productivity -
gains as capitalism becomes more centralized and as the
developed economies become increasingly interdependent.

The process whereby productive systems ‘overstep’
national boundaries leads to the emergence of major con-
tinental blocs and even begins to affect the ‘first periphery”
the under-industrialized countries of the Mediterranean area
and the eastern fringe of Europe. The same phenomenon can
be observed in the American South and in the area around
Japan. We will return to this point in a moment. But it
should also be noted that internationalization within the
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centre also has the serious effect of weakening the regu-
lation of growth; as each country strives to improve its com-
petitiveness at the expense of domestic purchasing power,
the world market as a whole grows more slowly.

For the purposes of the present discussion, extension to
the ‘first periphery’ is more important, as it corresponds to
the second objective of finding cheaper wage-zones. This in
fact coincides with the objective of expanding the market by
gaining a foothold in countries protected by high tariff
barriers. In a sense, this is simply an extension of one of
Fordism’s intrinsic mechanisms: spreading ‘branch-circuits’
over several pools of unevenly skilled, unevenly unionized
and unevenly paid workers.

From the point of view of the labour process, Fordism is,
as we have seen, characterized by a disjunction, or by the
division of activities into three levels: 1) concept10n organ-
ization of methods, and engineering, all of which become
autonomous; 2) skllled manufacturing, which requires a
fairly skllled labour force; and 3) unskilled assembly and
execution, which in theory requires no skills.

The possibility of articulating these three levels with a
geographical distribution of the productive circuit within
Fordist branches across three different labour pools is of
course very attractive. The major differences between the
labour pools relate to levels of skills and of exploitation, but
there are also difterences in terms of density of industrial
network, proximity to major markets, and so on. The first
experiments in relocatmg unskilled tasks took place in
‘péripheral regions’ within the centre,! and in the 1960s the
process was extended to the countries of the 1mmed1ate
(in some senses Poland Rumama) Mex1co and the free-
trade zones of East Asia, where hourly wage-rates were con-
siderably lower and where the working class was less
organized.

A new, vertical division of labour between levels of skill
inside branches of industry was thus superimposed upon the
old horizontal division between sectors (primary, mining,
agriculture/secondary, manufacturing), and it was a way of
expanding and reorganizing the regime of accumulation,
rather than a change in its relations with the ‘outside world’.
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Once again, there were two reasons for this expansion.
On the one hand, the object was to extend central Fordism’s
scale of production and therefore the market in which it was

present, and tariff barriers designed to enforce import-
substitution often meant that it was inevitable that the final

- assembly plants would be located in specific countries. The

second factor was more important. Fordism was affected less
by the absence of markets than by the strain on its rate of
profit, and countries or regions with a high rate of exploit-
ation allowed it to produce for the central markets at a low
COSt.

The countries (and regions) in question had to meet
some further conditions, and this brings us to the second
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series of factars. If it was to expand Fordism reqmred the
existence of ‘political regimes whose ruling classes control-
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led 72 ‘free” labour force and were prepared to play that card.
Not all countries on the periphery met these conditions. A
proletariat which is poorly organized but available for
Taylorized (and a fortiori Fordized) labour is not merely a
labour force which has recently been driven oftf the land.
What E.P. Thompson calls the ‘making of a working class’ is a
difficult process involving the mobilization and stabilization
of industrial discipline.’ A local political regime’s freedom to
‘choose’ this strategy is more limited than one might think.
This regime must be autonomous in three senses.

First, the regime must be pohtlcally autonomous from tra-
ditional forms of fore1gn domination. We have already
stressed that a nation-state is always potentially autonomous

in the sense that the ruling classes of dominated countries
are never simply ‘puppets’ of imperialism. The extent to

which they choose to be puppets (because it reinforces
their class or fractional interests) expresses the form taken
by national and international class alliances.

Secondly, the political regime must be autonomous from
ruling classes connected with earlier regimes of accumu-
Iation in sectors ‘connected with either the primary export
economy or the growth of the home market. The develop-
ment of an export-orientated manufacturing industry can
conflict with the interests of latifundistas or with those of
industrialists who have opted for import-substitution. Such
contradictions are not insoluble, but a balance has to be
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struck between the growth of an industrial waged labour
force, an increase in wage levels, the requisite degree of
competitiveness, priorities in allocation of capital resources,
and so on. The Ivory Coast is a case in point.®

Finally, the regime must also be autonomous from the
popular masses. This form of autonomy may be limited.
There iriay have been, for instance, an earlier experiment
with populism, and there may be trade unions to defend cer-
tain limited working-class interests, even if they are linked to
the state apparatus (as in Goulart’s Brazil or Peron’s
Argentina). Memories of the popular mobilizations that took
place during the struggle for national liberation may still be
alive.

In short, it usually requires a dictatorship to break the old
balance and to use the state to create managerial personnel
who can play the part of the ruling classes within a new
regime of accumulation. A vast market and a labour force
freed from its old peasant loyalties are not in themselves
enough. Conversely, a strong and resolute regime can
embark upon a strategy of ‘pirating central Fordism’ even if
it does not have a strong home market, provided that it does
have a labour force that can be mobilized cheaply.

The term ‘pirating’ (or ‘grafting on to’) can refer to a
number of possible strategies for industrialization. These
can be combined in specific ways with other strategies to
produce a different regime of accumulation for each NIC.
One combination might involve a new version of import-
substitution; a different combination might lead to the
promotion and integration of the old primary-export sector.
[t seems to me, however, that regimes of accumulation in
the NICs are now characterized by the presence of what has
been termed ‘expori-substitution’: % this strategy implies a
decision to break with the primary- export model and to
develop exports of manufactures produced at level three of
the tripartite Fordist ‘division of labour (labour intensive
activities). This strategy may be articulated with other ele-
ments within the local regime of accumulation, with central
Fordism, or with regimes of accumulation elsewhere in the
periphery. This may involve a number of different logics,’
but two appear to be particularly significant: ‘primitive
Taylorization’ and ‘peripheral Fordism’.
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From Primritive Taylorization to Peripheral
Fordism

What are Nics? The OECD classification uses two pragmatic
criteria: NICs are countries in which manufactured products
represent 25 per cent of GDP and at least 50 per cent of
exports. This gives us the following: Portugal, Spain,
' Yugoslavia, Israel, South Korea, Singapore, Taiwan and Hong
~ Kong. Brazil, Mexico and Greece are usually also included in
“the list, presumably so as to give them a ‘second chance’.
Israel, on the other hand, should probably be deleted, since
it is a settlement colony like Australia, whereas certain state-
capitalist countries in the Eastern bloc (Poland) might be
included. It is noteworthy that, according to these criteria,
an immense agricultural country like India is not an NIC,
even though in absolute terms its industrial and export capa-
cities are as great as those of the official NICs.
Whilst all the classic NiCs may well be industrializing in a

new way, they do not all obey the same logic.

‘Primitive Taylorization’

‘Primitive Taylorization’ refers to the transter of specific and
hmlted ‘segmients of ‘branch circuits’ to states with high rates
of explmtatmn (in terms of wages, length of the working day
and labour intensity). Most products are re-exported to.the
centre. In the 1960s and the early 1970s, the free trade
zones of South Korea and Taiwan, and the workshop states
of Asia (Singapore and Hong Kong) were the best illus-
trations of the strategy, but it is now becoming more wide-
spread.® Relocation occurs mainly in textiles and electronics.
There are two reasons for describing this logic as ‘Primitive
Taylorization’.

1) It involves ‘Taylorism’ rather than Fordism. The jobs
that are transferred are fragmented and repetitive, but they
are not linked by any automatic machine system. The equip-
ment is light and requires only one operator (sewing
machines in the textile industry, microscopes and tweezers in
electronics). In short, they are labour-intensive in the
strictest sense of the word.
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As Salama points out,” even within these countries, there
is a great contrast between the composition of capital in
industries working for the home market and export
industries. In South Korea (1974), per capita fixed capital
was four times lower in export industries than in manu-
facturing as a whole; it was 23 times lower in ‘electrical and
electronic machines’, and 192 times lower in the ‘textiles
and clothing’ branch Unlike import-substitution, ‘export-
substitution’ costs local capital almost nothing in terms of
Capltal goods. The ‘mega-tools’ required by the heavier seg-
ments of the branch circuit tend usually to remain in the
countries of the centre, and in the hands of technicians and
skilled workers. But there is no need for Ivan Illich to worry;
micro-tools can, given the appropriate social relations, be
perfectly suitable for the alienation and exploitation of
human labour.

There is no difficulty in finding a labour force that can be
Taylorized. The working class’s relationship to material pro-
duction does not make it the sole repository of skills. Since
the dawn of patriarchy (‘the most widely distributed
phenomenon in the world, as Descartes would say),
women’s exploited role in domestic production has pre-
pared them for the twin requirements of Taylorized indus-
tries: acquiescence in the goals of the labour-process, and
complete involvement in the job. Even the body movements
involved in basket-making and weaving are similar to those
needed in the two key relocated branches: textiles and elec-
tronic assembly.

According to a Malaysian investment brochure, ‘Oriental
women are world famous for their manual dexterity. They
have small hands, and they work quickly and very carefully.
Who could be better qualified by both nature and tradition
to contribute to the efficiency of an assembly line? ... Wage
rates in Malaysia are amongst the lowest in the region, and
women workers can be employed for about us $1.50 a day.’

In the free trade zones of Asia, which are the most typical
examples of this type of ‘development’ (if it can be called
that), women make up 80 per cent of the work force, and
they are paid accordingly. They are also young; 90 per cent
are under thirty and 50 per cent are under twenty. They do
not work for long in the Gulag Archipelago of the free trade
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zones. If these young women who have fled from poverty
and forced marriages become pregnant, they are dismissed
(or deported from Singapore in the case of Malaysian
women). The reserve supply of labour is inexhaustible if we
also take into account the NICS’ ‘hinterland’ of Thailand, the
Philippines, Indonesia and, now, the People’s Republic of
China.

2) This logic, like that of ‘primitive accumulation’ in
Europe is designed to extort as much surplus-value as pos-
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pre-éxistifig” demand primitive accumulation relied upon
the revenue of the gentry, and primitive Taylorization relies
upon that of central Fordism. At least some surplus-value is
accumulated within the country, and it often provides the
first major source for autonomous accumulation. But this, as
we have already noted, implies ‘“bloody” exploitation’ -
‘bloody’ in the sense that Marx speaks of the ‘bloody legis-
lation’ which launched primitive accumulation in England at
the beginning of the modern period. All too often, we can
speak just as well of bloody Taylorization.

In their respective studies of Asia and Brazil, Salama,
Tissier and Mathias,'® all come independently to the same
conclusion: the implementation of an export-substitution
strategy always implies the use of centralized measures
(Wage freezes plus 1nflat10n) to hold down or even to cut
after 1964). In general, the authors stress the role of the
State in labour management: regulation (leglslatlon or
ratiier“the absence of social legislation, establishment of free
trade zones), repression (the dismantling of autonomous
trade-union organizations, police controls, company unions,
use of torture, etc.), and regimentation (thanks to the war in
Vietnam, South Korea acquired a veritable army of workers
whom could be exported for public-works projects).

The results are as spectacular as the means used to
achieve them. The rate of surplus-value rises sharply,
whereas it remains stable in the central ‘Fordist’ regime. The
rise is due to the opening of the ‘scissors’ between stagnant
purchasing power and rising apparent productivity. Per
capita production rises, not only in hourly, but in annual
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terms, thanks to the lengthening of the working day and to
the production of absolute surplus-value. In South Korea, 30
per cent of all women workers were working more than
fifteen hours a day in the mid-1970s. Under these con-
ditions, accidents become more common (disability result-
ing from work accidents has been rising at an annual rate of
17 per cent since 1970). It is not difficult to understand why
firms discard their women workers when they reach the age
of thirty; their hands and eyes can no longer meet the
required norms. They then fall back into the ‘traditional
SeCtor’ Or Into prostitution.

This model of accumulation (or, to be more accurate, the
dominant logic within the regime of accumulation) i
extremely profitable, but it cannot escape its narrow limit-
ations.

In world terins, these nineteenth-century enclaves in cer-
tain segments of twentieth-century branches can only
temporarily increase the amount of surplus-value extracted
from what are, after all, only tiny segments of world pro-
duction. The foreign capital invested in these enclaves does
increase. its promabzhty but it is usually a matter of multl-
national companies sub-contracting a link in their branch

s

circuits to local capitalists.'! According to Salama,'? in 1974
Japanese conglomerates still controlled 40 per cent of South
Korea’s foreign trade, and 56 per cent of Taiwan’s. In 1971,
80 per cent of Brazilian and 90 per cent of Mexican elec-
tronics exports represented ‘captive trade’ between con-
tractors and sub-contractors.

But although this model helps to restore the profitability
of the contractors in the centre (and to increase working-
class purchasing power without increasing wages), it raises
other problems for central Fordism. The relocation of cer-
tain branches of production does not increase world
deimand, and it may lead to (not very) well paid workers in
the Centre bemg replaced by women workers who receive
minimal wages.!” In a branch like textiles, this is a zero-sum
game in which the loser is employment in the centre. Hence
the protectionist reactions which suddenly put an end to
increased textile exports from the N1Cs.'

The local ruling classes, for their part, know only too well

that they cannot remain warders of capitalist prisons for
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ever. The model is redolent of the nineteenth century, and it
will not be long before the working classes begin to react in
nineteenth-century fashion. As the model exhausts the
locally available labour force and has to bring in more and
more immigrant labour from the countryside or from neigh-
bouring countries, the social question is further complicated
by an urban question and a racial question. Having
attempted to solve the problem by using truly ‘bloody’
methods (the forced sterilization of Malay women, for
instance ), the workshop states of Asia are now. attempting to
improve the technologmal level of their. exports.by increas-
ing wages and at the same time sub-sub-contracting
unskilled, labour intensive work to their hinterlands. In
more densely populated countries like Taiwan and South
Korea, where the task is to establish a reasonably cohesive

~regime of accumulation and a hegemonic bloc (in Gramsci’s

sense of the term), the ruling classes are being forced to
follow the example of Brazil and to adopt a rather different
logic which we can describe as ‘peripheral Fordism’.

Peripberal Fordism

In the 1970s a new pattern emerged in certain countries. It
was characterized by the existence of autonomous local
Capltal and by the presence of a 51zeable mlddle Class and
its origins lay m an earher 1mport substltutlon policy or in a
perlpheral form of merchant capltahsm (Chinese in Eastern
Asia). In other cases, it ernerged from the ‘miraculous’ pro-
motion of exports of raw materials such as oil or from an
earlier stage of primitive Taylorization. This conjuncture
allowed certain states to develop a new logic which we will
refer to as ‘peripheral Fordism’. The political nature of the
choices involved must again be stressed; as they are bound
up with an internal class struggle which makes the State
truly autonomous from the classic ruling classes. Korea in
the 1970s, Mexico and Brazil are all cases in point ... but so
were Opus Dei’s Spain and Gierek’s Poland.

Why peripheral Fordism? First, this is a true Fordism in
that it involves both mechanization and a combination_of



Towards Global Fordism? 79

intensive accumulation and a grewing market for consumer
durables. Secondly, it remains peripheral in that, in terms of
the world circuits of productive branches, jobs and pro-
duction processes corresponding to the ‘skilled manu-
facturing’ and engineering levels are still mamly located
outside these countries. Its markets represent a specific
combination of consumption by the local middle classes,
with workers in the Fordist sectors having limited access to
consumer durables, and exports of cheap manufactures to
the centre. Growth in social demand (which means world
demand) for consumer durables is thus anticipated, but at
the national level it is not institutionally regulated or
adjusted to productivity gains in local Fordist branches.

We have, then, a cogbiq_gltlon of import-substitution and
export-substitution in varying proportions.'> Finance, when
required, comes from the proceeds of the old division of
labour, from the promotion of raw materials exports, from
tourism, from the money repatriated by emigrant workers,
and so on. At the same time, industrialization is accom-
panied by an increase in imports from the centre; most of
them are capital goods produced at levels 1 (conception,
engmeermg) and 2 (skilled assembly) of the new division of
labour, and thcy have to be paid for by exporting level-3
(unskilled assembly) products to the centre.

Insofar as it is a logic of accumulation, or a component
element in concrete regimes of accumulation, peripheral
Fordism can, then, be analysed as: 1) an element within each
NIC’s internal regime of accumulation; and 2) an element
within the regime of accumulation which links the centre to
the NICs in terms of the overall production process and in
terms of all markets.

[t must be stressed that the regimes of accumulation
which we are proposing to group together under the head-
ing ‘peripheral Fordism’ can in fact vary enormously. Thus,
the ratio of exports (manufactures) to internal demand
varies from 4.1 per cent in Mexico to 25.4 per cent in South
Korea (1978 figures). The ratios between ‘growth in
domestic final demand’, ‘import-substitution’ and mdustrlal
re-exporting’ are obwously not the same in every concrete
regime of accumulation as they reflect major differences
between their modes of regulation, particularly in wage
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relations and forms of ruling-class hegemony. Significantly,
Mexico (or at least the urban sector) is relatively ‘democ-
ratic’,'® whereas South Korea is a dictatorship.

Yet, the term ‘peripheral Fordism’ should only be used
when growth in the home market for manufactured goods
plays a real part in the national regime of accumulation. In
this context, it should be noted that South Korea, which
some writers insist upon calling a workshop country
because of the primitive Taylorization that exists in some
segments of the transferred labour-intensive industries,
departed from the Taylorist schema long ago. That schema
characterized its growth in the period between 1962 and
1972. Since 1973, growth has centred on the home market;
the share of exports fell from 28 to 23 per cent and then
stabilized. An active policy of import-substitution then
helped the country to ‘climb the ladder’ and further reduced
the share of imports from 27 to 20 per cent of the home
market. Real wages, which had been rising more slowly than
productivity, took off in 1976, so much so that they began to
threaten South Korea’s competitiveness vis a vis Taiwan.

In a very subtle analysis of these developments, Benabou
identifies five groups of industries in South Korea by tracing
the relative movement of export/domestic (X/D) and
import/domestic (I/D) ratios:!’

1. Domestic industries (X/D and I/D low).

2. Export industries (X/D high and rising; I/D low).

3. Import-substitution industries (X/D low; M/D low and
falling).

4. Extroverted industries (X/D and I/D high and both
rising).

5. Internationalized industries (X/D and I/D average;
X/D rising, but I/D falling).

Groups 2 and 4 (clothing and electronic components) are
characterized by bloody Taylorization. The difference is
purely statistical; it is only because the ‘thread and fabrics’
branch (import) has been separated from the ‘hosiery and
clothing’ branch (export) that the textiles sector can be
broken down into an export industry and an import-
substitution industry. In the electronics sector, however, the
‘transferred’” segments cannot be identified by using
Benabou’s classification. Thus, electronic components are
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classed as an extraverted industry, whereas home electronics
and vehicles are classed as ‘internationalized industries’.

Two developments are, however, typical of peripheral
Fordism. Whereas ‘extraverted industries’ are moving back-
wards along the bi-sector, ‘internationalized industries’ are
moving perpendicular to it (see Graph 1 overleaf). Whilst
South Korea continues to export Fordist goods at either the
final or intermediary stages (groups 4 and S), it is
increasingly producing them for the home market. At the
same time, pure exports (group 2) are falling, whilst import-
substitution (group 3) is increasing.

Scale and Limits of the Movement towards Global
Fordism

Danger! Danger! The spectre of the Beast of the Apocalypse
is prowling around. As soon as it is unleashed, the concept
of ‘peripheral Fordism’ tends to take on a life of its own and
comes back to haunt us, leaving its mark on everything that
comes within its reach. It must therefore be made perfectly
clear that:

" Insofar as it is a regime of accumulation, Fordism is not
taking over the whole periphery.

" Insofar as it is a form of industrialization, it is not the
only form operating in the periphery or even in the NICs.

* Equally important developments are taking place in
agriculture.

" On the other hand, primitive Taylorisms and even peri-
pheral Fordism exist outside the NICs.

We need, first of all, to get at least a rough idea of the
scale of the phenomenon of peripheral industrialization. We
will then look at a number of objections which ought to
temper the enthusiasm that such suggestively named con-
cepts are likely to inspire. Finally, we will take the thesis
seriously and look at its real implications: the establishment
of a new international division of labour.
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Graph 1
South Korea: Position of Five Groups of Industries 1970-79

Exports/
Home Demand
%

100

73

- Export industries
90 - 26

80 =1 ]

70 = 23

Extraverted
industries

fw 79

o | /2

79&7”

40 =~ 1 70
70

30 —

79 %76 43

Internationalized industries

70 Import-substitution

. Domestic industries 76?\173 tndustries
70 739 70

I

| | i I ] \ |
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 %

|

Imports/
Home Demand

Source: R. Benabou, ‘La Corée du Sud ou lindustrialisation planifiée’,
Economie Prospective Internationale, 10, August 1979.



Towards Global Fordism? 83
A Wides pread, Uneven and Precocious Phenomenon

The easiest way to gauge the extent of the phenomenon is to
refer to World Bank statistics (which deal with virtually the
whole world, notably excepting Taiwan). With a disarming
methodological placidity, the World Bank ranks countries in
terms of GNP per head of population, and then uses arbitrary
distinctions to classify theni into groups of twenty to thirty
countries. The only countries which are not classified in this
way are high-income oil-exporters (Libya, Saudi Arabia,
Kuwait and the Emirates) and ‘Eastern European countries
with planned economies’. For 1981,'® this classification gives
us:

1) Low-income countries ranging from Kampuchea (less
than $80 per head of population per year) to Ghana (8400).
Total population: 2 billion, 200 million.

2) Lower middle-income countries ranging from Kenya
(8880) to Paraguay ($1,630). Total population: 1 billion,
130 million.

3) Upper middle-income countries ranging from South
Korea ($1,700) to Trinidad and Tobago (85,670). Total
population: 464 million.

4) Industrial countries with a market economy, ranging
from Ireland (85,230 - less than Trinidad or Singapore!) to
Switzerland ($17,430). Total population: 719 million.

Preliminary comments. Both the countries and cate-
gories are so heterogeneous that the average indicators
relating to ‘categories’ do not mean a great deal and that
those relating to certain countries do not mean a great deal
more. Thus, China and India together account for more than
half the total output of the first category. But in terms of per
capita income, India comes into the same category as Upper
Volta, Ruanda, Somalia and Tanzania.'® It is an old industrial
country and it does have a Fordist sector, but it is swamped
by an impoverished peasantry. The World Bank gives sta-
tistics for the category ‘low-income countries, excluding
China and India’ — and we will be using them - but the
same category includes Bangladesh and Pakistan, which are
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classic examples of ‘primitive Taylorization’, and which are
also swamped by an impoverished peasantry.

The ‘lower middle-income’ group (which takes in
Senegal, Morocco, Bolivia, the Philippines and Indonesia)
includes some countries which are characterized by the
promotion of traditional exports, others characterized by
import-substitution and still others characterized by bloody
Taylorization. The ‘upper middle-income’ group contains all
our NICs, with the exception of Spain, which has been pro-
moted to being an industrial country. But it also takes in
most of the most densely populated OPEC countries and
‘Newly Deindustrializing Countries’ like Argentina and
Chile, which began to deindustrialize in the seventies.
Ireland, for its part, is a perfect example of the logic of
peripheral Fordism, but it can scarcely be described as an
industrial country.

This classification does, however, provide us with a start-
ing point. In terms of Table 2, the ‘industrial countries’ can
be regarded as representing the centre, the ‘upper middle-
income countries’ as classic NICs and ‘lower middle-income
countries’ as ‘the second wave of emerging NICS'. The cate-
gory of ‘low-income countries excluding China and India’
can be regarded as being outside the Fordist world regime
of accumulation. On the other hand, we shall also identify
three typical NiCs: Mexico, Brazil and South Korea.

Bearing in mind all these provisos, let us look at what
happened in the periods 1960-70 and 1970-81. These
periods are generally held to be typical of ‘before the crisis’
and of the first phase of the crisis itself.?°

We note first that Gross Domestic Product increased in all
categories, including the poorest. This is not true of all
countries, especially after 1981. That in itself does not mean
a great deal; in purely statistical terms, rural depopulation
and the break-up of ‘natural’ economies lead to an increase
in GDP.?! Nor does it necessarily imply a rising average stand-
ard of living; population growth can more than wipe out an
increase in GDP, and, I repeat, GDP does not give a measure of
all the forms whereby the means of existence are repro-
duced.

The important point is that, whereas the crisis put an end
to growth in the countries of the centre, growth scarcely



Table 2 (continued overleaf)
Changes in World Production, 1960-81

Upper  Lower
Industrial Middle Middle Low South
Countries Income - Income Income! Korea’ Brazil Mexico

GNP per head of population $ 1981 11,120 2,490 850 240 1,190 2,220 2,250
Annual growth of GNP per head of

population 1960-81 3.4 4.2 3.4 0.8 6.9 5.1 3.5
Annual growth of GNP

1960-70 5.1 6.4 5 4.7 8.6 5.4 7.6
1970-81 3.0 5.6 5.6 3.6 9.1 7.6 6.4
Growth in manufacturing sector

1960-70 5.9 7.8 7.1 5.9 17.6 n.a. 10.1
1970-81 3.1 6.3 5.8 2.8 14.5 7.8 7.1
Growth in gross investment

1960-70 5.8 78 7.9 4.3 23.6 6.1 9.9
1970-81 0.9 Ve 8.2 37 11 6.5 9.0
Share of agriculture in GNP

1960 6 18 36 48 37 16 16
1981 3 10 22 45 16 13 8
Share of manufacturing in GNP

1960 30 23 15 9 14 26 19

1981 2 24 17 10 28 27 - 22
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Exports/GDP

1960 °
1981

Structure of eﬁports
% 1960-81

Primary
Textiles

Machinery and transport
Other manufactures

1) Excluding China and India

2) 1982 figures
3) China: 5%; India 1.4%

Industrial
Countries

12
20

34 — 28

d =23

29 = 35
30 - 32

Table 2 (continued)

Upper
Middle

Income

18
2%

84 -+ 55
4 - 10
2 -+ 13

10 = 22

All growth rates are given as annual percentages.

Source: World Bank, Report on World Development, 1983, 1984.
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slowed down at all in the ‘upper middle-income’ group,
which had been growing faster than the centre in the 1960s.
The ‘lower middle-income group’, in which growth had
been slower than in the centre, began to catch up with the
upper middle-income countries. Growth in the manu-
facturing sector is even more significant;?? growth in this
sector was still stronger in the middle-income countries
than in the centre, and it scarcely slowed in the seventies.
The upper middle-income countries did, however, begin to
grow faster. Growth rates in low-income countries, which
were weaker than those in the centre, fell at the same time.

Changes in investment rates were even more spectacular:
the crisis interrupted the dynamics of accumulation in the
centre, but in the middle-income countries accumulation
sped up. In low-income countries, accumulation fell, but
it did so more slowly than in the centre. From the early
1960s onwards, there was, then, real accumulation and
growth - including industrial growth - in the whole
middle-income category, in countries ranging from Kenya?’
to Trinidad. Growth in that category was not affected by the
crisis in central Fordism until at least 1981. On the other
hand, the vast majority of low-income countries were stag-
nating when compared to the centre, and they appeared to
have been affected by the crisis in the centre.

The only middle-income countries in which manu-
facturing output did not increase in the 1970s were Senegal,
Zambia, El Salvador, Nicaragua, Congo, Peru, Jamaica,
Panama, Argentina, Chile and Trinidad, which all performed
less well than the average in the centre. On the other hand,
the following performed at least three times better than' the
centre in terms of growth in manufacturing between 1970
and 1981: Bangladesh (the fifth poorest country in the
world!), Kenya, North Yemen, Indonesia, Lesotho, Thailand,
Nigeria, Equador, Tunisia, South Korea, Malaysia, Algeria,
Hong Kong and Singapore. Brazil and Mexico performed
almost as well.

In the 1960s, no middle-income country had done so
well, but if we use 11% growth as a criterion (twice the
average of the centre), Iran, Nicaragua and the Ivory Coast
have to be added to the list (reclassification can sometimes
be significant!). Conversely, Indonesia, Nigeria and Tunisia
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have to be removed, as, presumably, do all those countries
(with the exception of Thailand) which were not then
‘official’ NICs.

We can already begin to see that new-style industrial-
ization was a widespread phenomenon and that in some
countries it began very early. In some, it also failed at an -
early date.

We also note that, whereas the respective shares of agri-
culture and industry in GDP determine the position of any
given category in the wealth scale from the outset (1960),
and whereas the share of agriculture declines in all cate-
gories, there is no great change in the share of manu-
facturing (in the centre it declines as the modern tertiary
sector grows). The real difference between, on the one
hand, the lower middle-income and low-income countries
and on the other, the upper middle-income and industrial
countries relates to the relative shares of primary goods and
manufactures 71 exports.

Whereas the share of primary goods scarcely falls at all in
the two poorest categories, in the upper-middle income
countries it falls from 84 to 55 per cent. In the poorest
countries, the only category of manufactured goods in which
there is any significant growth is ‘textiles and clothing’
(mostly due to Pakistan and Bangladesh, where this sector
represents 37 and 49 per cent of all exports respectively). In
the typically Fordist domain of machinery and transport
equipment, the upper middle-income countries are increas-
ing the gap. In terms of exports as a share of GDP, on the
other hand, the lower middle-income countries are catching
up. In low income countries, the ratio of exports to GDP is
falling.

The main change relates, then, to the international
division of labour. Many countries increased their exports of
manufactures, but in the poorest the increase was restricted
to textiles (presumably because of the logic of primitive
Taylorization), whereas the richest reached the heights of
exporting cars, even if, like Brazil, their total exports
remain relatively modest.

This brings us to our final observation. Even without
studying their internal regimes of accumulation, it is obvious
that there are enormous differences between the various
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NICs. Mexico and Brazil are still closer to the primary-export
model (oil, soya, coffee ...) than most countries in the
upper middle-income category, whereas South Korea seems
still more remote from it than an industrial country. South
Korea probably compensates for that by relying more on
primitive Taylorization than Pakistan (if we take the share of
‘textiles and clothing’ in exports as an indicator). On the
other hand, Mexico and Brazil appear to be auto-centred to
a remarkable degree (although from 1982 onwards Mexico
did launch a major export drive in order to repay its debts).

Size is obviously a major factor in itself. In a ‘continental
federation’ like Brazil, the export/GDP ratio for the South-
east region alone must be similar to South Korea’s. On the
other hand, the ratio of exports to GDP is 65 per cent in
Belgium and 200 per cent in a ‘trading-post’ economy like
Singapore.

The size factor is not, however, simply a statistical trap.
Brazil has such a vast unitary market that it has sufticient
room to manoeuvre to develop a truly auto-centred regime.
The dictatorship in fact made poor use of this advantage:
with a population of 120 million, a bigger market for con-
sumer durables and even luxuries than that available to
Belgium, can develop if only 10 per cent of the population
appropriates two thirds of the country’s wealth. In South
Korea, on the other hand, there is a more ‘egalitarian’ dis-
tribution of wealth. As South Korea is, on average, a poorer
country, it consumes less of the consumer durables it pro-
duces. These difterences had a certain eftect on the two
countries’ uneven ability to ‘adjust’ to the upheavals of the
1980s.

Diffusion of Accumulation Ouiside Fordist Industries

The unthinking application of the labels ‘Taylorist’ or
‘Fordist’ to industries in countries which are developing
through capitalism will no doubt annoy the economists and
sociologists of work. And they are right to be annoyed. Of
course industries which export clothing are Taylorist, and of
course industries which export machinery and vehicles are
Fordist.?* It would, however, be an exaggeration to say that
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all emergent national industries involve an export-
substitution strategy, that all exports come from manu-
facturing industry, or that, in terms of work organization, all
Third World industries are either Fordist or Taylorist.

First of all, the export-substitution strategy is not the only
factor contributing to capitalist development in these coun-
tries. Traditional exports themselves have undergone signifi-
cant changes, and have in many cases been actively
promoted. The most obvious example is 0il. OPEC’s rise to
power did not simply allow the exporting countries to con-
trol the fixing of oil rents. Some of them adopted a policy of
downstream integration by establishing a refining and petro-
chemicals industry. Now that it has reached maturity, the
Saudi industry is a threat to the world market, which was
previously dominated by the advanced capitalist countries.
The same could be said of the Brazilian steel industry
(which recently purchased the remains of Kaiser Steel in
California — Brazilian ‘imperialism’?).

A less familiar example involves the extension (albeit on a
limited scale) of the agribusiness model developed in North
America to certain Third World countries, with Brazil pro-
ducing soya and Thailand producing manioc. In these cases,
we can speak of a fully capitalist industrialization of agri-
culture and of a labour force which has been ‘freed’ from
working on small-holdings, and which is even more
exploited than it would be under bloody Taylorization.?

Import-substitution is equally important. This is an inte-
gral element in the logic of peripheral Fordism, but it also
applies to basic industries producing for local markets, be
they Fordist or not. It applies particularly to energy and to
the production of cement and the other materials needed
for the construction industry and the public works pro--
grammes that go hand in hand with urbanization.?

Neither agribusiness nor basic industries (which are often
processing industries; they use, that is, automated physico-
chemical processes) , derive their work-organization
principles from Fordism or Taylorism. On the other hand,
forms of a division of labour sémilarto the tripartite division
of Fordism and even logics of accumulation similar to those
of peripheral Fordism do tend to develop.

Take the case of steel and heavy engineering. We have
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already seen that in the sixties, a variant of the first import
substitution policy led certain countries to prioritize the
development of basic industries. The idea, which derived
from Soviet forms of industrialization and which at the time
found support in the theory of ‘industrializing industries’
and ‘poles of development’, was to short-circuit the perverse
effects from ‘downstream’ substitution: any industrialization
based upon import-substitution in consumer goods leads to
increased imports of intermediate and equipment goods.
The answer was to begin ‘upstream’. It was also hoped that
the creation of a local supply of basic commodities would
stimulate the growth of ‘downstream’ users.

This strategy was doubly mistaken. First of all, there is
nothing really ‘upstream’. Basic industries are usually very
capitalistic. They require an enormous accumulation of fixed
capital and relatively skilled collective workers to set them in
motion. Either one reenacts the entire history of steel-
making (from village furnaces to modern blast furnaces) at
great speed, as during China’s highly controversial ‘Great
Leap Forward experiment, or one buys fully equipped
factories. In the absence of a skilled work force, of equip-
ment and of maintenance teams, one has to hire them from
abroad. Technological dependency will no doubt become a
thing of the past as a collective worker eventually emerges,
but the macroeconomic aim (import-substitution) has not
been achieved. Besides, in economic terms, it is cheaper to
import steel as and when it is needed than to develop a steel
plant which is expensive, difficult to maintain and which
creates very few jobs.

This does not mean that such strategies are to be con-
demned out of hand. When a country has a major but no#n-
renewable source of income (such as oil), it is obviously
unreasonable to use it to develop consumption, and it makes
sense to develop a relatively complete industry for the day
when the rent runs out. The mistake, which is common to
most import-substitution strategies, is the belief that the
problem can be solved simply by émporting factories. In
terms of its social eftects, this policy is open to criticism in
that it has no immediate spin off in terms of employment or
living standards, but that is not so much an ‘error’ as a politi-
cal choice which reflects the ideology of a ruling class such
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as a nationalist military bureaucracy.?’

It is equally erroneous to believe that other activities will
‘spontaneously’ develop alongside the basic industries. On
paper, a complete industrial system can be built, either ‘in
accordance with a plan’ or ‘in accordance with the demands
of the market’. The theory of ‘industrializing industries’ tries
to have the best of both worlds. Either the planner will
‘already’ have the steel at his disposal when he decides to do
something with it, or the captains of private industry will
seize the opportunity of that supply. But no matter how
brilliant he may be, the planner can never forecast future
‘downstream’ demand for semi-finished products, and the
non-existent user industries cannot provide detailed orders,
complete with technical specifications. All too often, the
basic industries are therefore cathedrals in the desert, unless
of course they respond to world demand, like mere com-
ponent industries, and adopt the macroeconomic logic of
peripheral Fordism.

Third World basic industries begin by ordering fully-
equipped factories, but they have problems with maintaining
or even running their plant. The lack of spares, the absence
of a fully skilled workforce, and marketing all lead to further
problems. They then begin to order ‘full products’, with the
purchase contract covering maintenance teams and in-
service training. Finally, they order ‘factories with markets’
(with sell-back clauses). But this involves a logic which is
very similar to that of peripheral Fordism: buying equipment
goods and engineering plant from the centre, manufacturing
on the spot with a labour force which is less efficient (and
which will be less efficient for at least ten years) but much
lower-paid than that in the centre, re-exporting and then, if
the rest of the national economy develops, using the pro-
ducts at home. The difference is that the ‘know-how’
remains elsewhere, and that far fewer jobs are created than
in Fordist or Taylorist industries.?®

We find similar parallels where modern agribusiness is
transplanted. Selected soya seeds, fertilizers and technicians
are imported from the centre and the product of the labour
of a super-exploited peasantry is turned into oil cake, which
is used to feed the livestock owned by the peasants of
Europe, and to accelerate both concentration in livestock
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industries and rural unemployment.

Fordism, which began as a type of labour process (char-
acterized by a division between conception and fragmented
and deskilled execution, with mechanization incorporating a
systematized social know-how), has become a social tech-
nology and has given its name to a regime of intensive
accumulation centred upon mass consumption because it
represents both the dominant model and the leading sector,
even though not all activity in the centre is Fordist. Similarly,
the logic of peripheral Fordism, in a specific way, is being
forced upon other peripheral industries (and even agri-
cultural activities) not only as an economic logic but also as
a new form of the international division of labour.

The New International Division of Labour

It is now time to gauge the extent to which the partial
industrialization of what was once a periphery exporting
primary commodities has revolutionized the international
division of labour. We will look first at the results, without
raising the question of whether or not the division is func-
tional or intentional. We will then turn to a discussion of the
strategies of the agents involved and of the institutional
forms which gave rise to this configuration.

Two Superimposed Divisions of Labour

[t is important to remember that, whilst Fordism is
becoming a global phenomenon, the old international
division of labour continues to function. In lower-income
countries (excluding China and India) which have a total
population of one billion 700 hundred million, including
almost the whole of Africa, the share of primary goods in
exports remains almost constant, and primary goods account
for more than half of all exports. The same is true of the
lower middle-income countries, and it is overwhelmingly
true of the high-income oil-exporters.

But this ratio measures only specialization within that
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fraction of the product of world labour which is inter-
nationally exchanged. According to this indicator, the
positions of China and India within the old division of labour
are changing; manufactures now represent 47 and 59 per
cent of their respective exports. The greater part of the
labour performed in those countries is, however, agri-
cultural, and much of it is not even destined for a market.
Asia — and even the Asian NICS — continues to export one
highly specific ‘primary commodity’, namely labour.?”

Even so, things are changing considerably in two senses.
As we have already seen, the rapid industrialization of the
entire middle-income category has led to ‘a spectacular
increase in exports of manufactures from the upper middle-
income categories. But it has also led to a reversal of trends
within the trade in primary goods: the North now feeds the
Third World. The agribusiness model which was developed
in the UsA and then introduced into Western Europe after
World War Two seems to have led to a repetition of the
‘victory’ which gave the manufacturing industries of the
northwest its absolute advantage over the rest of the world
in the last century. Between 1970 and 1981, the share of
‘North-South’ exports in all agro-food trade rose by 6.7 per
cent, whereas the flow in the other direction fell by 4.2 per
cent.”’ Yet the North’s new food hegemony (which is in fact
primarily that of the usA) has, as we have seen, come up
against increased competition from capitalist agriculture in
some countries in the South.’' Paradoxically, this relates
directly to the ‘new international division of labour’.”

What we have termed the ‘new international division of
labour’ is an intra-industrial (or even intra-agricultural’?)
division resultmg from what we have previously character-
1zed as_the Fordist tripaftite. division between: 1) engi-
neering and advanced technology; 2) labour-intensive
activities requiring a certain level of sKkills; 3) activities
involving easily acquired sKkills.

This new international division is the great novelty of the
postwar period, and it reflects the uneven international
distribution of both intensive accumulation and crisis. It is
the result of two developments. We deal in this book with the
first: the logic of industrialization in what was (and to a
large extent still is) the periphery of the first division of
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labour. But it should not be forgotten — and we will return
to this point — that a symmetrical process of stratification is
also occurring in the old manufacturing centres. One of the
major issues of the period is whether the old industrial
countries of Europe, in competition with the USA and Japan,
will be closer to level 1 or level 2 when they emerge from
the present crisis.?

The importance of the new international division of
labour should be neither overestimated nor under-
estimated.’> Whilst Third World industrialization is more
widespread and occurred earlier than one might think
(Singapore was already a NIC in the early sixties; Argentina is
no longer a NIC, but new NICS will emerge from the middle-
income category), very few countries have become export-
based industrial powers. East Asia’s ‘Gang of Four’ accounts
for 60 per cent of the South’s exports of manufactures; if we
also take into account Brazil and India, the total rises to 70
per cent. Conversely, the South produces only some 3 to 4
per cent of all manufactured commodities consumed in the
North. But it does export over 16 per cent of such typically
Taylorist goods as clothing, shoes and electronic components,
and 8 per cent of all optical goods and home electronics.

We are, it will be remembered, talking about a division of
labour. Thus, it is not only the South which is increasing its
exports (level-3 exports to the North). The North finds
buyers for its level-1 and 2 products in the South (or should
we say that it has rediscovered old customers??°). In terms of
world trade in capital goods, the share of North-South
exports rose from 20 to 30% in the seventies, whereas that
of North-North exports fell from 60 to SO per cent. Yet the
South’s increasing share in the international trade in indus-
trial goods has to be distinguished from the old ‘battle for
markets’, even though OPEC does absorb them (this is in
accordance with the ‘old division of labour’; OPEC in fact
absorbs almost as many capital goods from the North as
the Nics), and even though the logic of peripheral Fordism
does, I repeat, have something to do with markets.

The increase in the flow of manufactures works in both
directions, and it reflects a geographical shift in both ten-
dencies within the internationalization of Fordism. At the
beginning of this chapter we noted that until the 1960s both
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tendencies were at work primarily in the North, and that
they are now being extended to the North-South dimension.
Thus, the market share of the South in the US imports rose
from 12 to 25 per cent between 1970 and 1981; in clothing,
and electric and electronic components and equipment, the
South’s market share rose to 80 per cent and 46 per cent
respectively. Canada and Europe were the losers.

It must again be stressed that it is not because its indus-
tries are stagnating that the South is once again becoming a
major market for the North’s industrial products; on the
contrary, industry is growing faster in the South than in the
North. But the pattern of world growth is such that the
South also supplies the North with a market (within the new
international division of labour). Table 2 (p. 85) shows
that, whilst the South now competes with the North on the
world market, it also provides more of a market than the
crisis-ridden North. Whilst the share of exports in GDP has
risen from 12 to 20 per cent in the industrial countries, it
has risen by only a few percentage points in the upper-
middle income countries and it remains very low in Mexico
and Brazil, which absorb their own surplus products. It is,
however, true that exports now have a major share in the
GDP of South Korea and its East Asian associates, and that the
markets of the North cannot absorb them unless there is a
corresponding rise in demand. Needless to say, it is the ‘old’
periphery which will provide the missing outlets.

‘South-South’ Relations

The emergence of peripheral Fordist countries and the
accumulation of liquid assets in certain OPEC countries has
led to a veritable explosion of the former periphery. The
hierarchy is being reshaped before our very eyes. The
periphery was never homogeneous, but the new factor is the
increased flow of commodities between the Nics and those
countries which are still primarily exporters of primary
goods. This flow is similar to that which occurred under the
old division of labour. In terms of basic Fordist and
Taylorist commodities and in intermediate branches like
steel, the NICs are becoming very competitive, and in the




Towards Global Fordism? 97

former periphery they are even competing with the indus-
tries of the centre.”” A potentially triangular trade in raw
materials, emigrants and manufactures is developing
between the countries of the South. Significantly, NIC
exports to the South are at once more ‘regional’, more
‘sophisticated’ and more ‘capitalistic’ than exports to the
centre.*®

In 1980, South-South trade accounted for 37.4 per cent of
all the South’s exports of manufactures. Sixty-eight per cent
of all South-South trade took place within continental blocs,
37 per cent of it within Asia alone. But ‘Asia — other con-
tinents’ trade already accounted for one quarter of all South-
South trade. This trade is organized by the NICs and is
directed mainly towards OPEC countries. The dominant role
of Asia is explained by its export-based NICs.

Year by year, the ‘old division of labour’ becomes more
pronounced, but it now exists ‘within’ the old periphery.
The rate of cover in Brazil’s industrial trade with the South,
for example, rose from 153 per cent to 555 per cent
between 1973 and 1980, generating a surplus of 3.2 billion
dollars (the corresponding figure for South Korea was 4.5
billion). The regional nature of this trade is a good illus-
tration of how peripheral Fordism promotes ‘common
markets’ of middle-class demand. In structural terms, it is
very different to the export trade between the NICs and the
North; capital goods represent 41 per cent of the total,
as against 31 per cent in NIC-North trade, and clothing repre-
sents 5% (as against 21 per cent). The capital coefficient
is twice as high in regional trade. The Nics (including India
and Pakistan) are now beginning to achieve technological
dominance in regional markets. They may not have reached
the top of the technological ladder, but they are now export-
ing cheap professional equipment and engineering products.

Competition between the ‘North inside the South’ and the
traditional centre also should be neither overestimated nor
underestimated. It is, of course, because they earn such low
salaries ($358 per month in Taiwan, as against 82,900 in
West Germany>’) that the engineers and skilled workers of
the NICs are so competitive. But they have in some cases
developed new technologies which are appropriate to their
countries and which can easily be transferred to their clients
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in the South.*® Both India and South Korea, for instance, are
now winning major civil engineering contracts, whilst
Mexico has developed original metal-working and oil-
exploration techniques. In world terms, however, their share
at levels 1 and even 2 of the new international division of
labour remains minimal. Benabou rightly notes that whilst
South Korea exports 4 per cent of its machine tools, 65 per
cent of home demand is met by imports.*

We are witnessing a reduplication of the new inier-
national division of labour. In terms of bloody
Taylorization’s strategy of relocation and re-exporting, the
‘first-wave’ NICS are becoming less competitive as wages
begin to rise, and increasingly the centre is using import
quotas against them. With the help of multinational com-
panies, a second stage of ‘bloody Taylorization’ is emerging,
and it is directed towards what the OECD Observer
(November 1982) calls ‘the new wave of industrial
exporters’: Malaysia, the Philippines, and, in a sense, China.

Finance and Partial Regulation: The Role of Banks
and Transnational Companies

The reduplication of the international division of labour, the
distribution of world circuits of productive branches across
the NICs and their superimposition upon old relations
between the ‘manufacturing centre’ and the ‘primary-
exporting periphery’ by no means lead to the emergence of
a ‘world economy’ with a single hegemonic centre. Quite
apart from the fact that Japan and Europe are still fighting
the ‘War of the American Succession’ (to use Wallerstein’s
expression) and that the state capitalisms of Eastern Europe
have a peculiar status within the ‘systen?’, the Third World
now looks like a constellation of special cases. It is char-
acterized by vague regularities, elements of a logic of
accumulation which more or less complement one another,
and by flows which emerge and then disappear within the
space of a few years without a stable mode of overall regu-
lation ever being established.

As one might have expected, the new division of labour is
no more of a division than the old, if by ‘division of labour’
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we mean a rational project drawn up by some Beast of the
Apocalypse. It is a random configuration resulting from the
myriad strategies adopted by difterent companies and states,
from a miraculous harmonization of the very different
regimes of accumulation adopted as a result of the imper-
sonal process of class struggle between the multiple social
formations of the North and the South. Some very poor
countries export very little; in accordance with the logic of
bloody Taylorization, others like Bangladesh export a great
deal. Some countries have an advanced capitalism and have
mastered level-3 and level-2 activities, or even level-1 activi-
ties. Some of these export one third of their total output, as
does South Korea, whilst others, like Brazil, export relatively
little. Once again, we see the need for concrete analysis, for
the study of the economic and social history of each specific
country, for the study of their modes of regulation, their
forms of class alliance and their successive hegemonic
systems. I do not have the heart to attempt to outline a
typology of regimes in the South here.*?

On the other hand the new division of labour does seem

-_—e— e

to_deserve its name more than the old, in that the Beast of
the Apocalypse is now embodied in the material form of
agents and institutions which not only ‘own’ many centres of
production, but which actually ‘possess’ those centres . ‘and
which are therefore able to divide the labour of manu-
facturing between them.*> We have already mentioned their
names: the banks and multinational companies. They bring
with them the Curses of the Apocalypse, in other words
technological and financial dependency.

By the end of the seventies, a rich and well-documented
body of literature on the reality of these dependencies was
available.’* But the argument had already moved from the
realities that result from multiple processes back to
functionalism and intentionality. The new division of labour
tended to be reduced to the relocation of the unskilled
levels of the tripartite Fordist division; it was described as
working to the advantage of the centre alone and as result-
ing from decisions taken by companies in the centre.
Untamiliar duckbills like Korean ships and Brazilian rolling
mills did nothing to shake dogma. It was assumed that the

Third World is dependent in the same way that mammals are
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viviparous. The other tendencies at work within the move
towards global Fordism were overlooked. As markets and
production expand at the same time, final demand in the
Third World also rises and has a greater effect on the
behaviour of agents, banks and companies. And as usual, the
autonomous actions of nation-states were ignored.>

So What Were Multinational Companies Doing in the
Periphery’?

The simple answer is ‘relatively little’. They had certainly
become more multinational:*® direct foreign investments
rose much faster than average fixed capital formation in the
centre. They are certainly extremely powerful: the top 866
multinational companies control 76 per cent of world manu-
fa(:turmg output.. Thirty per cent of all international trade
takes place within multinational companies. The problem is
that all this relates mainly to the way in which the eco-
nomies of the centre are interconnected and to the central-
ization of capital within the cenire. During the seventies,
roughly 25 per cent of all direct investment by multinational
companies took place in the South: 21 per cent at the
beginning of the decade, 29 per cent in the middle, and 23
per cent in the late seventies. Between 1960 and 1980, the
share of capital invested directly in the South fell (from 60
to 47 per cent in the case of Japanese companies and from
40 to 25 per cent in the case of American firms). Naturally
enough, there were considerable variations and flows were
very unevenly distributed. The UsA ‘exported’ 50 per cent of
all direct transnational investments, and Latin America
‘imported’ 50 per cent of all investments exported to the
South.

In any case, in almost all developing countries, the flow of
direct capital imports represents less than 3 per cent of all
fixed capital formation (2.1 per cent in Brazil for example).
In short, it is negligible.?” Nor is it true that the subsidiaries
of multinational companies have a major share in the export
sector of their host countries. The exceptions are Singapore
(92 per cent) and the free trade zones, which exist for that
purpose but which employ only one million workers world-
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wide. Elsewhere, multinational companies are content with
a modest role: 40 per cent in Brazil, 35 per cent in Mexico,
30 per cent in Korea, 10 per cent in Hong Kong and 5 per
cent in India.

This is of course still a great deal, and the example set by
the multinationals probably did encourage countries to
export. They may even have led the way. ‘New forms of
investment’ also have to be taken into account.*® Multi-
nationals based in a developed country may take a minority
share-holding in local firms (state or private), and this may
involve the transfer of technology or subcontracting agree-
imments. But economic ownership, and therefore the initiative
to invest capital and social labour, remains largely in the
hands of the local ruling class. The examples of Brazil and
Korea suggest that multinational subsidiaries are no more
export-oriented than local tirms. Indeed, the NICs are now
becoming bases for new multinational companies.*’

Multinational companies do not in fact look to the Third
World simply in order to find cheap labour for central
markets. They are primarily interested in finding markets
there, Nor do they simply establish workshop subsidiaries
(the ‘world market factories’ of the ‘new international
division of labour’ orthodoxy). They tend, rather, to
establish ‘relay-subsidiaries’, producing and selling on the
spot.’

In both 1971 and 198 lg-’“(':”ERlvi‘ carried out surveys in which
major French companies Wwere asked why they had
established foreign subsidiaries.”® The majority (87 per cent
of all respondents in 1971; 72 per cent in 1981) said that
they wanted to establish their presence in an important
market. The second reason they gave was equally significant;
31 per cent said in 1971 (38 per cent in 1981) that they
invested in Third World countries because ‘local producers
are protected by local governments.’ This, no doubt, is one
of the Beast’s ruses: it is import-substitution policies which
‘cause’ the new international division of labour. ‘Reducmg
wage costs’ was only the elghth most popular answer, but
the number of companies giving this as their reason doubled
between 1971 and 1981 (28 per cent, as against 15 per
cent). But within the Nics in particular? The answers were
broadly similar ... with some variations. In 1981, only 58 per
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cent of all companies said ‘markets’, whereas 40 per cent
now mentioned protectionism (which proves that this is a
good way to increase the number of industrial jobs!).
‘Reducing wage costs’ was now the fifth most common

reason (23 per cent), and ‘re-exporting to countries other

than France’ was the seventh (19 per cent).
We therefore have to agree with Madeuf and Ominami

when they conclude that, ‘In a context dominated by
Fordism, even if it is in crisis, it is difficult to break the link
between valorization and realization. Most direct invest-
ment in the Third World is governed by the logic of the
international diffusion of Fordism, which presupposes the
simultaneous expansion of productivity and real wages.?
We do, however, have to add one qualification: it is con-
sum ption that has to be linked to the rise in productivity. In
the North, that condition was met by monopolistic regu-
lation of wage relations. In the South it can be met (and has
been met) by an increase in the income of the middle class
alone, provided that the middle class is sufficiently large.
Whilst the international division of labour between coun-
tries does not result from the international division of labour

within companies,”>® the latter does obey the logic of

peripberal Fordism: plants (which are planned in the centre
and tooled up by the centre) are set up both to provide
access to a growing market (this consideration applies to
most investment in Brazil: it is probably less so in Korea)
and so as to reduce costs, including the cost of re-exporting.

The Example of the Auto Industry

The case of the auto industry (which is analysed in detail
in CEPREMAP’s 1980 report®) exemplifies the combined logic
of peripheral Fordism: import-substitution plus export-
substitution.

The problem with car-assembly in type 3 regions outside
the countries of the centre is that it requires a qualified labour-
force and, more generally, semi-skilled male workers with
some industrial experience. Large markets must also be
close at hand, as cars cannot be transported as easily as
T-shirts or pocket calculators. For the motor industry, the
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ideal region-3 labour pool allows the lahour-force.to be
reproduced cheaply is close to markets, and provides skllled
workers, In terms of the logic of Fordism, which links local
consumption NOrms (and therefore wages) to productivity,
finding such a region is rather like squaring the circle.
Regions in economies which are ‘too’ dominated are out of
the question, because there is no adequate local market.
Given transport costs and the relatively minor share of the
cost of labour-power in total costs, it is impossible to use
Third World pools simply as ‘bases for reexporting’, even
with the relative advantage of very low wages. Bearing these
simple points in mind, two “poor’ forms of relocatlon there-
fore seemed possible.

First, replacing vehicle exports with the assembly of com-
pletely knocked down sets of parts. Vehicles for the local
ruling class can then be assembled in Third World countries.
This is an unsatisfactory alternative because of the loss of
economies of scale and because of the cost of accli-
matization. But since the importer-countries insist on local
assembly, other forms of imports are often impossible. It is
probably this consideration which determines this form of
relocation.

Second, the marginal use of low-wage labour pools close
to a central market as a base for assembling light vehicles
which can be re- exported 