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ABSTRACT

This thesis provides a global political economy of the postwar period, with special reference
to Zimbabwe. The conceptual aim is to connect the agrarian question with contemporary
democratic theory, by inquiring into the global sources of ‘civil society’ and relating it to the
phenomenon of semi-proletarianisation.

There are three basic arguments. First, civil society cannot be understood in isolation
from imperialism. The onset of the Cold War produced an ultra-imperial order under US
leadership, with a ‘global development’ project crafted to its needs and a mode of rule
preoccupied with the definition and enforcement of ‘civil society’. Second, capital
accumulation in the postwar period has continued to operate in accordance with the laws of
motion of the centre-periphery relationship; the main alteration has consisted in the closer
integration of central-state economies with each other, along with a small number of
industrial satellites. The periphery has remained in a disarticulated pattern of accumulation,
whose corollary is the reproduction of semi-proletarianisation on a grand scale. Third, under
ultra-imperialism, ‘civil society’ has been defined in accordance with the requirements of
disarticulated accumulation, while semi-proletarian politics have all too often been relegated
to the ‘uncivil’ domain.

The thesis focuses on the relationship between the civil and uncivil politics of the
semi-proletariat. During ‘nation-building’, which dovetailed with the Cold War, uncivil
politics comprised of ‘property unfriendly’ forces, the radical nationalist and socialist seeking
to nationalise industry and redistribute land (i.e., to alter the pattern of accumulation). With
the onset of ‘structural adjustment’ and the end of the Cold War, the uncivil net was cast
wider to the ‘market unfriendly’, including radical trade unionisms and land occupation
movements. It is argued that in the postwar period uncivil politics have occasionally obtained
social revolution; or extensive agrarian reforms and capitalist development; or, most
commonly, limited agrarian reforms within a persisting pattern of disarticulated accumulation
(Zimbabwe being the case in point). The latter outcome owes to the systematic ‘civilisation’
of oppositional politics by means of cooptation tactics — not least within international trade
unionism — and outright repression. The thesis demonstrates these arguments with a detailed

account of Zimbabwe’s experience, and concludes with reflections on the prospects of a post-

liberal civilisation.
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Waiting for the Barbarians

Why did our emperor get up so early,
and why is he sitting enthroned at the city’s main gate,
in state, wearing the crown?

Because the barbarians are coming today

and the emperor’s waiting to receive their leader.
He’s even got a scroll to give him,

loaded with titles, with imposing names.

Why have our consuls and praetors come out today
wearing their embroidered, their scarlet togas?

Why have they put on bracelets with so many amethysts,
rings sparkling with magnificent emeralds?

Why are they carrying elegant canes

beautifully worked in silver and gold?

Because the barbarians are coming today
and things like that dazzle the barbarians.

Why this sudden bewilderment, this confusion?
(How serious people’s faces have become.)

Why are the streets and squares emptying so rapidly,
everyone going home lost in thought?

Because night has fallen and the barbarians haven’t come.
And some of our men just in from the border say
there are no barbarians any longer.

Now what’s going to happen to us without barbarians?
They were, those people, a kind of solution.

Constantine P. Cavafy
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CHAPTER 1
Of Citizens and Subjects

The end of the Cold War witnessed a resurgence of debate over the meaning of ‘civilisation’, its
origins, substance, and future. Perhaps the most provocative of statements was penned by Francis
Fukuyama who posited a universal civilisation that had, at last, resolved its contradictions and
arrived at no less than ‘the end of history’.! Others eschewed universality, seeking either to
articulate the essence of ‘the modern West’,” or foretell a new era in which a number of different
civilisations would ‘clash’.’ A third position, as by Samir Amin, rejected both, on the one hand
affirming universality but, on the other, insisting on its unresolved contradictions.* The present
thesis belongs to the latter camp.

The founding premise is that universality does indeed exist, its essence being a
historically evolved humanist consciousness, whose intrinsic demand is the abolition of human
hierarchies, or citizenship. I understand citizenship not as a status that resides within the state, as
would the liberal convention, but as a social relation of global magnitude. This relation is lived
through everyday notions of ‘civility’ and ‘incivility’, which in turn are rooted in the
organisation of economic life. As Amin has shown, it was through the emergence and expansion
of the capitalist mode of production that a truly global dialogue of civilisation began. By virtue
of its emergence in Western Europe, it also established its civilisational centre there and
unfolded in the Eurocentric terms of ‘the civilised’ and ‘the backward’.

These moral dimensions of capitalist expansion have received closer attention in the
1990s, most notably by Mahmood Mamdani in his study entitled Citizen and Subject.’ This has
become a landmark in the democratisation debate, particularly for bringing the agrarian question
back into perspective. Mamdani’s basic argument is that, in the late colonial African context, the
moral dichotomies pertaining to the °‘civilised European’ and the ‘tribal native’ were
institutionalised into a unique ‘mode of rule’. This consisted in a bifurcation of the colonial state
between rights-bearing colons (civil society) and a tribalised peasantry. Mamdani has argued for
the particularity of the African experience on this basis, and he has gone further to suggest that

| Fukuyama (1989).

2 Taylor (1989).

3 Huntington (1993).

* Amin (1989); see also Halliday (1996).
5 Mamdani (1996).
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Africa’s late colonial mode of rule and its post-colonial adaptations are the sources of the
continent’s democratisation troubles.

While appreciating Mamdani’s conceptual innovations, I take issue with two central
aspects of his work. One is the confinement of Africa to a continental unit of analysis. This does
not adequately illuminate Africa’s experience within global modes of rule. The bifurcated late-
colonial state was created under the auspices of a global political order whosc founding principle »
was that of race. The era following World War II saw the abolition of de jure imperialism, the
rise of a US-led transatlantic wultra-imperialism, and ultimately new global modes of rule
corresponding to it. The legacies of the late colonial state need to be understood within the
context of this changing global order. The second and related issue is the primacy that Mamdani
assigns to moral economy over political economy. By focusing exclusively on the moral-
institutional aspects of capitalism, Mamdani loses sight of the underlying laws of motion of
capitalism and their specificity in the periphery. What this also means is that citizenship is in
effect detached from the globality of capitalism and seen ultimately as confinable, in liberal
fashion, to the state. Mamdani’s approach contrasts sharply with a previous generation of theory
concemed with the agrarian question, namely the underdevelopment school, whose ambitions
were both global and political-economic in essence.

This thesis seeks to reconcile the concerns of contemporary democratic theory with
insights provided by the underdevelopment school. It provides a political economy of the
‘development dialogue’ in the postwar period, with an interest in its agrarian and labour relations
and particular reference to the experience of Zimbabwe. The postwar era has consisted in two
sub-periods, the nationalist and the liberal, each of which has defined its citizens and subjects on
a global scale. While the legacies of late colonialism have not been displaced in the process, they
cannot be understood in isolation, for the racial, nationalist, and liberal modes of rule have all
been concerned with the same thing, controlling the world’s semi-proletarianised masses. In turn,
any inquiry into this process must begin where the underdevelopment school left off, for no other
tradition in International Political Economy since then has recognised that there is something
unique about the location of the semi-proletariat under contemporary capitalism. This neglect is
truly regrettable, for as Amin aptly put it some time ago, while capital ‘exploits the proletariat
everywhere, at the centre and the periphery...it exploits the proletariat of the periphery even

more brutally’.®

¢ Amin (1976), p. 196.
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This chapter will begin with a series of conceptual issues pertaining to the semi-
proletariat and its politics, contemporary imperialism and the agrarian question, civil society and

civilisation.
1.1 What is Semi-proletarianisation?

When we speak of ‘peasants’ we are in fact speaking of petty-commodity producers firmly
located in the generalised system of commodity production that is capitalism. Much has been
written in the past about peasants as operating by a different economic logic, or under a different
‘mode of production’ that is ‘articulated’ to the capitalist in a non-contradictory way. On this
basis, various claims have been made as to an ‘essential’ political behaviour pertaining to
peasants, or to specific classes within the peasantry.” In more recent years, there has been a
return to the classics, in particular the works of Karl Kautsky and V.L Lenin.® Their point of
departure, which I adopt, is that for capitalism to ‘really exist’, there need not exist a full
commoditisation of all elements of production. There are bound to be phenomena — feudal-like
relations, for example, or petty-commodity production, or household relations, or even
contemporary forms of human bondage — which do not conform to the essential features of pure
capitalism (capital and wage-labour) but are nonetheless subject to their contradictions in the
larger capitalist society.

Following classical insights, the peasantry does not constitute a class in itself, for
inherent in it are the antagonistic tendencies characteristic of the proletarian and proprietor. Nor
is the combination of capital and labour spread evenly within the peasantry. The peasantry is
differentiated between rich, middle, and poor households, a spectrum that ranges from the
capitalist that employs labour-power to the semi-proletarian that sells it. The middle category is,
in fact, the only one that embodies the ideal-type of petty-commodity production, managing
neither to hire nor sell labour-power. To be sure, the combination of capital and labour is not
spread evenly within a single household either; differentiated by gender and generation,
patriarchs will control the means of production, women and children will provide unwaged
labour.

That which does not follow from these formulations is any historical determinism, such

as was envisioned by Karl Marx, or more cautiously by Lenin and Kautsky, whether via

7 For a rounded presentation of positions, see Shanin ed. (1987).
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enclosures or rural differentiation. The inherent contradictory tendencies within this petty-
bourgeoisie produce a state of flux between the two poles of rich and poor. But, historically, this
has led both to proletarianisation and ‘re-peasantisation’. Indeed, it has been pointed out
convincingly that even on purely economic grounds petty-commodity production is quite a
normal aspect of capitalism, even if an unstable one.’

} Yet, it is also true that semi-proletarianisation, and not the ‘middle peasant’ ideal-type,
is the pervasive phenomenon in the countryside. In Zimbabwe, for example, it was estimated in
the early 1990s that up to 75 percent of households maintain dual (rural/urban) homes."® Semi-
proletarianisation was first acknowledged by Kautsky and Lenin, who theorised its persistence in
functional terms.'* Clearly, there are capitalist classes in specific contexts that benefit from semi-
proletarianisation: since a labourer’s costs of reproduction can be subsidised by the family farm,
semi-proletarianisation enables the employer to reward labour below the cost of subsistence.
Kautsky thus called small farms ‘production sites for new labour-power’. But semi-
proletarianisation was also understood by both Kautsky and Lenin as a mere delay, a transient
functionalism, not a permanent one.

As the dominant reality, semi-proletarianisation has been interpreted in several further
ways. In the postwar period it was the underdevelopment school that dwelled on it the most. One
approach, led by Andre Gunder Frank, de-emphasised the peasant aspect of this reality, seeking
instead to demonstrate its ‘residual’ and ‘commercially determined’ nature.'? A Southern African
variant, known as the ‘labour pool’ thesis, followed suit. In a seminal article, Giovanni Arrighi
argued that, by the 1930s in Southern Rhodesia, the Native Reserves that had been engineered by
the colonial authorities had come to function solely as labour reserves for the Rhodesian
economy, and that petty-commodity production had been relegated to insigniﬁca.nce.l3 The
implication of these emphases was that capitalism in the periphery was ‘mature’ (and ripe for
socialism); the further implication in the Southern African case was the conceptual conflation of
class and nation.

Others disagreed with the mature capitalism thesis. Samir Amin, for example, saw semi-

proletarianisation in functional and static terms. On the one hand, he ascribed to the peasantry a

8 Kautsky (1988) and Lenin (1964). For the more recent statements along these lines, see Gibbon and
Neocosmos (1985) and Bernstein (2000).

® Gibbon and Neocosmos (1985).

10 See Peta et al. (1991).

1! Kautsky (1988), ch. 7, and Lenin (1964), ch. 3.

12 Rrank (1967).

13 Arrighi (1973a).

14



mode of production onto itself; but on the other, he saw the persistence of semi-proletarianisation
as inhering in the particularity of the peripheral economy.'* Amin observed that the peripheral
economy was extroverted in nature — unlike the ‘autocentric’ economies of the centre —
producing goods for export (mining and agricultural) and not for domestic consumption; thus he
understood the peripheral economy as devoid of the objective relation between the rewarding of
labour and the development of the productive forces that held among the autocentric. A modified
version of this was subsequently pﬁt forth by Alain de Janvry." Informed by Amin’s notion of
extroversion, but remaining faithful to classical formulations he saw a ‘functional dualism’
peculiar to the peripheral economy as holding the day. But de Janvry also saw this functionalism
as a ‘structural possibility’, not a determinate condition; as subject to domestic inter-capitalist
and class struggles; and, ultimately, as transient, on account of ongoing land alienation to
capitalist agriculture. De Janvry added that functional dualism would not disappear with the
peasantry but would relocate to the informal urban sector (where it would become even more
‘stubborn’); and that the extended period of functional dualism, which by its very nature sustains
rapid capital accumulation, could still be properly labelled °‘the development of
underdevelopment’.

More recently, in the 1990s, Mamdani and Michael Neocosmos have affirmed the
politically and historically contingent aspects of functional dualism.'® But they have also shifted
the focus of attention to the peasant side of the semi-proletarian story. They have argued that
proletarianisation and petty-commodity production are not mutually exclusive; and that rural
differentiation and accumulation strategies ‘from below’ are possible and, indeed, have always
been in progress.'” To be sure, these new perspectives have a historical context of their own: the
failure of African nationalism to acknowledge class differences among Africans; the conflation
of ‘the state’ and ‘the people’; the denial of economic and political initiative to the masses; and
the pursuit of statist models of development. In what follows, I will focus on the work of the
latter two theorists, and while I will concur with many of their path-breaking formulations, I will
argue that they have swung the pendulum too far in the opposite direction.

The most important insight is that, historically, the condition of semi-proletarianisation

resulted from a mode of rule, and as such, from a political need in the first instance, not a directly

* Amin (1976).

15 De Janvry (1981).

16 Mamdani (1996) and Neocosmos (1993).

' This flaw in Arrighi’s u nderstanding of the early colonial period specifically was demonstrated
empirically in Ranger (1985).
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economic one; capitalism did not ‘need’ cheap labour. Neocosmos has argued that ‘explicit state
policy was not always motivated by a “desire” to proletarianise. Rather, this policy often
alternated between “proletarianisation” and “peasantisation”, as the state attempted to regulate
economic fluctuations’.'® Moreover, certain factions of capital, the extroverted ones in particular
(whether in mining or agriculture), tended to reproduce petty-commodity production, while
introverted capital (whether agrarian or manufacturing) sought to dissolve it."” Just as well,
policy was by no means unambiguous and often pursued both goals simultaneously. Importantly,
at the heart of this mode of rule was the definition of civil society and its enforcement against the
uncivil. As Mamdani has demonstrated at length, Africans were organised into ‘tribes’, each with
its own ‘customary law’, placed under the despotism of chiefs, and made subject to
administrative justice. This instance of ‘indirect rule’ was reshaped by incoming post-colonial
governments in veriable ways; while its historical product is neither pure proletarianisation nor
pure petty-commodity production, but a combination of the two, embodied in the ‘peasant-
worker’.

The conceptual emphasis by Mamdani and Neocosmos to the peasant side of the story,
however, has had several implications. The first is that the shift has been accompanied by a
scaling down of the global-theoretical ambitions of the underdevelopment school, which has
compromised interpretation. For, as we will see, in the post-colonial period, ‘indirect rule’
interacted with the new global modes of rule of bourgeois nationalism and liberalism, which
proscribed on a global scale the forms and contents of political organisation that contradicted the
transatlantic politics of productivity and liquidity alike. The enforcement of-civil society against
the uncivil has played out in both labour and agrarian relations, and in their globality, via the
undermining, cooptation, and repression of anti-systemic forces within and without trade
unionism. Suffice it to point out here that, while the repression pill has been meted out by the
security forces of neo-colonial states and their imperial patrons, the undermining and cooptation
ones have been the job largely of Western trade unions and donor agencies.

The second implication of the shift away form global theory is the inability to theorise
adequately the global political sources of petty-commodity production, which have rendered
petty-commodity production under capitalism ‘normal’ in this further sense. Support for petty-

commodity production has taken a variety of counter-revolutionary forms, such as ‘community

18 Neocosmos (1993), p. 54, emphasis added.
19 For a classic study of the relationship between inter-capitalist conflict and proletarianisation, see

Arrighi (1973b).
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develdpment’, ‘agricultural development’, ‘integrated rural development’, and land reform.”

This support has emanated not only from peripheral states but also their imperial patrons and
multilateral agencies, including the World Bank and the UN system — sometimes even in
contradiction with the desires of peripheral ruling classes. Whether these strategies have
succeeded in regulating the process of proletarianisation is, of course, another story.
_ - The third implication is the inability to grapple adequately with the support that peasants
might give to ruling parties, despite the oppression of ‘indirect rule’. By focusing exclusively on
the persisting subordination of local government to central government in post-colonial Africa,
Mamdani and Neocosmos have arrived at the conclusion that the democratisation project has
gone amiss because single-party states did not allow ‘independent popular democratic politics
[to] flower’.?! Yet, in global light, we see that there is hardly such a thing as an alternative source
of ‘independent’ self-expression; trade unions, the largest of civic organisations within states,
have had historically to opt either for the patronage of nationalist movements and neo-colonial
states, or international labour and donors. Likewise, peasant organisations that have sought
freedom from states, such as under structural adjustment, have typically fallen into the open arms
of donors and become objects of new forms of ‘indirect rule’.** And in this closer light, peasant-
state relations beg to be re-interpreted. For, in the absence of ‘independent’ civic action, it is
possible in particular historical moments for the state to become the only vehicle available to
peasants, a point that has been made by Sam Moyo with reference to contemporary Zimbabwe.”
But even if we disregard the global dimensions of the problem, one final shortcoming is
notable. This again relates to the exclusive focus by Mamdani and Neocosmos on peasant-state
relations; it might be called ‘rainbow nation idealism’, and has operated in the added, post-
apartheid historical dimension of Southern Africa. Specifically, Mamdani’s attempt to theorise
the peculiarity of peasant-state relations in colonial Africa has obscured the white-settler
phenomenon. If Arrighi had overemphasised the proletarianisation experience arising from settler
capitalism in Southern Africa, Mamdani underemphasised it, reducing democratisation to the
transformation of peasant-state relations, at the expense of the relations between peasants and the
large-scale commercial farming (LSCF) sector. Neocosmos has followed suit, supporting his own

argument by invoking Lenin’s insights, claiming that ‘landlordism’ is of a secondary order in

2 For Latin America and South Asia, see, respectively, de Janvry (1981), ch. 7, and Harriss (1987).
2! Neocosmos (1993), p. 72.

2 Moyo (forthcoming).

3 Moyo (2001a).
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Southern Africa, and again submerging the land question in the regional agrarian question.* A
closer look at Lenin’s argument here and its inapplicability would be useful.

In his discussion of functional dualism in turn-of-the-century Russia, Lenin noted a
lingering ‘personal dependence’ as existing on the part of the ‘semi-free’ labourer vis-a-vis the
landlord, a dependence that manifested itself in a quasi-feudal labour-service and upheld by
extra-economic coercion (‘a certain lack of civic rights’).”” Here we must inquire into Lenin’s
specific assumptions regarding the sources of ‘personal dependence’. Lenin attributed
dependence to extra-economic exploitation, an understanding which accorded with his belief that
the peasant, once fully dispossessed, would gain ‘freedom’ by virtue of his/her ability to migrate
and sell labour-power to the highest bidder; in this sense, he believed that the ‘dull compulsion’
of market forces would not generate ‘personal dependence’. But Lenin here also envisaged a
different kind of home market in Russia, the kind that Amin would call ‘autocentric’, not the
peripheral one devoid of the objective relation between the rewarding of labour and the
development of the productive forces. And in the absence of this objective relation, the dull
compulsion of market forces does generate relations of dependence. These manifest themselves
in intense paternalisms, both racial and gendered, and get played out over the use of natural
resources and at the place of employment, whether urban or rural. The predicament of farm
workers in particular is notorious, warranting the label of ‘human bondage’ under capitalism.*®
The case of outright land alienation generates paternalisms of no less intensity; these get played
out over the pervasive ‘squatting’ phenomenon, for squatters often come to depend upon
services, such as schooling for children, that are provided on farms, or upon natural resources
and seasonal employment, all of which are controlled by landowners.”’

Taken together, these comments suggest that semi-proletarianisation in Southern Africa
continues to require theoretical attention. Specifically, Mamdani’s notion of ‘indirect rule’
requires modification. Under peripheral accumulation, the semi-proletariat has been subject (a) to
‘direct’ forms of rule, whether at the place of employment, in town and country, or at the

‘squatting’ site; and (b) to global modes of rule, not just the late-colonial leftovers. It follows that

?* Neocosmos (1993), p. 24.

%5 Lenin (1964), pp. 204-06.

%8 This will be discussed further in Chapter 6. For extensive studies regarding the flourishing of racial
and gender hierarchies in a variety of work settings, see Rutherford (2001) and Sylvester (2000).

27 To be clear, these forms of ‘personal dependence’ are not to be slotted into easy ‘non-capitalist’
categories. Frank’ s judgement in this regard remains relevant: ‘the various “ feudal” and “ personal”
forms of relations and obligations serve at best to personalize and mask this dog-eat-dog capitalist
world’ ; Frank (1967), p. 274.
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the land question has a very significant bearing on the democratisation question, as it does on the
question of ‘accumulation from below’; and that the agrarian question is not an ‘African’

problem but a global one.
1.2 Understanding Peasant-worker Politics

Several of the above authors have emphasised the contingency of neo-colonial capitalism and, in
this regard, the significance of class struggle. The emphasis is correct, and it gives rise to a set of
questions concerning the political forms that semi-proletarianisation throws up. In the context of
Africa, the study of peasant politics has historically lagged behind other peripheral regions of the
world economy, emerging only in the 1970s on the heels of a number of rural-based struggles.
Much of this debate was informed theoretically by research conducted elsewhere. A number of
interpretations were thus put forth to attribute to peasants an ‘essential’ political behaviour. The
phraseology was new and old, designating peasants as ‘profit maximising’ or ‘risk averse’, as
being ‘uncaptured’, or as having a ‘subsistence ethic’, ‘exit options’, efc.”® However, the
approach that has had the most durable impact was in the ‘moral economy’ tradition and penned
by James Scott, a Southeast-Asianist, who suggested that, ‘normally’, peasant politics conform to
‘everyday forms of resistance’.’ The approach went on to cross-fertilise with theories of ‘social
movements’ and ‘identity politics’.

Scott acknowledged in the outset that a focus on everyday forms of resistance — to
include such tactics as foot-dragging at work, or poaching and encroaching on land — are not the
only forms of peasant politics, and he acknowledged also that the approach is limiting in its focus
on ‘local class struggles’. Yet, such an exclusive focus has far-reaching interpretive implications.
First, it does not illuminate the relationship between civil (formal) and uncivil (infbrmal) politics,
nor between the covert (‘everyday’) and the overt (land occupations, armed struggle, ‘complex
emergencies’); peasants engage in all of these, either simultaneously or over time. Second, its
‘local moral economy’ approach does not illuminate the globality of the agrarian question; nor
does it historicise the human subject adequately; rather, it presents peasants as inhabiting a
separate dialectic of consciousness. Consequently, class struggles in the countryside appear as

interpretively unconnected and politically unconnectable.”

% For a more rounded discussion, see Isaacman (1993).
¥ Scott (1985); see also his prior study, Scott (1976).
%0 This, in turn, is the reason why Scott’s approach has made common cause with relativistic and populist

theories in the 1990s. For a critical discussion, see Brass (1991), pp. 173-205.
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We have already discussed the dynamics of differentiation among the peasantry. That
which requires further comment here is the moral-historical location of peasant-workers. Contra
relativism, peasant-workers are firmly located in the humanist dialectic of consciousness and the
moral languages that historically have been constitutive of it, from liberalism and nationalism to
socialism, feminism, and beyond. These languages infuse the ‘public’ and ‘hidden’ transcripts (to
use Scott’s terminology); hybridise with local moral languages; gain particular expression in
local notions of ‘dignity’ and ‘reason’; and form the moral basis of social protest. The first to
pursue this line of inquiry was E.P. Thompson, with reference to the English working class of the
eighteenth century. He made the important observation that the proletarian of the time
experienced and acted against notions of injustice understood within the terms of the Glorious
Revolution; the ‘common Englishman’, Thompson wrote, ‘felt that the Glorious Revolution
afforded a constitutional precedent for the right to riot in resistance to oppression’. More
recently, Neil Harvey has similarly observed that the public transcript in post-revolutionary
Mexico has incorporated the ideals of the revolution, and it has served in the same way to
legitimise public contestation of the feudal-like legacies of the Porfirian regime.’” In a broader
survey of the continent in the 1990s, James Petras has pointed out that indigenous traditions in
Latin American countrysides have hybridised with socialist language to give substance to
contemporary social struggles.*® While one should note that the ‘moral economy’ tradition has,
more often than not, failed to notice the global dimensions of local moral languages, such
insights are generalisable. For it is not only capitalism that has achieved global reach in the
twentieth century, but also conceptions of justice. Accordingly, one cannot understand
contemporary rural struggles in Africa either, without recognising the nationalist promise and its
failure.**

It is also important to recognise, however, the ambiguities peculiar to péasant-worker
consciousness and, relatedly, the problems of political organisation that pertain to them and the
diversity of their politics. Significantly, contemporary theories of ‘global social movements’ and
‘new internationalisms’ have treaded on this terrain virtually blind-folded.*’ Semi-
proletarianisation yields a workforce in motion, within the rural areas, across the rural-urban

divide, and across international boundaries. This workforce is also poor and abundant, relatively

3! Thompson (1980), p. 87. The significance of the revolution across the channel is, of course, arguable.
32 Harvey (1998).

3 Petras (1997).

3 Moyo (2001a).
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unhealthy and illiterate, and devoid of bargaining power; and it has grievances that arise from
both the family farm (land shortage, insecurity of tenure) and the workplace (wages and
conditions of employment). Neither pure peasants nor settled industrial proletarians, their
political languages are often (but not exclusively) ‘ethnic’ or ‘national’.”® In turn, the totality of
this situation presents vast organisational challenges to anyone who wishes to speak for the
‘masses’. As argued earlier, the sources of ‘independent’ self expression are limited indeed.
Trade unions, other civic organisations, and political parties have a ‘line’ which is determined by
factors ranging from the class, gender, ethnic, and racial make-up of the membership and the
leadership; to their sources of funding, whether state or foreign; to the prevailing industrial
relations convention in the global political economy; to the prevailing ‘development’ paradigm;
and to the constellation of national and international alliances at a given point in time. In the
1970s, it was estimated in connection with the ‘tripartite’ model of industrial relations
specifically, that 91 per cent of the world’s workers were being denied participation.”’” This
referred, by and large, to the semi-proletariat, and continues to be the case.

Their forms of participation in the ‘development dialogue’ are thus variegated, spanning
the spectrum of civil and uncivil. In the civil realm, peasant-workers participate in local mutual-
help groups, national peasant unions, trade unions, political parties — and recently an
international organisation.*® They vote in local and national elections, and they also abstain from
voting. In the uncivil realm, they resort to land occupations, ‘squatting’, poaching, stealing, and
encroaching. They also participate in rebellions and revolutions, as well as in ‘complex
emergencies’. Needless to say, their politics may be progressive or regressive. And they ought to

be neither idealised nor underestimated.
1.3 Imperialism and the Agrarian Question
Agrarian relations have always been a fundamental dimension of imperialism. This connection

has generally been undertheorised by students of imperialism, with the prominent exception of

the underdevelopment school. In what follows, I will provide a brief survey of theories of

35 Rupert (1995), Cox (1999), Munck and Waterman eds. (1999), O’ Brien et al. (2000), O’ Brien
(2000).

36 The ambiguities of peasant-workers consciousness has been discussed in First (1983), Ranger (1985),
and Mamdani (1996).

7 Cox (1977), p. 411.

38 The latter case is discussed by Petras (1997).
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imperialism and the agrarian question, simply flagging the main currents, before moving on to
elaborate on the present contribution.

With regards to the study of imperialism, there have been five notable phases in it: from
the classical Marxist debates concerned with the sources of capital export, inter-imperialist
rivalry, war and peace;* to two varieties in the early post-World War II period: the liberal
‘English school’ concerned with the expansion and transformation of the ‘international society”*
and the neo-Marxist underdevelopment school concerned largely with the mechanisms of South-
North surplus value transfer and agrarian crisis;*' to two further varieties thereafter, the ‘cultural’
and the ‘ecological’;” and finally a reinvigorated Marxist debate among theorists of
contemporary inter- and ultra-imperialism (transnationalism), who are more or less silent on the
agrarian question.* With regards to the agrarian question itself, there have been six notable shifts
in its terms, though they have not always carried the ‘AQ’ label. Three of these have been
discussed by Terry Byres,* and they comprise of the first by Marx and Engels, who raised the
question in terms of the political insignificance of the peasantry; the second by Kautsky and
Lenin, who were concerned with both the socio-economic aspects of rural capitalist development
as well as its political (in)significance; and the third, after the Bolshevik Revolution, which took
a managerial turn and concerned itself with the ways and means of surplus extraction from the
peasantry for the purpose of industrialisation — or ‘socialist primitive accumulation’. A fourth
phase was also managerial and also concerned with surplus extraction, but was conducted among
bourgeois theorists; the seminal exponents of this school were Arthur Lewis and T.W. Schultz.*’
The fifth phase departed from managerialism to become once again radicalised in the
underdevelopment school.** And the most recent phase of the debate might be termed the
‘globalisation’ one, and has been conducted mainly by theorists of petty-commodity production
and the global food system — but not of imperialism.*’ '

Both imperialism and the agrarian question will be understood here as an integrated

whole, in the spirit of the underdevelopment school. The approach is quite eclectic, however,

% For a general overview of the last century, see Sutcliffe (1999); for a detailed discussion of classical
theories, see Brewer (1990), chs. 2-6.

“ For its prominent representatives, see Bull and Watson eds. (1984), Jackson (1990), and Mayall
(1990).

! See the discussion in de Janvry (1981), ch. 1.

“2 For representatives, see Said (1979) and Crosby (1986).

“ See Cox (1987), van der Pijl (1998), and Gowan (1999).

“ See Byres (1991), pp. 3-76.

4 Lewis (1958) and Schultz (1964).

46 See the discussions in Brewer (1990), chs. 7-10, and de Janvry (1981), ch. 1.
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incorpbrating insights furnished by a number of the above schools. The point of departure is that
the problem is to be understood in all its dimensions, economic, political, and moral. The
relationship between the economics and politics of imperialism were perceived most astutely by
Lenin. For Lenin observed that imperialism, whatever its ‘over-ripeness’, required the consent of
metropolitan labour movements. These, in turn, he called the ‘social prop’ of the bourgeoisie at
the centre, and as will be demonstrated in this thesis, his indictment of organised metropolitan
labour has never lost its relevance.*® What Lenin did not theorise at the time was that imperialism
required social props in the colonial (and post-colonial) territories as well. These were given
particular emphasis in the late 1920s by the Third International, which framed the issue in terms
of a ‘feudal-imperialist’ alliance that, contra classical Marxism, inhibited the development of
capitalism.*’ The theory of peripheral social props then experienced a revival in the postwar
period, first by Paul Baran and then by what became known as the underdevelopment school.”
The neo-Marxist argument for the staticity of peripheral capitalism (whether in ‘feudal’ or ‘non-
feudal’ terms) has been proven false, of course, for capitalism did continue to transform the
social relations of production worldwide, as well as to produce industrialisation (even if
insufficiently).

Yet, the requirement of peripheral social props for the conduct of imperialism has never
lost its relevance. The logic of ‘neo-colonialism’, by which colonial powers sought to nurture
small indigenous and extroverted bourgeoisies to defend the status quo after ‘decolonisation’,
persists to this day, and continues to reproduce disarticulated accumulation. The most insightful
statement in this regard has been provided by de Janvry who has sought to demonstrate the
reproduction of neo-colonialism in systemic terms, that is, within a ‘centre-periphery structure’
that exhibits a mutual need of alliances between centres and peripheries for the reproduction of
disarticulated accumulation, but that also consists in dynamic and contingent alliances. As we
will see in the next section, the centre-periphery relationship is animated by inter-capitalist
conflict and class struggle within a generalised project of ‘civilisation’; this, in turn, tends to
transform oppositional politics as well, such that organised labour in the periphery may itself
become a social prop of imperialism.

The question that requires clarification thus remains: what do we mean by imperialism?

Lenin and his contemporaries were preoccupied with the unprecedented contradictions within the

47 See Friedmann (1993), McMichael (1997), Raikes and Gibbon (2000), Bernstein (2000).
% See Lenin (1996).

4 See Kuusinen (1961).

50 Baran (1957).
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capitalist states of their time and their external manifestations: on the one hand, the concentration
of capitals (‘monopoly’) and their subordination to a ‘financial oligarchy’; on the other, the
intensification of inter-imperialist rivalry and militarism, the export of capital, and the carving up
of the world into ‘spheres of influence’. This, however, cannot be the whole story, for it does not
satisfy the question of what was being ‘exported’, why, and how? To this end, I argue that we
must re-consider both the politics and economics of imperialism, as well as its ‘civilisational’
dimensions. What was being exported was not simply capital, but more precisely, social
contradictions themselves, arising from the imperative by capital to deny power from the
working class. For, theoretically, capital could have reinvested at home, as Brewer has argued,”
but this would have empowered labour, at a time when it had already gained significant
organisational ground. The export of capital held out the prospect of an expansion of import and
export markets for domestic industry, as well as the repatriation of profits and the rewarding of
labour at home on capital’s own terms — all of which held out the prospect of domestic social
peace. Driving this export of social contradictions, furthermore, was a competitive state system
within which the national oligarchies had emerged. Its competitiveness derived not from any
attribute ‘intrinsic’ to the state system, but by the specifically national organisation of capitals,
the uneven levels of industrial development among the states involved, and the bankruptcy of the
liberal principle that had hitherto held among states. These circumstances bred a cut-throat inter-
imperial rivalry which by nature cancelled any Kautskian ‘optimism’ in ultra-imperialism (what
he called ‘a holy alliance of the imperialists’).”

Yet, even in an environment of such intense rivalry, there were points of consensus. For,
enabling the whole ‘export’ exercise were deep-seated civilisational assumptions that denied
moral worth to non-Europeans en masse and legitimated the exporting of domestic problems to
them. This was after all the era of globally institutionalised racism. And perhaps there is no
better evidence of both the logic of export and its civilisational assumptions than in the words of

Cecil Rhodes, himself a financier and renowned ‘pioneer’, who reckoned as follows:

My cherished idea is a solution for the social problem, i.e., in order to save the
40m inhabitants of the United Kingdom from a bloody civil war, we colonial
statesmen must acquire new lands to settle the surplus population, to provide

new markets for the goods produced by them in the factories and mines. The

3! For a critique of explanations that refer directly to the falling rate of profit or
‘underconsumptionism’ , see Brewer (1990).
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Empire, as I have always said, is a bread-and-butter question. If you want to

avoid civil war, you must become imperialists.”

This reasoning was in broad currency, and in the midst of intense rivalry it flowered in inter-
imperial diplomatic conventions and conferences, such as in Berlin in 188485, so as to carve up
the world in a ‘civilised’ manner. The First World War did not change the underlying consensus,
only the spheres of influence among the ‘civilised’.

Imperialism thereafter became an ongoing political project to secure strategically the
future ability to export domestic contradictions. This was recognised and theorised most
systematically in the postwar period by the underdevelopment school. Thus, one of its most
insightful exponents observed that, while there is a mutual need for alliances between the centre
and the periphery, the centre is the dominant structure, and its principal concern is ‘to subject the
other structure to the requirements of the resolution of its own contradictions. That is, the center
attempts to mould the dominated periphery so that the internal contradictions of accumulation in
the periphery will create the external relationships that are consistent with the necessities of the
center’.”* What was not theorised so well by the underdevelopment school was precisely this

political process.
14 The Centre-Periphery Structure at the Millennium

In these times of ‘globalisation’, there is a belief that the global economy has undergone
fundamental changes, such that we may no longer speak of a ‘centre’ and a ‘periphery’. It is
undeniable that the global economy has undergone multiple changes in the postwar period, most
notably in the re-orientation of transatlantic manufacturing capital towards the i)eriphery from
the late 1960s onwards. Indeed, so spectacular were these shifts in productions patterns at the
time that early commentators claimed that a ‘new international division of labour’ was in the
making.” Others later questioned the magnitude of these changes, pointing out that only a
handful of peripheral states were being touched, and that this amounted to a ‘changing’ but not a

‘new’ international division of labour.>® But even so, from the 1980s onwards, we also witnessed

52 By this, Kautsky (1970) meant the collective management of global capitalism.
53 Quoted in Lenin (1996), p. 80.

% De Janvry (1981), p. 25.

55 See Frébel er al. (1980).

% See Southall (1988) and Cohen (1991).
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something of an explosion in ‘foreign direct investment’, and even more spectacularly, the rise of
‘global financial markets’ to a status unseen since before World War I. Then we also witnessed
the collapse of the Soviet bloc, the universalisation of membership in the capitalist monetary and
trading orders (the IMF and WTO), an ‘information revolution’, even the rise of ‘global social
movements’. What are we to make of these changes? Is the centre-periphery structure obsolete?
Or is it the case that the ‘end of history’ has managed to elevate ‘globalisation’ to theological
status?

I argue that both the nationalist and liberal periods of the postwar era have been
underpinned by the same basic laws of motion that hold between ‘articulated’ (central) and
‘disarticulated’ (peripheral) economies. The most important change to this framework is that the
ideal-typical ‘articulated’ state of the centre has undergone partial ‘disarticulation’ but also ‘re-
articulation’ on the regional, transatlantic, and ‘triadic’ levels, amounting to what Paul Hirst and
Grahame Thompson have called a ‘regionalized triadic bloc structure’.”” I will first sketch the
centre-periphery model, drawing heavily on Alain de Janvry, and then consider the modifications
to it.”

The model begins with Marx’s original formulations regarding the self-contradictory
nature of bourgeois society.” The first of its basic contradictions pertains to the conflict between
capital and labour over general distributional matters; the second lies in the relationship between
production and circulation, whereby the drive to expand profits undermines the ability of the
system to consume its social product. These contradictions produce a tendency for the rate of
profit to fall and a crisis of accumulation to occur, and they operate on a unified global scale.
However, these tendencies are not context free; they operate through a state system which makes
capitalism structurally heterogeneous. Thus, some states are socially and sectorally articulated
(the centre), while others are socially and sectorally disarticulated (the periphery). The difference
lies in that the latter is devoid of an internal relationship between return to capital and return to
labour (social disarticulation); and devoid also of an internal relationship between primary and
secondary sectors (sectoral disarticulation). This holds even for semi-industrialised economies
that either produce goods for elite consumption at home or for export back to the centre.

The relationship between centre and periphery is one of ‘interdependence’. The two

sides are in a necessary relationship in a capitalist system that is articulated on a global scale; but

57 Hirst and Thompson (1999), p. 60.
58 De Janvry (1981); this is a refinement of Amin’ s formulations pertaining to ‘autocentric’ an d

‘extroverted’ eco nomies.
¥ Marx (1976).
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more to the point, they need each other to overcome their own social contradictions and barriers
to accumulation. And in this latter sense, it is clear that ‘interdependence’ is not equally
weighted; it is characterised by the dominance of the centre over the periphery. The periphery
relies on primary commodity exports (agricultural and mineral), faces fluctuating and generally
declining terms of trade, and is subject to severe balance of payments constraints; while the
centre enjoys monopoly control over key resources, ranging from capital goods, finance,
technology, and commodity markets, to security and the value of international currencies (which
are typically central state currencies).”’ This structural dominance ‘molds the external necessities
of the periphery into possibilities for the center to overcome its barriers of accumulation and
growth’;*' and it plays out in the form of inter-capitalist conflict and class struggle along the
centre-periphery axis. But relations of ‘interdependence’ between centres may also be unequally
weighted with regards to the above key resources.” It is currently the case that one centre, the
United States, currently derives preponderant privileges over its unique military capacity and the
key international status of its currency. Centres may exercise their powers unilaterally, even
against each other, or collectively, in ultra-imperial fashion.

This centre-periphery structure, along with its inter-imperial dimensions, produces a
global dispute over the allocation of responsibility for adjustment to payments imbalances among
states. As the following chapters will show, much of the everyday exporting of social
contradictions takes place through the adjustment debate. This naturally intensifies in times of
crisis, and is in turn experienced differentially between centre and periphery. Historically, the
centre has been able to displace crisis by exporting labour (emigration), exporting capital,
investing in ‘social capital’, as well as in arms production; in the crisis of the last quarter-century
specifically, it has succeeded in shifting the burden of adjustment onto the shoulders of non-oil
producing peripheral states — in the form of the ‘structural adjustment programfne’ — and it has
also enforced financial liberalisation so that excess capital can search for quick returns
worldwide. In the periphery, crisis obviously occurs in times of global crisis but also in its
absence. It is in the nature of the disarticulated economy to tend more frequently to crisis, for the

internal market is chronically constrained. What is more, the peripheral economy does not enjoy

% 1t is notable that only a minority of international political economists do not compartmentalise relations
of power into separate ‘issue areas’; es pecially important are the connections between economic and
security issues. For prominent exceptions, see Strange (1988), Gowan (1999), and Amin (1997).

6! De Janvry (1981), p. 26.
82 Consideration of inter-imperial relations is absent in de Janvry’ s model, and in the underdevelopment

school more generally.
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the same range of displacement options as the centre; economic crisis inevitably results in large-
scale devaluation and social crisis.

Having described the basic centre-periphery structure, we may now relate it to the
changes of the postwar decades. Following the thrust of Hirst and Thompson’s thesis, what goes
as ‘globalisation’ does not amount to fundamental change, but to modified relations between
central economies, entailing their partial integration amongst themselves into a ‘regionalised
triadic bloc structure’, along with a handful of their industrial satellites, mainly in East Asia.
There are three basic trends that are generally invoked by the ‘globalisation’ camp. The first is
the growth of aggregate world trade in relation to world output: between 1950 and 1994 world
exports grew fourteen times, while world output grew five times.” Yet, this does not reflect
fundamental structural change. Manufacturing activity has remained highly concentrated, with 80
per cent being located in North America, Western Europe, and Japan (the latter having grown at
spectacular rates in the postwar period); while the remaining 20 per cent is heavily weighted
towards East Asia. In other words, in the bulk of the ‘developing’ world, manufacturing remains
relatively unimportant. Extractive industries and agricultural production continue to carry the
day. The same geographic concentration holds for the trade of manufactures; 77 per cent of this
is generated at the centre, of which 60 per cent is intra-core, and in large part also intra-
regional.** One significant change in trade in manufactures is again the growth of imports from
the NICs into the OECD; between 1970 and 1992, the trade share of NIC goods in the OECD
grew from 4.6 to 15.8.%° Taken together, these manufacturing and trade figures suggest that (a)
the central economies have become more integrated industrially on regional, transatlantic, and
triadic levels, entailing a partial disarticulation of the central state and its re-articulation on a
larger level; and (b) that the bulk of the rest of the world remains effectively disarticulated.

The second, and related, trend is the rapid growth of ‘foreign direct investment’. This
outstripped the rate of growth in world exports by 40 per cent during the 1960s, levelled down to
a parallel rate in the 1970s and early 1980s, and then accelerated twice as fast from 1985 to 1990.
The first point here is that about 50 per cent of what goes as ‘global FDI’ today actually
comprises of cross-border mergers and acquisitions, which do not alter the asset structures of
acquired enterprises; this activity is related to the generalised movement towards privatisation.“

The second point is that 92 per cent of FDI originates in the triad and three-fourths of it is

 See Dicken (1998), p. 24.
¢ Dicken (1998), pp. 26-37.
% Hirst and Thompson (1999), p. 98.
% Hirst and Thompson (1999), p. 79.
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destined for the triad, entailing a significant degree of cross-investment. By the mid-1990s, only
one-fourth of FDI left the centre and a good deal of it went from Japan to Eastern Asia.” Another
set of estimates suggests that if we were to exclude the triad along with the ten most important
developing country recipients of FDI, including China, we would find that in the period 1991-96,
perhaps as much as 70 per cent of the world’s population was in receipt of 16 per cent of global
FDI - ‘virtually written off the map’.*® Finally, it is also notable that, despite the increase of
capital flows within the triad, production among them still remains, to a very significant degree,
‘nationally embedded’ — foreign-owned productive activity in each case amounts to no more than
10 per cent — while TNCs continue to remain largely ‘home centred’.”” These figures again
suggest a partial disarticulation of central states combined with their re-articulation on a larger
level; and a persisting disarticulation of peripheral states.

This, of course, does not also mean that Northern-based TNCs do not have a stake in
those states written off the map. Transnational mining and agro-industrial capital is firmly
established in the periphery. With respect to agro-industry in particular, the postwar period has
witnessed the incremental integration of national agricultures into global markets for new
agricultural technologies (including biotechnology), equipment, and chemical inputs, controlled
by handful of centrally-based firms."” This process has seen also the adoption of ‘non-traditional’
export activities, such as horticulture, within new commodity chains organised by centrally-based
capital.”!

The third trend is in the growth of ‘global financial markets’, the most significant change
in the global political economy over the last quarter-century. This has also failed to alter the
basic centre-periphery structure. What it has done is make enormous use of it, in particular the
chronic balance of payments constraints of peripheral economies. The so-called ‘emerging
markets’ have been routinely pried open in a balance of payments crunch;”® while ‘non-
emerging’ economies that have not been subject to private capital flows have come under the
tutelage of multilateral sources of finance. With respect to the economies of the centre, the rise of

global financial markets has had more ambiguous results. On the one hand, the connection

7 Africa’s share of total developing country intake declined (to 8.6 per cent); Dicken (1998), pp. 42-48. A
new wave of Export Processing Zones (EPZs) arrived in the 1990s, but still to a limited extent (25 EPZs on
the whole continent at the millennium); Kooijmans ef al. (1996), ch. 2.

% Hirst and Thompson (1999), pp. 72-74.

% Hirst and Thompson (1999), p. 76-77.

" See Friedmann (1993), McMichael and Myrhe (1991), Bernstein (1990), Buttel (1990), and Watts
(1990).

" See Raikes and Gibbon (2000).

2 See Gowan (1999) and Haggard and Maxfield (1996).
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between savings and investment in the OECD remains largely domestic; Hirst and Thompson
point out that in the period 1990-95, in the main OECD countries, about two-thirds of domestic
savings were still being re-invested domestically, while even this figure was greatly affected by
the collapse of the savings ratio in one country, the United States, and its reliance on the savings
mainly of its partners.” Moreover, in the biggest central economies (US, Japan, Germany, and
UK), corporate equity stake held by foreigners has remained less than 11 per cent.” On the other .
hand, short-term international lending has truly exploded — a 2,000-fold increase between the late
1970s and late 1990s — entailing the displacement of conventional bank lending by ‘securities’
(marketable bonds and other facilities ), and accompanied by a vast ‘derivative’ market.” This
market activity is largely concentrated in the triad, centred in Wall Street, and conducted in
dollars. In turn, as Peter Gowan and others have shown, this has enabled one state in particular,
the United States, to exert enormous political control first over its European and Asian allies, in
the course of becoming industrially integrated with them, and over ‘emerging’ and ‘non’-
emerging economies.

Beyond these trends, there are further changes that require attention. The postwar period
has been shaped by an ultra-imperial project that has managed to prevent inter-imperial rivalries
from puncturing it. This ultra-imperialism has required the harmonisation of state-society
relations across the Atlantic in pursuit of a common ‘social purpose’. Such a project was
successfully pursued with the onset of the Cold War in the late 1940s on the basis of a ‘politics
of productivity’, entailing a social compact between capital and labour, and by means of the
Marshall Plan.” In turn, it was this centrally-based ‘social purpose’ that sustained the state-led
‘nation-building’ project in the periphery. But from the 1960s onwards, the capital-labour
compromises across the members of the ultra-imperial alliance began to come under intense
pressure by transnational capital and finance. The interests of the latter were carried forward by
US initiative in the first instance, by unleashing competitive deregulation dynamics and leading
ultimately to the break-down of the postwar compromises and to a new ‘politics of liquidity’.
This change in the transatlantic class balance shifted the priorities of global order, drawing
nation-building to a close and replacing it with structural adjustment.” The changing class

balance within the alliance, therefore, changed the external demands exerted on the national

3 Hirst and Thompson (1999), pp. 38-41.

™ Hirst and Thompson (1999), pp. 44-45.

5 Hirst and Thompson (1999), pp. 48-51.

76 See Maier (1977) and van der Pijl (1984); the term ‘social purpose’ co mes from Ruggie (1982), who
imbues it with liberal benevolence.
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politics of the periphery, affected state-society relations within peripheral states, and reinforced
the disarticulated pattern of accumulation.

Change has also taken place in the security structure of world politics, which has also
affected the centre-periphery relationship. Indeed, the nationalist period was galvanised by the
Cold War and cannot be understood without it. Discipline within the ultra-imperial alliance was
effectively maintained through Cold War rivalry; while East Asian industrialisation found its
momentum through the US strategy to create a Cold War pillar in the East. A ‘miracle’ in the
centre-periphery structure would not have been possible without a whole series of affirmative
actions that other neo-colonies were denied, including large-scale land reform, financial aid,
technology transfer, access to commodity markets, military cover, and investment guarantee. The
Cold War also affected the politics of opposition in the periphery, within trade unionism and
outside it, as the Soviet Union (and China to a lesser extent) provided selective support to trade
unions and popular national movements, while also producing ‘non-aligned’ trade unionisms.
The end of the Cold War, in turn, withdrew the primary threat to the transatlantic alliance,
loosened discipline within it, and weakened the hand of oppositional politics worldwide. In fact,
the most important inter-imperial rivalry took place at this juncture between the United States
and Japan in Eastern Asia, only to be resolved by the financial crisis of 1998 and the dismantling
of the developmental state which had outlived its Cold War purpose. An effective post-Cold War
security structure by which to maintain discipline within the alliance seems only now to be
taking shape, through the ‘war on terror’.

Finally, sovereignty has undergone notable changes in the postwar period, both formal
and substantive. The abolition of race as a principle of political order was succeeded by the
universalisation of the principle of national self-determination; in turn, this principle founded a
universalised ‘multilateralism’ that had been in gestation since the League of Nations.” To be
sure, who the ‘self” was and how it was to be ‘determined’ remained subject to the contradictions
of capitalism and the course of Cold War rivalry; just as well, the substance of multilateralism
itself remained disputed. Nonetheless, the period as a whole witnessed the consolidation of
multilateral institutions, encompassing the United Nations — which bridged the bi-polar world —
and the IMF, World Bank, and the WTO - the ‘multilateral economic institutions’ (MEIs)
presiding over the capitalist economy specifically. In the wake of the Cold War, the three MEIs

have gone on to attain universal membership; moreover, they have constructed formal and

" The connections are well made in Leys (1996), ch. 1.
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informal institutional linkages between them, in particular employing each other’s enforcement
mechanisms. The evolution of multilateralism over the whole of the period has consisted in a
global institutional consolidation of unprecedented scale, which can now be seen as a
rudimentary form of global government, centred on the MEIs. Paradoxically, this evolution has
not displaced the principle of national self-determination: it has woven it into its fabric at the
same time as it has emasculated its ends and means; after all, at the crux of the ‘global
governance’ language that shrouds global government is a re-affirmation of national sovereignty.
Alongside these changes, the ‘regionalised triadic bloc structure’ that now underpins the postwar
alliance has produced one notable supra-national, regional form of sovereignty, that of the
European Union, and no other equivalent on the triadic level. However, it is effectively
coordinated by the United States, that is, led and disciplined by its security umbrella and what
Gowan has called the ‘Dollar-Wall Street Regime’;” moreover, it has found expression in the G7
forum, a halfway house in the contemporary structure of sovereignty that deliberates on monetary
and other global affairs in circumvention of the multilateral form.

In conclusion, responsibility for ‘globalisation’ continues to be wedged in the sacrosanct
nation-state — and the political-economic circle of the centre-periphery relationship is thus

morally squared.
1.5  What is Civil Society?

Any discussion of political community cannot be detached from the manner in which global
economic life is organised. Nor, however, can global economic life be understood and
transformed without closer examination of its modes of rule. It is clear that the centre-periphery
relationship has an in-built mode of rule of its own; it is also clear that the principie of national
self-determination has been bent backwards and constituted as a mode of rule in itself. Yet, these
remain parts of a whole; they must be incorporated into a more holistic understanding of
historical modes of rule that considers the definition and enforcement of good citizenship in its
totality. In this section, I seek to clarify conceptually the notion of civil society, along with the
notion of political community with which it dovetails. The basic dispute remains between Marx
and Hegel. At its heart is the humanist demand for reason, the transcendence of political society

and the attainment of civility.

® Among liberals, this new form is seen as having replaced imperialism in substance, which is
understood to exist only in its juridical form; see Ruggie (1993).
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Hegel’s philosophy was revolutionary in many respects. From his early writings, he
rejected the epistemological dichotomy between knower and known, reason and feeling, and
thought and action. In the process, he reconceptualised the social context as consisting not in
atomised, self-referential minds but in dialogical relations of recognition. And all this he did
while maintaining a commitment to universalism and reason: he reconceptualised reason as
public, historical, contestable, and changeable, whose movement entailed a struggle for
recognition.*® As his thought matured, he went on to abstract reason from a human-centred social
process and to derive it from the movement of a self-positing Spirit;*' and later to conceive of a
telos of reason as embodied in the national state (a constitutional monarchy in particular) and
founded in large part on a “civil society’ of private property.®? It was against reason thus posited
that young Marx reacted, and on two grounds. The first was Hegel’s ‘mystification’ of the state
by deriving it from a self-positing Spirit, that is, by conceptualising the state as the object of the
universal rather than its predicate. The second and related point was Hegel’s relegation of class
distinctions within civil society to mere ‘social differences’ devoid of political significance; in
this sense, post-feudal, civil society for Marx remained political society, not a reflection of
reason. On these two grounds, Marx indicted Hegel for equating the ‘real human being’ with the
‘private human being’, at the exclusion of non-property holders, and legitimating existing social
relations by means of abstract logic.*

As Marx’s own thought matured he was to leave the concerns of moral philosophy
behind and engage with political economy, to elaborate “the anatomy of this civil society’.* This
enabled him to articulate the organic tendencies of a society founded on private property and
driven by accumulation.*’ By this means, he was also to demonstrate more clearly that the
‘human’ bourgeoisie and ‘unhuman’ proletariat were in a mutually constitutive relation. The
latter is an insight—a reapplication of Hegelian dialectics, to be sure—that remains
indispensable to the theory of civil society. It contrasts sharply with liberal thinking on the
matter, which continues to posit a formal not substantive definition of civil society, by counter-
posing the ‘civil’ to ‘the state’, not to the ‘uncivil’, and peddling the abrogation of links with the

state as the sine qua non of civil status and independent self-expression.

™ Gowan (1999). Although Gowan does not see this as a case of ultra-imperialism, I will argue that it is.
8 See Hegel (1975).

81 Hegel (1977).

% Hegel (1952).

8 Marx (1975); quotes from p. 148.

% Marx (1970), p. 20.

8 Marx (1976).
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Marx departed from Hegel’s explicitly dialogical framework to depict phenomena of
social conflict not as struggles over moral meaning within an instersubjective relation, but as a
competition between economic ends, in quasi-Hobbesian fashion.** A Hegelian-Marxist
reconciliation on these grounds was later pursued by the so-called ‘cultural Marxists’. Antonio
Gramsci was one of the earliest, positing civil society once again as explicitly moral terrain, but
doing so in ambiguous terms. He conceived of civil society as an instrument of the state in the
reproduction of moral order (‘hegemony’); as well as the location in which the struggle over
moral meaning has to be won before the capture of state power.” A few decades on, Thompson
was to introduce the concept of ‘moral economy’ to locate class politics in its moral-historical
context and, moreover, to demonstrate that emancipatory politics may take many forms,
including the less visible and more spontaneous.® This here amounts to the second indispensable
insight for the theory of civil society; it contrasts with liberal thinking again, but also with the
‘critical theory’ of Jiirgen Habermas insofar as he has been concerned with the overt, organised,
and polite forms of politics.” Mamdani’s work can be seen as an innovation of Thompson’s, one
that sets out explicitly to theorise civil society in relation to its oppressed antithesis.*

That which remains under-theorised (or poorly theorised) is the relationship between
civil society and political community. Hegel, of course, mastered this in his time and place, but
contemporary theory leaves much to be desired. In the twentieth century, and in the postwar
period in particular, the notion of community has largely continued to be understood as somehow
bounded and demarcated — mainly in ‘national’, but also in ‘ethnic’ and even ‘civilisational’
terms.”’ Yet, moral consciousness is of a vagabond nature: moral languages cross imaginary
frontiers and hybridise with ‘local’ moral languages to gain particular expression in context,
while also expanding geographically the common field of meaning.’? As we will see in the next
section, this is the historical process of moral hybridisation and globalisation, which has seen the
humanist consciousness conquer the globe on the heels of capitalist expansion to provide a
common global dialogical foundation animated by the demand for citizenship. The demand has

manifested itself in the terms of liberalism, nationalism, socialism, feminism, and

% Honneth (1995).

8 Gramsci (1971).

% Thompson (1980).

% See Habermas (1989). See also the critique of Habermas by Eley (1994).

% Mamdani (1996).

°! This understanding transcends disciplines. For some influential theorists of each ‘level’ of
community, see Barth ed. (1969), Smith (1986), Miller (1995), Taylor (1989).

2 A longer discussion with specific reference to ethnicity is provided in Yeros (1999).
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envirdmnentalism, in virtually every corner of the earth, and in a multiplicity of local colours.
Suffice it here to note that the notion of ‘hybridity’ was introduced in reaction to Hegel and his
own national-organic understanding of community; it has served in particular to undermine his
conflation of ‘community’ and ‘nationality’.”

A second point follows from this: the ontology of the state as the pre-eminent location of
community and its ‘development’—shared as much by liberal and communitarian political
theorists as by the modernisation, underdevelopment, and neoliberal schools—is false. The state
is an institutional expression—and only one—of a much larger dialogical relation. The discipline
of International Relations, and particularly its ‘normative’ tributary, has been the one most
preoccupied with conceptualising community beyond the state, and here the ‘English school’ has
led the way. Yet, it has done so not by dislodging the state from the centre of its formulations,
but by conceiving of global community as a ‘society of states’.’* Critical theorists and
poststructuralists later dislodged the state from its pedestal, but other problems now raised their
heads. Andrew Linklater, for example, sought to make a case for ‘breaking the nexus between
sovereignty, territoriality, nationality and citizenship by promoting wider communities of
discourse’, but failed to recognise that dialogical relations of global dimensions have long
existed and do not need to be ‘widened’ but transformed.”® Rob Walker, in turn, recognised that
global dialogical relations do exist, but failed to acknowledge their common humanist foundation
(as well as his own).”®

The most compelling of statements in the discipline has been penned by Robert Cox who
sought to theorise global order and global change in neo-Gramscian terms.”’ Thus he conceived
of global order in terms of a ‘hegemony’ founded on transnational state-society relations; and
global change in terms of the propagation of a counter-hegemonic vision. Yet, hegemony remains
a problematic concept in the conceptualisation of community, insofar as it conflates community
with hegemony/consensus. Community is a realm of moral debate, including consensus, conflict,
and violence. Consensus would be an historical oddity, and in any case, it can easily be

overstated. It is relative not only to alienation but also to the degree of organisation among the

% The notion of hybridity was introduced by Russian linguist Mikhail Bakhtin in the early twentieth
century; see Bakhtin (1984). For an introduction to his thought, see Todorov (1984). It is important to
note, however, that Bakhtin also claimed to be able to escape the Hegelian dialectical system, in the
manner of our contemporary post-structuralists; this aspect of his thought, of course, need not be taken
on board.

% See, for example, Bull (1995).

% Linklater (1998); quote from p. 60.

% Walker (1988).
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alienated: high alienation and high disorganisation would not warrant the term ‘hegemony’. It is
also relative to the type and amount of direct force employed against the alienated: violence does
not need to be high profile, or between ‘great powers’, in order for ‘hegemony’ to give way to
‘dominance’; ‘complex emergencies’ and the everyday violence of the neo-colonial state must
also be taken into account. To be sure, hegemony is the object of imperial politics; but theory
does not have to make it its own.” Theory is better off exploring the dialectic of civilisation
‘from below’, the various forms of uncivil politics and their relationship to the civil.”

I argue that a ‘political economy of civilisation’ is an historical materialism that does
precisely that. As an historical materialism, it refers to both a method for the study of global

economic life and a process of struggle over the meaning of civilisation.

1.6 The Global Civilisation

That which remains here is, first, to sketch the moral constitution of global civilisation and,
second, to outline the dialectic of civilisation in the postwar period as it is presented in this

thesis.
Humanism and Citizenship

That which founds contemporary moral debate is the humanist moral framework. To explicate
this we must turn to the work of Charles Taylor, a neo-Hegelian, and engage with him critically.
In Sources of the Self, his most comprehensive statement, Taylor explains that beneath any moral
reactions and demands that we feel, there lies a particular ontology of the human.'” Ontologies
of the human consist in qualitative distinctions regarding the status and worth of human beings,
and they constitute the ‘background language’ in which all moral obligations that we
acknowledge are set. These distinctions are not normally explicit, and it is for this reason that
they are ‘background’ or ‘intuitive’. Taylor continues that, while ontologies of the human have
varied in history, a peculiarly universalist ontology emerged over the last half-millennium in

Europe. And this has had two notable features: first, inherent in it is a moral demand to respect

7 Cox (1987).

% The point is also made by Amin (1997), p. 3.

% The difficulties and shortcomings of Cox’s ap proach are not resolved in a more recent essay
addressed to the present predicament; see Cox (1999), pp. 3-28.

10 Taylor (1989).
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the ‘life, integrity, and well-being, even flourishing’ of a// human beings; second, this demand of
respect is formulated in the new language of ‘rights’, as opposed to privileges, by connecting the
notion of respect with a new notion of autonomy, as well as a historically unique sensitivity to
suffering and valuation of ‘ordinary life’. This last connection is important in that it has made the
life of production and the family (or reproduction) morally relevant to well-being and the good

life. As Taylor writes,

I believe that this affirmation of ordinary life, although not uncontested and
frequently appearing in secularised form, has become one of the most powerful
ideas in modern civilisation. It underlies our contemporary ‘bourgeois’ politics,
so much concerned with issues of welfare, and at the same time powers the most
influential revolutionary ideology of our century, Marxism, with its apotheosis

of man the producer.'”

What these moral-ontological transformations amount to is a radical new consciousness
that gives life to a demand for the abolition of human hierarchies, or citizenship, with potential
application to all spheres of social life, contingent upon social struggle. And this universalism
differs from previous universalisms in its scope. Christianity, for example, as a prior
universalism did not contain this kind of radical egalitarian dynamic. As Tzvetan Todorov
reminds us, at the time of the conguistadores Christianity could declare that ‘God belongs to all,
and all belong to God’ without problematising the inequalities of ordinary life: thus ‘the master
will remain a master, the slave a slave, as if this were a difference quite as natural as that
between man and woman’.'”? In this sense, the new humanism is unique in that it has permanent
revolution built into it. |

The problem with Taylor’s formulation is that he has sought to articulate this moral-
ontological transformation in the selfsame act of articulating civilisational difference; and this
not merely in the (necessary) temporal sense, but also in relation to simultaneously existing and
antithetical ‘civilisations’. This is nowhere explicitly theorised but follows from the way in
which he has situated the development of ‘the modern self® within a ‘West’ monologically
understood. And in this sense, Taylor conforms to an age-old Eurocentric convention that

presumes that ‘the West’ has an Archimedean starting-point (‘classical Greece’), a continuity and

19 Taylor (1989), p. 14.
192 Todorov (1984), pp. 106-07.
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unity in history (‘from Plato to NATQ’), and an insulation from ‘extra-Western’ dialogical
relations and borrowings. As Amin has shown, this is a convention that has its origins in the
post-Renaissance period, in the rise of European capitalism and its turbulent expansion around
the globe, at which time it served to celebrate the ‘uniqueness’ of European ingenuity, relegate
‘the backwardness’ of the non-Europeans to unique traits of ‘their’ own, and legitimate Europe’s
superiority and ‘civilising’ mission.'”® As Martin Bernal has further shown, the Eurocentric
convention reached its apogee in the nineteenth century — Hegel and Marx being important
transitional figures themselves — with the maturation of the claim that ‘Europe’ derives from
‘Greece’ and that the latter was itself ‘pure’, not in any way ‘African’ or ‘Oriental’.'™ The claim
to Western purity, singularity, and insularity has continued to have as its corollary a civilising
mission beyond the colonial period, whereby the idea of ‘the West’ has been propagated as
‘universal’ and apex of the trajectory of the ‘non-West’, manifest in an endless development
project of ‘imitation’ instead of global democratisation.

To de-racialise Taylor’s narrative requires that we seek a general theory of historical
development, such as Amin has suggested. The founding acknowledgement should be that ‘the
West’ is an instance of a much larger dialogical relation and, moreover, that the radical
humanism of the last half-millennium has not been a ‘Western affair’. The contemporary
meaning of humanity owes much to the dialogical relations of the coloniser and colonised, the
struggles against slavery, colonialism, and the global capitalist dispensation, and against

patriarchy and environmental destruction (the robbing of the well-being of future generations).
Peasant-workers in the Development Dialogue

The ‘development dialogue’ of the postwar period must be understood as an ohgoing struggle
over the meaning of civilisation. At its heart has been the national question — the ends and means
of national self-determination — in the aftermath of formal imperialism. As we have seen, two
visions prevailed in this period, one bourgeois nationalist (‘nation-building’), the other liberal
(‘structural adjustment’), both reflecting the needs of the new imperialism, both objectifying the
semi-proletariat, and both seeking to control it on a global scale. In the ‘realised’ nations of the
transatlantic alliance, the nationalist vision found its embodiment in the welfare state

compromise, within an international monetary order that ostensibly prioritised national welfare.

1% Amin (1989).
1% Bernal (1987).
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In the de jure but not de facto nations of the post-colonial world, the nationalist vision found its
form in a ‘development’ project. This held that ‘peasants’, through industrialisation and
‘modernisation’, would themselves one day become ‘nationals’ and proper members of the
human community; for the time being, they were ‘drifters’ between town and country, as Arthur
Lewis put it, ‘liv[ing] in quite other worlds’, and in ‘unlimited supply’ waiting to be put to
work.'” In this bourgeois nationalist vision, the semi-proletariat was acknowledged as different
but not equal. The liberal claim overturned all this, as all peoples of the world were now
proclaimed equal but not different, that is, identical on the basis of a universal economic
rationality. As such, they were also assimilable into the new order of market freedom, and therein
perfectly capable, in the words of Samuel Popkin, ‘[of] bargain[ing] with others to achieve
mutually acceptable outcomes’.'® The liberal vision, however, did not sweep the national
question aside; it instrumentalised it in the interest of liberalisation, thereby emasculated its ends
and means.

The history of the semi-proletariat remains to be told in all its ‘barbarism’, its struggles
against bourgeois nationalism and liberalism, but also against its subordination to its working
class ‘brothers’ in the North. Chapters 2 and 3 interpret the semi-proletarian experience in the
nationalist and liberal periods, respectively. First, they trace the evolution of ‘development
theory’ in each period, focusing on the way in which it has framed and sought to make use of the
semi-proletariat. Development theory here appeared as the handmaiden of political economy,
with orthodoxies emerging in the service of prevailing class interests to claim ‘intellectual
victories’. Second, these chapters turn to political economy itself, focusing on the rise of ultra-
imperialism, through the Cold War and in its aftermath. Specifically, they address the changing
needs of ultra-imperialism, from productivity to liquidity, and the prevailing model of good
citizenship corresponding to both, consisting in advocacy of extroverted capitalist development.

Third, these chapters trace the relationship between civil and uncivil working class
politics on a global scale. Although the ideal of good citizenship has been trans-historical, the
terrain of the ‘uncivil’ has broadened: from the various ‘property unfriendly’ forces, the socialist
and mass nationalist secking to nationalise industry, redistribute land, and overcome
disarticulated accumulation; to the ‘market unfriendly’, in all their diversity, the rural and urban
working class, gender and racial equity, and environmental movements. The focus first turns on

the victories and defeats of the semi-proletariat in obtaining agrarian reform in the context of

195 | ewis (1958), p. 408.
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shifting geopolitics. This is followed by an inquiry into the formal politics of the semi-
proletariat, that of the trade union movement. This inquiry demonstrates the problems of
organising and articulating a specifically semi-proletarian ‘voice’ within a globally
institutionalised debate over ‘worker participation’ centred at the ILO and dominated by Western
organised labour. The combined inquiry into civil and uncivil politics bears out the process by
which anti-systemic politics over half a century have been subjected to a systematic project of
‘civilisation’, by a mixture of cooptation tactics and outright repression.

Chapters 4-7 turn to Zimbabwe to demonstrate the above argument in detail. Zimbabwe
has particularities of its own, deriving form its white settler colonial experience (spearheaded by
Cecil Rhodes himself), but it remains a typical semi-proletarianised, socially and sectorally
distarticulated, neo-colonial country. Chapter 4 traces Zimbabwe’s long transition from
colonialism to neo-colonialism — obtained in 1980 despite armed liberation struggle — to
‘structural adjustment’ in the 1990s, and ultimately to the re-radicalisation of nationalism at
decade’s end. The remaining chapters provide a detailed account of peasant-worker politics
under structural adjustment. Chapters 5 and 6 address urban-based peasant-worker politics in
both their nationalist and internationalist expressions, as articulated by the Zimbabwe Congress
of Trade Unions. Particular attention here is given to the ZCTU’s ‘civil’ trasformation, brought
to fruition by the liberalisation of the economy and state repression, on the one hand, and the
social democratic internationalism, on the other, propagated by the ICFTU. Chapter 7 addresses
rural-based, uncivil peasant-worker nationalism focusing on land occupations in particular.
Chapter 8 offers some concluding thoughts on Zimbabwe, semi-proletarian politics, and the
prospects for a post-liberal civilisation.

The view has been put forth in certain quarters that it is time to go ‘beyond’ the agrarian
question, in the sense that we must seek ‘particularities’ in rural social relations and eschew
‘universal history’.'”” A more coherent position is de Janvry’s who has remarked that, with the
complete development of capitalism in agriculture, ‘the agrarian question has become
increasingly less agrarian’.'® The position maintained in this thesis is that the agrarian question

must now focus on the subject status of the world’s semi-proletariat under ultra-imperialism.

17 Roseberry (1993).
1% De Janvry (1981), p. 223.
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PARTI:
PEASANT-WORKERS IN THE DEVELOPMENT DIALOGUE



CHAPTER 2
The Nationalist Claim in the Cold War

The principle of national self-determination has animated international politics since the French
revolution, but it did not attain universality until the postwar period, when anti-colonial
movements succeeded in abolishing formal imperialism. In the first two decades after World War
II, the bulk of the colonial woﬂd gained juﬁdical independehce, si:a.tting vﬁth India, while the
colonial regimes that remained, as in Southern Africa, found themselves steering against the
‘winds of change’. This was the nationalist period, founded on the notion that all human beings
are national beings in essence, that all nations are equal, and that relations between them would
be conducted multilaterally. Yet, it was also widely recognised that not all nations were equal in
fact, that national self-determination remained to be actualised. ‘Nation-building’ was its natural
corollary, a project undisputed in form but fiercely contested in substance. Who was the ‘self’?
And how was it to be ‘determined’? The national question was fought on the new terrain of a bi-
polar, Cold War world, and conducted as the ‘development dialogue’.

This chapter will begin by tracing the trajectory of the development orthodoxy, from its
initial concerns with industrialisation to its ‘rural development’ turn in the 1970s, taking special
interest in its objectification of the semi-proletariat and elision of the land question. The
subsequent sections will then address the political economy that sustained the development
orthodoxy. Section 2.2 will start by looking at the creation of a transatlantic ‘politics of
productivity’. This did not extinguish inter-imperial rivalry but managed to contain it in the
course of the Cold War. Alliance politics played out over the question of adjustment to payments
imbalances, while the political process entailed the propping of East Asia and the development of
underdevelopment in the rest of the periphery.

These events are more or less well known, but they cannot be properly understood unless
the politics of the semi-proletariat are brought into perspective. For Cold War rivalry was not
self-referential; it was driven by the contradictions of capitalism, and not least the agency of the
‘anti-systemic’. Section 2.3 will focus on the uncivil side of the story, the rural political forms —
namely rebellions and revolutions — that contradicted the productivity needs of the alliance and
endangered the extroverted pattern of accumulation in the periphery. Uncivil politics of this sort
obtained a series of agrarian reforms, first in East Asia and then, in a much more limited fashion,
in Latin America and Africa; and they also propelled two types of reformist politics in the 1970s
— the ‘rural development’ turn of development orthodoxy and demands for a New International

Economic Order. Section 2.4 turns to the organised working class politics of the period. This will
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inquire into the institutionalised side of the semi-proletarian story, the debate over ‘worker
participation’ as conducted within the ILO and international trade unionism. Particular interest
here will be taken in the systematic ‘civilisation’ of opposition, the process by which semi-
proletarian politics have been undermined and co-opted both by nation-builders and international

labour.
2.1 From Industrialisation to Rural Development

The use of ‘development’ language has a pre-history in the colonial period. Recall that colonial
powers in Africa had resolved ‘the native question’ from the 1920s onwards by implementing a
policy of ‘separate development’; and that in 1940, Britain had been compelled by anti-colonial
agitation to pass the Colonial Development and Welfare Act; this exported to its dependencies a
modified version of its own ‘purposeful state’.! What was new in the postwar years was that
development had been shifted onto a new moral foundation, that of the national question. What
was also new was the creation of an academic discipline devoted to the study of ‘third world
poverty’, or ‘underdevelopment’.

If economic theory in the central economies, under the stewardship of J.M. Keynes, was
concerned at this time with demand management and state intervention in the savings,
investment, and growth relation, new demands were now being placed on the discipline by the
rise of mass politics in the colonial world. These demands gained urgency with the onset of the
Cold War, culminating in the Truman Doctrine of 1947 and the announcement of new global
development project for the third world. The following decade witnessed the institutionalisation

of ‘development economics’ and the emergence of ‘development’ orthodoxy.

The Idea of Neo-colonial Industrialisation

The new discipline proceeded to frame poverty as a mere economic disparity. As Arturo Escobar
has put it, ‘[i]f within market societies the poor were defined as lacking what the rich had in terms
of money and material possessions, poor countries came to be similarly defined in relation to the
standards of wealth of the more ecohomically advanced nations’.2 In these terms, the rich and

poor were not understood as existing in a relationship of power, nor, by implication, was

! See Low and Lonsdale (1976), pp. 1-63.
? Escobar (1995), p. 23.
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development understood in dialectical terms. Development was to be a matter of imitation of ‘the
developed’ by the ‘underdeveloped’, not a transformation of the relationship between the two.

In turn, if the ‘developed’ were the nations of the West, development was to be identified
with the features considered to be the essence of the West: on the one hand, the systematic
application of technology to industrial production; on the other, the social dynamism and moral
universalism associated with this nationally integrative process. By contrast, the essence of
‘underdevelopment’, was said to consist in agrariaﬁ, parochial, and static social condiﬁons. In this
sense, not everyone was yet properly national in this new world of nations; there still existed a
large mass of people who lacked developed self-hood and that needed to be nationalised — and
thereby modemised. In effect, modemisation envisioned the double transformation of peasants
into workers and natives into nationals.

These dichotomies pervaded the thinking of the development economists of the time,
prominent among who were Arthur W. Lewis and W.W. Rostow. In their hands, the civilising
mission gained academic sophistication. For Rostow, civilisation proceeded in five ‘stages of
economic growth’: it began with the ‘pre-Newtonian’ traditional society of ‘limited production
functions’, ‘regionally based political institutions’, and ‘an hierarchical social structure’, and it
culminated in ‘the age of high mass consumption’ with its scientific outlook, regular industrial
growth, urban population, national institutions, and welfare state.® These were understood as
secular, non-dialectical changes: despite historical hiccups and national particularities, ‘the
economic history of growing societies’, wrote Rostow, ‘takes a part of its rude shape from the
effort of growing societies to approximate the optimum sectoral paths’.* For Lewis, the sequence
of industrial stages was less important than the dynamics of the original transition from
‘subsistence’ to ‘capitalist’ production. The latter was characterised in the first instance by
‘reproducible capital’, whether in state or private hands; but more than this, it was characterised
by ‘modern towns, with the finest architecture, water supplies, communications and the like, into
which people drift from other towns or villages which might almost belong to another planet’.
The people themselves differed: ‘between the few highly westernized, trousered, natives,
educated in western universities, speaking western languages, and glorying in Beethoven, Mill,
Marx or Einstein, and the great mass of their countrymen who live in quite other worlds’.?

The specific means of civilisation were most rigorously articulated by Lewis. For him,

semi-proletarianisation and the nondescript people ‘drifting’ became a virtue; for large labour

* Rostow (1990).
“ Rostow (1990), p. 14.
5 Lewis (1958), p. 408.
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reserves rendered a ‘negligible, zero, or even negative’ marginal productivity of labour, such that
‘new industries can be created, or old industries expanded without limit at the existing wage’.®
Labour could thus be removed from the countryside without affecting production there, while
also providing near subsistence wages to industry. Thus, the ‘unlimited supplies of labour’ in the
subsistence sector were not theorised as integral (in functional terms) to the historical emergence
and reproduction of capitalist accumulation. Save for brief mention of ‘primitive accurnulation’,
this was thé ‘du:il économy’ whose sectors ‘mith almost beiong to another planet’ and which
needed to be stitched together by state planners. In fact, peasants became central to
industrialisation in more ways than one. Besides their labour, their productivity in agriculture was
sought, as was their surplus, and not least their acquiescence: ‘if the capitalist sector depends
upon the peasants for food, it is essential to get the peasants to produce more, while if at the same
time they can be prevented from enjoying the full fruit of their extra production, wages can be
reduced relatively to the capitalist surplus’.” Rostow had comparable, if less rigorously
articulated, visions for the peasants. And in both models, attention was focused on the ‘leading
sectors’, on the one hand, and the productivity and surplus of the drifters, on the other.

These particular visions resonated strongly in the periphery, where disarticulated
accumulation remained essentially in place but entered a period of conflict with mass politics and
ascendant inward-looking manufacturing interests nurtured in the ‘hothouse’ of Depression and
war. This was the case in Latin America, which had gained juridical independence in the previous
century, but also elsewhere, not least the ‘self governing’ colony of Southern Rhodesia.
Generally, what Lewis thought of as ‘the few highly westernized trousered natives’ comprised of
bourgeois and petty-bourgeois modernisers, who sought either accommodation or reform,
depending on the class balances and external constraints. They thus interacted with the
development orthodoxy, sometimes challenging it, other times modifying it or implementing it. In
Latin America, most notably, the new capitalist classes arrived equipped with a ‘structuralist’
critique of modernisation theory, which rejected its ‘dual economy’ and ‘stages of growth’
assumptions.® Nonetheless, they retained the emphasis on industrialisation, pursued nation-
building without undoing functional dualism, and over time even acquired land for themselves.’
Post-colonial nation-builders in Africa proceeded without an indigenous capitalist class of similar
stature: they presided over economies wholly dominated by foreign capital; acquired land of their

own through the state or expanded state enterprises under their control; faced the typical

¢ Lewis (1958), pp. 402 and 403, respectively.
7 Lewis (1958), p. 434.
¥ For its preeminent exponent, see Prebisch (1959), pp. 251-73.
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peripheral constraints to accumulation; and retained functional dualism in its new ‘indirect rule’
forms.'® East Asia, by contrast, departed form the development orthodoxy insofar as the
agricultural sector was taken seriously, broken up and redistributed early on, under US auspices."'
The internal market was thereby expanded, while state-led nation-building was spared of its
external obstacles (as we will see in more detail).

The agricultural sector received much less theoretical attention in the early years of
naﬁon-bﬁilding, as it becéme an instfument of hidustﬁalisation. Pre\ﬁously, there had indeed been |
significant concerns with the ‘modernisation’ of ‘traditional’ agriculture per se. In colonial
Zimbabwe, for example, this concern stretched back to the 1920s, when ‘separate development’
was accompanied by a conservationist ‘development of the reserves’. Then during the
Depression, agricultural policy across the continent was stepped up by the establishment of
‘marketing boards’ to squeeze farmers more effectively; while in the postwar years, the British
colonial authorities implemented the ‘colonial development’ Act and sought in the name of
‘efficiency’ to raise African agricultural productivity, integrate producers further into the market,
and conserve land — known infamously as the ‘second colonial occupation®.'? Yet, in the nation-
building world of the 1950s, agricultural policy found itself firmly subordinated to industrial
priorities. The policy became one of maintaining cheap food in the interest of industry, to the
point even of destroying domestic production of staple foods by accepting dumped US wheat, or
‘food aid’.”® The consequences were to be seen in an intensified process of proletarianisation,
haphazard urbanisation, and rural and urban social strife and political conflict.

These consequences ultimately combined with the foreign exchange crunch, accentuated
by ISI, to call agriculture to the rescue. Just as well, critics of longer standing, such as Theodore
W. Schultz, now took centre stage to re-frame the semi-proletariat. If until recently ‘peasants’ had
been ‘surplus labour’ waiting to be put to work, in the 1960s they were to re-defined as
‘traditional farmers’, ‘poor but efficient’, waiting to be ‘transformed’ by science."* Schultz argued
that agriculture and not industry ought to be ‘the engine of growth’, and that, with the right
application of scientific knowledge, traditional farmers could ‘turn sand into gold’."* Importantly,
he also argued that large-scale farming was not necessarily more efficient than family farming,
but nevertheless concluded that access to land was ‘least important’ to productivity, that is,

secondary to investment in ‘human and material capital’.

19 Mamdani (1996).

! Olson (1974).

"2 Low and Lonsdale (1976).

13 See Friedmann (1993) and de Janvry (1981).
' Schultz (1964).
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" What this amounted to was a new theoretical justification for the technical upgrading of
agriculture as a means of raising productivity, gaining foreign exchange, and overcoming food
shortages. It became known as the ‘Green Revolution’ and encompassed a wide range of changes
in production, including new tenure systems and mechanisation, but most importantly the
introduction of new, high-yielding varieties of ‘hybrid’ seed. While seeking to replicate the US
agricultural transformation, it also contradicted this by making national agricultures dependent on
global marketé fbr new seed techndlogieé, équipmeﬁt, and chex'xﬁcal'inbutbs, controlled by US
firms.'® The consequences again were grave. The case of India, often touted as the model of the
green revolution, is instructive. By the 1970s, ‘self-sufficiency’ was indeed obtained, but only
insofar as food imports were no longer required. For the ‘excess supply’ implied by ‘self-
sufficiency’ rested on the pillars of low ‘effective demand’ — that is, mass poverty. A closer look
shows that growth was highly uneven in terms of crop, region, and class, and accompanied by
growing income inequality and, on average, decline of nutritional standards.” The major
exception to these trends was again East Asia which replicated the US agricultural model without
becoming integrated into markets controlled by foreign capital.'®

More generally, the new agricultural strategy for ‘development’ did not appease the
grievances of the semi-proletariat, which generally failed to command the resources necessary for
the management of the new seed varieties and conceded further land to large-scale commercial
farming. Proletarianisation, urbanisation, and poverty dovetailed with radical politics in the 1950s
and 1960s throughout the periphery, as well as with the new ‘dependency’ theories emanating
from Latin America.' In the latter case, as we will see, the convulsions of these decades,
especially after the Cuban Revolution, produced a wave of counter-revolutionary, controlled land
reforms. Yet, it was clear by the 1970s that mainstream development thinking itself had to be

reformed if it was going to stave off crisis of potentially larger magnitude.
Crisis and the Rural Development Turn

The reality of increasing poverty was acknowledged at the level of the World Bank and

articulated with a sense of urgency in the mid-1970s. This was the time of generalised economic

'* Schultz (1964), pp. 4-7.

'8 Friedmann (1993).
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crisis. And it was also the time in which the social crisis in the periphery was finding new
expression in ruling class demands for a New International Economic Order. The totality of
economic, social, and political crises compelled a reconsideration of inter-sectoral dynamics
among official circles and, ultimately, a concerted shift in development theory towards ‘rural
development’ in its own right. Led by the World Bank and the ILO, the previously ‘drifting’ and
‘traditional farmers’ were now relabelled ‘target groups’ and placed in a number of
compartmentsf ‘small‘ farmérs", ;subrharginél fafmers’; ‘lan‘dléss‘ laboﬁrers’, ‘working | pdor’,
‘urban unemployed’ and ‘;eran underemployed’. The ILO focused mainly on employment and
income generation among the working poor and the newly conceived urban ‘informal sector’,
while the Bank mainly on ‘integrated rural development’ among the rural poor; the latter
programmes encompassed educational, health, housing, and agricultural issues.?’

The World Bank, especially, gained new vigour in the 1970s under the Presidency of
Robert McNamara, former US Secretary of Defence (architect of counter-insurgency in Latin
America and bombing policy in Indochina). Under his leadership, the Bank announced an ‘assault
on poverty’, cultivated a ‘redistribution with growth’ approach, and by 1975 shifted the bulk of
its lending to rural development.?' In this decade, the assumptions of the ‘dual economy’ model
were set aside and agrarian land relations gained significance of their own. However, these
relations were still not seen as integral to capital accumulation; the poor were still understood as
somewhat ‘outside the organised market economy’, with ‘weak links’ to it.”> Accordingly, the
problem of poverty was again understood mainly in economic terms: the poor lacked access to
the ‘land, capital and other public facilities’ that the rich had, not their political power. Likewise,
landlessness was understood mainly as an income constraint, not a political one. The task then
was to redistribute resources to the poor in ways that were ‘politically plausible’.” In effect, the
rural development turn was an exercise in subsidising the social reproduction of the semi-
proletarian household in a period of crisis.**

The most notable change was that, for the first time in the postwar period, land reform
began to enter the official development dialogue as a legitimate item of discussion. Previously,
land reform had retained a marginal status, kept alive as an issue mainly at the United Nations.
The UN had launched a series of periodic reports on Progress in Land Reform, publishing six
between 1956 and 1976, while the FAO had been formally recognised in 1962 as the agency with

% For a detailed discussion of the debate of the 1970s, see Oman and Wignaraja (1991), ch. 4.
2! World Bank (1975).

22 Chenery (1974), p. xv.

2 See Bell (1974).

? See de Janvry (1981), ch. 7.
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the leading role in land reform. Yet, in this period, as Dimitrios Christodoulou has argued, ‘[t]Joo
much UN “action”...proved to be no more than campaigns on paper’, due not only to the
intergovernmental nature of the organisation, but also the bourgeois values of Secretariat staff.?’
In the early 1970s, land reform appeared to gain real international policy status, as the World
Bank began to speak ‘boldly’. However, by 1975, and the publication of a ‘land reform policy
paper’, the Bank was pulling back, re-emphasising productivity and advocating reform on the
bas.is of land ﬁlarkéts and ‘fnodern’ freehold tiiling. In ‘eﬂ.‘ect, the Baﬁk was now planning thé |
grand sequel to the green revolution, what Emest Feder called ‘the self-liquidation of the third
world peasantry’.”® At the same time, the ILO, more so than the Bank, saw redistribution of
assets, including land, as more urgent measures. Even here, however, its main rationale for land
reform was the redistribution of income, not political power; in any case, the ILO was not
amenable to a redefinition of its own industrial relations convention to accommodate the semi-
proletariat in formal channels of dialogue (to be discussed). The land reform debate culminated in
1979 in the World Conference on Agrarian Reform and Rural Development, held at the FAO in
Rome, where, despite lofty declarations about formulating programmes ‘with the full
understanding and participation of rural people’, the diagnosis of the problem remained
‘superficial’.?’

The final change in the reformist trajectory of the dialogue consisted in the synthesis of
the ILO and Bank approaches into a ‘basic needs’ strategy, which stressed a more urgent
redistribution of resources than the incremental ‘redistribution with growth’ approach.?
However, these were the waning years of the nationalist period. The global order was undergoing
restructuring under the weight of transnational capital and finance. Moreover, the postwar
structure of global food production was also changing.”” Competition was changing at the top, as
the US was joined by Western Europe and several ‘new agricultural countries’ from the
periphery. At the bottom, the rest of the periphery was being caught in a bind: its tropical export
crops, like sugar cane and vegetable oil, were being technically substituted in central markets and
obtaining declining foreign exchange; much of it remained dependent on food and technology
imports; and it faced protection in the agricultural markets of the centre. The ‘structural

adjustment programme’ was then to be proclaimed under these circumstances.

25 Christodoulou (1989), p. 182 and passim; see also Powelson (1984).
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2.2 The Rise of Ultra-Imperialism

To understand the nationalist period we must examine more closely some of the underlying
changes in its political economy. This section is concerned with the making of the new

imperialism and the international politics of adjustment, growth, and underdevelopment.
Constructing the Politics of Produétiﬁit)}

When national delegates met at Bretton Woods in 1944 to chart a new course for the global
economy, colonial peoples were not represented in their own right, save for some ‘observers’.
The talks were dominated by the US and British delegations, led by Harry Dexter White and J.M.
Keynes, respectively. And they were haunted by the dramatic events of the interwar period, the
rise of mass politics, social upheavals, and economic collapse. Immediate circumstances were
more imposing still. The ‘great powers’ of Western Europe lay destroyed, demoralised, and
vulnerable; the Soviet Union, though technically still an ally, claimed a ‘realised’ socialism and
made no secret of its global ambitions; while the US had been spared of physical destruction, held
the largest production capacity in the world, the bulk of the world’s gold reserves, and
expansionist ambitions of its own.

Contra Ruggie, the new multilateralism of the postwar period has not been conceptually
separable from imperialism.*® In the few short years following Bretton Woods, a new imperialism
was forged to protect the capitalist system as a whole from radical scenarios. Its novelty was to be
found in an alliance between central states, principally the United States, Britain, France, and
occupied Germany and Japan; and in a compromise between capital and labour, modelled on the
post-New Deal dispensation of the United States. The ‘politics of productivity’ consisted in an
understanding that capital, led by an internationalist bourgeoisie, would deliver a new era of
investment and growth that would obviate ‘the harsh questions of allocation’, while labour would
temper its own distributional demands to facilitate this growth.’’ Central to this understanding
was a linking of wages to productivity at home — facilitated by a correspondence between
production and consumption along Fordist lines — and collaboration on the interests of capital
abroad. ‘

This politics of productivity did not yet stand on a proper social foundation across the

alliance at the end of the war. But as Kees van der Pijl has shown, successive US foreign policy
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offensives, beginning with the Marshall Plan, universalised the foundation; they did so by
‘mobilis[ing] the elements least tied to specifically national class configurations and most
susceptible to opportunities engendered by mass production and consumption in a highly
internationalized context’.*? The threat of the Soviet Union, which was reconfiguring Eastern
Europe to its own liking, bred urgency to the unification project, providing legitimacy to the
offensives as well as to the circumvention of Bretton Woods itself. In the specificity of European
élass politids, the’US iﬁitiati?es sobn crystallised into a social democratic éompromise, entailing a
commitment to full employment, the expansion of the welfare state, and exclusion of ‘anti-
systemic’, communist forces from government. The Marshall Plan was the crucial instrument of
this cooptation strategy; another was the deployment of US labour federations to split
oppositional politics abroad.

A series of transatlantic social compacts thus came to form the metropolitan social basis
of the international economic order envisaged at Bretton Woods. As we will see, rival
imperialisms did persist in practice, especially over the questions of adjustment and
decolonisation. However, none of these bones of contention managed to puncture the transatlantic
unification project. The central states, led by the US, collectively crafted a ‘multilateral’ order
with new institutions and privileges enshrined in them, and dominated the adjustment process; at
the same time, they propped up extroverted peripheral alliances that served their productivity
needs, while deploying organised transatlantic labour against ‘anti-systemic’ politics throughout
the periphery.

The multilateralism of the postwar period was institutionalised in the IMF, World Bank,
GATT, and the United Nations — the latter being the only institution bridging the bi-polar world.
The institutional epicentre of the capitalist world was designed to be the IMF, with a mandate to
monitor international payments, including orderly currency adjustments, and to provide short-
term finance. Conversely, signatories to the Articles of Agreement were to collaborate with the
IMF in disclosing their economic state of affairs and observing the spirit of the gold-exchange
standard.*®> A stable monetary order, in turn, was to facilitate the operation and liberalisation of
the trading order. This was to be codified in the GATT, founded on the principles of non-
discrimination and reciprocity, and transformed by successive rounds of negotiations. Finance for
reconstruction and development was to be provided by the World Bank, as well as by commercial

banks themselves in the long run and by foreign direct investment.

32 yan der Pijl (1984), p. 138.
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The ‘social purpose’ of this multilateralism was ostensibly the preservation of national
policy autonomy. In monetary affairs, this was founded on an agreement to regulate capital flows
and observe the ‘adjustable peg’. In trade, various safeguards and exemptions were granted to
deficit states in order to facilitate payments. The same logic extended to industrial policy as well:
state promotion of strategic sectors or infant industries in the interest of reconstruction and
nation-building was considered legitimate. Yet, in practice, the new multilateralism assumed
specific juridical‘ forms Which feﬂected hierarchies among nations seeking to exercise or realise
policy autonomy. The IMF and World Bank enshrined a system of weighted voting based on the
size of the national economy, while the United States enjoyed unofficial privileges by virtue of its
monopoly over the key currency. The two IFIs also exercised differential power over their
members: they could exact policy changes only over debtors. For its part, the GATT did not
codify hierarchy but remained unofficially driven by US-led transatlantic initiatives. Fin;zlly,
these institutions were complemented by the United Nations, which enshrined a contradiction: the
principle of one-nation-one-vote and a ‘security council’ with permanent seats for the ‘great

powers’.
Adjustment under ‘Bretton Woods’

The hierarchies among nations played out over the question of adjustment. The debate revolved
around the notion of ‘fundamental disequilibrium’, a notoriously vague term reflecting an Anglo-
American compromise: on the one hand, a rejection of Keynes’ proposal for a Clearing Union,
which would have committed surplus countries (i.e., the United States) to the compensation of
deficit countries; on the other, a concession to the principle of sovereignty (i.e., Britain’s) by
falling short of committing deficit countries to automatic adjustment (such as there existed under
the gold standard). Beyond this compromise, the meaning of the term remained unspecified and
determined by politics. In this important sense, Bretton Woods was never a ‘system’.

In the first decade after Bretton Woods, even its original design was set aside. The new
institutions were incapable of remedying the gross trade imbalances of the postwar years: the IMF
remained deliberately underfunded by the US, while the World Bank was unable to raise money
on frail postwar capital markets. In the midst of a payments crisis and under the threat of losing
Europe to radical forces, the United States took on the unilateral role of lender-of-last-resort on
conditions of its own choosing. Through the Marshall Plan, the United States filled the liquidity
vacuum vis-a-vis strategic allies; and in the interest of accelerated European recovery, the United

States promoted a regional substitute to the IMF, the European Payments Union (EPU), dropped
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its opposition to imperial trade preferences, allowed discriminatory European trade policy, and
resisted reckless agricultural dumping.** Policies of this sort succeeded in resurrecting Western
European economies, such that, by 1958, the EPU was dissolved and Western Europeans lifted
restrictions on their current accounts.

The adjustment controversy, however, did not relent. By the close of the 1950s, the US
payments surplus was eroding, due to the manufacturing power of reconstructed allies and the
felocaﬁon 6f US tfanénétionai ﬁﬁns tb Eufope - partly to be'pass diﬁcrimihatbry integration
policy and partly by a managed integration of a transatlantic agro-industrial complex.”
Confidence in the convertibility of the dollar began consequently to erode as well, laying bare
once again the deficiencies of Bretton Woods: there was still no system to sanction the running of
a surplus (now among Europeans), or to sanction the key currency country. After a final initiative
for transatlantic consensus under President Kennedy, the United States returned to its unilateral
course, while the members of the alliance remained hemmed in by its security umbrella. Under
President Johnson, the Unites States pressed ahead with military spending abroad and social
spending at home — the war in Vietnam and the Great Society programme — in what has been
aptly called a ‘social-imperialist’ strategy.’® In turn, these brought about a rapid deterioration in
the US payments position, an overvalued dollar, and ultimately the financing of US social-
imperialism by members of the alliance by virtue of their retention of dollars. Thus, the
‘adjustment system’ remained the Cold War.

Nonetheless, the 1960s were a time of change. Relations between Eastern and Western
Europe were beginning to thaw, thereby threatening US security influence. A plethora of new
nations were decolonising and entering the multilateral order. And European imperialisms were
growing resentful over the incremental ceding of influence to the US in Indochina and Central
Africa. At the same time, European social compacts were being undermined by a series of events:
the attainment of currency convertibility; the consolidation and reorganisation of national
capitals; the rise of transnational production; the rise of Eurodollar markets for their financing
needs; the gradual resurrection of a transatlantic financial circuit; and not least the onset of new
class confrontations.’” Together, these made the exercise of national autonomy as conceived at
Bretton Woods more difficult, at the same time as the transatlantic consensus over its meaning

was coming under strain, and as decolonising nations were making new claims on it.

* For a concise statement on the circumvention of Bretton Woods, see Wyatt-Walter (1996); on
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These contradictions played out in both the monetary and trading orders. In response to
the dollar glut, France demanded curbs on the dollar monopoly — even threatening to convert
dollars — and was joined by peripheral states. But the US could not be compelled to concede such
power. Instead, it offered to create a limited amount of new IMF money, in the form of SDRs,
which were indeed established in 1967 by amendment of the Articles of Agreement, but
nonetheless superseded by subsequent unilateral moves by the US, namely the abandonment of
dollar-gdld .conv.ertibil.ity. ih 1971. iIn. the reailmi of ti'ade, a inumbier | of equally superficial
concessions were made, in particular to the periphery.*® At the IMF, low conditionality facilities
were made available, the Compensatory Financing Facility (1963) and the Buffer Stock Facility
(1969); while at the World Bank, the International Development Agency was created (1960),
following the International Finance Corporation a few years earlier (1956). In the realm of trade,
Article XVIII was amended in 1957, allowing more flexibility in the use of escape provisions.
UNCTAD was established in 1964 to oversee trade and development issues; headed by Ral
Prebisch, this articulated a nationalist counter-position to the GATT, but without the status or the
enforcement mechanisms of the Bretton Woods institutions. And Part IV was introduced in the
General Agreement in the same year, by which non-industrialised states were exempted from the
principle of reciprocity in trade negotiations; this paved the way for the Generalised System of
Preferences (GSP). Nonetheless, commitment to preferential treatment was skin deep by any
standard. Liberals have noted that the exemptions were not costly to the industrialised countries,
given the low level of participation by the periphery in the trade of manufactures.” While the
sectors and issues that did matter were not subject to negotiation; on the contrary, industrialised
countries granted exemptions from GATT discipline to themselves. This was as much the case for

agriculture and textiles, as for the European integration project as a whole.*

Growth under ‘Bretton Woods’

The liberal convention now has it that the postwar economic boom is attributable to trade
liberalisation. As the argument goes, the growth rate of world trade more than doubled that of

world production, and trade led production. The remarkable growth rates animated the adjustment

37 See van der Pijl (1984), chs. 8 and 9, and Cox (1987), ch. 7. Liberal accounts of these changes are
provided by Walter (1991), ch. 6, Eichengreen (1996), ch. 4, and Pauly (1997), ch. 5.
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debate itself. But causations cannot be derived from correlations. We need to take a closer look at
the make-up of this growth and the conditions of its existence.

The postwar boom saw annual rates of growth in world trade of 6.7 to 8.6 per cent in the
period 1948-68.*' As has been pointed out, however, the situation in agriculture was
characterised by US dominance in the production and export of food grains, the maturation of
Western Europe (under the CAP) and a handful of ‘new agricultural countries’, and the
marginélisation‘of .thé bulk. of ‘thé périphery in é. sfaté of fobd dépendence, éoupléd with declining
terms of trade in tropical cash crops.”? In manufacturing, activity was highly concentrated in the
core triad of the US, Western Europe, and Japan — the latter, in particular, averaging very high
manufacturing growth rates of 13.6 per cent in the 1960s, twice the US rate.” Similarly, the
growth rate of foreign direct investment was both rapid, outstripping world output in the 1960s by
a factor of two and trade by 40 per cent, and highly concentrated among the core triad.* From the
mid-1960s onwards, industrial growth began to shift beyond the core triad to the periphery within
the framework and logic of Export Processing Zones (EPZs).*’ The production shift was most
significant in the East Asian ‘tigers’, which experienced growth rates of 8 per cent, and began to
make significant inroads into OECD markets in a wide range of products.* Overall, trade in
manufactures was exhibiting new intra-sectoral and intra-firm trends, reflecting a process of
industrial integration in a ‘regionalised triadic bloc structure’.*’

How to interpret these events? John Ruggie, employing Polanyian insights, suggested
that the robust growth experience across the Atlantic is attributable to the particular class
compromises of the time — a situation he termed ‘embedded liberalism’ — and the emerging
transatlantic economic articulation.”® In this sense, both liberalisation and growth had domestic
and transnational political foundations. Susan Strange pursued this line of argument further. She
argued, first, that trade was derivative of growth (‘prosperity permitted liberalisation’); second,
that growth was derivative of liquidity (‘trade liberalization in the 1950s, the 1960s, and the
1970s continued just as long as the credit system was expanding’); and third, that liquidity
derived from Cold War rivalry itself. She pointed out that in the postwar period, the US

government ‘injected large doses of purchasing power into the system’, and it was impelled to do
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so by ‘a perceived national interest in holding the line against Soviet expansion, in Europe and
elsewhere’ — in other words, the argument that monetary ‘system’ was the Cold War. ¥’

Much more can be said, however, about the international politics of growth — and
equally, of underdevelopment. With regards to East Asia specifically, Alvin So and Stephen Chiu
have pointed out that ‘US interests in East Asia, from the late 1940s to the 1970s, had been
political and strategic rather than economic’.* They have demonstrated how the onset of the Cold
“War ‘prdduced a new containment sfrategy, with Jépén as the main bulwark against‘thc spread of
communism in the region. The new geopolitics ‘were instrumental in forging Japan’s domestic
conditions for high-speed growth’, conditions that included the redistribution of land, the
breaking up of industrial monopolies, coordinating a trans-Pacific circuit of trade, pouring in
massive aid ($500 million per anum in 1950-70), and relieving the burden of military defence
spending (limited to 1 per cent of GNP).”! Similarly, the ‘miracles’ of South Korea and Taiwan
were launched by extensive land reforms and massive foreign aid. In South Korea in 1953-61,
aid averaged 9.4 per cent of GNP, 39.7 per cent of the government budget, 65 per cent of total
investment, 70 per cent of imports, and some 80 per cent of total fixed capital. In Taiwan, aid
financed 95 per cent of its trade deficit, while foreign savings totalled 40 per cent of gross
domestic capital formation.? ‘Nearly all US aid before 1964’, as So and Chiu indicate, was
provided on a grant basis, thus making it possible for South Korea and Taiwan to begin export-
led growth in the 1960s without a backlog of debt’.*® In turn, the US opened its markets to the
East Asian economies to become their largest single market.

This was not a mere case of ‘governing the market’, as Robert Wade has argued, but of
establishing strategically the conditions for sustainable state-led industrialisation in the
periphery.** The same conditions were not cultivated in the nearby Philippines, as we will see, or
in Latin America, or Africa. On the contrary, the military might of the United States and Europe
was used to impede, streamline, and reverse land reforms; the political conditions of semi-
proletarianisation and super-exploitation were actively engendered; the foreign exchange and
technology gaps were exploited for the purpose of order maintenance; the key central markets
remained protected; and ‘food aid’ was deployed to foster dependence. Thus, ‘free trade’ growth
was, in fact, Cold War growth standing on the pillars of underdevelopment.
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Crisis and Structural Adjustment

The contradictions of the capitalist order came to a head in the 1970s when a period of sustained
crisis set in.>® Class balances had been changing within the alliance throughout the 1960s.
Transatlantic capitals had consolidated their postwar positions in a changing order characterised
by transnational production, ‘off shore’ capital markets, and currency convertibility. By the end
of the decade, class compromise was thus giving way to explosive confrontations. Alliance
politics were also changing. Germany and Japan were now outcompeting their US patron; the
latter was in deficit and persisting with inflationary spending at home (the ‘Great Society’
programme) and abroad (the war in Vietnam); and the Cold War was in détente. Beyond the
alliance, the broken promises of ‘nation-building’ were producing radicalisms throughout the
periphery, which in turn were translating into demands by peripheral ruling classes for a new
global economic dispensation. A peculiar peripheral rebellion at this time came from OPEC in the
form of coordinated oil price hikes.

The adjustment debate entered a critical phase marked by grievances all around, but also
continued dependence on the dollar. In the event, the grievances were confronted by a reassertion
of US power and the unilateral abandonment of whatever remained of Bretton Woods.*® In 1971,
under President Nixon, the United States delinked the dollar from gold, thereby formally
relieving itself of prior commitments; in 1973, West Germany floated its currency, thereby
abandoning the Bretton Woods fixed exchange-rate design; in 1974, the US began to deregulate
Wall Street, thereby setting off a competitive cycle of financial liberalisation; in 1975, a floating
exchange-rate system was grudgingly endorsed at a ‘G6’ meeting (G7 minus Japan); and by
1976, a floating exchange rate system was legalised by second amendment of the IMF’s Articles
of Agreement.”’ Through these policies, a new order of de-controlled exchange rates and capital
flows was brought about. This was an order of currency instability and economic volatility, but
also one in which the United States had gained its long-coveted license to pursue a unilateral
fiscal and monetary course. Over time, the US was to consolidate its position by strategic use of
the dollar and Wall Street — in what has been termed the ‘Dollar-Wall Street Regime’ — to re-

wedge itself at the centre of global capitalism, to discipline its allies, and to exploit systemic
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disorder.”® The circumstances saw Japan float its own currency, Western Europeans peg their
currencies to each other, and peripheral states left with little option but to peg to their major
trading partners in the North.”

The vulnerability of the new order was tested immediately by a conjunctural
amplification of the crisis. Several months after the abandonment fixed exchange rates, OPEC
quadrupled the price of oil, ostensibly in protest against US foreign policy in the Middle East.
This‘seht the‘ glbbal e.cohomy‘into é tailspin; raiséd fhe stakes on adjustment, and even tested the
centre-periphery balance of power. The immediate conflict played out over the principles of
monetary order, pitting once again France against the United States. The US prevailed, as above,
in a settlement that relegated adjustment responsibility to individual states, but that also
reaffirmed ‘multilateralism’ by agreement to expand the mandate of the IMF so that it could
exercise ‘surveillance’. By 1977, and its ‘first surveillance decision’, the new order of
decontrolled currencies and capital was formally underwritten by the principle of ‘surveillance’,
and its scope now expanded to a broader range of national economic policies relevant to
international payments, such as capital accounts, fiscal interventions, and interest-rate policies. In
other words, the crisis was being resolved by formally relegating adjustment responsibility to the
political process, while also expanding the functions of the Northern-dominated IMF.

This occurred despite an initiative by peripheral nation-builders to reform the global
order. Inspired by the ‘commodity power’ asserted by OPEC, official peripheral demands for
reform became vehement and, under the leadership of UNCTAD, succeeded in widening the
substance of the development dialogue. Alongside the ‘rural development’ turn of the orthodoxy,
the debate came to include an ‘integrated stabilisation programme’ for commodities, as well aid
flows for debt relief, a managed shift of industries to the periphery, and reform of international
institutions to reflect the post-colonial realities. No less than a ‘new international economic order’
was demanded, which was even embraced as an ideal at a special session of the UN General
Assembly in 1974.5°

Yet, such hopes were dashed by the unfolding crisis. With recession in the West, prices
of primary commodities plummeted, laying bare the myth of commodity power beyond oil.
Moreover, OPEC proceeded to deposit petrodollars in Western financial institutions, the
unregulated Eurodollar markets, which were then recycled to peripheral states to fill their new

inflation-induced foreign-exchange gap. In other words, peripheral states expended resources on
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oil oniy to see these return to them as Eurodollar loans. What is more, the interest rates were on
variable terms, such that the debtor states were incurring the risk of paying more debt service in
the future in the event of a curb on inflation. The second oil shock of 1979 (now on account of the
Iranian revolution) and the sudden change in US monetary policy under President Reagan
realised precisely this scenario. The US Federal Reserve rolled back money, forced the world
economy into recession, and sent real interest rates soaring.

Meanwhile, the IMF waé réalibsin‘g fts ﬁltfa-imperial potential. If in the postwér years its
enforcement mechanism — ‘conditionality’ — was blunt due to the IMF’s lack of funds and general
marginality in monetary affairs, in the context of burgeoning debt and gross disequilibria the IMF
gained new teeth. The crunch came at the end of the decade when the hard questions of
adjustment demanded a concrete answer. For international payments had been thrown in disarray:
in 1973-81 non-oil producing peripheral states had incurred aggregate current account deficits of
$439 billion, against deficits of $16 billion among the industrial countries and surpluses of $440
billion among the major oil exporters.*’ As before, the adjustment question required the precise
definition of ‘fundamental disequilibrium’; unlike before, finance was now firmly in command
and enforcing national responsibility for global monetary problems. Thus, the disequilibria faced
by peripheral states were national problems warranting national solutions; moreover, they were
judged ‘fundamental’, requiring devaluation and demand suppression, plus structural changes
geared towards the earning of foreign exchange for the sole purpose of meeting external financial
obligations. ‘Tutelage’, wrote Susan Strange, ‘was called a Structural Adjustment Programme’.%
This amounted to a systemic re-affirmation of the disarticulated pattern of accumulation in the
periphery and the quintessential exercise of ultra-imperial power. The bulk of the burden of the
1970s crisis was displaced unto the shoulders of the world’s semi-proletariat.

Adjustments were also made within the alliance, and these were also borne by labour. At
a time when the central economies were undergoing partial disarticulations of their own, labour
was already on the defensive by virtue of having to compete with super-exploited labour in the
EPZs of the periphery. The advent of oil shocks, inflation, and unemployment tipped the class
balances resolutely in favour of capital: governments under fiscal pressure sided with corporate
interests, dissolved the postwar compromises, and threatened to undo the welfare state.”> The
combination of crisis and industrial restructuring put nationally-oriented industries on the

defensive as well. They pressed for the new protections (beyond textiles and agriculture) to which
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their governments responded. Non-tariff barriers were imposed across industries as diverse as
steel, automobiles, footwear, motorcycles, machine tools, and consumer electronics. A wholesale
reversal of the liberal order was averted only by the political power that transnational firms now
exercised.* |

Yet, the central economies could not avoid a ‘mutation’ of sorts in the Fordist structure of
accumulation. Under heightened intematipnal cpmpetitipn in a stagnant world economy, firms cut
costs by replacing labour by equipment and by the more syStematic usé 6f chéap> labour. ‘The
cumulative consequences of these strategies’, wrote Cox, ‘can be observed in a declining
proportion of securely employed, relatively highly paid, and enterprise-integrated workers,
together with a growing proportion of less securely employed, low-paid, peripheral workers [in
the industrialised world] segmented into several distinctive groups bearing little cohesion with
one another’.®> Meanwhile, the exclusions required moral cover, which was sought in ‘traditional
values’ and associated internal (racial) and external (communist) ‘evils’. The latter culminated in
a renewal of the Cold War in 1979 when, under the pretext of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan,
alliance heads of state agreed to install US strategic nuclear missiles in Western Europe. Given
the decade’s strains between and within alliance members, focus on the East-West military

relationship ‘proved a much more viable format for imperialist unity’.®

2.3 Revolution, Rebellion and Agrarian Reform

The main argument thus far is that the national question was the moral basis of postwar order, but
the organising principle of postwar politics was the productivity needs of the alliance in a Cold
War context. What is not yet clear is the question of political agency. To say that the Cold War
‘organised’ politics is to say that the contradictions inherent in capitalism were (a) posing
profound threats to the prevailing pattern of accumulation, or the system itself; and (b) producing
a civil/uncivil dichotomy designed to defend the existing order. In this regard, the mere existence
of a superpower professing social revolution, however derailed its own may have been, provided
a significant degree of political leverage to working class politics worldwide. This means that we
cannot understand European reconstruction and integration, or the East Asian ‘miracle’, or the

dissolution of feudal-like relations in Latin America, or the defeat of white-minority rule in
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Southern Africa, or the ‘rural development’ turn, unless we understand working class agency in
this Cold War context.

The present section will explore uncivil semi-proletarian politics and their struggle
against imperialism. It is suggested that the fate of agrarian reform was contingent on this
struggle, flaring up in different places of the periphery as the geopolitics of the Cold War shifted.

The focus will be mainly on rural struggles within the ultra-imperial sphere of influence.”’
The Geopolitics of Agrarian Reform I: 1945-59

The first series of agrarian reforms in the US sphere of influence were undertaken in East Asia in
the half-decade following the war, in the midst of revolutionary upheaval, led by Chinese
communists. Under the circumstances, as Gary Olson has shown, it was not long before US
officials in occupied Japan reached the conclusion that unless the feudal-like relations of the
Japanese countryside were altered, peasant grievances could lead, if not to a resurgence of fascist
militarism, to a possible pro-communist movement that would destabilise US influence in Asia.®®
The same logic soon prevailed in South Korea, which had been colonised by Japan since 1910.
But in this case, an anti-colonial movement with a leftist orientation and a land reform agenda
had established itself as a provisional government in the countryside by the time of US
occupation in 1945. The US response was to outlaw the provisional government and take control
of the land reform movement that was underway. In both cases, ‘suppression of popular demands
for land redistribution was instituted until that reform could be effectively managed’.* In Taiwan,
the influx of one million refugees from mainland China in 1949 required the transformation of
agrarian tenure systems. This resulted in the forced sale of land by the landlord class and the
financing of the land purchases by the US government. In all cases, land reform was implemented
to disarm social unrest and prevent what came to be perceived as an otherwise inevitable loss of
political influence. Importantly, in all cases, land redistribution was implemented without the
political marginalisation of the landed oligarchies; these were compensated, induced toward
industrial development, and transformed into a political class with allegiance to the United States.

These cases contrast sharply with those of the Philippines and Guatemala, in which land

reforms were obstructed and even reversed.” In the Philippines, the Huk, the rural guerrilla army
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that had emerged under Japanese occupation between 1942 and 1944, took partial control of the

countryside and instituted land reforms in the liberated zones. With the return of the United States

in 1944 and the establishment of a neo-colonial government in 1946, a counterinsurgency
campaign was launched which decimated the guerrilla forces, obviated the need for land reform,

and restored pre-war tenure relations. In Guatemala, the popular government of Arbenz abolished

semifeudal relations after assuming power in 1952, expropriated uncultivated land from the US-

bésed tfansnationai, United Frult Company (UFC), and distﬁbﬁted 1;5 mﬂlioh é,cres to 100,000>
landless households. These actions precipitated resolute US response: CIA-trained, -equipped,

and -assisted forces overthrew Arbenz in 1954, restored UFC holdings, and returned the 1.5

million acres of land to the landlords.

The 1950s were a turbulent period more generally, marked by a number of further
struggles against imperialism, including victories and defeats. In 1952, the National
Revolutionary Movement of Bolivia assumed power after a popular revolt. A large-scale land
redistribution programme followed which diffused rural grievances. However, this did not
manage to displace the ruling elite, while over the following decade the momentum of the
revolution was streamlined by massive US aid that succeeded in controlling the direction of
internal change.”" In the previous year, the Mau Mau rebellion erupted in colonial Kenya, led by
landless peasants and urban poor. This elicited imperial military mobilisation; Britain crushed the
rebellion and, upon decolonisation at the end of the decade, proceeded to implement a land
reform aimed at creating a black capitalist class — the classic neo-colonial strategy — that would
defend the regime of private property in the national debate of post-colonial Kenya. In 1954, the
Viet Minh in north Viet Nam defeated France and established government north of the
seventeenth parallel. A violent period ensued in the countryside, led by the higher echelons of the
Party, which provoked rural revolts and which ultimately gave way in the late 1950s to a
‘semisocialist’ model of collectives and individual holdings.”” Also in 1954, rural grievances of
long standing in the French settler colony of Algeria culminated in armed struggle; as in Kenya
under the British, this was first crushed by imperial forces, then followed by a negotiated
independence, and the ‘embourgeoisement’ of the national debate — in this case, accompanied by

a ‘Jacobin Islam’.”
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The Geopolitics of Agrarian Reform II: 1959-80

If the Chinese revolution had been the first major challenge to western imperialism, the second
revolution with far-reaching consequences was the Cuban in 1959. This fuelled a new wave of
militancy in Latin America, and stoked revolutionary fires far beyond. In Latin America
specifically, it set off a new phase of ‘agxfari-an‘refon‘ns‘, based on the tn'ed—an_d-tested strategy of -
‘containment of peasant political pressures both through direct control of peasant organizations
and through the legislation of mild land reform projects aimed at eradicating semifeudal estates
from the agrarian structure’.” The strategy was led by the United States. In 1961, at the Punta del
Este conference of the OAS, the Kennedy administration launched the Alliance for Progress, the
centrepiece of which was a land reform charter. Meanwhile, alongside institutional and social
reforms, the Department of Defence, under Robert McNamara, advanced a large military aid
programme for unconventional warfare, seeking to boost counterinsurgency drastically and
increase the size of US anti-guerrilla forces.” Once again, the object was a ‘controlled’ land
reform strategy of cooptation and repression: cooptation entailed the creation of a conservative
agrarian petty-bourgeoisie; repression was aimed at those excluded from the reform.”® Counter-
revolution witnessed, inter alia, the installation of General Pinochet in Chile in 1973 and the
partial reversal of the land reform of the Frei and Allende governments; here, 30 per cent of the
land was restored to previous owners, 20 per cent was sold to private investors, and the rest
allocated to smallholders on the basis of freehold titling.”” By the latter 1960s, in any case, this
period of reformism was being superseded by the green revolution, which had the combined
effect of abolishing feudal remnants and completing capitalist transition, while maintaining
functional dualism, mass poverty, and migration.

The 1960s also witnessed incremental escalation of violence in Indochina, now under US
auspices, resulting in a bitter war of attrition and, ultimately, the defeat of US forces there in the
early 1970s. The latter defeat had the effect of shifting the geopolitical centre of gravity to
Southern Africa. While in much of Africa, the 1960s was a decade of nation-building — ruling-
class consolidation, de-racialisation of the public sector, adaptation of ‘indirect rule’, and the
nurturing of indigenous bourgeoisies and state enterprises with interests in agriculture — Southern
Africa remained in the grasp of white supremacism. Angola and Mozambique were in the midst

of armed struggle against Portuguese forces, South Africa remained under apartheid, Namibia
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under South African occupation, and Zimbabwe under the Rhodesian Front. By the 1970s,
virtually the whole of the region was in the grip of rural-based national liberation struggles,
supported selectively by the Soviet Union and China. By 1980, white supremacism remained
formally at the helm only in South Africa and Namibia.

Yet, despite the attainment of statehood, no post-colonial state implemented significant
democratisation of rural institutions and land policy, or land redistribution.”® Zambia and Malawi
had already negotiated property-friendly settlements since the early 1960s. Mozalhbique in the |
mid-1970s embarked on nationalised, large-scale production, but it returned to war, along with
Angola, as the South African campaign of destabilisation was stepped up. And Zimbabwe, as we
will see, embarked on limited redistribution after 1980, within the general framework of racial
‘reconciliation’ under the auspices of ultra-imperialism. This was accompanied by adaptation of
‘indirect rule’ and rural development spending, as well as ongoing, if generally low profile, land
occupations.

Finally, as a cease-fire was being negotiated in Zimbabwe, the geopolitical centre of
gravity was shifting back across the Atlantic, to Central America. While counter-revolutionary
strategies had succeeded in streamlining the radical thrust of the 1960s, Nicaragua broke the rule
to stage the final revolution of the nationalist period in 1979. This was accompanied by radical
agrarian reforms, plus sustained counter-revolution, funded and trained by the United States.
Neighbouring El Salvador witnessed its own rural rebellion in 1980 to embark on a protracted
civil war, alongside the three-decade long civil wars in Guatemala — all sustained by US

involvement.
24 Labour Imperialism

Uncivil peasant-worker politics of the above sort have interacted dynamically with civil working
class politics. As was mentioned earlier, peasant-workers oscillate between civil and uncivil
politics, resorting to the latter on account of the closures in the former, and struggling to
transform the civil meaning of ‘worker participation’. The epicentres of the civil debate have
been the arenas of international trade unionism and the ILO. This section will examine the
‘tripartite’ model of worker participatibn that prevailed in global labour relations, corresponding
to the particular postwar compromises of the transatlantic alliance. The establishment and
enforcement of tripartism will then be traced, highlighting the role of Western organised labour in

the undermining and coopting of non-conformist working class politics, but demonstrating also
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inter-iinperial labour rivalries. Besides informal responses to the closures of labour imperialism,
there also emerged nationalist trade unionisms, those sponsored by nation-building states, to
challenge the tripartite mode; during the Cold War, the most important dilemma facing Southern
trade unions was that between ‘alignment’ and ‘non-alignment’. The final part examines the
transformation of labour imperialism in the 1970s; as the social compacts in the transatlantic
alliance were breaking down in the midst of crisis, 2 genuine labour solidarity did not emerge. On
the éontrary, a new labour imperialism Was fbrgcd; baséd 6n .a reinvéntéd ‘social democratic’
identity, and seeking a global ‘social clause’ to protect transatlantic labour against industrial

restructuring.
The Civility of Tripartism

Tripartism was born in the aftermath of World War I and the Bolshevik revolution. This was the
time of ‘the socialisation of the nation and nationalisation of society’, as E.H. Carr put it, as well
as a time of fear of a more generalised revolution in the West.” The ILO was founded in 1919 to
cultivate conciliatory industrial relations within the capitalist system; while Western
governments, national trade union centres, and national employers’ associations banded together
in ‘tripartite’ spirit to institutionalise dialogue over social and industrial reform. Implied in this
was the notion that the working people naturally existed as members of nations and properly
organised alongside their respective governments and employers. The tripartite model remained
under constant challenge, however, by its Soviet-led nemesis worldwide, except for a brief spell
of unity against fascism. Tripartism was then resurrected after World War II and placed on a
firmer footing. The war effort had been a watershed for state-labour relations in the West, as
states and trade unions had learned to cooperate closely. Trade unionists played a vital role in the
provision of intelligence on rail and transport, weapons production, and bottlenecks in the labour
markets of enemy camps. In the United State, specifically, the AFL became intricately involved
in the operations of the Office of Strategic Services, the forerunner of the CIA. A similar
government-trade union nexus was forged throughout the alliance.*

This nexus was not abrogated in the postwar period, but was adapted in accordance with
the reconfigured social relations which now united state, capital, and labour in a politics of

productivity. If the corporatist relationship mutated across the Atlantic, one tripartite model
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prevailed at the ILO, under the leadership of the United States.?’ Henceforth, tripartism would
mean the participation of free trade unions in the management of the economy — where ‘free’
denoted organised labour that is formally independent of Party and state and which, in effect,
represents the upper half of the work force. So long as the postwar accommodations within and
between alliance member-states engendered social peace, the ILO’s tripartite model operated with
relative ease within the alliance.

Yét, probléms ldrkéd in the‘ba‘ckground, given that the lower half of the work force in the
alliance had no secure, institutionalised status. ‘In good times’, wrote Cox, ‘the upper half
supports social welfare to provide some solace for the most vulnerable among the lower half
while at the same time keeping an eye on them. But in time of crisis, the social programs are
pared according to the exigencies of an economy conceived in terms of the interests of the
dominant groups’.*?> Beyond the industrialised worlds, the limitations of this tripartite formula
were much more transparent. The concerns of the semi-proletarianised peasantry, such as land
reform, would never see the light of day, nor would the concerns of the burgeoning masses of
urban marginals — unemployed, underemployed, informally employed. Indeed, a study initiated in
1970 by the ILO’s International Institute for Labour Studies under the directorship of Robert Cox
found that the prevailing formula of worker participation covered a mere nine percent of the
world’s labour force.®

Nonetheless, throughout the nationalist period, tripartism laid an imposing claim on the
meaning of ‘civility’ in labour relations, attributing ‘uncivil’ status to non-conformist and radical
movements seeking to articulate issues that laid outside the industrial relations convention. The
dialogue was conducted in this fashion not only within the ILO but perhaps more so within
international trade unionism, and it was refracted through the debates on decolonisation and East-
West relations. The two debates converged early in the postwar period, as Western European
imperial states sought to impede decolonisation, while the two superpowers (USA and USSR)
agreed on decolonisation but vied for the re-apportionment of influence in the process. Thus,
imperial governments proceeded to legislate the realm of the civic to exclude nationalist trade
unionisms, while metropolitan trade unionists were dispatched to the colonies to ‘educate’ union
leaders in the proper articulation of workers’ interests. The United States and its labour surrogates
allied themselves to nationalist, anti-communist politics and, given US predominance in the

alliance, exercised the option of a unilateral labour foreign policy. The Soviet Union in turn allied
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itself to nationalist politics that were under the control of indigenous communist parties or

communist-led trade unions.*
Labour Imperialisms in Action

The first battle over the meaning of worker participation was fought in Europe and occupied
‘Japan. In 1945; the ‘ﬁrst postwar iﬁtemaﬁorial | tradé uhion body was bfounded, the World
Federation of Trade Unions (WFTU), building on the wartime coalition of the British Trade
Union Congress (TUC) and the Soviet All-Union Central Confederation of Trade Unions
(AUCCTU), and now bringing into the fold the CIO and the French Communist-affiliated
Confédération Générale du Travail (CGT). The colonial question was immediately prompted by
the British invitation to unions in its own dependencies to attend, thereby bringing the number of
TUC-influenced unions to fifteen out of the total of thirty-five that founded the WFTU. Both the
AFL - which did not join due to the communist presence — and the AUCCTU condemned the
TUC for pursuing its imperialist policy within international labour. By 1947, WFTU was being
paralysed by crisis, now over the launch of the Marshall Plan. As we have seen, central to the
transatlantic project was the exclusion of communist parties from government and the splitting of
labour centres that incorporated elements contrary to the politics of productivity. The AFL
spearheaded the project in the labour front, channelling as much as $2 million of CIA funds to
reformist elements.*> By 1949, the Marshall offensive had succeeded in welding together
reformist trade unions across the alliance, including Japan, and the isolation of communist or
class-conscious socialist elements.?® The AFL also convened a conference on the formation of an
international body to include Marshall countries, and this bore in 1949 the International
Confederation of Free Trade Unions (ICFTU), which was now joined by the TUC and CIO, the
latter having purged its own communist elements in the process. Thereafter, WFTU was relocated
to Prague, affiliated communist national centres of Eastern and Western Europe, and competed
with the ICFTU for the loyalty of national centres in the third world. Significantly also, the
International Trade Secretariats (ITSs), dominated by US labour, reached an agreement in 1951 to
cooperate with the ICFTU while maintaining formal independence.

Matters of ideology animated both internationals. The WFTU was subordinated to Soviet

geopolitical strategy early on, though Soviet crackdowns in Hungary in 1956 and Czechoslovakia
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in 1968 precipitated splinters in the communist movement, manifest first in the assertion of an
independent line by China in the late 1950s and second in the rise of Eurocommunism and
Eurounionism in the 1960s. Moreover, the question of ‘socialist imperialism’ was not absent,
especially in post-colonial Asia where China appealed for a more ‘indigenous’ communism and
competed with the Soviet Union for the loyalty of trade unions.*” The two powers came to
compete in Aﬁ'ica as well, vying for influence over nationalist movements, and blessing as
‘genuine’ those whose loyalty they securéd. | - | |

The problems plaguing the ICFTU were even more profound. In one dimension, they
pertained to the AFL’s fierce anti-communism, its channelling of CIA funds, and its refusal to
cease unilateral action in the periphery; in an other, they pertained to the ICFTU’s own
imperialism, with or without US labour. The AFL and CIO had merged in 1955, and although
differences between them persisted, the AFL’s priorities prevailed in the new organisation. From
the mid-1950s onwards, the role of US labour in foreign policy was increasingly institutionalised,
culminating in the establishment of regional foundations in the periphery—the American Institute
for Free Labour Development (AIFLD) in Latin America in 1961, the African-American Labour
Centre (AALC) in 1964, and the Asian-American Free Labour Institute (AAFLI) in 1968. These
were funded by government agencies (such as USAID) and transnational corporations officially,
as well as unofficially by the CIA. A well-endowed AFL-CIO maintained a strong financial
presence in the ICFTU itself, and through this it sought to mould the ICFTU in its own image,
specifically over the pressing questions of colonialism and communism. The European affiliates
of the ICFTU espoused a reformism that reflected the specificity of the European social
compacts, as well as a less committed line on decolonisation. There was a constant source of
tension therefore over the ideological basis of unity within the ICFTU, and this translated into the
realm of funding policy in the periphery. The AFL-CIO insisted that the ICFTU stake out a
stronger stance on decolonisation and fund only anti-communist unions at the exclusion of more
reformist or non-aligned unions, while the ICFTU voiced resentment over the AFL-CIO’s CIA
connections. Inter-imperialist labour conflict intensified over a series of events in the 1950s and
1960s, in particular the onset of the Suez crisis, the proliferation of anti-systemic threats in the
wake the Cuban revolution, and the growing relations between Eastern and Western European
unions. In the absence of consensus,. the AFL-CIO persisted with bilateral funding relations of its
own, ultimately disaffiliating from the ICFTU in 1969.®® Thereafter, the ICFTU, deprived of
AFL-CIO funding, altered its own funding practices. Its European affiliates embarked on the

87 See Busch (1983), chs. 7 and 9.
%8 See Thomson and Larson (1978) and Busch (1983).
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institutionalisation of relations with their own governments, even establishing foundations of their

own, such as the Friedrich Ebert, Konrad Adenauer, and Nuemann in Germany.*
The Cold War Dilemma in the Periphery: Alignment vs. Non-Alignment

The ground for labour interference was fertile in the third world. Semi-proletarianisation yielded
an impoverished, migrant, and illiterate workforce which posed serious impediments to
organisation. First, the unionisation of peasant-workers was confronted with the difficult task of
articulating a programme of relevance to their specific workplace and wider political conditions,
gaining sustained loyalty, and raising sufficient resources from the membership base to undertake
systematic education and political action. Second, the double, rural/urban work setting of the
semi-proletarian household disaggregated the totality of workplace grievances, such that a holistic
strategy of labour organisation required the establishment of both rural/peasant and urban/worker
political structures and their articulation into a unified peasant-worker political project. Third, the
absence of a settled, industrial workforce, and its migrant corollary, all too often presented union
leaders with the problem/opportunity of reconciling/exploiting social cleavages (e.g., ethnic and
racial) — while the gendered dimensions of semi-proletarianisation remained largely
unrecognised. And fourth, union leadership was typically in the hands of the educated, middle
strata of society with political ambitions of their own in nationalist and elite politics. The
composite of these predicaments rendered a financially dependent labour movement with
problems of political articulation; poorly prepared to resist repression on its own; eager for
sources of funding, whether national or international; subject to jostling for power among union
leaders; and vulnerable to splitting and cooptation by nationalist movements, states, and
international labour. Peripheral labour movements needed non-member support as much as states,
the AFL-CIO, ICFTU, and WFTU needed peripheral labour movements; while the resulting
dearth of adequate, democratic channels of expression engendered a variety of ‘uncivil’ politics,
from the ‘everyday’ forms of resistance to outbreaks of violence and armed liberation struggle.
The option of an ‘independent’ labour movement in the periphery was highly
circumscribed. Despite claims and counterclaims on the meaning of ‘free’ trade unionism, the
choice in effect was between dependéncies of different sorts: reliance on the funds and political

programmes of international labour, nationalist movements, or nation-building states.”
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International labour became embroiled in third world labour politics from their inception. Latin
American labour has the longest history of trade union and political organisation, stretching back
to the latter decades of the nineteenth century.”’ In the interwar years, left unionisms proliferated
under the leadership of the Comintern and later the CIO, and notably, entailed the mobilisation of
peasants and workers alike. These unionisms competed with the AFL and its advocacy of an
‘apolitical’, workerist unionism. The postwar period witnessed the establishment of competing
regional labour centres, the CIO-sponsored Confederacion de Trabajadores de America Latino
(CTAL) and the AFL-sponsored Organizacion Regional Interamericana de Trabajadores
(ORIT), of which the former became the regional branch of the WFTU and the latter of the
ICFTU. This period also saw the establishment of a non-aligned nationalist unionism under the
patronage of states, and military regimes in particular. The archetype emerged under General
Peron in Argentina, who created a ‘centrally-planned welfare populism’, drove opposition
underground, and spearheaded an indigenous corporatist unionism via the Agrupacion de
Trabajadores Latino Americanos Sindicalistas (ATLAS), to rival ORIT and CTAL.

In Africa and Asia, trade unionism proliferated in the interwar years and became the
matrix of nationalist politics. As such, trade unionism was ‘political’ — concerned with issues
beyond wages and conditions of employment — from its inception. In Asia, Cold War politics got
an early start with the revolution in China and the active role that the latter undertook in the
nationalist struggles of the region.”” The WFTU established itself first and was followed by the
ICFTU'’s regional branch, the Asian Regional Organisation (ARO) in 1951, though the unilateral
politics of the AFL-CIO gradually supplanted Western European post-colonial patronage.
However, the most notable feature of labour politics was the transformation of nationalist trade
unionism into a corporatist trade unionism under the nation-building state.

Trade unionism in Africa went through similar trajectories.” Independence saw the
corporatisation of labour movements, though the rivalry between state nationalism and
international labour did not end. Before independence, and after the walk-out of colonial powers
from the WFTU, most international trade union activity was conducted within the ICFTU. The
latter established a presence in West Africa as early as 1951 and began affiliating unions.
Nonetheless, a non-aligned movement, affiliated with nationalist movements or post-colonial
states, emerged to articulate a speciﬁcally ‘African’ voice, and this competed with the ICFTU for
loyalty. The latter established a regional branch in 1959, the African Regional Organisation

°! See Busch (1983), chs. 5 and 8.
%2 See Busch (1983), chs. 5 and 7.
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(AFRO), the former established the All-African Trade Union Federation (AATUF) in 1961, while
shortly after a second African lobby emerged, the African Trade Union Confederation (ATUC),
to promote ‘independent’ trade unionism, i.e. not subordinate to post-colonial states. Thereafter,
the main rivalry revolved around alignment or non-alignment. States sought to maintain labour
loyalty to the national development promise by various means, including the non-recognition of
disloyal unions and repression of ‘foreign stooges’. The WFTU, which had supported nationalist
struggles but which h‘ad‘been ‘lar‘gel‘y margmahsed oh t‘he‘ labour froﬁt after the ‘colonial powers
defected to the ICFTU, supported disaffiliation to cut its losses and used the disaffiliation issue as
a measure of Pan-Africanist credentials. The ICFTU, on the other hand, called for ‘freedom of
choice’ on affiliation, denying that Pan-Africanism and international labour were mutually
exclusive. In the event, the differences between ATUC and AATUF were incompletely
transcended when, by initiative of the OAU, a unitary continental organisation, the Organisation
of African Trade Union Unity (OATUU), was established in 1973. This involved the holding of
sham elections for leadership positions and the postponement of the disaffiliation issue. The latter
was taken up again in 1976, when it was decided that membership in OATUU required
disaffiliation from international labour; even then, however, the rule was not fully observed.

The role of the AFL-CIO on all three continents was enhanced with the establishment of
its regional foundations, following on the heels of the Cuban revolution and decolonisation and
the stepping up of the war in Vietnam. Prior to these, US labour activity was most influential in
Latin America and the Asian countries under US influence. The tactics here involved the splitting
of trade unions by the funding of friendly elements and the repression of the anti-systemic. In
Japan, for example, the land reforms that were carried out were done so along with the exclusion
of leftist elements in the trade union movement. A general strike in 1948 was banned and
followed by a ‘Red Purge’, the implementation of a restrictive labour relations act, and,
ultimately, the ‘civilising’ of labour opposition.”* In the Philippines, the national trade union
centre, which had a large peasant following, was allied to the Huk; repression of the latter and
reversal of its land reforms was accompanied by the banning of the national centre and peasant
unions. Thereafter, recognition was extended to unions that confined their activities to collective
bargaining over the immediate ‘bread and butter’ issues.”® In Guatemala, the CIA’s campaign
against Arbenz was coordinated among the military, transnational corporations, and AFL-

supported trade unions. The latter were exiled by Arbenz, only to return with the insurgent forces
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of Castillo Armas. With the installation of Armas as head of state and the reversal of land
reforms, leaders of peasant unions and the WFTU-affiliated national centre were executed.”®

The rise of revolutionism was a turning point in the development dialogue. Under
President Kennedy, there was a new initiative for transatlantic unity, as we have seen, but this
was short-lived and followed by enhanced unilateral action on the part of the United States. The
AFL-CIO led on the labour front by engaging trade unions bilaterally and through the regional
labour foundations.” In Latin America, despite disaffiliation, the AFL-CIO continued to
dominate ORIT and to channel funds to it from the AIFLD and business overtly and from the
CIA covertly. The AIFLD also funded the regional activities of the ITSs. Anti-systemic activity
was continued vigorously, as in Chile, where AIFLD-supported unions played a vital role in the
overthrow of Salvador Allende and the installation of General Pinochet; the sequence was the
familiar one: opposition trade unions were banned, leftists were imprisoned, killed, or
‘disappeared’, and AIFLD unions were allowed to continue to operate.

In Asia the AFL-CIO increasingly supplanted the ICFTU after decolonisation, while in
Africa the two competed against each other, and both against anti-imperialist politics. The case of
colonial Zimbabwe is telling. The ICFTU made its debut in Southern Rhodesia in the early 1950s,
and there it pursued a number of tactics.”® It affiliated the white-dominated Federal Trade Union
Congress; played the leaders of black trade unions against each other; crafted personalised links
with them; favoured those who sought trade union independence from nationalist politics; and
thereby impeded the bridging of the rural-urban political gap that nationalist trade unionists
sought to overcome. In 1960, the Southern Rhodesia Trade Union Council (SRTUC), the African
trade union centre, applied for membership in the ICFTU; the ICFTU denied membership,
ostensibly on the grounds that SRTUC was not sufficiently representative, while at the same time
admonishing the latter over ‘political’ currents within it. Nonetheless, the ICFTU did extend
funding (without membership) to the SRTUC, in knowledge of the fact that, by this time, the
SRTUC’s largest source of funding derived from the AFL-CIO. Soon after, grievances over the
unaccountability of the ICFTU-supported leadership combined with political differences — mainly
over the substance of trade unionism — to split the SRTUC and produce the African Trade Union
Congress (ATUC) alongside it. Then, after the banning of nationalist parties in 1963, the ICFTU
changed its strategy by funding individual trade unions (SRTUC and ATUC affiliates alike), but

not the trade unions centres. But by this time, unions had become marginalised from the
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nationalist struggle and their leaders susceptible to the continued interventions and financial
patronage of the ICFTU. In the 1970s, the ICFTU withdrew from its Rhodesian
operations—maintaining only eight affiliates in the whole of Africa—while the nationalist
struggle moved on to the countryside, took up arms, and relegated the labour movement to a
subordinate role. International labour tactics such as the above stripped both the ICFTU and the
'AFL-CIO of credibility on the continent.” The potency of nationalism and the generalised
subordination of labour to post-colohial statés had‘ alteréd uade union politics and given a‘ leading

role to OATUU.
Crisis and the New Tripartism

Yet, the 1970s were a period of flux. OATUU’s leadership was tentative, for the centre was by no
means ‘free’. It was chronically underfunded, subordinate to the OAU (which provided 61
percent of total funding), and subject also to the deep political divisions within the latter; notably,
the crucial issue of disaffiliation from the internationals was resolved only on paper.'® At the
same time, the ICFTU embarked on a process of reinvention, now having been released from
AFL-CIO pressure but also stripped of crucial funding. Thus, the ICFTU began clarifying its
social democratic identity and turning to other sources of funding, ranging from national
governments and foundations to like-minded international organisations, such as the ILO and
UNESCO. By the late 1970s, the politics between OATUU and the ICFTU entered a new phase:
while maintaining their rivalry at the level of rhetoric, the two began to cooperate. Chief among
the reasons was OATUU’s chronic insolvency, on the one hand, and the ICFTU’s new-found
status, on the other. The ICFTU was making a comeback on the continent via South Africa and
the anti-apartheid movement. The ICFTU was becoming an increasingly important player by
virtue of the funding it was extending to democratic unions in South Africa and the coordinating

11 ndeed, as we will see in the next

role it was playing in international trade union circles.
chapter, the ICFTU had gained such importance in the anti-apartheid movement that when the
AFL-CIO attempted to get involved on its own in the early 1980s, it was rebuffed by South
African unions and forced to engage through the ICFTU’s Programme of Action.

The 1970s were years of ﬂux for international trade unionism more generally. The

previous decade had seen the thawing of relations between Western and Eastern European
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governments, and this was matched by increasing interaction between Western and Eastern trade
unions as well. A conjuncture of events, from the reorganisation of European capital and its
impingement on the social compacts, to the Soviet crackdown in Czechoslovakia, had
precipitated the proliferation of radical grass-roots activism and non-Soviet Marxisms. The rise of
Eurocommunism coincided and interacted with the rise of Eurounionism, transcending East and
West. These developments all contributed to the softening of Western European trade unionism to

192 Moreover,

its communist rival and, by extension, to the further disaffection of the AFL-CIO.
the transformation and expansion of transnational firms, to both Europe and East Asia, presented
new problems to international labour, giving rise to a new structural unemployment in the West
and super-exploitation in the industrialising periphery. These problems were compounded, as we
have seen, by the oil shock of 1973 and stagflation thereafter. They resulted not only in the
breakdown of social compacts in the West and the abandonment of nation-building in the
periphery, but the diminution of the status and influence of workers in the development dialogue
world-wide.'®

Just as nations were being called upon to resolve the adjustment question, so was
international labour called upon to formulate a new internationalism. In the event, the dialogue
within the labour movement was mediated through the centre-periphery hierarchies crafted in the
postwar era. The changing international division of labour saw Western trade unions calling upon
their governments to protect industries and jobs, and on international institutions, such as the ILO
and the GATT, to enact a ‘Social Clause’ to impede the expansion of transnational corporations
to the periphery.'® Thus, as we will see, the politics of productivity began to give way to the
politics of the ‘global social clause’.

The composite of developments, finally, translated into a crisis of the tripartite industrial
relations convention as a whole. Défente and the breakdown of social compacts had cast doubt
over the postwar industrial relations model in the capitalist world. As Cox wrote at the time, ‘the
ILO lies under a cloud because the erstwhile hegemonic consensus seems to have come
undone’.'” The debate over the meaning of worker participation gained renewed vigour.
Previously, in 1954, the ILO had extended membership to the Soviet Union under the banner of
‘universality’, but without transforming the tripartite convention. The reinvigorated debate in the
mid-1970s returned to the question of the Soviet Union’s membership, and by extension, its own

model of state-labour relations. Western employers and the AFL-CIO rallied behind the banner of
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tripartism, while other Western trade unionists adopted a more nuanced approach, endorsing the
universality of the ILO and Soviet membership. In the event, ‘[bJoth parties won and lost
something. Universality was accepted as the rule for membership, while tripartism was ever more
emphatically reasserted as the official ideology of the ILO’.!% The United States subsequently
withdrew from the ILO. Alongside this debate, as we have seen, the ILO was promoting a ‘basic
needs’ approach to development, with a concern now to appease that ninety-one percent of the
world’s work force that it excluded from its convention.
kkk

To sum up, this chapter has argued that, with the end of formal imperialism, the fate of the
national question — who the ‘self’ is and how it is to be ‘determined’ — was subject to the class
compromises established across the new ultra-imperial alliance under US leadership, as well as to
the ongoing inter-capitalist conflicts and class struggles in the ‘nation-building’ periphery. From
early on, this period was galvanised by Cold War rivalry, compelling the United States to provide
liquidity to its partners, nurture European reconstruction, and prop up East Asian nation-building.
It also served as a ‘higher’ moral source to justify a crusade against forces that threatened, in the
first instance, the productivity compromises at home. Central to this project was the civilisation of
opposition. The civil domain was defined in terms of ‘property friendly’ politics, reflected in a
resilient tripartism; while the ‘uncivil’ comprised of the radical nationalist and socialist forces
seeking to nationalise industry and redistribute land — those, in other words, seeking to
endogenise capital accumulation or transform the relations of production fundamentally. The
enforcement of civil society against the uncivil was pursued systematically by the cooptation of
oppositional politics — especially in the undermining of rural-urban class alliances and ‘political’
unionism — and outright repression; organised metropolitan labour assumed a leading role in the
undermining of uncivil politics abroad. Nation-building states themselves sought to patronise
opposition, often in a tense relationship with international capital; while in the case of Africa, the
late-colonial mode of ‘indirect rule’ was adapted to the requirements of neo-colonial nation-
building. The agency of the ‘uncivil’ obtained revolution in a few cases (notably China and
Cuba), extracted far-reaching agrarian reform and capitalist development in others (East Asia),
but most commonly it gained limited concessions in agrarian reform within a persisting pattern of
disarticulated accumulation. This battem — with functional dualism as its corollary — was

reinforced with the onset of crisis and liberalisation.
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CHAPTER 3
The Liberal Claim in the Cold War and After

The restructuring of global order under the weight of transnational capital and finance required a
new ‘global development’ project. A liberal civilisational vision began to be articulated from the
1970s onwards, invoking the ‘invisible hand’ of the market as its guiding principle but without
displacing the pﬁnciple of hational self—deténﬁinétioh. What‘thé néw vision did ‘wés to strip the
national question of the eminence it once had and subordinate its ends and means to the
requirements of adjustment. Accordingly, it did not abandon multilateralism either, but reinforced
its institutional framework under the banner of ‘global governance’. The liberal period spans the
final decade of the Cold War and its aftermath: while the Cold War continued to organise world
politics, its aftermath has been characterised by renewed conviction in the liberal project, but also
a search for a new organising principle adequate to the task of brigading the world behind the
new civilisational claims. The notion of an ‘irreversible globalisation’ has been deployed to
significant, but not sufficient, effect, while the ‘war on terror’ has been the most recent expression
of this need.

This chapter will begin by tracing the trajectory of the new development orthodoxy. In
the 1980s, development theory proceeded with the motto of ‘getting the prices right’ to apply the
market principle to hitherto nation-building states. Particular urgency was assigned to the reform
of agriculture, in terms of efficiency and foreign-exchange earning potential, while land reform
was submerged resolutely. In the 1990s, the liberal vision adapted to new circumstances to re-
launch itself with an emphasis on ‘getting the politics right’, in what I call the ‘governance
synthesis’; it also brought land reform back on the agenda, but in terms that did not diverge from
the governance synthesis. The second section will address the underlying dynamics of the liberal
period, specifically the establishment and conduct of the new ‘politics of liquidity’ within the
alliance. This has emanated from the US in the first instance and has enabled it to remain
dominant. The new politics has been subject to contestation from diverse sources, including from
members of the alliance. Most notably, after the Cold War the US and Japan squared up in a bid
for control over East Asia and its ‘development model’; this rivalry was resolved in the course of
the financial crisis of 1997-98 when ultra-imperial discipline was re-imposed. The politics of
liquidity has also dovetailed with the consolidation and expansion of global institutions in what
may now be seen as a rudimentary form of global government.

The third and fourth sections will inquire into the contradictions of liberalism in the

realms of agrarian and labour relations. It will be argued that the application of the market
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principle in these realms has been contradicted by a variety of political forms among peasant-
workers, most notably strategic land occupations, but also involvement in post-Cold War
‘complex emergencies’. It will also be shown that, as in the past, the semi-proletariat has
remained subject to a process of ‘civilisation’, now liberal in character but nonetheless conducted
by the same tried-and-tested tactics of cooptation and repression. This process has been facilitated
by the changing political balances within international trade unionism after the end of the Cold
War, charécteriéed by the domjnénce of a ‘éocial.dcmo‘cratic’ ideology crafted to the neéds of a

global labour aristocracy.
3.1 From the Right Prices to the Right Politics

The resolution of the 1970s crisis was displaced largely onto the periphery and borne by the semi-
proletariat. By this time, the basic framework of the new monetary order had taken shape, marked
by floating exchange rates, liberalising finance, and national responsibility for adjustment.
Indebted peripheral states were thus called upon to honour their ‘international obligations’. The

turn of events required new development theory.
Getting the Prices Right

In the service of finance, development theory made three simultaneous moves. First, it sought to
demonstrate that the nation-building state had hitherto ‘abused’ its power, that it had been
‘captured’ by particular domestic interests. The Marxian interpretation of the state had always
propounded such a view, but what was different about the liberal version at this time was its
second move: the pitting of ‘urban interests’ against ‘rural interests’, not capital against labour.
What this amounted to was the splitting of the semi-proletariat into two ‘interest groups’,
consisting of ‘workers’ on the one hand and ‘peasants’ on the other, and holding the former
responsible for the poverty of the latter. The third move was the refutation of any ‘special’
economic traits among peripheral states, such as had been claimed by development economics
and had justified state intervention; all economies now conformed to the same assumptions of
neo-classical economic theory. Associated with the third move was the claim that what defines
human beings, developed and developing, rural and urban, is a universal economic rationality,
and that this must not be transgressed by state intervention.

Such ideas were not new, but they had been marginal whilst the balance of social forces

had kept the welfare and nation-building states afloat. Critics of state intervention, such as P.T.
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Bauer, had been voicing their “‘dissent’ against the development orthodoxy for some time.' In the
1970s a steady stream of writing picked the developmental state apart in terms of its
‘distortionary’ and ‘rent-seeking’ political economy. This line of criticism then met the theory of
‘urban bias’ proposed by Michael Lipton in 1976, who put forth the view that ‘[t]he most
important class conflict in the poor countries of the world today is not between labour and capital.
Nor is it between foreign and national interests. It is between the rural classes and the urban

classes’ 2 By. 1979, the liberal théory of the ‘behaviour’ of peasants gainedvncbw rigour> in Samuel
Popkin’s The Rational Peasant, a study of agrarian change in Vietnam; responding to James
Scott’s ‘moral economy’, Popkin proposed ‘a view of the peasant as a rational problem-solver,
with a sense both of his own interests and of the need to bargain with others to achieve mutually
acceptable outcomes’.’ These various streams of thinking were finally synthesised in a highly
influential study by Robert Bates on agricultural policy in Africa.*

It is worth dwelling on this, for it encompasses the various moves and justifications for
structural adjustment. Bates identified peasants as an ‘interest group’ of farmers, whose single
relevant source of livelihood is the income they derive from the sale of agricultural commodities.
The first problem with this conception is that it did not distinguish between farmers of different
status in relation to the means of production, thereby class and other (gender, racial) cleavages in
the countryside, which, in turn, dispense differential access to land, security of tenure, quality of
soils, credit, irrigation, and other infrastructure. Second, Bates overlooked the centrality of land
and its resources in the reproduction of the rural household. He concerned himself solely with the
politics of agricultural pricing, not of land. Third, Bates did not take account of the semi-
proletarianised nature of the peasantry, the fact that peasant households also derive revenue from
the sale of labour in town and country. He held ‘peasant interests’ and ‘workers’ interests’
conceptually distinct, and dichotomised the ‘rural’ economy and the ‘urban’, in familiar fashion.
By implication, Bates failed to problematise functional dualism, as well as the location of the
peasant-worker in the global economy. Finally, Bates depicted ‘workers’ as a privileged class,
riding roughshod over the ‘peasantry’; the climax of the argument was in the depiction of
‘workers’ interests’ as convergent with those of industry and as complicit in the reproduction of

rural poverty.
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Bates sought to qualify his findings by stating that ‘none of the materials used come from
the “settler territories” of Southern Africa’.’ Even so, he did not refrain from offering policy
advice for the ‘export crop’ economies of Southern Africa, the package of trade liberalisation and
‘repressive labour laws’, all in the interests of ‘the peasantry’.® Such thinking was endorsed in the
1980s by more general statements regarding the merits of the market and the necessity of political
repression. In 1983, in an equally influential study, Deepak Lal proclaimed the virtue of ‘getting
the prices right’; celebrated the East Asian ‘example’ of ‘free trade’; forewaméd that ‘the political
difficulties on the path to more efficient domestic policies should not be minimised’; and affirmed
that ‘[a] courageous, ruthless and perhaps undemocratic government is required to ride roughshod
over these newly-created special interest groups’.” The ‘counter-revolution’ was accompanied by
a sense of academic triumphalism; Lal depicted the demise of ‘development economics’ as a case
of intellectual ‘persuasion’, rather than a class struggle lost to international capital.

The new vision of civilisation conformed to the normative assumptions of neo-classical
economic theory. The previous image of the semi-proletariat as ‘drifters’ waiting to be
nationalised/modernised was disparaged as ‘patronising’, and replaced by an image of
undiversified individuals, devoid of social context and history, subject to no relations of power,
and sharing in a generic ‘rationality’. Thus, the CEO of General Motors no longer needed to be
distinguished from the landless labourer in Vietnam. Both were capable of ‘a sense of their own
interests and of the need to bargain with others to achieve mutually acceptable outcomes’.
Qualifying this vision was only a spatial disaggregation of human beings along state lines, along
with a demotion of the state as the agent of their advancement; the new subjects of development
would be transnational and domestic capital.

In the course of the decade, the IMF and the World Bank gained unprecedented power
over the development project. Alongside the IMF’s pronouncement on ‘fundamental
disequilibria’, the World Bank, now shorn of its ‘basic needs’ reformism, announced a ‘structural
crisis’ in African economies. The Berg Report, published in 1981, noted that the international
environment had had ‘adverse’ consequences on them but that ultimately ‘domestic policy
inadequacies’ were critical.® Therefore, a new set of domestic priorities, geared towards
accelerated production, with special reference to agriculture, were required to meet

developmental objectives. In the foilowing years, this new development wisdom was to take the

5 Bates (1981), p. 8.

§ Bates (1981), p. 131.
7 Lal (1997), p. 33.

8 World Bank (1981).
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shape of ‘stabilisation’ and ‘adjustment’ policies administered and monitored by the IMF and the
World Bank. Together, they constituted the SAP package of fiscal cut-backs, control of domestic
credit, restraint on real wages, exchange rate reform and devaluation (overseen mainly by the
Fund); and longer-term institutional restructuring involving trade liberalisation, reform of the
financial sector, deregulation of economic sectors, commercialisation and privatisation of public
enterprises, and reform of social service provision (overseen by the Bank). Monitoring
stabilisation and adjustment was not unproblematic, and implementation was not complete.” Yet,
by 1991, ninety-nine operations were implemented.'®

Agriculture became the leading sector in the new policy framework, with new demands
being placed on its productivity and foreign-exchange earning capacity. The ‘modernisation’
drives of the past were thus accelerated, furthering technical change and commoditisation, as
before, and deepening the process of specialisation, standardisation, and integration into national
and international markets.!' Just as well, land redistribution became a dead policy issue. This was
replaced by a new global land policy, consisting of privatisation of state farms, freehold titling,
and market-based land transfers. Meanwhile, the global agro-food system was itself changing.
While agriculture in the centre remained protected, traditional tropical exporters (e.g., cotton,
coffee, cocoa) found themselves producing higher volumes but also saturating markets and
witnessing declining terms of trade. In all, the share of Africa’s total export values accounted for
by traditional export crops fell; for most crops real prices fell by over 35 per cent.'? This decline
was compensated marginally by the ‘non-traditional’, horticultural exports, led by large-scale
farmers. The period of liberalisation also witnessed the concentration of power over the
production and distribution process in a handful of firms; the emergence of new commodity
chains in horticulture (especially ‘exotic fruits’ and cut flowers), organised by supermarkets and
linking Northern consumers with large-scale commercial farmers; and the reinforcement of the
North-South divide in applied agricultural research and technological development, including
biotechnology.” The combined effect has been the drastic alteration of the conditions of
smallholder farming and social reproduction: fiscal cut-backs, marketing deregulation, and
currency devaluations have increased the costs of production; new land policies have expanded
land markets and intensified alienation and differentiation; while new export crops, technologies,

and contracting arrangements have also marginalised the poorer petty-commodity producers. The

® Mosley, Harrigan, and Toye (1995).
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final effect has been the creation of a new international division of labour in agriculture whereby
the centre, along with a handful of newcomers, specialises in the production of grains, while the
bulk of the periphery specialises in traditional and non-traditional exports destined for luxury

markets.
Heterodox Interventions

While liberal theory was pushing confidently ahead, the larger field of development studies
entered an ‘impasse’, characterised by soul searching and self-criticism. This impasse had several
sources and was most marked among Marxists, neo-Marxists, and reformists. The single most
important source of the impasse was the restructuring of the state society relations that had
sustained the politics of productivity in the centre and nation-building in the periphery.'* With the
predominance of transnational capital and finance, the state was stripped of its agency, and
development economics of its agent. Another source was the implosion of the Soviet bloc, the
loss of faith in the socialist project, and the rise of new intellectual currents, most notably post-
structuralism; not only the state but also the proletariat was losing its legitimacy. The Pandora’s
Box of meta-theory was thus pried open.'®

In time, a domain of ‘critical’ development theory was to be borne out of the impasse. As
Bob Sutcliffe has observed, three processes have tended to coincide and overlap: ‘the growth of
the attainability and desirability critiques of the standard development model; the displacement of
economics from the centre of the development debate by ecology, sociology and cultural studies,
as well as social movements; and the relative decline of discussions of economic imperialism
along with the rise of discussions of ecological imperialism and cultural imperialism’.'® The
‘attainability’ critique emerged out of the rising concern with environmental degradation, the
depletion of the ozone layer, and the greenhouse effect; and on that basis, it questioned the
sustainability of a development project premised on output growth and the goal of ‘high mass
consumption’. The ‘desirability’ critique, partly dovetailing with the former, was carried by ‘new’
social movements — comprising of gender and other identities — that questioned the validity of the

ends posited by the growth model; they offered an immanent critique of ‘the West’ as the locale

'3 Raikes and Gibbon (2000); see also McMichael and Myrhe (1991), Watts (1990), and Buttel (1990).
14 See also Leys (1996), ch. 1.
1% See Booth (1985), Sklair (1988), Corbridge (1990), and Schuurman ed. (1993).

16 Sutcliffe (1999), p. 150.
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of ‘advancement’.'’ In the event, the two streams of thinking on gender and ecology infused
development theory and proliferated within it, witnessing the development of diverse political
positions, among ecologists and feminists alike, and syncretisms, as in ecofeminism. The
desirability critique also dovetailed with a new stream of ‘cultural’ thinking, which established
itself as ‘cultural studies’. This was traced back to Edward Said, but acquired new inflections,
such as a focus on ‘post-colonial identities’ and social change ‘from below’."®

| By the sécond half 6f the‘ 19805, the refomﬁst thmlcmg of the 1970s also began Vto reassert
itself. It was by now becoming clear, even among official circles, that structural adjustment had
not rectified the ‘structural crisis’, and moreover that the costs to human welfare had been grave.
The leading role was taken by UNICEF in 1987. In its report entitled Adjustment with a Human
Face, UNICEF stated the grim facts: that ‘[sJome two-thirds of developing countries registered
negative or negligible growth from 1980-85, and many indicators of human welfare showed
marked deterioration, including, in a number of countries, nutrition levels of the under-5s, the age
group most vulnerable to permanent damage’.”” The bulk of this human tragedy was borne in
Africa and Latin America. On the other hand, UNICEF accepted the validity of SAPs, seeking
only to integrate into them a ‘poverty alleviation dimension’ so as to ‘target’ and ‘protect the
vulnerable’, in the spirit of the ‘basic needs’ approach of the previous decade. In the same year,
the World Bank launched the ‘Social Dimensions of Adjustment’ (SDA) initiative, and in
response to environmental concerns, adopted ‘sustainable development’ as an organisational
priority.?

The latter moves by the Bank were significant insofar as the Bank began to demonstrate
its political adeptness in responding to social criticism, and coopting it. As one of the authors of
the UNICEF report later observed, poverty alleviation was not the overriding objective of the
Social Funds. The securing of political support was, as was the placating of those affected by
adjustment (although even here there was a high failure to reach target groups), while the
macroeconomic characteristics of the adjustment programmes remained unchanged.?! The

cooptation skills of the Bank were to become one of its most significant assets.
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Getting the Politics Right

By the end of the 1980s, social protest was proliferating and being channelled towards national
leaderships. The economic and social crisis of ‘the lost decade’ was translating into demands for
democratisation, not of global economic life, but of the state along the ‘mutli-party’ formula. In
turn, this received enthusiastic response from Western governments and global institutions.
Indeed, it was celebrated as ‘the second revolution’, following ‘decolonisation’. The movement
swept across the continent in fact, witnessing the formal abandonment of the one-party state
model. By 1994, thirty-five states had experienced ‘regime transitions’, in the form of multi-party
elections: ‘opposition’ parties entered parliaments; fourteen presidents were replaced in elections;
fifteen were re-elected; and no de jure one-party states remained on the continent.” The ‘second
revolution’ was flanked by human catastrophies in Liberia, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Rwanda,
Congo, and elsewhere.

The breadth of the transition could not be ignored, however, and under the circumstances
a new formula was conceived for integrating grievances into the liberal project. If ‘getting the
prices right’ was the motto of the 1980s, ‘getting the politics right’ was to be that of the 1990s.
From 1989 onwards, transatlantic leaders, reaching for the moral high ground, began to announce
that, hereafter, multi-partyism, respect for the rule of law, human rights, and market principles
would all form the basis of aid and lending; gradually, a new tier of political conditionality was to
be added to the previous economic ones.” But this entailed a departure from the prior
understanding of the state as ‘captured’, as well as from the policy of explicit support for political
repression in carrying out the liberal project. Clearly, a new theory of the state required
articulation, and to this end, liberal development theorists went back to work. The answer lay in
defining ‘good’ and ‘bad’ domestic politics, with reference to adjustment requirements.

In the course of the 1980s, ‘urban bias’ theory evolved in the hands of the ‘new political
economists’, under the eminent stewardship of Robert Bates and Douglass North. The two
positioned themselves against the ‘neoclassical orthodoxy’, pointing out that the state, or other
‘community level’ institutions, had a crucial role to play in the development of markets.*
Although with variations between them, together they agreed on the importance of institutions in

reducing ‘transaction costs’, in preventing ‘market failure’, and transcending ‘social dilemmas’
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between private and public interests. In 1987, this ‘neo-institutionalist’ theory of the state went on
to meet the theory of the ‘corrupt’ state in the hands of Larry Diamond — and in the 1990s the
‘politics-of-the-belly’ and ‘neopatrimonial’ states.”” Together they sufficed to replace the theory
of the ‘the captured’ state and enabled liberal development theory to ‘bring the state back in’ and
to focus on ways of making it ‘better’.?®

The theory was made more accessible to the development community by the World Bank
in a series of publications. In the late 1980s, the Bank had taken ‘sustainable development’ on
board, as we have seen, but it was also articulating the need for an ‘enabling environment’ for
growth and development within states. What this meant was to be elaborated in the next few
years. In 1989, it published a report entitled Sub-Saharan Africa: From Crisis to Sustainable
Growth, in which it now asserted the position that ‘[a] root of weak economic performance in the
past has been the failure of public institutions’. It continued that ‘[p]rivate sector initiative and
market mechanisms are important, but they must go hand-in-hand with good governance’ — by
which it meant ‘a public service that is efficient, a juridical system that is reliable, and an
administration that is accountable to its public’.” These terms were applied in its 1990 World
Development Report on poverty alleviation specifically, where it took on board UNICEF’s call
for ‘adjustment with human face’, and thereby also formally re-oriented itself to the poverty
agenda of the 1970s.2® Then, in its 1991 report, The Challenge of Development, the Bank clarified
its understanding of the ‘market friendly’ state, by which it sought, in part, to respond to the
Japanese challenge being launched against US leadership (to be discussed).?’ This latter challenge
culminated in 1993 in the report entitled The East Asian Miracle, by which the Bank managed to
emphasise the importance of markets in the growth of East Asia.*® Finally, the notion of ‘good
governance’ was clarified in a 1992 pamphlet on Governance and Development.*'

What emerges from the above statements is what might be termed the ‘governance
synthesis’ of the 1990s. It consists in the re-launching of liberalism in response to the whole mass

of heterodox theory and political agitation, and under the circumstances of an imploding Soviet
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bloc. Liberal development theory could thus distance itself from the ‘neoclassical orthodoxy’,
‘bring the state back in’, accommodate NGOs, ‘the grassroots’, ‘civil society’, and ‘the poor’,
raise the flag of civilisation, even win a Nobel Prize. The adoption of the term ‘governance’ as
opposed to ‘government’ was crucial; for the Bank could by-pass all the substantive issues that
are associated with the word ‘government’, reducing politics to a technocratic practice, concerned
with procedural matters alone; the only valuable end that remained was that of ‘efficiency’, as
determined by ‘the market’. Notably, a strategic concession was made to the principle of national
self-determination, on the basis of which a call was made for the nurturing of ‘ownership of
adjustment’, to be achieved through the inclusion of ‘civic organisations’ in ‘national dialogue’.
Other, bilateral donors with more ‘freedom’ than the Bank to be ‘political’, added multi-partyism
to good governance, by which they meant the advocacy of ‘competitive’ elections among two or
more political parties, regardless of the homogeneity of their ‘market friendly’ substance. Liberal
development theorists rushed to fill the conceptual void here as well, conceiving of
‘democratisation’ as ‘regime transition’, by which was meant respect for the rules of competitive
multi-partyism, plus a ‘free press’, ‘independent judiciary’, ‘rule of law’, etc.*

Both the theory and the practice of the governance synthesis have defined and reproduced
the ‘uncivil’ society. Whereas a decade earlier, peasant-workers had been presumed to be rational
problem-solvers capable of improving their lot in the market, under the governance synthesis they
could voice their difference and thereby join the civilised world. But on one condition. That they
accepted and pursued neo-colonial multi-party politics, form ‘civic organisations’, engage in
‘national dialogue’, gain ‘ownership’ of their adjustment package, and respect the ‘rule of law’.
Thus, the plethora of political demands and forms inconsistent with the logic of the governance
synthesis were rendered ‘uncivil’, once again subject to sanction, cooptation, or repression.
Liberal theory has followed practice, turning a blind eye to uncivil forms, focusing instead on
political parties, trade unions, and NGOs.” Besides its bias towards civil society, and partly
because of it, liberal theory and the whole ‘democratisation’ debate which it has carried have also
been highly ‘urban biased’. Land politics, for example, has not entered into the equation, nor has
a systematic ‘democratisation’ literature been produced in the liberal tradition to account for rural

politics.

*2 See Hyden and Bratton eds. (1992) and Bratton and van de Walle (1997).
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The Return of Land Reform

These political vacuums did not go unnoticed, especially by the Bank. Indeed, rural-based civil
wars in Central America, mass land occupations in Brazil, a new uprising in Mexico, genocide in
Rwanda — these could hardly be overlooked; nor could mounting evidence of a ‘second lost
decade’. By the mid-1990s, the semi-proletariat was creeping back onto the agenda, in a manner
reminiscent of the rural development turn of the 1970s. In 1993, Bank staff published a working
paper entitled ‘Power, Distortions, Revolt, and Reform in Agricultural Land Relations’, which
was to become the conceptual basis for a new global land policy framework;** and in 1995, the
Bank devoted its annual report to Workers in an Integrating World.>* Workers were worthy of
something other than repression, after all; and land was relevant to the livelihood of the rural
household.

The working paper made a number of concessions. It acknowledged that ‘[m]ost of the
work on the relationship between farm size and productivity strongly suggests that farms that rely
mostly on family labor have higher productivity levels than large farms operated primarily with
hired labor’.* It also conceded that ‘the great variations in land relations found across the world
and over time cannot be understood in a single property rights and markets paradigm’. The
reasons for the variations are to be found in ‘power relationships’: ‘land owning groups used
coercion and distortions in land, labor, credit, and commodity markets’.>” It also recognised that
land reform has historically been accomplished through rebellion, revolution, and other uncivil
means.

Yet, the ‘power relationships’ to which the paper alluded were understood as ‘local’.
And, in any case, the policy framework that emerged did not contravene the market paradigm.
For the method of reform that the Bank went on to propagate was ‘community initiated, market
assisted” (CIMA), enshrining the ‘willing buyer, willing seller’ principle of redistribution — as
opposed to state-led and compulsory methods of acquisition — thereby ‘keeping the state out’ and
effectively fitting land reform into its world of private, voluntary agents interacting harmoniously
in the market. Notwithstanding ‘power relationships’, CIMA has called upon peasants to

‘negotiate’ with land owners for the transfer of land.
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The Report on workers did not redeem the working paper on land. Roughly one page was
devoted to land reform, which restated the virtues of CIMA, attributed the initiative for land
reform in East Asia to the ‘good states’ there, and the absence of adequate reform in Latin
America to ‘half-hearted’ state policy!*® Even more fundamentally, the Report did not theorise
the problem of unemployment as related to patterns of land ownership, nor the power relations
governing those patterns. Specifically, it associated ‘structural unemployment’ with what amount
to symptoms, such as ‘economic stagnation’, or tautologically with the ‘malfunctioning of labour
markets’, or simply with “policy failure’; then from these associations, causation was inferred.*
In turn, income inequality was attributed to gender, ethnicity, and geography.* The Report also
employed the increasingly popular post-Cold War language of ‘globalisation’, which it termed
‘unavoidable’.*! The policy prescriptions amounted to a call for national initiatives for the
implementation of ILO conventions and investment in health, skills, and education.

The decade ended with two notable instances of reformist dissent, one emanating from
within the bureaucracy of the World Bank, the other from the UN system. In 1998, Joseph
Stiglitz, the Bank’s Senior Vice President and Chief Economist, made a call for a ‘post-
Washington consensus’.*? In the midst of the financial crisis in East Asia, he acknowledged the
positive role of the state there and cautioned against holding the developmental state responsible
for the crisis: ‘the Washington consensus does not offer answers to every important question in
development’. He went on to outline what a ‘post-Washington’ consensus might look like,
drawing on East Asian insights on how not to view ‘liberalisation as an end in itself’ and on ‘how
to make markets better’. This amounted to a call for state involvement in financial regulation (to
curb ‘excessive risk-taking’), competition (which is ‘often imperfect’), and the building of ‘social
capital’. For its part, the UNDP issued its end-of-the-century tally on the human condition. It
marshalled a world of evidence on global inequalities and used this to renew its call for a

‘globalisation with a human face’.*’
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32  The Recasting of Ultra-Imperialism

The era of the ‘structural adjustment programme’ was borne out of the political struggle lost to
transnational capital and finance from the mid-1960s onwards. We have seen that the
deregulation of financial markets was pulled through the US legislature by increasingly mobile
firms; as the 1970s stumbled on, finance capital was to gain political leverage unseen since before
World War 1. The 1970s saw the delinking of the dollar from gold, the oil price hike, the removal
of capital controls in the United States, and the recycling of petrodollars through London and
New York. This chain of events — with deliberate links — had two immediate consequences. The
first was the emergence of great volatility in the world economy — fluctuating currencies and
prices — which in turn gave rise to a new breed of markets for the management of risk (including,
on the one side, those seeking to avoid risk and, on the other, those seeking to profit from the
provision of security). Together they gave impetus to a financial revolution in fact, for over the
following years wild speculative trading in currencies, securities, and derivatives was to surpass
world trade many times over, in what began to look like a ‘casino capitalism’.* The second
consequence was a renewal of the power of the US government in the first instance. If the US
economy could not restore its competitive edge with respect to West Germany and Japan, the
United States emerged from the 1970s as the key currency country without formal
macroeconomic commitments to ally or foe, and with by far the largest financial market in the
world conducted in its currency and within its jurisdiction. As Peter Gowan has demonstrated,
post-1970s capitalism was not a mere casino: it gained a geopolitical logic over time, in the form
of the ‘Do