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integrate this perspective into DAF would require an ideological shift
beyond the political (but certainly not intellectual) willpower of Sen.
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Development as Freedom represents a bold alternative develop-
ment narrative. However, by wedding his vision to a conception of
capitalist markets as spheres of freedom, Sen undermines his own
attempts at seeking out alternative routes to human fulfilment. His
framework (methodological individualism, a Weberian conception
of class and a limited Smithian understanding of the market) disables
him from getting at the root causes of mass deprivation. His critiqu
of growth-based development is made untenable by his commitment.
to capitalism and private property and his subsequent inability to’
propose radical, distributive, developmental policies and practices.
An alternative approach rooted in Marxist political economy
is potentially able to take up, make coherent and transform Sen’s
criticisms of capitalist development, into a broad, potentially trans-
formative critique. While Sen weds his vision to the expansion of
capitalist markets, Marxist political economy bases itself on the
self-activity of the masses and the conviction that it is through such
activity that capitalism can be transcended — into a system where =
development really is a process of a continual expansion of freedom

for all.
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This book has conducted a critical engagement with thinkers who
have formulated alternatives to (neo)liberal development theory and
practice. Their work undermines monoeconomic and, for the most
part, residualist conceptions of development. As liberal concepts of
development become increasingly hard to sustain in the context of
the current world economic crisis, non-liberal rising powers and mass
struggles, their work will continue to represent important referent
points for alternative developmental visions.

Friedrich List provides the foundational theory for Statist Political
Economy, which was extended and contributed to by Alexander
Gerschenkron. The former observed how, without state guidance
(entailing direct investments, subsidy provision, tariffs, articulation r
of domestic economic sectors and external economic relations), less- o
developed countries were destined to remain in the global periphery,
dominated economically and politically by industrially advanced
countries. Gerschenkron’s theoretical addition to these founda-
. tional principles was to show how the later the onset of attempted
catch-up development, and the larger the development gap between
economically advanced and backward countries, then the greater the |
coordinating role of the state in the process of catch-up. A corollary i
of this observation was that each subsequent successful case of catch- ,
up development was based upon an institutional innovation (entailing i
a new set of relations between the state, financial institutions and i
industrial capital). In this way, Gerschenkron made a fundamental ,
theoretical contribution to Statist Political Economy. However, his
stress on (unpredictable) institutional innovations exposes the limita-
tions of SPE’s inductive (historically based) methodology. Lessons
-~ from yesterday may be necessary for the catch-up attempts of today

CAMBLT) € < PO 27

180 181




TOWARDS A LABOUR-CENTRED DEVELOPMENT TOWARDS A LABOUR-CENTRED DEVELOPMENT

hierarchies to raise the rate of labour exploitation across the entire
chain. A Marx-inspired reading of creative destruction illuminates,
however, how these global commodity chains are also vulnerable
to workers’ disruptions of production. While Schumpeter provides
no developmental alternative to labouring classes, he undermines,
fundamentally, residualist conceptions of capitalist expansion and
development.

Karl Polanyi and Amartya Sen provide us with very different
understandings of development than the above-mentioned think-
ers. Unlike List, Gerschenkron and Schumpeter, they understand
_development as human development, based upon societies organized
around principles of mutual respect (Polanyi) and as a process where
individuals are able to expand their freedoms (reducing negative
freedoms and expanding positive freedoms) (Sen). Polanyi shows,
with great force, how an untrammelled capitalist system undermines
any hope of establishing a society based on mutual respect. Sen, in a
similar fashion, shows how when development is conceptualized as
economic growth or catch-up development, it requires the oppression
of the greater part of society through the impositions of unfreedoms
by states and firms. Within critical/left liberal and non-Marxist social-
ist traditions, Polanyi and Sen represent two of the most articulate
and radical theorists of development. As we discussed, however,
neither is able to incorporate, nor successfully rebut, Marx’s analy-
sis of exploitation. While Polanyi understands capitalist disruption
as emerging from the subjection of society to market imperatives
of profit-maximization and unregulated supply and demand, Sen
sometimes slides dangerously close to a residualist conception of
development, as when he portrays capitalist markets as potentially
benign spheres of free interaction, and argues for development policy
to ‘integrate’ the ‘excluded’ into these markets.

A consequence, however, of the above thinkers’ rejection of Marx’s
theory of exploitation, is that they adhere in one way or another to
elite conceptions of development. Table 8.1 summarizes each of the
key thinker’s core concerns and their (mostly elitist and exploitative)
implications for labouring classes.

This book’s argument has been that all of the above thinkers
contribute significantly to our comprehension of the limitations
and unrealities of (neo)liberal development. However, their alterna-
tive visions mostly fail to conceptualize (a) the form and content of
unfreedom and exploitation under capitalism, (b) how this unfree-
dom and exploitation is bound up with unequal development, within
and between nation states, and (c) which social classes benefit from

and tomorrow, but they are not sufficient, and what is sufficient is
unspecifiable, precisely because it depends on something new (the
institutional innovation).

Both List and Gerschenkron, however, shared the common
assumption that workers needed to be manipulated and disciplined
by the state, and subject to a labour regime designed to generate
rapid productivity increases for capital. They attempted to soften or
obscure the political implications of these assumptions by mystify-
ing the catch-up process behind the veil of ‘national development’.
Marx critiqued List’s political economy for, among other things,
trying to obscure how raising labour productivity (or, in List’s ter-
minology, generating productive power based on mental capital)
represented a strategy of raising the rate of exploitation of labour.
In fact, SPE cannot conceive of a development strategy that does not
rest upon labour exploitation. While it exposes the vacuity of (neo)
liberal development theory and practice, it nevertheless has little to
offer the world’s poor in terms of a genuine human development
strategy.

Joseph Schumpeter’s great contribution to political economy is
his concept of creative destruction. In its original formulation, the
concept explains how capitalism is a system of continuous disrup-
tion, crisis and transformation. It also illuminates how capitalist
competition generates a situation where a few entrepreneurs seize the
lion’s share of profits derived from industrial innovations, leaving
the majority of normal businessmen with little more than “wages to
managers’. The concept suggests how it is perfectly normal to expect
capitalism to evolve in the direction of monopoly and the domination
of the economy by a minority of giant firms. We noted, however, that
Schumpeter purposefully excluded the capital-labour relation from
his concept, seeking to naturalize it through a functionalist concep-
tion of economic hierarchy, and that he operated within a frameworlk
of methodological nationalism, conceptualizing the econcmy in
national, rather than international terms. Marx provides us with the
tools to understand creative destruction as operating through socio-
spatial (class and international) dynamics. This then provides the basis
for an analysis of how a few giant firms not only dominate national
markets (as suggested by Schumpeter) but also straddle and dominate
the global economy, monopolizing Schumpeterian ‘rents’ or Marx’s
super/surplus profits. Their domination rests upon their ‘governance’
(control) of global commaodity chains. Such control enables TNCs to
integrate and manipulate geographically dispersed but functionally
integrated labour systems, with the objectives of using global wage
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Table 8.1 Key Thinkers in the Political Economy of Development and their
Relation to Labour

Key Thinker

Key
Development
Actor

Relation to Labour

Impacts on
Labour

List and

Gerschenkron

Schumpeter

Polanyi

Sen

Marx and Trotsky

The State

Bourgeois
Entrepreneur

Society and
the State

State and
Civil Society

Labouring

Classes

Subordinate
labour to capital
accumulation.

Subordinate labour
to entrepreneurial
mnovation.

Labour as
constituent of
society, and

in potential
cooperation with

capital and the state.

State’s role in
removing labour’s
unfreedoms (e.g.
bonded labour) and
instituting ‘free’
access to markets.
Labouring class
struggles as core
determinants of

human development,

Heightened rate
of exploitation
and initial (and
potentially
long-lasting)
immiseration.
Entrepreneurial
rents ‘trickle
down’ to labour
in the form of
higher wages/
better conditions.
Better working
conditions and
less exposure to
market forces
through instituted
capital-labour
relations.
Potentially greater
freedom to choose
emplovyer.

Struggles for better
conditions within,
against and beyond
capitalism.

and seek to reproduce, and which classes can resist (and potentially
transcend) capitalist unfreedom and exploitation.
Only Karl Marx and Leon Trotsky address the above questions,

and in doing so provide us with ways to begin thinking about an
alternative vision and process of human development, and an alter-
native academic discipline of development studies. An alternative
concept of labour-centred development would place labouring classes
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centre-stage of the development process and allocate them politi-
cal primacy. It imagines what kinds of future they can create, and
attempts to contribute to these futures by identifying limitations of
capitalist development, and sources of workers’ power under, and
potentially beyond, capitalism.

Mainstream conceptions of capitalist development, either side of
the state-market divide, relegate the work of labouring classes to
the status of commodity inputs (‘human capital’) to the accumu-
lation process. They mostly ignore the impacts of their preferred
policies upon workers, and when they do focus on them, and (rarely)
acknowledge their human costs, these costs are portrayed as ‘neces-
sary’ but ‘transitional’ — between the ‘tough choices’ of today, and
the developmental benefits tomorrow. The inescapable paradox of
development theory and policy — the advocacy of exploiting, oppress-
ing and constraining the human development of labouring classes, for
their benefit — is thus continually reproduced.

An alternative, labour-centred conception of development and
development studies does not ignore state and market actors and their
attempts at augmenting their power. Rather, it entails at least three
steps. It would, first, understand policies and strategies of states and
capital as results of and responses to the dialectic of capital-labour
relations. Secondly, it would view such actions from the perspec-
tive of labouring classes, illustrating, for example, their impacts on
workers” human development. Thirdly, it would take sides with
labouring classes, theoretically and politically, by, for example,
attempting to illustrate potential weaknesses of states and capital,
that could be used by workers to enhance their human developmental
potential.

Class Relations as Determinants of Human Development

This and following sections discuss how class relations and struggles
can be conceptualized as core determinants of human development
(and non-development) at three analytically distinct but potentially
interconnected registers. This entails conceptualizing and investigat-
ing (1) how states and capital determine (or limit) the developmental
potential of labouring classes, (2) how labouring classes can extract
developmental gains from states and capital and (3) how labouring
classes can collectively challenge and potentially supersede capital-
ist social relations. This discussion is based on a strategic-relational
conception of the state (and capital), as discussed in chapter 1, which
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understands the relations between labour, state and capital as co
tested and relatively fluid, and therefore containing the potential for
labouring classes to generate real developmental gains within and
beyond capitalist social relations. The extent of the malleability of
capitalist social relations is represented in figure 8.1. It suggests that
the extent of labour-centred development depends on the changing
balance of class power, as represented by the vertical arrows, and the
political economic ‘space’ that each social class controls. Such strug-
gles will clearly generate social and political conflict and will require a
flexible political strategy and tactics by labouring class organizations,

Before proceeding any further, it might be objected that arguing for
labouring class organizations to ameliorate their conditions through
class struggles against capital presupposes an already-accumulated
sum of wealth (held by capital and the state) which can be partly or
fully expropriated by labour. If this is correct, then labouring class .
organizations in poor countries must bide their time until such wealth
has been generated, before struggling to get hold of it. Such a line of
argument easily falls back into the stagism that Trotsky so effectively
critiqued. It also ignores Marx’s analysis of the possibilities that the
Russian agricultural commune might avoid subsumption to capitalist
social relations, and provide the first step towards a post-capitalist
transformation. - ‘

i

Market-led
development

J

i

Labour-centred
development

J

i

State-led
development

l

Figure 8.
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1 Conceptualizing Labour-Centred Development

_ where labouring classes purposefully generate and direct resources on
an increasingly democratic basis. It starts, however, by discussing the
Such arguments ignore (and sometimes purposefully occlude) capitalist labour process, an area of investigation all but ignored by
the fact that the establishment of capitalist social relations was and List, Gerschenkron, Schumpeter, Polanyi and Sen, but central to the
is itself a process and outcome of (successful) class struggles from work of Marx and Trotsky.
above, which have always been contested by labouring classes from
below. In addition, and as highlighted by the strategic-relational con-
ception of the state, these struggles are subsequently institutionalized
within state agencies. Just as proponents of capitalist development are
clear about their support for the creation of structures which facilitate
capital accumulation, so a labour-centred conception of development
supports labouring classes’ attempts to extract as many concessions
as possible from capital and the state within capitalism, and their
attemnpts to challenge and supersede capitalism. The argument that
labouring classes should wait for, or actively assist in, large-scale
capital accumulation before pressing their claims upon the state and
capital is one designed (often purposefully) to demobilize labour
and to transform it into a commodity-input within the accumulation
process.
The following discussion provides concrete examples of the process |
of moving from left to right in figure 8.1 — from a situation where
labour is a commodity input within the accumulation process, to

The Capitalist Labour Process

Capital’s principal way of determining and limiting labour’s human
 development is through the capitalist labour process and the (re)pro-
duction of class relations. The labour process represents a sphere of
activity where production (of use and exchange values, and of surplus
value) and reproduction (of capitalist class relations) occurs. As Marx
puts it:

Our capitalist has two objectives: in the first place, he want to produce

a use-value which has exchange-value, i.e. an article destined to be moEU

a commodity; and secondly he want to produce a commodity greater in
value than the sum of the values of the commodities used to produce it
[surplus value]. (Marx 1990, 293)

The implications for the two actors in this process, capital and wmvosﬁ
are first, that ‘the worker works under the control of the capitalist to
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whom [their] labour belongs’, and second, that ‘“the product is the
property of the capitalist and not that of the worker.” This is because
‘From the instant [slhe steps into [work], the use-value of [her]
labour-power, and therefore also its use . . . belongs to the capitalist’
(Marx 1990, 291, 292).

Within the capitalist labour process, commodities are produced,
surplus value generated and extracted and, most fundamentally, class
relations are reproduced:

On the one hand, the production process incessantly converts material
wealth into capital, into the capitalist’s means of enjoyment and his
means of valorization. On the other hand, the worker always leaves the
process in the same state as he entered it — a personal source of wealth
[for the capitalist], but deprived of any means of making that wealth
a reality for himself . . . in short, the capitalist produces the worker as
a wage-labourer. This incessant reproduction, this perpetuation of the
worker, is the absolutely necessary condition for capitalist production:
(Marx 1990, 716, emphasis added)

Because firms relate to each other through constant competition,
the labour process is characterized by an endless productivity drive
designed to maximize the speed and intensity of the performance of
tasks and the ‘precision, predictability and quality of transforma-
tions being worked . . .” (Brighton Labour Process Group, 1977: 13).
Once the employment contract has been signed and workers enter the
workplace, managers attempt to ensure that they work as effectively
as possible. However, as Smith (2006) observes, labour power is
‘indeterminate’ in that there is often a disjuncture between the expec-
tations of managers and workers over what exactly needs to be done,
how and how fast. Capital must therefore continually re-organize
‘a system of power relations the function of which is to define and
enforce the discipline of the labour process’ (Brighton Labour Process
Group, 1977, 13).

r@ibmwm?@u control and organization of the production process,
capital are all indispensable in the process of producing surplus value,
and are guaranteed by capitalist property relations backed up by capi-
talist states. Moreover, control over the labour market (the sphere of
circulation), by, for example, ensuring that there are sufficient sup-
plies of disciplined and available workers for hire, and at sufficiently
low rates of pay as not to reduce capital’s profits, is also part and
parcel of capital and the state’s attempts to structure and ensure the

il

reproduction of the accumulation pfocess. These social relations,

gt
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which co-constitute the imperatives of competitive accumulation
explain why capital will seek to reduce to a minimum, if not eliminate
altogether, activities by labour that might limit capital accumulation.
They also explain why capital attempts to commodify (to make sell-
able) everything beyond the workplace, as a means of subjecting all
of society and nature to its objectives of profit maximization. Capital
accumulation ‘is the conquest of the world of social wealth. It is the
extension of the area of exploited human material and, at the same
time, the extension of the direct and indirect sway of the capitalist’
(Marx 1990, 738-9).

As we have seen in chapters 2 and 4, capital in late-developing
countries receives significant assistance in these objectives from states
through the repression of labour organizations and movements.
However, as discussed in chapter 3, Marx also highlights how while
capitalists attempt to impose a strict work regime upon labour, the
political economy of labour expresses a fundamentally opposed logic
to that of capital. For workers ‘Free time, disposable time, is wealth
itself, partly for the enjoyment of the product, partly for ... free
activity ..." (Marx, cited in McNally 2002, 185). The co-existence
of two political economies, with diametrically opposed objectives,
means that the capitalist labour process embodies contradictory,
conflicting norms about the nature of human social relations that are
sources of myriad forms of class struggle. Moreover, it is within and
beyond the workplace that labouring classes possess the capacity to
disrupt and potentially subvert capital’s objectives.

Within the accumulation process Brik Olin Wright (2002) identi-
fies and distinguishes two sources of power that can be utilized by
labouring classes to ameliorate their working and living conditions.
Structural power accrues to workers on the basis of their position in
the production process and their ability to disrupt it. Associational
power is a product of workers’ collective organization comprising
‘the various forms of power that result from the formation of col-
lective organization of workers’ (Wright 2002, 962). While workers’
structural power is not automatically transformed into associational
power, it can form the basis for generating and augmenting it, as we
shall see below.

The Surplus Population

The power of capital to determine the form and content of workers’
human development extends beyond the workplace however, as it
creates not only a working class, but a large mass of unemployed

189




TOWARDS A LABCUR-CENTRED DEVELOPMENT

workers. Hence, ‘[t]he working population produces both the

accumulation of capital and the means by which it is itself made

relatively superfluous’” (Marx 1990, 783). This is the ‘relative surplus
population’ (also referred to as the reserve army of labour) of the
unemployed. It is essential to capital since ‘fm]odern industry’s whole
form of motion depends on the constant transformation of a

part of the working population into unemployed or semi-employed .

“hands™, because ‘there must be the possibility of suddenly throw-
ing great masses of men [and women] into the decisive areas without

doing any damage to the scale of production in other spheres’ (Marx
1990, 786, 785).

The relative surplus population plays both an economic role for

capital, through supplying it with an ever-ready pool of labour for

employment, and a political role, by ‘disciplining’ employed workers:

The industrial reserve army, during the periods of stagnation and
average prosperity, weighs down the active labour-army; during the
periods of over-production and paroxysm, it holds its pretensions in
check. Relative surplus population is therefore the pivot upon which
the law of demand and supply of labour works. It confines the field of
action of this law within the limits absolutely convenient to the activity
of exploitation and to the domination of capital. (Marx 1990, 792)

This unemployed section of the labouring class enables capital to
raise the rate of exploitation of employed workers:

The overwork of the employed part of the working class swells the
ranks of the reserve, while conversely the greater pressure that the
latter by its competition exerts on the former, forces these to submit
to overwork and to subjugation under the dictates of capital. The
condemnation of one part of the working class to enforced idleness by
the overwork of the other part, and the converse, becomes a means of
enriching the individual capitalist. (Marx 1990, 789).

Marx (1990, 794-802) divides the relative surplus population into
three sub-categories: the “floating’ section of workers which move
from one job to another within modern industrial sectors; the latent
surplus population, which is drawn out of agriculture to the indus-
trial centres; and the ‘stagnant’ population, which finds ‘extremely
irregular employment’ (Marx 1990, 796).

The management of the labour process, the wider labour regime
and the generation of a relative surplus population represents
capital’s ability to determine and limit labour’s developmental poten-
tial. Conversely, however, labour’s structural and associational
power within production, and forms of collective action outside the
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worlkplace represents its vital source and capacity to begin realizing

its own political economy and developmental agenda.

Limiting Labour’s Development

Contemporary China provides many stark examples of how the

capital-labour relation limits workers” human development. China

has achieved major successes in its attempts to break into competitive
world markets based on rapid economic growth over the last two
decades. This economic ‘upgrading’ is based upon the exploitation
of a fast-expanding labouring class (Hardy and Budd 2012). For
example, Foster and McChesney (2012) describe how:

The KYE factory in China produces manufactured goods for Microsoft
and other U.S. factories ... Workers reported spending ninety-seven
hours a week at the factory before the recession ... Workers race to
meet the requirement of producing 2,000 Microsoft mice per shift.
The factories are extremely crowded; one workshop, 105 feet by 105
feet, has almost 1,000 toiling workers. They are paid 65 cents an hour,
with 52 cents an hour take-home pay, after the cost of abysmal factory
food is deducted. Fourteen workers share each dorm room, sleeping
on narrow bunk beds. They ‘shower’ by fetching hot water in a small
plastic bucket for a sponge bath.

Microsoft’s main rival, Apple, has been found to be relying on child
labour in its supply chain (Garside 2013). As noted in the previous
section, however, it is not only within the workplace that nm@.ﬁm_
limits workers’ human development. It does so too by structuring
labour markets in ways designed to fragment potential labour unity
and collective action. o
India represents another economic ‘rising power’. ./x\:w:b its
booming economy the construction industry has grown, in terms of
its contribution to the labour market, faster than any other sector,
employing around 26 million informal workers in the mid-2000s and
contributing close to 6 per cent of Indian employment (Pattenden
2012, 166, 7). Many workers in the industry originate Hm..oB .mﬂ&
often return to the agricultural sector. This ‘circular migration’
reflects broader processes of economic growth, urbanization and
expanding non-agricultural employment common across i)”& mgov&
south (Lerche 1999, in Pattenden 2012). Pattenden’s mmmnm%ﬁom. of
the labour regime in Bangalore’s construction sector, encompassing
recruitment and on-site work, reveals ways in which capital generates
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multi-stranded relations within the workforce in order to weaken it
and lessen the dangers of collective action:

Recruitment procedures are . . . central to the fragmentation and control
of construction labour, and are part of broader subcontracting chains
.&gmﬁ offload risks (such as quality control or labour reliability) and
minimize costs through a flexible labour force. On most projects a core
of indirectly recruited and managed regular unskilled and semi-skilled
labour will be supplemented by subcontracting gangs that complete
specific tasks . . . on a piece-rate basis. (Pattenden 2012)

Pattenden also observes how:

Construction capital . . . reduces costs“and increases flexibility by hiring
labour via intermediaries (maistries). As well as recruiting labour, mais-
tries, who are usually drawn from its ranks, also tend to manage labour
on a day-to-day basis ... They act as a safety-valve for grievances,
thereby providing a ‘buffer against the entry of trade unionism’. (citing
Shivakumar et al. 1991, 35; Pattenden 2012, 168)

A third strategy that capital uses to increase the rate of exploita-
tion, is to employ gender and racial/ethnic differences as part of a
hyper-babbagization strategy to further divide labouring mwmmmmmw as
described in chapter 5 (Schumpeter).

Commentators like Jeffrey Sachs, working within the residualist
conception of human development discussed in chapter 1, argue that
employment under the above-mentioned conditions represents an
‘opportunity’ for previously unemployed or underemployed workers
to escape the poverty trap. But as discussed in chapter 5, it is
more plausible to understand the proliferation of such ,mBEoﬁsmE
practices as the formation of a global labouring class ripe for exploi-
tation by capital (see also Cammack 2002). While a labour-centred
approach highlights and explains these practices as rooted in capital-
1st exploitation, it also points to how workers can, even under very
harsh circumstances, engage in collective action.

Labour’s Power Under Capital

The ability of labour to disrupt capital accumulation and place
m_mBmm% upon employers and states reflects its structural and asso-
ciational power. When this power is used effectively, it can begin to
change the balance of class power, resulting in developmental gains

to labour.
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In his analysis of the evolution of capital-labour relations under
South Korea’s developmental state, and in stark contrast to the SPE
tradition discussed in chapters 2 and 4, Dae-Oup Chang (2002)
details how workers’ struggles against the state and employers rose
during the 1980s, reaching a crescendo around 1987. Between 1983
and 1986 real wages increased in manufacturing by about 8.95 per
cent per annum, From 1987, at the peak of workers’ mobilizations,
wage increases in manufacturing accelerated: 10.4 per cent in 1987,
16.4 per cent in 1988, 20 per cent in 1989 and 16.8 per cent in 1990.
Furthermore ‘working hours decreased from 51.9 per week in 1987
to 47.5 in 1993, without decrease either in the workforce or in [the]
real wage’ (Chang, D. O. 2002, 18).

Chang also notes, however, that the upward curve of workers’
struggles was met by a state/employer counter-offensive designed to
weaken trade unions and, once again, raise the rate of exploitation (as
under the prior dictatorship).

Working hours, which had continually shortened since 1986
increased from 207 hours per month in 1997 to 226 hours per month
by late 1999 ... Real wage increases . . . slowed down, even showing a
9% real wage decrease in 1998. Increasing competition among workers
has also increased the intensity of labour. (Chang, D. O. 2002, 36)

These observations highlight the interrelation between the balance of
power between labouring classes, the state and capital, and the extent
of the former’s human developmental gains.

They are also potentially comparable to the evolution of capital-
labour relations elsewhere in Asia. As already noted, contemporary
China is characterized by an intense and highly exploitative labour
regime where workers’ living standards are continually squeezed
to ensure rising profits for capital. Consumption as a percent-
age of Chinese GDP has fallen from 44 per cent to under 39 per
cent between 2002 and 2010 (Foster and McChesney 2012). Its
one-party system leaves little room for dissenting political organiza-
tion or expression. Despite this deadening political and economic
regime Chinese workers have engaged in mass struggles and have
been able to defend and, in many cases, to ameliorate their condi-
tions. The number of mass protests across China have risen over
the last two decades — from 10,000 incidents involving 730,000
protestors in 1993 to 60,000 incidents involving more than three
million protestors in 2003 (Silver and Zhang (2009, 176). In 2009
there were more than 90,000 mass incidents across China (Chinese
Labour Bulletin, 2012). One consequence of these struggles has been
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that, as The Economist reports, ‘[a] spate of strikes has thrown a
spanner into the workshop of the world’, leading to manufacturing
wages increasing by 17 per cent between 2009 and 2010 (Reinert
2011). Beyond wage increases, Silver and Zhang (2009, 176), argue
that these protests have made the Chinese government increasingly
fearful of political instability and socio-political breakdown. In
esponse:

Berween 2003 and 2005, the central government and the Chinese
Communist Party began to move away from a single-minded emphasis
on atrracting foreign capital and fostering economic growth at all costs
to promoting the idea of a ‘new development model’ aimed at reducing
inequalities among classes and regions as part of the pursuit of a ‘har-
monious society” . .. Likewise ... the [state run] All China Federation
of Trade Unions, amended its constitution to ‘make the protection of

workers’ rights a priority in 2003°. (Chan and Kwan 2003, in Silver and
Zhang 2009)

The nature of these mass incidents across China has also changed.
While the majority of actions are defensive (seeking to retain estab-
lished rights), offensive actions (seeking to establish mew rights,
conditions and pay rises) have increased, from between 9 per cent and
17 per cent of mass incidents prior to 2010, to around 30 per cent
of mass incidents in 2010. These strikes are ‘completely unrelated
to the activities of the official trade union (the All China Federation
of Trade Unions) (Chinese Labour Bulletin 2012,13, 17). However,
the Chinese labour movement ‘is still fragmented and transitory in
nature. Any workers’ organization that develops during a protest is
usually disbanded after the specific grievances or demands that gave
rise to it have been addressed’ (Chinese Labour Bulletin 2012, 18);
The challenge for the Chinese labour movement is to generate an
organizational structure that enables it fo formulate and pursue more
consistently its aims and objectives, as against those of the Chinese
state and national and foreign capital. Whether it is able to do so
remains an open question.

An Example of Workers® Power and Human Development in North
East Brazil

The Brazilian North East, once synonymous with drought, wide-
spread human misery and paternalist relations between landlords
and dependent peasantries, is now home to a fast-expanding zone
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of export horticulture located within the S3o Francisco valley.'
Thousands of hectares of irrigated land enable the production of
high-quality grapes and mangoes for northern markets. The valley is
but one of many zones of export horticulture production that have
emerged across the global south over the last three decades, and
that operate within tightly coordinated retailer-dominated supply

chains. There are numerous cases, for example in South Africa

and Chile, where profitable export horticulture is characterized by
domineering farms and precarious conditions for labour — temporary
contracts, low pay and limited union recognition or presence. In these
cases profits to capital have not translated into improvements for
workers.

In the Sio Francisco valley, however, the local rural workers®
union, the Sindicato dos Trabalbadores Rurais (STR) has been able
to mobilize the workforce in the export grape sector, and has gener-
ated significant developmental gains for the sector’s workforce. As
part of their competitive strategies and within the context of the
global ‘retail revolution’ northern retailers have, since the 1990s,
been ramping up requirements across their proliferating supplier
base. Suppliers to northern supermarkets need to produce grapes
according to an expanding range of buyer-determined requirements,
such as fruit size, shape and colour. Meeting such standards requires
farms to oversee an increasingly complex labour process. In order to
carry out these operations, exporting farms rely on an increasingly
skilled and hard-working labour force, of which a large percentage
is female.

Initially, working conditions in the valley’s export grape sector
were very poor, characterized by low and often ad hoc pay, lack of
employment security and even the use of child labour. As a lawyer

from the STR described it:

Before we had the collective agreement, working on grape farms could
be very dangerous. Workers were transported to the farms on top of
lorries, they had to apply insecticides without using protective cloth-
ing, they might hurt themselves at work and not be able to continue
working, and then the boss would sack them. Lunch breaks were not
specified, with workers sometimes being forced to work throughout the
day without a break, and safe drinking water was not provided. (cited
in Selwyn 2007, 545)

1 Supporting evidence, quotes and interpretations of this section can be found in
Selwyn (2007, 2009 and 2012).
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m,@.i;mxmﬁ in the mid-1990s, the STR began an on-going campaign
é?g has led to improvements in workers’ pay and conditions. At
the heart of STR’s strategy of pressuring employers to mgmmo?ﬁ@
workers’ conditions has been the threat, or use, of strike action. In
oﬂ@ to meet retailer demands, exporting farms must WB@Mmgmmﬁ a
strict and precise production calendar, and any delays reduce fruit

quality. This represents a stronig reliance by farms on dedicated

and skilled labour input. It also represents, for workers, a source of
structural power, that is, the ability to disrupt @Sazmmg through
suspensions of work. Short strikes by workers on exporting farms has
deleterious consequences for fruit quality and its sale price. This struc-
wmmmw power, .ggnm has been augmented by rising retailer demands
has @@mmwmmrmmm through workers’ associational power ~ their m:umﬁw
to organize through the STR. Early gains made by the STR included
commitments by farms to employ only registered workers, leading
Mo pension and other social security contributions such as the E.mrm
for women workers to take paid maternity leave, specified working
hours, payment above the minimum wage, higher pay for overtime
the provision of protective clothing to workers and the right for %m
STR to represent, organize and visit workers on farms during the
working day. Subsequent gains have included the provision of créche
care, safe transport to and from work and the rights of workers to
pursue an education outside work, implying the need for workers to
be able to leave the farms on time. ; ,
gw&mmwm represented by the trade union enjoy substantially better
mom%ﬁoum than prior to the STR’s mobilization, and better condi-
tions than unrepresented workers elsewhere in the fruiticulture
mmgoﬁiggwm these victories do not mark the end-point of the STR’s
campaign for ameliorating the pay and conditions of its members
mamx do demonstrate the developmental gains that can be won WOM
workers by their own, collective, actior , |

Beyond the Formal Sector

% he above examples have focused on formal-sector workplaces
Zoémwmﬁ as noted in this book’s introduction, under noambonGM
mm@&mzmgu mﬁ growth of the global labouring class has taken many
forms, including a fast-expanding informal sector. often located
wﬁwwwm or around the ‘planet of slums’ and mﬂuwimbmbm particularly
%MM&MWMMEMWW@MWMMM mmwnﬁ.o\mm OM ﬁy,_m global meosbbm ﬂmmm reflect

v porary capitalism to generate a living wage
across much of the world, and they correspond to Marx’s m%%ﬁm&.om
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of sections of the relative surplus population discussed above. But
they have also shown their abilities to shape their own environments,
through organizing against employers, and in the process ameliorat-
ing their own human development. As Gallin (2001, 538) notes ‘what
is true of workers in general is true of informal sector workers: they
will organize whenever they have a chance to do so, and they are best
organized by their own.” Organization takes myriad forms, within
and beyond the workplace.

Instructive examples of informal-sector worker organization can be
found in Brazil. The Landless Labourers Movement (Movimento dos
Trabalhadores Rurais Sem Terra/MST) is perhaps the best-known
case. Since its foundation in 1984 and the mid-2000s the MST’s mem-
bership has grown to over one million. It is composed of former small
farmers and rural wage labourers and their families who are unable to
get access to land. The organization contests the highly unequal land
structure in Brazil, where by 2008 around 3 per cent of the popula-
tion owned over 60 per cent of all arable land (Zobel 2009). The
MST has pursued a long-term strategy of occupying and cultivating
unused land and claiming land-rights from the state. By the mid-
2000s it had gained land-titles for more than 350,000 families. The
MST has faced repression from the Brazilian state, and hostility from
much of the Brazilian media. Nevertheless, it has demonstrated the
ability of members of the surplus population to organize collectively,
and to generate human developmental gains.

The MST, like all mass movements, contains contradictory tenden-
cies. On the one hand its members include former small-scale farmers
who want to re-establish themselves as such. While they challenge
Brazil’s agrarian property relations, they potentially also aspire to
employing wage labour as part of their livelihoods/business model.
On the other hand, the movement contains many former wage labour-
ers who view gaining access to the land as their best hope of securing
a livelihood, but who do not necessarily see themselves as future
employers (see Wolford 2010). That the MST contains such contra-
dictory elements is not surprising. The challenge for its more radical
members is to envision and pursue a political economic strategy that
does not go down the road of class differentiation (as is implied by
the small-farmer project of potentially establishing wage-labour
relations), and rather, continues to challenge Brazilian agrarian prop-

erty relations and constructs (rural and urban) political alliances,
whilst establishing for themselves viable rural livelihoods. The MST
has, in turn, influenced other unemployed workers’ movements in

Brazil.
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Berween 1997 and 2005 homeless workers® organizations in 530
Paulo mobilized 10,000 people to occupy and live in empty build-
ings (Levy 2011, 74). The best known of these organizations is
the Movimento dos Trabalhadores Sem Teto (Homeless Workers®
Movement, MTST). As its name suggests, the movement originates
from the MST and works closely with it. Just as the MST organizes
its members to occupy land, the MTST organizes unemployed and
informal-sector workers in urban areas to occupy and live in vacant
buildings, hence establishing the basic essentials of a livelihood.
De Souza (2007, 323) notes how squatting (of buildings and of land)
represents a challenge to the ‘capitalist order of private ownership’
(see also Weinberg 2007). In the early 2000s the MTST also began
establishing ‘rurban’ (rural-urban) settlements on the peripheries of
cities on which its participants could combine agricultural activities
(rearing animals and planting crops) with the search for urban-based
work (De Souza 2007, 323).

Elsewhere in Brazil there are cases where relatively isolated
workers have been incorporated into organized workers’ movements.
Approximately 5 per cent of the Brazilian population are employed as
domestic workers, of whom 95 per cent are women and 60 per cent
black. Many suffer from irregular and below minimum wage pay-
ments and lack social security provision (Gongalves 2010, 64, 65).
Gongalves notes how:

Paid domestic work does not constitute a choice for these women.
Many of them start working when they.are children, and when they
become adults they have no chance of social mobility. Many of these
women have grandmothers and mothers who work as domestic
workers. (Gongalves 2010, 68)

Despite their physical isolation and the myriad emotional ties
between them and ‘their’ employing families that act as barriers
to self-organization, domestic workers in Brazil have been able to
mobilize over the last three decades. From the early 1980s with the
formation of the National Front of Domestic Workers, to the forma-
tion of the National Federation of Domestic Workers (FENETRAD)
in 1997, these organizations have been able to press the federal state
to enhance their conditions. For example, during the establishment
of the post-dictatorship constitution in 1988, and in the context of
heightened mobilizations by trade unions and the (then politically
radical) workers’ party (PT), an ‘alliance with the feminist and the
women’s movement resulted in many victories for the domestic
workers being inscribed in the constitution’ (Gongalves 2010, 67).
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These included a right to the minimum wage and maternity leave.
Through further campaigning FENETRAD has been able to extend
these rights to include the right to unemployment compensation,
twenty days’ paid holiday per annum and job guarantees for pregnant
women (Gongcalves 2010). That these rights have been inscribed in
the constitution and in law does not mean that all domestic workers
experience them. Nevertheless, these legal provisions provide a basis
for continuing mobilization and attempts by domestic workers’
organizations to spread these gains.

Labour Against and Beyond Capital

So far we have discussed labour’s ability to extract concessions from
states and capital, thus generating developmental gains through
partial alterations in the balance of class power, but while remaining
subordinate to capital. This only represents a starting point in concep-
tualizing how labour can generate its own developmental trajectory,
within, against and potentially beyond capital. Transcending capital,
however, necessarily implies myriad contradictions in the human
development process, as potentially new forms of organization and
action are compromised and undermined through interaction with
the old regime. As Marx argued:

Tt must be kept in mind that the new forces of production and relations
of production do not develop out of nothing, nor drop from the sky, nor
from the womb of the self-positing Idea; but from within an antithesis
to the existing development of production and the inherited, traditional
relations of property. (Marx 1990, 278)

Following Marx, Michael Lebowitz (2010) uses the concepts of
“inroads’ and ‘encroachments’ into capital’s power over labour.
Such inroads might entail, for example, labouring classes Eﬁsm
over capital’s decision-making functions, such as resource allocation
and investment. While such actions potentially represent the first
move beyond capital, they remain within, and H@@Hommom themselves
through interaction with the broader capitalist morﬁo.& economy.
This reproduction is contested and can lead in various directions —to
further inroads and encroachments over, or to retreat in the face of
capital.

Potential examples of movements that have attempted to make
the kind of inroads that Lebowitz mentions are to be found in recent
struggles in Venezuela, Bolivia, Egypt and Argentina respectively. In
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Venezuela in 2010, the National”Workers’ Union campaigned for
the central government to enact reforms providing full legal status
to worker-run factories, reduce the legal working day from 8 to 6
hours and to allow paid time for participation in workers’ councils
and for political education (Duckworth 2010). In the early days of
the Egyptian revolution, President Mubarak was overthrown, and
workers’ organizations began demanding radically new forms of
industrial organization. One account reported how:

Egypt’s Iron and Steel workers ... issued a statement of demands
including the confiscation of private companies to be run by a new man-
agement by workers and technicians. They also called for a workers’
monitoring committee in all workplaces monitoring production, prices,
%mgvrﬁom and wages and a general assembly of all sectors and politi-
cal trends of the people to develop a new constitution and elect real
popular committees. (Socialist Worker 2011)?

Potentially more concrete examples of attempted inroads into capital-
ist property relations can be observed in recent struggles in Bolivia,
in an echo of the Russian communes’ struggles to pursue their own
developmental path independent of encroachments by state and
capital. As one of the poorest Latin American countries, albeit with
an abundant resource base, successive Bolivian governments from the
mid-1980s onwards embarked upon programmes of privatization,
assisted by transnational development mmmbﬁmm including the TFls,
bi-lateral aid agencies and a raft of NGOs, in an attempt to 5&&?
ment a new development ‘'model” from above (Perreault 2006, 152).
However, resistance to the privatization of natural resources flour-
ished during the 1990s culminating in the successful water and gas
“wars’, in 2000 and 2003 respectively, where increasingly combative
social movements forced the Bolivian government to rescind its plans
to privatize these natural resources, and alse _Dmmmm constituting a
broader challenge to Bolivian neo-liberal capitalism. As Jeff Webber
notes:

[Hleft indigenous forces from 2000 to 2005 represented a combined lib-
eration struggle which clarified the overlapping of racial oppression and
class exploitation and was rooted in the experience of the traditional
Bolivian working class, the urban informal proletariat and the poor
and/or landless indigenous peasantry. (Webber 2008, 61)

2 See Achcar (2013) for the most incisive account to date of the Arab uprisings.
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The water and gas wars represented part of a broader ‘revolutionary
moment’ in Bolivia’s recent history which entailed the overthrowing
of presidents and the election of a potentially radical new political
party — the Movement Towards Socialism (MAS). They revealed, also,

_ an alternative conception of human development. Webber &oosBmDﬁm

how the cocaleros (coca-leaf growers), who had borne the brunt of
the US-led, but locally implemented ‘war on drugs’ formulated a list
of demands on the Bolivian state:

They demanded the reassertion of popular collective control over pri-
vatized natural resources then in the hands of transnational capital, the
recognition of indigenous land and territory, the free trade and indus-
trialization of the coca leaf, democracy and social justice, human rights
for the indigenous population, popular sovereignty for the Bolivian
state (meaning both Bolivian independence from imperial impositions
and the popular sovereignty of indigenous nations within the Bolivian
state as against élite domination by a white-mestizo ruling class), the
re-nationalization of privatized state enterprises, and a general rejection
of the neoliberal economic model. (Webber 2008, 68)

The Bolivian case also reinforces how the expansion of capitalist
social relation entail not just exploitation within the workplace, but
simultaneously extended commodification beyond the workplace.

So far the above examples have been of demands on the state
and capital made by labouring class movements. There are further,
more concrete examples of how labouring class power has generated

‘ameliorations in human livelihoods that cannot be conceptualized

within elite-led conceptions of development. Argentina experienced a
mass political uprising following the economic collapse of 2001. The
uprising despatched several governments within weeks, and gave rise
to numerous cases of industry controlled directly by éoHWmmm In the
Neuquén province, for example, the Zanon tile factory was occupied:

In October 2001, the workers officially declared the factory to be
‘under workers’ control’. By March 2002, the factory fully returned to
production. . . . During the period of workers’ control, the number of
employees Tmm EQmmmmm from 300 to 470, and wages have risen by 100
pesos a month, and the level of mﬂoacnﬁom has increased. Accidents
have fallen by 90%. (Elliot 2006)

The experience at Zanon was mirrored across Argentina where
hundreds of workplaces, ranging from metallurgical companies,
food- and meat-processing plants, printing companies, hotels and
supermarkets to health and educational services, were taken over in
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response to the threat of closure and termination of employment. The
process of occupation generated an alternative work ethic:

Workers defend their own power over the organization of production
and the decision-making process by proudly stressing their freedom
from direct/supervisory control, the existence of egalitarian relations

and the benefits of democratic participation. (Atzeni and Ghigliani
2007, 659)

In these cases hierarchical power structures have been replaced by
workplace assemblies where all workers meet to discuss and decide
questions of workplace management, and management councils,
which are elected by the assemblies, to takes charge of daily adminis-
tration, commercial responsibilities and legal representation (Atzeni
and Ghigliani 2007, 660).

These examples of worker-cooperatives under self-management
are not free from contradiction precisely because, as Michael
Lebowitz highlights, they are cases of ‘contested reproduction’ and
represent ‘inroads’ into capitalist socialist relations, rather than their
transcendence. That is, workers’ control exists within a broader
context of societal reproduction determined by the imperatives of
competitive capital accumulation. For example, while the labour
process has become less intense, working hours have often length-
ened, as cooperatives seek to meet client demands for products based
on quality, timing of delivery and lowest price. While workers have
gained an enhanced degree of freedom in work — within the sphere
of production — they are still subject to the laws of the capitalist

market in the sphere of circulation. Atzeni and Ghigliani conclude
that:

The absence of the capirtalist, of hierarchy, of intermediate manage-
tial layers and forms of direct control, expel the despotic rationality
of capital from the sphere of production and open up a new space for
workers’ intervention. This tends to be directed to the establishment
of a more democratic, egalitarian and participatory decision-making
process at all levels, emphasized by the central role assigned to the
general assembly and epitomized by the redistribution of income
generated in equal parts. (Atzeni and Ghigliani 2007)

On the other hand, however:

Once the collective of workers is confronted with the market, those
spaces of antonomy and control, gained by workers after the expulsion

of capital from the sphere of production, tend to be reduced. (Atzeni
and Ghigliani 2007, 667-8)
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Opponents of workers’ control would argue that these w.xma.swwmm
demonstrate the limitations of such ventures and the mﬁ@mEoD@‘om
strict, capitalist discipline within the workplace. .méﬂ an alternative
conclusion can be drawn. Workers’ control of industry — ?oﬂ a
single workplace, to a geographical region ~ will never ﬁmb&mﬂ into
a non-capitalist form of human development as long as the capitalist

‘market predominates in the sphere of circulation. Baldacchino (1990,

473) argues for strategies designed to prevent the .&omgﬂ.mﬁom of
such cooperatives into worker-run capitalist enterprises through the
creation of ‘counter-institutional support’ for workers’ cooperatives.
Such measures might include the establishment of ,ES,E.& services,
pooling of finance, research and development. And,ina mEp:mH vein,
Egan (1990) argues that the relationship between éoﬁnmnm coop-
eratives and capitalist markets is mediated and determined by the
broader societal balance of class power. . .

These examples raise two further questions, upon which this book
draws to a close. How far can the political economy of labour be
extended against capital before it supersedes 1t, and érmﬁ forms of
human development would arise from such transformations?

Human Development Beyond Capitalism

Tn chapter 3 (Marx) and in previous sections of ﬁ.Em. chapter we have
discussed how the balance of class power exists within and beyond the
capitalist workplace, and entails Uuomm.wu m,oQ& relations encompass-
ing resource generation, allocation, distribution and consumption.
The extent of workers’ conirol within and beyond the workplace
corresponds in omne way Or another to the extent mb&. nature of
democracy within the broader political economic MoEBmSoD. gs.ﬂ as
the relation between capital and labour takes various forms within
the workplace, determined by the balance of &mmm power, s0 there
are various forms of democracy, entailing various distributions of
olitical economic power.
’ At this point it mmm&\ be objected that to identify the balance of
class power as the core determinant of human development arﬁo
ignore the economic base upon which any form of development —
capital-centred, state-led or labour-centred — must occur. Indeed, a
core stated objective of statist and market-orientated development
policy is to establish a ‘productive’ national economy drmﬁ. generates
and allocates resources in ways that contribute, at some AE-mmmwmmN
point in the future, to human development. That is, the ‘economy
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provides the foundations for ‘society’. It is in the establishment of this

competitive and productive economic base that statists and market.

centred economists justify their arguments about the need for labour
xploitation and repression.

Such arguments are based upon assumptions of ‘national’
economic development. Human development under capitalism,
however, is constituted through many determinations, ranging from
local to national to global. To think of labour-centred development
in purely national terms is to potentially retrear into a narrow stage-
ist conception of development, that was so effectively criticized by
Trotsky. Rather labour-centred development should be considered a
global project, where labouring classes attempt to alter the balance
of class power in their favour in the national sphere, while attempt-
ing to facilitate a more general global shift in the balance of class
power. It is implausible to hope that a major shift of power towards
labour in any single nation state would not attract the attention
of international institutions, hegemonic powers and transnational
capital, with the objectives of reversing the shift and re-establishing
an economic regime more favourable to capital accumulation.
International labour-centred development would require, and is
predicated upon, international labour solidarity and cooperation
between more and less economically advanced countries and regions.
If such cooperation is successful, then it is possible to visualize how
a shift in class power could be transformed into a radically new
development regime.

The democratic control by labour over and redistribution of
wealth, assets and investment decisions could generate the reduction
and perhaps even eventual elimination of activities that do not con-
tribute to the needs of labouring classes. Such activities might include
advertising, duplication of production as a result of competition, mili-
tary spending and luxury goods production (Kidron 2002). Instead
of resources being wasted they could be diverted into socially useful
activities such as enabling workers on the land to secure ecologically
sound and sustainable productivity-enhancing technology, the appli-
cation of labour-saving technology to the production of essential
goods (food and clothes), investments in social housing, healthcare
and education.

Greater democratic control over resources could lead to the re-
allocation of benefits derived from productivity increases to labour,
through shorter working hours, rather than to capital through
higher profits. Not only could such a development strategy acceler-
ate employment generation, it could also allow time for workers to
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formulate ever more advanced systems of work (thus raising pro-
ductivity further), community-based %EOOSQN and, perhaps most
importantly, increased leisure time, through which to further expand
human development (Albert 2004; ZOZNEA Noowv.. Under such a
development regime the concept of economic efficiency So.:E vm
radically redefined. Instead of referring to capital mnnﬁBEmﬂoP its
criteria would be based on meeting human and obia@bgmbﬁﬁ bm.mmm
(Callinicos 2003, 110-11). It could potentially Mm.ma to a situation
where lower growth rates yield proportionately w:mw.ma increases in
human well-being than under contemporary nm@;mrmau and in so
doing begin to address seriously the question of .mwSH.OBBmB.m& deg-
radation. While capitalism’s productive dynamism is an outcome
of blind competitive accumulation between o.w@#mwm.u the productive
dynamism that would sustain a post-capitalist society could come
from a radically different source: it could emerge ?oﬁ the generation
of a feedback process between heightened democratic participation
and the identification of the requirements for real human Qm&&om-
ment. While the enhancement of productivity under capitalism is
based on the democratic exclusion of labouring classes from the
production process, post-capitalist dynamism <<.oz5 be based upon
workers’ ever greater democratic control over investment, produc-
tion, distribution and consumption. N .

At this point it might be argued that ﬁrm above vision might be
applicable to societies or countries with a ﬁow resource base, but not
to poor countries that still need to establish such a resource base.
However, it is worth re-emphasizing that resource oommﬂm:nbﬁm mmnmu&
by poor countries are themselves often ‘political’ Hmﬁrmﬁ%mb mﬁdm.& .
As noted in Chapter 1 of this book, Sub-Saharan »&En‘mm countries,
which are often uppermost in people’s minds when discussing wr@
need for economic development, are net Qm&ﬁoa.&:osmr capital
flight, to the rest of the world. A ?wgmﬁmﬂﬂ shift in the balance of
class power towards labouring classes, mnﬁ.murmm some mob‘smbm demo-
cratic control over the banking systems in African countries, noEm
entail reclaiming these lost funds and putting them to .ﬁrm service
of real human development. Such objectives would require, mw& be
predicated upon, international cooperation — v.oﬁr to m<oi impe-
rialist interventions to destabilize non- and mbﬁ-nm@;mrmﬁ forms .om
development, and also as a means for fledgling democratic economies
to reproduce themselves on an expanded mn&.ﬂ through reclaiming
resources lost through capital flight. Changes in the balance of Qmm.m
power entail new forms of human development and new democratic

systems.
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Towards Economic Democracy

Atilio Boron (2005) identifies a range of democratic forms which
potentially contribute to generating a labour-centred conception of
development. The first three forms are compatible with and are pos-
sible under capitalism, while the fourth represents a fundamental
encroachment upon the power of capital, so much so that it might be
considered a transitional form, somewhere between capitalism and a
future non-capitalist society. These forms are:

(1) Electoral Democracy — where elections are held on a regular
basis but only act to fill the posts of executive and legislative
functions of the state who then serve ‘market forces’. This is a
system described by Noam Chomsky (1991) as “Low Intensity
Democracy’.
Political Democracy ~ where some degree of effective political
representation, a genuine division of powers and improve-
ments in the mechanisms of popular participation in decision
making occur. For example, writers such as Heller (2001)
view the participatory budgeting that emerged in Porto Alegre
in the 1990s, based in the prior struggles of the 1970s and
1980s for political and economic democratization, as represent-
ing a significant democratic advance beyond simple electoral
democracy.

Social Democracy — where elements of the first two forms are com-

bined with a ‘social citizenship’. The latter embodies the ‘granting

of a wide spectrum of [decommodified] entitlements’ in terms of
living standards and universal access to educational, housing and
health services’ (Boron 2005, 52). Decommodification means
that a person can survive ‘without depending on the market’s
capricious movements’ (ibid.). A more advanced system of social
democracy might include the guarantee of full employment, and
the provision of a basic income (Weeks 2011). As Gosta Esping-

Andersen (1990) argues, this form of democracy ‘strengthens the

worker and debilitates the absolute authority of the employers’

(cited in Boron 2005, 52).

(4) Economic Democracy — where private firms, or ‘the economy’
are subject to public, democratic control. Producer-consumer
cooperatives might begin playing a role in the generation, alloca-
tion and employment of resources (Sklair 2011; Albert 2004),
and crucially, would enable the kinds of ‘counter-institutional
support’ noted above, to worker-managed industries necessary
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to prevent the latter sliding back into the logic of capitalist cost-
benefit rationalization.

If it is theoretically inconclusive whether economic democracy entails
the transcendence of capitalism it is because it has not yet been
experienced.

However, the history of capitalist development and labouring
class struggles, and the theoretical insights gleaned from Marx and
Trotsky, suggest that such a form of political economic organization
will only come about through a fundamental shift in the balance of
class power. In all probability this will take the form of one or several
revolution(s), since capitalist firms and states have proven time
and again their ability to subvert attempts at reforming them from
below by labouring classes, or those that aim to act on their behalf.
During such a transformation there will be, in all probability, further
societal debates about the possibilities of extending democracy into
previously hierarchical (state or private) spheres.

The above schema is not intended to imply a sequence of ‘stages’
where less-developed countries move from lower to higher stages
of democracy. As the recent revolutions of the “Arab Spring’ dem-
onstrate, struggles against dictatorship contain within them myriad
forces and potentialities, ranging from counter-revolutions to the
implementation of shallow Western-backed electoral democracies, to
attempts at constructing more developed economic democracies. As
with all struggles, the particular democratic and political economic
forms that emerge will depend on the power, strategies and capacities
of the contending forces to demonstrate to wider society that their
programme represents the most realizable strategy and path to real
human development. They will also depend on the international con-
figuration of class forces.

Capitalist development (entailing capital accumulation, industrial
diversification and augmentation of state power), which is either the
objective of or underlies most conceptions of human development,
‘distort[s] the worker into a fragment’ of a person (Marx 1990,
799). In contrast to this miserable existence, Marx argued for the
need to create an alternative political economic system organized
to achieve maximum collective and individual fulfilment, based on
the ‘the absolute working out of [her] creative potentialities’, where
‘the development of all human powers [is].. the end itself’ (Marx
1993, 488). This system would establish a society where ‘the free
development of each is the condition for the free development of all’
(Marx and Engels 1967 [1848], 105). Such a social system remains
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a possibility. However, to create it requires an immense effort. That
effort, based upon the resistance to capitalist exploitation, entails
and requires an alternative process of labour-centred human devel-
opment. The transformative possibilities of such development are
potentially immense. In the act of producing their lives, Marx noted,
‘the producers change, too, in that they bring out new qualities in
themselves, develop themselves in production, transform themselves,
develop new powers and new ideas, new modes of intercourse, new
needs and new langunage’ (Marx 1993, 494).

The core argument of this book has been that the extent and nature
of human development is determined, fundamentally, by class rela-
tions under (and potentially beyond) capitalism in general, and the
balance of class power in particular. The struggle against exploita-
tion takes myriad forms and has many outcomes. The challenge of a
labour-centred development is to conceptually connect these struggles
and their potential outcomes to a vision of human development free
Wogmxmwoﬁmﬁomn
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