GLOBALISATIONAND STAGNATION*

Arthur MacEwan

Itisrelativelyclear that globalisation, theinternational spread of capitalist
exchange and production relationships, is a very destructiveand painful
process. The implementationdf the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment (NAFTA) will provide some very stark examples over the next
several years. |n Mexico, peasantsare likely to suffer final extinctionasa
class, asthey are driven off theland by competition from largescale U.S.
grain producers. In the United States, many workerswith relatively low
levelsdf skillsand task-specificskills—such asbroom makersin Alabama,
glassmakersin West Virginia, and workersconnectedto auto production
throughout the country — will lose their jobs or see their wages dramat-
ically reduced.

Moreover, thereisgood reasonto beievethat NAFTA, likeother steps
inglobalisation,will generategreater incomeinequality both betweenand
withincountries. Duringthelast few decades, aswehavewitnessedasurge
inthespread of capitalism, wehavea soseenawideningadf theincomegap
between the underdeveloped and developed economies. Within the
United States, as the country's economicintegrationwith the rest of the
world accelerated after 1970, so too was there a marked rise in income
inequality that became particularly evident in the 1980s. One widdy
quotedfigurecapturesthesad spirit of theera: between1977and 1989, the
richest 1% of familiesin the United States obtained 60% of the after-tax
incomegain. Within Mexico, recent yearshavea soseen rising inequality,
especialy since the middle of the 1980s when the government began to
move strongly with its programme o neo-libera ‘reforms. Indeed, a
worsening distributionof incomewasthe general rulein Latin American
countriesduring the 1980s, a decadein which the debt crisis brought the
full burden o globalisationto bear upon the region.’

Greater incomeinequality isnot the only social failuregenerated by the
success of globalisation generally and by NAFTA particularly. Environ-
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mental destructionissurely exacerbated with the successd globdisation.
Thegreater mobility of capital makesit moreand moredifficultfor citizens
of any one politica unit to organise and usetheir government to impose
regulationson pollutingfirms.

Perhaps the most damaging social contradiction of globalisationisits
impact on democracy. NAFTA provides the illustration of the general
processbecausethisagreement enshrines'the market' asthe principleby
whicheconomicactivity shall beorganisedin North America. |t doesso by
direct statement of principles; it doesso by prohibitinggovernmentsfrom
developing new public sector productive activities; and it does so hy
effectively limiting the power d governmentsto regul ate private business
(directly excluding some forms of regulation and restricting others by
giving businessgreater mobility toescapeonerousrules). NAFTA, then, is
quiteexplicitly an agreement that pushesout the boundariesd unfettered
capitalist production, and in so doing it limits democracy by limiting
peopl€'s power to exercise political control over their economiclives.

Thesesocid contradictionsdf globalisation— thesesocial fail uresassoci-
ated with the successful spread of capitalism— should come asno surprise.
Even at its best, capitalist development is a process of ‘cregtive destruc-
tion', to use Joseph Schumpeter's famous phrase. As accumulation takes
place, competitionforcesfirmsto becreativein order tosurvive, and those
firms that are not creative are destroyed. In a world o markets and
competition, winners are matched by losers, and creation and destruction
become one and the same. Losers, however, are not smply impersond
firms or abstract inefficient technologies. In the real world, losers are
people, sometimes capitalists, but dways workers, individualy and as
communities. 'Creative destruction' means the unemployment o real
workers, the destitution of real communities, devastationd the environ-
ment, and disempowermentd the populace.*

Of course people do not sit idly by while al this takes place, and
globalisation's social contradictionscontinuallygiveriseto popul ar protest
movements. Those o us who have opposed NAFTA can take some
satisfactionfromthefact that, asthe historian and activist Jeremy Brecher
pointed out in The Ntian (December 6, 1993), . . . elements o the
struggle against NAFTA prefigure a movement that could radically re-
shape the New World Economy. . . . For thefirst timein many years[in
the United States], substantial numbers d people mobilised to act on
broad classinterests.’ Such movements are dwaysdesirable. Even if al
they do is effect marginal improvementsd the current order, marginal
improvementsar e better than no improvements.
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Growth or Stagnation?

However, there is the more substantial question of whether or not these
popular movements are likely to bring about larger changes, structural
alternatives, something redly different. Thelikelihood of larger changes
dependsto agreat extent on whether or not globalisationwill generate a
renewal of economic growth. Globalisation has dways produced socia
contradictionsand protest movements, but economicgrowth hasgenerally
contai ned these movementsand limited theemergenced aternatives. As
we gpproach theend o the century, however, theworldeconomyismired
in stagnation — relatively dow economic growth — and any appraisal of
alternativesmust involve a prognosisof that stagnation and of itsrelation
to globalisation.

At firg blush, it would seem folly to arguethat globalisationislikdy to
be associated with continuing stagnation. After all, in the history of
capitalism, globalisation and growth appear to have been tightly con-
nected, mutually reinforcing processesat the foundation o the system.
Observingthisapparent historical relationship, proponentsof amoreopen
international economy havepromisedgreat gains— al the benefitsof more
economic growth — as we accept the neo-libera order of globalisation
embodied in NAFTA and other agreements. But there are problems. L et
me citefour:

First: Thecurrent neo-liberal globalisationis not the same as the general
historical spread of capitalism. |t isonethingtosay that globalisationand
growth have gone hand-in-hand in the history of capitalism, but quite
another to claim that neo-liberal policies of unregulated international
commerce and reduction d state services have been a foundation of
capitalist expansion. Virtually every country that has achieved some
successful economic development — from the United States and Great
Britaininanearlier era, to Japan and South K oreain more recent decades
- has done so with active state intervention in economic affairs, par-
ticularly with extensivestate regulationd foreign commerce. (Asishardly
necessary to point out, the converseis not true. There are many cases
where state intervention in foreign commerce has not led to any growth
success. Thehistorical record seemstoindicatethat suchstateintervention
isa necessary but certainly not sufficient element in achieving economic
growth.)

One o the ways that state intervention has played a mgjor role is
through the promotion o industrieswith substantial technological exter-
nalities (positiveimpacts on technological devel opment el sewherein the
economy). During the industrial revolution of the late 18th century,
Britishindustry flourished behind tariff barriersaveraging50% in manu-
facturing sectors. After World War I1, while Japanese tariffs were not
high, the government maintained tight direct controlsover both imports
and direct foreigninvestment, encouraging the devel opment of Japanese-
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owned firms in such key industries as automobiles and computers. In
addition, devel opmental states have used avariety of fisca and monetary
mechanisms, specific subsidies, and at times state-sponsored firms to
pursue national development. In some cases, states have pushed their
country's firms toward an externa orientation and achieved success
through export led growth; South Korea provides the most important
recent example. In no case, however, has successful export-led growth
been directed through the sort of deregulation that might be called 'free
trade’, thesort of deregulationthatiscaledforinthe neo-liberal project.’

Of coursetheUnited Statestoday haspassed throughitsperiod o initia
development, and, however large a role state control of external com-
merce played in that initial development, a regime o 'free trade' might
yield substantial growth gainsin the current era. There is no doubt that
many large U.S. firmswill garner major benefitsfrom the imposition of
NAFTA and other parallel agreements. They will gain accessto markets
and resources, and they will be lessconstrained by local regulation.

Yet ganfor large U.S. corporationsis not the samething as growth o
the U.S. economy. Over recent decades the foreign operationsdf U.S.-
based firmshave maintained their share o world exportswhiletheir U.S.
operations have dwindled in relativeimportance. For example, between
1966 and 1984, the U.S. share d world manufactured exports declined
from 17.5% to 14.0%. Yet U.S.-based multinationals share in world
exports actualy rose dightly in the period, from 17.7% to 18.1%; the
'parent’ firms' decliningsharewasmorethan balanced by arising share of
their foreign affiliates’ Certainly, British experienceat theend of thelast
century indicatesthat thereisno necessary equation betweentheinterna-
tional success o national capital and the growth successd the national
economy. On the contrary, that historical example suggests that, as
important segmentsaf capital becomemoreinternational in their orienta-
tion, they arelesswilling to support the typesdf state policiesthat would
yield national growth. Industrial policiesand programmesto developthe
national labour force, for example, ared littleinteresttofirmscommitted
to and dependent on overseasoperations;indeed, in sofar asthosepolicies
and programmescarry a cost - asthey dwaysdo - suchfirmsarelikely to
opposethem.’

Second: When globalisation has been associated with rapid growth, that
growth has had historically specific causes and cannot be attributed to
globalisation per se. This argument has been most fully developed by
Harry Magdoff and Paul Sweezy, and it restson adistinction betweenthe
current era (really thelast century) o monopoly capitalismand an earlier
erad smaller scale, more competitive capitalism.® The very largefirms
that emerged at theend d the 19th century in the United Statesand other
advanced capitalist countries have a tremendous capacity to expand
production. Moreover, as they have centralised wedlth to a very great
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degree, they have greetly increased their capacityfor savings. Growth will

then take placeif this massive capacity to save can find sufficient outlets
through equally massive investment opportunities. The problem is that

thereis nothingwithinthesystem - within the normal spread of capitalism
and the everyday technological innovation, opening d new markets and
exploitation of new resources- that assures sufficient investment oppor-
tunitieswill in fact be available. When rapid growth does come, it isthe
result of particular causes— epoch makinginnovationssuch assteam power
and the railwaysor aset of eventsthat providesan extremely favourable
businessenvironment.

Thequarter century followingWorld War II wasoned these'extremely
favourable' periods. Followingthewar, rapideconomicgrowthintheU.S.
and elsewhere was generated by: postwar reconstruction; technol ogical
spin-offsfrom war production; pent-up demand for consumer durables;
thestabilitywithininternational capitalismprovided by therelatively great
power (hegemony)d theUnited States; and thelargedemand provided by
a growing economicrole d the government, most notably in its military
spending. These particular factors— and one might nameothers— were by
their nature either ephemeral (postwar reconstruction) or self-limiting
(the growing economicrole d the government). They could generate a
period of rapid growth, but they could not provide a foundation for
indefiniterapid growth. By the 1970s, thesefactorshad run their course,
and weentered thecurrent erad stagnation. (Themid-1980ssaw alimited
renewa of growthin the United States, based largely on a new military
build-upand massive government fiscd deficits, but it did not, and could
not, last.)

Thequestionthen ariseswhether or not further globalisation—NAFTA,
extensond GATT, greater accessfor U.S. firmsto Asian markets— could
again provide the circumstances necessary for a new round of rapid
growth. Theanswer seemsclearly negative, unlessit can beshown how this
new globalisation creates conditions of the sort that have led to rapid
growthin the past. Thereis no reason to think that the expansion of the
system's reelm of operationin and o itself will do thetrick.

Third: When globalisation generates inequality, it tends to undermine
growth. The problem of secular stagnation due to limited investment
opportunities might be reduced were globalisation to yield a sufficient
expansion d consumption demand or to provide the foundation for a
renewa o government spending. Y et the growing inequality that islikely
to be associated with the sort o neo-liberal globalisation embodied in
NAFTA will tend to movethingsin the oppositedirection. By providing
U.S. firms with accessto productionsitesin Mexico and through direct
provisionsin the agreement, NAFTA is part of a broad strategy by U.S.
firmsthat givesemphasisto deregulation and cost cutting. This strategy,
however, a sotendstoforcedownwagesand curtail social spending, soany
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gainsfromlower coststend to be off-set by lossesfrom weakeneddemand.
Moreover, the neo-liberal ideology that helpsdrive NAFTA alsotendsto
limit the extent to which governments can stimulatedemand by classical
Keynesianpalicy. (Supportersd NAFTA inthe United Statesarguethat,
by opening Mexican markets, the agreement will strengthen demand for
U.S. goods. Whiletherewill likely besomeshort run gains, asalonger run
prognosis, thisanaysisrepeatsthe classcerror of mercantilistideology —
that exports can grow without a counterbal ancinggrowth of imports or
foreigninvestment.)

Furthermore, both within the relm of government demand and in the
private sector, there is a sense in which stagnation and inequality are
circularly reinforcing processes. Sow growth and inequality have contrib-
uted to the huge build up of debt, in the United Statesand in the Third
World." The debt burden then becomesa restraint on privateand public
spending, and dow growth and inequality are thus perpetuated.

The restraints which inequality places on growth are not only on the
demand side. Low wagesmay reducetherate of technological progressas
wadll. It iswidely recognised that during the 19th century, technologica
advancesin the United Stateswereespecidly rapiddue, at leastin part, to
theshortage of labour and relatively high wages (ascomparedto Europe).
High wagesled U.S. firmsto innovate morerapidly. Today, asU.S. firms
gain greater access to low wage labour in Mexico and elsewhere, the
pressurestend to run in the oppositedirection. Moreover, low wagelevels
tend to contribute directly to dower rates o labour productivity growth.
The globalisation strategy of U.S. business appearsto be based on the
perception d wagesonly as a cost d production. But, quite clearly, in
productionwages are an incentiveaswell. Strategieswhich suppresswage
costs also suppressthat incentive.?

Inthecontextof NAFTA, itisworthnotingthat greaterinequality inthe
United States is not likely to be balanced by risng wages and greater
equality in Mexico. Wagesin the United Stateswill be suppressed not so
much by the actual movement o production to Mexico (from which
Mexicanworkersmight gain) but by thethreat o such movement. Further-
more, whilethe Mexican government continuesitsinegalitarian policies—
suppressing and controlling unions, tax policies that favour the wedlthy,
programmes supporting a reconcentration d land holding - any move-
ment toward equality will be greatly hampered. Finally, NAFTA will lead
totheinundationof Mexico by importsdf goodswhich are produced more
cheaplyintheUnited States. Grainsarethe most dramaticexample. Also,
U.S. service industries are likely to force many small scale Mexican
operations out d business. The result will be a huge displacement of
Mexican peasantsand workers, swelling the ranksdf the Mexican reserve
army of labour and keeping wages at a minimum. In the real world of
unemployment,lessregulation of tradeismorelikely tolead to awaste of
resources than to amore efficient allocation of resources.
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Fourth: When globalisation has been most effectiveas a foundation for
economic growth, a firm inditutional bass for international stability has
existed. As | have pointed out aready, successful globalisation has not
meant a simpleexpansion of the redlm o unregulated markets. When it
hasbeen most effectivein generatingrapi dgrowth, globalisationhastaken
placeunder theaegisaof apowerful state— asuperimperia power-that has
been able to regulate international affairs and provide a stability that
encouraged businessexpansion. Thisargument hasbeen usefully articula-
ted in the context of the socia structure of accumulation theory, which
assertsthat, in any epoch o successful capitalist development, expansion
hasbeen based on and organised by aset of socid institutions. Thisset of
institutions, which regulates the otherwise self-destructive operations of
markets, includesat |east i nstitutionsadf labour rel ations, state operations,
and international affairs. Hereit is only necessary to point out that the
regulating institutions of international affairs are absent in the current
surgeof globalisation.’

The problem is apparent when this erais compared with earlier eras
when globalisationhasbeenre atively successful (intermsaof growth) —for
example, themiddled the 19th century when British hegemony provided
stability and the post-WorldWar II quarter century when U.S. hegemony
played a similar role. In each o these eras there existed an industrial
leader, a relatively unchallenged political-military authority, and a set of
financial relationsthat established a matrix for the operation of markets.
Globalisationcould proceed apace, enhancethe imperia power's realm,
and strengthen the entire system (though, in the contradictory nature of
things, overextension ultimately contributed to the end of hegemony).

Inthecurrent era, inspited thefact that theU.S. standsal oneasasuper
power, it is not able to provideimperia stability. It is no longer a clear
industrial leader. International financia arrangements are in flux and
unstable. Thegreat military power o theU.S. seemsineffective—at best -
in maintaining the sort of stability that would be needed for anew era o
expansion. In this context, the implications o globaisation are very
different. Neo-libera globalisation - the spread of a system without
sufficient meansof regulation - contributesto theinstability of thesystem
and therefore undermines, rather than enhances, growth.

Alternativesto Globalisation

I think that these variouspoints at least give ussome reason to anticipate
that the eradf dow economicgrowthisnot likely to be brought to aquick
termination by thecurrent surged globalisation. In the ‘creative destruc-
tion' of capitalist development, we appear to be at a point where the
'destructive’ aspects are relatively large compared to the ‘cregtive. This
means that in North America - and elsewhere as well — the popular
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movementsthat ar e energised by thesocial contradictionsdf globalisation
arelikely to have someimpact, and it becomes especialy meaningful to
speak of dternatives.

But what kind o alternatives? Is there any reason to believe that the
current forces being generated by globaisation and stagnation might
connect to the widdy shared goal o establishing a more egadlitarian and
democratic society? What is different about the current situation that
might provideabasisfor optimism?What |essons might wedraw fromthe
analysisd globalisationand stagnationthat could hel p movethingsalong?

While answersto these sorts of questionsrequire a certain amount of
speculation, thereare certai n observationsthat seem reasonable. Tobegin
with, it seems useful to recognise that globaisation has made some
dramaticchangesin the economic rel ationshipsamong working peoplein
different parts of the world, particularly in the relationship between
workersin the United Statesand workersin Mexico and other rdatively
poor countries. With thereductionin barrierstotrade and with thespread
o capitalist production relationships, workersin the different parts of the
world economy are producing the same thingsin the same waysfor the
same markets. Ironically, by thus beingin competitionwith one another,
they have acommoninterest which createsa material basisfor solidarity.

This materia basis for solidarity becomes clear if we compare the
currently emerging situation with the stereotypical situation of an earlier
erainwhich Third Worldworkerswere producing raw material sfor export
to the advanced countries, and workersin the advanced countrieswere
transforming these raw materials into manufactured goods. In those
circumstances, lower wages in the Third World could directly benefit
workersin the advanced countries. Lower wagesfor copper miners, sugar
canecutters, or bananaplantation workersin the Third World could mean
lower prices in the United States. Workers in the advanced countries
would then tend to lose aswagesrosein the Third World.

Now consider the implications of lower wages at the Ford plant in
Hermosillo. Oneimplication may becheaper carsinthe United States, but
the much more profound, immediate and obviousimpact islower wages
for auto workersin the United States. As globalisation has succeeded in
making differenteconomiesmore and morealike, in transferringtechnol -
ogy acrossnational boundaries,andin placingworkersin competitionwith
one another, it has succeededin creating a basisfor international |abour
solidarity. Workers in Michigan and Morelos now have a relation like
workersin Illinois and Indiana.

Of course a common material relationship does not trand ate directly
into concerted political action. Competition among workersin different
nations can contribute to reactionary nationalism, xenophobiaand con-
flict. Also, along with globalisation, there appear to be greater divisons
among different strata of workerswithin nations, and major citieshavea
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strikingduality — as New Y ork and Los Angeles, for example, bridgethe
entire gap from the pinnaclesof wealth and power to the depthsof Third
World poverty all withinafew city blocks. Y et acommon material interest
across international boundaries does create a strong potential, perhaps
even a necessary condition, for common action. By creating thiscommon
material interest, globalisation offerssome hope for overcoming national
divisons and increases the likelihood d effectiveinternational working
classpolitics.

Globalisation,furthermore, ischangingthestructured thework force—
in the United States, in Mexico, and everywhereel se— in waysthat create
new possibilitiesfor political action, both localy and acrossinternational
boundaries. One o the most profound changesisthefeminisationd the
paidlabour force. Thespread o capitalist productionrel ationshasmeant
the eliminationof home production, the traditional realm of women. As
women haveentered the paid |abour force, they have often beentheones
most subjected tointernational competition. Thehigh ratedf employment
of women in the maquiladoras and in assembly productionin the United
Statesillustratesthe specia positionaf womenin the emerging globalised
economy.

Thespecia position of women hassomesignificancein any discussionof
alternativesbecause, certainly in the United Statesand it seemsin many
other countries as well, political struggles associated with women are
among the most dynamicpartsd popular protest movements. Moreover,
strugglesin which women play a major role have a good chance o being
more broadly oriented struggles. Becaused their experiencesaswomen,
women workers are particularly likely to build connections between
workplaceand community.

Theissueof ‘community’ hasan important rolein the development of
alternativesto thecurrent dynamicof globalisation. Oned thereasonsfor
the widespread, negativeviscerd opposition to globalisation— whetherin
theform of oppositionto NAFTA or asopposition to corporatetakeovers
in the United States by foreign-based multinationals— is that people see
this phenomenon as undermining whatever control they retain over their
own economiclivesand, along with this, threateningthe security o their
communities. Sometimes this opposition appears as irrational and, as
such, isderided by the proponentsd globalisation. Why oppose NAFTA
when U.S. firmshave beeninvestingin low wagecountriesfor years?Why
oppose the corporate takeover by a multinational based in London or
Frankfurt of a multinational base in Manhattan when al make decisions
onthesamebasis? Popul ar protest movements, however, arequiterational
in directing their actions at these highly visiblesymbolsd the marketisa-
tion of our lives.

Struggles for the maintenance of community against marketisation—
against the subjugation of other social vauesto considerationd private
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praofit — provide clueson how to shape alternativesin the current period.
People’s desireto maintain community isclosaly connected totheir desire
for meaningful democracy, real control over the affairs that affect their
everyday lives. Itisimpossibleto destroy local and national communities,
the realmsin which people most stronglyidentify with one another, and at
the sametime build a democratic society.*

In addition, the value that people place on community — tangible,
intelligiblerelationsto other peoplewith whomthey feel a historical bond
- tells us something about the way to shape economic programmes. For
example, it suggeststhat economic programmes based on export expan-
sion cannot meet people's needs. Export-led growth can be a basis for
rapidly rising national income- though whereit has been most successful,
weshould note, it has not been associatedwith the neo-liberal 'free trade'
dogma. But if we define economic programmesin termsaf our ability to
penetrate foreign markets, then at every step d the way we will be
confronted by conflicts between the maintenance d community and
€CoNOoMI C SUCCESS.

In the same way that export-led growth comes into recurring conflict
with the maintenancedf community, it isawaysathreat to establishinga
moreequal distributionaf income. If wesay that the primary criterionon
which to base an economic programme is our success in international
markets, then we must take the steps that are necessary to succeed in
international markets. Often, those steps will mean limits on wage in-
creasesor movement o firmsto lower wage regions, restrictionson sociat
programmes, tax incentivesfor corporations, and other policies which
favour the wealthy over the poor.”

Mostimportant, perhaps, an economicprogrammethat isdefinedby an
external orientation rulesout thekindsof controlsthat arenecessaryif any
nation isgoing to pursue policiesd full employment. Full employmentis
important because it is probably the single most powerful programme
leading to a more equitable distributiondf income. Also, people cannot
live fulfilling lives without meaningful work, and full employment im-
proves the likelihood that meaningful work will be available. Yet full
employment fisca and monetary policies, in the United Statesor in any
other country, cannot be implemented without constraints on external
commercial relations, including controlson trade and capital movements.
Foreign commerce d dl sorts has a role in any reasonable economic
programme, but the problem is to subordinate economic exigencies to
social goals and social values; that cannot be done in an export-led
programme.

Alternativeeconomicprogrammesthat cal for greaterincomeequality,
full employment, and an inward economic orientation have a connection
to our current condition of stagnation. Equality,full employmentand the
strengtheningd community are not Smply nicethingstowishfor, but they
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are aso policies that address the conundrum of stagnation. As | have
suggested above, oned the rootsd stagnationisthegreat inequality that
exigts — in the world and within many countries, including the United
States and Mexico. Demands for equality are therefore demandsfor a
reform that isconsistent with both the needs o those at the bottom of the
economic hierarchy and the system's needsfor stability and survival. Full
employment and greater incomeequality would dofar moreto extend the
market than would any programmedt openingnew marketsfor exports. (I
should point out that it is quite possiblethat such a connection would not
exigt, that doing what is socialy desirable would not be consistent with
overcoming stagnation. If stagnation resulted from an excessive wage
squeeze on profits, then greater income equality would hardly be an
economicsolution, however socialy desirable.)

Similarly, if stagnationisperpetuated by theinstability of international
affairs, thenlessnot morerelianceon international economicconnections
seems appropriate. Without a strongimperial power to enforcestability,
placing greater and greater emphasi son internati onal economictieswould
exacerbate a downward spiral of stagnation and instability. In some
quarters, asimilar definitiond the problemleadsto policiesfor recreating
astrong imperial power, but | doubt that it is possbleto dosoand it is
certainly not desirable. The proper responses to stagnation, then, are
reformsthat lead in thedirectiond strengtheningcommunityand building
an inward oriented economic alternative.

StrategicDifficulties

Asl haveindicated, these statementsabout aternativesare necessarilyin
the realm o speculation. As such, they are not only vague but aso
potentiallyself-contradictory. On theone hand, for example, | havegiven
emphasisto the possibility o international solidarity amongworkersasa
basisfor buildingstronger social movementstoward alternatives. On the
other hand, | havesaidthat oneresponseto globalisationshould beafocus
oncommunity asthe basisfor our economicalternatives.ltisnot clear how
these two argumentsfit together.

Perhaps, however, the apparent contradiction between a movement
based on international working classsolidarity and afocuson community
can be transformed into a postive element in the construction o an
alternative to the present course d globalisation. After al, progressive
social movements are frequently confronted with the task o building
broad solidarity while at the same time recognising the differencesand
divisons among the various constituenciesof that movement. More and
more, the L eft hasmoved toward the positionthat greater strengthfor the
broad movement depends upon a positive acceptance of the differences.
For example, no effectiveworking classstrugglecanfail to give prominent
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positions to the particular interestsdf peoples of colour or af women.
Certainly,insofar asthelLeft hasexplicitly recognised and embracedthese
'‘particular interests, the progressive movement as a whole has been
stronger. Similarly, in recognisingthe particularinterestsof communities,
itislikely that aninternati onal working classmovement would bestrength-
ened. At the same time, local community struggles would be more
powerful tied to alarger movement. Noned thiseliminatesthe potential
contradiction between the international and community components of
progressiveoppositionto globalisation. Y et it isuseful to seethisproblem
asoneform of arecurring difficulty in which building a powerful opposi-
tional movement means continualy dealing with tensions among its
particular components; and it will never do to ignore or suppressthose
tensions.

Similarly, other problemsinthealternativeagendal havesuggestedcan
be successfully dealt with only after they are explicitly recognised. One
especiallyimportant exampl eisal soconnectedto thefocuson community,
for afocuson community can bean gpol ogiafor reaction, xenophobia, and
theimpositiond traditional formsof exploitationand oppression. Control
o foreign commerce easily becomesa rationaisationfor a conservative
nationalism, andin the United Statesthismeansracisnaswel. Thewayin
which a progressive position and a reactionary position have thissort of
relation and potentially dangerous connection is suggested by the rather
unusual left-right coalitionin the United Statesthat emergedin opposition
to NAFTA.

Thedangersevident in such a codition should lead the Lft to rethink
somed itstraditional responsesto globalisation. In particular, traditional
formsd protectionismand the argumentsin support d protectionismcan
quickly become the basis for a reactionary politics. The protectionist
position singles out and gives specia emphasisto one type d threat to
workers, thethreat fromforeigncompetition. Intherhetoricd protection-
ism, 'our’ jobsare beingmoved abroadwhereforeigners-"they' not'us -
will reap the benefits. In fact, workers jobsare continually threatenedin
manyways by thevicissitudesd the businesscycle, technological change,
intra-national movement of capital, and just plain poor management, as
well asby foreigncompetition. Most broadly, workers jobsarecontinually
threatened by the efforts of employersto raise profits. A progressive
responsetothe joblossdf globalisationwould placeitin thislarger context
and demand a general protection for jobs, not Smply a protection from
foreignimports. Asa practical matter, workersneed to be protected from
joblossassociatedwith globalisation, but astrugglefor particul arpractical
policies needs to be connected to a broader ideological struggle. Other-
wise, focusing singularly on job loss to foreign competition, the L eft will
smply become the tail on the dog o nationalist — which is to say
reactionary — rhetoric.
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One more problemfaced by theforcesopposedto the current coursedt
globalisationliesin thefact that programmesto overcomestagnationand
restore growth to the world economy only exacerbate environmental
destruction. Economicgrowth haslong beenapillar o Left programmes,
and our critiqued capitalism has given a central positionto thesystem's
failure to expand sufficiently rapidly to provide jobs in the wedthy
countriesand toovercomepovertyinthe Third World. Theenvironmental
crigsforcesare-examinationd thisanalysis, but, infact, the andysishas
dways been aweak one.

Itisonething tosay that capitalismisin crissbecaused stagnationand
that within capitalism more rapid growth is the only means to stem the
emergencedf opposition. Thesearepoints| havestressedinthe preceding
pages. It is quite another thing to say either that more rapid economic
growth would solvethe fundamental social problemsaof capitalismor that
beyond capitalism growth would be a key to socid progress. Capitalism
needsgrowth because it cannot tolerate any far reaching redistributionof
income. Yet itisthegreat maldistribution of incomethat givesriseto our
most severe social problems- everythingfrom street crimeand homeless-
ness to racial conflict and meaningless work. A Left agenda that gives
prominence to the redistributionof income would make far more sense
than an emphasison economic growth.

Redistribution of income in itself does not eliminate environmental
problems, but it makes an important positive contributionto the solution
of these problems. Greater equality reducesboth the necessity of and the
pressures for economic growth, and thus gives greater leeway for the
economicorgani sation that avoidsdestruction of theenvironment. Within
the current social framework, economic well-being amost necessitates
environmental destruction; and, ironicaly, environmental destruction
may be greater during an era o stagnation than during more rapid
expanson as privateindividual sand firmsbecomemore and moredesper-
ate for economic survival. (Consider for example, the environmental
destructiond tropical rainforestsinthe Third World under the pressurecf
the debt criss or the destruction o temperate rain forestsin the U.S.
Pecific Northwest under the pressure of high unemployment rates.) By
giving prominence to equality over economic growth, anti-globalisation
forces might find one of their strongest arguments.

| cannot pretendthat thesebrief commentsdo avay withtheambiguities
in my agendafor aternativesto globalisation. And thelist of problemsin
my agenda could surely be extended. All | can say in defence of my
ambiguitiesisthat the current course o affai rs has many more problems.
Atleast thedternativesl havediscussed havethe meritdf beinggrounded
intheeconomicredlitiesdf globalisationand stagnation asthey confrontus
today. These redlities are wresking havoc on the peoples o North



ARTHUR MacEWAN 143

America, and onthepeoplesd therest of theworld aswell. Wehad better
find some alternatives.

10.

Nobody said it would be easy!

NOTES

. On theincomegap between rich and poor countriessee Harry Magdoff's ‘Globalization:

ToWhat End? in Ralph Miliband and L eo Panitch, editors, The Socialist Register, 1992:
New World Order? Monthly Review Press, New Y ork, 1992. Thefigureson U.S. income
distribution changesin the 1980scomefrom the Congressiona Budget Officeas reported
inthe New Y ork Timesof March5,1992. Data for Mexico areavailablefrom thelnstituto
Naciona deEstadistica, Geografiae Informatica: EncuestaNaciona delngresosy Gastos
delos Hogares. Also, see George Psacharopoul oset al, Poverty and Income Distribution
in Latin America: The Story o the 1980s, The World Bank, Human Resource Division,
Latin America and the Caribbean Technical Department, Regional Studies Program,
Report No. 27, revised April, 1993. For a useful analysis of the connection between
globalisation and inequalityin the U.S., see Edward E. Leamer, Wage Effectsd aU.S.-
MexicanFree Trade Agreement’, Working Paper No. 3991, National Bureaudf Economic
Research, Cambridge, February, 1992.

. Schumpeter develops the concept in Chapter VII of Capitalism, Socialism and De-

mocracy, Harper & Row, New Y ork, 1950. While using Schumpeter's phrase, | should
note that not much o the rest of the argument here is consistent with the ideas that
Schumoeter devel oosin that chaoter. He usestheconceot of creativedestructionlargelyin
explainingthesuccessof capitalistdevel opment, whereasl am trying to useitin explaining
the contradictions(potential failure) of capitalistdevelovment.

. Thislineof argument isdevel opedim srifmar MacEwan, “Technological Optionsand Free

Trade Agreements, Working Paver 93-05, Department d Economics, University of
Massachusetts — Boston. Dictaber. 1993, where more complete referencesare provided.

. See R.E. Lipsey and |.B. Kravis, “The Competitiveness and Comparative Adwvintage of

U.S. Multinationals.1957-1984°, Banca Nazionale del L avoroQuarterly Review, No. 161,
1987, p. 151.

. See E.J. Hobsbawm, Industry and Empire, Penguin Books, London, 1969.
. The argument, which is also associated with Paul Baran, isdevelopedin various places;

see, for example, Harry Magdoff and Paul Sweezy, Stagnation and the Financial Explo-
sion, Monthly Review Press, New Y ork, 1987.

. See Arthur MacEwan, Debt and Disorder: International Economic I nstabilityand U.S.

Imperial Decline, Monthly Review Press, New York, 1990. Also, see Robert Pollin,
Deeper in Debt: Changing Financial Conditionsof U.S. Households, Economic Policy
Institute, Washington, D.C., 1990.

. Empirical evidenceon the correl ation betweeninequality and dow national growthis not

well developed. Y et the evidencethat does exist does not give much support to theidea
that a low wage, inequality strategy is likely to yield rapid economic expansion. Some
limited empirical evidenceand the technology and incentiveargumentsare discussedin
MacEwan, 'Technological Optionsand Free Trade Agreements), as cited above.

. Thesocid structured accumulationargumentisdevel opedin David M. Gordon, Richard

Edwards, and Michael Reich, Segmented Work, Divided Workers: The Historical Trans:
formation of Labor in the United States, Cambridge University Press, New Y ork, 1982.
Theconnectiond community to thecontroversiesoverinternational commerceisusefully
developed by Herman E. Daly and John B. Cobb, Jr., For the Common Good: Redirecting
the Economy Toward Community, the Environment, and a Sustainable Future, Beacon
Press, Boston, 1989.

At least some on the Left, however, ignore these sorts of arguments and assert that a
progressiveeconomic programme- at |east in Mexico and elsewherein Latin America=
should be built on the basis of export-led growth. See, in particular, Jorge Casteneda,
UtopiaUnarmed: The Latin American left After the Cold War, Alfred Knopf, New Y ork,
1993.
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