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Capitalist development, that is, its economic and social characteristics. as well as the economic and social presuppositions for it, has always been a subject of special interest in Marxist theory. The issue of contemporary capitalist development, however, involves new condi​tions from those of the past that derive from today's socio-economic political and theoretical conjuncture, namely, the world crisis of capitalism; the subsequent restructuring processes taking place in almost all capitalist countries; and, above all, the rapid processes of capitalist development in some countries which were until recently considered as 'peripheral' or 'semi-peripheral' (the 'new industri;il countries' - NICs). These new conditions compel us to re-examine thr theoretical premises of Marxism regarding capitalist development anil underdevelopment-

THE EPISTEMOLOGICAL IMPEDIMENT: THE CONCEPTION OF 'WORLD CAPITALISM'

For at least five decades the Marxist theory of capitalist development has been dominated by the conception of 'world capitalism. According to this conception the capitalist mode of production, that is the fundamental social structures and relations which constitute thes 'specific difference' of a capitalist social order, is being reproduced in its adequate forms only on the world level. This also means that the 
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Marxist theoretical system, the capitalist 'laws of motion' which were discovered and formulated by Marx shall refer to the world level, to the level of 'world capitalism'.

According to this conception of 'world capitalism', development and underdevelopment constitute simply the two opposite poles of one and the same process: capitalist development of some countries -the imperialist countries-presupposes, or even causes, the underdevelop​ment of the majority of the world countries, the dependent countries, which are subjected to imperialist exploitation.

This simple and easily conceivable conception of 'world capitalism', which on the one pole creates 'development' and on the other pole 'underdevelopment' can, however, hardly be useful for a scientific investigation of social processes that are taking place today with regard to: the decline of Britain's economic and political power after World War II, the emergence of the New Industrial Countries (NICs), the modifications in the power relations between US, Europe and Japan, or accordingly modifications among the European countries them​selves.

Furthermore, the concept of 'world capitalism' ignores basic aspects of Marxism's Critique of Political Economy. Marxism understands capitalism as a system of class power which manifests itself not only economically but also politically (through the capitalist state) and culturally-ideologically. It claims, therefore, that capitalist power has been constituted in its adequate forms only on the level of the separate capitalist society- A world economy is the result of the articulation of the different (capitalist) societies, which historically takes the form of the 'imperialist chain' (Lenin). The fundamental postulate of Marxism maintains that economic and social evolution and development mainly reflects the results of class-struggle between capital (capitalist power) and the working class. In contrast, dependency theories reduce class-struggle and class-power in the underdeveloped countries to mere resuhs of the 'decisions' of the ruling classes abroad, in the developed countries. Therefore, the assumption that class-struggle is taking place on a world scale ignores the capitalist state, that is the 'political condensation' of social power in each country (and the perspective of its 'overthrow' - Lenin) and converts Marxism into the evolutionary dogma of 'economism',                           , .

At present the theory of world capitalism is responsible for a number of misconceptions regarding current restructuring efforts of capital. Of these perhaps the most misleading is the notion of a 'new international division of labour'.

THE EMPIRICAL FAILURE OF THE 'NEW INTERNATIONAL DIVISION OF LABOUR'

The concept of 'world capitalism' has found its completest form in the 'neo-inarxist' theory of Wallerstein (1979) about the 'world capitalist system'. According to this, the 'world economy' has been, since its formation (that is, since the 16th century) capitalist in nature, polarised in centre and periphery (with the simultaneous existence of a semiperipheral region), and dominated by monopolistic structures. Capitalism, this theory claims, can only exist as a world system, not as a national one (Wallerstein 1979).

Wallerstein's concept was thus applied in the early 1980s to explain the restructuring processes taking place in different countries, and first of all the emergence of the NICs of South East Asia. All these processes are considered as mere sub-cases of a change m the 'world capitalist system', which tends towards a'new international division of labour'.

As Frobel, Heinrichs and Kreye (1983, p. 28-31) maintain: 'For the first time in the history of world economy during the past 500 years, there has now developed, in a large and extending scale, in developing countries, a profitable base for the world market of manufacturing production ...We name this qualitatively new development of the world economy, the new international division of labour',

The 'new international division of labour' is a result of the effort of the world capitalist system to find a solution for the international economic crisis by increasing again the rentability of capital. By transporting some 'work-intensive' industrial branches to the Third World, the production costs of world capitalist production are lowered, since wages continue to remain extremely low in these regions. The 'inexhaustible reserves' of a cheap labour force are, therefore, considered as the main reasons for the transposition of capitalist production to the developing countries. These tendencies are being strengthened by the new technologies, which tend to divide the production process into a number of distinct sub-processes, some of which can be performed by a labour force of low skill and specialisation. On the other hand, the development of transport and communication makes possible the scattering of these sub-processes in a large number of countries-

This concept of the 'new international division of labour' is, however, problematic, not only because of its theoretical premises but also because of its empirical inadequacy. The whole construction simply exaggerates the improvement, since 1970, of the competitive position in the world market of some Third World countries. In reality empirical studies suggest that we cannot talk about the transposition of any branch of capitalist production from the industrial countries to the Third World- As Busch suggests:

From 1973 to 1980 the share (in international trade) of the non-oil-exporting developing countries was raised from 6-7 per cent to 8,7 per cent, at the expense, indeed, of the socialist countries, the share of which was diminished from 10 per cent to 8.5 per cent, but also at the expense of the capitalist industrial countries, the share of which was lowered from 82.2 per cent to 81.4 per cent. In sectors of iron and steel, as well as clothing and footwear and textiles, the losses of capitalist industrial countries were above average, their shares in the world exports were diminished from 83.6 per cent to 81.7 per cent and from 66.9 per cent to 61-8 per cent respectively. By contrast, developing countries were extended above average in the sectors of iron and steel, textiles and clothing, and also in machinery and transport equipment, as well as in 'other consumer goods'. It is worthwhile noting that their shares in the world exports of sector textiles and clothing increased from 21.9 per cent in 1973 to 26.7 per- cent in 1980, while, ,fo'r. 'other consumer goods' the corresponding data is 15.1 per cent and 16.3 per cent respectively [Busch 1984, p. 221-2].

The economism and 'technicism' that characterises the theories of the 'new international division of labour', allow them only to detect a tendency to transport the labour-intensive production processes to the low-wage countries. In reality, two distinct processes are taking place in the world market. First, and most important, in the whole post-war period, the most productive sectors of the most developed industrial countries (such as the US) have carried out direct productive investments, primarily in the less developed industrial countries (for example Western Europe) and to a smaller extent in the NICs. Second, the improvement of the competitive position of some industry sectors of the NICs is surely connected in the 1980s to the crisis of these sectors in industrial countries and with some tendencies to transpose production. However, the main tendency in the industrial countries is not to transpose but to protect their traditional sectors in crisis from international competition. The industrial countries of Europe and the US legislated during the last decade a tariff system (which was very severe for this period after the War) of protection from international competition, which also included competition from the NICs (Busch 1984,p.216-26).

The improvement of the position in international competition of some developing countries and especially the South East Asian NICs is mainly the result of the consolidation of capital relations in these countries, the formation of a skilled collective work force and an increase in the rate of surplus value exploitation. Only under such transformations can the low wages of the NICs be a viable factor for location decisions. But what is most important is that these changes in the periphery are not at all a 'new' phenomenon, as the theory of the world system maintains. Much more substantial transformations on the level of the world market took place, for example, during the last decades of the 19th century, up to World War I and during the inter-war period. During this period, a number of 'agricultural' countries entered the realm of developed capitalist countries through radical changes in their social and productive structures (loakimoglou 1985a, 1985b), In the same historical periods, radical changes in the economic and political power relations between the leading imperialist countries also took place.

Thus, contrary to the expectations of the 'new international division of labour' theories, the share of the Third World in the total direct investment from the industrial countries continued to decrease during the last decades. Of the total American direct investment in foreign countries during 1960, only 36.8 per cent was directed to the Third World. This percentage was decreased to 28.9 per cent in 1970 and to 21.7 per cent in 1980, Similarly, the percentage of the total capital exports of West Germany which was directed at the Third World was 39 per cent in 1960, 29.4 per cent in 1970 and 25.9 per cent in 1980. Decreasing also during this time was the percentage of the British foreign investment that flowed to the Third World: 36.8 per cent in 1960, 28-9 per cent in 1970, 21.7 per cent in 1980 (Busch et at. 1984, p. 28).

The theory of the 'new international division of labour', therefore, is of very little help for the study of the contemporary transformations of capitalist production. On the contrary, international capital move​ments (which, as mentioned, mainly take place between the developed capitalist countries), as well as the phenomenon of increasing participation of the NICs in these movements, can be adequately explained on the basis of the Marxist concepts of the Critique of Political Economy, as it has been shown by the theory of the modification of the law of value in the world market (Busch/Schdller/Seelow 1971; Neusiiss 1972; Busch 1974; Busch/Grunert/ Tobergte 1984).

As is also obvious from the mentioned empirical evidence on internationalisation of capital, it is not the 'low wages' but the profitability of investment (the rate of profit in a country), as it is determined by the overall production and social relations, that is the factor which 'decides' the direction of the international capital flows.

The rate of profit differs from one country to another. The underdeveloped countries are positioned at the lower levels of the international heirarchy in rates of profit, due to the weak domination of capital over both pre-capitalist social relations and the working classes, which leads to a consequent low productivity of labour in these countries. The under-developed countries show, therefore, a rather weak integration with international trade and capital relations and movements. By contrast, the developed capitalist countries have achieved much higher rates of profit, in international comparison, mainly because of the high productivity of labour in the dominating capitalist sectors of these countries. Among these developed industrial countries the (national) rate of profit is in most cases higher in those possessing a relatively lower organic composition of capital, that is, in the relatively less developed industrial countries.
Let us now briefly describe the process of capital exports between the developed industrial countries, as it is illustrated by modification theory. The organisation of each national capital on the level of its own national state, expressed for example in the existence of a specific national currency for each country (absence of a unique international currency for all countries), or the persistence of protectionist economic policies which restrict international trade, does not allow the formation of international production prices and thus the formation of an international general rate of profit on the level of the world market.

International capitalist competition in the world market resembles the competition of unequally developed individual capitals within one and the same branch of a national economy (international market prices, differentiated rates of profit of each national capital and so on). The more developed industrial countries, which due to the higher organic composition of capital generally possess a lower rate of profit than the lesser developed industrial countries, realise extra-profits through export trade and, therefore, increase their average national rate of profit. The international differences between the rates of profit decrease, because the weaker industrial countries (or national industrial branches) lose in international trade. However, international competition is characterised by the following modification: the extra-surplus-value and the extra-profit of the more developed nation capitalist countries in the world market, is gradually being annulled. This effect is caused (in the typically ideal case: absence of protectionist state measures), mainly by the undervaluation of the national currency price of the less developed industrial countries (which realise deficits their balance of payments) and the overvaluation of the currency pri of the more developed countries. The equalisation processes of tl national profit-rates are cancelled at the same time as the mo productive and the less productive countries both realise average profits in the world market. The capital of the more developed countries however, can regain the lost extra-profits in the world market only I direct investment in the less developed (but possessing a higher rate i profit) industrial country. In this way, capital flows overcome the protective mechanism of the currency equivalences by partly 'changil nationality' as capital invested abroad becomes incorporated into tl accumulation process of the total social capital of the capital-importing country. These capital exports, which regionally take place mainly one direction, create again a tendency towards equalisation of tl national rates of profit for the different industrial countries.

It is therefore the case that world market competition between tl commodity capitals of industrialised countries, rather than the 'oven interest' of 'world capitalism' shall be regarded as the basis for dire investment (that is the logic of capital flows) and the internationalis tion of capital.

Direct capital investment in underdeveloped countries cannc though, be investigated on the basis of modification theory, since til theory only refers to the relations between internationally competitr industrial capitalist countries. Capital imports in economically retards countries are mainly either related to the profitable (social ai technical) conditions of raw-materials extraction (or mining), or th< aim to overcome the 'import substitutive' protectionist policies ofti local governments (the so-called 'tariff-investment') (Schweers 198 pp. 12S-85).

MODES OF PRODUCTION AND (CAPITALIST) SOCIAL

FORMATION

Let us now return to the theoretical premises for a Marxist theory of capitalist development.

The fundamental concept of Marxian theory, the concept of Mode of Production and, specifically, of a Capitalist Mode of Production (CMP), does not refer to an existing object nor does it concern the concept of an empirically conceivable reality. It is a theoretical category which refers to the specific difference of a specific (capitalist) social power and structure of economic exploitation. It refers to the 'kernel' of this type of social relation, the 'kernel' which differentiates this type of social relation from any other.

The CMP does not, therefore, refer only to the 'basic' social level -the capitalist economy. It also refers to the political and ideological levels (instances). Capitalist domination, that is the relations of power of capital over the working class, is therefore also consolidated as a typically capitalist form in political relations (that is, the capitalist state, with its 'relative autonomy' from the economy, as well as from the different bourgeois factions) and in ideological relations (the domina​tion of capitalist ideologies which 'reflect', that is 'realise', social class relations as individual relations, as relations between individuals).

The historically formed typically capitalist coherence between the antagonistic social classes, in the ideological-cultural and the econo​mic instances, takes the form of the 'Nation'. The state appears, in the framework of capitalist social relations, as the political consequence, or the political 'completion' of the nation and it takes the form of a national-state.

It now becomes obvious that, if Marxism relies on the concept of the CMP as its main theoretical category, that is only because on the basis of this category one can undertake a scientific investigation of existing ensembles of class relations, capitalist societies, capitalist social formations along with their international articulations.

The main theoretical inefficiency of the theories of 'world capital​ism', especially in their 'neo-Marxist' versions, is that they fail to consider the 'political condensation' of class-power relations, materialised in the form of the national states. That is why these theories tend to define capitalism as a mere economic 'world structure'. These economistic theories ignore, therefore, not only the category of political power but also of social-capital, as the manifesta​tion of the overall interest of class power in a capitalist society (social formation).

A similar direction follows another conception, which, failing to understand the processes of capital internationalisation, speaks about 'a territorial non-coincidence between capital and its domestic state' (Murray 1971), foreseeing thus the overcoming of national states. The national state is again conceived, from an instrumentalist point of view, as an ensemble of 'state functions', not as the specific form of the manifestation of capitalist political domination, that is, not as a 'political condensation' of capitalist class power.

But the economislic ignorance of the political instance of class power is as old as Marxism itself.' At this point we would like to remind the reader of two positions related to the Marxist categories of the capitalist mode of production and the capitalist social formation which will be of crucial interest for the theoretical understanding of capitalist development and underdevelopment:

The category of (capitalist) mode of production (C) MP does not refer to the concrete capitalist relations of power but to their 'kernel', to the basic aspects of their specific structure. The consequence of the above position is that one should never consider (capitalist) social formations as the result of a mere 'articulation of modes of production'.

Let us consider here a known example. As is known from Marxist theory about the modes of production, the CMP (as well as every other MP) refers to only two classes, the bourgeoisie and the proletariat. Why then. in the existing capitalist social formations do there appear more than two social classes? According to the conception of the articulation of modes of production, this is only due to the existence in the social formations of more than one MP. But from which MP does there arise, then, the so called 'new-petty-bourgeoisie', to which belong, for example, in the capitalist enterprise, the technicians and the engineers? The articulation concept fails because of this contradic​tion at this point. Let us follow here the arguments of Poulantzas:

If we confine ourselves to modes of production alone, examining them in a pure and abstract fashion, we find that each of them involves two classes... But a concrete society (a social formation) involves more than two classes, in so far as it is composed of various modes and forms of production. ...Thus in contemporary France, for example, the two fundamental classes are the bourgeoisie and the proletariat. But we also find there the traditional petty bourgeoisie ... the 'new' petty bourgeoisie composed of non-produc​tive wage earners, dependent on the monopoly form of capital [Poulantzas 1972, p. 9].

The contradictions of the above passage concerning the 'new' petty bourgeoisie are obvious. Firstly, the so-called 'monopoly form of capital' can in no way be counted as belonging to the 'various [that is, other than the CMP] modes of production'. Secondly, the technic​ians and engineers, that is, production agents that belong neither to the capitalist-owners of the means of production - nor to the proletariat, do not first appear in the so-called 'monopolistic stadium' of capitalism- They appeared at the same time as big industry.

The only outlet from the above obvious contradictions is to consider the CMP not as capitalist social relations per se, but as their 'kernel'. Social classes are the result of both the expanded reproduction of the positions (and practices) that correspond to the capitalist division of labour, as well as the expanded reproduction of the agents who will occupy these positions. The CMP refers only to the 'kernel' of this process, to its main aspect: the expanded reproduction of the positions (and practices) in the capitalist division of labour. From this point of view there really exist only two types of social positions (and practices); those of capital and those of the working class. In the existing social formations the bourgeoisie has, though, assigned some functions and practices which refer to the organisation of capitalist class power to agents who don't belong to the class of the owners of the means of production. (Such practices are those ensuring the extortion of surplus value as, for example, supervised control of the production process, or those ensuring the coherence .of capitalist.society, as for example the members of the state repression apparatus). The result of this contradictory aspect of capitalist relations of power in the existing capitalist social formations (schematically: 'practices of capital' that are handed over to agents belonging to the exploited classes) is the emergence of the class of the 'new' petty bourgeoisie.

(Capitalist) social formations do not simply 'condense' social relations referring to different MPs (under the dominance of the CMP). They also 'condense' a history. This history is that of the modification of the mutual strengths in the class struggle of the antagonistic classes, within one and the same type of class power. In other words, condensation takes place through the history of the forms of capital power and of domination. For example, the fact that we deal with a capitalist social formation does not indicate that the working day will be 12, 10 or 7 hours, that the welfare state services will be more or less extended, that the workers' trade unions will be strong or weak, etc. We refer to the variety of the 'external' determinations (external in regard to the structural-causal relations that constitute the CMP) which act through the structural connections of the social relations (Althusser 1978).

The question of development is neither about some changes in the 'articulation of the different modes of production', nor a modification of the capitalist laws of accumulation and the structural characteristics of class power. The question of development refers to the historical forms of appearance of class power, that is, to the concrete results of class struggle. Without the consideration of these concrete results, any theoretical approach to the problem of capitalist development can degenerate into pure formalism.

CAPITALIST DEVELOPMENT AND CLASS STRUGGLE

On the basis of these theoretical conclusions we will now consider the problem of capitalist development.

Our first conclusion is, of course, that the problem of capitalist development can in no way be stated with regard solely to a description of the CMP. The CMP is a category constituted by excluding all possible 'external determinations' in regard to the laws of capitalist accumulation and domination. Only at the level of this abstraction did Marx show that the 'absolute' domination of the CMP results in a continuous development of the productive forces, in a continuous capitalist development, which is only stopped temporarily, by the cyclic over-accumulation crises. As he states:

productivity of labour in general = maximum of product with minimum of labour, which means: to cheapen commodities as much as possible. In the capitalist mode of production this becomes a law independent from the will of each separate capitalist... However, this immanent tendency of the capital relation will be only realised in its adequate form - and will become a necessary condition, also technologically - as soon as the specifically capitalist mode of production will be developed, and with it the real subsumption of labour under capital [Marx 1969, p. 63].

The problem of capitalist development can be, therefore, stated only on the level of the (capitalist) social formation. On this level, the existence of antagonistic (non-capitalist) modes of production, but also the ensemble of the 'external determinations' (in regard to the laws of capital accumulation which refer to the CMP) determine the possibili​ties or limits of the extent, the rates and the direction of capitalist
CMP, or different 'models' of capitalism, some of which tend to 'development' and others to 'underdevelopment'. There are developed and underdeveloped (capitalist) social formations, as well as social formations which develop capitalistically with different rates, as a result of the overall class relation of forces which is consolidated mainly in their interior.

The confusion created by 'neo-marxist' theoreticians with regard to the Marxist categories of the CMP and the capitalist social formation (as well as some ambiguous formulations of Marx himself) has allowed analysts to maintain that Marx had incorrectly 'foreseen' that all countries will follow the same stages of capitalist development. In reality, Marx described on the one hand, the immanent tendency towards the development and revolutionising of the productive forces in the case of capitalist productive relations dominating the class struggle; on the other hand, he described the general conditions which make this domination of the CMP possible, but not 'historically inevitable' in a social formation. Marx wrote in 1881:

I have shown in Capital thai the transformation of feudal production into capitalist production has as a starting point the expropriation of producers, which mainly means that the expropriation of the peasants is the basis of this whole process... I restricted, therefore, this 'historical inevitability' to the 'countries of western Europe'... Surely, if capitalist production is to establish its domination in Russia, then the great majority of the peasants, that is of the Russian people, must be transformed into wage-earners and consequently expropriated, through the previous abolition of their common property. But in any way the precedent of the West will prove here absolutely nothing... What threatens the life of the Russian com​munity, is neither a historical inevitability, nor a theory; it is the oppression by the side of the state and the exploitation by the intruding capitalists, who are becoming powerful with the support of this same state and to the disadvantage of the peasants [MEW, Vol. 19, p. 396-400].

The ensemble of determinations that are external to the CMP, that is, mainly, the power and force relations in the class struggle, decide both the possibility and also the rates of capitalist development. Having asserted this thesis which is fundamental to my argument, it is necessary now to develop it more precisely.

It is first of all obvious, that among the very important 'external' –to the CPM - relations that determine capitalist development, one has to count the international connections of a social formation in the framework of the 'world imperialist chain'. These connections are, of course, of both an economic (world market, internationalisation of production, international capital movements) and a political-military nature. The overall effect of the international relations may act to accelerate as well as to retard capitalist development depending on the type of articulation of the given social formation within the context of the world imperialist framework. This type of articulation is, though, determined by the economic and social structure of the given social formation. In other words, the decisive factor is again the internal economic and class relations. Imperialist suppression and exploitation does not constitute the 'General Cause' that creates power relations in the underdeveloped countries. Conversely, it is the structural characteristics of these power relations that impose the specific aspect or position of a social formation within the imperialist framework, that is, the specific forms of subordination for any country under imperialism. If, in the conjucture produced by the class struggle, the capitalist social forces in one country succeed to establish an economic, political and social hegemony over both the working class and the classes belonging to the non-capitalist modes of production, so that a process of rapid capitalist development is intiated, then the inter​national role of the given country can no longer remain that of an 'agrarian appendage' or of a 'raw materials supplier'. This is today exactly the case of the new industrial countries (Menzel 1985). This example, however, also pertains to the past experience of some of the old industrial countries where capitalist development was initiated later than that of Britain's industrial take-off (for example, the Scandinavian countries, Senghaas 1982).

The variable patterns of capitalist development can be considered, therefore, a result of the class struggle. Particular forms of the class struggle determine the historical ability of capital, of the bourgeoisie, in the interior of an existing social formation, to establish its power and hegemony on all social levels (economic, political, ideological).

The decisive socio-economic characteristic of the underdeveloped countries is, conversely, a social relation offerees, in other words, an ensemble of 'external' determinations, that hinders the expanded reproduction of capitalist power relations, which are, thus, 'confined', socially and spatially, in the so-called 'capitalist-enclosures' (Hurtienne 1981).2 The 'neo-Marxist' assertion that all production forms oriented to the market are capitalist in nature cannot conceal this reality.

The ability of the bourgeoisie in the underdeveloped countries to expand its power over the antagonistic (pre-capitalist) modes of production and to cause the disintegration of the latter is, thus, the most important presumption of capitalist development. This process takes historically the form of agrarian reform, because agrarian property constitutes the basis of the pre-capitalist mode of production (Senghaas 1982). In most cases, agrarian reform does not tend to establish capitalist relations of production in the agrarian sector of the economy, but mainly serves to develop relations of simple commodity production based on the land ownership of the producers. This form of production3 does not constitute an antagonistic economic system in relation to industrial capitalism, but, on the contrary, is an excellent example of the economic precondition for the accelerated develop​ment of the latter. The subjection of the peasants under state economic policy (fixation of the prices of agrarian products) and the credit system (purchase of production means through bank loans) guarantees low prices for agrarian products and a lowering, therefore, of the costs of reproduction of the labour force (Vergopoulos 1975).

In the social formations which are defined as 'developed capitalist countries', in contrast, there exists, therefore, only one mode of production, the CMP. Capitalist relations are articulated with only the form of simple commodity production in the agrarian, as well as in the non-agrarian sectors of the economy. The extent of the form of simple commodity production, its preservation in the different sectors of a capitalist society, or on the contrary, the rates of its dissolution, mainly depend on the increase of labour productivity in the dominant, capitalist, sector of the society (Milios/Theocaras, 1986).

Both empirical as well as theoretical considerations show that the higher developing rates, among the countries belonging to the group of the 'developed capitalist countries', are usually achieved by countries possessing a relatively lower level of capitalist development (Busch 1974, Busch 1978).

This 'uneven development' of the developed capitalist countries is to a large extent the result of the following factors: (1) the organic composition of capital is lower in the less developed countries;

consequently the average national rate of profit is higher in these countries (a fact which is mentioned as verified by the main direction of the international direct capital movement: from the more developed to the less developed industrial countries); (2) in the less developed industrial countries, the social sphere of simple commodity production is more extended. At the same time there is, though, a higher rate of dissolution of this production form. The result is a larger 'reserve army', the existence of which tends to lower the price of the labour force; (3) in the more developed industrial countries there is a higher percentage of wage earners in the economically active population and therefore a higher wage quota, which results in a pressure on the general rate of profit.

It is obvious that the above mentioned three factors do not exhaust the variety of the 'external' (to the CMP) factors that determine the manner of capitalist development. Reality is always much more complicated and that is why general theoretical remarks can never substitute for, but only open the way to the 'concrete investigation of the concrete situation'.4
AN ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLE: CAPITALIST DEVELOPMENT IN GREECE; FROM EXPANSIONISM TO CAPITALIST DEVELOPMENT

The case of capitalist development in Greece since the formation of the first independent Greek state in 1830 constitutes an excellent example which illustrates the theoretical positions developed in this chapter.

Greek independence was achieved as a result of the War of Independence of 1821-30 against the Asiatic social order and the national oppression by the Turkish conquerors.

The social relations consolidated in the first Greek state are characterised by the absence of large land ownership and the direct or indirect domination of commercial and shipowner capital over a population, the majority of whom were independent peasants. In the period 1844-64 the liberal bourgeoisie state form and the respective representative parliamentary political system (including general voting rights for all the adult male population) were established. This is a development which takes place several decades earlier than in most European countries (with the exception of France).

These 'presumptions' of capitalist development did not, though, result in a corresponding industrial development of the country. The developing rates of the secondary sector of the Greek economy were very low for the whole period until the 1860s and below the European average for the subsequent 50 years.

An economic take-off occurred however, in the early 1920s. This process of rapid capitalist development was only influenced to a minor extent by the world capitalist crisis, and was thus continued until World War II and the German occupation of Greece. Thus, during the whole inter-war period Greek capitalism attained one of the world's highest rates of development.

Greek capitalist development was continued after the war and especially in the period 1962-79, with comparatively very high rates of growth. Indicatively, we mention here that the Greek per capita GDP was in 1961 30.3 per cent of the average per capita GDP of the nine EEC countries, and 44.7 per cent of the average per capita GDP of the EEC in 1978 in constant prices. Accordingly, the international economic relations of the country were restructured with significant domination of industrial products in exports, significant capital imports and the secondary phenomena of capital exports.

This whole picture of Greek capitalist development allows at first sight a 'world capitalism' explanation: Greece was positioned in the periphery of the 'world capitalist system' and that is why it developed slowly during the whole 19th century. This approach posits that a 'new international division of labour' after World War I enabled a type of 'dependent' capitalist development.

This explanation is, though, superficial and it is contradicted not only by the social and political features of the Greek state mentioned before, but also by two basic aspects of the Greek social formation which do not allow its classification as a so-called 'peripheral' society. Firstly, Greece possessed, on the world scale, a very dynamic capitalist faction, namely its shipowner capital. The Greek merchant fleet was, during the 19th century, the seventh greatest in the world. Secondly, Greece practised, since the formation of the first Greek state, an expansionist policy in the Balkan, Asia Minor and North African regions, aimed at the formation of a Greek empire from the river Danube to Alexandria and from the Ionian Islands to the eastern mountains of Asia Minor. This imperialist strategy was confronted since 1850 with the rising nationalist movements of the other Balkan populations, the English annexation of Egypt in 1881, as well as the national revolution in Turkey under Kemal Ataturk. Thus, Greece did not fulfil its 'Great National Idea' (as the imperialist strategy was named); it succeeded, though, until 1922 in tripling its national territory.

The annexation of the new territories caused the emergence of a 'land question' in Greece: the agrarian economy of these regions was characterised by the domination of large land ownership of a feudal kind.

The economic and social basis of 19th century Greek, expansionistic imperialism was the dominant position of Greek capitalists and respectively Greek minority communities in all the regions involved. For example, Greek capitalists controlled 50 per cent of the industrial production of the Ottoman Empire, Greek merchants controlled 60-8U per cent of Egyptian exports and more than 30 per cent of Romanian and South Russian exports. This scattering, and at the same time the dominant position of Greek capital abroad, determined the characteristics of Greek capitalist development, during the whole 19th century. Firstly, it made the imperialist strategy of the 'Great Idea' sound realistic. It then enables the rapid development of the Greek merchant fleet, which practically connected the Greek, capitalists abroad with the Greek, social formation. The Greek merchant fleet controlled more than half the sea transports to and from the Turkish ports, and the Greek flag was the first in the transports to and from the ports of southern Russia, and the second to the Danube. Lastly, it created an emigration stream from Greece lo the prospering Greek communities abroad.

All these parameters impede the process of capital accumulation in

the interior of the Greek social formation and on the contrary benefit the 'cosmopolitan' factions of Greek capital. This is, though, not a result of some kind of imperialist exploitation of Greece but a result of a specific imperialist expansion of Greek, capital, as well as the Greek 'nation state'-The 'Asia Minor Disaster', the defeat of the imperialist Greek invasion of Turkey in 1922, put an end to the era of Greek expansionism and to the respective scattering of Greek capital and the labour force outside Greece. In this way it opened the era of 'national homogenisation', social reform (for example, agrarian reform in the newly annexed territories) and, therefore, capitalist development.

More precisely, as more than one million refugees came in 1922 from Turkey to Greece, a new social and political conjucture and relation of forces was created in the country which enabled capitalist development. The whole process functioned by firstly accelerating the land reform. Then, in a short time, private property relations were established for the overwhelming majority of the farmers, a situation which resulted in a rapid increase in the productivity of agriculture and in a rapid decrease in the price of labour force reproduction. The inner market was enlarged and supplied industrial capitalism with a cheap and relatively qualified labour force. This change brought into Greece the money capital of the Greek Asia Minor capitalists, and lastly, it ensured Greek population majority in the annexed regions /"^-^ of Macedonia and Thrace.

The high developing rates of Greek capitalism in the post-War period are furthermore connected with the defeat of the Greek left and labour movement immediately after the War, and the inter​national political military conjucture of the 'Cold War', which enabled Greek capitalism to improve its strategic and economic position by actively participating in the western 'roll-back' strategic plans.

A CONCLUDING REMARK

Capitalist development is neither a result originating from the inter​est of the 'world capitalist division of labour' nor is it the 'destiny' of all countries. It is the inevitable outcome of capitalist social power and domination. The enforcement and expanded reproduction of the latter in a social formation is decided by the class struggle. It is, in other words, a contingent outcome that varies according to the Specific historical circumstances of each social formation.
NOTES

1.   Lenin, for example, criticised, in July 1916, the economism of the 'world-capitalism' conception: 'They don't want to think aboul either the frontiers of the state or the state in general. It is a form of imperialist economism, similar to the old economism of the period 1894-1902...Instead of talking about the state, they talk about a "socialist cultural circle", that is, they choose on purpose such an imprecise expression that all state problems vanish' [Collected Works, Greek edition, vol. 22, pp. 330-1].

2-   This is the case in most countries in the world, in Africa, the Middle East, Asia and Latin America.

3.   The simple commodity production does not consist of a special system of exploitation and surplus-labour extortion. We speak therefore not of a mode of production but of a (simple) form of production.

4.   Such a 'concrete investigation' on capitalist development in four EEC countries, for the period 1952-75, was undertaken by Busch (1978). From these four countries. Great Britain had already in 1950 only 5.4 per cent of its total workforce working in the agrarian sector. It was, therefore, the capita listically 'matures!' country. On the other hand, Italy was the least developed country in the group of four (in 1950,42.8 per cent of the total Italian population of labour worked in the agrarian sector). As predicted from the above remarks Busch found a tendency for the capital accumulation process in Italy to attain higher than average development rates, in comparison to the three other countries. However, the development rates for Italy leave behind those of a//the other three countries only in the period 1961-70, The acute class conflicts between capita) and ihe working class, as well as the development gap between northern and southern Italy were the main factors that impeded capitalist development in llaly. In contrast. Great Britain not only attained the lowest rates of capitalist development in comparison to the other countries, but in the 1960s it also lost its previous economic significance in Europe, to the benefit of both Germany and France. This relative decline of British capitalism is, however, not a mere result of its 'maturity', but is connected both with the social relation offerees in Britain, as well as to the international role which Britain unsuccessfully tried to play within the framework of the imperialist strategy of the West (that is, persistence in a classical colonialist policy; very high military expenses; persistence in the high price of sterling so that it can keep up its international role and so forth.)
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