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I. INTRODUCTION

HA'T' CAPTTALISM DIVIDES I'TSELF into distinct ep-
ochs or stages is universally recognized by writers in the
Marxian tradition, though there is some variation as to
the theoretical explanation for the division. There is considera-
bly less agreement over the characteristics of capitalism in the
different epochs. The most important disagreement is over
whether capitalism in its advanced stage is “progressive.” That s,
whether it remains the tendency for capitalism throughout its
expansion to destroy pre-capitalist sociul relations and transform
those social formations into capitalist formations. This “progres-
sive” tendency is sometimes narrowly stated as the tendency for
capitalism to develop the forces of production. It is argucd that
insofar as advanced capitalism contains within itself’ this tend-
ency, it is a progressive force on a world scale; insofar as this
tendency has been lost, capitalism is reactionary.
The issue of the progressivencss of advanced capitalism is
central to the theory of imperialism, and some have taken the

view that capitalism’s revolutionary overthrow s justified only it

the development of the productive forces has come to an end.'
Questions concerning the progressiveness of capitalism have ap-
peared prominently in the debate over revolutionary strategy in

I A famous passage from Marx would seem 1o support this: “No social order 15 ever
destroyed before all the productive torces for which it is suHicient have been devel-
oped, and new superior relations of production never replace older ones before 1he
material conditions for their existence have matured within the [ramework of the old
saciery.” Karl Marx., 4 Contribution to the Critigue of Political Economy (New York, 1476,
p- 21
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underdeveloped countries; they are closely linked to the issuc of
class alliances and whether a "1wo stage”™ revolution is called for.
This paper addresses itself to these general issues. In Section 11,
the periodization of capitalisin is treated and the most important
characteristics of capitalism during each epoch are outlined. In
Section 11, the quesnion of the progressiveness ol capitalism iy
considered, and it is argued that conclustons on this 1ssue derive
from one’s theory ot capitalist compeution. While this analvsis
has implications for political strategy. these are not CE,E:...L in
this paper.

When one thinks of the periodization of capitalism, the most
prominent source that comes o mind is Lenin and his tamous
pamphlet, Imperiaitsm. Indeed, 1 is frequently argued that one of
Lenin's most important contributions to Marxian theory was the
specification ol capitalism’s two stages or epochs: the stage of
competitive capitabsm and the stage of imperialism. We {ind the
first such conceptuat division of capitalism in Volume T of Capi-
tal, with Marx’s distinction between the “stage of manofacture”
and the “stage of modern industry.” It is clear from Lenin's carly
work that his periedization of capitalism derives from Marx’s di-
vision based upon the internal dynamic of the accumulation
tﬂOnnmm.u Marx argued that in its first epoch, "manufacture,” the
accumutlation process 1s based upon the extraction of absolute
surplus value; and in the second, "modern indusiry,” the pro-
duction of relative surplus value dominates the accumulation
process.

Much of the literature on imperialism has stressed the
:‘EOH,EEEP strategic character of imperalist penetration,” This
j_SEEE includes: debate over the strategy of the hourgeoisic in
_Hvoiu:ﬁ countries vis-a-vis ruling classes in oppressed coun-
tries, the possible contribution of the bourgeoisic in oppressed
countries to national liberation struggles, and other central is-
sues of revolutionary praxis. What follows does not address itsclf
directly to these crucial questions, though 1t 1s integrally related
to them. Rather, an effort is made to identify the historical tend-
ency of capiwal’'s development. The most important issuc at this
high level of abstraction is the question of capital's tendency to
transform precapitalist social formations into capitalist forma-

2 VL Lenin, "On the So-Called "Mathet Que

VU Cellected Werks T (Moscow, 1972).



tions. 1 this is the major tendency, then capitalism is said to be
“progressive.” This does not imply that capitalists m advanced or
backward countries are progressive. That question hes at a more
concrete level of analysis. While the nature of capital’s develop-
ment and the strategy of the imperialist bourgeoisie are related.
the two are not mcechanically linked by abstract logic. Rather,
their relationship is mediated by the concrete history ot cach
country.

But while the abstraction o capital as a whole moves one tar
from the analysis of conjunctural circumsiances, it provides a
number of fundamental insights which allow tor a rigorous con-
sideration of the concrete. The most general and basic conclu-
sion is that the fundamental nature of capitalism does not
change as capitalism marures, but rather that those aspects which
were latent in immature capitalisin come to dominate. In partic-
ular, this analysis rejects the "monopoly capital” school of
thought which argues that developed capitalism is charactenzed
by different laws of operation than those operative in the previ-
ous stage.” The most important of these is the competitive con-
tradiction, which the “monopoly capital” school sces as disap-
pearing in modern capitalism. While the implications of the
“monopoly capital” view are not pursued, they are seen as the
implicit basis for much ot the theorizing about the causes of
underdevelopment in the imperialist epoch.

11. EPOCHS OF CAPITALISM

A Stage of Manufacture

Capitalist production is based on the scparation of produc-
ers {rom the means of production, "This sepa -ation involves as s
most important aspect the forc -uble expulsion of labor from the
land. Once this separation occurs ("primitive accumulation™
Marx called i), the necessary conditions tor capital’s birth are
present. In the “freeing” of labor from the land, capital 1s set
frec by allowing money to be a claim on wealth in general. Once
labor is no longer 1n POSSESSIon of the means of production, it
-an only be united with those means of production through the

3 PoAL Buran and Paul Sweery, Monoprdy Crpital UNew York, 1H68).

initiative of capital. This point is shown by reference to the cir-
cuit of capital, given below.

f—cM oy —
LP

M — money capital

(. — productive capital, means of produc-
tion (MP) and labor power (L.F)

P — moment of production

C' — commodity capital

M’ — expanded money capital

The capitalist epoch dates from the domination of the work
process by capital. Prior to this domination of production, capital
existed in extremely restricted form as merchant's capital. Mer-
chant’s capital had the basic form of capital, buying in order o
sell (M — . — M"), but it did not exert its control over the pro-
duction process. It is the control of the production process by
capital which not only characterized a new historical epdch, but
made capitalist society dynamic and progressive compared to
previous epochs. Marx characterized this initial control of pro-
duction as the “tormal subsumption of labor o capiral.” The di-
vision of labor within the production process in the pertod of
manufacture reflected the social relations and technology which
evolved within artisanal production. The dynamism which capi-
tal generated was the result of the new social relations ot wage
labor.

In this first stage of capital’s development, the sources ol ex-
panded accumulation were the concentration of capital and the
raising of surplus value absolutely. Because of the artisanal na-
ture of the production process, the possibilities for raising pro-
ductivity were extremecly limited. Machinery was lurgely a prod-
uct of craft workshops, expensive and limited in supply. In part
due 10 this technological limitation, individual capitals expanded
by concentrating more workers into workplaces, rather than by
transforming the production process. In such conditions, sur-
plus value was raised primarily by lengthening the working day
and increasing the intensity of work. Marx called this the pro-
duction of absolute surplus value.



Capital’s reliance on the production of absolute surplus
value was dictated by the primitive state of capitalist social rela-
tions even more than by technological constraints. In the period
ot manufacture, the progressive tendencies of capitalism mani-
fested themselves not primarily in the development of produc-
tive torces, but in the destruction of anachronistic social rela-
tons. Particularly important was the credit system, underdevel-
oped and oriented to the needs of merchant's capital. Achieving
dominance over the eredit system was perhaps the single most
important task for industrial capital in order to make the vransi-
tion o “modern industry.”

The accumulation of capital is achieved by the conversion of
surplus value into new capital — additional means of production
and labor-power. For capital as a whole, the rate of accumulation
depends upon, and its upper limit is set by, the mass of surplus
value which is realized as profit. In the period ot manufacture,
indiviclwal capitals tended to be similarly limited, with their ex-
pansion based upon the surplus value produced in the individ-
ual production processes. This reflected the underdevelopment
of the credit system. In effect, the institutional framework of
capitalisni was too primitive to allow for the redistribution of sur-
plus value among capitals, which is the function of banking or fi-
nancial capital.! Limited to their own profits, individual capitals
could not undertake the large investments which the
revolutionizing of the means of production required.

These imitations on the accumulation process gave the pe-
riod of manufacture its particular character. Competition was re-
sirictedt 10 struggles within branches of industy by relatively
targe numbers of producers. First, with the credit system undet-
developed, more efficient capitals were constrained in the rate at
which they could expand and climinate weak competitors. Sec-
ond, this same credit constraint made it difficule for capital in
one branch of industiy to invade other branches, To use Marx's
term, this was the period of the concentiation of capital (growth
of individual capitals), with little scope for the centralization of
capital (redistribution of existing capital among tewer capitals).
‘This implies that in the period of manutacture “capital as func-

A See [ohn Weeks, Capitol and Explovation (Princeton, 19825, Chapter V),

tion” (capital’s productive aspect) dominated over “capital as
ownership” (capital's distributive aspect). o .

It is this carly and primitive stage ot nﬁu:m__,,_ society .,:,E
bourgeois economists culogize as .:F. mc_gm_m age of nc::un:..:_::.
This view is both romantic and ahistorical. What appears as free
competition” was constrained mod,_:um::w:,_. n:z:un:,ﬁv: n embry-
onic and primitive form. The bourgeoss :H.Q:)_a..i vm;._n.ﬂ com-
petition” is merely an ahistorical abst action from m.gw:.# and
fleeting moment of capitalism’s ,,...o::,_.. To treat :3 primitive pe-
riod of capitalism as the Ens_.w:mm._ basis :m. H,.:E_:ca_fc-
producing society is to invert reality. tor the major tendencics
within accumulation remain latent in this stage.” )

At this point it is useful to elaborate what is meant by .._w-
tent,” since this concept plays an important role in the analysis.
Obviously capitalism has changed over time, and its appearance
in the twentieth century is quite different from its appearance in
the late eighteenth century. One can account for this in two
ways. One way would be to treat capitalist society as m:cn:ﬁ by
forces related 10 but separable from capitalist social relations
themselves, such as technical change, and 10 argue that capital-
ism adapts itself to a new environment or is transformed by that
environment. The approach here is different. It 1s m_,m:mm_ that
capital in its incipient form contained within iself n:::.ma_nﬂz,\«,
elements, and the progressive resolution of these .”,.c_.:_,.mm:ma._o:,m
gave rise to the subsequent concrete :_E,_:.oﬂ.m:mczm ot n_,,.:u:“.m_m
reproduction. To be spedific, the rapid process A.: .q,,.m:fﬁ:_mm_“_.::
of capital and the union of {inancial and industrial capital which
occurred at the end of the nineteenth century was not an altera-
tion in the nature of capitalist accumularion. but the realizatuon
of contradictions which had been present in capital’s reproduc-
tion one hundred vears hefore. At some risk, we can venture an
analogy with an acorn: the growth of a great :m_n. tree represents
not adaptation or change in reponse (o the environment, __z: a
process latent in the acorn itself (though obviously the environ-
ment has a quantitative etfect on its growth).

The early stage of capital's development should now be con-
sidered; in this manufacturing stage capitalism 1s clearly progres-
5 [ reler w the process of the centralization of capitad, production ﬁ.;. refative y.:_._v_ﬁ./

alue. and the two wndencies that arise Irom these: the iendeney of the vate ot protu
to lalb and the councracting tendencies 1o the falling vawe of profic



sive within its own domain. The progressiveness of capitalism is
the consequence of capital seizing control of the production
process (moment C ... P ... € in the arcuit of capital) and
through accumulation bringing more and more people into
wage labor. In the stage of manufacture, the progressiveness
manitests itselt at different levels of abstraction. Firse, the
growth of capitalist production is the growth of the proletariat,
which lays the basis for the struggle between the two greac classes
of modern socicty. Second, capitalist social relutions have a
hiberating eflect on the development of the productive forces,
heralding a new epoch in man’s mastery over nature. Third,
what Marx called the “necessary illusion” of equal exchange be-
tween capital and labor transtorms the ideological context in
which the exploitation of labor occurs. The ideology of capital-
ism is based on the formal cquality of capital and labor in ex-
change, and in the polincal sphere this manifests itself in the
bourgeois concept of individual treedoms. These freedoms func-
tioned in the carly stage of capitalist development to lhiberate
capital from feudal constraints. One necessary aspect of this lib-

eration of capital was the scparation ot labor from the means of

production — a process that freed workers from extra-economic
coercion in order that they might be made available for capital.

On a world scale manufacturing capitalism was limited by
the same underdevelopnient that restricted accumulation to the
production of absolute surplus value. Because of the rudimen-
tary character of the credit system, the export of both money
capital and productive capital could not be casily achieved. The
term “export of money capital” is used (o designate lending by
financial institutions, usually in the form of state or private
bands, to other countries, developed or underdeveloped. “Ex-
port of productive capital” refers to the setting up of productive
cnterprises 1in other countries {plantations, factories, railroads,
mines) under the direct operating authority of foreign capital.

The existence ol pre-capitalist social relations left little scope
for such export to Africa, Asia, Latin America, and Eastern
Europe in the nincteenth century. Pre-capitalist societies are not
predominantly commodity-producing, though they may be
drawn into capitalist exchange. As long as labor-power is not a
commaodiry, or is available only ro a limited extent, capital lacks
the basis for its unique system of exploitation. T'hat is why the

tirst export of productive capital was for mining and plantations,
which were outside the pre-capitalist cconomy and produced for
the overseas capitalist market.

One needs no special theory 1o account for the predomi-
nance of the export of commodity capital in the stage ot manu-
facture, and certainly no underconsumptionist argument. Capi-
talist production recognizes no national boundaries, and the ex-
port of commodity capital is the consequence of commodity pro-
duction itself. To 4 certain extent. the export of commodity capi-
tal was stimulated by the nced for raw matenals required trom
pre-capitalist formations. But the theoretical issue is not why
commodity capital was exported in the stage of manufacture, but
why money capital and productive capital were not. The expla-
nation lies in the nature of capitalist society on the one hand,
and of pre-capitalist formations on the other.

B. Stage of Mudern Industry

The process of accumulation in the stuge of manufacture
concentrates the working class into larger productive units, lay-
ing the basis for the devclopment of working class power. This
power asserted itself in a struggle over the conditions of work
and control of the lubor process. The most decisive aspect of this
struggle was the conflict over imiting the working day, or, more
precisely, the struggle over who would determine the length of
the working day, capital or labor. The victory of the working
class in establishing limits 1o the degree to which capital could
dictate the length of working day ushered in the stage of mod-
ern industry.”

Once the working day was no longer unilaterally set by capi-
tal, the scope for raising surplus value absolutely reached its
limit. While this form of increasing the surplus was not climi-
nated, it ceased to be the major element in the competitive strug-
gle among capitals, giving way to what Muarx calls “relative sur-
plus value.” This requires that in 4 given working day the “neces-
sary labor time” be reduced rclative to the “surplus labor time.”
The primary method for achieving this result is the introduction

# For an excellent discu Ben Fine and Laurence Harris, Re-Reading Capitad
(London, 189793, Sce also Laurence Harris, “Periedication of Capitalism.™ in Tom
Bouomore (ed.y, 4 Dictionary of Marxod Phought (Oxtord, 1983),




ol technological improvements into the production process. The
emergence of relative surplus value as the dominant basis for ac-
cumulation did not end oppressive methods of mtensilying labor
on the shop floor: i.c., capitalism did not mellow its exploitative
character in the stage of modern industiv, ‘Fo the extent that
work became less oppressive, this resulted (and vesults) from the
continuous struggle of the working class over hours, conditions,
and intensity of labor. not as a result of rising productivity itself.

The development of the credit system provided the addi-
tonal money capital necessary for the expansion of the scale of
production which greater use of machinery required. The need
to marshal large amounts of money capital led to the growth of
financial capital, with profound consequences for the nature of
the capitalist system. In Marx’s words, it represented the ascend-
ancy of capital-as-ownership over capital-as-function; or as Lenin
put it. the domination of industrial capital by finance capital.
Lenin’s emphasis on {inance capital has been commonly inter-
preted to imply the decline of competition in the stage of imperi-
alism. In recent years, a growing school of theorists rejects this
interpretation of Lenin’s writings and the argument that compe-
tition declines.”

Rather, the truth is that the development of the credit Sys-
tem and furance capital intensifies the competitive struggle, In
the stage of manufacture competition tended to be restricted to
what bourgeois economists call the “product market,” price com-
petition among existing capitals. With modern industry capitalist
competition develops to a higher level, manifesting itself in the
flow of capital between branches of industry, and eventually be-
tween countries. Like so many aspects of capitalism, the tend-
ency for competition to intensify is obscured. The movement of
capital can ac times result in capitals monopolizing markets. This
tendency increases as capitalism develops, but it is a manifesta-
tion of capital's conpetitive contradiction, not the elimination of
competition.”

7 Sec loomote 24, and John Weeks, The Lunits to Capitedist Accwmulation: The Padustriad;-
mittan of Pern, {950-1980 (Boulder, 1984), Chaper |

8 Marx pur this well: “In practical tite we find not only competition, monopoly, and the
antagonusm between them. bur alse the syarhesis of the 1wo, which is nol a formula,
hut a movement. Monapaly produces competition. « mpetition produces monopoly.
-+ The synthesis is such that monopoly can only maintain itsell _u\f....:::::u_

While all production is social, _.:.CQ:»,QCC in the stage of
modern industry becomes socialized to a L:m_:.m:.;.,w:_ mz.,..;:nﬁ_
degree. Capitalist production appcars to be atomized, isolated
production, the sum of En production of many capitals. In the
stage of manufacture, this appearance somewhar corresponds 1o
reality, since exploitation is to a greatr extent achieved by the
domination of individual capitals over their workers — the ex-
traction of absolute surplus value. In the stage of modern w:.r_,:,,,-
try, exploitation is socialized; the relationship is between ..m.:t.::_
as a whole and the working class. Raising the rate of exploitation
depends upon the rate at which the integrated system of pro-
duction can raise productivity generally and thereby reduce nec-
essary labor time (the valuc ol labor-power). _.: m.:n_.a an ad-
vanced phase of capitalist Qo(.,o_ov::;ur one capitalist mcreases
exploitation of labor insofar as all do.” Marx called this the de-
velopment of “social capital.” .

The age of modern industry facilitates the export of money
capital and later productive capital. Again, no special theory ol
capital export is required, for the tendency to export money and
productive capital arises from developments internal to the cap-
talist mode of production. Once financial mmv:m_.mm:_ogm matu-
rity, it seeks out profitable fields, including thosc in pre-capitalist
formations. This interpretation implies that while it 1s not erro-
neous to periodize capitalism in terms of the forms that the ex-
port of capital takes. it is imprecise analytically to do so,
Periodization based on the form in which capital 1s exported can
be misleading in two ways: 1} it stresses the differences _.un;.on:
the epochs of capitalism rather than thetr basic contnuity; m:.m_
2) it suggests that the stage of modern industry m_::m_a _,un,. m:-
vided into a period in which the export of money capital 1s pri-
mary and a further one in which the export of productive capital
is _um::m:,«.. The second point we develop below. . ,

Finally, to periodize capitalism by the torms :.* ﬁ..,a.t:m_.cx-
port is to accept a criterion based on the sphere ,o_ ._“,.:A,.F,:M:._o:.
Basing arguments on circulation is not a prima facie sin of analy-

entering into the struggle of competitoen.” karl Mary and Fredetick Engels, Cotdveted
Weorks, Vol. VI {(New York, 1974), p. 147,

9 This follows from the manner in which surplus value is ratsed relativeh. See Karl
Marx, Capital, Vol 1 (London and Moscow, 1474), Chaprer X11; and Weeks, Capetal
and Exploitation, Chapter [11.



sis. However, most Marxian theorists would agree that phenom-
ena ol circulation are derivative from the sphere of produc-
sony 10

t1on,

HL THE EXPORT OF CAPI'TAL AND I'TS EFFECTS

AL Export of Comomodity Capital

Ay already noted, capitalism from its hirth engaged in the
export of commadity capital (C' — M), Observation of this fact
gave rise to an carly critique of capitalism based on an
underconsumptionist theory and denying the progressiveness of
apitatism. Early writers to take up this position were Sismondi
and Proudhon, who argued that the developinent of wage-labor
relations, by destroving the peasantry and artisanal classes. re-
duced the “home market™ for commodities. The analtytical short-
coming ol this school of thought is that it fails 10 recognize the
ctrculation of commuaodities as the circulation of capital, as Lenin
cogently argued. '

The expansion of commodity production in the capitalist
honteland transforms society through the ruination of the inde-
pendent petit-bourgeois producer — a ruination that appears to
take place through the “civilized” form of price competition. In
the periphery divect foree is applied to non-capitalist formarions
by the bourgeois state (what Marx referred to as “so-called prim-
itive accumulation™).'® Tt has been often pointed out that com-

- Marx wrate: "the stracunre of distribution is completely determined by the structure
ol production.” and “the intensity of exchange, its extent and nature, are determined
by the development and straciure of production.™ Karl Mars, Gruidrese (New York,
L4973y, pp. 95, Fa.

Lenin wrote: "Do we deny that capitalism necds a foreign market? OF conrse not, But
the giestion of a foreign marker has adsalubely nothing to de with the guestiom f realiza-
tin, and the attemipt o link them ine one whole expresses . . the ronantic inability
1o think logicallh.” Lenin, A Characterization of Feonomic Romanticism.” Collectod
Weorks, 1} (Moscow, 1972), pe 1620 emphiasis in original. 1 have deatt with this issue in
John Weeks, "On the Tsue of Capitalist Circulation and the Concepts Appropriate (o
Ies Anadvsis,” Sedonee & Socety, Vol XIVIL Noo 2 (Sunimer, 19%8),

12 “Direet lovee, outside of cconomic conditions, is ol course sull useed [ mneteenth
century Britain), but only exceptionally. ... Ieis otherwise du ng the historical gene-

ol the capitalist production. The bourgen

ie.atits rise, wants and uses the power
of the state to “regulate’ wages, i, to loree them within limis suitable for surplos
vilue making, to lengthen the working day and 10 keepr the laborer himsell in the
nearmal degree ol dependence. “Uhis is an essentiad clement of the so-called primitive
accumulation.” karl Muarx, Crupried, Vol | (London, 19743, p. G5,

modity capital export frequently had the m_.?.n_., ﬁ, me::w__mn
pre-capitalist production 1n Eimamam_ﬁuma ;,_,mmu, ﬁ.uw::,.m: _f
artisanal production. Some wrlters state :.:,: :.:,,_, ij._r_..:wﬁ m..t,
talist transformation or created the ..r,.::ﬁ._::_,:,f r:,q:., haut :;
formation.'> Whatever validity such ,H,C:.r,._:,,,,._c:m might w.:j..,n. T
essential (o note the central place ot T:,QW in ,-~._v_. A.,mt:.,:_.mﬁ de-
velopment and the role of ::”w Tﬁ_wc_,mmc;, state in ﬁ.:.c 4_3_»...5.
process of “primitve mnn::a:_mm.:_,:. Historical m,_.im:mn m:mﬂm,_,?
that exchange alone is insufficient to generate capitalist re a-
tions: it docs so only when active steps are .Srn: o xm:n_.w?,.
hourgeois social ~,m_m~.mo:z_ ﬂ9: of the destruction created by ex-
change and competiuon. o . o
For the most part the pre-capitalist countries ﬁ,:a terriories
invaded by commodity capital lacked a bourgeotsic. Morcover,
the export of commodity capital was not controlled by the _:_m_,:,..-
trial bourgeoisie, but by merchant capital. 7..ﬁ§..ﬁrﬁ_~,m of :_n,wmm_-
talist center generally traded with pre-capitalist ruling class ¢s in
the underdeveloped areas, and as a consequence, the Q,H:_:.n:c,,:
of commodities in the later region maintained its _z,n-nmt_:__,_ﬁ.
character. As trade expanded, there often was a tendency for
the pre-capitalist relations to _k,.. strengthened, not sdm._»m.:nwn_.
The pre-capitalist ruling classes ,,,::v:,.. n.x,:.wn:k.& a larger surp _\;
product through the intensification of existing forms of exploita-
15
The rapid growth of world trade in the stage of manutac-
ture reflected the progressive development of wage-labor rcla-
tions in the capitalist countries, but w: Ec ::Qmﬁ.@m«n_cvm& ,icm,__z
it strengthencd the rule of pre-capitalist exploiting m_mwwm,?, 1 #,
emergence of a bourgeoisic in the ::.zﬁ.m_n«m_éuea areds (.f.uv
thus retarded by an alliance between foreign merchant capital

flo1n.

13 For example, John G lavlor, From Modeenizatune fn Modes of h.:.:.._::._,.._:.z.. __ ._‘.._w._________u._:_e af
the Suciolagies of Development and m.:.....3.:_3__3__&5____.___; :.::1_:_:, [EEEEN ﬁ..:.::.: | ..._. -

14 “The particular Tunctions of money .. point, aceardimg o the n.ﬁ.c:.#. i __w, .__..:.n.
preponderance of the one funetion or the :___F.__., tovery L:._n._.,__:..,_.ﬁfl ._: the ,“._.:.
ess ol social production. Yer we know by experience that i cine :r::..: ot ,,._dd_._wzm_v:d.
relatively primitive. sutfices for the _z.::..:.::: ﬁ.;_ all :._ these _A:._:.,,._:_ :::_.: .,._. ot
erwise with cpital. The historical conditions ot its ﬁ.x,_..,:._:.p, are T...a no wmeans given
with the mere circuliion of money and connodities.” Marx, Gapitel, m:_. 1. P :..n_.

15 This is developed i1 more detail in John ea.ﬁ.n,rv andd _.,.._.xzrun.__ Dore, _._:.,,,“ :M::_Z.
Exchange and the Causes of Backwardness.” fatin American Perspecteves, V12 (Spring,
1979). pp. B1-84.




and local pre-capitalist exploiting classes, the latter controlling

the state.’ The dynamic growth ol capitalism in a small part of

the world engendered its opposite in the rest of the world,

B. The Competitive Contradiction

With the ransition of capitalism o the stage of modern
industry, international economic relations assumed a new char-
acter, Within capitalist formations the socializing tendency of
commodity production reached full expression, and internation-
ally capital assumed its imperialist character.'” In the stage of
modern industry not only does the export of money and pro-
ductive capital become possible, but the character of the exXport
of commodity capttal is transtormed. Merchant capital, an
anachronistic survivor of the mercantile period, becomes sub-
servient to the interests of financial capital, which itself is based
upon industrial capital. At this point capital begins 10 be interna-
tonalized in all of its forms, and the capitalist transtormation of
pre-capitaltst formations becomes an immanent tendency.

Betore considering the contradictory nature of this tend-
ency, it must be stressed that the export of money capital and
productive capital (and the continuing export of commodity cap-
ital) should not be conceived as only involving capitalist countries
and pre-capitalist formations. Put another way, imperialism is
not simply a relationship between the developed and underde-
veloped worlds. '™ A primary aspect of capitalism’s international

It See Robert Brenner,
Smithian Marism.”
17 Marx commen

“The Origins of Capitalist Development: A Critigue of Neo-
New Left Reverw. 1M (Julv=August, 14977,

"With the development of social production the means of produc-
lion cease to be means ol private production and products of pri
can thei
Howeve

e production and

" be only means of production in the hands ol assoctated producers.

- this expropriation appears within the capitalist svstem i a contradiciory

form. as appropriation of social property by a few.” Capital. Vol 111, p. 440. In the
saime vein Lenin writes: “Capitalism in its 1|
comprehensive socialization o production; i, so 1o speak. drags rhe capitalises,
agannst their will and conscionsness, o some sort of new social order. o ransitional
ane trom complete Lree competition o complete socialization.” Collested Waorks, Vol.
220 p. 205 (brom fmperialivn, The Highed Stage of Caputadism).

12 Lenin eriticized Kawsky tor defining imperialism as the relaionship between devel-
oped and underdeveloped areas. He wrote of utskv's dehinition: *This definiton is
of no use atall because it is onesided, i.c.. arbitarily singles out only the narional
quesiion, he characteristic feature of imperialism is precisely that o strives o
AN ot onhy agrarian erriories. but even mast highh developed regons. .. [An

stostuge fewds direcdy 1o the most

relations in the stage of modern :,_.mr,a_.i.. has _uﬁ,qG,H ”:n mxﬁ_ﬁm.ﬁmm
capital to advanced capitalist countrics and the _.mw_,h, :ﬂm &3 QW::}
itive contradictions between the ruling classes ,c, .ﬁ__c,,,,,m our-
tries.' The relationship between advanced .,,:t:.p.__.ﬁ. o“:ﬁ.:p,~__ﬁ_..,
and underdeveloped nc:::,_mm. in the age :._ _.:,can_ _m _.,_: ._,_.u"; _H
thus a component part of the interpationalization of capital, na
i itive aspect.
" amlﬂﬂzﬂ_wmowwwom imperialism has Hrﬂn,n. ::,.r,_._,nr:mﬁ_.,sm_uﬁ.. ,“,.:_
inter-capitalist rivalry, 2) the impact of A,m,t:;_ th,:_.ﬁ :,:_ wc:m.
formations in underdevcioped areas, and 3) :ﬁ.. :,:_sz _»_:,_.mm
tion.” It is the second aspect. sometmes .,..m:nn_ the articu .:1.3
of modes of production,” that involves the issue ol &w.wﬂcm?m-
siveness ol capitalism in the ::x_n._.: epoch. 'l he decisive _.r__”..w.ﬂ
tion is: does the internationalization of n_.:u_:.: F,r.:ﬁ,w ?, U_TW :
down pre-capitalist relations and engender capitalist relations o
on?
vﬂc&mﬂwwﬂmz_.rm end of World War Il the most widely accepted
answer to this question by writers on the lelt _E., r‘ow: ;.m: _u_:.v,.
vided by what is called “dependency c..nc“.,«.,. 5__..:9. in p _,_.,,
school differ in their analytical premises, but they mm:n_wﬂ ¥
agree that the export of Et:.m_ has blocked, and .no::_,g.:wu wc
block, capitalist development n underdeveloped Q:,H:M._,_m_? AM
the samé time, however, they argue :;:ﬁ_: most undet n_n,,_m. E.un
countries are predominantly capitahst,” ._W:w mﬁtmﬂc:_ﬂ,_w _,:.m.,_u.:-
sistent argument rests on the concept of :nﬁmzaﬂz c~,.,_m.__m-
torted” capitalist devclopment, in which accumulation possibili-
ties exist but are extremely limited. . o
While dependency theorists use an eclectic range of ,L..”_m:-
ments to support the concept of ,.m_o_u.m_:_m_: capitalist zwﬁ c_u.,
ment,” the key element in the theory is that the world economy
is characterized by monopoly, not competition among capitals.

essential feature of imperialism is the rivalry between seve
Lenin, Cotfected Works, Vol 220 pp. 263260,
19 The overwhelming majority of productive cap
countries. For example, in the lite 19705, seventy -fve pevee o
ol North Amcrican corporations were in advanced capitalist countries: in the .
1950s. the percentage had been less than sixty pereent. See John Weeks, Fhe Limits To
Capitalist Accumedation. Chapuer 2 .
For a wypical prescntation, see Erncsto Laclau, “lmper
Left Review, 87 (May—]u 1971 .
21 See John Weeks, Limifs to Capetatet Development. Chapier 1.
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Indeed, this is a4 consistent argument,
lost its competitive contradiction,
Kautsky called “a single world trust,” then further development
of capitalism anywhere is blocked. if compettion has been elimi-
nated, then the pressure to revolutionize the productive {orces is
absent, and the world cconomy tends toward stagnation {rather
than cyclical crisis), as Baran and Sweezy argued in the 1960,
specifically for the North American mmc:c:d....wm One's view con-
cerning the progressiveness of capitalism in the modern epoch
derives from one’s concluston about competition.

Earlier in this paper it was argue
mtensifies as capitalism develops.
that the “monopoly capital”
the form in which competitie
cause of competition.

It modern capitalism has

d that competition
It follows from this analysis
view of the world economy confuses
n manitests itsell and the underlying
While competition must necessarily mani-
fest itselt in the form of many capitals in conflict, the cause of
competition resides in capital as a1 whole. The monopoly capital
school, in common with bourgeois the
only in its most concrete torm, in the
capitals. Marx, by contrast, dealt with
hardly at all.?* He argued that competition is part of the inner
nature of capital as a social relation, and its manifestation in the
interaction of many capitals derives from the interna) dynamics
of capital as a whole. At issue is not whether individual capirals
compete; this is an empirical matter, and concers only the form
ot competition. The basic question is wherher capitalist society
subsumes within itself a competitive contradiction.

Feudal socicty by its nature stifles competition. When labor
is united with the land, the vast majority of products cannot cir-
culate as commodities. As capttalism comes into _un.w:m. the proc-
ess of primitive accumulation &Eucmmmmmcm labor, frees it for
cxploitation by capital, and transforms the concrete lubor of
individuals into alicnated labor. The competitive contradiction
arises {rom the fact that labor-power is a commodity, and its
commodity status requires that the products of labor circulate as
commodities. This competition manifests itselt on many levels: 1)
most profoundly, in the competition between capital and labor

Ory, treuts competition
imteraction of individual
competition at this level

22 Baran and Sweerv Munapoly Capitul,
23 For a discussion. see Ben Fing,

“Competinton.” in A Dectionary aof Merxist Though.

in effec evolving into what

iti , itation; 2) in the competition among
over &m nwsw __MNMW-MMMww,ﬂrwwﬂmoﬁﬁn.N_W::.E:Q: c“ capital m.:::ﬁ.
MWWMMWMWOWW:QEHQ to ne._m:mn.:dw rate of _,u_.,cmmﬁ. ,,:”Mﬁ”,ﬁ_: the
; diate contlict of capitals within a branch w, inc stry.
.::qz_w: the stage of manufacture, the last of :_nu_r _M most ‘_Mzmm__,:
ative i bility of capital. As capitalis
e “c mrdwm”.,nuwﬂzhx_w:”mﬂqﬂ. the :::._Eﬂn_: of capital (cen-
&mﬂw_.:_.um. vwcs:mnr ,am:rmm the competitive siruggle among capi-
(ol _mmﬂ_ﬂ: ovement of capital involves the competiion among
Mw_m..:wm _woqq: labor-power, which :3:. is tcwm_r"n %:_,U_M.M.”_,._n.
_m_wuoﬂ. has been %mtommmmmmﬁ_. (implying :dn,mc._:,mm.%_:o.,p_,“ ”:ﬁmm:,
tal as a whole and the working class as a s:c n_v o the ,un._.,:iw
modern industry, the free movemncnt & A..E:E. resules c_ﬂc..r.:,c:-
of violent competitive nc::mwf _z:nw. mww_m_hwm p“”“aﬂn__mm_ﬂ._, ¢ r._:nr
ics industry today, and periods o m ued s gle, i which
capitalists achieve an ::,zE_u_m H,.:E.F_.:_:_w ,w_ r hemselves. I
ades after the Second World War !
MMM,.MMN”:HMNMM.MMM relatively dormant due to the :f.uw;..:ﬂ:““___“m
hegemony of U.S. capital, a __,mmn:_,c:_,«__ _:._“‘”.,:“v_:,”__um ﬂ.mﬁ“::M:Q.
. hat the monopoly capital school pendency
wﬁmwﬁw‘w:moﬁ...hz:m& a:l:mﬂ:a period of LS. ..r,,.,.c_:vﬁ_wo:.__wm.wﬁ_““ﬂ
ony. However, the period of m:*ﬁ:nﬁ_ n:_:_ung,_ﬂ_” ,Maj, he ..H.:-
before the outbreak of a competitive process marked by .
tralization of capital on a world scale,

C. Export of Money Captial

If one considers capitalism to U.n n_E_,m.ﬂ..Ew.wwmn_, T.,..., ”.:::ﬂ.._ﬁ__m
tion, then the expansion of capital E::E.m _:m.:..,,y. y K.:M.A; ___.Mﬂ. -
ther explanation of the :::..n:_n._.: of capital is ,_ n“_”_:, _ ._:..::wi
concrete case of international nmvz.ﬁ :Se,n_:c_:vw ,~_r a_ w. ﬁ/ ?Z
of capitalism in the stage of _:_,.::_mnﬁz.c mn:.n.“.:ﬁ Wp‘wﬂ.,.h m___m
of commodity capital. In the case c% underdeve Awtn.m m .._ ,q.: e
resulted in the blocking of capitalist Lﬂz,m_ct:?,_.:. .ﬁ., _:.: T,::“- :
alliance between merchant capital m:& local _:,n-?;:r.,_i:_, :_w
classes. The transition to modern industry swept away

. s vl sated. See
24 Weeks, Capital and Exploitaiion. Chapler .f_, 5_.__2.0 _._ ;,.n:_: ul _”__..,V_A.__”,:M“" _M_.:ﬂ::.
also J.A. Clifton, “Competition and the _,.f.:_mm._:: ot \ ﬁm .mrr :/,.H...,z_:: Cotpeti-
_:::.,: Cambridge Jowrnal of Ecovamics, _.m. LT and Tl . _ H,_:IH:
ton versus Perfect Competition.” Cambridge fournal of Eeonumies, i




mediating vole of merchant’s capital in trade and also created
the possibility for the export of money capital and productive
capial.

In order 1o understand the consequences of capital export

in these two latter forms. let us i st consider the movement of

money capital in the abstract. Banks lend moncy on the condi-
tion that it be repaid with interest. Whether or not the money is
used as capital by the borrower does not alter the fact that 1o the
banker it is self-expanding vatuc, morey capital. For example, in
a developed country, a bank may lend to a worker, who uses the
money to have his house painted. pay medical bills, etc. No pro-
ductive labor may result, nor even a use value be produced, vet
the money is capital for the lender. The same conclusion applies
when banks lend moucy to the capitalist state, which may use the
money to pay military salaries or unemployment benefits. Thus
the movement of capital need not stimulate capitalist acuivities
cven in a purely caphalist socicty, though most lending is from
capitalist to capitalist in bourgeois economies. In this way finan-
cial capital is formally symmetrical with merchant capital. Both
have the appearance of selt-expunding value (M — M’ and M —
C — M, respectively), and neither requires capitalist production
in order to expand us value, at least formally,

There is a major difference between merchant capital and
financial capital, however. Merchant capital predated industrial
capital, so its independence of bourgeois production has not
only a formal but a real basis. Indced, as merchant capital
ncreasingly traded the products of industrial capital, its impor-
tance declined. Financial capital, on the other hand, developed
as a consequence of industrial capital, and its independence of
bourgeois production is merely formal, Tt exists everywhere as a
partner (perhaps senior partner) with industrial capital.

It is now possible to summarize how capital export operates
in the stage of modern industry (imperialism). 'The export of
money capital o underdeveloped countries, beginning in the
second half of the nincteenth century on a large scale, was not
for capitalist production for the most part. On the contrary,
much of it was to governments which represented pre-capitalist
states. Therefore, the export of capital tended to strengthen pre-
capitalist ruling classes, as the export of commodity capital had
done. Lenin’s comment on the redactionary nature of imperialism

was an astute assessment of this _,n_w:.w::x::u .c_. r::,_ﬂ:,ﬁ_”“j _“__AWU_.__M_,_
to pre-capitalist .r.._m.;mf.,,._~:E..nfr._.U,:,H_MH__._MMM___»_.,_\.Fwﬂ_vm_-__ﬁ.. S :‘_,
~apit; ; qualitatively more 1 ; : s
“Mﬁwﬂ_c%ﬁ“?nm“—u:m_ n the mid-ninetcenth cent :: ﬂ:. :._M. “”,ﬁ_xﬂ_v,”.
of producuve capital assumed ._:,E,..rin._:,.n_ CWC, .g_,_o,r,.xﬁ N
money capital in the mid-twenticth centary. A,. _.d,Z.. : :.r_ .r,.;ﬂ ort 0!
UZ&Ln:cn capital o :_.Qm:_ncw_ﬁucn__ countries :r_.r”,.d_». | ._H_,,“a,ﬁ_
proportions, the capitalist transformaton of the unc ,.r.._ « ,ﬁ ,,J. #H:.c
world was (and is) a necessary consequence. _.: ::_,C W w_v: m.u_,ﬁr
major tendency of capitalism in ::.L. _JE,:E of H,_:r....rvw,ﬁc.__. ”,vﬁ __,E.-
ductive capital is the progressive c_:,_::m::: .i _:..r._r,;,_:,..; _,, for-
mations and the emergence of the industrial proletariat as
ic yolitical force. o
nnguzm:”“rﬁﬂhaw—wm::::u::: which Lenin treated in q,.w\n::_ ._,: ».,:.”Nﬂ.,,r,
riatism, for this form of capital .r.vm._u::. m._:_ ,:Z,E 17ed H_.,_._u:,; f
expansion from the 1860s 10 the First 54.:._2 War, In ,g __r.. ::.,“_
teenth century money capital Ec«.c.a n_.:c:‘«, m:,::__“m _: _f.,ﬂ_“ﬂ._.-
capitalist countries and served as .Ew:m_ in the hane s A,, .ﬂ.::r ) "
rowers, During the second _H_m: of the a,..n:::,m,,. ﬁ: n.r;__/w:u.m,.
large amounts of money capital :cs_nL from w:r::. :, ,cmv ~
America, financing railroads ancl _.:m::,r:.,::.._:ﬁ enterpr ._,., ,... _ “
the other hand, most of the money nm_u:.m__ export to E:__w_" ;_,r.ir
oped areas was (0 gUVCTNIMCNIS TEPIesCniing ?d,w,.m_;.:u_...i_ ISt states
or to mercantile interests m:mmmm; in overseas tracke. S
The effect of the export of money E_::,: to underd Cm. _
oped areas was contradictory, _,E.F..n::m Ec r:,..q..::: _:_Z.:M_“ﬂ,
capital is tormally ::_nﬁnzan.:.i :.:_:ﬁ_,_m_ capital, .:.:_M :_ .A __.”
hand, but is engendered by i1t r_z,::._.\,,:f.,, on the ::,:r._.._ M ,.r:_ﬁ_n.
ing to pre-capitalist states, ::.::E:_ capital &_,w:m:.:,.._:.m . ” ._”ﬁ....,.F ”
of pre-capitalist classes in their ,,,:.,:m.m_m against _:m n..::”._,‘r__r ) .v.:,:
local bourgeoisics. 'The alliances lorged Tﬁ.ﬁ,nn: ::.::r_,_ H_: ._.-
and the landed oligarchy in Latin America were extremc v H.H.:r_,
lived, persisting to this day im the more backward countrics o
the region.”” | o
While in the political mtrm_.m. the export c‘_ :-::.\,;,.,A,.::.F,._.
strengthened pre-capitalist rule, in the economic sphere it was

25 See Lenin, Tmperiatom. and Rudoll 1 levdig., Fiianer Caprtod (London and Boston,
1981y,

26 For a briel discu
Thuught. pp. 8185,
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the leading wedge of capitalist penetration and transformation
ob pre-capitalist social relations. I is this aspeet of {inance capital
which Lenin stressed.?? Money capital exported o underdevel-
oped areas was a potential source of financing capitalist cuter-
priscs: whether this happened depended upon the exte
which the previous export of commodity capital had gener
dispossessed labor force. In extremely backward arcas, such as
the interior of Peru, the construction of taitroacds, finunced from
abroad, occurred with forced lubor. At the saune time, capitalist
enterprise was restricted 1o “enclaves” — mening and plantation
agriculture — because pre-capitalist Latin America provided
extremely restricted markets {or commodlities. Morcover, in
many cases the mming and plantation enclaves strengthened
pre-capitalist relations. In Peru, the sugar plantations were first
based upon virtual slave labor (Chinese immigrants) and later on
the debt-servitude of peasants from the highlands. Mining activ-
ity had a history of forced labor from colonial times, and the
new mining enterprises of the late nineteenth centur
ttominally capitalist in their social relations.2®

Thus, the effect of the export of money capital was not a
simple matter of reinforcing pre-capitalist states on the one hand
while undermining pre-capitalist production on the other. For
latent within the export of money capital there was the progres-
sive thrust of productive capital. But since the ingering etfect of
the export of money capital was to block the development of
wage labor, a considerable passage of tume was required to link
the revolutionizing power of productive capital 10 the export of
money capital. It 1s an indication of Lenin's deep understandin
of capitalisny’s dynamics that he could see that the export of
money capital would necessarily revolutionize social relations in
::Qm_,an«.m_o_una_ areas, Buc this :_mmm_: was m advance of events,
and some supporters of Lenin's POSILION were too optimistic
about the speed at which pre-capitalist socicties would be trans-
formed.?”

nt o
dated a

¥y were only

27 Dapersadiom, p. 243, where Lenin wrile

The export ol capital influences and gready
aceelerates the development of capitalisin in those countries w which i is exported.”
28 See Elizabeth Dove, €risic and Aveumnlation in the Fevwsmn Mining Industiv. Columbia
University Ph. Thesis (New York, 19815,
20 For exinnple, the Indian Marxist Roy juelged India 10 be predomimnuly capititlist
helore the Sccond World War, MON. Rewe, faedic in Preonition (Geneva, 1922),

D. The Export of Productive Capital
| ( . i ining capitalisnt as pro-
No Marxist would take issuc with defimng capn __7._ N ~_m. X
e i s ﬁ , _ ‘e-capitalist for-
i snds to break down. pre-cag
ive if its expansion tends Lo iralis for
i s wiee labor relations. Such
gressive and in the process generates wage labor :._. . Such
e dgment an endorsement of the capitalist systen
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tion in those countries wli be continuous or that they will eventu-
ally enter the ranks of the advanced capitalist countries. The
manner in which capitalism develops in the underdeveloped

THE POLITICS OF EPISTEMOLOGY:
countries, and in particular the limits o accumulation in the con- . . “RITIOUFE
text of underdevelopment, though an issue of major impor- GEORG LUKACS AND THE CRI —Jﬁ(

tance, 1s not considered here. But its consideration must he

based on the recognition of the progressive expansion of capital
in underdeveloped countries, not on 4 “monopoly” analysis that
dentes that expansion.

GEORGE SN EDEKER
Department of Econoniics

The American Universily, Washington, D.C.

ISTORY AND CLASS QOZm.ﬁ._OCmZva_ _mw ﬂwa_ﬂmww
nonical text of Western Marxisni. In it W.Qmﬂr, :M :T
opposed the :En:m:mmm.mm Emﬁﬂ,_m:m:_ 3 H?ﬁ, H“: o
ternational through the articulation ol m_:nmm.__&w\ , nq sn .:::,m

_m ical fe: { History and Class Conscloustess was 118 1nsls enc
_ e e metho ot primacy of -oncept of totality and
| upon the methodological primacy ot the ﬁozwntw of totaliy an
| the centrality of culture to ﬁo__,:mm. .b:rw:ﬂd _Pm_ﬂmH a._mm._v_mz o
” transformed by the Frankfurt m&::,; and H. ¢ T disciples o
Critical Theory into the critique of .&c::.:a:c_:._ . mexwma
_ upon culture remained the key ﬂﬁm_wua_m_,: .MM“MMMmH”MlmE,N ao:..
ith the exception of speciabsts m literary ¢ite on-
83“““2 Q‘_mn:mw:w:m of Georg _L:f.mnm Sut_nm:m .vqw._mmgzmﬂnwﬂw_ﬁ.w
retical contribution of History and Class .m.E_,,,,m:‘_:,:...x.,,,ﬁE‘ tosern
Marxism but deny any significance to his ¢;_:,\:mmnmm r_nnnﬂ_:n -

“ accepting I[saac Deutscher's opinion® that Lukdcs

Errata
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