CONCEPTS OF SPACE

Introduction

The idea of space is central to conceptualization in human geography. Without ideas of (e.g.) distribution, nearness, geographic arrangement, clustering, dispersion, connection, it just is not geography. This applies also to work in the people-environment tradition. The environment itself is a geographic concept: that which environs, or surrounds. The fact of mapping in environmental work is a clue and the idea of ecology is permeated with notions of connection and interdependence over space. And if in doubt, consider the geography of food chains.

In human geography, however, we should beware of the idea of space as a thing in itself. There was a tendency in spatial-quantitative work to treat space as a variable, as in the classic instance of ‘the effects of distance.’ Some very creative work was carried out in this genre and we ignore it at our peril. Nevertheless, a lesson we have learnt since is that space only exists in relation to objects, social and non-social. This is something we need to be closely attentive to in our own attempts to understand.

Critical Realist Understandings

Sayer

Sayer is a good place to start. On the one hand he provides a very critical realist interpretation of space; quite philosophical, quite ahistoric, and drawing on the sorts of categories – structures of relations, causal properties, necessity and contingency, that we have become familiar with in our other readings of critical realist writings. On the other hand, his point of departure is the error of spatial analysis.

He starts out with a very clear rejection of spatial determinism. Space, he says, cannot have causal properties; it can’t ‘cause’ anything, therefore, in the way assumed by spatial analysis, something especially apparent in its earlier incarnations.  Only things have causal properties. So when we talk about the effects of space, we are actually making reference to the properties of objects, natural or social. For example:

· When we talk about the effects of distance on, say, human interaction, we are actually making a reference to the friction and loss of energy caused by the underlying surface when one tries to move across it, and our our relative inability to counterpose additional energy as a way of overcoming that friction. The so called effects of distance have been reduced in recent historical times in virtue of technical innovations which give us access – at a price – to that additional energy. Likewise if we were to examine the dispersion of some plant it would be the pattern of winds and underlying soils and hydrological conditions that we would focus on rather than simply distance from source.

· A similar argument applies to communication over space. It is not that it is distance from the source that makes natural sounds, like a voice, diminish. Rather it is the barrier provided by air as a medium for the transmission of sound waves. Again, we have found ways round this, but only through other things, like telephone lines, with properties facilitating the transmission of sound waves.

However, rejecting spatial determinism, recognizing that space only exists in and through the objects which constitute it, does not mean that space does not enter into causal understandings at all. People, firms, objects, social and non-social, have causal properties – powers / needs / liabilities – of a spatial nature. Firms need access to labor, plants need access to water and sunlight, houses need space, as do highways. People have the ability to move but trees don’t (though their seedlings can ‘suffer’ transportation elsewhere). People, plants, other animals are liable to contagious disease if they come into contact with the virus in question. But what happens when those causal powers / needs / liabilities are exercised / acted on / suffered depends on spatial arrangement. If you locate in the ‘wrong’ place then your firm will risk bankruptcy, if you choose to spend your vacation in the mountains, then you will have a different experience than if you go to the ocean, whether or not you contract an infectious disease may depend on who you sit next to on an airplane. Whether seeds borne by the wind germinate depends on the nature of the reception area: soil, moisture, competing species. He also notes, however, that we may manipulate our locations in order to achieve a useful or advantageous effect … firms purposely locate in particular places, new developments are designed so as to create certain aesthetic effects for the home buyers and so on.

Apart from a rejection of spatial determinism, Sayer has another agenda. This is to shed critical light on the view that social theory has to be spatial; something that was quite au fait when he was writing back in the mid-‘eighties. His conclusion is that it doesn’t has met with dismay since it seems to consign human geographers to simply pointing out the contingent effects of geographic arrangement on the outcomes of a social life which can be understood in its essentials as if it were carried out on the proverbial head of a pin. For sure, he says, causal properties have spatial qualities; abilities to move, needs for access and for room. But these are so general that they don’t tell us much about the actual form of human geographies.
 The needs of a capitalist firm for access to labor can be met in many different locations. Concrete geographic outcomes could be very different and still be understood in terms of an aspatial social theory (so long as the contingencies of spatial arrangement are factored into the explanation). 

Likewise, although we can intervene in spatial arrangement so as to maximize its useful effects (e.g. the factory assembly line or the single-species forest
), but similar effects can be produced through different spatial arrangements. The whole labor process does not have to be brought together under one roof, for example. There may be productivity advantages to breaking it up and dispersing it among different plants so that the assembly lines in the respective plants are integrated through transport between them. Likewise, depending on whether (e.g.) forestry is carried on through corporations or small peasants,  the large, single-species forest might or might not be the most desirable spatial form.

In fairness Sayer has recently modified his originally rather austere view of ‘the difference space makes.’ He now recognizes that insofar as the spatial properties of objects – powers of movement, needs for space – are necessary ones, then ‘theory should take account of this or at least avoid negating them for they make a difference to what happens’ (Method in Social Science 1992, p.149). Even so, he concludes that given ‘innumerable contingencies, the spatial content of social theory is inevitably restricted’ (op.cit., p.150).

Massey

Massey’s earlier work echoes Sayer’s prescriptions for how human geographers should explore ‘the difference that space makes.’ Central to both of them is the idea that we can understand human geographies through the conjoining of general processes or causal properties with contingent circumstance. This is very evident in the work that Massey did in the >eighties on spatial divisions of labor. The general process could be the formation of new firm spatial divisions of labor or some aspect of it like the female-employing, low skill branch plant. Alternatively the analysis might be in terms of some need common to a set of firms, like the particular locational needs imposed by their technologies or by their social relations: relations of competition, for example. In Spatial Divisions of Labor, for example, she explores the relation between the formation of new spatial divisions of labor for firms and their particular geographic expression. Correlatively what she wants to do is show how instead of understanding geographic change in terms of geographies C geographies of government location incentives, for example C we have to examine the various socially entailed powers and needs of firms and how these, in combination with various contingent conditions, result in new spatial divisions of labor for them. 

This approach can be easily exemplified by her empirical studies; in particular those of the British electronics and clothing industries respectively as they transformed themselves during the late >seventies and early >eighties. During this period, larger firms in both industries established branch plants in the depressed areas where they would qualify for government incentives or in small towns where, as Massey points out, they could take advantage of monopsonistic labor markets. But the causal structures in the two cases C the combinations of powers, needs and contingent conditions C varied. The electronics industry, like the clothing industry, was certainly facing stiffening competition from overseas. But unlike the case of the clothing industry dispersal of production to relatively low wage sites would not have been possible without the deskilling, the separation of the mental from manual labor, that had been occurring in the industry. The research and development function, on the other hand C so important in electronics C had to remain behind in Southeastern England where the skilled labor was and from which it was unlikely to be persuaded to move. In clothing the situation was different. One of the conditions that prompted relocation out of the major urban areas was the increasing wages that had to be paid to a dominantly female labor force; this in turn was a result of growing competition for female labor from the expanding service industries.

In the last five years or so, however, Massey has gone beyond this formulation in interesting ways. This is something that you have already encountered, or will encounter, in the Module on Comparative Study. So some of the material is repeated here. What she has done is to pinpoint the important role of the happenstance, of the accidental juxtaposition in space-time, of agents bearing quite different social relations with them. In one of her papers she comes at this problem from the standpoint of people locating; firms locating factories, people choosing residential locations. As she says, these locations have both planned and unplanned elements. A firm decides to locate a branch plant in a particular town in virtue of its accessibility advantages and perhaps the presence there of a major client firm. At the same time another firm in a related area of production, perhaps producing something that the firm locating the branch plant also produces as a component, also locates there for its own reasons. These are the planned elements of respective locations. 

The unplanned element is that they find themselves close together in the same town. This may have the unanticipated consequence of allowing the two firms to specialize in complementary ways. The first firm decides to purchase an input from the second firm, for example, and to dispense with its own production of that component. This means that it becomes more specialized and more profitable. The same goes for the component-supplying firm. Likewise they may have brought with them their own trucking divisions but their joint presence in the town means that there is enough business generated by them, for them to dispense with their own trucking divisions and contract it out to an independent firm. Vertical disintegration is occurring, therefore, but it wasn’t planned when the two firms moved to the town. Likewise economies of agglomeration are emerging and they may serve to root the different firms in that town and make it harder for them to move elsewhere.

The phenomenon of chain migration can be clarified by resort to Massey’s conception. Chain migration, recall, refers to the process through which people moving from a particular place of origin to a particular place of destination, bias the direction of further movements from that place of origin by providing information and assistance in securing employment and housing. So what we tend to find is that (e.g.) black migrants from a given county in the US South tend to go to a particular Midwestern city whereas black migrants from a neighboring county go to a very different one. However, there are unintended consequences, Massey’s unplanned element, resulting from the juxtaposition of people from the same location in the same destination. In particular we can see how thresholds are achieved which allow the creation of new social practices; and these in turn reinforce the directional bias in the migration. 

For example, at some point we can imagine that there are sufficient numbers of people from the same place of origin to justify the creation of a regular ‘bus service between the two locations.
 Other services might come about in the same way like the availability in local drugstores or newsagents of newspapers from the area of origin. In other cases, as with immigration into the US, it might be a matter of the establishment of churches by the migrants, the creation of a pool of marriageables facilitating the reproduction of the migrant cluster and so on. The end result is to create a home-away-from home (or allow frequent contact with the home elsewhere) and so to fortify the attractions of the place as a destination for the chain migration process.

We can note a more general implication of Massey’s argument. Whether for pedagogic purposes or not, Sayer’s argument contains an assumption of a general social process with which a particular ensemble of causal properties are associated, interacting with some differentiated space (cf Massey and the female employing, branch plant). Massey shows how that general process can actually get geographically differentiated so that instead of a general propensity to move in the direction of jobs, people in a particular place tend to move where there are not only jobs but also friends and relatives and a network of supporting practices / services; likewise that while some places can become new industrial spaces with all that that entails for the profit making capacities / the market power of firms located there, not all places can.

Nevertheless, both Sayer and Massey remain limited in their approach. This is so in three different respects. First, their arguments are ahistoric. They both want to make claims of a very general nature that apply regardless of the particular social relations applying in a particular geohistorical context. Massey’s ideas of planned as opposed to unplanned locations could apply as much to the emergence of market towns in feudal England as to the formation of industrial districts. Second, they are flat and relatively undynamic. There is no sense of why people might locate or change their locations (apart from the ahistoric category of causal properties, that is), no sense of determining conditions that make those properties what they are and which structure them, and of how and why those determining conditions might change over time, with repercussions for human geography. It would be nice to know why people in particular places bring together diverse influences, resources, what they didn’t plan for, and transform them into something that they can use, for example. And finally, the separation between space and society remains. They are treated as things which act on one another externally: spatial arrangement remains something that affects the empirical expression of particular causal properties. True, space in the form of spatial arrangement would not exist without the objects that have those causal properties; so in that sense they are not separate. But then there is an analytic move in which they get separated again.

Harvey and Historical Geographical Materialism

Central to Harvey’s (historical geographical materialist) vision is that of a social totality of internally related parts, structuring and structured by, each other, with production at its center and developing over time as it seeks to suspend its internal contradictions.  Production is the crucial social act:

“…men must be in a position to live in order to be able to ‘make history’. But life involves before everything else eating and drinking, a habitation, clothing and many other things. The first historical act is thus the production of the means to satisfy these needs, the production of material life itself. And indeed this is an historical act, a fundamental condition of all history, which today, as thousands of years ago, must daily and hourly be fulfilled merely I order to sustain human life” (German Ideology p.48)

Production, moreover, is social. People enter into various relations one with another in order to produce:

“Whenever we speak of production … what is meant is always production at a definite stage of social development – production by social individuals” (Grundrisse, p.85).

Production has its preconditions. These embrace not just the relations into which people enter in order to produce – relations of commodity exchange and the division of labor in the case of capitalism – but also the state, forms of consciousness, the distribution of the product. They also include space. The labor process involves bringing things – means of production, instruments of labor, the worker – together. All economy, argues Marx, is an economy of time; allocating scarce labor time to given ends. But since moving from one point to another consumes time, that means it is also, and necessarily, an economy of space. In short the ‘rational’ organization of space, as in the hierarchical organization of central places, is a necessary precondition of production and therefore of social life.

Production is always social production: production by people working together through a division of labor (for example) and in accordance with agreements among themselves as to who owns the different items used in production and how the product will be shared out. History has been marked by radical transformations in these social relations, each characterized by its own distinctive social conditions: slavery, feudalism, capitalism and their varied concrete manifestations. These are the conditions under which people produce, which determine their production and its development and therefore also condition forms of state, consciousness, culture, spatial organization.

With reference to spatial organization under capitalism we would recognize distinctive spatial forms and dynamics. Instead of towns organized around cathedrals we have towns organized around ‘central business districts.’ In virtue of the way in which commodity exchange permeates them and, through competition, disciplines production decisions, capitalist societies are characterized by extraordinarily differentiated geographic divisions of production. There are certain features of geographic change that we would note as well: continual change in the details of space economies – new growth points and regions, new rust belts; continuing urbanization; new spatial divisions of labor; new urban forms (e.g. the multinuclear city as opposed to the mononuclear one).

One way of thinking about this is the continuing procession of new ways of organizing space. Like process technologies under capitalism and new products, we know that there will be change, but we can’t anticipate its precise concrete form. Some examples of innovative spatial arrangements:

· New residential concepts like the golf course or lakeside development;

· The shopping center / enclosed mall / the suburban ‘town center’ idea (e.g. Easton)

· ‘Just-in-time’ production;

· The low cost labor, offshore, production site;

· Massey’s ‘new’ spatial divisions of labor.

· Some older innovations: the plantation using slave labor; the putting-out system; the factory; the migrant labor hostel; indentured labor; the company town; the model community.

Each of these was relatively new at some time; somebody had the germ of an idea; others developed / perfected it. But each of them also had to run the gauntlet of profitability: did it facilitate enhanced profits or rents? To the extent that it did, then it would diffuse to other locations as others were forced to adopt it on pain of going out of business – until other, more profitable, forms of spatial organization came along and displaced it.

Space is not just spatial arrangement, however. It is also suffused by those other social relations that are essential to production: politics and culture, for a start. Space is highly politicized, highly culturalized in the sense that spatial forms have symbolic significance; they are part of Marx’s ‘ruling ideas’. In order to understand why this is and in order to make sense of the developmental character of the social totality we need to understand something of Marx’s idea of contradiction (see the Appendix at the end of this Module).

We live in an extraordinarily differentiated social world. We can sense some of this simply by thinking of the division of labor. There are captains of industry, state officials, media people, naturalists,
 businessmen, workers and so on. The same goes for the objects of the labors into which the academic world is divided: geography, economics, sociology, zoology, engineering, and so it goes. Our assumptions about the world mirror this division. We see the world as fragmented, separated.

This sort of division and accompanying consciousness were not always so. Societies lacked states. There was not always anything remotely looking like an intelligentsia, even a priestly caste. This does not mean that social life lacked a political aspect or that people did not have a body of knowledge that they could draw upon. Any division of labor requires leadership and some degree of centralized coordination. So too is it the case with our understandings of the world around us:

“The production of ideas, of conceptions, of consciousness, is at first (my emphasis) directly interwoven with the material activity and the material intercourse of men, the language of real life. Conceiving, thinking, the mental intercourse of men, appear at this stage as the direct efflux of their material behavior (my emphasis). The same applies to mental production as expressed in the language of politics, laws, morality, religion, metaphysics, etc. of a people. Men are the producers of their conceptions, ideas, etc. – real, active men, as they are conditioned by a definite development of their productive forces and of the intercourse corresponding to these …” (p.47)

The slow development of exchange, however, produces differentiation and with it comes separation and contradiction.

Exchange and its development is associated with the development of the division of labor. As labor becomes divided, first within the family, then between the families or households, so productivity increases, allowing further division, the emergence of a non-working class and so on. As it extends beyond individual, localized communities, however, as needs develop, so it encounters barriers. People producing C1 and looking for C2 have to find someone with the latter who wants the former. There is a contradiction here between the needs of producers to find an exchange and the way in which exchange is mediated: a barrier. Money suspends this contradiction, and allows the further deepening of the division of labor, further increases in production, but at the expense of an intensification of contradictions. This is because once money mediates exchange, interdependence through the market increases apace. From a situation in which they produced their own use values – food, shelter, clothing, fuel, etc. – they find that their world has changed: in order to obtain the use values that they need, what they produce must be an exchange value – something that can be exchanged. Their social bond, their relationship with other people, is now experienced as something objective, as beyond their control, as separate from themselves and as potentially a barrier to the realization of their purposes. Of course, they take steps to suspend the contradiction by (e.g.) developing their productivity through further specialization but this increases their dependence on others and so ends up – as others respond by themselves specializing further – by not just reproducing but intensifying the contradiction. 

At this point we can bring space back into the picture. Think of it as a set of social relations extended over particular distances, in particular directions, secured by various connections (highways, telecommunications): of value flows, commodity movements, the embodiment of values in various fixed facilities like railroads, airports, towns, factories, shopping centers. As an aspect of society, space too is experienced by the individual (worker, factory owner, local government official) as something separate, with a life of its own, indifferent to individual objectives and therefore as posing a contradiction; a barrier that must be suspended. Economic geographies are subject to constant changes in form, changes that may or may not facilitate profitability or the appropriation of rent in particular places. There are obstacles to relocating to more profitable sites elsewhere. Money has been laid out for the construction of fixed facilities, for the purchase of land, the cost of which has yet to be fully amortized out of a stream of revenues. In some businesses, a local knowledge, relations with other firms, a workforce with particular skills, resulting from on-the-job learning and built up only slowly, is important to profitability. So relocation can result in massive opportunity costs;
 for some, an inability for a time to produce at levels of profitability previously enjoyed. There is in short a contradiction between fixity and mobility. The mobility of capital, its embodiment in fixed forms elsewhere in more profitable locations, impedes the amortization of investments made elsewhere.

It is at this point that space becomes political. Those threatened in virtue of the immobility of their land, factories, and in the case of labor, family ties and homeownership (for example) may come together in the form of some sort of coalition to ensure that the local / regional / national economy will continue to grow; to ensure that new investment from outside replaces that which has gone elsewhere, to replace the plants that have closed down; to ensure that the firms in the basic sector of the economy continue to have markets, perhaps through some sort of imperial adventure (if we were talking about the 19th century); or alternatively ‘to level the playing field’ as in current WTO negotiations; or the current struggle in Ohio between inner and outer suburbs over the distribution of state spending.

Much more could be said but at the danger of muddying the waters. We might note, for example, how this politics of territory is conditional upon yet other developments. Obviously a state has separated out from the rest of society. Classes have also emerged; another aspect of society’s ongoing differentiation and once it becomes possible through the further division of labor for people to produce enough not only to reproduce themselves, but to also reproduce others (an exploiting class). Production is capitalist production. This assumes the form of capital accumulation and depends upon / reproduces the exploitation of one class by another. The tensions within the classes are reproduced within the state, but capitalist domination is ensured through the state’s reliance for its revenues on the viability of the accumulation process. Territory then, the organization of space, are simply ways in which the class struggle is waged. As Harvey says “Global processes of class struggle appear to dissolve before our eyes into a variety of interritorial conflicts.” (“Geopolitics of Capitalism” in Gregory and Urry (eds.), Social Relations and Spatial Structures. London: Macmillan 1985, p.152).

APPENDIX: Contradiction and Human Geography

In commodity exchange, what is exchanged has both a value in use or a use value, and a value in exchange. This can be a source of contradiction, of barriers to production, since it makes it possible for use values to be stockpiled in order to obtain a higher value in exchange for them in the future. If those use values are essential to production in some way, then one can see how this might generate scarcity of, say, foodstuffs, creating some sort of crisis in which the hoarders have to release their stockpiled commodities in order to obtain means of subsistence. But to the degree that commodity exchange only takes the surplus of what is produced, to the extent that people continue to produce mainly for subsistence, this sort of contradiction is unlikely to emerge. If exchange is brought to a halt through hoarding activities, then people simply withdraw from exchange. Furthermore, hoarding in the context of barter forms of exchange is troublesome. With the development of money, however, exchange is greatly lubricated, specialization can increase. And to the extent that a specialized mercantile class appears, contradictions can interfere with production. 

The emergence of the commodity creates the possibility of the pursuit of exchange value as a thing in itself. But so long as exchange value is inseparable from the tangible form of the use values of commodities -- as coal, wheat and the like -- this is not very likely. But with money the pursuit of exchange value as a thing in itself is much more feasible, and regardless of the production / reproduction of those use values on which the appropriation of exchange values ultimately depends. Among other things it creates the possibility of hording money (selling without buying). Ultimately this means that commodity exchange is interrupted for there is clearly a limit to hording activity. This is because people can’t buy (from those hording money, and so giving them the money to horde) unless they can also sell.

Under capitalism, where everything is commodified, the pursuit of money as a thing in itself becomes not just possible but necessary. Commodification of everything, including labor power, results in pervasive competition. All now depend on money in some form or other and, as a result of competition, whether or not they will secure it is uncertain. So too much is never enough. As a result, the conditions on which the production of commodities depends will be undermined in some form or another:

· The pursuit of housing as a financial asset risks the flow of savings into that production on which the demand for housing / the ability to pay for it, must ultimately depend. More generally there is the role of speculative booms in particular sectors of the economy in starving complementary sectors of investment capital.

· Money moves into the production of those use values which are most profitable. This means the underproduction of those use values where, for whatever reasons, low profitability obtains, regardless of the fact that they are crucial conditions for the future appropriation of exchange value in the form of money:

· E,g. the production of labor skills

· E.g. the production of accessibility

· In order for the appropriation of exchange values to occur there has to be a market for the use values. But to the extent that the individual capitalist treats wages as a cost (as she must, in virtue of competition), then the wage cannot function as means of exchange for the products of other capitalists. To the extent that the working class organizes for higher wages, changes in the state so as to increase demand, so this contradiction will be suspended; but only ‘suspended’ as we saw with the end of fordism.

In all these instances the individual pursuit of money comes into conflict with the social character of production. In virtue of competition the individual has to pursue the course of action she does. But by so doing she undermines the conditions of production and hence the appropriation of exchange value in the form of money for others (and they for her). In other words: commodity exchangers treat society as a means to private ends without being forced to recognize, except through crisis as the contradiction sharpens, that the pursuit of private ends has social consequences of a deleterious sort (cf. Adam Smith’s beneficient ‘hidden hand’).

Note how contradiction is pregnant with change. Attempts are made to suspend contradictions. State intervention is important here as in attempts to increase wages so that markets can clear. So contradiction results in innovation, development. This can be institutional in character, as is the case with new state interventions. Or it might be technological, as in the attempts of business to counter the threat to their costs posed by workers. So to understand capitalist development, you have to understand the idea of contradiction.

This fundamental, systemic contradiction is the basis for historical contradictions. In these, a force X either tends to produce or is itself the product of conditions which simultaneously or subsequently produce a countervailing force Y which frustrates, annuls or transforms X: the contradiction  between capital and the organized force of the working class is an example of this. The exploitation of the working class by capital as capitalists struggle to survive by maximizing their profits (i.e. their exchange values) provokes a counter-action in the form of the movement of the working class on which the production of those values ultimately depends, and the securing of advantages that limit its exploitation; e.g. the struggle over the length of the working day. This in turn results in a counter-action on the part of capital, including mechanization and the intensified division of labor both within and between workplaces so as to produce the same or more value within the (now limited) workday.

In the main body of the Module, we discussed one spatial expression of capitalist contradictions: that fixity and mobility. Others we might remark on include the contradictions attendant on agglomeration. This is a historical or more accurately a geohistorical contradiction. In a historical contradiction, recall, a force X either tends to produce or is itself the product of conditions which simultaneously or subsequently produce a countervailing force Y which frustrates, annuls or transforms X. This is precisely what happens in the oft-noted case of diseconomics of agglomeration; the clustering of firms can generate enhanced levels of profitability, but eventually costs will increase as rents increase and it becomes increasingly difficult to hire labor at wages at which valorization of capital is possible due to increasing housing / transport costs. This does not mean to say that the contradiction won't be suspended. Improved personal mobility allows extended commuting and tapping the low rent areas of the agglomeration's periphery, for example, and the emergence of multi-nuclear urban forms can also result in a lowering of costs. This, however, will encourage further clustering of activities, which means that the contradiction will be reasserted.

Finally: Surplus value, recall, is produced by industrial capital. But it is then divided up among the state (taxes), property capital (rent) and finance capital (interest). These different forms of revenue relate indifferently one to another. The interest of local government is in maximizing tax revenue, not in maximizing the profits of industrial capital; likewise for property capital. But clearly:

· In Silicon Valley the pursuit of revenue (through landuse regulation) but local government has entered into contradiction with industrial capital and the ultimate source of that revenue in the form of surplus value. For to the extent that housing prices increase, so too must wages, which threatens industrial profitability.

· In Southeastern England the contradiction is not between government revenue and profit but between rent and profit. The economic boom there has not been accompanied by a commensurate expansion of housing (for various reasons, including the opposition of existing residents). This has created increasing rents which has in turn had effects on wage rates and this ultimately threatens profitability. This contradiction is manifest in a number of different ways. Increasing home values, for example, stimulate consumer booms in the Southeast which in turn create deficits in the balance of payments: there is an  increase in imports which is is not matched by an increase in the productivity of the industrial economy to fuel the exports to pay for the imports. It is, in other words, on the productivity of industrial capital that consumption ultimately depends and not on diverting value into the unproductive form of rent.

� We should note in passing the oddness of this argument. Given the abstract nature of any theory, including social theory, should we expect it to tell us much about concrete forms? Can social theory tell us much about the actual forms of social stratification given the way in which it depends on the contingencies of the detail division of labor, state policy and (changing) ethnic compositions?


� A dubious example, I know, in light of what was subsequently learnt about vulnerability to disease. But at least at the start it was thought that the single-species forest, planted at the same time, maturing at the same time, would facilitate the labor processes of pruning, felling and so on, by minimizing the time taken relative to the timber produced.


� Some of Sayer=s own empirical work has been along similar lines. The paper he contributed to the Scott and Storper collection (1986) includes analyses that are similar to those of Massey. We learn, for example, of the difference that contingent conditions can make. So while the US electronics industry has successfully decentralized semi-conductor manufacture to the Far East this has not been possible in Western Europe. The contingent condition in question: high duties on their import in the Western European case compared with ones that are virtually non-existent for American importers.


� I recall this personally since when I was a child we used just such a service to go from Coventy to visit my mother’s relatives in Northeastern England (an all-day journey of over 200 miles). Large numbers of people from the Northeast had settled in the Coventry area during the ‘thirties, attracted by employment in the growing auto industries there, and including my own mother who had eventually landed up in the area as a nurse (factory workers and their families need nurses!). I also recall how the route went through the coalfields of Nottinghamshire and South Yorkshire; again, areas to which considerable numbers of miners from the Northeast had moved.


� Who, significantly, do not include people as part of nature.


� Measurable in terms of the revenues that could have been produced if the firm had been able to use its existing workforce / connections with other firms in another place.
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