COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

Introduction

Comparative analysis is common in virtually all the social sciences. Outcomes in different spatial units – counties, states, countries – are contrasted one with another and attempts at explanation made through an investigation of other differences between those spatial units. We can find examples in both mainstream and critical analysis (CR) work. There are, however, some difficulties that we need to be alert to.

Mainstream Approaches

One of the more useful surveys of comparative work in social science is Charles Tilly’s book, Big Structures, Large Processes, Huge Comparisons (New York: Russell Sage Foundation 1984). Tilly suggests four different forms of comparative analysis:

Individualizing Comparisons: This treats each case as unique, minimizing its common properties with other instances. Hence political sociologist Reinhard Bendix contrasted changes in British and German political life in the 19th c. with a view to clarifying how British workers acquired relatively full participation in national politics while German workers kept finding themselves excluded. Comparison with other national experiences serves mainly to bring out the special features of a particular national pattern. But a problem with this approach is that the plausibility of the explanations arrived at depends implicitly on the correctness of general propositions embedded in the explanations.
 These forms of comparison are relatively rare in human geography though one can see where they might have some utility. The American politics of local and regional development is quite distinct from the West European case, for example. So too are differences in the way in which the location of public housing has generated controversy in the two continents. 

Universalizing Comparisons: These seek common properties among all instances of a 

phenomenon; aims to show that every instance of a phenomenon follows the same rule. Tilly 

cites theories of revolution but we can see how this might work in developing understandings of 

new industrial districts or of world cities. 

Variation-Finding Comparisons: These focus on quantitative variation in the intensity of 

something and how it covaries with something else; e.g.  democracy and economic development 

across countries. This is very common in human geography: e.g. rates of net inmigration and 

various measures of economic development for states or regions.

Encompassing Comparisons: These place different instances at various locations within the same system, on the way to explaining their characteristics as a function of their varying relations to the system as a whole. In human geography, for example, one might explain the characteristics of different suburbs in terms of the positions they occupy in metropolitan divisions of consumption; or of cities in terms of their positions in the geographic division of labor (e.g branch plant towns vs. R&D cities; vs. HQ cities). A good example of this sort approach is contained in Doreen Massey’s “In What Sense a Regional Problem?”
 according to which local incomes, unemployment rates and the like depend on the particular roles that places tend to perform within the spatial divisions of labor of firms; e.g. places with a preponderance of low skill branch plants, places with a preponderance of R&D, etc.

Critical Realist Approaches

This exploits the idea that how a causal process plays out in terms of outcomes depends on contingent conditions. The assumption is that the contingent conditions are geographically variable. Dicken et apply this approach to understanding variation in housing policy between Britain and Sweden. They are both capitalist countries with similar sorts of class struggle, so why do housing policies vary between the two countries? What are the (country-specific) contingent conditions of (e.g.) history, social structure, and the like? In addition they examine variations between localities within the two cases, investigating how it is that national policies that treat each locality as the same, nevertheless end up having different (locality-specific) effects. In other words, what is it about the localities that results in this variation? This is not that different from Tilly’s individualizing comparisons (see above).

The same approach is apparent in work that Massey (1983) did on the effects of a national process on social relations in localities. The national (i.e. ‘general’) process that she looked at was the geographical decentralization of female-employing branch plants away from the major urban areas and also into so called peripheral areas of Britain. What she found was that the arrival of this type of employment had very different effects depending on the region or locality. In former coal mining areas, where employment had been mainly male, it upset existing gender relations, ones of a fairly strongly patriarchal character. In Southwestern England, where employment had been more balanced between the genders, it upset the labor market and generated some antagonism from smaller firms that found it difficult to compete for female workers being attracted to work in the new branch plants.

Comparative analysis, however, ultimately depends on the assumption that there are similarities between cases; that some of the causal structures operative in the different cases are the same – the same market forces, or the same state, for example. What if, however, we are dealing with apples and oranges; with the incomparable? This possibility has been raised by Sayer and is also implicit in some of Massey’s recent work.

1.Sayer’s Thought: 

“The movement of geographers in the 1960s and 1970s into the social sciences to learn about the processes behind spatial forms eventually brought about anew realization of the extent to which those processes were not only historically specific but geographically specific too. At first this took the form of studies of how ‘general’ processes and structures are modified in particular contexts (KRC: See the discussion of Massey’s work above), but more recently it has been recognized that the general structures do not float above particular contexts but are always (re)produced within them. This, coupled with the diversity of conclusions from empirical studies of different countries, regions, and localities, in turn raised the possibility that what we had formerly considered to be general structures were themselves geographically specific, context-dependent phenomena that had mistakenly been treated as general. For example, comparative studies of Western and Japanese capitalism frequently provoke the ethnocentric conclusion that the latter, though not the former, is heavily influenced by its national culture. But perhaps many of the features of capitalism we take to be ‘normal’ are not a Western variant, equally influenced by context. Such problems raise the fundamental question of how far, or at what depth, are social structures and processes context-dependent? Are they only modified I minor ways by differences in context, or are they so deeply influenced that social theory cannot usefully abstract from any geohistorical context?” (1989: 255)

As he goes on to say, this raises the issue of whether or not social science should be contextualizing or law seeking. Is it that meanings are so context-dependent that comparison between contexts is not possible? He then goes on to say, however, that this seems unlikely. People from some other place can go there and make sense of what is going on; as Sayer says, this is the whole point of communication – rendering meanings intelligible to those from different contexts. This is something we do all the time as we come into contact with people with very different ‘backgrounds’. Most importantly, though something that Sayer does not mention, the forces of capitalism are continually rendering places, nations, regions comparable through the abstractions they make, which reflect their practical concerns, and which they, in practice again, impose; the abstraction of ‘local business climate’, for example, or even the ‘capitalist development’ which is exported around the world, or more concrete abstractions like Massey’s decentralized, female-employing branch plants.

2.Massey and the Happenstance:

In a series of papers Massey has pinpointed 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.

A real world example: Columbus was chosen as a capital city because of its accessibility advantages for the state as a whole. The state capital was originally in Chillicothe since Ohio was initially settled from the Ohio River in the south. But with the construction of the Erie Canal in 1825, connecting Lake Erie to the Hudson River and New York, along with the discovery of coal in Western Pennsylvania and iron ore in Upper Michigan and Minnesota, northern Ohio, particularly with the rise of Cleveland, became more populous and this swung the advantage of accessibility in favor of Columbus. At the same time Columbus was a market center for the surrounding agricultural area and therefore a favored location for banks and insurance companies catering to farmers. So here we have a fortuitous location of predominantly white collar-employing industries that have given the city as a whole a particular niche in wider spatial divisions of labor – a white collar city. White collar workers, moreover, produce children suited to white collar employment so employers have a stake in seeing that the white-collaredness of Columbus is reproduced. It is this that has made growth interests in the city somewhat averse to major blue collar employers.

Another instance: Changing forms of identity depend on what and who come together in different places. How people construct each other depends on the possible differentiations that can be made. Before the arrival of others from Latin America or the Caribbean, Puerto Ricans in New York would have been defined simply as ‘Puerto Rican’. But the arrival of Jamaicans, people from the Dominican Republic, as well as Mexicans, has clouded that simplicity and new concepts of difference can and do emerge.

This example also suggests a difficulty with classic comparative analysis: For the most part it treats cases as self-contained, without links to other cases elsewhere (apart from encompassing comparisons). But they are clearly not isolated in this way. They’re part of wider networks of commodity circulation, of knowledge as spread through the NGOs and the media. How (e.g.) can one make sense of the politics of land reform in South Africa without taking into account these connections? Not just the communication of ideas about how it should be done by World Bank specialists or (very different ideas of how it should be done) by some NGOs; but also the way the media create a discourse about it that draws on what is happening elsewhere: comparisons have been drawn with the Zimbabwe situation, for example, and this feeds into the politics of land reform in South Africa in a very aggravated way.

Assessment

CR is a definite improvement over traditional comparative analysis. The latter is rooted in ordering framework concepts of theory and empirical generalization, which limit understanding from the start. But the sharp distinction that CR makes between the necessary and the contingent, and between the general and the contextual, may be a problem. Consider here the image of a general process interacting with contingent conditions, as illustrated by Massey’s argument about female-employing branch plants in Britain’s peripheral regions, for example (but only ‘for example’):

· Don’t general processes necessarily have context-specific manifestations? Isn’t it a defensible claim that capitalist development is always local, regional or whatever, imbricated with, mobilizing, internalizing the contingent, generally making a virtue out of necessity, and doing this in order to increase competitive effectiveness and enhance chances of accumulation? Isn’t it the case that capital is both general and local at the same time, and necessarily so because in order to produce you have to be in a particular place, but in order to produce you have to remain competitive in wider markets?

· Massey’s arguments about the role of the happenstance have a good deal of merit, but she fails to address the case of why some of the emergent structures of social relations that arise from the coming together of diverse influences get selected in and some get selected out. Doesn’t it have to do with the dynamics of capital accumulation and whether or not the new structures – like the vertical disintegration case discussed above – are ones that facilitate that purpose?

So how should we proceed? One possibility is to put the capital accumulation process at the center and recognize that it has a geographic structure. Recall that the other side of capital accumulation is a class relation on which accumulation depends and which it reproduces. There is a capitalist class which shares interests in the subordination of the working class, even though at the same time they compete one with another, come together in local, regional, or national capitalist classes which compete with others elsewhere. It is this competition which enforces the exploitation of the working class and working classes everywhere. This geographic structure, whose concrete forms vary from place to place and over time, is structured by the territorial character of the accumulation process: how it depends on conditions in particular places, how firms in particular places are dependent on those conditions for their profitability.

Drawing on our discussion of Harvey and space (Module X), we can see how territorial projects emerge in different places and at different scales, as a means of securing the diverse conditions – political, cultural as well as economic – necessary to accumulation for firms there, or at least for those who have been able to define an agenda and impose it on others. This means that geohistorical context becomes an important category for us, but note the plasticity of this idea. What is a context can vary. Relations can be stretched over space so that ideas are imported from elsewhere, alliances with other states secure a particular status quo important to accumulation, as in dependency theory, a particular foreign market may be a necessary feature of the context within which firms in a particular place operate, or a particular source region for labor (e.g. how could the Southern Californian economy do without migrants from Mexico?).

In thinking about the local politics of the agrarian question in South Africa, for example, one has to draw on a combination of conditions that are quite unique to the place. In combating African unrest in the ‘white’ countryside, and contesting the specifics of land reform, white farmers have drawn on a number of conditions that can only be understood in terms of the unique history and geography of the place. Forms of regional governance linking white farmers with various allies, including the police, the local judiciary and so-called traditional leaders, have emerged but their ability to control the African population through these has its historical preconditions. These include the form of dispossession of Africans which left large numbers on white owned land in a paternal relationship with the white farmer-cum-landowner; and the form of the colonial / apartheid state which set aside limited amounts of land in native reserves under the rule of tribal chiefs or so-called traditional authorities. Land reform is on the agenda of the ANC-dominated national government – i.e. an African government – but limited energy has been put into the effort. In part this reflects a desire to legitimate African rule among the (white) technical and economic elite and to retain their skills until such time as Africans can take their places. It also reflects bureaucratic incapacity, which is related to the same problem of scarcity of trained Africans. The balance of forces at dictating the current course of struggle around the agrarian question in South Africa, therefore, cannot be divorced from specifics of that geohistorical context, including the long, forty-year experience, of apartheid.

This type of approach, one emphasizing place-specific projects, drawing on the specificities of a particular geohistorical context, does not mean that we can ignore the experience of other localities, regions, countries – that experience which is highlighted in comparative studies. It is an important source of ideas as to what might be relevant, a source of categories that might be helpful in understanding the specifics of a particular territorial project.

APPENDIX:

LOCAL PROCESSES

I thought it might help us if I tried to clarify what is meant, or at least should be meant, by the idea of a ‘local social process.’ By process one means an act of production, of producing, or of reproduction, hence reproducing. Process means some sort of activity: development of some sort, perhaps, organizing, creating new institutions, subverting the plans of others, discursively forming. All this is fairly clear. Less clear is the local part.

The fact is, processes always have their conditions. It is for reasons that people engage in them / are vulnerable to them (as in a discursive formation) / are willing to be organized. These reasons are social in character, socially entailed; they have to do with making money, guaranteeing a social support network, getting an education and lots more, ensuring the education of one’s child, ensuring shelter for the homeless. Action is goal oriented. People have interests in achieving certain socially defined goals. They are impelled to do this by their social relations. So social processes are to be interpreted in terms of social interests. 

Interests, however, are never just social; i.e., interests in the reproduction / production of a particular social position or relationship. They inevitably have a spatial component. They are about producing / reproducing socio-spatial relationships: kinship ties in a particular place; rents in a particular property market; housing values in a particular neighborhood; schooling in a particular school district. Social process, therefore, is geared towards realizing interests in particular places, places which are hard to substitute for elsewhere. Local social processes presuppose local interests. This does not mean to say that the conditions and social forces harnessed towards realizing these local interests, these interests in conditions in a particular locality are ‘local’; they could be local, but they could also be realized through the construction of a web of relations that extends beyond the locality to include branches of the central state, international NGOs, MNCs, perhaps. Harvey’s discussion of local cross-class alliances, their domination by those who are immobilized in particular places for various reasons, and the way they try to pursue a (local) agenda by action in a wider arena is wholly consistent with this understanding (see his ‘Geopolitics of Capitalism’ paper). 

Many of these local social processes will be highly conflictual. Different people have different interests in the same geographic space. They are dependent on the same geographic space but for different reasons. One can imagine labor market struggles between different fractions of the working class, perhaps organized along ethnic or religious lines, as in Northern Ireland or even New York City, for that matter. Similarly one can imagine conflicts between employers and employees, both embedded in a particular locality, and dependent on it for their respective revenues; the employer dependent on the skills of the workforce, their on the job experience, something that can’t be found elsewhere, perhaps; the employees dependent on the employer owing to the fact that it is the only one in town and resisting the employer’s attempts to take advantage of that privileged position in the labor market.

There are a variety of local social processes in urban areas associated with local growth coalitions. The members of local growth coalitions have peculiarly intense interests in the locality. For various reasons their profitability depends on its economy remaining at least as large as it is at present, something of which, in a volatile space economy, they cannot be sure. Developers have trouble relocating to other property markets; they develop relationships, reputations with banks and builders, that are very hard to reconstitute in other localities. Locally owned and operated retailers will be dependent on a clientele built up over the years and on a strictly local visibility (cf. the chain stores). A locally owned and operated newspaper will depend on a local market for circulation and advertising revenues. So one can expect them to support initiatives like marketing the locality with those responsible for the investment decisions of major corporations. 

On the other hand, the actions they take to make the locality attractive to inward investment, the actual inward investment process itself, may bring them into conflict with others in the locality who believe that they will lose from it all. That local schools will suffer as a result of tax abatements granted to inward investors, that the expansion of the airport will create noise pollution in their neighborhoods, etc. These opponents, likewise, have local interests in virtue of their own forms of embedding / entrapment in the area: kinship ties, assets tied up in the immobile form of homes owned, simply an attachment to the area (as in ‘home’).

Local interests may look to extra-local sources of social power in order to realize their interests. This is the origin of the so-called politics of scale and we should be alert to the variety of forms it can take. Local interests may go directly to sources of power in the central state, for example; or they may enter into coalition with similar local interests elsewhere (i.e. interests in other places), as in something like the Northeast-Midwest Congressional Coalition; or the First Suburbs Consortium in Ohio. National political parties should be examined from this angle. To what extent, for example, is the national Democratic Party simply an alliance of local Democratic parties, each with its own agenda attuned to what is of crucially local interest? With the British Labour Party, for example, people vote for it for different reasons, depending on locality. They may all want jobs and see the Labour Party as the vehicle for increasing their numbers, but they want them in their particular backyards. Likewise housing, health care, are all, to a very considerable degree, matters of intense local interest. 

National organizations may have a truly national component: agents who are dependent on the national economy rather than a particular local economy, for example. One can imagine the large national banks and supermarket chains in each of the West European countries falling into that category: they are indifferent to where the action is in France, so long as it is in France. But most national organizations also include agents whose interests are in spaces at a sub-national scale. On the other hand, one could apply a similar analysis to what happens in metropolitan areas. Metropolitan level growth coalitions have some members dependent on the growth of the area as a whole, like the utilities. But there will be others, developers / retail interests with interests in growth only in particular parts of the metro area. On the other hand, they all stand to benefit from bringing an airline hub to the area, or a change in state workers’ compensation law that will stimulate – or so they think – an investment boom in the metro area as a whole.

GENERAL PROCESSES

What is meant by ‘general’ in the term ‘general processes’? In his article on the locality debate,
 Sayer defines two dominant meanings: Generality1 and Generality2. He identifies the sense relations of these two meanings as follows:

· Generality1: the usual, main, typical, or representative situation. He sees this as a very mainstream usage, where the individual events / parts that are being ‘generalized’ as usual, typical, are externally related one to another. The type of group to which reference is made here is taxonomic: only formal relations between the different cases / events / individuals comprising the general; e.g., ‘suburban’, ‘foreign’, ‘migrant workers.’

· Generality2: refers to the situation as a whole, broad, inclusive as distinct from individual parts. This includes ‘something which is simply large in relation to whatever we are looking at, and yet perhaps internally related to it in various ways’ (p.298). It typically implies some sort of internal relation between a whole and a part: the state as the general for the individual citizen, the division of labor and the individual firm, the metropolitan area and the suburb, or the neighborhood organization for the individual member, for example. 

The image of general processes interacting with (local) contingent conditions invokes a concept of ‘general’ that is of the latter sort; i.e., Generality2. Thus in the Massey example, the ‘general’ is the structure of the multilocational firm with its (female employing) branch plants in areas of relatively high unemployment. The (local) contingent conditions she is interested in are the results of what she calls previous rounds of accumulation: the positions the localities occupied in a previous geographic division of labor – one defined not by position in the spatial division of labor of the individual firm but by product (e.g. Lancashire and cottons; Northeast England and coal). Note that both divisions of labor define general in the sense of Generality2. 

I want to suggest here, however, an alternative to her understanding of what is happening. Start with the idea of the internal relation between whole and part, between general process and local

process, between the movement of capital around the world disciplining firms into particular lines of accumulation, and those local processes of which those particular firms are a part and which they mobilize / engage in, in order to ensure that they remain ‘part of the whole’. The whole structures the parts, through the discipline it exerts: lending money here but not there, intensifying the competition among firms. The parts also structure the whole: the whole assumes the complexion it does in virtue of the activities of the firms that compose it. Does it, for example, exhibit increasing or declining profit rates, increasing or decreasing rates of employment growth, a more ‘divided’ or less ‘divided’ division of labor? And so on.

As an example of this mutual structuring of whole and part consider the geographic division of labor. Capital as a whole, through credit and product markets, organizes the geographic division of labor by defining what sectors will succeed and increase their presence, and where, and which will fail, or decline (and where). How else might one explain the rise of the automobile and the fall of the horse drawn carriage? The shift of call center employment from Britain and the US to India? Or the rise of the Costa del Sol and the fall of the English seaside? But capital as a whole only exists in the form of individual firms, so that it is through the activities of those firms – in particular places – that capital in general and its disciplining effects are forced on them. It is, for instance, through the development and subsequent marketing activities of individual firms that new products emerge, get adopted by other firms, displace an older range of products now defined as ‘obsolescent’ and come to occupy a niche in the (geographic) division of labor.

The whole is necessary to the parts. It lubricates firms with credit and with orders for products, provides their workers with means of subsistence, including housing. By the same token the parts are necessary to the whole. After all, and for example, machine tools have to be produced somewhere, just as does the milk that appears on the worker’s breakfast table. This is not to argue that the necessity of particular parts is written in stone. Sectors become obsolescent (not many oil lamps or candles are produced in the US anymore and the old battery powered radio is a thing of the past. Firms in a particular sector can be replaced by more effective competitors. 

Places too can become obsolescent, no longer needed. Consider Dick Walker:

“Places as different as Gilette and the Bronx are at one moment ‘employed’ by capital and at another moment ‘in surplus’ with respect to the needs of accumulation, and so are the workers, resources, etc., located there. But when such places ‘de-develop’ in terms of activity they do not immediately do so in terms of social relations, infrastructure and so forth. It appears, then, that capital invariably creates for itself in its process of geographic generalization, a ‘reserve’ of places, in a fashion analogous to the creation of an industrial reserve army of workers. Just as more workers than necessary are potentially available to capital, in order that the reserves may be thrown into the breach as needed or that workers’ wage-demands may be kept in check, so more places than necessary are potentially available to capital. Such places might be called the ‘lumpengeography’ of capital.”

So what was necessary to the whole can become no longer so. And Massey’s coalfield areas, such as that of Northeastern England, belonged, and to some degree still belong, precisely to that lumpengeography of capital that Walker defines.

Consider now an idea that Harvey introduced in his “Geopolitics of Capitalism” paper: that of a territorial structured coherence. He writes:

“The class relation between capital and labor tends, under the conditions described, to produce a ‘structured coherence’ of the economy of an urban region. At the heart of that coherence lies a particular technological mix – understood not simply as hardware but also as organizational forms – and a dominant set of social relations. Together these define models of consumption as well as of the labor process. The coherence embraces the standard of living, the qualities and style of life, work satisfactions (or lack thereof), social hierarchies (authority structures in the workplace, status systems of consumption), and a whole set of sociological and psychological attitudes toward working, living, enjoying, entertaining and the like.”

One can think of a structured coherence as a local social settlement or compromise, one in which some are clearly advantaged relative to others, so that the settlement is always an unstable one. It is, moreover, a settlement constructed with reference to the competitive abilities of the urban region’s economic base: does it facilitate accumulation or not, though that imperative does not mean to say that it will when placed beside the settlements achieved in other urban regions. To the extent that the settlement is challenged, then one can anticipate that those benefiting from it and who have limited opportunities of spreading their risks outside the urban region / relocating to avoid its problems, will take the lead in its defense, as in struggles around the role of growth coalitions in urban areas. 

With this as context, let us now construct a potted history of Massey’s coalfield areas. In their heyday, we know that they were patriarchal in a sense. Men were the wage earners, and expected to be the wage earners, and women weren’t. Inputs of domestic labor were necessarily considerable. Bath water would have to be prepared every day for the miner coming home, and he would have his bath in front of the fire. In addition there was the fact that we are talking about the days before electric stoves, vacuum cleaners, something that added to the burden of domestic labor. The mother, on the other hand, would be the lynchpin of relations with other families, as well as her own extended family (including married sons and daughters) through the mothers; relations that were used to secure that mutual aid necessary before the welfare state. This was part of the territorial structured coherence of the coal mining communities which facilitated the competitive position of the mining industry. Miners were looked after by their wives, and mutual aid served to keep the miners around in times of unemployment. At the same time the dangers of the coalface encouraged a masculinist culture on the part of men which took pleasure in comradeship and the exercise of muscular strength.

Then came the slow decline. In the Northeast of England in the ‘fifties the coalmines were going flat out. Employment there was very buoyant. Today there are virtually no coalmines left. During the ‘seventies closures increased in the face of competition from oil. The de-nationalization of the steel and electricity generating industry then opened the floodgates for cheaper coal from as far afield as South Africa and Australia. Mining communities were devastated. They became part of Dick Walker’s lumpengeography of capital.

By the time that Massey was writing (mid-‘eighties) some investment was returning, to a considerable degree in the form of the female-employing, relatively low skill, branch plants that she describes. The old structured coherence had been destroyed; male miners, the old gender relations were obsolete, no longer necessary to the functioning of capital. What we are witnessing now is the construction of a new social settlement in the area, a new set of social expectations, one that includes new gender relations as women are now relatively empowered through their newfound wage earning abilities. What Massey describes, therefore, is entirely transitory, and will die as the miners die. Like the old division of labor on which the new ones of branch plants, R&D facilities, HQ-cities is superimposed, they are no longer necessary. So sure there are contingent effects, but are they ones we should be concerned about, except to the degree that they affect the creation of the new structured coherence? 
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