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ChapterChapter 2 

Ann inquiry into the spatial organisation of production 

'' The landscape of capitalism is nowadays indeed a seamless garment, and we can 
onlyonly understand its individual parts in relation to the dynamics of the whole.' 

(Scottt 1990: 216) 

2.11 Introduction 

Inn 1885, two Jewish brothers established the first Dutch clothing factory, the NV 
Heerenkledingfabriekk Gebr. Levi, in the North of the Netherlands. The next 75 years, 
andd especially the period after the Second World War, witnessed an enormous in-
creasee in factory based clothing production in this and other factories centred around 
Amsterdam,, at the expense of the traditional tailor. During the 1960s this growth 
stopped,, more and more clothing being imported from other countries. Most Dutch 
companiess cut down on labour-intensive activities (especially contract-clothing) in 
thee Netherlands, moving them to low-wage countries elsewhere. As has been indi-
catedd in the introduction, in the 1980s a fragile renaissance of contract-clothing pro-
ductionn set in, mainly in the form of migrant-run firms, which, however, hardlv sur-
vivedd into the mid-1990s. 

Whyy did this happen? How should we understand this rise and fall? Whv did it 
occurr at these epochs and at these specific locations? Is it due to the genius of a first 
generationn of clothing entrepreneurs, the failure of their daughters and sons, and, 
mavbe.. the temporarily successful new insights of a generation of new immigrant 
entrepreneurs?? Or does it 'simply follow the iron laws of history, how ever these laws 
mayy be formulated? Is it due to the ups and downs of the Dutch economy at large, the 
dynamicss of the Amsterdam urban agglomeration, or is it a reflection of global eco-
nomicc or technological developments? In this chapter I will outline mv theoretical 
approachh towards these questions. 

Inn the introduction to this studv 1 have defined the spatial organisation of produc-
100 tiou as the way production is distributed over space. I also indicated that explaining 

whyy this distribution over space for clothing takes a specific form at a certain moment 
inn time, brings me into different realms of theory from different disciplines, ranging; 
fromm economics, to political science, sociologv and geography. In particular I focus on 
scientificc literature on the (international) division of labour, patterns of consumption, 
andd migrant entrepreneurship. In the theoretical framework I propose in this chapter 
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II  want to attempt to combine these approaches. I o do this in a srimnfiring way is 
howeverr not easy. 

Since,, first, choice or an approach implies judgement, second, judgement can only 
takee place after structured comparison, and third comparison necessitates derailed re-
vieww of individual propositions, this chapter must encompass an overview of these 
threee bodies of literature and rheir relevance for the spatial organisation of production. 
However,, such an approach risks leading to a kind of 'name dropping', in which the 
claimm to completeness - even if implicit - cannot bur fail and rhe relevance of the 
namess actually 'dropped is not always clear. This then makes a discussion of theories 
lookk like the chapters of Raymond Queneau's Exercises de Style (1977): descriptions of 
thee same situation in different stylistic forms, each being clearly distinct in tone and 
implications,, but none necessarily being superior to the others. Such non-hierarchical 
juxtapositionn of theories - even if, in conclusion, a choice for one theoretical frame-
workk is made- leaves the reader wondering why she is asked to invest her rime in such 
aa reading exercise. 

11 do not pretend to either know or discuss all authors who have made contribu-
tionss to the debate on the spatial organisation of production, or on rhe three bodies of 
theoryy mentioned. Excellent overviews of these theories already exist on the (inter-
national)) division of labour in economic geography (Agnew & Corbridge 1995; Knox 
&&  Agnew 1998; Taylor 1989), international economics (Dicken 1992; Van Esch 1992; 
Todaroo 1997; Williamson 1983), international political economy (Burchill &C 
Linklaterr 1996; Gilpin 1987; Van der Pijl 1992; Stubbs & Underhill 1994) and indus-
triall  resrructuring (Amin 1994; Ruigrok & Van Tulder 1995). The same counts for 
consumptionn and fashion (Douglas & Isherwood 1996; Fine &: Leopold 1993; 
Leee 1993; Wilson 1985) and migrant entrepreneurship (Rath 1999; Rarh & Klooster-
mann 1998; Waldinger et al. 1990). What I want to do is to focus more on ideas than 
onn names and, therefore, to order my theoretical discussion by posing a number of 
questionss that need to be answered to understand the dynamics of spatial organisation 
ofof production. This wil l hopefully enable me ro use these theories in a more profitable 
way:: as stepping stones towards an explanation of the problem in question. I he in-
herentt risk of lacking completeness and discussing one author more than once with 
respectt to different questions, I wil l take for granted. E~ach of rhe following questions 
wil ll  be dealt with in a separate section in this chapter. 

Thee first question concerns why 1 want to use theory, and what kind of theory' I 
needd for that purpose. Do I merely want to describe the spatial organisation of produc-
tion,tion, or do I also want ro explain and understand it, and by not taking it as a static 
given,, perhaps even contribute to its transformation? 1 his leads me to a second, and 
probablyy most fundamental question, which has to do with change: How to deal with 
thee structure-agency dilemma in studying the spatial organisation of production1: Since 
11 conceive of structure and agency as indivisible, I have ro outline how the two are 11 

connected,, and how the actions of actors are embedded in structures and contribute-
too the changing of these structures. Next 1 wil l address the question what conse-
quencess this has for the design of my research. Is 'what you see' simply 'what you get , 
orr has concrete appearance meaning only through its underlying abstract social 
significancê^ I wil l argue that to understand social phenomena it is necessary to go 
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beyondd what can be observed, since thev can onlv be properly understood from the 
perspectivee or the broader structures in which thev take place. Next, the indivisibility 
ott structure and agency leads me to the question at which levels ro develop my analy-
sis.. I wil l argue that I need a micro level or analysis to deal with agency and a macro 
levell  of analysis to deal with structure, but introduce a meso level of"analysis to con-
nectt the two. Finally, 1 will trv to link the social to the spatial. As in time, social rela-
tionss can onlv have meaning in space. Does that mean that features of space determine 
sociall  relations:' Or is space merely the map on which the story of history unfolds? 

Inn this chapter I wil l discuss these questions to develop mv framework of under-
standingoff  the spatialorganisation of'production. I wil l first explain mv choice for crit-
icall  theory (2.1). Thereafter I wil l analyse the structure-agency debate (2.3), the 
concrete-abstractt distinction (2.4), and the choice for a level of analysis (2.5). Lastly, 
II  wil l analyse how all this is connected to space (2.6). 

2.22 Critical theory 

'Intellectuals'Intellectuals are creatures of fashion, and this, too, affects the fate of ideas. 
II  he ebb and flow of fashion is, at least, exhausting and, at worst, 

quitequite pernicious to progress in social science.^ 
(Walkerr 1989: 156) 

hihi search of theory 

11 heory always reflects the social relations prevailing at the time and place that it was 
produced.. It is as such part of social reality, and contributes to the reproduction and 
modificationn of this reality. Because of this stemming from and standing in reality, 
theoryy can never be value-free. Hven more, there is an inherent tendency towards con-
servatismm in theory-building through the temptation to remain within the safe frame-
workk of the dominant social order and Kuhnian paradigm, or the intersubjectivitv of 
thee Lakatusian scientific community. 

However,, much of today's scientific effort, including in the social sciences, does 
nott always acknowledge this. It is still firmlv entrenched in a positivist tradition, 
wheree the role ot the scientist as a value-free, autonomous craftsman consists of objec-
tivelyy monitoring the outside world, and discovering regularities in it. I his usually 
goess with a methodology in which the world is split up into small fragmented pieces, 
that,, without reference to a larger whole, constitute the object ot research (see for 
instancee Devetak 1996). 

Theree are mam- examples of such approach in the three areas of rheorv I discussed 
inn the introduction. In the analysis of the neoclassical explanations of the internation-
all  division ot labour the relative availability ot factors of production stands as the main 
explanation.. Lconomic actors make their rational decisions in such a perfectly com-
petitivee environment, and as such contribute to an optimal allocation of scarce re-
sources.. Whv a particular distribution ot factors of production has developed, and 
whatt forces stand in the wav to change it, are hard to ask from such a perspective. 
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Second!}',, in [he analysis of migrant entrepreneurship, such an approach is manifest in 
explanationss or the role of migrants as entrepreneurs in terms of their cultural traits: 
Forr instance Turkish migrants play an important role as entrepreneurs because they 
naturallyy and culturally possess a set of strong entrepreneurial qualities. In my opinion 
Waldingerr et al.'s (1990) framework for the analysis of migrant entrepreneurship also 
stayss within the same tradition. These authors heurisrically present a framework for 
studyingg migrant entrepreneurship, in which such entrepreneurship is seen as the out-
comee of rational strategies of migrants structured by the group characteristics of the 
entrepreneurss and the opportunity structure of the environment in which they oper-
ate.. Thirdly, consumption is probably the least theorised area in economics, given 
onlyy a status as a dependent variable (Douglas & Isherwood 1996; Fine & Leopold 
1993;; Lee 1993). As Wark (1991: 61) states: '[ I ]he division of intellectual labour thus al-
lotss consumption to cultural studies and production to political economy/ People are 
basicallyy assumed to consume so as to maximise their 'utility' . 1 he question as to why 
peoplee want goods, and as such the dynamics of consumption, are thereby lefr un-
answeredd (with important exceptions like Bourdieu (1979)).' Culture in economic and 
internationall  relations is mostly left out of the equation or is given a reified exogenous 
role,, as in Hofstede (1994). 

CriticalCritical  theory 

Suchh an approach has been criticised by different authors (Cox 1986; Linklater 1990), 
whoo call for a 'critical theory' in social science. Critical theory is based upon the prop-
ositionn that 'human subjects possess a unique capacity to transform their social en-
vironmentt in the attempt to achieve a higher level of self-determination' (Linklater 
1990:: 9). In this sense 'it stands apart from the prevailing order of the world and asks 
howw that order came about' (Cox 1986: 208) and focuses on the social and political 
complexx as a whole instead of limiting itself to the constituent parts. Critical theory 
thereforee remains firmly entrenched in the Enlightenment project, with a belief in 
progresss of the human species that, according to Cox, is not devoid of an 'element of 
utopianism'. . 

Inn the three realms of theory I am using, such a critical approach is of the utmost 
importance.. In the areas of the international division of labour and industrial restruc-
turingg this is especially relevant for studying globalisation. Ctitical theory would help 
too deconstruct this idea and to better assess to what extent this globalisation is merely a 
myth,, and to what extent it can be transformed and resisted (see for instance Ruigrok 
&&  Van Tulder [995; Went 1996). In the context of this research it would lead to ques-
tionss as how 'inevitable' is Turkey's increased integtation in rhe world division of la-
bourr as a clorhing exporter, and how can the possible negative social implications of 13 
thiss be countered. In the literature on migrant entrepreneurship, a critical approach 
forcess us to look beyond explanations of migrant-run firms that focus on the alleged 
specificc ethnic or cultural qualities of migrants to take up such activities, and look at 
thee broader social, economic and political processes that put migrants in marginal 
positionss on western labour markets and increase demand for their activities (Ross & 
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II  rachte 1990; Sassen 1991). It raises questions as to how to assess and politically treat 
suchh firms: as undesirable 19 centurv or I hird World phenomena in the western cit-
ies,, or as useful trajectories for upward mobility of migrants. Also, in trying to under-
standd why so many women are working in the clothing industry, critical theory would 
goo beyond an explanation that is based on the 'nimbleness' of female fingers that make 
themm good at the job (Joekes 1985). As far as consumption is concerned critical theory 
questionss the sovereignty of the consumer, and leads us to an analysis of the machine 
off  seduction that the fashion industry is (Wilson 1985). It also raises questions on the 
possibilitiess for the mobilisation of consumers to counteract tendencies in the indus-
tryy from child labour to environmental degradation. 

However,, if theory - all theory - is the product of social relations prevailing at a 
certainn time and place, then so is critical theory. How can critical theory then 'stand 
apartt from the prevailing world order'? Does not critical theory diligently attack trad-
itionall  approaches to theory, without - as post-modernists do - unravelling the 
meta-narrativee that lies at the basis of the critical approach itself? Put differently, as in 
thee fascinating article of Wark on fashion and post-bordist culture, '[rjather than pass 
fashionn through the grid of critical theory, it mav make more sense to pass critical the-
oryy through the interpretative grid of fashion (Wark 1991: 61). Is critical theory's al-
mostt Socratic claim to superiority"" — 'Critical theory is conscious of its own relativity 
butt through this consciousness can achieve a broader time-perspective and become 
lesss relative than problem-solving theory' (Cox 1986: 21"7) - therefore justified? Al-
thoughh I do share with the critical approach the concern of preserving the notion of 
progresss as a purpose for theory building - see for instance Gellner (1992) for an elo-
quentt defence of this position - the post-modern critique cannot be put aside, but has 
too be dealt with explicitly (see for instance Harvey 1990; Jameson 1984). 

Inn 1955 Raymond Aron published L 'opium des intellectuals, a down to earth critique 
off  the 'engagement' of a number of French intellectuals like Sartre and Debray. This 
bookk is not so much a demise of communism ('opium according to Aron) as such, 
but,, following Benda's La trahison des clercs (1977), an analysis into the overlapping 
andd conflicting roles of intellectuals as scientists and political activists. To bring sci-
encee - philosophy - into the cafés (as Sartre proposed), for Aron would bring too 
muchh alcohol into science, leading to a cocktail that contains many ingredients but 
onee - objectivity. Is not the 'normative choice in favour of a social and political order 
differentt from the prevailing order' (Cox 1986: 210) of critical theory open to similar 
criticism? ? 

finally,, as stated above an important aspect of critical theory is its focus on the 
wholee of social relations, instead of the fragmented parts. As wil l be argued in the next 
twoo sections, to me this is a necessity for understanding the spatial organisation of 
production.. But taking the whole into account and avoiding the reductionism of frag-

144 mentation, does not discharge us from the task of analysing the detailed fragments 
throughh which reality is observable to tis and to ask ourselves how these details are re-
latedd to the whole. Moreover I would take the above as an exhortation not to restrict 
myselff  to a particular branch of social theory. Too often the different subsections of 
sociall  science seem to interpret their functional division of labour in terms of the ob-
jectt of their research, as a comfortable excuse for not looking over the fences of their 
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ownn backyards. As I seated in the introductory chapter, to me, in terms of theory ;ind 
methodology,, a critical approach cannot but attempt to pursue a more multi-
disciplinarvv - and ideallv an interdisciplinary - research strategy. This is the only way 
too take the whole as well as its constituent parts into account. 

Conclusion Conclusion 

Inn summary, in this studv I propose to use a critical approach, in as much as such an 
approachh acknowledges how theory is the product of the social relations in which it 
wass developed, embodies an emancipating agenda for theory, and encompasses a hol-
istic,, multidisciplinair perspective. As pointed out, 1 am aware that such approach it-
selff  is to some extent as much the product of the 'fashion of the day as the approaches 
thatt it criticises, and risks leading to contradictory tasks for scholars. 

2.33 Structure and agency 

'' Contrary to the widespread misconception, fashion is not an autonomous entity subject 
toto the whims of consumer sovereignty or any of its current euphemisms. Rather, it 

representsrepresents the confluence of the major corporate sectors in the textile industry." 
(Clairmontee & Cavanagh 1981: 209) 

Ann analysis of the dynamics of the spatial organisation of clothing production cannot 
-- like any social scientific research project - escape touching on the structure-agency 
problem:: To what extent are actions of actors influenced or determined by surround-
ingg structures? On an ontological level the structure-agency dilemma raises the ques-
tionss as to what kind of entities both are, and how they are related. These can be re-
solvedd either by making one of the two ontologically primitive or by giving them both 
equall  ontological status (Wendt 1987). Perspectives in this debate range from the lib-
erall  micro-economic view of the free and sovereign individual to deterministic ver-
sionss of Marxism or functionalism. In some cases it has been tried to 'bridge the gap' 
betweenn the poles. Central in these attempts has been the theoretical anchoring of a 
reciprocall  relationship between structure and agency. 

AA cto r- o rien ted app roaches 

Probablyy the most atomistic actor-oriented approach can be found in (neoclassical 
economics.. For the homo oecononucus the outside world is an impersonal market, in 
whichh she or he operates rationally so as to maximise her/his utilit y in an environment 
off  scarce resources. This combination of a focus on actors and rational choice is paral-
leledd in other disciplines. For instance in the Hobbesian war of all against all, the 
actorss have no ties whatsoever with a larger whole of, for instance, kin, class or ethnic 
group.. Rational choice theory in sociology sticks to a theory of action in which pur-
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poseful,, calculating individuals hold a central position. Business economics brings up 
thee actor perspective by its focus on the behaviour of Firms or managers. In its most 
elegantt form such an approach can be elaborated in the mathematical models and 
formulass of econometric analysis and game theory. 

Inn all these disciplines scholars have of course realised that the actors on whom 
theyy base their ideas hardly resemble the average man, firm or state 'in the street'. 1 he 
realityy of human motivation comes probably closer to the tiniest of ships floating on 
wavess of power, sexuality and even pure irrationality. Some have taken this for 
granted,, making explicit that their actor-based view is anchored in assumptions of 
behaviourr that, whilst allowing for impressive model making, have severe limita-
tions.. Others have searched for ways to incorporate aspects of the outside world in 
theirr models. Institutional economics analyses the rational actor in a world full of in-
stitutions,, towards which the actor is calculating the pros and cons of her behaviour 
inn terms of transaction costs. Hodgson (1988: 10) defines such institutions as 'social 
organisationn which, through the operation of tradition, custom or legal constraint, 
tendss to create durable and routinized patterns of behaviour1. (Neo-)institufionalisfs 
inn political science and economics point at historically grown institutional environ-
mentss that account for different responses to external events in different countries 
(seee Esping-Andersen 1990; Katzenstein 1985). Granovetter (1985, 1990) has pointed 
outt that even in institutional economics insufficient attention is being paid to the 
linkss between the actor and the surrounding institutions. Following anthropologists' 
networkk analysis he proposes the idea of embeddedness of action to highlight that 
too analyse behaviour and institutions 'as independent is a grevious misunderstand-
ing11 (Granovetter 1985: 482; see also Kumcu forthcoming). Porter (1990: 72) places 
firmfirm strategies in an interactive diamond with factors of production, demand con-
ditionss and related and supporting industries. Also, the bargaining of a core firm in 
ann industrial complex, as analysed by Ruigrok and Van Tulder (1995), entails a dy-
namicc environment to study internationalisation strategics, whilst maintaining an 
actor-basedd perspective (see 2.5). As such, instead of the perfectly competitive fairy-
tale-likee environment of the neoclassical economists, these institutional approaches 
leadd us into a world in which the individual or firm is connected to the outside 
world. . 

Structure-orientedStructure-oriented approaches 

Forr good reasons, a theory which is 100 percent structure-oriented can hardly exist. 
'Al ll  structural theories (...) presuppose some theory of what is being structured, human 
orr organizational agents, and of their relationship to social structures1 (Wendt 1987: 

166 336-337)- In completely structural theory men are reduced to objects in Newtonian 
gravitationn laws, or powerless predestined subjects of an omnipresent - and potent -
deity.. Still, as mentioned above, many authors - especially in sociology - started ques-
tioningg the actor-based approach to social science. Durkheim developed an under-
standingg of society as 'external1 (and therefore in some sense prior and determining) to 
thee behaviour of individuals. Functionalist studies, developed from an ex-post analv-
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sis,, come close to a structure-oriented perspective, especially when prospective con-
clusionss are attached to them: Events and actions are postulated as having a certain 
functionn within a larger whole and are therefore interpreted as performing this func-
tion.. Simplified interpretations of Marxism lead to the same circular reasoning. 

Systemm theory, in different branches of social science, also comes from a structure-
orientedd perspective. Here individual events and actions are analysed according to 
theirr role in the system. As such, in international relations theory Waltz (1979) ana-
lysess the constraints on the behaviour of individual states in terms of their participa-
tionn in a global system. Wallerstein (1974) points at the world system. Paradoxically 
systemm theory of the modern world system seems to bring us back to the Middle Ages: 
Thee omnipotent deity now has undergone a metamorphosis towards the referee in the 
modernn world system. 

Althoughh the post-modern dismissal of the grand narratives of the ly''1 and 20" 
centuryy seems to take a distance from such structuralism, it ends up with a similar 
dilemma.. Although 'post-structuralist' in one sense, the emphasis on the 'signifiant' 
ass determining the 'signifié\ which originated in the linguistics of de Saussure, leaves 
uss with the question as to how this 'signifiant' comes into being. Its resulting proc-
lamationn of the end of the subject, allegedly gives a death blow to the idea of a reflec-
tive,, autonomous agent, and as a result pushes towards a structure perspective. Just 
ass post-modernism remains, as many authors have noted (Harvey 1990), hyper-
modernn in many respects, post-structuralism also remains hyperstructuralist in the 
sensee that it cannot escape the dilemma of structure and agency and ultimately leads 
too a sttucture-based perspective. 

ThreeThree examples 

Inn the three theoretical debates that matter most for my research, structure- as well 
ass actor-oriented perspectives exist. In the literature on migrant entrepreneurship 
mostt analysts have taken an actor perspective, even if these actors are placed in a dy-
namicc environment (Kumcu forthcoming; Rath & Kloosterman 1998; Scott 1988a; 
Waldingerr et al. 1990) or in networks (Light & Bonacich 1988; Waldinger 1986). 
Otherss (Ross & Trachte 1990; Sassen 1991) on the other hand understand the entre-
preneurshipp of migrants as a result of structural transformations in the global econ-
omy.. In literature on consumption, especially on fashion in clothing, a strong diver-
gencee between actor- and structure-oriented theories exists. Some authors discuss 
fashionn as structurally imposed on consumers. Braudel (1983) for instance conceives of 
fashionn as brought up by (stages of) capitalism; as Wilson says, 'fashion speaks cap-
italism'' (1985: 14). Bourdieu (1979) uses the concept of habitus in explaining patterns 
off  consumption. On the other hand, in trickle down theories fashion stems from in- 17 

dividualss imitating other social strata higher up the ladder (see for instance Veblen 
1957).. In costume history fashion is presented as the development of cumulative in-
dividuall  decision making on dress, clearly from an actor perspective.' The distinction 
off  structure and agency for theories on the international division of labour has already 
beenn mentioned, ranging from the neoclassical actor perspective to the structure per-
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spectivee of world system theorv. 1 he same is true for the debate on industrial restruc-
turingg where neoclassical views stand opposite to Marxism-oriented perspectives.' 

ActorActor and structure 

Somee scholars have not onlv denied the need to choose between a structure- or actor-
orientedd approach, but claimed the impossibility of doing so, and the indivisibility 
orr the two (Cox 1986, 1987; Giddens 1979; Gill 1993). Giddens structuration theorv 
stressess that 'the notions or action and structure presuppose one another (Giddens 
I9~'9:: 53)- Action for Giddens is intentional and therefore encompasses rationalised 
monitoringg of the environment, which is however partly constituted bv 'unacknow-
ledgedd conditions of action'. This action has intended as well as unintended conse-
quences,, which contribute to new conditions for future action. Structure, therefore, 
shouldd not onlv be seen in the perspective of 'patterning of interaction', but also in its 
temporall  disgtiise as 'continuity of interaction (197*9: 62), for the duahtv of structure 
liess in that it is 'both the medium and the outcome of the practices that constitute 
sociall  systems' (1979: 69). By these social systems Giddens means the systems of inter-
actionn that occur through the activities of individual agents. Structures differ from 
systemss of interaction like language differs from speech: 'Speech can be identified in a 
particularr time and place, and usually occurs between the speaker (or human subject) 
andd at least one other person to whom the "speech" is addressed. Language on the 
otherr hand, cannot be located in a particular time and place, and is neither the prod-
uctt of any one speaking subject nor addressed to any particular recipient (Cloke et al. 
1991:: 101). I'o show how the systems of interaction relate to structures Giddens identi-
fiess these structures in terms of rules and resources on which individuals in interaction 
cann draw and that structure their interaction (Giddens 1979: 66). These rules and 
resourcess have to do with material (allocation, authorisation) as well has immaterial 
(legitimation,, meaning) issues (Cloke et al. 1991: 103). 

Gilll  and Cox also present a framework based on the indivisibilit y of structure and 
agencv.. Gill (1993: 23) formulates their dialectic relation in a clear way: 'Although so-
ciall  action is constrained by, and constituted within, prevailing social structures, 
thosee structures are transformed bv agency.' According to Cox (1986: 21"), human 
actionn takes place in a framework for action - in 'historical structures' - that 'do not 
determinee people's actions in any mechanical sense but constitute the context of hab-
its,, pressures, expectations and constraints within which action takes place'. As such 
historicall  structures are 'persistent social practices' (Cox 1987: 4), that consist of 'a 
particularr combination of thought patterns, material conditions and human institu-
tionss which has a certain coherence among its elements' (Cox 1986: 2i~). 1 hese prac-

188 rices have their impact on actors, and are themselves transformed in the process of ac-

tions.. Bv luxtaposmg 'structures' and 'institutions in this way. Cox (1986: 219) 
bringss in relations of power in the structure debate, since for him '^Institutional-
izationn is a means of stabilizing and perpetuating a particular order. Institutions re-
flectt the power relations prevailing at their point of origin and tend, at least initially , 
too encourage collective images consistent with these power relations . Structures then 
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aree nor the 'accidental1 conditions in which action takes place, but reflect the power 
relationss present, which, however, are in a process of continuous change through the 
dialecticc with agencv. 

Itt is useful to be more precise as to what I understand by agency and structure. To 
startt of with agency, there are a variety of actors relevant to my study. In the field of 
fashionn these are consumers as well as firms producing and selling garments. Also, the 
statee and sector organisations plav a role. In the area of migrant entrepreneurship they 
involvee the migrant entrepreneurs, their firms, as well as the other firms with which 
thevv interact and the (nongovernmental organisations with which they have to deal. 
Ass to the international division of labour, again firms come to the fore, as well as the 
(non-)governmentall  organisations with whom thev interact. I am fully aware of the 
ambiguitiess of taking a firm or state as an homogenous actor. Holli s and Smith (1991) 
havee clearlv pointed out that such approach takes firms or states as 'black boxes', 
whosee dynamics can onlv be understood bv 'opening the box', and by for instance 
analysingg contradictions within the management of the firm or the state bureaucracy. 
Itt is therefore necessary to be careful as to what the nature of the actors under discus-
sionn is. 

Ass to structures, I have indicated that Cox defined these as 'persistent social prac-
tices'' ((987: 4) that consist of 'a particular combination of thought patterns, material 
conditionss and human institutions which has a certain coherence among its elements' 
(1986:: 217). Giddens portrayed structures as regularised patterns of rules and resources 
concerningg material and immaterial issues (see Cloke et al. 1991: 102). This relates 
structuree to time. It points in the direction of the existence of periods in history in 
whichh material and immaterial vectors take a specific, relatively stable form.'' Numer-
ouss authors from different disciplines have focused on such phases, emphasising differ-
entt characteristics, timing and duration of the phases. Lash and Urry (1987, 1994) in 
thiss context speak of (dis)organised capitalism. Baran and Sweezy (1966) point at a phase 
off  monopoly capitalism. A group of American scholars use the term social structures of 
accumulationaccumulation for distinguishing phases (Ciordon et al. 1982). 1 he Amsterdam School 
distinguishess different concepts of control in different phases (Overbeek 1990; Van der 
Pijll  1984). Although the distinction of such phases has been criticised for its tendency 
towardss functionalism and bias towards ideas on 'turning points' in history (see for 
instancee Amin 1994: 3), as a way to operationalise structures they are quite useful. 

TheThe Regulation School 

Inn this studv I propose to use the conceptualisation of the so-called Regulation School 
inn dealing with such phases. The Regulation School (Aglietta 1979; Lipietz 1977, 
1982aa and b, 1985, 1986, 1997'; see also Jessop 1989; Verhagen 1993, 1994) distinguishes 19 
differentt phases according to differences in accumulation regime and mode of regula-
tion.'tion.' Although accumulation is a classical Marxist concept, implying the growth of 
capitall  through the extraction of surplus from labour, its meaning is refined by adding 
thee term 'regime to it. An accumulation regime refers to a stable structure during 
aa certain period of time in which 'individual decisions of producers and the socially 
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determinedd effective demand thev must confront are balanced (Noël 198": 311). 
Macdonaldd (1991: 182) speaks of 'the macro-economic principle which balances pro-
ductionn and consumption', whereas Nielsen (quoted in Amin 1994) defines it as a 'set 
off  regularities at the level of the whole economy, enabling a more or less coherent pro-
cesss of capital accumulation1. Such a set of regularities involves aspects such as the or-
ganisationn of labour, technology, the scale and degree of integration of production, 
andd the organisation of consumption. 

Thiss stability is not achieved 'automatically', but is maintained through a specific 
modee of regulation. Modes of regulation which refer to the way social relations are or-
ganisedd are a 'set of institutional forms, of netwotks, of explicit and implicit norms, 
ensuringg the compatibility of behaviours with the framework of a regime of accumu-
lation11 (I.ipietz in Noel 1987: 312). They encompass several areas from 'law, state pol-
icy,, political practices, industrial codes, governance philosophies, rules of negotiation 
andd bargaining, cultures of consumption and social expectations (Amin 1994: X). 

AA regime of accumulation and a mode of regulation taken together are called a 
modemode ofdevelopment. Such a mode of development then can be considered as the tem-
porarilyy stable structural environment in which actors undertake their actions. These 
actionss are partly influenced by this mode of development, but can also contribute to 
changess to it; in fact the mode of development can be conceived of as the product of 
numerouss past actions. This is summarised in diagram 2.1. 

DIAGRAMM 2,1 

agencyy -> structure 

(actionss by actors) <— (mode of development) 

Conclusion Conclusion 

Inn this section I have argued, following Cull, Cox and Ciiddens, that structure and 
agencyy should be approached as indivisible. 1 hev presuppose OWQ another. Actors can 
onlyy be understood while taking the links that connect them with other actors and 
societall  structures at large into account, just as much as society can not be conceived of 
apartt from the actors of which it consists. As such it is as pointless to argue that 'there 
iss no such a thing as society, only individuals', as that there are no individuals, just 
society.. Both as such have equal ontological status. 

Ass to the three realms of literature of strong importance for mv research this has 
importantt implications. Regarding migrant entrepreneurship 1 do not believe that it 
iss possible to study this onlv as a result of innovative strategies of the entrepreneurs 
involved,, nor that it is the outcome of economic transformations that forced impov-
erishedd migrants to set up marginal firms. I he changes in location of production 
andd the direction of trade are not explicable as a result of a world system which im-
posess a certain division of labour, nor are they simply understood as the sum of sour-
cingg and relocation strategies of producers and retailers. The garments that we buy 
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andd that we put on in the morning are not just the outcome or our individual 
choices,, although what we wear can not be explained either as the outcome of eco-
nomicc developments or cultural norms and values imposed on us. In all three areas 
theree are actions, strategies and choices that matter. But thev are structured by the 
broaderr social, economic, political and cultural mechanisms that steer them, whilst 
thesee mechanisms themselves in the process can be transformed through the aggre-
gatedd effects of action. 

However,, this being said, in a sense, is just the easy part. Stating that structure and 
agencyy are indivisible is one thing, formulating how this works, and what implications 
thiss has for mv research is another. Not for nothing Holli s and Smith (1991) do warn 
uss that simply combining aspects of structure and agency is not easy. They maintain 
thatt 'there are always two stories to tell and that combinations do not solve the prob-
lem'' (1990: 7). There is a risk that combining structure and agencv boils down to 
'combiningg the errors of both conceptions' (Holman 1993: 14). Others go even further 
andd call it the 'combining of the uncombinable' (Cloke et al. 1991: 95). I do maintain 
thatt they are two of a kind, and inseparable. In the next two sections I wil l therefore 
indicatee what implications the indivisibility of structure and agency has for my re-
search,, and how I want to deal with that. 

2.44 T h e concrete and the abstract 

'' They make one feel as if one had nothing on at all, 
butbut this is just the beauty of it." 

(Andersenn 1952) 

II  concluded the last section with a plea for an approach that takes the inseparability of 
structuree and agency as a starting point for my research. In this section I wil l argue that 
suchh a starting point has important implications for the research framework used. 
Basicallv,, it leads to the question of how social phenomena can be studied and ex-
plainedd when they embody elements of both structure and agency. 

Howw should we study social phenomena? Does the meaning of phenomena lie in 
thee concrete material form in which it unfolds in front of our eyes, and can it therefore 
bee grasped by an attentive observer, no matter who she or he is, or where and when the 
observationn takes place? Or do we need a method that takes what lies beyond what is 
concretelyy observable into account?' 

Inn their analysis of theories on international relations Holli s and Smith (1991) dis-
cusss this distinction as the difference between 'explaining' and 'understanding'. Ex-
plainingg for them refers to the natural scientific tradition, where 'events are governed 
byy laws of nature which apply whenever similar events occur in similar conditions' 
(1990:3).. Observation of behaviour then stands as the method to find causes for social 
phenomena.. On the other hand for 'understanding' the actors views are the starting 
point.. We have to enter the actors' heads and understand their desires and beliefs in 
orderr to be able to interpret their actions properly: ''action must always be understood 
fromfrom within' (1990: ^2). The authors conclude that it is extremely difficul t to combine 
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thee two traditions. Although I agree with this conclusion, in mv opinion the historical 
materialistt methodologv offers an interesting attempt. 

HistoricalHistorical materialism 

Inn the introduction to the Gnuidrisse Marx sets out his well-known method of polit-
icall  economy, in which he searches to reconcile the above mentioned brotherly con-
tradictionss between materialism and idealism. According to Marx (19^3: 101), '[t]he 
concretee is concrete because it is the concentration of man}' determinations, hence 
unityy of the diverse. It appears as the process of thinking, therefore, as a process of 
concentration,, as the result, not as a point of departure, even though it is the point of 
departuree in reality and hence also the point of departure for observation [Atiscluiu-
itng]itng]  and conception'. In this he therefore makes a distinction between the ('empty') 
concretee ('a chaotic conception of the whole' (197V 100)), that can be observed, and 
thee thought concrete which is the result of rising from the abstract. I his 'rising from 
thee abstract to the concrete', is 'only the way in which thought appropriates the con-
crete,, reproduces it as the concrete in the mind (1973: 101). It is not the way that the 
concretee itself comes into being. As such Marx preserves a materialist ontology, which 
accordingg to him, however, cannot be disentangled by an empiricist methodology. Al-
thoughh we cannot see but the concrete around us, we have to understand the totality 
off  determinations that lie behind it, producing a concrete in thought by rising from 
thee abstract to the thought concrete. 

Marxx uses the example of 'population' to clarify what he means by rising from the 
abstractt to the thought concrete. To understand what population means we have to 
understandd of what classes it is composed. Also, to understand these classes we have to 
analysee on which elements they rest, like wage labour and capital, which in their turn 
presupposee exchange, division of labour, prices etc. (1973: 100). Arriving as such at the 
'simplestt determinations , 'the journey would have to be retraced until I had finally ar-
rivedd at the population again, but this time not as the chaotic conception of a whole, 
butt as a rich totality of many determinations and relations' (1973: 100). In short to be 
ablee to fully understand the meaning of population we have to go bevond counting 
thee number of people in a triven territory, distinguishing between aye and sex, or loca-
tionn of settlement. This would remain an empty concrete image of population with-
outt taking into account the determinations that lie beneath what we can concretely 
observe.. Then, from the simplest forms these social relations take we have to go back 
too develop a full (thought concrete) understanding of what population means. 

Usingg such Marxist conceptualisation of concrete and abstract not only is per-
hapss not the most fashionable thing to do, but also leads into a library full of critics, 
followerss and believers. I intend to leave the door to this library closed, and use the 
concrete-abstractt distinction as a framework to include what is concretely observable 
^w/whatt lies behind that in mv research strategy. 
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StructureStructure and agency revisited 

Howw is this distinction herween concrete and abstract rehired to mv preceding dis-
cussionn on structure and agencyr Mv basic contention is that structure and agencv 
inn terms or the method or historical materialism are studied at different ends of the 
concrete-abstractt dichotomy. The key to this idea lies in Ciiddens' emphasis on the 
embeddednesss of the social in rime and space: '[sjocial theory must acknowledge, as it 
hashas not done previously, tone-space intersections as essentially involved in all social exist-
enceence (Ciddens i y g : 54). Actions, according to Ciiddens (1981: 26), are 'situated prac-
ticess in time and space, of which social systems (regular social practices) are consti-
tuted.. I hese should be distinguished from 'structures , that Ciiddens (1979: 55) cir-
cumscribess as 'virtual time-space', or 'rules and resources, organised as properties of 
sociall  systems' (1979: 66). Structures according to Giddens (u;-^: 3) have to be re-
gardedd as 'non-temporal and non-spatial, as a virtual order of differences produced and 
reproducedd in social interaction as its medium and outcome'. 

Ciiddens'' distinction between the situatedness of action in time and space and the 
virtuall  time-space character of structure makes it possible to connect the structure-
agencyy debate to the distinction between concrete and abstract of the previous sec-
tion:: According to Ciiddens, structures have a different time horizon than action 
('virtuall  t ime). Such distinction in the conception of time parallels the concrete ab-
stractt distinction discussed before. Concrete always implicates located in time (and 
spacee for that matter, see for instance Agnew & Corbridge 1995: 13), whereas abstracr 
hass a different time horizon. With Marx, I would however not agree with Ciiddens 
thatt structures and the abstract are 'non-temporal'. For Marx's historic materialism 
thee concrete as well as the abstract are historic and cannot but have meaning in time, 
inn the sense that they stand open for change: '...even the most abstract categories, 
despitee their validity - precisely because of their abstracrness - for all epochs, are 
nevertheless,, in the specific character of this abstraction, themselves likewise a prod-
uctt of historic relations, and posses their full validity onlv for and wirhin these rela-
tions'' (Marx 1973: 105). 

However,, even if structure and agencv are both historic and located in time, the 
conceptionconception of time in each of them mav differ. I his is eloquently discussed bv Braudel 
inn his works on the longue durée (1980, 1982, 1983; see also Overbeek 1990). Braudel 
distinguishess three different kinds of history, each related to a different conception of 
time:: narrative history refers to the sequence of dav to day events; conjunctival history 
hass to do with longer term social change; and structural histoiy relates to the slowly 
changingg pace of geography. These three layers in history all refer to a different con-
ceptionn of time, respectively individual time, social time and geographical time. Al-
thoughh in his magnum opus on the Mediterranean Braudel (1982) does treat these 
threee conceptions of time separately", in many cases Braudel seems to imply a dichot-
omyy of two sorrs of time: '|t]he opposition between the instant of time and that time 
whichh flows only slowly' (1980: 26). Ihis slowly evolving time of the longue durée 
Braudell  connects to structures, bv which he understands 'coherent and fairlv fixed 
seriess of relationships between realities and social masses' (1980: 31). According to 
Braudell  (1980: 31), '[sjome structures, because of their long life, become stable elem-
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enrss for an infinite number or generations: they get in the way of history, hinder its 
flow,, and in hindering shape it'.1'' On the other hand, the 'instant of time' relates to 
agency,, and the day to day actions undertaken by actors. 

Iff  agency can be connected to the 'instant of time and structure to the longue 
duréetW\sduréetW\s makes if possible to connect the structure-agency debate to Marx's distinc-
tionn between concrete and abstract. Rraudel (1980: 31) argues that as it is situated in 
thee longue durée 'structure is of course a construct, an architecture, but oyer and 
abovee that it is a reality which time uses and abuses over long periods . We do not see 
structures,, since they relate to a different conception of time, and do not belong to 
thee categories of the 'empty concrete' as Marx named them. As such they are abstract, 
butt still very much a reality that we need, to come to a better (thought concrete) 
understandingg of the world. Deyetak (1996: 158) notes that this idea of structure 
comess very close to Cox's conception of structure as intersubjective products: Al-
thoughh thev 'do not have a physical existence like tables or chairs, they nevertheless 
havee real, concrete effects'. In terms of the conceptualisation of structures of the 
Regulationn approach as accumulation regime, mode of regulation and mode of de-
velopment,, similar suggestions have been made. As Verhagen (1993: 158) indicates, 
accumulationn regime and mode of regulation are 'theoretical constructs and as such 
nott visible in reality' (translation SR). They are not to be understood as 'an action-
orientedd strategy of capital, but rather as the emerging logic of a contradictory struc-
ture,, a "process without a subject"' (Klein 1996: 61). Moulaert and Swyngedouw 
(1989:: 328) suggest that 'the regulation approach may help us capture the tension 
betweenn "abstract theories" and "concrete tendencies'". 

Iff  structures are not directly visible because they are a more abstract category relat-
ingg to a different conception of time, they still have real and concrete effects on the ac-
tionss of actors.' What ean be seen are the actions of actors, located in the here and now 
off  narrative history. Any social science research cannot but start with studying these 
concretee actions first, with gathering data on how actors have operated in time. This, 
however,, only gives, in Marx's terminology, an empty concrete picture of social phe-
nomena.. It only gets further meaning when placed in the context of the more abstract 
underlyingg structures, that I propose to study in terms of the (changing) mode of de-
velopment.. Only then can a more thought concrete understanding be attained. I o 
speakk with Robles (1994: 17), '[Ojnce the social relations constitutive of the structure 
aree laid bare it becomes possible to understand the action carried out by actors. This is 
summarisedd in diagram 2.2. 

II  want to emphasise that diagram 2.2 presents the framework that I want to use to 
studyy the spatial organisation of production. That is the reason why the arrows only 
pointt upwards: I want to start with studying the concretely observable actions by 
actors,, and then move onwards to the study of the ways these events relate to more ab-

244 stract, structural forces. This in no way implies a difference with the way I presented 
mvv view on the indivisibility of structure and agency, and the dialectic of historic de-
velopment,, in section 2.3 and in diagram 2.1. What I do maintain is that if such in-
divisibilit yy is my starting point, that then in terms of the approach tised in my research 
aa distinction as to the nature of structure and agency is necessary. 
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DIAGRAMM 2 .2 

thoughtt concrete 

T T 

structures s 
(longuee durée) 

(modee of development) 
(abstractt meanings) 

T T 

agency y 
(narrativee history) 
(actionss by actors) 

(concretelyy observable reality) 

II  his then provides a framework for the way I want to approach the three realms of lit -
eraturee that I see as central to my research. I wil l have to make an analysis of the loca-
tionn and sourcing strategies developed by clothing retailers and producers, the entre-
preneuriall  strategies undertaken by the migrant entrepreneurs, and the choices made 
byy consumers of clothing. This wil l however, only provide an empty concrete map of 
whatt is at stake. To be able to understand why these strategies and choices have come 
about,, I wil l try to distinguish which more abstract developments structure them, or 
inn other words how a certain mode of development - that encompasses sets of eco-
nomic,, political, social and cultural mechanisms - underlies them. Through this, a 
betterr understanding of the phenomena at stake can be reached. As indicated these 
mechanismss can be transformed themselves in the process. 

Conclusion Conclusion 

II  his section can therefore be summarised as follows. To understand social phenom-
enaa we have to analyse the more abstract meaning that lies behind the concrete actions 
andd events of narrative history. Through this abstract meaning of the structural longue 
durée,durée, which can be conceived of as the prevailing accumulation regime and mode of 
regulationn (combined in a mode of development), it is possible to reach a better 
thoughtt concrete understanding of reality. Such an approach takes the indivisibility of 
structuree and agency on an ontological level as its starting point and only distinguishes 
themm on the level of the concrete-abstract discussion: We can onlv _wactions and not 
structures,, and therefore have to study structures through action, but at the same time 
wee can only understand action by taking the underlying structures into account. 
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2.55 Level of analysis 

"People"People who study the auto industry have a different version of how tin' world 
isis unfolding than those who study textiles, or the food industry, or services." 

(Macdonaldd 1991: 189) 

Inn this section I wil l discuss the level(s) of analysis of my research, from the perspectiye 
orr the preceding debate on structure and agency. 1 will argue that the indivisibilit y of 
structuree and agency necessitates multiple levels of analysis. In particular, taking 
Ciiddens'' emphasis on interaction as a starting point, I will argue that I need to include 
aa meso level of analysis in my research. 

Beforee attempting to delineate what levels of analysis are relevant for this research 
itt is useful to point out how levels are usually defined. There seem to be at least three 
waysways in which levels of analysis can be distinguished: 
// according to the degree of aggregation (micro, meso, macro); 
22 according to geographical/territorial reach (local, (intrastate) regional, national, 

(interstate)) regional, international, global); 
11 according to discipline (for instance, in economics: network of firms, firm, man-

agement,, entrepreneur; in international relations: the international system, the 
nationn state, the bureaucracy and the individual). 

Thesee three ways overlap and sometimes contradict each other: For instance, if in 
micro-economicss studying the level of the state would involve an analysis on a macro 
level,, for a realist view of international relations theory this would be a micro level of 
analysis,, hor this study the distinctions bring up four issues. 

-- In my opinion, a study which takes the indivisibilit y of structure and agency 
ass its starting point, cannot but use different levels of analysis. The reason for this 
liess in my contention in diagram 2.2 that in terms of research framework, agency 
andd structure are to be studied in different wavs. If a first step in mv research in-
volvess the analysis of the concretely observable actions by actors, this means that I 
havee to start bv developing my analysis on a micro level. This generates information 
onn the concretely observable behaviour bv an actot, and in repeating this for numer-
ouss actors together, provides more aggregate data on these actions. However, such 
informationn remains empty if not related to the analysis of the structural changes in 
accumulationn regime and mode of regulation. To study these I need a macro level of 
analysis.. Only through an approach that surpasses the unit of analysis of the one 
actorr (or the sum of the same analysis for hundreds of actors) is it possible to grasp 
thee more abstract structural tendencies underlying actions bv actors. Structure al-

266 ways implies an idea of more than one, and becomes tangible only in the interaction 
betweenn actors. There is a saying T cant see the wood for the trees'. It means that bv 
focusingg on the details or the elements, one can sometimes lose track of the whole. 
Usingg a macro level of analysis implies focusing on this whole. Therefore, just as in 
thee previous section I linked agency to (empty) concrete and structure to abstract, 
heree I want to propose that I need a micro level of analysis to study the (empty) con-
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cretee actions bv actors, and a macro level for the broader context of the abstract 
structure.. '"* 

-- In the previous sections I have indicated how in Giddens' structuration theory 
socialsocial interaction constitutes an important factor in his understanding of agency and 
structure.. Structures are 'produced and reproduced in social interaction as its medium 
andd outcome1 (Giddens 1979: 3). It is through such interaction that the embeddedness 
off  agents in structure and the modifications of structures through action become 
clear.. As to levels of analysis, to me such emphasis on interaction implies that I need to 
includee a meso level of analysis to take this into account. To understand why, say, a 
firmm adopts a certain strategy, I wil l have to study the interaction of such firm with 
otherr actors, which wil l then enable me to better understand how a firm's strategy is 
rootedd in a more abstract structural environment. As to my research framework, 
studyingg the meso level of analysis, like studying the actions by actors, still involves 
thee concrete pole of Marx's abstract-concrete distinction. 

-- As to the geographical dimension of levels of analysis, I was struck by the following 
observationn of Agnew and Corbridge (1995: 13): '"Regional" and "local" become more 
andd more synonyms for the "particular" while "global" signifies the "general" or "uni-
versal".'' Studying the local then also implies a different kind of analysis than studying 
thee global. Without wanting to stretch the synonymy too far, the 'particular' can per-
hapss be seen as close to the concrete in the way I have outlined it above, whereas the 
'general'' refers to the more abstract. The trajectory from the geographically widest 
levelss of analysis to the narrowest corresponds then with the trajectory of abstract to 
moree concrete forms of reality. Focusing on a local level of analysis - which can also be 
consideredd a micro level - then generates data on more concrete actions of actors, 
whereass a global level of analysis - surpassing the one actor, and as such being a macro 
levell  of analysis - would reveal more of the structural environment in which these 
actorss operate.'s Since more and more social phenomena have taken a global dimen-
sion,, such global level of analysis becomes increasingly important. I wil l come back to 
thiss in section 2.6. 

-- Finally, as to differences in levels of analysis in different disciplines, as I indicated 
inn section 2.2 this study attempts to be multidisciplinary. Therefore, the levels of an-
alvsiss used in different disciplines wil l all be of importance. As such firms wil l be as im-
portantt as states or international organisations. However, since my research question 
involvess the spatial organisation of production in the Dutch clothing industry, the 
levell  of the firm wil l have a relatively large role in my research. 

Onn the basis of these observations I propose to use three levels of analysis: a micro, 27 
meso,meso, and macro level. 1 wil l discuss the meso level of analysis in a relatively extensive 
wav,, since this level has been discussed least so far. 
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MicroMicro level 

11 he micro level of analysis constitutes the starting point for mv research. As stated 
above,, through this micro level of analysis I want to generate data on the behaviour of 
actors.. 1 he main actors 1 wil l focus on follow from the three realms of theorv dis-
cussedd above. 1 hey include producing and retailing firms in the Dutch clothing sec-
tor.. All these firms maintain a certain degree of autonomy over their strategies, as to 
startingg or finishing a firm, expanding or limiting their activities etc. Also the location 
wheree firms establish themselves can be viewed as the outcome of strategic decisions 
takenn bv firms (see 2.6). I he shift in import and subcontracting patterns towards the 
Mediterraneann and Eastern Europe can be studied from the perspective of a change in 
thee strategies of retailing and clothing producing firms. As to migrant entrepreneur-
ship,, the re-emergence of contract-clothing firms in Amsterdam during the 1980s can 
bee analysed from the perspective of the predominantly 1 urkish entrepreneurs that set 
upp new businesses in this period or extended their activities. I hev therefore plav an 
importantt role as actors. Finally the actors I want to study include consumers, who 
throughh their buving and dressing behaviour plav an important role. This is the level 
off  analysis that can be observed, and at which it is possible to count and map what is 
goingg on. 

MesoMeso level 

However,, of course these decisions bv firms are not made in a vacuum, but in a 
dynamicallyy evolving environment in which thev interact with other actors. I he three 
groupss of actors (clothing producers and retailer, migrant entrepreneurs, and con-
sumers)) also interact amongst themselves. Ibis is where the meso level of analysis 
comess in. Firms interact with suppliers or subcontractors and distributors or dealers in 
thee sector in which they develop their activities. Apart from such interaction in the 
valuevalue el.hUiL firms also interact with governments and non-governmental institu-
tions.. I o understand why firms develop specific strategies it is necessary to study these 
interactionn processes. I hese processes have been analysed bv numerous authors. Here 
II  will briefly discuss the approach used by Michael Porter and the commodity chain 
approach,, after which I wil l concentrate on the framework developed by Win f ried 
Ruigrokk and Rob van luider. 

Porterr (1980, 1986, 1990) provides probably one of the most frequentK' quoted 
approachess to such interaction processes. His main aim is to offer a framework for 
studyingg elements of industrial organisation that account for the competitiveness of 
ann industry, or a nation. In this the competitiveness of a nation s industry depends on 
fourr areas in a national economy: factor conditions, demand conditions, related and 
supportingg industries, and firm strategy, structure and rivalry. For instance, a highly 
sophisticatedd or volatile demand structure in the home market of an industry, can 
forcee this industry ro be innovative in this area, which then can lead to a relatively 
strongg competitiveness in foreign markets. Porter does not analyse the interaction 
off  firms with governments as such, since governments according to him only have 
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indirectt influence on Firms through the other four conditions. He has been criticised 
forr mixing up factors and actors that determine competitiveness, and hereby obfuscat-
ingg the explanatory power of his approach (Ruigrok & Van I ulder 1993: 136). Instead 
off  concentrating on the way a firm interacts with other actors, he includes conditions 
off  factors of production and demand as a more general aspect of the environment in 
whichh a firm operates. Also, he attaches much importance to the domestic environ-
mentt in which a firm operates, to understand its competitiveness in foreign markets. 
Finally,, Porter's approach remains strongly rooted in an actor perspective, with no 
attentionn being paid to the structural environment in which actors operate. 

Thee analysis of commodity chains is also used as an intermediary between a micro 
andd macro level of analysis (GerefFi & Kor/eniewicz 1994: 9-10). A commodity chain is 
definedd as 'a network of labor and production processes whose end result is a Finished 
commodity'' (Hopkins & Wallerstein 1986: 159). Commodity chains 'consist of sets of 
interorganizationall  networks clustered around one commodity or product, linking 
households,, enterprises, and states to one another within the world economy' (GerefFi 
&&  Korzeniewicz 1994: 2). As a framework for analysis commodity chains lead us to 
studyy the multiple processes and actors invoked in the making of a product. As com-
paredd to Porter this broadens the interaction to include states and is global in outlook 
insteadd of domestic. The focus on a product makes explicit how interaction processes 
cann differ per sector. On the basis of this focus on products GerefFi (1994: 97) distin-
guishess between two distinct governance structures of commodity chains: ^Producer-
drivendriven commodity chains refer to those industries in which international corporations 
(TNCS)) or other large integrated industrial enterprises play a central role in controlling 
thee production system'. On the other hand '\h\uyer-driven commodity chains refer to 
thosee industries in which large retailers, brand-named merchandisers, and trading 
companiess play a pivotal role in setting up decentralized production networks'. These 
twoo types of chains go with different organisational and geographical patterns. On the 
otherr hand, as in Porter, the precise way interaction between actors involved takes 
placee remains unclear. The way it is used in world system theory brings in a structur-
alistt legacy, where the focus is on processes rather than on actors, which makes it hard 
too explicitly deal with interaction between actors on a meso level of analysis. 

Ruigrokk and Van Tulder (1993, 1995), building on Porter, propose to use the con-
ceptt oFthe industrial complex on a meso level of analysis. They made interaction - bar-
gainingg - of a firm with other actors central to their analysis (see Figure 2.1). This in-
dustrialdustrial complex refers to a network of a core firm, central to the production column in 
aa sector, and its relations with other actors (trade unions, suppliers, distributors, banks 
andd the government (Ruigrok & Van Tulder 1993: 115-134; 1995: 39-43)). Like Porter, 
theyy conceive of such an industrial complex first and foremost as a national, domestic 
network. . 

Theyy distinguish five areas or dilemmas (labour process, supply, distribution/con- 29 
sumption,, technologies. Finances) in which the core firm tries to establish its control. 
]]  hrough bargaining, the core firm tries to impose its will upon the other actors in the 
industriall  complex. Ruigrok and Van Tulder describe this as the process through 
whichh core firms try to impose a comprehensive concept of controlon other actors (1995: 
38).. They borrow this concept from authors like Van der Pijl (1984) and Overbeek 
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(1990),, who define ir as a political project that encompasses a 'coherent set of strategies 
inn the area of labour relations, socio-economic policies, ideological matters, and the 
internationall  position of the country in question (Oyerbeek 1990: 26). For these 
authorss the basis of a concept of control is a class compromise, which a dominant frac-
tionn manages to get accepted by other class fractions. Ruigrok and Van Tulder use the 
conceptt of control in a different way. Thev focus on the organisation of the productive 
spheree on a meso level of analysis, emphasising that 'several distinct concepts of control 
aree competing for hegemony at the same time' (1995: 19). In their analysis they present 
fivee concepts of control, all referring to a different outcome of the bargaining process of 
thee core firm with other actors: craft production/flexible specialisation, industrial 
democracy,, (macro-)Fordism, (micro-)Fordism and Toyotism. These are 'truly rival 
conceptss in the sense that they coexist and compete for hegemony' (1995: 40), and 
encompasss a different solution for the five control dilemmas identified above. Whether 
thee core firm is able to impose a certain concept of control on the other actors in the 
industriall  complex and which concept of control this wil l be, is a product of the level of 
dependencyy of the other actors on the core firm. I hey use the concept of dependency 
too bring power into the analysis of industrial relations, instead of the economists' 
axiomm of efficiency. They analyse such dependency using a scale that ranges from inde-
pendencee to dependence without influence (1995: 71; see further in this section). 
Finally,, they connect the different concepts of control to different internationalisation 
strategiess and trade policy orientations of core firms (see section 2.6). 

FIGUREE 2.1 Bargaining in an industrial complex 
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II  want to build on this framework for my meso level of analysis, because in mv opin-
ionn it offers a number of advantages as compared to other approaches. First, by focus-
ingg on control on the meso level of analysis it is possible to underline the existence of 
differentt forms of control for different industrial complexes at the same time \x\ differ-
entt locations or sectors.1 The implication of this is that even though a certain mode of 

300 development - in the wav this term is used in Regulation theory - is dominant at a cer-
tainn period in time, in a specific industrial complex another form of organisation of 
productionn and control can prevail. However, to avoid confusion over terminology, 
II  prefer not to use the term concepts of control, nor the five forms thev take (craftpro-
duction/flexibleduction/flexible specialisation, industrial democracy, (macro- or micro-)fordism, and 
Toyotism)Toyotism) to indicate the degree of control of a core firm over other actors. The reason 
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forr this is that this terminology is used usually ro indicate rhe way accumulation is 
organisedd in a national context. In Regulation theory, the concept of Fordism is ior 
instancee used for the way production relations have been organised in industrialised 
countriess after the Second World War. I thus very much agree with Ruigrok and Van 
Tulderr that it is important to study dependency relations and the resulting control 
onn a meso level. My point is that I wil l speak of forms or degrees of control for such 
mesoo level, leaving the concept of hordism for the macro level. A final important ad-
vantagee of Ruigrok and Van Tulder 's is that they explicitly focus on the spatial 
aspectss of bargaining in the industrial complex. 

However,, I do have five issues that have to be addressed to make their approach 
moree suitable for my research. To clearly formulate these it is necessary to make the 
usee of the concept of a core firm entirely clear. Whereas in their earlier work Ruigrok 
andd Van Tulder (1993) did not define what they meant by core firm, later (1995) they 
definedd it according to seven criteria which I wil l quote here at some length: 

' -- The first characteristic of a core firm is its sheer size. A core firm has sales of at 
leastt us$i billion. This condition serves as a sine qua non for the other characteris-
ticss below; 

-- A core firm by definition has a high degree of independence from other actors. A 
coree firm is the principal actor as well as the director of the play. In certain types of 
networks,, a core firm may have to give up its role as the sole director, yet it will always 
remainn the leading actor, and, if given the opportunity, it wil l try to regain control; 

-- A core firm has direct access to domestic and foreign end markets and/or cus-
tomers,, either through subsidiary sales and service offices, or through third parties 
importing/distributingg the core firm's product and offering service. A core firm 
wil ll  at all times be able to license and control the use of its own trade mark (except 
forr criminal abuse); 

-- A core firm owes its relative independence (1) to its control over a series of core 
technologiess and other strategic competencies, particular to an industry or indus-
triall  activity; and/or (2) to its financial muscle; 

-- A core firm has an explicit vision of (1) the organisation and management of the 
valuee chain, including the internal labour process; and (2) the role that external 
actorss (such as banks and governments) should play to facilitate the creation of 
addedd value and the (re)structuting of the network; 

-- A core firm's vision of the organisation of its industrial complex serves as an 
orientationn point which it strives to accomplish. The logic of industrial restructur-
ingg within and between industrial complexes should be studied as an interplay be-
tweenn this vision and the core firm's ability to determine the rules of the game 
withinn the industrial complex; 

-- A core firm will often be a user-producer, meaning that it not only produces new 
productss and product technologies, but it is also among the leading users of these 
technologies'' (Ruigrok & Van Tulder 1995: 65-66). 
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Suchh definition of- course makes it much clearer what thev understand bv a core firm. 
II  heir definition consists of three different sorts of qualifications: Numbers i and 7 are 
descriptivedescriptive qualifications, in the sense that thev underline (an) individual characteris-
tic(s)) of a core firm. Numbers 2, 3, > and 6 are >r/tff/V;/Wqualifications, since thev stress 
thee nature of the relationship of the core firm with other actors: 2 postulates the inde-
pendencee of the core firm; 3 qualifies its relation with dealers and distributors; and 
55 and 6 bring in the immaterial factor of ideas, that a core firm has about the industrial 
complexx and tries to realise." Finally number 4 is explanatory, in the sense that it 
explainss the independence asserted in number 2. 

Myy first criticism is linked to the second part of the definition, where the core firm 
iss defined-AS-, independent. Hereby the analysis of the bargaining process over control 
off  other actors in the industrial complex gets biased, is there still a possibilitv for other 
actorss to be independent from the core firm — which, as stated above, does corre-
spondd to a position on the dependency scale - if the core firm is defined as such? As 
Ruigrokk and Van I ulder state themselves (1995: 72): 'The definition of a core firm 
ruless out the possibilitv that partner B gains control over the core firm, because that 
wouldd immediately reduce A [the core firm, SR] to a part of another industrial com-
plex.'' There is an uneasy tension between the postulation of a core firm as being inde-
pendentt (or in general as related to othet actors in a certain wav) and the analysis of its 
degreee of independence (or the analysis of its relation with other actors). At the same 
time,, the mere notion of coreness implies a relation. A firm has a core position in rela-
tionn to other firms or actors. Some relational aspect thus inevitably must be part of the 
definition. . 

II  propose to tackle this issue in the following way. Wouldn't it be better if the core 
firmm was «of defined in advance as being independent from other firms? In such case 
thee industrial complex approach could be used as a method to find out which firm 
holdss a core position, instead of this coreness being postulated in advance?"' As to the 
definitionn of a core firm this would imply that the most of the relational - and as a 
consequencee the explanatory - part of it would be left out. A core firm is then at first 
selectedd as having sales of more than uss 1 billion, and as a user-producer of new prod-
uctss and technologies. Since the sales value is considered as a conditio sine qua non, and 
thee user-producer criteria is only a frequently occurring characteristic, in chapter 4 1 
wil ll  concentrate on the sales. The degree of independence of a core firm and the ex-
planationn for this can only be assessed after the analysis of bargaining in the complex. 

Myy second criticism has to do with the fact that Ruigrok and Van Tulder distil a 
generall  framework from their case study on the car industry. Like so many other stud-
iess on industrial restructuring since the Second World War their approach seems to 
sufferr from a strong dose of autoinobilificatiou of reality. I his permeates several as-
pectss of their study. In the descriptive parts of the definition of a core firm for in-
stance,, it remains to be seen if, according to these criteria, core firms can be identified 
forr all sectors, and if not, if other criteria would not be more appropriate for othet sec-
tors.. Is it not possible that in some sectors a firm would have sales of less than i;ss 1 bil-
lionn and still have the strength of a core firm? Also, is it conceivable that a core firm de-
rivess its strength from other factors than its financial muscle or its control over a core 
technology,, as was required by the fourth part of the definition of the core firm? The 
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thirdd part of the definition indicates the role of the core firm as a disrrihiimr the last 
partt underlines its role as a producer. This raises the question if the position that a core 
firmm occupies in the value chain makes a difference. Automobile firms are clearly pro-
ducingg firms, but can a core firm also be positioned at the distribution side of the 
valuee chain? This is important since in some sectors it is rather retailing firms than 
producingg firms that hold a core position (Clairmonte & Cavanagh 1981; Scheffer 
1992).. Although Ruigrok and Van Tulder do maintain that the industrial complex ap-
proachh is relevant for the service - and as such distribution - sector as well (1995: 63), 
thevdoo not elaborate on this. ' As stated above however, Gereffi (1994) underlines that 
whatt he calls buyer-driven commodity chains (where the distributor has a core position) 
andd producer-driven commodity chains (where the producer has a core position) have 
veryy different dynamics. Although I want to postpone the discussion on which firms 
cann be considered as core firms in the clothing industry in the Netherlands to chapter 
4,, it is important to underline here that buyer-driven commodity chains\ead to a modi-
ficationfication of the bargaining arena in the industrial complex. To take this into account 
figuree l.l would have to be modified to figure 2.2. 

FIGUREE 2.2 Bargaining in an industrial complex with a retailer as a core firm 
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Fromm this second criticism I therefore conclude that the specific characteristics of a 
sectorr have their impact on the criteria on what defines a core firm and on the organ-
isationn of the bargaining arena. 

Myy third criticism of the industrial complex approach is that, although certainly 
moree insightful than the neoclassical conception of the firm, their approach retains 
somee of its atomistic features. This largely stems from the centrality of bargaining. 
Thee core firm, as an actor, bargains with other actors in the industrial complex. 
Throughh this process of bargaining, power is exercised by the core firm over other 
actors.. 1 want to make two observations on this issue of bargaining. Firstly and most 
importantly,, the centrality of the concept of bargaining seems to imply that the mo-
dalitiess and dynamics of interaction between two firms can be understood from their 
onee to one relation. Focusing on the bargaining between actors ignores how actors 
andd actions are embedded in structures, as identified in the previous section. To avoid 
thiss I wil l use the bargaining process as a meso intermediary step of my approach to 
shedd more light on these structures, to see how the structural environment partly 
shapess the bargaining arena and process, and in the process is modified itself. Sec-
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ondly,, ir is important to underline that bargaining is not a process that is easv to stud v. 
Inn mam cases the bargaining herween actors is not an explicit phenomenon, where 
actorss sit around the table race to face, and negotiate a deal. This is especially the case-
inn informal networks, where contracts for instance hardly exist. Moreover, even if 
suchh face to face bargaining does take place, it is often very difficul t to assess if other 
(f)actorss have not had an impact on the outcome of bargaining. As Ruigrok and Van 
II  aider state themselves (1995: 69), the analysis of bargaining and the subsequent use 

off  power therefore takes the form of 'a post hoe reconstruction or "backward engineer-
ing"'.. 1 he existing relation between actors is assumed to be the result of a bargaining 
process,, and analysed as such. Like all ex post reasoning this brings in a danger of circu-
larr argumentation. My criticism to this ex post analysis is not so much that an analysis 
off  bargaining and of the exercise of power should not take this form. Social science is 
noo kinetics where the interaction between two objects can be observed, described, ex-
plainedd and predicted. If left to itself there is, however, the risk that such ex post analy-
siss of the bargaining relations between actors, as in the case of Porter, offers a useful 
tooll  for heuristic classification, but not so much for explanation. 

11 his leads to the fourth connected criticism, which has to do with the dependency 
scalee used by Ruigrok and Van Tulder. The dependence scale is central to their analy-
sis,, since it is on the basis of the degree of dependency of actors on the core firm, that 
theyy formulate the concepts of control. They (1995: 71) classify dependency as follows: 

FIGUREE 2.3 A continuum of dependency relations in an industrial complex 

positionposition of partner; 

independentt independent inter- dependent dependent 
withh dependent with without 

influencee influence influence 

II | | . . „ . 1| __.|j H 1 

attitudeattitude of core firm: 

co-operationn or compliance coalition direct control structural 
competitionn control 

SourceSource Ruigrok & \lar\ Tulder 1 995: 71. 

11 he mutual dependency is least in the left side of the scale where core firm and other 
actorss compete or co-operate, Moving to the right, first the influence of the other 
actorr increases in the second position, whereas in the third position mutual depend-
encyy (interdependence) is balanced and strongest. Further on to the right the depend-

344 ence of the other actor on the core firm increases, until it reaches structural control at 
thee extreme. As Ruigrok and Van Tulder state themseKes, such a dependency scale-
operatess on a high level of aggregation {1995: "-). dne (in)dependence of an actor 
fromm a core firm stems from a combination of different factors. Ruigrok and Van 
II  ulder use as general criteria to assess dependency: ownership structures; geographical 
location,, degree of internationalisation; and the relative size (or power base) of the 
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coree firm vis-a-vis the other actor. Moreover, for the bargaining with farh of the five 
actorss they use additional criteria. For suppliers they include the strategic nature of 
theirr product (that is the possibility for alternative suppliers) and the contractual obli-
gationss (speed of delivery, quality control). For dealers and distributors independence 
iss a function of their ability to develop alternative supply than that from a core firm. 
Ass to labour the important factor is the level and scale of unionisation. For banks they 
mention,, apart from ownership, control mechanisms through credit, share ownership 
andd interlocking directorates. And finally, for the relation with governments they dis-
tinguishh different levels of government organisation, the difference between the home 
orr host government and instruments of industrial and technology policy. 

Thiss leads to four observations. First, as Ruigrok and Van Tulder recognise them-
selves,, the level of aggregation of the concept of dependency can sometimes obscure 
different,, possibly antagonistic tendencies. For instance, the relative size of a supplier 
too a core firm can decrease, whereas at the same time, through its concentration on 
strategicc components, it can reduce its dependency on the core firm. In some cases it 
mightt therefore be useful to address not only the overall level of dependency, but also 
(developmentss in) its components. Secondly, in my opinion geographical location 
andd degree of internationalisation should not be taken as indicators for dependency. 
Thiss is not to say that they have no bearing on dependency as such, but rather that 
theirr inclusion in the dependency scale and thck functioning as a dependent variable 
uponn the forms of control' in the rest of the analysis, again risks to lead to some circu-
larityy in reasoning. Third, the status of the dependency scale to me is not entirely 
clear.. The dependency scale could be conceived of as a result oi the bargaining process, 
butt at the same time can be seen as the environment's which bargaining takes place. In 
myy opinion it has relevance for both: it serves as a useful classifying tool for the degree 
off  dependency of actors on a core firm as a result of bargaining, and of changes in this. 
Andd at the same time it provides a description of the environment in which bargaining 
takess place. In a way it describes the relationship between actors, as well as the condi-
tionss (in Porter's vocabulary 'factors') in which this interaction takes place. Fourth, 
thee scale of dependency only refers to the external relations of a core firm. It does not 
takee into account how a core firm can also itself start undertaking the activities of its 
supplierss or dealers. By definition, a core firm establishes a formally stronger degree of 
controll  over a partner when it becomes the owner of a dealer of supplier. 1 he relation 
betweenn the core firm and the partner then is internalised, and subjected to internal 
co-ordinationn bv the core firm. For this reason I would extend the dependency scale to 
includee the ownership relation of a supplier by a core firm, and place this as an even 
higherr degree of influence over supply in the scale. ' 

Thee fifth and last criticism has to do with their conception of an industrial com-
plexx as being first and foremost domestic in nature. By that they usefully underline the 
ideaa that, even if a firm extends its activity over the globe, the motivation to do so, and 
thee form and success that this takes is strongly dependent on its bargaining power in 
itss home country. This is an important correction to the alleged completely footloose-
naturee of multinational corporations. At the same time it might not take enough into 
accountt that in an era where barriers to movements of goods, services and capital have 
beenn strongly reduced, the bargaining arena a core firm faces is more and more global 
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inn nature. Also, even if the domestic arena was rhe relevant focus for studying inter-
nationalisationn at the start o\ this process in the middle of the 1960s, now that this pro-
cesss has strongly proceeded it seems, to say the least, a bit absurd to portray the inter-
nationalisationn strategy of a large Dutch clothing producer or retailer in 1990 as the 
outcomee of its bargaining with domestic actors only: The established relations with 
foreignn suppliers, subcontractors and governments play as much a role. As Scheffer 
(1992:: 129) states, [t]he dilemma of retailers comes down to a "to make or to buv 
alternativee within a market that has become global'. especially in relation to suppliers 
II  therefore have to take bargaining with foreign actors into account. 1 will come back 
too this issue in the next section. 

FIGUREE 2.4 
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Too summarise my meso level of analysis, 1 want to elaborate on Ruigrok and Van 
II  uldefs industrial complex approach, analysing the bargaining relationship of a core 
firmm with distributors, suppliers, financiers, trade unions and governments. However 
II  want to modify this approach in five wavs: 

S6 6 

// Instead of postulating the presence of a core firm and defining it as independent 
11 want to look at the relations between firms in the clothing sector and see if I can 
findd a core firm according to the definition of Ruigrok and Van luider. I hereafter 
11 wil l assess the development of bargaining with other actors, and the resulting de-
greee of dependency. 

22 Depending on the position such a dominant firm has in the production chain I mav 
havee to focus on a different range of actors in the industrial complex. I his mav also 
necessitatee a different approach towards the control dilemmas a firm faces. 

33 Instead of using the terminology of the different concepts of control on a meso 
level,, I wil l speak of forms or degrees of control to point at the relation of a core 
firmsfirms with other actors. Concepts like Fordism 1 wil l therefore reserve for the 
macroo level. 

44 In chapter 4 I wil l use an ex post approach to bargaining in an industrial complex. 
However,, to understand the modalities and outcomes of the bargaining processes I 
placee these in the context of the broader structural transformations in the global 
economy.. This I wil l do in chapter 5. 

55 Instead of limiting mvself to bargaining in a domestic arena I want to include 
elementss of bargaining with foreign actors, especially suppliers. 
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MacroMacro level 

Thee focus on bargaining, even though on a meso level of analysis, is still firmly 
anchoredd in an actor perspective, firms taking decisions in interaction with each other. 
Thee impact of structure, as giving meaning to the concrete actions of actors and as 
facilitatingg and impeding action, is thereby largely ignored. As indicated in the previ-
ouss section I want to avoid this by including structure, conceptualised as the accumula-
tionn regime and mode of regulation, in the analysis. All bargaining relations between 
actorss in an industrial complex can only be understood as actions that are embedded in 
structure,, that take place (in Giddens' vocabulary) in (un)acknowledged conditions 
andd have (un) intended consequences. To understand for instance why negotiations be-
tweenn labour and a certain industry in a state lead to a certain kind of collective labour 
agreement,, it is necessary to know what developments have occurred in the capital-
labourr relations at large, and how the state has been regulating these relations. Also we 
havee to review how this particular collective labour agreement influences these capital-
labourr relations and state policy. To assess the imposition of trade restrictions by a state 
inn favour of a sector, we have to understand the influence of different branches of in-
dustryy on government. Also the bargaining with suppliers or dealers cannot be under-
stoodd without the organisation of the economy a latge, and the changes in demand, or 
inn regulation being taken into account. Bargaining by actors in the industrial complex, 
therefore,, can only be understood from the perspective of the relatively stable structural 
backgroundd of the prevailing accumulation regime and mode of regulation. Studying 
suchh mode of development takes a macro level of analysis. 

Inn diagram 2.3 my approach is summarised, distinguishing three levels of analysis 
thatt correspond with different positions in the sttucture-agency and concrete-
abstractt debate. In my opinion the diagram can be used as a framework for all three 
bodiess of theory that mv study tries to integrate. As to the literature on the (inter-
national)national) division of labour, I have to start off by studying the location and sourcing 
strategiess of producing and retailing firms in the clothing sector in the Netherlands. 
Ass stated in section 2.4, this wil l provide a map of actions that actors have undertaken 
inn the sector. Thereafter I have to focus on interaction in the sector, to see what firms 
occupyy a core position in the sector, and to what kind of control this leads to by such 
firm(s)) over other actors in the sector. After such meso-level analysis I wil l try to un-
derstandd how a more abstract mode of development structures strategies and inter-
action.. In my analysis of migrant entrepreneurship I wil l also start by mapping the 
strategiess undertaken by the migrant entrepreneurs. Assuming that the migrant-run 
firmss are not occupying a core position in the sector, I wil l then concentrate on the 
interactionn of the migrant-run firms with the core player(s) in the sector. Finally I 
wil ll  analyse again how the prevailing mode of development structures this process. As 
too consumption I wil l first analyse what consumers of clothing have been buying and 37 

wearing.. The next step wil l be to establish how the interaction of consumers with (a) 
coree flrm(s) in the sector takes place. And finally I wil l relate these patterns of con-
sumptionn to the prevailing mode of development. In all three areas then the question 
iss posed as to how such (inter)action contributes to transformations of the mode of 
production. . 
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DIAGRAMM 2.3 
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Conclusion Conclusion 

Inn summary, mv research uses three different levels of analysis. Firstly, on the most 
concretee micro level, I wil l have to analyse the actions of firms in the clothing sector, 
migrantt entrepreneurs, and consumers. These actors take decisions and develop strat-
egiess that need to be assessed precisely. Secondly, since actors do not take decisions in 
aa vacuum I use the meso level of analysis. Here I wil l use the framework of the indus-
triall  complex in which a core firm interacts with other actors. This wil l enable me to 
linkk the actions bv the three groups of actors in one framework. This meso level is still 
situatedd on the concrete side of the concrete-abstract axis (although this time in inter-
actionn with other actors). Thirdly, I need a macro level of analysis to account for the 
incorporationn of structure, conceptualised as the mode of development. This level 
constitutess the abstract pole in the concrete-abstract axis. 



AnAn inquiiy into the spatial organisation of production 

2.66 The social and the spatial 

'Nowadays'Nowadays we live in a society in which actions encompass lon  ̂ distances, and in 
whichwhich the consequences of our actions reach further as well. Even small decisions 

inin daily life, like the buying of a garment, affect the world-wide economy.,' 
(Anthonyy Giddens, in Real iyy~) 

Inn the previous sections 1 have outlined an approach to the (international) division of 
labour,, migrant entrepreneurship and patterns or consumption. So far, however, the 
spatiall  aspect of this has not been touched upon. Following diagram 2.3 we may better 
understandd how firms interact, but not so much what organisation of production over 
spacee goes with such interaction. This often seems to be the case in social scientific re-
search,, with its focus on time and change and neglect of space and difference/1 In 
sociall  science space is often postulated as playing no role at all, assumed to have lost its 
importancee completely or given a status outside social relations that therefore is either 
nott studied or given a reified exogenous importance. In geography on the other hand, 
spatiall  processes are often described in terms of the formal language systems of (phys-
ical)) geography, separated from the rest of social science (Gregory & Urry 1985: 2). 
Heree I want to try to bring space back to the centre of social research. To do this I will 
firstt distinguish a number of approaches to space in social scientific research. On the 
basiss of this I wil l develop my approach. 

Inn dealing with space social science faces two major dilemmas. The first dilemma 
involvess distance. In some social scientific analysis distance is simplv ignored, whereas 
inn other it plays a role as an obstacle, or alternatively, proximity is seen as an asset. The 
secondd dilemma involves the meaning of geography at large. To what extent is the 
naturee of the geography of a location an influence for social activity, or is geography 
'simply'' the map on which social activity takes place? Both dilemmas lead either to an 
activee or a more passive role of space. 

DistanceDistance and transportation costs 

Inn neoclassical economics the role of space was for a long time simplv excluded and 
assumedd to be nil. As such, theories on trade from Ricardo to Heckscher and Ohlin 
assumee that transport costs can be left out of the equation and that there is no mobil-
ityy of factors of production (I)icken 1992: 92-93). International trade and the inter-
nationall  division of labour then are a result of the relative availability of factors of pro-
ductionn between national economies, no matter where they are located. Product-life 
cyclee theory (Dickcn 1992; Hekman 1980; Vernon 1966) explains international trade 
throughh the process of maturation of production technology. The product-life evele 39 

encompassess five stages from the development of a product to the decline of demand 
andd the cut-back in production facilities. Starting with the third stage f maturation'), 
duringg which production technologies are relatively simple and widely available, pro-
ductionn is internationalised and moves to low-wage countries. To which areas indus-
tryy is moving, and over what distance this takes place, is ignored. 
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AA similar denial of the importance of geography can for instance be found in 
Wallersteinn (1974). Wallerstein does use the seemingly geographical notion of '/.ones 
inn the world svstem for the core, and (semi)periphery. Contrary to Overbeek's obser-
vationn that Wallerstein has a strong geographical bias bv using zones of the world 
economyy (instead of classes or states) as principle categories (Overbeek 1990: 14), I 
wouldd argue that this idea of zones is not so much geographical. The /ones have 
noo 'size', nor are they located at a certain area, or close or far from each other. Even 
thoughh Tavlor (19X9: 16) gives a geographical interpretation of world system theory 
wheree peripheralisation is the process through which the world economy spreads over 
thee globe, there is therefore no distance in the world system. Again there is a distinc-
tionn in zones, but without geographical body. So whereas in neoclassical economics 
actorss interact in a distanceless universe, in world system theory it is the svstem that 
distributess activity over the globe, regardless of distance. 

Economicc geography developed in reaction to this, including distance and the 
(transportation)) costs to bridge it as mediating factors in the spatial distribution of 
economicc activity. Alfred Weber for instance made the distinction between weight-
gainingg and weight-losing industrial processes, and connected this to their expected 
locationn on the basis of differences in transportation costs (sec Dicken 1992). In Von 
Thünenn s analysis of the extension of the division of labour in agriculture, used by 
Schwartzz (1994) to explain differences in the world spatial division of labour, trans-
portt costs towards a marker town account for reductions in the profit producers make 
onn a product the further one is away from this market. This leads to higher land prices 
thee closer one comes to the town, and therefore a choice for prodticts with a higher 
valuee added in these areas. As a result the capital intensity of production rises the 
closerr one comes to the market. This mechanism not only is valid for a town but ac-
cordingg to Schwartz also explains differences in the spatial organisation of production 
inn the world as a whole (Schwartz 1994: 49-60). 

However,, the recent improvements in transportation and communication tech-
nologyy have led some authors to disregard space (in the sense of distance and trans-
portationn costs) again in radical as well as mainstream literature. Now space is not so 
muchh assumed to be of no importance but rather as having lost its importance." 
Fröbel,, Heinrichs and Kreye in their study on the new international division of 
labourr (N IDL ) based on world system theory note as one important precondition for 
thee NID L 'the development of a technology which renders industrial location and the 
managementt of production itself largely independent of geographical distance' 
(Fröbell  et al. 1980: }6). Their study is not limited to trade but focuses on the inter-
nationalisationn of capital flows as well. Harvey (1990) speaks of time-space compres-
sionn as a central aspect of the international political economy in the 1980s. Others call 
itt 'the disappearance of space' (Agnew & Corbridge 1995: 9s) or the 'death of dis-

400 tance {The Economist, Septembre 30 1995: 5-6). 1 his 'shrinking' of the world has 
beenn visualised numerous times bv figure 2,5, which portrays the world as becoming 
infinitelyy smaller. The metaphor of the global village proposes that dtie to immense-
improvementss in transportation and communications technology the importance of 
distancee has been reduced to that in a small village. Globally operating firms there-
foree can use the whole world for their sales and production (Dicken 1992). If any-



AnAn inquiry una the spatial organisation of production 

thing,, this new eta is characterised as much bv the 'end of geography' as bv the 'end of 
history'. . 

FIGUREE 2.5 The shrinking of the wor ld 
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SourceSource Dicken 1992: 104. 
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However,, such a conception of the shrinking of the world and the end of geographv 
cann also be criticised. In particular this is the case because it is often accompanied bv 
thee suggestion thai we now live in an era of globalisation, in which, for the first time in 
historv,, economic activitv is spread all over the globe. Firstlv, some claim that such an 
ideaa of globalisation is neither unique (Gordon 1988), nor accurate (Ruigrok & Van 
Tulderr 1995; Went 1996). I have indicated previouslv that some authors actuallv point 
att a spatial reconcentration of economic activitv in industrialised countries {re-run-
away)away) as the main trend, due to technological innovation (Junne 198s, 1987). and 
thee emergence of industrial districts (Piore & Sabel 1984), bur also due to informal-
isationn of work in industrialised countries partlv through immigration (Benton 1990; 
Phizackleaa 1990). Others have argued that the mam form international transactions 
takee is characterised more by a regionalisation or triadisation than by a globalisation of 
economicc activitv (Hettne 1994; Ohmae 1985; Went 1996). Of course the growth in 
thee number of regional organisations gave a strong impetus to such analvsis. Some in 
factt consider regionalisation a part of globalisation, creating a global arena in which 
regionall  patterns can occur (Ross & Israelite 1990). However, even if this literature 
rightlyy underlines the regional pattern of global restructuring, it still does not do this 
inn a spatial vocabulary. Its main focus seems to be on the way states have introduced 
regionall  organisations in this new global environment. As 1 have argued elsewhere, the 
basicc spatial form of regionalisation - a tendency to a reduction of distance between 
differentt parts of the value chain, between different producers and the consumer - is 
therebyy sometimes ignored (Raes 1999). 

Thiss brings me to the second line of criticism which concerns distance as a barrier 
too international transactions. Has distance diminished in importance to such an ex-
tentt that we can speak of one global arena? 1 would argue that even if such a global 
arenaa for flows of information and monev increasingly becomes a reality, this is still 
nott entirely the case. Even if improved transportation and communication technol-
ogyy has reduced the importance of distance as an obstacle, costs of transportation have 
nott been nullified. Also the security of delivery on time is still inversely related to dis-
tance.. Lastly, control also remains burdened bv distance. As a captain of industry 
—— wirh probably the most privileged access to the newest transportation and commu-
nicationn means available - recently said on Dutch television, flying from Amsterdam 
too London involves no real travelling, but fixing to Vietnam or Mozambique still re-
quiress a complicated rescheduling of his personal organiser. 1 his is not too dissimilar 
fromm what Balzac already claimed more than a century ago, namely that even if better 
transportt enabled the human body to travel faster, the human consciousness would 
neverr be able to move faster than at the speed of the diligence. In fact, these remaining 
advantagess of proximity have become even more important due to the rapidly chang-
ingg patterns of demand and the use of just-in-time logistic concepts. 

Thee third line of criticism has to do with the implication of the concept of the 
shrinkingg of the world in that it affects every region or individual in the same wav. I he 
globall  village seems to imply a homogenisation of opportunities for all geographical 
regionss and individuals. All regions are assumed to lie in the same position, and their 
successs or failure therefore is due not so much to their local characteristics bur to the 
adoptionn of the right or wrong policies. 1 would rather agree with Dicken (1992: no) 



ANAN inquiry into the spatial organisation of production 

that'[consistentt with the notion of the time-space convergence process (...) is its inher-
entt geographical unevenness. The same is true tor individuals. If flying from Amster-
damm to London involves no real travelling for a captain of industry, it certainly does 
torr an Iraqi asylum seeker. As such the new map of the world economy is certainly no 
distancelesss dot, hut rather a multifaced parcours with multiple barriers, depending 
onn the traveller, her destination and where she is coming from. 

Therefore,, even though the literature on the end of distance is important in signal-
lingg improved transportation and communication technology, and increased mobil-
ityy of goods, capital, services and people over the globe, it also has its limitations. The 
ideaa of the implosion of space is not only exaggerated but also strongly misleading. I 
agreee therefore with Sassen (1994: 1) that the idea that 'globalization of economic ac-
tivit yy suggests that place - in particular the type of place represented by cities - no 
longerr matters' is false. 

AgglomerationAgglomeration effects 

Anotherr main current in economic geography emphasises the importance of the 
proximityy or distance of economic activity. This brings me back to the meso level of 
analysis.. Firms working close to each other, and maintaining all kind of links with 
eachh other, may benefit from so called agglomeration effects, due to lower costs. This 
liess at the basis of the literature on marshallian districts and networks between firms, 
forr instance, in the Third Italy (Amin 1989; Piore & Sabel 1984; Scott 1990). Piore 
andd Sabel claim that such districts constitute a new main trend in the geographical 
organisationn of production, leading to a reconcentration of production and a new or-
ganisationn of work. Amin and Robins (1990), amongst others, underline the limited 
empiricall  evidence for this claim. 

FIGUREE 2.6 Two dimensions along which the production chain may be structured 
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Porterr (1986, 1990), Dicken (1992) and Ruigrokand Van I ulder (1995) a ' so u se a rneso 
perspectivee on spatiality, ro which the proximity of economic activity is centtal. 
Inn their analysis on different location and internationalisation strategies of firms they 
distinguishh between two continuums of strategies (see figure 2.6): A geographically 
dispersedd or concentrated sttategv, and a strategy with a high or a low degree of co-
ordination.. 'Dispersed' or 'concentrated' tefer here to the proximity or distance be-
tweenn diffetent patts of the value chain (or could we say, the maximum distance in the 
trajectoryy from production to consumption?); high or low co-ordination to the degree 
off  control firms have over other parts of the value chain. As such they are able to clas-
sifyy different internationalisation strategies. 

FIGUREE 2.7 Rival internationalisation trajectories of concepts of control 

dispersionn concentration 
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SourceSource Ruigrok & Van Tulder 1 995: 1 89. 

Dickenn interprets this in a broad way. His dispersion/concentration dimension goes 
fromm the local (domestic) to the global, and he analyses internal (in the firm) as well 
ass external (over other actors in the value chain) aspects of co-ordination and control 
11992:: 191). for Dicken therefore, firm strategies vary from being locally concen-
tratedd in one country to globally dispersed, and from a value chain completely con-
trolledd and owned by one vertically integrated firm to one in which a firm only 
looselyy co-ordinates the activities of other firms in the value chain. Ruigrok and Van 
Tulderr (1995: 180-181) explicitly only look at the internal co-ordination of activities 
(sincee the 'control' of other firms they analyse as the bargaining relations in the tn-

444 dustrial complex, see 2.5), and, like Porter, seem to focus on international activities of 

firmsfirms only, for them the bargaining in the industrial complex is a national phenom-
enon,, which leads to a certain kind of concept of control being imposed by the core-
firmsfirms on the other actors (see figure 2.7). For each resulting concept of control, figure 
2.""  can be seen as the options in internationalisation strategies in terms of (internal) 
co-ordinationn of activities of the core firm and their geographical configuration. 
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Staredd differently, each concept or control aoes with a certain internationalkirinn 
strategy,, with a certain spatial organisation of production. 

Bothh Dickon and Ruigrok and Van Tulder ignore the characteristics or a location 
thatt make it attractive to relocate activities to or not. The focus is on the distance-
betweenn activities of a firm, irrespective of the where and how of locations. Dicken s 
interpretationn has the advantage that it includes internal and external control and co-
ordination,, and 'local' (as distinguished from 'inrernationalisation') strategies. On the 
otherr hand the status of the figure in Dicken does not go further than a classifying 
tvpology.. Ruigrok and Van Tulder on the other hand give more explanatory power ro 
thee figure, by connecting it to their concepts of control. Each concept of control goes 
withh a certain internationalisation strategy and a certain degree of control over the 
firmsfirms foreign activities. However, limiting themselves to internationalisation strat-
egiesegies thev forgo the possibility of including an increase or reduction in local, domestic 
activitiess in their scheme. Moreover they explicitly limi t themselves to production ac-
tivities,tivities, whereas, as I have stated previously, in some industrial complexes retailers are-
moree likely to hold a core position than producers. As a result the}' do not discuss //;/-
portsports as an internationalisation strategy either. When figure 2.6 is used for retailers, the 
spatiall  configuration could be interpreted as the maximum distance between con-
sumptionn (the location of the retailer) and production. Finally, I have indicated in the 
previouss section that I prefer nor to use the concept of control terminology on a meso 
levell  of analysis. This leads me to interpret the spatial aspects of the industrial complex 
ass follows. The form of control that is the outcome of bargaining between a core firm 
andd other actors in an industrial complex is related to the way the value chain is organ-
isedd over space, that is, the degree of concentration or dispersion of the value chain. 

AA central element in the analysis of internationalisation of Porter and Ruigrok and 
Vann Tulder is that the motivation of firms to internationalise, the form this inter-
nationalisationn strategy takes and even the competitive advantage they hold over com-
petitors,, basically stem from their bargaining position versus other actors in their do-
mesticmestic market. As said before they form a useful argument against the presumed total 
footloosee nature of multinational corporations, for many vital activities multi-
nationall  corporations still rely on their domestic markets. However, by doing this the 
domesticc arena is given much more importance than the external. It almost seems as if 
characteristicss of foreign countries in terms of wage costs, infrastructure, or govern-
mentt policy are of no importance. This of course is an exaggeration. Even if the inter-
playy between domestic actors does provide an initial motivation to organise produc-
tionn in a different way, the actual choice for a specific inrernationalisation strategy, its 
formm and direction, is as much a variable of circumstances abroad. Eater on in this 
chapterr I wil l rrv to connect this domestic bargaining with these circumstances. 

Saskiaa Sassen combines elements of the shrinking of space with agglomeration ef-
fects.. Sassen in her analysis of the concentration of control of economic activity in a 45 
smalll  number of global cities (1988, 1991, 1994), combines the ideas on the new inter-
nationall  division of labour with a strong tendency to concentration of control, espe-
ciallyy in the service sector, partly due to agglomeration effects, for her (1994: 4) 'it is 
preciselyy the combination of the global dispersal of economic activities and global 
integrationn - under conditions of continued concentration of economic ownership 
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andd control - that has contributed to a strategic role for certain major cities'. This new 
rolee of large cities itself leads to a transformation of economic activity in these cities 
(seee section 5.2). The 'egg of Dudley Seers, showing the concentration of core eco-
nomicc activity in Western Hurope in an egg shape form, encompassing the south of 
thee Scandinavian countries, Germany, the north of Italv and Spain, most of France 
andd the south east of the UK, is the result of both agglomeration and 'von Thiinen ef-
fectss in the international economy on a macro level (Seers 1979). Much more than 
Wallerstein,, Seers gives a geographical interpretation of cote and periphery and of the 
processs of region alisation. 

SpaceSpace matters 

Iff  the above mentioned approaches pay more attention to distance, some authors 
stretchh the importance of space and geography as a category even further. Such trad-
itionn was strong in the development of geography and anthropology in the second 
halff  of the 19"' century, as clearly exemplified bv the following quotation: 'The 
mountain-dwellerr is essentially conservative. There is littl e in his environment to 
stimulatee him to change, and littl e reaches him from his outside world (...) The bitter 
strugglee for existence makes him industrious, frugal, provident' (Semple, as in Cloke 
ett al. 1991: 4-5). Such environmental determinism can also be found in WittfogcTs 
(1981)) analysis of oriental despotism in the Middle East, arguing how shortage of 
waterr necessitated social organisation to provide for irrigation in an early stage of his-
tory.. Since people for their survival depended on the maintenance of such irrigation 
workss they were willin g to subject themselves to the rule of despotic leaders. The ur-
bann sociology of the Chicago School in the 1930s analyses the specific characteristics 
off  urban life from the perspective of the si7.e, density and heterogeneity of urban 
settlementss (Urry 1995: 9). 

Inn the work of Braudel (1980, 1982, 1983) spatiality, in the meaning of geography, 
doess play an important role in his distinction of the longue dure e as the most structur-
all  layer in human history. For instance the first part of his analysis of the Mediterra-
neann world in the 16': century starts with an extensive overview of the way relief, cli-
mate,, the sea etc. have influenced the history of the people living along the shores of 
thee Mediterranean. War for instance has long been a phenomenon that only took 
placee in spring and early summer, since in that period of the year the sea could be 
navigatedd more easily, whilst the ships could return home before harvest time. Mme 
DeStaëll  (1939) marks the beginning of the Romantic period in French literature with 
herr description of Germany, where geography and climate cannot but lead to the 
melancholicc mood of the young Werther. Also in anthropological studies on the 

466 Mediterranean area much emphasis was placed on the geographical structuring of 

humann life in the region (Davis 1977; Eickelman 1981). In this litterattire the social is 
firmlvv structured by the spatial. 

Suchh an approach could of course easily lead to a kind of ecological determinism,' 
whichh Braudel tries to avoid by distinguishing two other levels of analysis, on a social 
(conjuncturall  history) and a political level (narrative history). The longue durée of 
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geographyy provides the structure against which action rakes place However it docs 
remainn unclear what the relative importance or the geographical level in shaping hu-
mann history is in relation to the social and political level. Moreover the area for which 
thee longue ditrèe of a certain geography is relevant is hard to establish: How much do 
Cyrenaicaa and the Rhóne-valley have in common, to account for similarities in the 
"structurall  history' of the Mediterranean? 

SpaceSpace as the map 

Inn reaction to the literature described above rhat either excludes the importance of 
spacee or gives it a separate very strong determining role, in geography a number of 
authorss have tried to better link the social and the spatial (Agnew & Corbridge 1995; 
Harvevv 1990; Knox & Agnew 1998; Leborgne & l.ipietz 1988; Massey 1984; Rustin 
1989;; Scott & Storper 1986; Taylor 1989). The starting point in these approaches is 
roughlyy the following: 'In order to understand the causes and significance of location 
decisionss (...) it is necessary to embed that problem within the broader context of 
whatt is going on in society at large' (Massey 1984: 15). Spatial patterns, according to 
her,, 'are not necessarily the result of spatial causes' but have to do with the reproduc-
tionn of social relations over space (1984: 12). Therefore 'territorial analysis cannot be 
constitutedd as a science in itself, since the basic forces of iocational activity are them-
selvess expressions of the wider system of social and property relations of capitalism' 
(Scottt & Storper 1986: 14). As for the success or failure of a location at a particular 
time,, this is therefore not so much due to, for instance, their natural resource endow-
ments,, but rather to their historical accumulation of assets and liabilities and their 
abilityy to adapt to changing circumstances (Agnew & Corbridge 1995: 5-7). As Harvey 
(1996:: 607) states: '[t]he location of production cannot, therefore, be interpreted as a 
meree response to natural conditions but as the outcome of a social process in which 
modificationss of nature, of Iocational advantage, and of the labor process are linked.' 

If,, as we have seen before, these social relations of capitalism have undergone dif-
ferentt phases, so the way these are expressed in Iocational activity has changed in 
phases:: 'The spatial organisation of each period differs along two geographical dimen-
sions:: the dominant scale of economic accumulation (territorial, interactional) and 
thee dominant space of political regulation (national, imperial, international)' (Agnew 
&&  Corbridge 1995: 44). 'Each [accumulation, SR] regime produces a specific mode 
off  spatial organisation profoundly different from the previous one' (Moulaert & 
Swyngedomvv 1989: 330), or, in its most functionalist form 'the economic "logic of 
differentt modes of production requires substantial!}' different forms of spatial organ-
ization'' (Knox & Agnew 1998: T). AS such, to use the vocabulary of the Regulation 
School,, the spatial organisation of production, including patterns of location, degrees 47 

andd forms of internationalisation, and reconcentration, are all seen as a result of the 
prevailingg mode of development. 

Suchh an analysis of course reduces space to a map on which social relations take a 
certainn form. Space is empty, it is the canvas on which capitalism paints its history. 
Thiss has been criticised for three reasons (see for instance Agnew & Corbridge 1995: 
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14;; Massey 1984). Firstly, some aspects or a certain place are due to specific physical 
characteristics.. I he social relations in the Gulf states for instance would be incom-
prehensiblee without the presence of petrol in the soil. The importance of the Nether-
landss as a gateway to F.urope is closely connected to its location in the Helta of two 
off  F.urope s biggest rivers. 1 he difference in dress between Amsterdam and the Baha-
mass is obviously in part connected to climatological circumstances. These physical 
characteristicss of a location acquire a specific significance in the context of the pre-
vailingg social relations of production, bur still are verv much 'real' and, to connect it 
too our discussion in section 2.4, concrete. To understand whv actors take certain lo-
cationall  decisions we therefore have to take these 'non-sociaF characteristics of space 
intoo account as well. 

Secondly,, the patterning of social relations in space over a certain period of time 
structuress the behaviour of actors. Such patterning is not permanent but only gradu-
allyy changes, and therefore has some impact on the social relations of production (see 
forr instance Wolch & Dear 1989). It may not be the geographical characteristics by 
themselvess that matter, but the way they have been dealt with over time, Eefebvre s 
notionn of 'the production of space leans in this direction (1974). An important ex-
amplee of this is the growth in importance of the territorial state as the main unit of 
spatiall  practice since the seventeenth century (Agnew & Corbridge 1995). This devel-
opmentt of the state is not so much a natural and universal process, but is closely con-
nectedd to the socio-economic organisation of F.urope at that time. Such development 
off  the territorial state in its turn however, strongly influenced the wav social relations 
off  production were organised on a national scale, for instance since the Second World 
War.. Another example are the fixed investments made in the building of infrastruc-
ture,, which through the longevity of their existence influence future social activity. All 
sociall  activity therefore takes place in space, but the form this spatial practice takes 
structuress action in the future. In different locations therefore the mode of production 
andd the spatial form in which this is organised can differ. Therefore, even if a process 
off  globalisation is taking place, it is still necessary to take into account how due to geo-
graphicall  circumstances and the 'spatial heritage' of locally specific modes of produc-
tion,, the situation at different locations can be verv different. In the analysis of these 
locallyy specific modes of production the literature on different forms of capitalism 
inn different countries is useful (Esping-Andersen 1990; Kat/.enstein 1985).'" Such vari-
ationss are not limited to a national level. For instance, substantial differences also exist 
betweenn Amsterdam and Rotterdam (Rekers 1993). 

AA third line of criticism has to do with the assumed one-to-one relation between a 
spatiall  pattern and (post-) Fordism (Knox & Agnew 1998: 7). Even if a regime of accu-
mulationn and mode of regulation bring about a certain pattern of spatial practice, 
enormouss differences can still exist between sectors (or, to quote Ruigrok and Van 

4^^ I ulder, industrial complexes) as to their spatial organisation of production. Fine and 
Leopoldd (1993), for instance, argue how a focus on short-cycle fashion clothing for 
somee segments of the clothing industry constituted a viable alternative to the reloca-
tionn of production. For other branches of industry this is clearly not the case. So not 
onlyy for specific locations, but also for specific industrial complexes do we have to de-
lineatee clearly how these are related to more global developments. We have to develop 
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ann approach in which the local and sectoral specifics ;is well :>? the global dynamics of 
thee spatial organisation of production arc taken into account. That is why 1 want to 
usee a meso level of analysis, next to a micro and macro level. 

AA framework for the analysis of the spatial organisation of production 

Soo far, in the approaches discussed above, I have indicated a number of useful elem-
entss in dealing with space as well as some criticisms. On the basis of these I want to de-
velopp mv own framework. I wil l follow the approach of the last section, as summarised 
inn diagram 2.3, and incorporate space in this analysis, 

AA good starting point is to be more specific on the way the category of space has 
beenn used and defined in the approaches discussed. First it was used as location, as the 
herehere ox there. It is then referring to where production takes place. Second, it was used 
ass distance, as the disparity between two places, between a here and there. It then refers 
too the configuration of activities. Third, it was used as geography, as a number of phys-
icall  characteristics of a place, that shape the history of the place in question. Fourth, it 
wass used as an embedded element of social and economic activity. It then meant that 
thiss activity itself brought with it a certain spatial form, geography being an empty 
map,, the empty canvas on which history paints its destiny. Fifth it was used as scale in 
thee sense that more and more phenomena now take place on a global (instead of a 
locall  or national) scale. 

Inn mv opinion all of these five interpretations of space are relevant for my research 
framework.. They not so much contradict each other, but are of importance at differ-
entt levels of analysis. To illustrate this I want to go back to my diagram 2.3. A central 
elementt of this was the contention that in order to understand the indivisibilit y of 
structuree and agency we have to acknowledge the 'concrete' nature of actions, and the 
'abstract'' nature of structure as in the historic materialist methodology. 1 added to this 
thatt the conception of time for structure (the longue dit ree) is different than for agency. 
Alsoo I proposed to use a meso level of analysis to analyse the interaction between 
actorss in an industrial complex. 

AA starting point for the incorporation of space in such analysis is that the concep-
tionn of space for structure differs from that for agency. The actions of actors are situ-
atedd in the 'here and now', this 'here' being like the co-ordinates on a map. On the 
otherr hand, the spatial dimension of structure is of a more complicated nature. Firstly, 
itt has to do with the 'structural history' layer of BraudcTs longue durée, the geograph-
icall  characteristics of a place which structure the activities that take place in situ. Sec-
ondly,, the prevailing mode of production, that I have analysed in terms of accumula-
tionn regime and mode of regulation, brings with it a certain spatial form. As indicated 
bvv Wolch and Dear (1989) it is the combination of these two aspects of space that mat- 49 

ter.. Certain geographical circumstances indeed have an impact on the social activity at 
aa place, but they get their meaning through the historically grown modes of develop-
mentt that have prevailed at that location. This in part makes up for the fact that, even 
iff  a mode of production is of significance on a spatial scale that surpasses the place in 
question,, still important differentiation exists between places, due to these geograph-
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icall  circumstances and the historically evolved regimes of accumulation and modes or 
regulationn at place. 

11 hese considerations are important lor the framework I propose to use to studv 
thee spatial organisation of production. 1 wil l start off on a micro level, with an analvsis 
off  strategies by actors. More specificallv I wil l show how firms have behaved as to 
wheree to produce what and where to source from. 

Ass to the meso level of analvsis, I want to build on the framework used bv Hicken 
andd Ruigrok and Van luider, interpreting space as distance (concentration/disper-
sion).. I he bargaining between actors in an industrial complex, and the resulting level 
off  dependence of actors on a core firm, brings with it a certain spatial configuration of 
production.. It brings with it a certain pattern of organisation of the value chain over 
space,, of which distance between activities is the main variable. Table 2.1 shows the 
wayway different forms of control go with a different degree of dispersion of activities. 
Verticallyy it presents the level of control of the core firm over other actors, horizon-
tallyy the degree of dispersion. It includes the ownership of a supplier as the furthest 
reachingg degree of control. As to the dispersion axis, it includes both domestic activ-
itiess and global activities and relations. 

TABLEE 2.1 Geographic dispersion and degrees of control 

locallocal national regional global 

ownership ownership 

dependentdependent without influence 

dependentdependent with influence 

interdependent interdependent 

independent independent 

independentindependent with influence 

Hnallvv on a macro level of analvsis 1 will focus on the spatial dvnamics of the (chang-
ing)) regime of accumulation and mode of regulation, and on the specific way these 
havee taken shape in different locations. I summarise this in diagram 2.4.' 

Conclusion Conclusion 

Onn the micro level I want to analv.se the strategies of firms regarding location and the 
geographicall  distribution of sotircing and other activities, the strategies by migrant 

oo entrepreneurs and the behaviour of consumers. This involves the concrete!v observ-
ablee level of analysis of the map of spatial practice, were actors make their decisions. 
II  his map of spatial practice, however, can onlv be understood through its underlving 
structurall  significance. 

Onn the meso level of the industrial complex, I wil l analvse what geographical con-
figurationn of activities a core firm imposes on other actors under a certain form of con-

http://analv.se
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trol.. In this I want to analvse the bargaining between actors in the indusrri:il complex 
inn a domestic arena, see what form of control results from that, and how this is trans-
latedd in a certain spatial configuration of production. 

DIAGRAMM 2.4 

thoughtt concrete 

T T 

globall mode of production 
(macroo level) 

(structure) ) 
(accumulationn regime and mode of regulation) 

(abstractt meaning) 

T T 

locall mode of production 
(geographicall characteristics of location) 

(macroo level) 
(structure) ) 

(accumulationn regime and mode of regulation) 
(abstractt meaning) 

t t 

geographicall configuration 
(mesoo level) 

(systemm of interaction) 
(industriall complex) 

(concretelyy observable reality) 

T T 

location n 
(microo level) 

(agency) ) 
(firms,, entrepreneurs, consumers) 

(actionss by actors) 
(concretelyy observable reality) 

Thiss bargaining and its resulting spatial configuration can only be understood against 
thee background of the prevailing accumulation regime and mode of regulation. 1 hese 
themselvess have implications for the spatial organisation of production at different 
periodss in time. On the macro level, the geographical characteristics of an area play a 
role,, as does the specific history of the mode(s) of production at that place. 1 hese to-
getherr lead to specific local modes of production. Bur since the mode of development 
hass become more and more global in outlook, from these locally specific modes of de-
velopmentt it is necessary to analyse how on a more global scale changes in mode of de-
velopmentt have taken place, setting a different structural environment for actors. 
Bothh this global accumulation regime and mode of regulation and the locally specific 
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modee of" production in an area are situated on the abstract pole of the concrete-
abstractt distinction.' 

2.77 Conclusion 

'' i'fjt  is quite false to see fashion simply as an ideological tool of mass production." 
(W'arkk 1991: 6U 

Inn the introduction to this chapter 1 asked a number of questions that need to be 
answeredd in order to develop a framework for explaining the spatial organisation of 
productionproduction in the clothing sector. The first question involved the kind of theory 1 
wantt to use for this purpose. I indicated that I want to develop a framework from the 
perspectivee of critical theory, meaning that it is theorv that questions the prevailing 
orderr instead of accepting the status-quo as a given; it is directed to the whole of the 
sociall  and political phenomena instead of to its constituent parts; and it is uses an 
interdisciplinaryy approach to take these issues fullv into account. 

11 propose to use Marx methodology of the introduction to the (jrundrisseas a use-
full  way of approaching the structure-agency dilemma. If structure and agency are in-
divisible,, as I maintain following Giddens and Cox, then we still have to outline how 
theyy are connected, and how they can be studied. In order to do this I argue that ac-
tionss by actors are in themselves what Marx calls 'empty concrete'. They can be ob-
servedd and classified, but only properly understood if the underlying 'abstract signifi-
cancee is taken into account. Structures are situated on this abstract pole. 1 hey can be 
conceptualisedd in Btaudelian terms as lying in the longue durée, embodying a different 
conceptionn of time than actors. 

Fromm this indivisibilit y of structure and agency I conclude that I need to use differ-
entt levels of analysis. On a micro level I have to make an inventory of decisions by 
actors.. On this level I will ask questions such as who produces or imports what (from) 
where?? This will lead to an 'empty concrete1 map of economic activity in the clothing 
sector. . 

Then,, I wil l use a meso level of analysis to understand the interaction between dif-
ferentt actors of relevance to the clothing sector. In this I wil l follow the industrialcom-
plexplexapproachapproach of Ruigrok and Van I ulder, in which thev analyse the bargaining rela-
tionss between core firms, dealers and distributors, suppliers, banks, trade unions and 
thee government. 1 will first assess if a core firm in the clothing sector exists according 
too the criteria of Ruigrok and Van Tulder and then see if the specific characteristics of 
thee clothing sector place other control dilemmas for a core firm. I wil l try to find out 
whatt form of control a core firm in clothing imposes on other actors in the complex. 
Regardingg the spatial organisation of production, this meso level enables us to analyse 
whatt geographical configuration of activities is the outcome of the interaction be-
tweenn the core firm and other actors in the complex. 

Finally,, I wil l use a macro level of analysis to indicate the way this bargaining in the 
industriall  complex takes place within structures that 1 conceptualise as a mode of de-
velopment.. I his mode of development refers to a regime of accumulation and a mode 
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off  regulation in which relations or production for a while rake a stable form Such A 
modee of development also brings with it consequences for the spatial organisation of 
production.. It takes a different form at different locations, due to the specific historic-
all  development of such location and the geographical circumstances in situ. However, 
moree and more, it is possible to speak of a global mode of production, which has im-
plicationss for the mode of development on each location. 

II  want to emphasise again that what i present here is a framework to study the spa-
tiall  organisation of production. The direction of rhe arrows in diagram 2.4 therefore 
indicatess rhe sreps I want to follow in my research, and for that matter in this study. In 
noo wav does this imply a unidirectional stance on structure and agency. As discussed 
inn section 2.3 I consider these as indivisible, the one being not understandable without 
thee other. Historv develops from the dialectic between the two. However, it is possible 
andd necessary to differentiate between the ways structure and agency can be analysed 
inn research. This is what my framework is about. 

Suchh a framework can be used for each of the three realms of literature upon which 
11 have focused, and provides a wav to integrate them. It leads me to start off with 
studyingg the behaviour of clothing producing and retailing firms as to theit location 
andd sourcing strategies, the strategies developed by migrant entrepreneurs in the sec-
torr and the buv and dress decisions made by clothing consumers. This analysis leads to 
information,, which following Marx, can be labelled empty concrete. Using the con-
ceptt of an industrial complex enables me to link the three kinds of action in a dynamic 
frameworkk of interaction. I wil l try to find out what firm/firms occupy/occupies a 
coree position in the clothing sector, and in what way other actors (including migrant 
entrepreneurss and consumers) are dependent upon this core firm. Out of this degree 
off  dependency, and the resulting control that the core player has over other actors in 
thee sector, I wil l analyse the implications this has for the geographical configuration of 
activitiess in the sector. By this 1 mean the distance between different activities in the 
valuee chain. However, even this analysis of interaction can only be fully understood 
whenn placed against the background of the structural environment in which they take 
place.. To do this I wil l first analyse how in two locations of interest to my research 
(Amsterdam/thee Netherlands and Turkey) changes in the mode of production have 
takenn place. Such mode of production is of importance to understand the strategies by 
actors,, and their interaction, and is also relevant for understanding why such location 
becomess (un)attractive for clothing production. Finally, these local modes of produc-
tionn can only be properly understood against the background of the more global 
changess in the mode of production. This is important because such a global mode of 
productionn itself also involves a certain spatial dynamic. 

Inn the following three chapters 1 wil l discuss these three levels of analysis. Chapter 3 
wil ll  deal with the micro level; chapter 4 with the meso level; and chapter 5 with the 53 
macroo level. 


