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by David Nova

The U.5.-Mexican border is unique in the world, Here
we find two vast and populous countries, one the world's
mast economically advanced and powerful and the other
onc of the poorest in the world, sharing a 2,000-mile border.
It amounts t0 a monumental clash of universes. Yet as
shockingly different as are the conditions of life on the two
sides of the border, Mexico and the United States are bound
to each other in profound ways, Historically, the develop-
ment of each of these two countries has very much involved
the other. Economically, the linkages are extensive: ULS.
agriculture and industrial investments in Mexico are a ma-
jor component of the U.S overseas portfolio, American
banks are the major foreign players in the recurring Mex-
ican debt crises of the past decade, and the flow of legal and
illegal labor from Mexico to the United States has not only
assumed enormous dimensions but has also been of vital
importance to the functioning of both economies. Geopoliti-
cally, developments in Mexico, along with Mexica's posi-
tion vis-&-vis the rest of Central America, foom large in the
strategic thinking of U.5. policy planners. And the stability
of the border itself, the potential spillover of what happens
on either side, is a source of concern and alarm in Mexico
City and Washington.

The everyday reality of Mexico is an outragcous picture
of oppression and misery. Some B0 percent of the popula-
tion suffers from some degree of malnutrition, and some,
particularly but not only in the countryside, are literally on
the verge of starvation.! Due mainly to malnutrition, only
one in five children born in the rural areas is of normal
weight and height.? The minimum wage is currently about
$3 u day, and different estimates indicate that 48 to 60 per-
cent of the employed population earn less than this
miserable amount.’ While official estimates of open
unemployment continue t6 be ridiculously low — especially
considering that the official trade union central, the Con-
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greso de Trabajo, cstimates that 10 percent of the working |
population lost their jobs in 1985 alone® - estimates of total
unemployment and subemployment generally run at aboul
50 percent of the labor force.® As many as 26 million people
lack even basic medical care® This everyday pattern of
misery is periodically punctuated by disasters [undamenial-
ly due 1o the distorted character of the economy, like the cx-
plosion of the PEMEX plant in San Juanico in 19847 or
natural disasters immenscely aggravated and magnified by
the structure of imperialist domination, like the 1985 earth-
guakes.®

Few will deny that there is great suffering in Mexico, and
it is hard to overlook the close connections, ties, and
linkages between the 1.5, and Mexico, But what is the
essential character of the relations between the United
States and Mexico? Is it fundamentally a relationship be-
tween Pwo political entities that control their own destinies?
Is Mexico, despite whatever economiv dependence, U.S.
pressure, or interference that may exist, cssentially a
sovercign and independent nation? Or is it rather, despite its
political independence, at bottorm a semicelony, a state for-
mally independent but in fact controlled politically as well
as economically by imperialism? ls the 11.5., conscguently,
not simply 8 meddling great power but an imperialist op-
pressor of the Mexican people and nation that dominates
Mexican society economically, socially, and politically? And
is the domination of the U.5. over Mexico at the root of the
oppression of the Mexican people?

Various spokesmen for the U.S. government in their
muore cynical — and honest — declarations, do often include
Mexico among their so-called "'client” regimes and debate
how best to ulilize Mexico's dependence on the U5, to ad-
vance 1.5, policy aims. But they do fundamentally portray
Mexico as independent from the United States, and this
serves a very imporiant political and ideological function:
whatever may be amiss in Mexico, certainly the U5 is not
to blame. Although this often does not prevent them from
taking credit for whatever, according to them, is going right
in Mexico. Thus, for instance, we see the repeated spectacle
of the Mexican regime being praised each time it follows
LS “advice” and adopts yet another set of International
Monetary Fund directives for the running of the Mexican
economy. But when the application of such guideclines is
followed by an even more profound and apparent crisis of
the Mexican cconomy, this is of course due to Mexican
mismanagement, a rather laughable charge when we con-
sider that the U.5. government deficit for a single year is run-
ning at more than double the foral accumulated Mexican
foreign debt.

The Mexican state and the Partido Revolucionarnio In-
stitucional (PRI, the official party, do at times complain
about economic dependence on the U5, and US. in-
| terference. They are also fond of blasting their various
| domestic opponents as agents of impertalism, identifying
the defense of the nation with the defense of the present
government. But they too portray Mexico as independent.

How could it be otherwise after the rule of some fifty-eight
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vears ol a parly — the PRI — that officially refers to its
ideology as revolutionary nationalism’™? This pretense of
independence is of great use to the regime: in a country
where broad strata of the population have a deep and folly
justified haired of U.5 imperialism, the label of "agents of
the 1.5 must be reserved for the regime’s opponents.
There are other phenomena and appearances that can be
taken — and have been by many — as indications of
Mexico's independence. Such things as the existence of
sizable concentralions of capital in the hands of the Mexican
state and big Mexican capitalisis, the rapid postwar in-
dustrialization in Mexico, the expansion of capitalist rela-
tions in agriculture, Mexico's formal palitical independence,
and both apparent and real contlicts between the Mexican
and U.5. governments have all been ciled at some point as
contradicting this or that notion of what is meant by im-
perialist domination. These notions are wrong and should
be discarded. Despite differences in treating the guestion,
the idea that the Mexican regime b5 1 somme important sense
independent has broad influence. The purposc of this article
is to cxamine the evolution of U.5.-Mexican relations, the
mechanisns by which U5, imperialism dominates Mexico,
and the political and strategic implications of the current
crisis gripping Mexico.

On Imperialism and the History ol
1.5, Domination over Mexico

Mexico s not a sovereign, independent nation. It is an
oppressed nation, a neocolony of U5, imperialism. The
reality of Mexican society is not due to Mexico being a cer-
tain number of years behind the "'advanced countries” in its

| development, nor to Mexican ‘mismanagement and cor-

ruption,’’ nor even to Mexican economic dependence on the
11.5. conceived as an external phenomenon. Rather, it isa
product of the thorough imperialist domination of Mexico,
of Mexico's semicolonial status within the framework of the
world imperialist economy. The different viewpoints on this
fundamental issue de not stem so much from differences
over the phenomena, the appearances of Mexican society,
as they do from differences over how to comprehend the
underlying forces that give rise to these appearances. They
stem from differences over the nature of imperialism itself.
It is therefore necessary to outfine briefly what we mean by
imperialism.

In speaking of imperialism, we do not mean simply the
open aggression or particular policies practiced by the great
powers that are often understood as imperialism in the
popular mind. Nor do we understand imperialism as simply
involving {he external relations among distinct economies
and nations. Rather, the developing countries are compe
nent parts of a unified world economy that derives is oo
hesion from the internationalization of capital. Raymaesd
Lotta points out in America in Decline, "' Under imperaliss
accumulation proceeds decisively through momopels




specilically the dominance of international finance capital,
which is the key activaling and stimulating factor in the
reproductive process. It proceeds on the basis of the division
of the world between oppressor and oppressed mations. Colonial
expansion and superprofils play 2 crucial role in the overall
process of accumulation. And, in the imperialist cra, ac-
cumuiation provecds through rivalry between different na-
tional capilals. If national capitals and formations are locked
into a single international system, it is also the case that Lhis
system, though a coherent whole, is divided inescapably

into national capitals and blocs of national capitals. These |

phenomena are not incidental but part of the form of ex-
stence of internationalized capitals,”'?

As noted, the division between oppressor and oppressed
nations 1s one fundamental {feature of imperialism. But what
is the essential character of this division, what is the essence
of the imperialists’ domination of the colonial and ne-
colonial countries like Mexico in the continents of Latin
Ameurica, Africa and Asia” It is not essentially just a matter
of plunder, of the ripping off of natural resources or the theft
uf economic surplus. Though this obviously occurs, if this
were all there were to imperialist domination imperialism
would have long age. sucked these countries dry and
reached the end of its possibilities for expansion. Nor is it
just @ matter of unequal trade, uncgual market relations.
Though such uneqgual relations are the norm rather than the
exception, achieving higher prices for Third World EXports
and lower prices for imports of goods and technology [rom
the imperialist countries would In no way abolish the pro-
found penetration and domination of the oppressed nations
by imperialist capital. Nor is imperialist domination essen-
tiatly a matter of the enforced stagnation of the dependent
economies. While in a broad and fundamental sense im-
perialist relations do certainly conslitute a fetter on the
development of the productive forces, this by no means
precludes significant imperialist-sponsored transformation
and industrial development of the semicolonial sconomies
in many cases, Mexico itself being one notable example ¥

Such views of imperialist domination are not only wrong
— thal is, they do not correspond to reality — they are alsa
commonly linked to various schemes for reforming im-
pertalism. It is not uncommon to hear the view that such
plunder, unequal trade, and “'stagnationist’” policies are
contrary to the interests of even at least an “enlighlened”
section of the imperialists themselves, and calls are made
for less rapacious plunder, for a “new world economic
order,” or for policies purportedly designed to promote in-
dependent development in the developing countrics. But
such dreams of reforms, even if they could be implemented
— and in many cases they cannot — would still in no way
abolish the division of the world into oppressor and op-
pressed nations. The fact of the matter is that there exists a
deeply rooted relation of dependency and subordination be-
tween the imperialist and the oppressed countries. This
structural dependency flows from the very needs and re-
quirements of the expansion of imperialist capital on a
world scale.
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At the core of the production relation between im-
perialism and the oppressed nations is the export of capital,
whether in the form of direcl investnent, loans, or other
torms. Some apologists lor imperialism have sought to
downplay the importance of the export of capital to the
nppressed nations with the argument that the bulk of the
capital in the advanced nations is reinvested in the ad-
vanced nations themselves. However, the cssential issue is
net the quantitative but rather the gualitative role of such
investments. In the first place, the rate of profit on in-
veslments in the oppressed nations — having as its essential
pudestal the superexploblation of the proletariat in these
countries — is typically significantly higher than that on in-
vestments in the imperialist home countries. For instance, a
U.5. eongressional study of U.5. manufacturing companies
with operations in Mexico and Brazil revealed an average
rate of relurn on their foreign investments of 20 percent,
while the vverall rate of return on both foreign and domestic
eperations for these same manufacturing concerns was
about 13 percent !

Further, such investments are concentrated at the
highest levels of the 1.5, economy. In terms of direct invest-
ment, in 1979 seventy-one of the top 100 U.5. manufactur-
ing firms had investments in Mexico.”? In terms of loan
capital, at the end of 1985 loans to Mexico by ten leading

Mexico plays a particularly
important role for imperialist
capital, and its subordination and
integration into the world
imperialist economy is particularly
highly developed.

L.5. banks totaled between 21 and 39 percent of the total
principal capital of these banks."® The high rates of return
on investment in various forms in the oppressed countries,
rooted in superexploitation, as well as other factors such as
the cheap vital inputs into the reproductive process provid-
ed by these countrics, play a decisive and essential role n
stimulating the critical top layers of finance capital in the
imperialist countries, This in turn stimulates the core sec-
tors of the imperialist economies, keeping the mass of na-
tional capilal functioning. Mexico plays a particularly im-
portant role for imperialist capital in this regard, and its
subordination and integration into the weorld imperialist
economy is particularly highly developed. This is illustrated
by the fact that investment in Mexico accounts for about 10
percent of UL5, direct investment in the "developing
world"'* and that some $100 billion Mexican foreign debt
represents about 10 percenl of the estimated $1 trillion
foreign debt of Third World countries.
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Here it is necessary to step back so that we can better
understand the historical foundations of the subjugation of
Mexico. Almost everyone has heard of the centuries of
Spanish colonialism in Mexico and the genocide perpetrated
against the indigenous population, whose direct descen-
dants continue as oppressed peoples within Mexico today.
The achievement of Mexico's formal independence was
followed by the Spanish invasion of Tampico in 1829, the
French invasion of Veracruz in 1838, the U.S. annexation of
Texas in 1845, the U.5. armed intervention from 1846 to
1848 in which the U.5. stole half of Mexico's territory, and
the 1861 invasion by the French, British, and Spanish which
led to French colonial rule in Mexico under Maximilian un-
til 1867. But clearly since the lasi third of the nineteenth
century the U5, has been the key player in Mexico. This
prominence is due to a combination of factors that include
historical developments in both Mexico and the U.5. that
facilitated relatively greater penetration by U.S. capitai,
Mexico's geographical proximity to the United States and,
importantly, Mexico's major strategic importance in the rise
and expansion of the U.5. empire. The historical roots of this
have to be examined more closely.

After gaining independence, the United States under-
went rapid economic development. One important reason
for this was the fact that the United States was not fettered
by a feudal land system. Another reason was the extensive
commercial and financisl linkages with Great Britain. But
despite these advantages, rising industrial capital would

face three major obstacies to expanding and integrating |

Eastern-based industry and Western-based agriculture:
there was the slave system, which after having dramatically
spurred on capitalist development in the United States even-
tually became a brake on it; there were the [ndian tribes and
nations which had been pushed together into the West: and
there were the territories of the Mexican North. It is no
exaggeration Lo say that the internal history of the United
States is one vast process of territorial seizure and occupa-
Ligre,

Beiween 1848 and 15890 America was engaging Mexico in
two ways. First, it was economically and politically integrat-
ing the territory it had stolen from Mexice's North into what
would hecome the U.S. Southwest. This represented the vie-
tory of a more advanced economic system over another, and
it was part of the process of the unification of the domestic
market of the United States and the completion of the con-
tinental railway system. Second, U.5. capital would begin to
syslematically penetrate Mexico towards the end of the
nineteenth century. By 1897 the United States had located
about 30 percent of all its foreign direct and indirect invest-
ment in Mexico and was importing about 95 percent of its
leaded rminerals from Mexico.

The incorporation of Mexico's stolen territories and U5,
penctration into Mexico were products of the same expan-
sionary drive of capital. In fact, the same capitalists were
ofien involved, But the outcome was not at all the same. In
the American Southwest the basis was being laid for full
capitalist development, although this would always be inter-
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woven with intense national oppression, a fact related to the
region's relative backwardness. On the other hand. a
semicolonial relationship was being imposed on Mexico.
This invelved powerful influence over the Mexican state;
for instance, government subsidies and concessions were
granted to American industirialists for the construction of
railways. It also involved afliance with feudal landowning
classes that were bencfiting from the government's
dispossession of Indian communitics and peasant lands. By
1910 almost all the cultivable land in Mexico was concen-
trated in 840 giant haciendas, and about a guarter of this
land was owned by forcigners. |William Randolph Hearst
and Harrison Grey Otis owned over a billion acres of the
best agricultural and grazing lands.|

During the Mexican Revolution and following, U.S
armed forces seized Veracruz in 1914, converged on Tam-
pico together with British, German, and Spanish war vessels
when it was threatened by Villa's forees in the same year,
and launched a 12 000-strong “punitive expedition’’ under
General Pershing against Villa in 1916, Following the vic-
tory of the counterrevolutionary war waged by the Mexican
Constitutionalist forces against the peasant armies of Zapata
and Villa, the U.5. gave timely military and political
assistance to the postrevolutionary Mexican governments in
their times of greatest difficulty. '™

Imperialist penetration was neither uniformly stimulat-

ing capitalist development nor was it uniformly promoting |

unification of the Mexican national economy. True, railway
construction revolutionized social relations. Wage laborers
were needed to lay the track, and the ailways stimulated
some industrial development. But the creation of the rail
lines also reinforced the cxtensive cullivation patterns of the
already existing semifendal mode of production by opening
up new exporl markets to it. At the same time the rail net-
waork laid by U.S. companies consisted of north-south lines
oriented to U.5. markets and ports. This did little to unify
the national economy. But it did facilitate vast labor migra
tions: both internal, in response to what industrial develop-
ment was stimulated, and northward, on account of the rail
network's geographic and economic orientation lowards the
United States. Beginning in 1900, and especially after World
War 1, Mexican immigrant labor would come to play a
decisive role in the industrialization of Californiz and the
growth of agriculture in the Southwest,'®

Any serious analysis of the relationship between the
United States and Mexico must recognize the particularity
of that relationship. As is truc of other Third World coun-
tries, Mexico's subordination and dependent integration
into the waorld economy result from the internationalization
of capital and serve the expansion of imperialist capital. But
what's different is that this unique geographic attachment of
the world's most powerful country and a highly oppressed
onc has a much more direct impact on infernal aceumulation
in the United States. This invelves profound trade, invest-
ment, energy, agricultural, and labor market intercon-
nectigns, Orver half of the fresh fruits and vegetables con-
sumed in the United States between December and March
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come from Mexico; the maguiladoras* are mainly supplicd
from U.5. plants and ship most of their output to U.S.
plants; undocumented Mexicans account for about a guarter
of the workforce in the high-tech Silicon Valley.'” Indeed,
one ¢an venture {o states adjoining Mexico City and find im-
poverished local economies that have reproduced four Len-
erations of labor power that migrate 2,000 miles northward
to work in Texas agriculture, California manufacturing, or
domestic employment. Mexico constitutes a special case of
semicolonialism. And what also makes this relationship
special 1s the geopolitical role that Mexico plays in U.S.
domination of Latin America.

U.5. imperialism is clearly the greatest exploiter of the
Mexican people. Mexico is fundamentally a nation op-
pressed by U.5. imperialism as a scmicolony, But other
powers that are no less imperialist than the United States
also share in the feast: such imperialist nations as
Switzerland, Sweden, Canada, Japan, West Germany, and
the United Kingdom also have significant direct investment
in Mexico,'® and holdings of Mexico's foreign debt are even
more broadly distributed. Indeed, under the umbrella of
U.5. domination, all of the imperialist nations of the
Western alliance share, directly or indirectly, in the ex-
ploitation of Mexico. T

Imperialist Control:
Class Alliances and the Mexican State

The decisive fact of economic life in Mexien is foreign
domination in general and U.S. domination in parlicular,
Some apologists for impurialism seek to downplay the neo-
colonial character of the Mexican economy by observing
that imperialist direct investment represents only a fraction
of total capital formation in Mexico, But an analysis of the
pattern of foreign direct investment is itself highly reveal-
ing. A U.5. congressional study revesled that in 1972, 32
percent of the 500 largest nonfinancial firms in Mexico werce
owned by foreign capital as were 33 percent of the top 100.
Foreign ownership is cven more concentrated in the key
manufacturing scctor: 50 percent of the top 300 manufactur-
ing firms and fully 61 percent of the top 100 firms were
foreign owned *™ Foreign control is even maore prominent in

* Maguiladoras are factories in which fow-wage, labor-intensive
assembly work subcontracted by foreign jusually 11.5) companics
15 done.

t The role of the imperialist bloc headed by the Soviet Union is
somewhal distinct. On a world scale the scope of the nascent Soviet
empire continues to be sharply limited by the current structure of
the warld economy dominated by U3, imperialism; in Mexico in
particular U.5. contrel is especially tight and direct. In this context
even Soviet-bloc economic penetration of Mexico — in such sectors
as tractor production, glass, telecommunications, ete., under a con-
tinuing agreement signed in 1975'% — has fundamentally political
aims. Mainly barred from the Western imperialist feast in Mexico,
the Soviets seek, through various means, a political foothold in the
country,
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the stralegic capital goods sector: another account notes that
in 1970 foreign capital received 70 percent of the income of
this sector.* Foreign direct investment is, then, concen-
trated among the largest monopolistic firms and among the
most strategic seclors of the national economy. But im-
perialist economic control is by no means limited to direct
ownership,

What of the large firms of majority Mexican ownership,
either in private hands or in the state paraesiatal sector? Are
these somehow independent of imperialist capital? By no
means. Mixed ownership arrangements have often given
imperialist capital a direct ownership role even in many of
these firms. The significan! expansion of the state sector
over the past two decades was essentially financed through
an immense influx of imperialist capital in the form of loan
capital, with an external public debt growing from less than
§4 billion in 1970 to more than $72 billion in 1983.% The
dependence on foreign loan capital by large private Mexican
enterprises also rose to some $18 billion by 1983 % This im-
mense expansion of foreign indebtedness and the associated
debt crises has brought in #ts wake an even more particular
and direct regulation of the Mexican economy as 2 whole by
the imperialist countries over the past decade through the
[nternational Monetary Fund. Large Mexican-owned firms,
buth statc and private, are also heavily dependent on the im-
portation of capital goods and other key inputs from the im-
perialist countries, particularly the United States, and many
nominally Mexican firms are tied by various licensing
agreements to buy a production package of inputs from the
forcign licensing corporation. Indeed, some 80 percent of
the technology utilized by "'"Mexican" industry is of foreign
origin — more than half from the U532 A statement by
Business International Corporation, an imperialist consult-
ing firm, if somewhat one-sided in downplaying other
means of imperialist control, is revealing: "'If licensed
technology and management contracts can afford sufficient
income and control without equity ownership, all the better
in terms of economic nationalism, 2

Both the paraestatales in the state sector and large private
capilal are bound by a thousand threads to imperialist
finance capital. The big Mexican bourgeoisie in no sense
represents an independent national bourgecisie nor is it
essentially representative or an expression of the Mexican
national market. In fact, it constitutes a certain elite section
of the Mexican bourgeoisic whose existence and develop-
ment depends on a client relationship with {orcign capital.
Imperialist capital firmly contrels, both directly and
through associated subordinate bureaucrat-comprador
capital, the dominant core and commanding heights of the
Mexican economy and through this the economy as a
whole.

Today structural dependency in Mcxico is expressed
through a three-way alliance between imperialist capital,
state capital, and private comprador capital, which cgl-
laborate with and whose existence and development depend
on foreign capital. Much research is being conducted and
much more is required to get at the nature of this alliance.
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The dominant sector of private Mexican capilal is made up
of several large national groups or conglomerates which in-
clude industrial, commercial, financial, real estate, and
other activities and categories of firms linked by common
ownership. These compradors tend to have access to foreign
capital and technology, they often engage in jeint ventures
and provide multinational corporations with marketing con-
nections and expertise, they are closely linked with the state
financial sector, and they are also linked with export
agriculture., The three largest Mexican banks have formal
relationships with leading U.5., European, and Japancsc
banks.

It is appropriate to briefly consider here the Mexican
state's role in the economy. The Mexican state has played a
stgnificant cconomic role historically, as in many other
neocolonial countries, and this expanded significantly in the
post-Waorld War 2 period, particularly in the last decade up
through the 1982 crisis. At the outsel it can be observed that
those sorry socialists that concelve the expunsion of the slale
sector as politically progressive should ponder the fact that
the state sector in Brazi! experienced its most rapid recent
expansion under the rule of the notoriously “progressive’’
military junta 28

In a broad sense the role of the Mexican state in the
economic realm, like that of all states, is a malter of the
defense and reproduction of the predominant relations of
production, which can only mean, in the case of the contem-
porary Mexican state, the defense and reproduction of
essentially colonial and highly exploitative relations. In a
more particular sense, the stale sector in Mexice has
historically played an essential role in the development and
provision of essential inlrastructure and basic inputs at sub-
sidized prices for imperialist and bureaucrat-comprador
capital, such as the transportation system, clectricity, and
petroleum. In the postwar period the state also instituted a
battery of protectionist trade measures, low tax rates, fiscal
and foreign-exchange policies, and direct subsidies to pro-
mote import substitution-based industrialization as well as,
more recently, a somewhat modified set of policies desipned
to promote production for export. All of this stimulated and
in many cases directly subsidized imperialist capital operat-
ing in the country, as well as asseciated bureaucrat-
comprador capital

The 1982 nationalization of the Mexican banks is often
portrayed as a “'progressive’’ or “nationalislic” measure. It
was nothing of the kind. Rather, it soughl to guarantee the
sizable foreign debt of the ailing banking system aswell as to
help guarantee the ability of Mexico to pay its overall
foreign debt throwgh a tighter conirel of national financial
resources and foreign exchange. Thus, such “Mexican na-
ticnalists'’ as the Bank of America lauded the nationaliza-
tion, saying that "This is a positive step in that it puts the
Mexican government clearly behind the banking system. "2

The large bourgeoisie, its state and private comprador
fractions, cannol dissociate itself from foreign capital.
Foreign participativn has always been regarded as a neces-
sity to provide investment capital and modern lechnology in
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agriculture and industry as well as modern organizational
methods. This is no mere cconomic calculation. There 3 a
political dimension as well. The simple fact 1s that the Mex-
ian ruling class cannot sland by itself against the masses.
The state apparatus itsclf is penetrated by the agencies of |
U.5. imperialism. For instance, there was a close connection
between the Ford Moior Company and the Ministry of In-
dustry and Commerce at the time when negetiations over
the creation of a Mexican auto industry were taking place.
The interlocking directorates between private and govern-
ment banks have long been an economic fact of life; by the
19705 officials of the Banco de Mexico were gracduates of the
same L35, universities as the private bankers. Today LS.
imperialism has important ties to the Mexican military and
maintains the largest CLA station in Lthe hemisphers in Mex
ico X It is also the only country cutside the Uniled Stales
where the FBI officially continucs to operate. When the
marauding agents of 1.5, imperialism encounter contradic-
tions with Mexico's own sccurity forces, the LS. howls
about "human rights abuses,”” as in the recent case ot U5,
DEA agent Victor Cortés. Of course, if the oh-so-demaocratic

The simple fact is that the Mexican
ruling class cannot stand by itself
against the masses.

police {furces in the U5, had encountered a Mexican withou!
identification in a car with false license plates, carrying
semi-aulomatic weapons reserved for military use, and in
the company of an accused drug trafficker, as was the case
with Cortés, they probably would have just invited him #o
lunch.

It the postrevolutionary period 1n Mexico has not been
marked by the more open U.S, military aggressions char-
acteristic of many other countries in Latin America, this is
by no means an expression of the independence of the Mex-
ican regime but rather 2 demonstration of how faithfully
and effectively it has served its U5, masters.

The Mexican state, like states generally, is also an orpgan
of the armed dictatorship of one class over another:
specifically, an organ of armed dictatorship of the Mexican
burcaucrat-comprador hourgeoisie and their U5 im-
perialist masters over the broad masses of the Mexican peo
ple. To confirm this fact, one need unly ask who it is that the
Mexican repressive apparatus — both the official and the
supposedly Vprivately” organized repressive apparatus — is
used against, whether it be the hundreds of students
massacred in Mexico City in 1968 and 1971; the confinuous
murders, “disappeared,’’ and political prisoners in the coun-
tryside, only a small fraction of which were recently
documented by Amnesty [nternational;* or the broader pat-
tern of selective'” assassinations, disappedrances, torture,
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andd political prisoners in socicty as a whole.

Apologists often note that Mexico has, relative 1o its size,
one of the smaller military establishments in Latin America.
This is a product of the fact that, in contrast to various
regional gendarmes for U5, imperialism and regimes with
sharp military contradictions with neighboring regimes,
Mexico has played a mainly political and economic role for
U.5. imperialism in Latin America. Consequently, the role
of the Mexican armed forces has tended to be restricted to
the repression of the Mexican people, although there has
been more recent upgrading of the Mexican military, such
a5 the 1982 purchase of supersonic F-5F combat aircraft,
with an eye to the dangers of a spreading Central American
conflict. Concerns over domestic stability, buth tuday and in
the wake of the 1968 political crisis, incipient guerrilla
movements in the same period, dangers arising from the
Central American conflict, and broader strategic considera-
tions in light of international preparations for world war
fueled an ¢xpansion of the regular Mexican armed forces
from 71,000 in 1970 to 145,000 in 1982, while the military
budget rose from $166 million in 1966 to some $1.3 billion in
1982,

The Mexican military has important tics to the United
States, with most of Mexico's military hardware either com-
ing from the .5 and other Western imperialist countries or
produced in Mexico under contract from weapons pro-
ducers in those couniries. Some 1,200 Mexican military of-
ficers have been trained by the United States. ™ Mexico also
receives about $8 million in hidden U5, military assistance,
under the heading of combating narcotics traffic. ™

The 1947 Rio Treaty and the Charter of the (rganization
of American Slates commit Mexico and the United States to
"mutual defense’ in the event of an atlack on them or
another Latin American signatory. Mexico is still a member
of the InterAmerican Defense Council, created in 1942 to
coordinate military policy in the Western hemisphere of the
U3, empire during the last world war, and the Mexican-
LS. joint defense commission, also created during World
War 2, still exists as well.®

While there is fundamental unity between the Mexican
bureaucrat-comprador ruling class and their imperialist
masters, secondary contradictions do develop at times, and
the Mexican state is utilized by the bureaucrat-comprador
bourgeoisic as an instrument for bargaining with im-
perialism. But it must not be thought that all apparent con-
flicts between the Mexican and U.S. governments really
reflect such contradictions. The broad and just hatred for
U.5. imperialist domination in Mexico compels the Mexican
governmenl 1o repeat hollow, never-ending "“nationalist”
proclamations against the U.5, As past president Diaz Ordaz
explained, such declarations are due “above all to reasons of
internal consumption, The gringos accept our calling them
sons of bitches. They don't like it, but it docsn't go beyond
that,”" ¥

Further, apparent conflicts often involve conflicts among
the imperialists themselves. Thus, for example, the recent
controversy over the establishment of an 1BM personal com-
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puter subsidiary involved the opposition of other imperialist
computer manufacturers already operating in Mexico who
quite naturally opposed this potential increased competition
for the domestic Mexican market, When IBM promised to
export most of its production, the Mexican government
decided this would be beneficial all the way arcund and
ultimately approved the investment. Similarly, in the con-
troversy over Mexico's recent entrance into the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, many imperialist-con-
trolled enterprises in Mexico that produce for the domestic
market and benefit from high trade barriers lined up in op-
position, while other foreign-dominated enterprises produc-
ing more for export supported the measure. Anyone who
wants to portray such conflicts as being essentially belween
Mexican nationalists and U.5, imperialists would have toin-
clude a number of U.5, imperialist corporations among the
"Mexican natienalists.”

Nevertheless, sccondary contradictions do exist. They
stemn in important measure from the fact that while the im-
perialists obey a4 more global logic, shifting their capital here
and there in accord with a strategy of global empire, their
Mexican compradors have a somewhat more restricted
perspective and are particularly concerned (o keep im-
perialist capital flowing into Mexico. Such were the roots of
the conflicts over "Mexicanization' during the Echeverria
administration. The government sought a more stable
presence of imperialist capital through various forms of
joint, sometimes majority Mexican, ownership. The im-
perialists did not like such restrictions on their ability to
freely shifi capital into and out of the country. That the in-
tention of the Mexican government was not at ail to limit
foreign investment but rather to stabilize it and prevent
disruptive shifts out of the economy is illustrated by the fact
that foreign investment dowlled during the Echeverria ad.
ministration, while foreign debt more than quadrupled.®®

The Mexican state has been an instrument fer the
penetration of imperialist capital, notably in the form of
loan capital, and has sought to subsidize and guarantes the
profitable accumulation of imperialist capital in Mexico as
part of the expanded reproduction of the semicolonial
economy as a2 whole., It has also historically served as an im-
portant avenue for the creation of new strata of the
bureaucrat bourgeoisie through such avenues as govern-
ment contracts and outright corruption, from Obregin's
famous “‘bombshells of 50,000 pesos”’ to restrain the
political ambitions of his generals and his own family's
emergence as powerful capitalisis up through the present
day * All of these factors, as well as the enlargement of the
repressive apparatus and other measures oriented toward
containing social unrest, account for the "bloated”
character of the state relative to the economic base, which is
one aspeci of the distorted character of semicolonial
development. The present Mexican state has not been, ig
not, and cannot be a force for independent national develop-
ment. Rather, it is an essential part of the structure of im-
perialist domination and neocolonial development.
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Periodizing Mexican Economic Development

It is possible to identify four relatively distinct phases of
Mexican economic development: an early raw materials-
export economy, import-substitution industrialization, at-
tempts at industrial export promotion. and the so-called
petroleam boom. lmperialist penetration and transforma-
tion of the Mexican economy first becomes evident toward
the end of the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth
centuries with the rapid growth of foreign investment in
mining, petroleum extraction, and agriculture, along with
the associated necessary railroad infrastructure. This
imperialist-sponsored and controlled capitalist development
existed within a sea of semifeudal agriculture and represent-
ed but links in a process of internationalized accumulalion:
the raw materials extracled by the imperialist corporations
were exported to the advanced countrics, entering in vari-
ous ways into the productive process there.

The superprofits garnered from such Investment, as well
as the cheapening of raw materials inputs, played a key and
necessary role in the gverall profitable reproduction of
finance capital — predominantly British and North
American — in the broader context of their global empires.
But while such imperialist capital penetration did tend to
spur capitalist development and the spread of market rela-
tions to a limited extent within Mexico, the economy did not
and could not develop on an independent basis with an in-
tegrated natipnal market and productive apparatus. The im-
perialist-controlled extraction of raw materials — and of
surplus value, profits — was geared to or articulated with
the needs of the imperialist economies. Imperialist control
of the leading sectors of the economy was the basis upon
which imperialist capital dominated the economy as a
whole and upon which it interacted with and transformed
other modes of production within Mexico. The momentum
of economic development was predicated on the size and
character of imperialist investments and the demand for
Mexican raw materials in the imperialist countries. These
characteristics — the disarticulated and distorted character
of the economy, its fundamental dependence on infusions of
imperialist capital, its subordinate integration into the world
economy — were o be essential characteristics of subse.
guent Mexican economic development, just as they are
characteristic of semicolonial development generally. This
dependent raw materials export economy persisted in its
broad putlines up until 1929. The Great Depression signaled
the sharp emergence of barriers to continued capital ac-
cumulation in the structure of capital, both internationally
and within Mexico itself, as a result of the development of
the contradictions in the foregoing process of imperialist ac-
cumulation.

While some initial bases for the transformation of the
stracture of the Mexican economy were laid in the prewar
period, notably in the expansion of the internal market and
the state sector, the most fundamental changes came about
through the redivision of the world effected through World
War 2. Through the war, U.5. imperialism came out
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decisively on top of a restructured world economy. U5,
capital bhegan a rencwed flood into Mexico. U5, direct in-
vestment almost guadrupled between 1940 and 1967 and
more than doubled again by 1976, Imperialist capital etched
out new international circuits of capital manifested in Mex-
ico as import-substitption industrialization: the stufl of
which the so-called postwar ' Mexican miracle'’ was made,
Imperialist capital turned its attention from traditional raw
materials-extraction sectors (o manufacturing, In 1940 a
mere 2.8 percent of U5, direct investiment in Mexico was in
manufacturing; the portion rose to 66.3 percent by 1967
and 74.5 percent by 1976.%

Impori-substitution industrialization is a process by
which previously imported industrial manufactures begin to
be produced domestically, generally beginning with con-
sumer goods and advancing through intermediatc and
capital poods. Al first glance it would appear to have the ef-
fect of reducing the level of imports. Nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth. Not only was the process dependent on
massive infusions of imperialist capital in the form of direct
investrnent, it was also predicated on huge imports of
capital in the material form as capital goods and other inputs
as well as technology from the imperialist countries, par-
ticularly the United States. Thus it only led to a shift in the
structure of imports, with a decline in previously imported
consumer goods that were now produced domestically and
with nolable increases in the importation of the interme-
diate and capital goods (and technology) required to produce
these consumer gonds. Even as some intenmediate and capi-
tal goods begin to be produced domestically, this itself is
contingenl on rising imports of yet other producer goods
and technology required to produce them. The result is a
heightened dependence on industrial imports and
technology from the imperialist countries, particularly the
United States, which accounts for 62 percent of Mexico's
imports.® Not only have imports increased rapidly, they
have in fact increased more rapidly than exports, leading to
4 vonsistentiy negative halance of trade throughout the post-
war petiod up to 198240

The earlicr raw materials-export phase of Mexican devel-
opment did not greatly stimulate an internal base of ac-
cumulation. During the postwar import-substitution phasc,
however, investment capital, producer goods, technology,
and other inputs from the imperialist countries entered inta
a growing and increasingly complex Mexican industrial sec-
tor whose preducts are sold on the “caplive” domestic Mex-
ican market protected by high protectionist trade barriers
for these domestic products. For those who are mesmerized
by the prospects of Third World industrialization, it should
be noted that the imperialists have industrialized Mexico,
though on an imperialist basis.

This imperialist-sponsored industrialization has, of
necessity, been highly unbalanced and disarticulated, even
judged within the confines of the industrial sector itself. As
noted, the whole process is fundamentally dependent on
industrial inputs, technology, and capital export from the
imperialist countries. Secondly, the previpusly imported
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consumer poods that are now produced domestically in-
volve mainly “luxury goods, relatively speaking, destined
tor the more affluent sections of Mexican society: roughly
the top 20 percent of the population that received 54 percent
of the national income in 1968 %' Thus, much of the produc-
tion cifort is not augmenting the profitability of the national
capital; that is, it is furthering neither the more efficient pro-
duction of goods that enter into the costs of reproduction of
the working class nor the more cfficient production of the
necessary raw materials and capital goods,

Thirdly, problems in maintaining the overall profitability
of capilal are exacerbated by the capital-intensive nature of
the industrialization process, itself a product of the imperial-
ist-sponsored character of industrialization. As the import-
substitution process passed through relatively less capital-
intensive consumer goods production, moving increasingly
in the late ‘60s and during the '70s into intermediate and
capital goods, this required both increasingly capitasl-
intensive investment as well as larger, more expensive in-
vestments. This in turn required increasingly large infusions
of imperialist capital to sustain the whole process. And due
to the capital-intensive character of Mexican industrializa-
tion, which does not generate a high volume of new jobs,
the economy needs to sustain high rates of growth — at least
7.5 percent a year — just to absorb new people entering into
the work force.2

Finally, the chronic trade deficit — due to dependence on
imported industrial inputs and compounded by foreign-
exchanye outflows due to technology payments, repatriated
profits on foreign dircct investment, and service payments
un forcign loans — has generated consistent imbalances in
the balance of payments. Such imbalances have essentially
been compensated for — in better times — by the FTowWing
influx of foreipn direct investment and loan capital. BEver-
greater injections of imperialist capital are thus essential not
only as the immediate stimulus for the industrialization pro-
cess but also in order to maintain some equilibrium in the
balance of payments. When, duc to emerging barriers to ac-
cumulation both within Mexico and in the world ECONHTY
as a whole, the level of injections of foreign capital does not
grow rapidly encugh to offset Lhe progressive tendency
toward the loss of foreign exchange fur the reasons noted,
then external financial balances become a concentration
point and focal point of crisis, a crisis which tends to spread
through the Mexican economy as a whole. This was the case
in the initial 1970.71 difficultics, in the 1976 crisis, and
again in 1982

The period of relatively crisis-free import-substitution
industrialization — ironically often referred to as ““desarrollo
estabilizador” or “stabilizing development — draws to a
close by 1968, A period of greater economic difficulties is ac-
companied by a political crisis with roots in the 1968
Tiatelolco massacre. The development of the contradictions
of import-substitution industrialization sketched here, along
with a deepening agricultural crisis, interpenetrated with
growing difficulties for impernalist capital on a world scale
and led to a search for new development strategies.
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During the 1968-76 period, one part of the significant ex-
pansion of the state sector seems to be geared toward
unclogging some of the bottlenecks of imperialist-sponsored
import-substitution industrialization. An attempt was also
made to graft an export-oriented constellation of industrial
activitics on to the previous economic structure. This was in
lact part and parcel of a developing imperialist strategy of
“worldwide sourcing” in which the produclion of various
parts, components, and other inpuls was “subcontracted'
out through a far-flung international network of suppliers,
For instance, the 1982 Ford Escort, a 1.5, car model, got its
doorlift assernblics from Mexico, its rear brake assembly
from Brazil, its shock absorber struts from Spain, the hub
and bearing clutch {rom France, and other parts from five
other countries. "3

From an earlier overwhelming predominance of agricul-
tural and raw materials exports, by 1974 industrial exports
accounted for nearly 65 percent of total exports.* The new
industrial production orieated toward the export rmarket
that develuped alongside production for the domestic
market was also dominaled and fueled by imperialist
capital. An early study revealed that 85 percent of the
developing manufacturing exports were concentrated in the
sectors of transportation equipment, electrical and nonelec-
trical machinery, and chemicals — all amang the key indus-
trics of previous imperialist-dominated and controlled in-
dustrialization,*® In addition to dependence on infusions of
foreign capital, this export-oriented industrial production
also relies heavily on imported inputs from the United
States and olher imperialist countries. The most extreme
form of this is the maguiladoras, which have expanded at an
explosive rate, with their aggregate value produced increas-
ing nearly eight times from 1970 to 1981.% Parts are shipped
by the L1.5. parent company to their Mexican subsidiary —
generally on the border but increasingly in the interior of
Mexico as well — where they arc assermnbled and then
returned to the U.S. The maguiladoras use virtually no in-
puts from the Mexican economy except for the most essen-
tial one: cheap, superexploited Mexican labor.

Export-oriented manufacturing more generally is not
only heavily dependent on growing imports of industrial in-
puts, it is even more immediately dependent on economic
conditions in the imperialist countries and the gverall profit-
ability of the imperialist capital involved. In three of the
four major exporting industries mentioned earlier, intra-
company sales within the multinational corporation in-
volved accounted for 80 percent of their exports; in the
fourth, chemicals, the figure was about &0 percent. This
multinational corperation-led export promotion in key in-
dustries is thus largely dependent on the willingness of the
parent company to buy or allocate production from its Mex-
ican subsidiary.* More generally, the export dependence on
markets in the imperialist countries is illustrated by the fact

| that the U.5. alone buys over half of Mexico's exports.*

This 1968-76 bid to overcome the barriers 1o imperialist-
sponsored industrialization led to new and higher barricrs,
The immense expansion of the state sector, due to attempts
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to resolve economic difficulties as well as o significant in-
creases in expenditure for the repressive apparatus and
social services in an attempt to manage the political crisis,
led to growing deficits financed through foreign loans. Ser-
vice payments on these loans exacerbated balance of
payments and other difficulties. Swelling imports for
import-dependent industry, together with softening exports
and stagnating foreign capital injections due to the world
197475 recession, combined and came to a head in the
sharp Mexican balance-of-payments and economic crisis of
1976,

The program of petroleum-based growth embarked on in
the 1976-82 period was financed through an immense ex-
pansion of foreign indebiedness and relied on massive im-
ports of imperialist machinery, technology, and technical
cxpertise. It was part of a broader phenomenon in which
debt has been used as a chief means by which the imperial
ists have squeezed profits out of the semicolonial countries
in a climate of narrowing investment possibilities and n-
creasing long term risks, It was also part of imperialist at-
tempts to raise world oil production in the context of tight
petroleum markets — the anarchic character of which
underlay the recent collapse of the world petroleum market.
Finally, the petrolewm boom had & very important strategic
determinant in the calculations of ULS, imperialism: that of
developing relatively more secure oil reserves in the face of
growing contention between the U.5.- and Soviel-led blocs.
It is no accident thal a major portion of Mexico's ;i exports
has gone to fill the U5, Strategic Petroleum Reserve.

That the petroleum boom was very much a guestion of
sguecezing oul profits, as well as an indication of the perverse
character of this boom, is shown by the fact that it rested
upon increasingly intense superexploitation of large sectors
of the proletarial in Mexico. While real {inflation-adjusted|
incomes of some sectors of society did rise in this period, the
average minimum wage measured in 1970 pesos fell from
ahout 31 pesos a day in 1976 to about 25 in 19814

The particularly distorted character of the petroleum
boom ultimately only exacerbated, added new elemenis io,
and raised to a yet higher level the difficullies besetiing ac-
cumulation in Mexico, in tandem with a deepening crisis of
the world imperialist economy. This all came 10 a head in
Mexico in the profound crisis of 1982,

The Third World debd crisis heralded by the Mexican
1982 near-default threatened — and continues io threaten
today — the entire international financial system. But the
imperialists have no fundamental solution to the problem.
The short-term solution adopted in 1982 was essentially to
bleed the Mexican people white. Foreign-capital flows into
Mexico, particularly in the form of loan capital, basically
dried up. Instead of foreign-capital injections powcring
development and covering chronic trade deficits and other
shortfalls of foreign exchange, an unprecedenied trade
surplus was to cover mammoth service payments on the
foreign debt. This could only be sustained for a pericd
through the radical impoverishment of large sections of the
Mexican people. Real earnings plunged by as much as 40
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percent,™

The peolicics dictated by the imperialists through the In-
ternational Monetary Fund in the wake of the 1982 crisis
were inherently unsustainable, The outlines of a new out-
break of the balance-of-payments crisis in Mexico were
already evident in 1985 before the collapse of the world oil
market, which obviously exacerbated the situation enor-
mousty. There are renewed attempts today to cffect a more
pronounced shift toward an imperialist-sponsored export
economy. And some profitable investmenl opportunities
still exist, most notahly in the stillexpanding magutladora
sector of the economy, But the fact that the imperialists and
their Mexican compradors could come up with nothing bet-
ter in their 1986 debt negotiations than to “deal with” the
problem of an unpayable debt by adding an additicnal $12
billioh to that debt illustrates that they are simply buying
time.

We have summarized briefly the course of Mexican
economic development, What this sununary illustrates is
that direct foreign ownership and control is but one impor-
tant aspect of the imperialist domination of Mexico, which
is most fundamentally rooted in a whole structure of Mex-
ico's subordinate integration into the world imperialist
economy. International capital has been the principal motor
and shaper of the Mexican economy. It is not simply that
imperialist capital is concentraled in the advanced, more
dynamic sectors of Mexico’s cconomy: these are the ad-
vanced, more dynamic sectors because of the predominance
of imperialist capital. Imperialism has developed the Mex-
ican economy, but on an imperialist basis that fundamental-
Iy responds to the requirements of the centers of accumula-
tion tocated in the imperialist countries. In this context it is
of secondary importance whether this or that firm 15 nomi-
naltly owned by foreign nationals or by Mexicans, whether
in a state or private form. The international circuits of
capital are controlled by imperialist finance capital; their
Mexican segments arc also controlled by imperialist capital
through myriad means and relations. The Mexican big bour-
geuisie, that is, the burcaucrat-comprador bourgeeisie, and
the Mexican state are but subordinate representatives, par-
ticipants in, and defenders of this international process of
imperialist accumulation.

However, the entire Mexican economy is not evenly in-
tegrated into the core processes and channels of interna-
tional capitalist production thal work their way through the
Mexican econommy. There exists pational capilal and a na-
tional bourgeoisie. And while this strata has grown as a
result of imperialist-led growth, it is also uliimately
restricted by imperialist capital and generally is confined to
either producing with more backward and labor-intensive
techniques in the more marginal sectors of the economy or
operating as a marginal producer in the more dypamic sec-
tors. There exists a more “rraditional’” and largely im-
poverished section of the pelty bourgeoisie associated with
petty commaodity production and exchange. And there per-
sist partiaily transformed noncapitalist relations and forms
of production. All of these phenomena are one measure of
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the distorted and disarticulated character of imperialist- |

spensored development. But they do not represent mere
shards of an unrelated and “forgotten’ economy. Such
forms are in fact dominated and subsumed by — and, in the
case of noncapitalist forms, forcibly articulated to — the in-
ternational process of reproduction of imperialist capital.

Agriculture, Agrarian Relations,
and Superexploitation

Imperialism dominates, utilizes, and partially transforms
precapitalist modes of production, and it siphons value
through a compiex network of linkages with the Mexican
cconomy as a whole. Perhaps nowhere is all this more stark
than in the casc of Mexican agriculture, which played a key
role in undergirding the entire process of postwar imperial-
ist-sponsored development and whose crisis constitutes an
essential barrier to rencwed accumulation in Mexico. While

the postrevolutionary agrarian reform, carried out par- |

ticularly during the '30s, did provide part of the specific in-
stitutional context within which the postwar transformation
of agriculture ook place, the agrarian reform never com-
pletely abolished semifeudal relations in the countryside,
The full implementation of the slogan “land to the tiller'
was indeed never iis intention. The imperialist-sponsored
development of agriculture, interacting with the structure of
agriculture inherited from the pre-World War 2 period, did
lead both to important further partial transformations in
semifeudal relations and the expansion of capitalist relations
in the countryside. It also led to the even more highly disar-
ticulated and polarized structure of Mexican agriculture that
we find today,

An essential part of this agriculrural development was
the introduction of “green revolution” technology hegin-
ning with the formation of the Oficina de Estudios
Especiales sponsored by the Rockefeller Foundation in
1943, This was accompanied by massive state investments
in irrigation and other agricultural infrastructure and a flood
of imperialist capital into a newly cmerging food-processing
industry and broader agro-industrial complex. Afier having
been successfully tested and developed in Mexica, this
“green revolution” strategy of imperialist-sponsored
agricultural development was then spread, beginning in
1963, to other key dependent economies such as Iran India,
and some other Latin American countries,

What emerged in Mexico was a more advanced sector of
agriculture including firms that, unlike the typical
semifendal haciendas of the Porfirian epoch at the turn of
the century, are essentially capitalist in their internal rela-
tions. This modern capitalist agricultural sector is largely
concentrated in the north and some more central regions,
notably the Bajio.

This development of mainly larger-scale agriculture and
cattle raising has been largely oriented toward the U.S. ex-
port market, the food processing and agro-indusirial firms,
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and the domestic luxury market — though some products
like wheat have also entered in part into the consumption of
some sections of the urban working class. Imperialist con-
trol of more developed agriculture has not mainly taken the
form of direct land ownership, which is supposedly illegal
under the 1917 Mexican Constitution, although Mexican
frontmen or prestanombres — literally ''name-lenders” —
undoubtedly continue to play some role here, Rather, it in-
volves, in part, the predominance of imperialist capital
ameng food-processing and agro-industrial concerns. For ex-
ample. today 97 percent of the market for evaporated and
powdered milk is controlled by Nestle and Carnation: 60
percent of the market for balanced animal feed falls to
Anderson Clayton, Purina, and International Multifoods:
and foreign corporations control half of the production
devoted to preparing, conserving, and packing fruits and
vegetables and dominate the spheres of soft drink produc-
tion, improved sceds, plaguecides, agricultural machinery,
etc.®

This is but part of a broader structure of imperialist
domination. As a recent study of Mexican agriculture in-
dicates, ""Agriculture has shown a new face in agroindustry,
which has internationalized its production. ... Such in-
tegration has spawned a whole new mode of industrial in-
tegration through production contracting, technological
‘Packaging’ for whole industries, and nonequity forms of in-
ternational control over agricultural production. It has also
mesnt that the distinction between national and trans
national agribusiness processors has begun to give way to
the homogenization of production and technology . . . .
Transnationals invest in all phases from farm to market. The
locus of control is through contracts, technological
‘packages,” and financial aid, not through equity ownership
of the land."#

Irnperialist-sponsored agriculiural development was a
key underpinning of Mexico's postwar industrialization.
Agricultural exports covered almost 50 percent of necessary
industrial imports by 1965.5 From 1940 to 1960 agriculture
grew rapidly and contributed in important measure to the
overall growth of the economy.™ But the trunsformation
and development of more modern capitalist agriculture, as
well as, in important part, the overall development of the
economy, had as an essential foundation the intensc oppres-
sion and exploitation of a partially transformed peasantry.
Historically and throughout the Third World today, im-
perialism has the effect of both dissolving and reinforcing
precapitalist relations, particularly in the countryside. And
this has concrete expression in Mexica,

It & few areas, like one studied in northern Chiapas, the
semifeudal oppression of the peasantry persists in a form
almost unchanged since the days of the Porfiriato, right
down to the landlord's “right of the first night" in which a
newly married peasant woman has to go to bed first with the
patron. More generally, semifeudal relations and their
reflections in the superstructure have been partizlly trans-
formed, though not abolished. Such things as sharecrop-
ping. unpaid labor, usury, and even, in some areas, e
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acasillados — peasants that live and work on the landlerd's -

land — are stili broadly encountered, particularly in the
south and parts of the center of the country.

The heart of persisting, partially transformed semifeudal
refations is the enforced reproduction of an oppressed
peasantry, and the land guestion remains at the heart of the
oppression of this peasantry. Much of the best land is
ptivately held and highly concentrated. Only 2 percent of all
agricultural producers own 44 percent of the land, even ac-
cording to grossly distorted official government statistics.™®
The reproduction of an oppressed peasantry no longer takes
place mainly on the lands of private landlords; the state now
plays the principal role through the efido sector, state-con-
trolled lands to which the peasants are given use rights but
not ownership. Efido and communal lands theorctically
represented roughly half of agricultural land in 1970, but
the majority of the besl giido land is rented, under contract,
or simply stolen by large agricultural interests.®®

The peasant access to the land — largely, but not only
marginal lands — that does exist is at the mercy of the state
agrarian bureaucracy, the frequently corrupt gfido author-
itics, and private landowners with their own bands of armed
gunmen. There is a huge mass of landless rural inhabitants:
in 1970 the number of working people in the countryside

The heart of persisting semifeudal
relations is the enforced
reproduction of an oppressed
peasantry, and the land gquestion
remains at the heart of the
oppression of this peasantry.

without their own land — although many participate in
family agricultural labor or in sharecropping — surpassed
the number of peasanls with a parcel by 400,000.5 Addi-
tionally, the peasantry is surrounded by an oppressive web
of private and state commercial intermediaries, resiricled
and frequently onerous credit, low state-regulated prices for
basic crops, etc. At the local or regional level the netwaork of
domination by private landlords, the state bureaucracy,
giido and official peasant organization autherities, and com-
mercial middlemen is woven together by cacigues —
perhaps loosely rendered as rural strongmen. The entire
structure of oppression and exploitation is brutally enforced
at the point of a gun, whether it be held by private pistoleras,
the police, or the military, as such events as the May 1986
massacre of fifteen peasants by the police in two com-
munities in Chiapas illustrate.

The oppressed character of the different strata of
peasants, and of the wage laborers that are not entirely dif-
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ferentiated from the peasantry, plays a pivotal role in the
Mexican economy. Value is extracted by multiple means
from peasant production and is ultimately siphoned off by
the circuits of capital dominated by imperialisi capital. In
general, the peasant household faces not only the compul-
sion of market forces but also extra-cconomic pressures
from above, principally state-connected. The peasantry pro-
duces relatively cheap food for the workers, helping to
underwrite the structure of superexploitation of the pro-
letariat as a whele. And the vast majority of the mainly
migrant workers in such areas as construction supplement
their earnings with their own or their family's peasant pro-
duction, thus making it possible to pay such workers what
are literally starvation wages. We will return to this question
of superexploitation in a moment.

We have, then, the emergence, in the north and paris of
the center, of a more advanced modern sector of agriculture
that is essentially capitalist in its internal relations, produc-
ing largely for export, industry, and Lthe domestic luxury
market. On the other hand, particularly in the south and
center, there persists a sea of oppressed peasants, suffering
partiaily transformed forms of semifeudal oppression and
supplying cheap basic foods, some export crops, and, most
importantly, an extensive, superexploited migratory labor
force. Peasant economy is foreibly articulated to and serves
both more advanced agriculture and the economy more gen-
erally. This structure is highly disarticelated and distorted
It is ap essential basis for the northisoulh polarization of the
country. Advanced agriculture involves the often irrational
use of the most advanced techniques while wooden plows
and even digging sticks persist elsewhere. As far back as
1969 Mexico supplied the United States with 50 to 60 per-
cent of its (resh winter vegetables, while over half the Mex-
ican population could not alford even a minimal diet.™ Re-
cent press reports suggest that meat and cattle exports (o the
1.5, are rising while meat consumption even in the urban
areas has dropped catastrophically. Meanwhile, Mezican
government figures reveal that a third of the rural popula-
tion never ¢at meat and 90 percent suffer from some caloric
or protein deficiency.®! Those who produce the food cannot
eat.

Mexican agriculture began to enter into crisis in the mid-
sixties, The mass of landless peasants almost doubled from
1950 to 1970.% Millions fled to the cities only to populate
immense urban ciniurones de miseria, or “belts of misery.”
By 1970 production of corn and beans, the hasic crops
associated with much of peasant production, had basically
stagnated. The harvested area in corn fell 20 percent in 4
mere four years {1971-74|, while beans fell 31 percent.™
Once self-sufficient, Mexico began o import large guan
tities of basic grains. The peasaniry had been sucked dry to
underwrite the inperialisi-sponsored development process.
While cheap peasant production has served as a subsidy fo
capital by lowering the cost of the wage goods required by
urban workers, this has given rise to the situation in which
the extremely low incomes received by these peasant pro-
ducers now jeopardize the very ability of the peasant house-
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hold to reproduce itself. Crisis enveloped more advanced
agriculture as well. Previous rates of growth as high as 8 per-
cent had fallen toward zero in the first half of the ‘7055 The
stagnation of agricultural production, combined with Lhe
necessity to import food to feed a nation once self-sufficient
in food, led to a net deficit in the agricultural balance of
trade in 1874-75 and again for 1979-83, with the exception of
982 when imports were severely restricted due to Lthe
balance-of-payments crisis.*® Once a particularly dynamic
aspect of postwar imperialist-sponsored development, the
distorled and disarticulated structure of agriculture con
stitutes & major element of crisis in the Mexican economy.
Superexpioitation — the paying of workers below the
value of their labor power — is one of the most essential
fealures, not only of agriculture, but of the economy as a
whele. The superprofits garnered by imperialist capital rest
on the pedestal of superexploitation. While there is a section
iof the proletariat that is better off, and while there exist
significant differences and stratification within the Mexican
working class, the proletariat as & whole is superexploited.
Some idea of what we're talking about here is given by the

riesults of one study that showed thar Califprnia farm-
workers earn 7 times what agricultural workers in Mexico
da. even after allowing for cost-of-living differences. In in-
dustry the spread is 11.5 times.™ ow is this possible? To
bugin with, fiving standards for many Mexican workers are
driven down (o an absolute physical minimum — but even
this does not suffice. Contrary to chauvinist stereotypes of
“lazy Muexicans,” vast sections of the Mexican population
can unly eke cut a precarious existence by combining in-
vome from many sources. It is not at all uncommon for
workers Lo hold down more than one job and for all family
members, including children, to be put to work in one form
or another. Among those linked to the peasantry, wage in-
come is combined with peasant agricultural or artisan pro-
duction, which scrves as an essential foundation for
superexploitation of wage labor, In the cities, on the one
hand living costs are driven down by such means as the self-
vonstruction of minimal housing, often “illcgally”” on invad-
ed land without even the most basic services, giving rise to
the immense shantytowns that ring Mexico's bloated cities.
On the other hand wages received by various family

1679 1980
1. Exports 93 16.1
2, Imports 121 1849
3. Trade Balance
(12 -28 -2.8
4. Current Account -54 -B.2
5. Capital Account 5.1 129
6. Met Errors and
Omissions B -38
7. Performance Balance
(4+5+6)t 3 1.0
8. % Growth Real
GDP 9.2 83
9. Total External Dabt 507

10, Total Service

{interest Plus Principal)

on Line (9) g2
1. Monthly Minimum Wage

(in 1982 Pesos) 12777

“Excopt lines 8 andg 11.
tFigures may nod tally exactly due to rounding,

Bources

T984 & 1985 figpumes;

TABLE
RECENT ECONOMIC STATISTICS
{in bitions of U.S. dollars)*

Lines 1-8: Intemational Maatary Fund, istemational Financial Stanstics Yeorbook 1985 Wfarmational Fincigt Stafzics, November 1966 bor

Linaz 3 & 10: Banco de Maxico, indicadores econdmicos, and SHCP, Duta Book, cited in £ Cofidiana, July-August 1986, p. 8.
Line 11; figures from Banco de México and Comizidn Nacional de Salkios hinimics., cited in Funfo Criien, July 1964,

1981 1982 1983 1984 1985
19.9 211 220 242 219
240 14.4 7.7 11.3 13.5
4.1 76 145 129 B4

-13.9 -5.7 52 4.2 5
232 8z -7 -10 -18
-85 -75 -25 -10 -14

7 A0 2.0 2.2 27

7.9 -6 -53 35 27

74.8 B7.6 838 96.9 97.3

132 23.4 17.3 16.1 14.7
11,413 10,920 7860 7,759
{May)
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members are combined with income from various sources
— & mass of petty commerce, household production, shoe
shining, windshield washing, etc. — in the “informal”
coonomy. 50 that while categorized as “"underemployed,”
many of the Mexican proletarians and semiproletanians are
it fact overworked, pooling mulliple scant resources merely
to stay alive,

The possibilities of maintaining and reproducing the
superexploitation of the proletariat as a whole are deter-
mined by the essential role of the peasant and the urban “in-
formal’” cconomy. The progressive partial destruction and
disintegration of peasant production has released an im-
mense mass of surplus labor that has migrated to the cities
but cannol be absorbed as workers by the capital-intensive
impetialist-dominated industrialization process. This mass
of surplus labor is 2 great weight dragging down the wages
of the proletariat as a whole. Nor does it represent a reserve
army of labor simply in the Mexican context — this reserve
army, like other features of imperialist world economy, has
become internationalized. In particular it has scrved as ap
immense labor pool for the domestic econpmy of U5, im-
perialism. Millions migrate to work in the United States,
and while they may earn better wages than in Mexico, they
are still superexploited proletarians within the U.5. context,
face the most gutrageous oppression, and are hunted down
like animals by the INS. The expanding U.5. domestic use of
superexploited Mexican and other immigrant labor has been
an vssential part of the means vsed to manage the crisis in
the U3, economy.

Advanced agricultural techniques and millions on the
edge of starvation; Coca-Cola signs in nearly every village
and millions of socalled “illegal” immigrants to the US,;
the largest city in the world populated in important part by
people that lack even the most basic services; an immense,
distorted petroleum industry and tragafuegos that blow flam-
ing gasoline from their mouths at intersections for spare
change; advanced industry and masses of peasants still suf-
fering forms of semifeudal oppression; modern skyscrapers
and children selling gum in the street: such is the picture of
Mexico's uneven, distorted, and disarticulated imperialist-
dominated development; such is the structure thal control
by tmperialist capital has wrought.

Crisis and Beyond

The depth of the problems facing the Mexican economy
can be usefully gauged by examining the latest round of the
debt crisis, The Mexican balance of payments underwent a
startling inversion with the 1982 crisis. Throughout
previous postwar Mexican experience, positive foreign-
capital inflows on the capital account served to offset consis-
tent trade and current-account deficits. Beginning with the
1882 crisis the influx of imperialist capital. as measured on
the capital account, takes an even deeper plunge than that
following the 1976 crisis. The capital account is actually
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negative {net outflows) in 1983-85, largely due to the prin-
cipal paymenis on the foreign delbt exceeding capital in-
flows. Although service {interest plus principall payments
on the foreign debt decline somewhat due to the restructur-
ing of the debt in the wake of the 1982 cnisis and the casing
of world interest rates, new loans contract sharply. The
growing cxcess of debt-service payments over new loans is
now covered by trade swrpluses, something without prece-
dent in the postwar Mexican economy.

Exports grow only moderately, The trade surplus is
essentially the product of a profound contraction of imports,
itself a consequence of the drastic austerity measures ap-
plied in the wake of the 1982 crisis. Continued payment of
debt service was fundamentally predicated on this atypical
trade surplus. The trade surplus iiself was contingent not
only on a profound contraction of import-dependent pro-
duction but also on reductions in real wages evident in the
figures given for real wages in this period. It is not an exag:-
geration to say that continued debt payments have been
coined out of the blood and misery of the Mexican people.

Due to the inherent nature of the present structurc of
Mexico's economy, the anomalous large trade surpluses
used to pay the debt service could not be sustained. The
sharp restriction of imports and the drying up of foreign
capital flows were accompanicd by the abrupt contraction
of the economy, with the real GDP plunging 5.3 percent in
1983, However, even the weak growth m 1984-85, en-
couraged by some loosening of the government austerity
measures in 1984 |with real GDP growth rates still below
the lowesl figure following the 1976 crisis], inevitably led to
a growth of imports for the import-dependent industrial sec-
tor in Mexico. Apart from a brief upswing in 1984, exports
remained near their 1982 level. Newly rising imports eroded
the (rade surplus. This, together with continuing high debt-
service payments and disappearing new foreign loan funds,
resulted by 1985 in the worst overall performance balance
of the balance of payments since the 1982 crisis (see Tablel,

The economy was thus on the verge of yet another
balance-of payments crisis before the collapse of the world
oil market in the last weeks of 1985 and the beginning of
1986, This collapse obviously exacerbated the 1986 balance-
of-payments crisis and accompanying sharp contraction of
the ceconomy. But the plunge in world oil prices was not, in
itself, the only cause of the renewed balance-of-payments
crisis. The sgueezing of large debt payments out of the Mex-
ican economy far in excess of diminishing inflows of foreign
capital was inkergatly unsusiainable and would have led to a
remewed open intensification of the crisis in any evenl. The col-
lapse of the world petroleum market, itself an expression of
the essential anarchy and instability of the world imperialist
economy, only accelerated and intensified the process,

The so-called "'solution'’ to the Mexican debt crisis that
emerged oul of the 1986 negotiations was essentially to lend

Mexico $12 billion more to meet interest payments during
| 1987 and the first part of 1288, combined with yet another

rescheduling of principal payments. The $12 billion may or
| may not be sufficient to meet interest payments, achieve the
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announced goal of 2 to 3 percent "growth” in GDP over
1987-88 {which, if achieved, would only return real GGDP to
its 1981 levell, and stimulate limited expansion of export-
oriented production. In any event, the same basic dif-
ficultivs — if not worse — will confront the economy at the
end of the "rescue package'’ in 1988. . .and the already un-
payabide foreign debt will be $12 billion larger, with interest
payments correspondingly preater.,

As the conservative British publication The Latin
American Times observed before the 1986 debt agreement:
“Indeed, it is apparent thai, as these rescheduling
agreements become more and more complex, and increas-
ingly nebulous, all that remains holding the banking system
together is a fantastic network of tentative agreements, con-
cerning which minimal publicity is nowadays given, in

U.S. imperialism has no substantive
program for resolving the
economic crisis of Mexico. It is

- operating according to a strategic

calculus: desperately trying to

| postpone the looming dangers of

economtic collapse and/or social
explosion in Mexico — in the
context of an approaching global
showdown with the Soviet Union.

sustain  precarious confidence as long  as
possible.”® The 1986 rescoe package has but added yet
another unstable link to this “fantastic network. "

The devaluation of the peso is an integral part of this
"rescue package.” The stated purpose 15 to both attract
foreign capital [by Jowering production costs) and to
stimulate cxports (the earnings from which are supposed to
cover a substantial portion of Mexico's debt overhang).
While the medium-term prospects are highly dubious, the
immediate effects of devaluation combined with austerity
are brutally in evidence: growing immiseration of the labor-
ing population due to the declining purchasing power of
wages, increases in Lhe rates of infant mortality, spreading
malnutrition in the context of the growing inability of Mex-
ican agriculture to fecd the population, and widespread
social dislocation. The urban middle classes are under
greater pressure than ever before in the postwar period.

The extraordinary buildup of debt throughout the Third
World is a defining feature of the world economic crisis.
And the magnitude and global dimensions of this debt are
matters of intense concern for imperialism. But Mexico
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{along with Brazil} is a special case. 50 much investment and
lean capital has been sunk into Mexico and Brazil, and so
important are they to the world economy, that a collapse of
either one of them could trigger a major upheaval in the
world economy.

L5 imperialism has no substantive program for resoly-
ing the economic crisis of Mexico. The reasons for this have
to do with the enormity of global economic crisis — which
shows up in the slowdown in growth and investment, rising
protectionist pressures, and grave financial difficulties —
and the intensity of the fvalry between the United States
and the Soviel Union. What the U5 is striving to do,
therefore, is to tighten and deepen its domination of Mexico
while playing for time on the économic front {this includes
episodic austerity/bailout measures, especially aimed at the
state sector, along with pressures to further open up the
economy lo foreign capital). U.5. imperialism is operating
according to a strategic calculus: desperately trying to
postpone the looming dangers of economic collapse andiur
social explosion in Mexico — in the context of an ap- |
proaching global showdown with the Soviet Union.

With this in mind, we can begin to get a better handle an |
the nature of the current conflicts within the Mexican ruling .
class and between the ruling classes of Mexico and the
United States. The fundamental context for such infighting
amonyg reactionaries is the strategic context of preparations |
for world war with the Soviet bloc. In particular, the enor-
mous damage to U.5. imperialism's world strategic position
that would result from an international financial collapse
due to the Third World debt crisis and even more so from
the destabilization of the Mexican neocolonial regime, to say
nothing of a revolutionary popular war — the specter of all
this has made Mexico U.S. imperialism's announced second
most important foreign policy concern afler the Sowiet
Union. Any destabilization of Mexico, the soft underbelly of
the U.S. imperialist motherland, would have incalculable
ramifications within the U.5. itself, where the revolutionary
potential of Mexican immigrants is already a major worry.
This is the context in which U.S. economic moves, the
militarization of the border, the persecution of immigrants,
the “drug war,” the encouragement of Parlido de Accidn
Macional {PAN), etc., must all be placed.

Economic policy is the realm within which the fun.
damental unity of the U.5 imperialists and their Mexican
compradors is most obvious. Mexico's government con-
tinues to dutifully follow the orders of the U.S.-dominated
International Monetary Fund and to continue paying the
foreign debt, no matter how many Mexicans may die of star-
vation in the process. In this regard, as in others, Mexico has
played an important political role for U.S. imperialism in
Latin Amcrica as a “model debtor” that continues to oppose
even joint action by the Latin American governments on the
debt guestion.

Policy differences between the current U.5. and Mexican
administrations do exist on the war in Central America, The
Mexican government — like many circles in the U.S, ruling
class whose preferred policy is currently out of favor —
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favors an attempted negotisted containment of the situation,
while the current U5, administration is pursuing a more
openly aggressive course. But it must be stressed thal Mex.
ico's differences are essentially over how best to defend the
U5, empire in the region. As Mexican president Miguel de
la Madrid expressed it during his last trip to Washington,
“We believe that reason will finally have to impose itsclf;
that the violence in Central America implics, as well, the
risk of political agitation in the rest of Latin America and
that relations between the United Stales and the Latin
American countries could be injured. Moexico wants to avoid
this because it is convinced that we should have a climate of
harmony and cooperation on the continent. . . . [O)ur coun-
tries have differences over the means 1o achieve the ends,
fbut] the ends of having a peaceful Central American region,

where viplence is avoided, where we can promote economic |

and social development, are shared ends.”™ Leaving aside
the “'peaceful” rhetoric — which the U.5. imperialists are
also fond of using to justify their most brutal military adven-
tures — what self-respecting U.5. imperialist could really
disagree with de la Madrid's fear — horrors! — that there be
“political agitation'” in Latin America, or that U.5.-Latin
American relations be injured, or even with the proposal
that the United States and Mexico “promote economic and
social development’” in Central America — imperialist-
dominated development, to be sure. As de la Madrid says,
essential ends are shared, disagreements involve the hest
means to the end.

As indicated earlier, the Mexican state is the essentizl in-
strument for the administration of the dependent role of
Mexico in the process of global accumulation. At the same
time, this state, principally through the FRI political ap-
paratus and through its occasional anti-imperialist postur.
ing, has helped to legitimize collaboration between im-
perialist capital and bureaucrat-comprador capital. Further-
more, the institutional integration of the labor unions and
peasant assoclations into a highly centralized corporatist
political structure has provided a certain degree of stability
that has aided the expansion of capital. While continuing to
rely primarily on the PRI to defend and maintain its domina-
tion of Mexico, U.5. impenalism has begun to give some en-
couragement to the PAN. The aim is to prepare an alter-
native bureaucrat-comprador party to replace the PRI in the
event of the destabilization of the regime. There is no essen
tial difference in the fundamentally pro-imperialist charac-
ter of both parties, although the PRI is understandably upset
about any encouragement given to the PAN. The PAN at-
tended the 1984 Republican Convention, the PRI attended

Revolution/Spring 1958

the Democratic Convendion. The PAN 1s painted favorably
by much of the U5, press and some congressional figures,
while Reagan and top administration officials reassure the
FRI gowernment of their fundamenial support. While the
PAN may indecd receive 1.5, funds as the PRI charges, the
PRI government s to receive 312 hillion to temperarily
soften the debt crisis and bolster its vuinerable neocolonial
regime. It can be said of both parties, 1n Mario Benedelll's
phrase: tell me what company you keep and Il tell you yan-
gt go home. These mancuvers and stratagemns are part of a
more general political and ideological offensive, in which
the two parties play somewhat distinet but complementary
rofes designed to tphlen up U5, domination of Mexico,
hoth for fear of an explosion among the masses of Mexican
people in the current crisis and o “batten down the

Oppression has never ceased giving
rise to resistance. But the situation
today holds out unique historical
possibility.

hatches'' in preparation for world war, And the corraption
that goes with all this s just further evidence of hiow utterly
antagonistic these partics are to the interests of the broad
TAS5E5,

This essay has atternpted to show that there is a concrete
and interlinked history, structure, and logic of U.5. domina-
tion over Mexico. To put it diffcrently, the anatomy of
domination is at one and the same time the anatomy of op-
pression. And this oppression has never ceased giving rise Lo
resistance. But the situation today holds out unigue histori-
cal possibility. There is unsustainable debt throughout Latin

America, conflict in Central America, the prospect of |

economic collapse and social upheaval in Mexico, and the
specter of fierce clashes and major dislocations on the
L.5.-Mexican horder. At a time of great international ten-
sion, the United States faces its greatest reglonal crisis of the
twentieth century. This situation Presenis @normouns oppor-
tunities and challenges. Whether they are decisively seized
upon and met has cevervthing to do with whether the
possibility of uprooting the structure of imperialist domina-
taom 1o Mexico beoomes a reality. [1
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