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Week 3 Lecture 2
Connections through Consumption

Today we are going to look at two issues resulting from the changing consumer and the changing forms of manufacturing discussed on Tuesday:
· Changing geography of manufacturing
· Implications hidden behind product labels of this new geography (and it isn’t all pleasant!).

Return to Fordism and Post-Fordism for a moment
Fordism and post-Fordism (or neo-Fordism)  represent the two regimes of accumulation that dominated the 20th century.

These differed in terms of their production processes:
	Fordism
	Post-Fordism

	· Mass production of homogeneous products
· Uniformity

· Large buffer stocks and inventory
· Testing quality post-production (rejects and errors detected late in process)
· Rejects are cancelled in buffer stocks
· Loss of production time because of long set-up times, defective parts, inventory bottlenecks

· Resource-driven
· Vertical and (in some case) horizontal integration
· Cost reductions through wage control
	· Small batch production
· Flexible production of a variety of product types
· No stocks (just-in-time inventories)
· Quality control as part of the process (immediate detection of errors)
· Immediate rejection of defective parts
· Reduction of lost time as a result of shorter set-up times, fewer defective parts, just-in-time deliveries meeting consumer demands
· Demand-driven
· Vertical disintegration
· Cost reductions through subcontracting



These differed in terms of their labour relations and processes:
	Fordism
	Post-Fordism

	· Single-task performance by worker
· Payment per rate (based on job design criteria)
· High degree of job specialization
· Vertical labour organization

· No or little on-the-job training
· No learning experience

· Emphasis on diminishing worker’s responsibility (disciplining of labour force)

· Greater job security for unionized workers

	· Multiple tasks
· Personal payment (detailed bonus system)
· Elimination of job demarcation
· More horizontal labour organization for key workers
· Ongoing on-the-job training
· On-the-job learning; learning-by-doing integrated into long-term planning
· Emphasis on worker’s co-responsibility

· High job security for key workers. No job security and poor labour conditions for temporary workers/Increasing informal activities. No job security for workers employed by subcontractor.



These differed in terms of the characteristics of the state:
	Fordism
	Post-Fordism

	· Regulation
· Rigidity
· Collective bargaining
· Socialization of welfare (welfare state)


· International stability through multilateral agreements
· Centralization


· The ‘subsidy’ state/city
· Indirect intervention in markets through income and price policies
· Industry-led innovation
	· Deregulation/regulation
· Flexibility
· Division/individualization
· Privation of collective needs and social security; soup kitchen state for the underprivileged
· International destabilization

· Decentralization and sharpened inter-regional/inter-city conflicts as these compete for industry
· The ‘entrepreneurial’ state/city marketing
· Direct state intervention in markets through procurement
· State-led innovation



These differed in terms of their ideology:
	Fordism
	Post-Fordism

	· Mass consumption of consumer durables: the consumption society
· Modernism
· Totality/structural reform
· Rationalism
· Socialization 
	· Individualized consumption: ‘Yuppie’ culture

· Post-modernism
· Specificity/adaption
· Deconstructionism 
· Individualization/the ‘spectacle’ society



A summary of key differences:
	Fordism
	Post-Fordism

	· Vertically integrated
· Long-run contracts
· 
· Large firms
· Economies of scale
· Competitive producers
· Product price
· Mass consumption
·  Unionized labour force
· Unskilled labour
· Routinized work
· National linkages
	· Vertically disintegrated
· Short-run contracts, just-in-time inventory systems
· Small firms
· Specialized output
· Cooperative networks
· Product quality
· Segmented markets
· Nonunionized labour force
· Skilled labour
· Varied tasks
· International linkages





The new geography of manufacturing
The changing geography of manufacturing was based upon changing in three areas:
· New enabling technologies in transport and communications,
· Changing patterns of demand consumption, and
· The changing global regulatory environment.
The first and the third combined to trigger corporate/firm restructuring. 

A tri-polar world economy, centred around the United States, Western Europe and Japan. This is reflected in the uneven spatial impact of the enabling technologies I spoke of Tuesday. New technologies have different implications for different regions within the world economy. In core countries – high technology is creating new jobs, particularly in the financial and business services sectors; creating new products, facilitates new production and distribution processes and new forms of corporate organization BUT is leading to reductions in employment in manufacturing. In semi-peripheral countries – we continue to see increases in manufacturing employment, increases in productivity and in overall improvement in competitiveness in the international economy. In peripheral countries – new technologies are too expensive to acquire or deploy leading to a relative decline in both productivity and international competitiveness.

Alongside this geographic organization, changes were taking place within industrial sectors. Perhaps most important has been the globalisation of business activity through the restructuring of the corporate world. Two of the most important outcomes of this have been:
· Concentration – involves the elimination of small, weak firms in particular spheres of economic activity, sometimes through competition and sometimes through mergers and acquisitions.
· Centralization – involves the merging of the resultant large enterprises from different spheres of economic activity to form giant ‘conglomerate’ companies providing a diverse range of activities and products. These are often trans-national in their operations. [We have discussed the various strategies employed by MNCs in organizing their operations.]

Efficiencies have also been achieved by firms through yet another strategy – the externalization of certain functions. One example of this is the re-organizing of administrative, managerial and technical units from hierarchical into more flatter and flexible units drawing upon outside consultants, specialists and subcontractors.

And another way to externalize has already been highlighted when discussing the MNC on Tuesday – various forms of arrangements with other firms. These include joint ventures in the licensing or contracting of technology, and in strategic alliances involving design partnerships, collaborative R&D projects and other such initiatives. Strategic alliances have become an important facet of globalization. These current outnumber mergers and acquisitions. Examples of such alliances include those in the automotive industry: Toyota and Nissan are collaborating on hybrid vehicle technology; GM and the Dalmer Group are doing the same; GM and Chevron Texaco are working on fuel cells. Examples of outcomes: the Pontiac Vibe (now gone), the Suzuki Swift.

Flexible Production Systems: How the geography changes 
The clothing industry provides a dramatic example of how production networks have changed over time. In the late nineteenth century, the textile/clothing industry concentrated in the metropolitan areas of core countries (or near energy sources – water), with many small firms using cheap migrant or immigrant labour. This was, in part, the legacy of the Industrial Revolution. In the first half of the twentieth century, the industry began to modernize, larger firms emerged drawing upon economies of scale and mass production techniques for mass markets. Plants located to areas with lower labour costs in the core country. As the world economy began to globalize, semi-peripheral and peripheral countries became the least cost locations due to lower labour costs for mass produced clothing for the global market.
 
Why? Take a look at the numbers:
· Hourly compensation (including benefits) for clothing workers in the U.S. is about $10/hour for a 37-hour work week. 
· In Western Europe, it is about $17/hour
· In Asia, the average clothing worker earns US$3/hour for a 60-hour week.
· Costs in China, India and Bangladesh (while rising) were less than $1/hour.

This means that a $100 garment is divided up as follows:
· $50 to the retailer;
· $35 to the manufacturer (who spends $22.50 on textiles);
· $15 to the contractor who pays the workers/labours
· $6 to the garment worker.

In 1960, less than 7% of all apparel purchased in the U.S. was imported. In 2007, it was 90% imported. The globalization of production has resulted in a complex set of commodity chains. Major clothing companies have most of their products manufactured through arrangements with independent suppliers. In the case of Liz Claiborne, this totals nearly 350 factories globally with no supplier providing more than 5% of the company’s total output. These are scattered throughout the globe. Claiborne has operations in more than 40 countries, but primarily in Asia, China/Hong Kong, Cambodia, Malaysia as well as the Caribbean and Central America. These commodity chains are highly volatile. 

And increasingly, department stores are emphasizing ‘private label’ products and premium national brands. These are purchased from semi-peripheral and peripheral suppliers. Such large-scale discount stores can have a major impact on the commodity chains.  For example, Wal-Mart just launched its ‘label’ – George. 
 
At the same time, higher end apparel – designer clothing – have a different geography altogether. Higher end apparel is based on frequent style changes and high-quality finish. These require shorter production runs and greater contact between producers and buyers. The most profitable settings for these products are in the metropolitan areas of the core countries – London, Los Angeles, New York, Paris, Stuttgart. Still draws upon migrant and immigrant labour. 

Other examples of global commodity changes.
Nike:
· Sold its manufacturing plants in the US and UK and now subcontracts all its production in Asia.
· Initially this production was centred in Japan but was then relocated to lower labour-cost countries specifically Taiwan and South Korea. 
· Today, Nike are manufactured in more than 600 factories by subcontractors employing more than 500,000 workers in 46 countries including Albania, Argentina, Bangladesh, Belarus, Brasil, Bulgaria, Chile, China, and South Africa (in 2009).
· Headquarters in Oregon as is its research facility.

This is a story that is being repeated in industrial sector after industrial sector:
· Steel
· Shoes
· Automobiles (see Toyota for example)
· Electronics
In each industrial sector we are seeing a fundamental shift in manufacturing from the core to the periphery/semi-periphery depending upon the nature of the manufacturing.

Impacts on the core economies: The relocation of ‘old’ industrial districts
With the advance of globalization has come a relocation of manufacturing jobs from the core countries to the semi-periphery and periphery. The decline of the traditional industrial base in core countries, notably the US, has been most pronounced in those regions that had come to be most specialized in Fordist industrial manufacturing. Plant closures were dramatic in some instances. In Youngstown, PA, the closure of the Campbell Steel Works in 1977 left 10,000 people unemployment in a single stroke. The US ‘Manufacturing Belt’ became the ‘Rust Belt’ losing hundreds of thousands of jobs. Similarly, the UK’s ‘Rust Belt’ suffered dramatic job losses. The Lancashire textile industry alone lost more than half a million jobs. But, every region of most core countries has suffered declines in manufacturing-based jobs. 

This process of deindustrialization didn’t stop with the loss of these manufacturing and processing jobs. There is the multiplier effect of economic activity to consider. For every one of these ‘basic’ jobs, other service-oriented jobs are created to provide for the needs of this population. You also get other employment generated in other industrial sectors. In the case of job losses in a community, you get a downward spiraling multiplier effect. A substantial contraction of major segments of intra-regional, vertically integrated production chains – such as ore mining – coalmining – steel production – marine engineering – shipbuilding – and the elimination of more labour-intensive firms and sections of production chains – notably textiles - occurred.

Communities in these old industrial districts have fought back as best they can. New businesses opened up, but the jobs were different. Two examples from Germany come from Ruhrgebiet and Oberhausen. In both cities, major retail complexes were opened where manufacturing complexes once stood. In Ruhrgebeit, this consisted of s US$1.5 billion megamall with more than 200 retail stores, a 12,000-seat arena, a 1200-seat food court with a giant 48 screen video wall, 30 restaurants all anchored by several hotels, an artificial canal, an amusement park and parking for 10,500 cars. Opened in 1996, it is one of Europe’s largest malls. In Oberhausen, CentrO draws more than 60,000 visitors daily. But these jobs in retail are less attractive than manufacturing jobs – typically jobs are lower-paying, with less security and fewer benefits. This was part of a fundamental re-structuring of core economies towards the service sector and service sector employment. 

‘New industrial spaces’ in Europe and North America
At the same time, three kinds of ‘new industrial districts’ have been identified in Europe and North America:
· Craft-based industrial districts that contain clusters of small and medium-sized firms producing high quality and pricey products such as jewellery, textiles, shoes, ceramics, machinery, and furniture.
· Centres of high technology industries such as advanced electronics, computer design and manufacturing, pharmaceuticals and biotechnology.
· Clusters of advanced financial and producer services, often located in central districts of large world cities such as New York, London, and Tokyo.

The fifth Kondratieff Wave is based on the rise of new ‘sunrise’ industries. The emergence of these industries based on entirely new technologies: semiconductors and computer software, and more recently, biotechnology, nanotechnology, and robotics, and include electronics, financial and business services. The process of creative destruction associated with the rise of a new technology system based upon information technology has led to dramatic geographical shifts. New investment in high technology industries has led to the creation of new industrial spaces, distinct from the old industrial cores. This represents an entirely new economic dimension to the landscapes of core countries, with concentrations of high-tech industries initiating new patterns of urban and regional growth through new production ‘ensembles’ with new multipliers of cumulative causation (defined as a spiral build-up of advantages that occur in specific geographical settings as a result of agglomeration economies and localizing economies). 

The growth of these industries has been explosive. Employment in the US computer software sector doubled in the 1970s to 250,000 jobs. By 2006, that number was 1.9 million. Employment in robotics rose from around 10,000 in 1980 to 100,000 a decade later to some 600,000 by 2000. By 2010 it was estimated that more than six million people in the US are employed in high-tech industries, including more than two million in service industries such as data processing and commercial testing laboratories. The sector has gone through some pains – the DotCom bubble, global competition. However, forecasts continue for ongoing growth in this sector. 

BUT the organization of these new industries, however, continues to reflect the emerging global division of labour shifting away from vertical spatial agglomerations of activities to new forms of agglomeration based upon specific activities (separating R&D activities from manufacturing activities). These new sites offered more attractive environments and a high quality of life for managerial and professional workers who worked in R&D while the actual manufacturing of the computers, semiconductors and other products occurred generally in Asia such as China, the Philippines, Indonesia and Malaysia where lower labour costs and less stringent environmental and social regulations existed.

Centres of innovation
The development of the information technology revolution has contributed to a broader milieux of innovation in global society. And this has lead to the emergence of new research-based districts. These milieux require spatial concentrations of research centres, higher-education institutions, advanced-technology companies, a network of ancillary suppliers of goods and services, and business networks of venture capital to financial start-ups. Such districts are filled with energy of creativity and ingenuity. 

These have important implications for urban and regional development. Malecki suggests that the overall pattern of such milieux can be interpreted in terms of the availability of highly qualified personnel and corporate structure. Amenity-rich locations – cities with a wide range of cultural facilities, well-established universities, recreational activities and pleasant environment – tend to draw highly qualified people and tend to be favoured as locations for R&D activity. Existing concentrations of R&D activity tend to attract more R&D activities because of the basic infrastructure is in place and there exists the potential for ‘raiding’ other firms of personnel (and with that personnel comes the knowledge). This is strangely reminiscent of the ‘Wild West’ days of late Medieval Europe although this time people are not being kidnapped; they are being offered wages and benefits. 

Maledki also noted that there remains a strong pull from major control centres and manufacturing regions. In relation to corporate organization, corporate-level or long-range R&D remains located near or in headquarters complexes, in central laboratories where intra-organizational interaction can be fostered. R&D activities in firms with independent divisions producing different product lines often occur in separate divisional laboratories. Then there are some industries where R&D activities need to be located closely to manufacturing/production facilities resulting in a dispersed locational pattern corresponding to the pattern of plant location. The net result of this is a marked agglomeration of R&D facilities in major core centres and manufacturing regions.

What goes wrong when R&D is not ‘managed’
However, it is important to also acknowledge the emergence of new centres of innovation by new industry types.  Sometimes this is triggered by stealth. Consider the story of the personal computer. The story begins with a group of scientists working at Xerox’s Palo Alta Research Centre in what was to become the Silicon Valley who discovered key elements of what was to become the personal computer in the 1970s:
· The processing equipment;
· The screen; and
· The use of symbols [software].
· Yet these discoveries did not benefit Xerox.

Why? Because of its organization. There were divisions between scientists based in Palo Alto and development engineers located in Dallas, Texas and the corporate management, also at Palo Alto. These divisions were:
· Geographical – eliminating face-to-face, ongoing interaction;
· Linguistic/attitudinal – there was an absence of a common language and outlook between these groups required to exploit the emerging technologies commercially. The scientists viewed the engineers as ‘toner heads’ interested only in photocopiers while the engineers viewed the scientists as naïve.

Steven Jobs was invited to visit the Xerox centre in 1979 and recognized the potential of the new technology. He founded Apple, copied some of Xerox’s technology and exploited it – licensing some aspects of it and replicating others. In this fashion, as Brown and Duguid (2000) write, “the knowledge that stuck within Xerox leaked readily through its front door.” And as a result, Xerox “fumbled the future” but opened the door to another major company and competitor, Apple.

The story of Silicon Valley
Over the past fifty years, Silicon Valley has become one of the most renowned centres of high technology in the world. As such, it has gained much attention from a range of governments seeking to replicate its success. These focal points were termed ‘technopoles’ by Castells and Hall (1994). While the development of Silicon Valley reflects some specific historical circumstances, its story does highlight some of the factors that explain why particular types of high-tech industry tend to become concentrated in particular places. These include existing links with universities, the availability of skilled labour and the development of dense social networks.

Castells and Hall (1994) summarize its subsequent development /transformation as occurring through five stages:
1. A historical period of technological innovation.
2. The growth of the high-tech industry in the 1950s around the Stanford Industrial Park.
3. The growth of innovative electronics companies in the 1960s through spin-offs from the original firms.
4. The consolidation of semi-conductor firms and the launching of the personal computer era in the 1970s.
5. The growing dominance of the computer industry, the internationalization of production and a new round of innovative spin-offs in the 1980s and 1990s.
To this we can add a sixth stage: based upon a new generation of internet technology from the mid-1990s and the creation of internet-related firms. 

The links to Stanford University were crucial to the creation of Silicon Valley. An engineering professor at the university, Frederick Terman, was instrumental in the creation of the Stanford Industrial Park in the early 1950s that attracted a growing number of innovative firms. One of these, Fairchild Semiconductors, established in 1957, was of particular importance in the growth of Silicon Valley. Spin-offs from this firm included Intel, and National Semiconductors. Two students of Terman also stayed, founding Hewitt & Packard. Much of this phase was funded by contracts from the US military.

The invention of the personal computer generated a second wave of growth not driven by government but by society in general. The informal social networks played an important role in this phase. One example of such networks was the Homebrew Computer Club founded by Steve Jobs and others. New firms, including Apple and Sun Microsystems, were established in the Valley as it became increasingly specialized in advanced mirco-electronics and computers. The creation of the internet facilitated a further round of expansion with the creation of both Google and Yahoo.

In explaining the success of Silicon Valley, Saxenian (1994) has drawn attention to the unique role social networks played. These facilitated high levels of informal communication and cooperation between individual engineers and entrepreneurs, often working for different firms. These exchanges permitted technical information and ideas to circulate rapidly and shared. High levels of labour mobility also represented a key mechanism for the diffusion of technology as people moved between firms or leave to establish their own spin-off ventures. The close geographical proximity fostered face-to-face communication and trust between key individuals providing the region with the adaptability and responsiveness that has allowed it to maintain its competitive advantage.

The key to Silicon Valley has been its ability to retain its competitive edge through continuous innovation. In 2001, the region was hit by the collapse of the internet economy – the famous bursting of the dot-com bubble – and it continues to be affect by this. However there is a rebound taking place. Today, nearly one-third of all biotechnology companies in the US are located in California, with the largest concentration in the San Francisco Bay area. The State’s 53,000 biotechnology workers represents more than half the US’s national total. The key question today is whether the region has the capacity to reinvent itself once more to generate a new round of innovation in the face of increasing competition from other centres of innovation.

Technopoles 
The dramatic success of Silicon Valley has led other regions in the US and other countries to attempt to replicate its success. Hall has argued that this may be more difficult than one might imagine. The linkage between university research and high-tech activity is seen as being the key to the emerging geography of the fifth Kondratiev cycle. The new industries thrive on the symbolic relationship with one another and university research departments, but key workers also tend to favour technology complexes associated with top-flight universities. This is because these institutions are seen as providing abundant cultural activities and a diverse job market. These areas have come to be seen as “the right place to be.” 

Because of the importance of linkages to universities, Hall concludes that the emergence of such technopoles or new industrial districts might be restrictive. The top universities – Harvard, Berkley, Stanford, MIT – will continue to draw such industries and form the hub for their continued advancement BUT few other institutions are seen as having the pull/reputation to do the same. Once exception in the US is the possible emergence of a high-tech district in North Carolina (the Raleigh-Durham-Chapel Hill triangle) around Duke University and the University of North Carolina. 

Other countries have attempted to mimic Silicon Valley too. This has involved the creation of ‘technology parks’ that offer companies with various benefits including tax breaks. These have failed more often than succeeded. Once exception in France and its network of Centres for Technological Research (Centres Nationaux de Recherche Technologique [CNRT]). The French government has created 17 such centres – offering special tax breaks and subsidies – designed to attract not only high-tech industries such as electronics, nanotechnology and biotechnology, but also to develop supportive infrastructures of universities and R&D labs. In general, as Castells noted, “it is clear that in most countries, with the important exception of the United States and, to some extent Germany, the leading technopoles are in fact contained in the leading metropolitan areas: Tokyo, Paris-Sud, Lodon-M4 Corridor, Milan, Soeul-Inchon, Singapore, Shanghai, Moscow.” 

And meanwhile, in the semi-periphery … 
To close off this discussion – and to open up another on industrialization – the geography of industrial districts in the semi-periphery and periphery of the world economy is different to that of the core. One emerging type of district is that of the export processing zone or free-trade zones. The strategy of creating EPZs was adopted by many of the NICs – South Korea, Singapore, Mexico, Taiwan and China. The number of EPZs has increased from only a handful in the 1970s to more than 500 in 73 countries by the late 1990s – and more today. The benefits provided in these zones include duty-free entry of goods for assembly, limited restrictions on profit repatriation, lower taxation levels, reduced pollution and other environmental laws and constraints on labour organization.

More than half of these EPZs are located around major markets: North America, Western Europe and Japan. Much of the industry in these EPZs are owned by MNCs. EPZ manufacturing is concentrated in textiles and clothing, microelectronic assembly, and the assembly of cars and bicycles – more specifically, it is the labour-intensive stages of production that you find in EPZs. The ones we know best are the Mexican maguiladoras – concentrated along the US-Mexico border. Employment in the maquiladoras in the 1980 was only around 110,000. by 1992, that number had jumped to 500,000. Then Mexico joined NAFTA and by 2001, that number had surpassed one million jobs. 

Industrialization: The path to prosperity?
With the first articulation of “international development” following the Second World War, strategies of economic development stressed the importance of industrial development. During the 1950s and 1960s, many countries of the LDC emphasized the establishment of a manufacturing industry as a pillar of their economic development programs. And it seemed to work, in some cases, in some places. Over the past decades, we have witnessed a fundamental shift of manufacturing jobs away from core countries to those now classified as in the semi-periphery and periphery. At the same time, we have seen dramatic growth in these jobs in the LDCs. 

But there are two caveats …. 
1. Manufacturing in the LDC remains relatively low. In 1960, LDCs accounted for only 8.2% of the Manufacturing Value Added (MVA). By 1980, this had risen to only 14.4%. By 2005, it was 29.8% -- still less than one-third of total global MVA.
2. MVA activity remains highly concentrated in a handful of nations. Between 1966 and 1975, four countries, accounting for about 11% of the total population of the LDC, represented more than one-half of the increase in MVA activity in the LDC. Eight countries – Argentina, Brazil, India, Indonesia, Iran, Mexico, South Korea and Turkey – accounted for two-thirds of this increase. Between 1975 and 2005, this had shifted globally, with Argentina being dropped and China, Singapore, Taiwan, Malaysia and Thailand added. 
 
Countries of the Sub-Sahara continue to lag in manufacturing. In 1975, manufactured production accounted for only 5% of the GDP of the Sub-Saharan countries. By 2000, it had risen to only 13%.

When the Tigers broke free
The export-oriented approach gave primary attention to the advantages of foreign trade in general and of exports in particular. The exceptional performance of the Republic of Korea and Taiwan in the 1960s (as well as the other Tigers – Singapore, Malaysia and Thailand during the 1970s) has continued to attract the attention of the development community – although the negative aspects of these approaches have also been brought to light.

In terms of economic growth:
· Growth rates of GDP for Korea and Taiwan respectively during the 1960s were 9.1% and more than 10% respectively relative to the 1950s  levels of 4.4% and 6.5%.
· Employment growth and poverty alleviation were far ahead of other countries. 

These countries had adopted import substitution strategies similar to those adopted by Latin American countries BUT then shifted gears during the 1950s. These countries began by devaluing their currency to make their exports more competitive on world markets. This was complimented by varying forms of export promotion programmes, often targeting specific industries, and including such actions as
· The setting of targets and incentives for firms,
· The establishment of export promotion agencies
· The establishment of export processing zones (tax-free areas).
· Restrictions on imports remained in place as the state sought to protect strategic infant industries from outside competition until they were strong enough to compete in the global market. All of this drew upon the work of the nineteenth century German economist Frederick List. 

The results were impressive – in terms of economic growth. Growth rates of GDP for Korea and Taiwan respectively during the 1960s were 9.1% and more than 10% respectively relative to the 1950s levels of 4.4% and 6.5%. Employment growth and poverty alleviation were far ahead of other countries. Weiss (2000) identifies three key criteria of the developmental state that explained this success:
· The priorities of the state are focused upon enhancing the productive forces of the nation.
· Its organizational arrangements are focused particularly on the establishment of a strong government department to coordinate and promote industrial
· Its links with business that stressed the value of close cooperative ties rather than arm’s-length relations with firms and sectors. This allowed for the development of new technologies and methods through joint projects.

The first two criteria helped to offset the power of key interest groups in these nations – including landowners, local merchants and the military. And help mobilize the society in general towards the goal of economic development. Development became a national project. Cultural factors also played a role. Confucian values that emphasized duty, loyalty and responsibility provided a strong foundation for worker-management relations as well as providing acceptance for the role of an authoritarian state bureaucracy.

How did the Tigers achieve their growth? 
As already stated, proponents of neoliberalism saw the Tigers of examples of successful development relying on market forces to drive industrialization. Others, however, contest this. 
· They argue that a more detailed empirical investigation suggests that the neoclassical argument is only a part of the story. Along with it is the story of state involvement in both initial industrialization and successful export strategies focusing on key industries. 
· Another factor in the Tigers’ emergence was the Cold War. During the 1950s and 1960s, when the Cold War was at its zenith, the NICs were seen as bulwarks against the neighbouring states of China, North Vietnam and North Korea. As a result of this, they received significant political and economic assistance from the US.

The case of Singapore 
Although Singapore is by far the smallest, geographically, of the Tigers, it has been described as the world’s most successful economy. As is true for all the NICS, the state played a central role in driving and shaping development. Although officially a parliamentary democracy, Singapore has been governed by a single party, the People’s Action Party, since the early 1960s. One politician, Lee Kuan Yew, governed Singapore for nearly 30 years. Geography helped Singapore gain prominence as a major trading centre and port. It is strategically located astride the major East-West global trade route and it is endowed with one of the best (alongside Hong Kong) natural harbours.

But so did history. 
· Singapore was actually expelled from Malaysia in 1965 (because of demographic concerns amongst the Malay peoples). This resulted in Singapore becoming a very small political entity with a very small domestic market. This precluded the adoption of ISI-based strategies of development. Instead, an EOI strategy was adopted based upon attracting FDI. The policy was extremely successful. Manufacturing employment increase fourfold between 1967 and 1979. Manufacturing exports increased from 13.6% to 47.1% of GDP during that same period.
· The state achieved a rare degree of co-operation and enrolment by the labour movement. This was achieved by including labour into corporatist bodies such as the National Wages Council along with a policy of redistributing some of the proceeds of the economic growth in the form of employment, housing, education and health care.
· Flexibility has also been a hallmark of Singapore’s success. In the 1980s, focus shifted, however, from one targeting manufacturing to one targeting financial and business services. This approach included an Operational Headquarters Scheme to encourage foreign MNCs to locate their high-level management, administrative and research and development functions in Singapore, making it a regional headquarters centre.

The case of Taiwan and Korea 
Two key factors help propel Taiwan and Korea in terms of economic performance. 
· The first had to do with history. Both countries were ruled by Japan during the first half of the twentieth century. It left both countries with a major accumulation of human and physical capital. Of particular importance (Bruton 1999) was the collective knowledge and skills developed under Japanese occupation. Unlike other developing nations at the time, the labour force was more skilled and diverse. The Japanese also had broken up, or prevented the emergence of, powerful vested interests among landowners and business leaders. Land reform during the late 1940s and early 1950s made it easier for the national governments to act independently. 
· The second had to do with government. Government partnered with the private sector. The complex way in which these governments did intervene facilitated the achievement of development objectives rather than penalizing them. More importantly, however, was the flexibility in government action. While both governments used the same instruments used by other countries – import quotas and licenses, export subsidies, public ownership, tax holidays – the main difference was the manner in which implementation and monitoring of these initiatives rather than the policies themselves. Effectiveness of application seemed to be such that they worked well while not doing well in other countries. When a policy works, pursue it; when it fails, change it. Government learning was an important lesson (and not government minimizing).

Neoliberal Development 
Can other countries learn from the Tigers? The World Bank and other neoliberal global institutions think so. Since the late 1980s, development policy has been shaped by our old friend neoliberalism:
· Reduced government intervention in the economy
· Encouraging private enterprise and competition
Key figures in the articulation of neoliberal development theory are Depak Lal and The Poverty of Development Economics (1985); Peter Evans and his idea of embedded autonomy; and Bela Balassa for his neoliberal development framework.

Central to development initiatives today are structural adjustment programs (SAPs).  A SAP contains four main objectives:
· The mobilization of local resources to foster development.
· Policy reform to increase economic efficiency.
· The generation of foreign revenue through exports, involving diversification into new products as well as expansion of established ones.
· Reducing the economic role of the state and ensuring low inflation.
Agreement to a SAP became an essential condition for developing countries to obtain financial assistance from the World Bank, the IMF, other nations and private donors. The first SAP was accepted by Turkey in 1980 and since then, 187 have been agreed to for (or forced upon) 64 countries.

Measures under a SAP can be divided into two types:
1. Stabilization measures – designed to address economic difficulties in the short-term. These actions include: a public sector wage freeze; reduced subsidies on basic foods and other commodities and on health and education; and devaluation of the currency.
2. Adjustment measures – designed to deal with the longer-term. These actions include: export promotion through incentives for enterprise and diversification; downsizing of the civil service through retrenchments following a programme of rationalization to reduce ‘overstaffing,’ duplication, inefficiency and cronyism; economic liberalization; privatization through the selling off of state enterprises and corporations; and tax reductions to create stronger incentives for individuals and firms to save and invest.

SAPs proved to be highly controversial. Their impacts have often been harsh, with ordinary people rather than the elites bearing the brunt of the adjustment costs. SAPs were refined during the 1980s and 1990s, in an effort to take better account of local needs and circumstances with the longer-term adjustment measures being reframed as ‘economic recovery plans’ (ERPs). Since 1999, SAPs have been replaced by poverty reduction strategies (PRSs). These require national governments to produce a comprehensive plan for reducing poverty, requiring consultation with the World Bank, the IMF, NGOs and local communities. All of this has led to talk of a ‘post-Washington poverty consensus.’ But have these really worked? Have they helped other countries industrialize or develop economically? 

Industrialization as the key to economic prosperity 
On Tuesday we looked at the emergence of economic development strategies that emphasized industrialization as the principle engine of economic growth and prosperity. LDC countries adopted two different approaches to industrialization: one was import substitution and the second was export-oriented industrialization. And these strategies lead to different outcomes.

Globalization was also producing a highly differentiated and uneven landscape of manufacturing, organized around the production chains created by MNCs. Finally I asked the question whether the lessons learnt from the success of the Asian Tigers in adopting EOI strategies cold be replicated in other LDCs OR was it the result of a combination of history and flexible governments. 

What are the obstacles to industrialization elsewhere? If the success of the Asian Tigers was due, in part, to the historic conditions and the existence of governments characterized by flexibility, what are the obstacles facing other LDCs in other parts of the world – apart from history and government practices?
· One is profit cycles – where exchange rates and increases in productivity rates make countries more attractive for establishing manufacturing operations.
· Second, there is the danger of protectionism – The emergence of the Tigers coincided with a period of increasing world trade and a growing interdependence in the world economy. Already here is concern in the DC about the loss of manufacturing jobs to LDCs. If this were to continue, and other LDCs were to become Tigers, this shift would mean that total MVA from LDCs would represent more than 60% of the world total.

But there are also more fundamental issues confronting LDCs. 
1. There is the question of new manufacturing technology – As protectionist sentiments grow in the DCs, MNCs must respond as well. New technologies continue to increase productivity (if not job creation) but these improvements are encouraging some firms to bring manufacturing jobs back into the DCs. Already some advance electronic manufacturing has made its way back. There is a crisis in financing – The success of EOI was tied to the availability of credit and the underwriting of enormous debt loads by FDI, official aid agencies and international banks. Today, there is a shortage of new actors willing to underwrite such industrialization. Also there is increased competition for these funds from eastern European countries and countries from the former Soviet Union. This has led to a global “credit shortage.”
2. There is the absence of R&D capacity – The leading sectors of industrial growth in today’s world economy are the “information technologies.” These are dependent upon vibrant R&D linked to the development of new products (both hardware and software). Companies looking to gain entry into the world market beyond labour-intensive, assembly-line manufacturing will face formidable barriers just because of the nature of such products and the financing of the efforts necessary to conceive, manufacture and distribute such products.
3. There is continuing polarization and instability – While we argued that history played an important role in the success of the Tigers, especially Korea and Taiwan because of the Japanese colonial legacy, history is less kind to LDCs in other regions. Government rigidity, corruption and oppression. Powerful groups with vested interests. Inequality. Inequality can be measured by the difference in incomes between the richest 5% of a country’s citizens and its lowest. While in Canada, that is 5.8 in 2005, in Brazil it is 26.4:1; Zambia, 17.2:1, South Africa, 17.9:1. 
4. Finally there is the question of population growth – While EOI strategies succeeded in generating new jobs for large numbers of workers in the Tigers, it is unlikely that new manufacturing operations could provide anything more than a marginal contribution to employment in the rest of the periphery just because of the sheer numbers of people looking for work in Africa, Latin America and Asia.

Further aggravating this reality is the nature of the new manufacturing industries and the hiring tendencies of MNCs. Many of the jobs in the EOI industries have been unskilled and MNCs have hired women who can be exploited. These countries that have been success in EOI have also successfully limited the introduction of more capital-intensive production systems to ensure that employment levels are maintained.

Spatial strategies of industrialization 
As has already been stated several times, capital must become grounded somewhere at some time in order for manufacturing/economic activity to take place. One strategy to lure companies to set up operations in their country, adopted by many countries is the creation of export processing zones (EPZs) or ‘free trade zones’. These are spatially defined areas that offer special advantages to companies who opt to locate therein. These advantages include: duty-free import of goods for assembly; limited restrictions on profit repatriation; lower taxation levels; reduced pollution controls; and restraints on labour organization (e.g., strikes are banned). The intention of EPZs is to attract local and international companies with the capital to set up factories oriented to export production.
 
Much of the industry in EPZs around the world is owned by MNCs. The number of these EPZs continues to grow from only a handful in the 1970s to more than 500 in more than 70 countries. Most of these EPZs are also located near major markets (either physically or through global transport networks): North America, Japan and Europe. The share of employment in EPZs in industrial sectors is significant in some LDCs.  Currently production in EPZs is concentrated in textiles and clothing, microelectronics, and the assembly of bicycles and cars. Generally, the more labour-intensive stages of production are concentrated in EPZs.

Other conditions of industrialization 
Three other factors play a role in the future patterns of global industrialization:
· Transnational investment patterns
· Regional linkages and industrial evolution
· Agglomeration and new industrial complexes.

Maquiladoras 
Perhaps the best known example of EPZs for North Americans are the maquiladoras of Mexico. Clustered along the US-Mexico border, these have become associated with poor working and environmental conditions, exploited labour – notably of women – and violence. Created initially in 1979, 60% of the maquilaoras are engaged in electrical and electronic assembly and 30% in textiles and clothing.

But first, what are the maquiladoras? The answer is, simply, that a maquiladora is a Mexican Corporation which operates under a maquila program approved for it by the Mexican Secretariat of Commerce and Industrial Development (SECOFI). A maquila program entitles the company:
· first, to foreign investment participation in the capital -- and in management -- of up to 100% without need of any special authorization; and
· second, it entitles the company to special customs treatment, allowing duty free temporary import of machinery, equipment, parts and materials, and administrative equipment such as computers, and communications devices, subject only to posting a bond guaranteeing that such goods will not remain in Mexico permanently.

The role of the Mexican maquiladora has changed greatly in recent years, but the basics remain the same. The typical plant is foreign owned and engaged in labor-intensive assembly of intermediate or final goods. The vast majority of inputs are brought from the U.S. or another country, and the output is usually sold in the U.S. Maquiladoras are an extension into Mexico of U.S. production of automobiles, electronics, apparel and many other goods. They're a major engine of growth in cities along the U.S.–Mexico border, where the plants are concentrated. Economic benefits even spill into neighboring U.S. cities, creating jobs in manufacturing, warehousing, transportation, logistics, real estate services and major border protection programs.

How do the maquiladoras impact on US – Mexico Relations? Let’s first consider the importance of US-Mexico economic relations. The size of the Mexican economy is much smaller than that of the United States.  Mexico’s gross domestic product (GDP) was an estimated $1.0 trillion in 2010, about 7% of U.S. GDP of $14.6 trillion. Mexico’s economy was hit harder than most Latin American countries during the global recession of 2009 but showed strong economic growth in 2010. In 2009, Mexico’s the percent change in Mexico’s real GDP growth was -6.1%, while that of the United States was -2.6%.  In 2010, Mexico’s economy experienced a higher than expected growth rate of 5.0%, while the U.S. economy experienced a somewhat lower growth rate of 2.8%. Although the Mexican economy appears to be recovering, job creation in Mexico’s manufacturing sector remains weak and could dampen Mexico’s economic prospects over the long-term.
 
Then there is the migration issue. The U.S. sees a strong, prosperous Mexico not only as important as a trading partner but also as a way to address the nagging migration issue. Economic conditions in Mexico, as well as in other countries, such as poverty and unemployment, are a major factor related to the migration issue.  Per capita income in Mexico is significantly lower in Mexico than in the United States.  In 2010, Mexico’s per capita GDP in purchasing power parity was $15,720, or 67% lower than U.S. per capita GDP of $47,160.  Ten years earlier, in 2000, Mexico’s per capita GDP in purchasing power parity was $10,561, or 70% lower than the U.S. amount of $35,265. The lower income levels in Mexico, combined with higher poverty rates, have contributed to the migration of workers from Mexico to the United States.  These workers often send money to their families in Mexico to help provide food and shelter. 

The Mexican economy is very much tied to the U.S. economy because of Mexico’s reliance on the United States as an export market and the relative importance of exports to its overall economic performance. Exports accounted for 32% of Mexico’s GDP in 2010. The United States is, by far, Mexico’s most important partner in trade and investment, while Mexico is the United States’ third-largest trade partner after China and Canada. Ongoing transformation of Mexico into a manufacturing-for-export nation since the late 1980s and the importance of exports to its economy. After oil and gas, most of Mexico’s exports are manufactured goods. More than 80% of Mexico’s exports are headed to the United States.

Mexico’s reliance on the United States as a trade partner appears to be diminishing, although slightly. Between 2004 and 2009, the U.S. share of Mexico’s total imports decreased from 56% to 48%. The share of total Mexican exports going to the United States decreased from 89% to 81%.6  Mexico’s share of the U.S. market has lost ground since 2002. In 2003, China surpassed Mexico as a top supplier of U.S. imports, and Mexico now ranks third, after China and Canada, as a source of U.S. imports. Because over 80% of Mexico’s exports are destined for the United States, any change in U.S. demand can have strong economic consequences in Mexican industrial sectors.
 
Foreign direct investment (FDI) has been an integral part of the economic relationship between the United States and Mexico since NAFTA implementation. FDI consists of investments in real estate, manufacturing plants, and retail facilities, in which the foreign investor owns 10% or more of the entity. The United States is the largest source of FDI in Mexico. U.S. FDI on a historical cost basis in Mexico increased from $17 billion in 1994 to $97.9 billion in 2009, a 477% increase. Mexican FDI in the United States is much lower than U.S. investment in Mexico, with levels of Mexican FDI fluctuating over the last 10 years. In 2009, Mexican FDI in the United States totaled $11.4 billion.

The sharp rise in U.S. investment in Mexico since NAFTA implementation is also a result of the liberalization of Mexico’s restrictions on foreign investment in the late 1980s and the early 1990s. Prior to the mid-1980s, Mexico had a very protective policy that restricted foreign investment and controlled the exchange rate to encourage domestic growth, affecting the entire industrial sector.  Mexico’s trade liberalization measures and economic reform in the late 1980s represented a sharp shift in policy and helped bring in a steady increase of FDI flows into Mexico. NAFTA provisions on foreign investment have helped to lock in the reforms and increase investor confidence. Under NAFTA, Mexico gave U.S. and Canadian investors nondiscriminatory treatment of their investments as well as investor protection. 

Nearly half of total FDI investment in Mexico is in the manufacturing industry of which the maquiladora industry forms a major part. In Mexico, the industry has helped attract investment from countries such as the United States that have a relatively large amount of capital. Therefore, Mexico is able to attract some of the foreign direct investment it was seeking when it liberalized trade and investment barriers. For the United States, the industry is important because U.S. companies are able to locate their labor intensive operations in Mexico and lower their labor costs in the overall production process. There is a consensus that maquiladoras are an important part of U.S. corporate strategy in achieving competitively priced goods in the world marketplace.

Mexico’s export-oriented assembly plants 
Mexico’s export-oriented assembly plants are closely linked to U.S.-Mexico trade in various labor-intensive industries such as auto parts and electronic goods. These export-oriented plants generate a large amount of trade with the United States and a majority of the plants have U.S. parent companies. Foreign-owned assembly plants, which originated under Mexico’s maquiladora program in the 1960s, account for a substantial share of Mexico’s trade with the United States. The border region with the United States has the highest concentration of assembly plants and workers. The Mexican cities with the highest manufacturing activity as of December 2009 were the Mexican border cities of Tijuana, Baja California, 590 plants with 136,957 employees, and Cd. Juárez, Chihuahua, 339 plants with 168,011 employees. 

Prior to NAFTA, a Mexico’s export-oriented industries began with the maquiladora program established in the 1960s by the Mexican government, which allowed foreign-owned businesses to set up assembly plants in Mexico to produce for export. Maquiladoras could import intermediate materials duty-free with the condition that 20% of the final product be exported. The percentage of sales allowed to the domestic market increased over time as Mexico liberalized its trade regime. U.S. tariff treatment of maquiladora imports played a significant role in the industry. Under federal government provisions, the portion of an imported good that was of U.S.-origin entered the United States duty-free. Duties were assessed only on the value added abroad. After NAFTA, North American rules of origin determine duty-free status. 

A maquiladora was limited to selling up to 50% of the previous year’s export production to the domestic market.  Most maquiladoras export the majority of their production to the U.S. market. Private industry groups have stated that these operations help U.S. companies remain competitive in the world marketplace by producing goods at competitive prices. In addition, the proximity of Mexico to the United States allows production to have a high degree of U.S. content in the final product, which could help sustain jobs in the United States. Critics of these types of operations argue that they have a negative effect on the economy because they take jobs from the United States and help depress the wages of low-skilled U.S. workers.

Mexico’s Regulations for Manufacturing Plants 
Trade liberalization, wages, and economic conditions, both in the United States and Mexico, all affected the growth of Mexican export-oriented assembly plants. Although some provisions in NAFTA may have encouraged growth in certain sectors, manufacturing activity has been more influenced by the strength of the U.S. economy and relative wages in Mexico. Recent changes in Mexican regulations on export-oriented industries merged the maquiladora industry and Mexican domestic assembly-for-export plants into one program called the Maquiladora Manufacturing Industry and Export Services (IMMEX). In 2001, the North American rules of origin determined the duty-free status for a given import and replaced the previous special tariff provisions that applied only to maquiladora operations. The initial maquiladora program ceased to exist and the same trade rules applied to all assembly operations in Mexico.

NAFTA rules for the maquiladora industry were implemented in two phases, with the first phase covering the period 1994-2000, and the second phase starting in 2001. During the initial phase, NAFTA regulations continued to allow the maquiladora industry to import products duty-free into Mexico, regardless of the country of origin of the products. This phase also allowed maquiladora operations to increase sales into the domestic market. Phase II made a significant change to the industry in that the new North American rules of origin determined duty-free status for U.S. and Canadian products exported to Mexico for maquiladoras. Elimination of duty-free imports by maquiladoras from non-NAFTA countries under NAFTA caused some initial uncertainty for the companies with maquiladora operations. Maquiladoras that were importing from third countries, such as Japan or China, would have to pay applicable tariffs on those goods under the new rules.
 
Mexico had another program for export-oriented assembly plants called the Program for Temporary Imports to Promote Exports (PITEX) that was established in 1990 to allow qualifying domestic producers to compete with maquiladoras. In 2007, a new set of government regulations on export-oriented industries merged the maquiladora industry and PITEX plants into the Maquiladora Manufacturing Industry and Export Services, or IMMEX. Industry data regarding Mexico’s export-oriented assembly plants no longer distinguish maquiladora plants from other Mexican manufacturing plants. As such, Mexico has become one large maquiladora.

Plants and Employment Levels 
Has the maquiladora program run its course? Not likely. In 1980, maquiladora employment was only around 110,000. by 1992, the year before Mexico joined NAFTA, it had grown to about 500,000. by 2001, it had exceeded one million workers. The number of maquiladora plants expanded rapidly in the 1990s after NAFTA implementation. Plants increased from 1,920 at the end of 1990 to 3,590 in 2000, and then fell to 2,860 in 2003. Between 2004 and 2007, the last year maquiladoras were classified as such by the Mexican government, the number of plants stayed at approximately the same level, about 2,819.13 After July 2007, the Mexican government published statistics for all manufacturing plants in Mexico under the IMMEX program (which combined maquiladora data with other manufacturing).
 
Eleven of the 17 maquiladora cities are on the U.S.–Mexico border, and their collective employment share went from 70.3 percent in 1990 to 56.7 percent by 2000 and 61.1 percent by 2006. For the six cities on the Texas–Mexico border, the combined share of maquiladora employment fell from 45.6 percent in 1990 to 38.4 percent in 2006. Juárez's share of maquiladora work has fallen since 1990, but it remains the No. 1 employer among the 17 cities. Gaining share, Reynosa has risen to third; losing share, Matamoros has sunk to fifth. In 2006, California border cities Tijuana at 13.8 percent and Mexicali at 4.6 percent filled the No. 2 and No. 4 positions. What do maquiladoras produce by city? Juárez was always an important centre for automobile-related parts and components, and Tijuana specialized in consumer and business electronics. However, the new INEGI data offer a broader look at the distribution of maquiladora activity by sector. 

Spatial organization of the maquiladoras 
Two other factors drive the overall growth of the maquiladora industry — geography and trade policy. First, some sectors had already selected cities based on location. Auto suppliers wanted the best access to the U.S. heartland and often chose cities on the Texas border. Consumer electronics firms needed access to Asian suppliers, making California cities a logical choice. The apparel sector opted for the lower wages of central Mexico. These historical patterns linked many cities' performance to specific sectors.   Second, changing trade rules determined the relative success of specific sectors. The past 25 years have seen rapid trade liberalization as Mexico turned away from the strong protectionist policies of the 1980s. NAFTA in 1994, the Caribbean Basin Trade Partnership Act of 2000, the end of the Multifibre Arrangement (MFA) in 2005 and competition from low-wage Asian labor followed, bringing shifting international forces.

Productivity of the maquiladoras 
Are conditions changing in the maquiladoras? In the maquiladora industry, we know that a substantial part of the gain in output per worker can be traced to the shift from less- to more-productive industries. The simplest jobs have been lost to foreign competition. Higher productivity has been matched by gains in maquiladoras’ hourly wages and benefits. These gains have been shared across all industries, with an average increase of 46 percent between 2000 and 2005. Like rising productivity, higher wages can be traced in part to the loss of the lowest-paid and least-skilled jobs. No matter what the source of improvements, we are seeing an industry that is rapidly modernizing, paying higher wages and ramping up production across all industries. This picture contrasts dramatically with the view of the maquiladora industry based on employment alone.

Structural change of the maquiladoras 
One analysis, produced for the Dallas Federal Bank Reserve, looked at whether structural change or cyclical circumstances were driving change in the maquiladoras. They used a four-quadrant graph that separates the maquiladora sectors into groups based on how they performed over the business cycle. Gains and losses are shown as percentage changes in employment. Quadrant I (positive, positive): Sectors with structural gains, in which employment grows in recession and recovery. Quadrant II (negative, positive): Cyclical sectors, which shed jobs in recession and add them in recovery. Quadrant III (negative, negative): Sectors with structural losses, in which employment declines in both recession and recovery. Quadrant IV (positive, negative): Countercyclical sectors, which see job counts rise in recession and fall in recovery. 

For 2000–04, we find structural gains in only two small sectors—machinery and food. Structural losses took place in furniture and three industries we had already anticipated—toys, leather and textiles. The large electronics sector and the transportation industry, which includes automobiles, fall into the cyclical quadrant. Compare this to similar data for maquiladora employment during the 1990–92. In contrast to the recent business cycle, every industry falls into the structural gains or cyclical quadrants. All told, the 1990–2004 period saw Mexico’s maquiladoras move from an advantaged position in creating jobs (quadrants I and II) to a much more competitive one (quadrants II and III). 

Return to the cyclical-versus-structural graphic and replace employment with real value added, we see six sectors in the structural gains quadrant over the 2000–04 decline and recovery—including furniture, textiles and leather. Other sectors are in the pro-cyclical quadrant. Growth over the period was generally positive and widely spread among these industries.

Current Plants and Employment Levels 
The 2009 downturn in the Mexican economy, combined with the increased violence along the U.S.-Mexico border, has hurt the manufacturing industry, and many IMMEX plants have shut down as a result. In Cd. Juárez, Chihuahua, the city with the highest number of jobs in export assembly plants, IMMEX employment decreased from 214,272 in July 2007 to 168,011 in December 2009, a loss of 46,261 jobs (22% decrease). In Tijuana, Baja California, employment decreased from 174,105 in July 2007 to 136,957 in December 2009, a loss of 37,148 jobs (21% decrease). But then the total number of IMMEX plants in Mexico increased from 5,083 in July 2007 to 5,245 in December 2009. Employment decreased from 1,910,112 million in July 2007 to 1,641,465 in December 2009, a loss of 268,647 jobs (14% decrease). Estimates for 2010 show that the manufacturing plants may be on the rebound. In Cd. Juarez, maquiladoras reportedly added about 26,000 new jobs from July 2009 through August 2010.


