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INTRODUCTION

The question of the nature and significance of the state in
contemporary societies is perhaps one of the most contentious and disputed
areas of social science, While ostensibly a theoretical issue, discussion
of the social nature of the state derives the characteristic sharpness of
its polemical quality from the essentially practical problems which
confr ont social actors (and above all classes) when they materially encounter
or are encountered by the state. The concern and direction of thiss; thesis,
however is primarily theoretical. It will focus on three particular
approaches. to the analysis of the capitalist state, those contained in
and epitomised by the writings of Marx, Durkheim and Weber., It will further
attempt to demonstrate that these analytical perspectives are aspeats or
dimensions of three distinct attempts to theoretically reconstruct the
changes which have characterised Western societies with the emergence, rise
and consolidation of capitalism. The three ensuing models will be Hraced
to their respective sources in distinct conceptions of the subject matter
appropriate to the study of society: , methodology being inseparable from
theory-building. Finally, an attempt will be made to indicate and
examine some variants of our three stanpoints and to assess their
relevance for a theory which will adequately account for and explain the
characteristic forms assumed by the post-war state, that of Britain in
particular. While the overall structuring perspective of the thesis is
fundamentally Marxist, effort will be directed toward a critical evaluation
of certain paths of development within or on the periphery of the Mamxist
tradition itself. This aspect of our discussion copstitutes ,. in a crucial

sense, the pivotal axis ofl the thesis as a whole.

An initial distinction will be made between two types of critical theo-
rebical approaches to the state, Firstly, the Marxist position views the
capitalist state as a form of social life which reveals and expresses at
a high level the intrinsic alienated condition of capitalist society in gen~
eral. Within this fr amework it is seen as essentially an organization of
the dominant class, a special institution seemingly standing above civil
society but im reality grounded in the contradictions which give to capitm=
alist society its particular historical unigueness. That of Durkheim, by

contrast, accepts the division of labour of developed industrial societies
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as such. It sees the state as a moral entity, the task of which is to
re-establish social soliidarity and thus overcome a temprary anomic condition
on the basis of the existing, highly differentiated social division of labour.
Durkheim's analysis is further informed by a condition of radical meritacracy
but fundamentally his view of the state isthat of a rewintegrative or

"restiitutive! agency with primarily moral, if circumscribed, functions.

Weber's position is again radically different. As against Durkheim's
restitution oriented modell, Weber views the state's relationship to society
as a whole as one of a basically technical-interventionist nature, born of,
complementing and furthering; the development of increasingly rational or

calculable present-day society.

Distinctions of fundamental political importance characterize these

three theoretical approaches to the state. TFor Marx. the state is an
expression of the contradictiongd: of dlass society. It is an instument of
domination with a historically necessary but temporary role, a role which
loses it raison dletre with the abolition of class divisions by the revolut-
ionary movement of the working class. Marx consistently developed his theories
of capitalist society with this goal, the seizure of power by the working
class, in mind. Durkheim sees the state as a means to overcome the contingent
condition of moral disorder produced by rapid social and economic: change

in the historical transifiion from mechanical to organic: solidarity. For
Weber it is an essentially technical agency, with a cerucial role in the fun~
ctionimg of specifieally capitalist society in its:rational form. We
will be concerned to relate these approaches to their corresponding con-
ceptions: of contemporary Western socielides in greater detail, and to trace
these conceptions back to three distinctive views ofithe appropriate

subject matter of Sociology. In our final section we willegperationalize

the Marxist: theory of the stlate in the context ofan analysis of the post-

war develpmentof British capitalism. Our thesis is both theoretical and app-
lied, attempting to avoid the polar extremes of purely conceptual debate on

one hand and empiricism on the other.



The structure of ocur thesis calls for someadditional explanation,
however. The distinction between a "theoretical' model and its "application'
is, of course, purely formal. Quite apart from the empirical overlap between.:
the two sections at. a number of points, a gadical break or disjunciure
betweem theoretical discussion on the one hénd andi its fruits; on the other
is,. from our point of view, untenable. The practice oftheory invariably has
a specifiic ohject,, our particular problematic: being the funection of the state
wit hin the class structure of postewar Britain. In developing; our argument
we have necessarily had to consider and critically asseégs; a number of the-
ortttical positions and perspectives from which this object €puld be wiewed.
~In particular, we have exanined certain Functionalist and Weberian. pnoposs
itions, theirassumptions and implications, as well as the forms of enquiry
which hawve in recent years characterised the theoretical models of The

writers: in question.

We have negmssarily had to imit or abbreviate many areas of work
which zare of tangetial relevance to our thesis. In discussing the
"Pechnocratic! variant 6f the Weberian thesis, for example, we would have
gnefénned to trace this tradition back to its sonigins in the writings of
ghint—Simon and earler. Our guiding principle of selectivity, however, has
beeb Lo specify the essential assumptions and implications of the schools
in question, in examining the works of particular theorists where pertinent
and relevant to our immediate concerns. Our discussion of the econowic
theory of marginal productivity, for example, is confined to an analysis of
its significance for the assumptions of cebrt ain new=-Durkheimian function-

alistse

Motivating this selectivity is our concern with the idetilogical. practices
of social theorists in relation to the capitalist state form. We believe,
in this context, that the debate wth the descendants of Weber and Durkheim
is; in a critical sense, a ghost-fight. IExorcism at this level, as Marxist
epistemology makes clear, necessarily leaves its real obhject untouched.
Soclological research in British Universities does not, however, extend to
the decisive area in which theoret ical struggle finds its expression a corr-
esponding material practice. Neither does the subject matter of our thek&is
extend into the field of socialist reconstruction. Within these limits,
however, we aepept full responsibility for the stated and unstated implications
of our critique of the post-war British state. The rest, with no apologies

to our one-time mentor Carl Jung, is anything but silence.
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SECTTON ON&

MARXISM. AND THE STATE




1.

I. MARX ON THE STATE.

An initial problem in developing a Marxist theory of the
state is that Marx himself never completed the fully worked-out
theory of the state which he projected as part of his overall
analysis of capitalist society. (1) His early Critique of
Hegel's Philosophy of Right challenged Hegel's theory of the state

on the grounds that it embodied a false Muniversality" in civil
society and, more generally, that it derived from Idealiatic
premises. At this stage of his development, however, Marx had
not yet clearly specified the centrality of class conflict as the
motor force of history, nor the exploitation of labour power as phe
primary structuring principle of capitalist society.

This is not to posit an "epistemological break” in the
Althusserian sense between Marx's"early" and "late" ("umanistice"
and “"scientific") formulations. We will contend that the

discussion of alienation in the 1844 Manuscripts, together with

the parallel discussion of the fetishism of commodities in Capital,
yield a perspective from which it is possible to reconstruct a
perspective from which it is possible to reconstruct a model of
what Marx's fully developed theory of the state (always inseparable
from his analysis of capitaliesm, its historical development and
class conflict) would have looked like. It will be emphasized
that the "early" and "late" works are baslically concerned with the
same problematic, alienation and surplus value being alternative
ways of tracing the sources and nature of man's self-estrangement

in history.




The later works, especially The German Ideology and

Cagital, explicitly contain the groundwork for a materialist

theory of the state. In neither case, however, is the exposition
developed to a point which has been adequate to prevent various
diverse and conflicting interpretations being offered and developed
by writers purporting to be working in the Marxist tradition. Two
particular problematic areas will be noted here. Firstly, does
the capitalist state represent a means to overcome the classical
tendencies towards crisis that Marx saw to be inherent in the
capitalist mode of production? Secondly, and this is a closely
related question, when the state intervenes directly in the economie
sphere, does it engender a sector which is parallel to and part of
the commodity~-producing, market-orientated sphere of production:

or does it exist "outside" this sector, producing use-values but
not exchange~value and "unproductive" in the Marxist sense? The
answers to these questions are of crucial significance both for
Marxist theory and for revolutionary practice. Before examining
them, however, we will briefly ocutline the key features of Marx's
extant writings on the state.

An important aspect of Marx's early formulations concerning
the state is the notiocn, borrowed from Hegel, of the separation of
civil society from the state, For Hegel, however, the two are
reconciled in the form of the state itself. The state is seen to
represent at the same time the protection of persons and property
(persons, in civil society, being in competition), and the good of
the whole community, including all its members. (2) Hegel saw

the bureaucracy (Public Servants") to act in the "general interests



of society", whereas the Agricultural and Inudstrial classes are
characterized by their pursuit of particularistic interests. As
Avineri notes

"The main achievement of Hegel's political
philosophy was its attempt to construct the
state as an entity abstracted from the social
and historical forces which create and condition
it in empirical reality. Hegel did this by
depicting civil society as the clash of the
gocial forces, to be transcended by the
universality of the state." (3)

Marx, on the other hand, rejected this notion of the
universality of the state and its "gervants". Rather than viewing
it as the realization of human spirit and freedom (4), he sees it
as dependent upon the particularity of civll society. 1In doing so
he explodes the Idealism of Hegel's philosophy. Political
institutuions, despite their claims to universality, merely serve
to conceal the particular interests of c¢civil society. In particular,
the bureaucracy, rather than being the universal class, is an agency
for sectional interests (Avineri, 23).

"What counts in the genuine state is not

the chance of any citizen to devote himself

to the universal class as something special,
but the capacity of the universal class to be
actually universal, that is, to be the class of
every citizen. But Hegel proceeds from the
premise of a pseudo-universal, an illusory-~
universal class, from the premise of
universality as a particular class." (5)

Thus, while Marx criticlses Hegel 'internally' on the grounds

that his view of constitutional monarchy as the best Ideal representative
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of the state conflicts with his view that the state is the unity
of the universal and the particular, his central point is that
Hegel's conclusions involve a speculative reversal of subject and
predicate: Avineri has demonstrated how Marx, using Geuerbach's
*transformative method", turned Hegel's philosophy "upside down'"
by starting from the perspective of concrete man and establishing
the dependence of the state on civil soclety, thus demystifying
it of the notion of universality. [}g] This false universality,
in other words, is for the young Marx the key to the state.
Proletarian revolution alone can assert true universality, the
absorption of conflicting interests into the state's false
universality being illusory:

"There must be formed a gphere of soclety which
claims no traditional status but only a human
status ...... a sphere, finally, which cannot
emancipate itself without emancipating itself
from all the other svheres of society, without,
thereby emancipating all those other spheres .....
This dissolution of society, as a particular class,
is the proletariat." 6

As Girardin has observed, Marx's notions of the state are
intimately associated with his early discussion of alienation:

"For Marx the political state is defined as
alienation; 1in the post-Hegelian meaning of the
term, that is, human essence objectified by
separation. Thus the state, abstract heaven of
universality, should be abolished in order to
establish non-alienated humanity." (7)

Avineri writes in a similar vein. For from the universal

and the particular being reconciled, under the state bureaucracy
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f'the human subject becomes a mere object of
manipulation. What the 'fetishism of commodities
is to economics, bureaucracy is to politics." (8)

While, as the 1844 Manuscripts show, Marx's early conception of

"oivil society" clearly prefigures his later analysis of capitalism,
this critique of the state is, in form, philosophical. Ollman
suggests that whereas in capitalist society value is the abstract
product of alienated political activity. Both as based on a
spurious equality ("common citizenship" in the case of the state).

"If 'class' expresses the relations of each
atomized individuel to all others who ghare

his soclo~economic conditions of life, and the
relations between him as a member of this group

to other similarly constituted groups, then 'state’
expresses the relations of each such individual to
society as a whole." 9

Ollman's analytical distinction between the spheres of
political and economic activity, however, is perhaps misleading. A
similar distinction informs Parsons' functionalist analysis of power
as well as Dahrendorf's neo-Weberian perspective, and obscures the
crucial connection between the economic and the political as
examined in Marx's works. As we will see, in his later work, Marx's
analysis of the state is inseparable from his political economy of
capitalism, and derives its primary repressive role from its special
position in relation to class-divided society. Ollman's thesis, as
with his more general conception of the "philosophy of internal
relations", by contrast underplays the antagonistic relations
between classes and the state's foundation in that political economy.

In the early writings, however, the state is seen &s & social
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relation, but it is an alien one. Already its class nature is
recognized as is clear in Marx's conception of its transcendence:

"A class must be formed which has radical

chains, a class in civil society which is not

2 class of civil society, a class which is the
dissolution of all classes, & sphere of society
which has a universal character because its
sufferings are universal." (10)

Already we see the foundations for a revolutionary eritique of
capitalist society and ites state form. The state is a crucial
"expression" of capitalist alienation, the roots of which lie in
the contradictions of that society's mode of production. It is
Habove!" society in that it dominates it, but is dependent upon it
and more or less actively reflects and expresses its exploitative
class nature,

Marx's later writings similarly emphasize this conception
of the state as "above" yet derived from and expressive of society.

In the Critique of the Gotha Programme, for example, he specifies

the historical content of freedom to consist in "“converting the
state from an organ standing above society into one completely
subordinate to it." (11) As Martin Shaw has suggested, some of
the "mature” statements do not give as clear an indication of the
structural role of the state as the earlier works., (12) Tn tThe

Communist Manifesto, for example, Marx observes

"The executive of the modern state is but a
committee for managing the common affairs of
the whole bourgeoisie." (13)

Such statements tend to deny the "relative autonomy" that Marx

elsewhere attributes to the state. (see, for example, the "Eighteenth
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Brumaire’”). 1In general, however, the state comes to be identified
more closely with the eassentially repressive nature of social
domination in class societies. TIn the Manifesto, for example, Marx
writes

"Political power, properly so called, is merely
the power of one class for oppressing another." (an)

Again, we read in "The Poverty of Philosophy"

"Political power is precisely the official
expression of antagonism in civil society." (15)

The capitalist state, that 4is to say, exists "above" society in so
far as it constitutes a "special" repressive instrument distinect from
the mere economic domination of the ruling class. It has, in other
words, an independent existence counterposed to that of particular
capital units. Thus

“"Through the emancipation of private property
from the community, the state has become a
separate entity, beside and outside civil
society; but it is nothing more than the form
of organisation which the bourgeois necessarily
adopt both for internal and external purposes,
for the mutual guarantee of their proverty and
interests." ’ (16)

This conception of the state's "special', repressive nature
in the context of class domination is historically elaborated in
Capital. Contrasting the seemingly "integrated" working class of
developed capitaliem with its restive character during the period
of primary capital accumulation Marx observes

"Then the rising bourgeoisie needs and uses the
state authority to 'regulate' wages, to restrict
them within the limits suitable for the making of
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surplus value, to lengthen the working day, and
to keep the worker in a proper condition of

dependence. This is an essential element of
what is termed primary accumulation." a”

When, that is to say, Marx examined the role of the state in the
transition from feuwdalism to capitalism, the coercive dimension of
state power is emphagized. In general,

"Force is the midwife of every old society
pregnant with a new one. It is itself an
economic power." (18)

The state, then, for Marx, is hoth "of" and "above" society.
It is "above society in so far ss it dominates the latter, and in so
far as it has & unique identity ("special inatrumenv‘) But it is
"of" society in that it plays an active and necessary part in
maintaining the mode of exploitation within class societies.

Having, as outlined sbove, criticized the Hegelian notion:
of the state's universality and moral nature Merx's writings on the
state were consistently informed by the materislist premise that
history is

... nothing but the succession of the separate
generations, each of which exploits the materials,
the capital funds, the productive forces hended
down to it by all preceding generations, and thus
on the one hand continues the traditional activity
in completely changed circumstances and, on the
other, modifies the old circumstances with a
completely changed activity." (19)

Marx'!s assumption was that men make history, but not in conditions
of their own choosing. The state, in particular, represents "the

illusory 'general' interest", struggles within it constituting the
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"i{llusory forms'" of real class struggles. Thus the state is

Yeontinually evolving out of the life-process

of definite individuals, not as they may appear

in their own or other people's imagination, but

as they really are." (20)

It iz within the body of Marx's political economy that the
precise nature of the social antagonisms which he perceived to
underlie the "illusory! communal life represented by the specifically
capitalist state is elaborated. 1In Volume 3 of Capital Marx left
uncompleted what presumably would have been his definitive theoretical
analysis of the concept class, having indicated some of the problems
in identifying the major classes of capitalist society in terms of
their incumbents' Sources of income. The tenor of his whole work,
however, indicates that he perceived classes to be located in the
social relations of production, where commodities are produced by
direct human action on the raw materials of nature, action which
always takes place in the context of a particular form of property
ownership.

Marx's view of society, and of capitalist society in
particular, is an organic view which analyses the varlous economic
categories as aspects of the system of social production as a whole.
As a general methodological principle he wrote

"It would (therefore) be unreasonable and wrong
to let the economic categories follow one another
in the same sequence as that in which they were
higtorically decisive. Thelr sequence is
determined, rather, by their relation to one
another in modern bourgeois soclety, which is
precisely the opposite of that which seems to be
their natural order or which corresponds to
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historical development." (21)
Operationalising this principle in his analysis of the basic
social relations of production in capitalist society, Marx explains:

"Capital presupposes wage labour; wage labour
Presupposes capital. They reciprocally condition
the existence of each other; they reciprocally
bring forth each other.” (22)

In his analysis of capitalism Marx was thus concerned to
examine what Engels termed "the relations between capital and labour,
the hinge of which our entire present system of society turns." (23)
The basis of this relationship is that the capitalist who owns the
means of production, confronts the worker who owns nothing but his
own labour power, the (only) value-producing component of the
production process. A portion of the worker's labour is unpaid,
and this unpaid labour represents surplus-valuwe, the source of all
profit, rent and interest in capitalist society. Thus, while Marx
in the already-mentioned, uncompleted Volume 3 of Capital identifies
three major classes in the form of owners of labour power, capital
and land Cﬁéé}. it is clear that he saw the capital-labour
relationship to be the bhagic structuring principle of capitalist
society.

"It is the employing capitalist who immediately
extracts from the labourer this surplus value,
whatever part of it he may ultimately be able
to keep for himself., Upon this relatlon,
therefore, between the employing capitalist and
the wages labourer the whole wages system and
the whole present system of production hinge."  (24)

The exploitation of wage labour by capital 1s thus the central

and fundamental determining relationship in Marx's analysis of
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capitalism. The related question of Marx's concern with the
social relations of production and his analysis of the category
"value' in capitalist society raises an important problem of
ﬁethodology which is central to his whole science of social
formations. 1In an often-quoted passage in the introduction to

his "Critique of Political Economy" Marx explains that a scientific

expogition of political economy must follow a particular course:

that is, to proceed from the "abstract" so as to reconstitute the
concrete. (25) This method of exposition may be clearly seen
embodied in his "Capital" where be begins with a discussion of the
highly abstract concept of the commodity and its dual existence as
use~value and exchange-value. Now he initially notes that individual
commodities are the "elementary units" of capitalist society, but in
the process of examining their fetishistic quality as exchange value
Marx observes that they azre "transcendental as well as palpable" (HQ] .
The explanation of this is that ag exchange values, commodities are
measured by the expenditure of human labour power in terms of its
duration. In this process, the social relations of producers

appear to them as relations between the products of their labour.

~ "Thus the mystery of the commodity form is
gimply this, that it mirrors for men the
social character of their own labour, mirrors it
ag an objective character attaching to the labour
products themselves, mirrors it as a social
natural property of these things." [45]

It is necessary, however, to distinguish this method of
exposition (moving from the abstract to the concrete) from Marx's
method of analysis. He writes, in the 2nd Preface to "Capitall':

"Of course the method of presentation must
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differ formally from the method of investigationm.
The aim of investigation is to appropriate the
matter in detail, to analyse its various
developmental forme, and to trace the inner
connexions between these forms. Not until
this preliminary work has been effected, can the
movement as it really is be suitably described.
If the description prove successful, if the life
of the subject matter be reflected on the ideal
plane, then it may appear as if we had before us
nothing more than an a Priori construction." (26)

Marx's method of investigation, then, is to proceed to
theoretical reconstructions of the subject matter of his engruiry
from a detailed analysis of its elements and forms, and only on
this basis to proceed so as to "reconstitute the concrete.

Now although many elements of Marx's mature political

economy are to be found as early as 1844, the 1845-6 “German Ideology"

is the first systemmatic exposition of Marx's historical materialism,
the analytical embodiment of his above~-discussed methodology

(detail —p abstiact —» concrete). In this work (co-written
with Engels) Marx writes:

"The premises from which we begin are not
arbitrary ones, not dogmas, but real premises
from which abstraction can only be made in the
imagination, They are the real individuals,
their activity and the material conditions
under which they live, boththose which they find
already existing and those produced by their
activity. The premises can thus be verified in
a purely empirical way." ' (27)

Marx's analytical starting point, in other words, is the

activity of real human beings in the real world. The "material
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conditions" of that world include both those which constitute

the initial framework of practical activity and those which arise
from it. Marx continues by observing that preduction (particularly
in the forms of labour and procreation) involves a double relation=
ship. TFirstly, there is a *"natural® aspect, in so far as human
beings are invol§ed in a relationship with nature, or the material
world. Secondly, there is a '"social" aspect ("moment" would be
more precise) in that their transactions with nature involve social
co~operation, in the form of the division of labour.

"How far the productive forces of a nation

are developed is shown most manifestly by the
degree to which the division of labour has been
carried. Each new productive force, in so far
as it is not merely a quantitative extension of
productive forces already known (for instance
the bringing into cultivation of fresh land),

causes a further development of the division
of labour." (28)

In examining the social forms which develop during the
course of mankind's struggle to transform nature, Marx thus begins
with "'real, active men", from "the basis of their real l1life-process" [ﬁ?].
The structure of "Capital" (in particular Volume I) as a completed
document, is thus misleading, with its opening conceptual discussion
of thelcommodity. His 1857-8 notebooks, recently published in |
England as the "Cryndrisse', are revealihg in this context. This
work opens with a discussion of production, consumption, distribution
and exchange (in that order), pointedly commencing:

"The object before us, to begin with, material
production. Individusls producing in soclety -
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hence socially determined individual
production - is, of course, the point of
departure." (29)

Again, we are at the starting point of ''real active men', living
in historically defined situations, active, but not in conditions
of their own chooging. Or as Marx expressed this idea in the

"German Ideologz“:

#Individuals have always built on themselves,
but naturally on themselves within their given
historical conditions and relationships, not on
the 'pure' individual in the sense of the
ideologists." (30)

Man, in other words, is both determined and determining. This
constancy of "premises" lends support to the thesis that from at
least 1844 onwards, Marx's works reveal an essential unity, a unity
based on a particular ontological conception of man (philosophical
anthropology). (3b

The basis for this conception of man is laid out most

clearly in the "Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts'. Here,

especially in the section titled "Estranged Labour", Marx presents
his general image of how man exteriorizes himself through labour
within class systems. The more the worker produces in such a
context, the more impoverished he becomes: "With the increasing
value of the world of things proceeds in direct proportion the
devaluation of the world of men.™ [}07] How does such a

paradox come about? Man's life activity, the clue to his '"species
character", is "free conscious activity". [élj] In conditions of

estranged labour, however, this activity, man's essential being,
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becomes a mere means to his existence. The product of his
labour is thus "allien, & coerced activity". [}15] The alien
being, for whom this coerced labour is performed, however, is
none other than “man himself".[ibid.] The secret of alienation,
of estranged labour, thus lies in social formations, rather than,
as Marx sarcastically suggests, with '"The gods". EllSJ

"If his own activity is to him related as

an unfree activity, then he is related to

it as an acti&ity verformed in the service
under the dominion, the coercion, and the yoke
of another man." (32)

In the context of capitalism thizs means, as Marx was later
to elaborate, the exploitation of labour by capital. It will be
noted that the seeds of the later developed labour theory of value
are present in the Manuscripts. For example, Marx observes there
that the capitalist

". ... profits doubly « first, by the division
of labour; and secondly, in general, by the
advance which human labour makes on the natural
preduct. The greater the human share in a
commodity, the greater the profit of dead
capital." (33)

Nevertheless, a number of Hempirical" developments took
place in Marx's analysis of capitaliesm in the years after he wrote
these Manuscripts. Perhaps the most important are the shift of
attention from exchange to production, and the elaboration of the
concept labour power as against the iheoreticélly less precise
notion of lebour. These shifts, however, are not fundamental to

Marx's ontological assumptions about man and society. As one
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commentator notes

"There is .... a unity in Marx, but not a

unity that explains all empirical situwations:
merely a unity that provides the premises from
which such explanations must begin." 34)

Theoretical understanding of the conditions which constrain and
alienate labour in its estranged form is, in this way, & necessary
precondition of the more exact scientific examination of particular,
historicel social formations.

Now the very structure of the "Manuscripts" requires some
comment at this point. Marx, briefly, begins with an analysis of
the findings of political economy. He then explains and
contextualizes these findings through an analysis of the specifically
capitalist conditions of alienation, and concludes with a critique
of Hegelian philosophy. MHe writes

"Political economy starts from labour as the
real soul of production; yet to labour it
gives nothing, and to private property
everything." Ell?]

Thus, while he contends that political economy has ''merely
formulated the laws of estranged labour" and thus failed to explain
or even detect the process of estrangement itself, Marx does
acknowledge its correct subject of analysis, that is the labour
process, however perverse its theories about that subject-matter
may be. [}Sé]

So again we can see, this time in the very structure of
Marx's exposition, that his point of departure is real, active men,

both determined and determining, exteriorizing themselves through
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the expenditure of labour power in specific social and historical
contexts. 1In other words, the premise of Marx's analysis of
social formations is the "real foundation" of society, as embodied
in the actual, existent social relations of production. . Contrary
to appearances, he thus did not "begin' Capital with a discussion
of the concept commodity. Rathef. he analysed the commodity as
"the simplest social form in which the product of labour in the
present form of society presents itself." (35) The social
relations of concrete human beings in their struggle to transform
nature is thus, for Marx, the primary subject of analysis. As has
been observed

"Marx is concerned with an analysis of the

social relations of production and his work

never strays outside of these limits. Man's
soeial relations under capitalism appear only
through the relations between 'things' (commodities).
Leaving aside their particular properties as use-
values =~ which Marx says is an area of concern
appropriate to commerce -~ their one common
quality is that they are products of abstract
labour, the quantitative measure of which is
time. In other words, the category 'value' is
entirely subordinate, in both a logical and a
historical sense, to the commodity." (36)

On the foundation of these fundamental assumptions - the
theoretical orientation toward "real, active men" and the conception
of labour as man's essential species ~activity - Marx developed and
elaborated his model of class structure, exploitation, and the
revolutionary tendencies inherent in capitalist society. Within

this body of theory, the state performs a special and necessary role:
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it functions as a distinct, primarily repressive, institutional
complex, "above" society, but owing its existence to the

antagonisms inherent in the infrastructure of the capitalist mode

of production. This characterization will be clarified in our
following discussion of the recent attempt by Poulantzas to elaborate

a gystematic theory of the caplitalist state.
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1I. MARX ON THE STATE -~ continued

POULANTZAS, IDEOLOGICAL STATE APPARATUSES,
AND THE PARAMETERS OF THE CAPITALIST STATE.

An important debate among Marxists concerning the question
of the capitalist state was opened up by the publication of

Poulantzasz' Political Power and Social Classes and, more recently,

his "Pascism and Dictatorship? A number of more or less critical

attempts to evaluate Poulantzas' thesis have already been made, not
least being the widely-read exchange between Poulantzas and Miliband (1).
Our concern will not be to review that debate (a prgcis of the

exchange may be found in Laclau), much of which centres round a

two-way methodological denunciation on the pdinte of Miliband and
Poulantzas, but to look at Poulantzas' work, indicate a number of

its central theoretical weaknesses and inconsistencies; finally on

the basis of these critical observations to suggest an alternative
assessment of the developments with which Poulantzas is concerned

which is more consistent with the theory of the capitalist state

developed by Marx and Lenin. Poulantzas' contribution, we feel,

is important not only for its attempt to systematically elaborate a
theory of the capitalist state, a project the justification of which
derives not least from the all too often ritualistic repetition of
the formilae of Marx, Fngels and above all Lenin, but also for the
central aspects of late capitalism to which it draws attention, even
though Poulantzas' theorizing in this area is, in meny key instances,
unsatisfactory.

The major aspect of Poulantzas' work to which we wish to
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draw attention is his theory of "Ideological State Apparatuses',
His discussion of ideology, we will suggest, while illuminating on
a number of particular aspects, implies and in part makes explicit
a model of the capitalist state the Marxist inspiration of which is
virtually unrecognizable, and which, quite in contradiction to his
interpretation of Bonapartism, effectively undermines the notion of
the state as a "special instrument" in relation to the characteristic
conflicts and antagonisms of the capitalist mode of production. Our
discussion of Poulantzas' theory of the relationship between
ideology and state will involve a consideration of his conception
of politics in general, which is informed by essentially the same
migleading theoretical assumptions.

In a2 number of contexts (2) Poulantzas explains his
classification of Ideclogical Apparatuses in terms of the state.
We will, however, take as representative his discussion in Fascisn

and Dictatorship. There Poulantzas accounts for their state-

character in terms of three factors: their inseparable relation to
the sphere of social power end consequently the repressive State
Apparatus, their role as the "cement" of the total sociasl formation,
and the permanent, if often KHidden, presence of the repressive
apparatus "behind" them. (3) Partly in order to correct a
perceived theoretical error in the work of his methodological (and
semantic) mentor Louis Althusser, Poulantzas characterizes economic
organizations also as "apparatuses™" (304, footnote 6). In doing

80, however, he specifies that, unlike ideological apparatuses,

they do not constitute part of the state system, this being the major

specific instance of his observation that "the concepts of 'apparatus!
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and 'State' do not cover exactly the same ground" (303). We will
contend, however, that a systematic Marxist analysis of capitalist
economic enterprises undermines Poulantzas' dichotomous separation
of them from the model of the state system as defined by his
criteria for including ideological apparatuses within it. We will
look in rather more detail at Poulantzas' discussion of idology and
the state,

In the first plaée, Poulantzas characterizes ideological
apparatuses as part of the state system on the gounds that the
dominant ideology functions as the "cement" of the social formationm,
thus constituting a vital aspect of the state's role of''preserving
the unity and cchesion of a social formation" (302). This
integrative role is precisely what, for Poulantzas, differentiates
ideological from economic apparatuses and justifies the exclusion
of the latter from his model of the state system. Thus, whereas
the state functions to preserve the unity and cohesion of a class=-
divided social formation

M,.+.. 88 '"production units' in a system of
class exploitation, the main role of the
economic apparatus in relation to the masses
is to exploit thenm. The tauthority' or
despotism of the exploiting class is directly
determined by exploitation, while the State
apparatuses do not exploit in the full sense
of directly extracting surplus value (this at
least is not their main role)." ()

We shall overlook the tautologous logic by which Poulantzas

locates the determination of the despotic structure of exploitation

in ........ exploitation! (This type of eircularity is, unfortunately,
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far from uncommon in Poulantzas' work.) The main point is his
exclusion of economic apparatuses from the struectures of the state
system on the basis of essentially divisive rather than integrative
function. This exclusion, however, rests on a highly mechanical
view of the relationship between the sphere‘of economic ac?ivity
and the political development of the working class, a view which
conflicts with and stands against the Marxist tradition within
which Poulantzas, and the Althusserians in general, seek to ground
their work. Consider, for example, the following passage from
Capital, written long after Marx made his supposed "epistemological
break” from humenism and ideology to the science of structures, an
interpretation of Marx's intellectual development which Poulantzas,
incidentally, endorses. (5)

"In the course of capitalist production there

comes into existence a working c<lass which, by
education, tradition and custom, is induced to
regard the demands of this method of productien

as self-evident laws of nature. The organization
of the fully developed capitalist process of
production breaks down all resistance. The
continunous formation of a relatively surplus
population keeps the law of the supply and demand
of labour, and therefore the wages of labour, in
a rut which is accordant with capital's need for
self-expansion. Finally, the daily compulsion of

economic relations completes the subjugation of the

worker to the capitalist. The direct use of force,

apart from economic conditions, goes on, of course,

from time to time, but has now become exceptional." (6)

(my emphasis - D.B.)

Marx, that is to say, specifically conceived the sphere of production
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itself and its social relations to be a decisive factor in

enforcing the incorporation of the working class (the major
problematic of the social formation's "unity" and "cohesion" in
Poulantzas' scheme) in developed capitalist industrialist soclety.
While always viewing the point of production rather than, for

example, the spheres of circulation or distribution, as the location
of the systematic exploitation of labour-power, Marx thus recognized
its other aspect as a source of integration-through-routinization.
Marx, of course, identified the proletariat as the progressive class
in developed capitalism, alone able to establish a qualitatively
superior form of society. That he perceived éontradictory
‘consequences to flow from the experience of labour within capitalist
production relations, however, renders the long=-line of interpretations
which attribute to him the spontaneous or unproblematic development of
revolutionary proletarian cohsciougness questionsble,

Lenin, furthermore, considered the unmediated economic
struggles of the working class, struggles deriving directly from the
exploitative character of the wage-labour relationship in economic
enterprises, to be in themselves an integrating factor within

capitalism. He suggests in What Is To Be Done? that

", ... the spontaneous development of the working-
class movement leads to its becoming subordinated

to bourgeois ideology, leads to its developing
according to the program of the Credo, for the
spontaneous working-class movement is trade

unionism, is Nur-Gewerkschaftlerei, and trade
unionism means the ideoclogical enslavement of

the workers by the bourgeoisie." (7

The conciliatory character of non-revolutionary wage-bargaining has
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been examined by a series of later commentators, not least by

C. Wright Mills who characterized trade union leaders as '‘managers
of discontent™. Marx himself, it may be noted, pointedly observed
that working class

W,..... struggles for the standard of wages are
incidents inseparable from the whole wages system
ssseee and +..... the necessity of debating their
price with the capitalist is inherent in their
condition of housing to sell themselves as
commodities. By cowardly giving way in their
every~day conflict with capital, they would
certainly disqualify themselves for the initiating
of any larger movement." (8)

Feonomism, that is to say, despite its source in the exploitative
capital-labour relationship, can serve to counteract the development
of revolutionary consciousness.

The purpose of this digression has been to show that Marx
and later Marxists have recognized the integrative dimensions of
capitalist production, both in terms of its direct influence on the
consciousness of individual workers and through the routinization of
class struggle that characteristically accompanies non~politically-
directed inter-class relations., Poulantzas, in fact, elsewhere
indicates how the economic enterprise can and does, through the
structures of the division of labour, articulate and reinforce
ideological conceptions of the appropriateness and inevitability
of capitalist production relations. To quote

".eess. the reproduction of positions in the
relations of ideologico-political domination

does indeed invoke the {étate - D.Bé] apparatuses,
but it also invokes apparatuses other than the
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state ideological apparatuses ~ most
importantly the economic apparatus itself.
As a unit of produection in its capitalist
form,. an enterprise is also an apparatus in
the sense that, by means of the social
division of labour within it (the despotiec
organigzation of labour), the enterprise
itself reproduces political and ideological
relations concerning the places of the

social clagses." (9
This insight, however, iz not incorporated into Poulantzas's
discussion of the state. Its pertinence te that discussion is
that through partly at least functioning as a force for "the unity
and cohesion of a social formatiom", the economic apparatuses would
logically have to he included in the state system according to the
first eriterion suggested by Poulantzas himself, Poulantzas,
however, systematically excludes them.

Similarly, Poulantzas' other two criteria for characterizing
ideological apparatuses as state apparatuses apply equally to the
economic enterprise. In the first place, he points out that all
ideologies are class ideoclogies and consequently relate to power
relations, that is the sphere of the state. Equally, however, all
economic activity is, in capitalist society, class-based and, in
fact the basis of class, as Poulantzas is well aware. 1In Political

Power and Social Classes, for example, he specifies that in the

formation of social classes the "economic element” is decisive "in
the last instance" (67-8). For Poulantzas, moreover, a class only
becomes fully such

",... when its connections with the relations
of production, its economic existence, is
reflected on the other levels by a specific

presence." (10)
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These "other levels", in fact, are precisely those of ideology

and politics. The state is both the object and the objective of
class political practice (Ibid., 96), and power as such is defined
as "the capacity of a social clags to realize its specific interests®
(Tbid., 104). By Poulantzas' second criterion also, the class-
structured economic apparatus is related to the sphere of politics
and, consequently, the state.

Again Poulantzas' correct cbservation that the repressive
state apparatus continually stands '"behind" the ideological
apparatuses applies at least equally to those in the economic sphere.
The state's armed response to factory occupations in, for example,
Ttaly in the 1920's and, more recently, in Chile, demonstrates that
the presence of the gun behind the work-desk is no idle or paranoiac
fantasy.

The logic of Poulantzas's characterization of ideological
apparatuses as elements of the state would, in short, consistently
lead him to similarly locate economic apparatuses inside the state
system. As we have seen, however, he explicitly repudiates such
an interpretation. It is, perhaps, ironical that while he
criticizes Miliband for inadequately considering the political

conclusions of The State in Capitalist Society (11), his own work

embodies an unfortunately mechanical view of relationship between
the economic and the political and, more generally, between base
and superstructure. Formally, Poulantzas attributes central
importance to the class struggle. (12) The class struggle is the
scenario within which the state must function to guarantee cohesion

and unity. Yet, while in one context recognizing the ideological
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dimension of capitalist production (13) and in another correctly
(against Althusser) identifying direct state~intervention in the
process of economic reproduction (14), Poulantzas writes the following:

"In my view .... the term 'ideological State
apparatus' is the more necessary when the
term 'apparatus' is also used for the
economic apparatus. Otherwise the
distinction between ideoclogical apparatus
and economic apparatus conld become blurred,
and thereby the distinction between 'super-

structure' and 'base' also." (15)

Rather than systematically incorporate them into his model of the
state, that is to say, Poulantzas isolates his comments on the
capitalist economy which would contaminate the "purity" of his highly
schematic and taxonomic theoretical reconstruction of the structures
of the system as a whole. The discrepancy between his decision to
include the ideological while excluding the economic apparatuses from
the state system is highlighted rather than resolved by his highly
formalistic and abstracted reference to the base-superstructure
dichotomy.

The source of this inconsistency, we feel, is to be found
in Poulantzas' primary concern to analyse the "functions" of the
capitalist state, as against its institutional order, which is
effectively seen to be of secondary importance. In order to develop
this point we will examine Poulantzas! discussion of power and the
significance of that discussion for his theory of the state.

The state, in the first place, is defined by Poulantzas
as "the factor of cohesion between the levels of a social formation". (16)

It is, that is to say, the regulating factor in the gocial formation,
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the various contradictions of which are "condensed" in it. The
state superastructure constitutes the arena of the political, while
politics is the class struggles and practices around that super-
structure, the object and objective of which is "the institutionalized
power of the state". (17) Now while Marx criticized ideological uses
of the theoretical distinction between state and civil society, he
retained or rather transformed the distinction in the form of the
state's character asg a "special instrument", representing and
defending the general interests of the dominant class as a whole.
Poulantzas, on the other hand, effectively merges state and civil
society through his conception of politices and his discussion of the
relative autonomy of the state. His misleading portrayal of the
relationship between economy and society paradoxically finds
expression, we will suggest, both in the generalization of a
particular form of state with a high degree of autonomy and political
gpecificity, and in a distorted extension of that state's effective
parameters.

Poulantzas, as we have seen, while viewing class as a
concept to demonstrate the effects of a mode of production on its
field of social relations, holds that a class only functions as a
class when its economic existence is matched by a "gpecific presence'
at the ideological or political levels, or both (Ibid., 78). Such a
class "for itself", as Marx characterized it, has, as the objective
of its political practice, the state, or'the centre of the exercise"
of political power (Ibid., 115). The class which is dominant at
the level of class struggle maintains through the state its dominant

role in the whole soecial formation (Ibid., 114).
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The state, for Poulantzas, has relative autonomy within the
social formation. This relative autonomy, in fact, is the
theoretical basis for the various theses that he elaborates throughout

Political Power and Social Classes. He writes concerning the state's

role as the factor of cohesion in a social formation

"This function of the state, becoming a specific
function, specifies the state as such in the
formations dominated by the C.M.P., characterized
by the specific autonomy (italicised - D.B.) of
instances and by the particular place which is
there allotted to the region of the state. This
characteristic autonomy is the basis of the
specificity of the political: it determines the
particular function of the state as the cohesive
factor of the levels which have gained autonomy." (18)

The legitimacy of the specifically capitalist state, expressed in the
ideology of a '"general will",derives from the formally free and
independent status of its citizens and from the democratic institutions
of popular sovereignty. These ideological elements of political
culture constitute, for Poulantzas, the "specific autonomy" of the
realm of polities, and are determined by the commodity form of
capitalist production (Ibid., 123-8). This aspect of Poulantzas'
thesis, incidentally, undermines A.B.Bridge's unqualified contention
that he underestimates the relativity of the state's autonomy. (19)
His discussion of state autonomy is, in fact, formally and explicitly
contextualized within the class-divisions and commodity-producing
character of capitalist society.

Nevertheless, Poulantzas' doctrine of relative autonomy is
contradicted by his discussion of state power elsewhere in the same

work, He writes:
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"When we speak for example of state power,

we cannot mean by it the mode of the state's
articulation at the other levels of the
structure; we can only mean the power of a
determinate class to whose interests (rather
than to those of other social classes) the

state corresponds." (20)

The confusion, or rather merging, of state and class power here
leads Poulantzas, as Miliband has pointed out, to implicitly deny
any autonomy to the state at all. (21) Only soccial classes, a8
againsgt the institution of the state, are seen to hold power.
Miliband correctly points to and criticizes the consequent corollaries
drawn by Poulantzas concerning the unity of state power and the role
of the state rather than a party to organize and articulate the
collective demands of the ruling class. Miliband's criticisms
are, we feel, valid, and we will not elaborate on them.

Nevertheless, Miliband's comments concerning Poulantzas'
confusion of class and state power indicate, in our opinion, what
is essentially one specific instance of a more fundamental error in
the latter's work, the use or rather mis-use he makes of the
distinction between civil society and the state. We suggested
earlier that Poulantzas effectively merges the two spheres in his
treatment of the state's relative autonomy. We will now examine
in more detail the way in which he does this.

Poulantzas, in the first place, interprets Marx's notion
of the "antagonism between state and society" to refer both to the
relative autonomy of the political and the economic structures, and,
more specifically, to the relative autonomy of the state from the

politically dominant classes. (22)
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Concerning the relative autonomy of the political and the
economic, Poulantzas, drawing on Cramsci's concept of hegemony,
constructs a model of the state which consists primarily of a system
of repressive, economic and ideological structures, each, but
especially those associated with ideology, having some autonomy.

The particularly high degree of autonomy of the ideological state
apparatuses finds expression in "major dislocations of state power!
through their control by particular fractions of the dominant class. (23)
The repressive state apparatus or '"state proper', on the other hand,
typically is unambiguously controlled by a single class or class
fraction, thus constituting a ""concrete unity", a virtual sub-system
within the state system as a whole. (Ibid., 308)

In effect, however, this set of interlocking structures
becomes subordinate, in Poulantzas' analysis, to the second factor
mentioned sbove, the relative autonomy of the state from the
politically dominant class whose interests it represents. In fact,
the relative autonomy of the political and the economic or, more
precisely, (although not in Poulantzas' terms) the state and eivil
society is effectively structured by Poulantzas' analysis of the
relation between the state and the specifically ruling class in
terms of Bonapartism. As the autonomy of the state from the
dominant class (expressed in terms of an expansion of the former's
spheres or functions) increases, so the distinction between state
and civil society, between politics and economics, becomes obscured
until, implicitly at least, it is effaced. At the same time,
Poulantzas' formal attribution of relative autonomy to forms of

government or régime is similarly undermined by universalization of
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the Bonapartist state form. Both the distinction between state
and civil society and‘the relative autonomy of the form of regime
are, in short, theoretically obliterated by Poulantzas' treatment
of Bonapartism, the relative autonomy of the state from the
dominant elass. It is instructive to obeserve precisely how he
does this.

The relative autonomy of the political and economic
spheres is, we suggested, subordinate to that of the amtonomy of
the state from the specifically dominant classes in Poulantzas!
work. The curcial concept which effects this attribution of primacy
to the second aspect of the "antagonism between the state and civil
gsociety" (see discussion above) is that of Bonapartism. Poulantzas
writes F

"The relation between the state and the

political interesta of these classes, which

Marx frequently distinguished from their
'private'y 'economic', 'selfish', etc.,

interests, establishesg itself only by a

relative autonomy between the state and these
classes, whose secret is revealed by

Bonapartism: its essential characteristic is
precisely that particular independence of the
state from the dominant classes." (24)

In the same work Poulantzas contends that for Marx and Engels conceived
of Bonapartism, not simply as a particular, concrete form of the
capitalist state but "as a constitutive theoretical characteristic
of the very type of capitalist state". (Ibid., 90)

This contention is clearly e¢rroneous, however, Poulantzas'

major textual source for his thesis is a letter of 1866, in which
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Engels, commenting on Bismarck's proposals for Prussian constitutional
reform, refers to Bonapartism as

",... the real religion of the bourgeoisie ...... &
Bonapartist semi~dictatorship is the normal form;

it upholds the big material interests of the
bourgeoisie (even against the will of the bourgeoisie)
but allows the bourgeoisie no part in the power of
government ," (25)

This isolated passage, however, far from supporting Poulantzas'
identification of Bonapartism with the capitalist state power per se,
clearly conflicts with the former's general treatment by both Marx
and later Marxists. Miliband has very effectively refuted

Poulantzas' claim that Marx expressed a similar view in The Eighteenth

Brumaire, and in order to avoid repetition we will simply endorse
Miliband's corrective interpretation. (26)

Marx's interpretation of the apparently "independent™
character of the Bonapartist-type statg phenomenon in fact emphasizes
its particularity as @ regime of social and political crises, of a
specific conjuncture in which the state's political functions
Moverdetermine” its economic and ideological ones, to adopt Poulantzas!
terminology. Illustrative of this interpretation is his materialist
analysis of the "apparently indepéndent" nature of the nineteenth

century German state in The German Ideology. There, grounding his

analysis in a study of the material development of German society,
Marx depicts a scenario of social stagnation, the consequence of

the parochial, unorganised condition of the German bourgeoisie on
the one hand, and the decline of the old feudal aristocracy, largely
a result of the peasant wars, on the other. Consequently

",.ess the special sphere, which, owing to the
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division of labour, was responsible for the
work of administration of public interests,
acquired an abnormal independence, which

became still greater in the bureaucracy of
modern times." 27

The exceptional character of the German state, that is to say,
reflected the corresponding exceptional inability of the dominant
classes in that society to articulate and pursue their common
interests by other means. A particular cdhjunctural crisis produced
the conditions whereby the state functions to unifyy; through its
expanded autonomy, the interests of the dominant classes. For
Poulantzasg, on the other hand, this mode of ruling class unification
is generalized, through the concept of Bonapartism, into a
characteristic of the capitalist state as such. (28) The "last
resort" nature of Marx's conception of the Bonapartist state is
expressed in Trotsky's obsgervation that it is "one‘of the political
weapons of the capitalist regime in its critical period". (29)
Consistently, however, Poulantzas stresses this aspect of the state -
civil society antagonism at the expense of the relative autonomy of
the political from the economic as such. The consequence of this
_persistent emphasis, when compounded by the expansion of functions
that Poulantzas attributes to the Bonapartist capitalist state, is
the effective undermining of the state-civil society distinction
from which he begins, and as a result the obliteration of the
gpecial" character of the state on which his theory of Bonapartism
rests. This requires closer analysis.

Formally, we will note, Poulantzas attributes a relative

autonomy to forms of government or regime within a particular form
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of state. The liberal state form, for example, may be expressed
by a regime of parliamentary republic or by one of constitutional
monarchy. Such differences are attributed to a certain autonomy
in the sphere of politics, in '"the specific structures of the
political level." (30) At the same time, however, Poulantzas
seriously minimizes the effective differences between such varying
forms of regime in particular instances. For example,

".... in the framework of the capitalist class

state, parliamentary leglitimacy is no 'closer

to the people' than that legitimaey which
corresponds to the predominance of the executive.

In fact, there are always ideclogical processes

in both cases." (31)

It need hardly be said, however, that the crucial factor in the
characterization of the capitalist state is, from a Marxist
perspective, its mode of operation in capitalist society which is,
in the last instance, orientated towards and determined by
contradictions in the economy rather than in the sphere of ideology,
although, or course, ideclogical as well as directly political
factors will exert some influence.

Poulantzas, however, while formzlly endorsing the
conceptual distinction between "base" and "superstructure", (32)
effectively undermines it and in doing so drastically
if only implicitly and in fact against his own stated purpose, the
Marxist conception of the state. We attempted at the outset to
demonstrate that Poulantzas' discussion of '"ideological State
apparatuges'" logically opens the door to the inclusion of economic

apparatuses in the state system, even though he actuwally rejects
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such a conclusion. Poulantzas, we will note, unavoidably but
formally emphasizes the centrality of class confliet in capitalist
society. Thus, for example, he observes that

",... the effective emergence of socisl classes

takes place at political and ideological levels,

levels which cannot be analysed in terms of

structures, but solely in terms of class struggle" (italicised)

(33)

The economic basis of class, moreover, is, as we have seen, viewed

as decisive in the last instance. (Ibid., 67-9) Nevertheless, its
"global role" is specified as essentially political. The primacy

of this political role is expressed by Poulantzas in the following

terms:

"The state is related to a 'soclety divided

into classes' and to political domination,
precisely in so far as it maintains, in the
ensemble of structures, that place and role
which have the effect (in their unity) of
dividing a formation into classes and producing
political class domination. Strictly speaking,
there is no technico-economic, ideological or
'political' function of the state: there is a
global function of cohesion which is ascribed to
it by its place, and there are modalities of this
function overdetermined by the specifically
political modality." (34)

Now the political character of the state is basic and fundamental

to any Marxist analysis. Poulantzas' notion of the state's

"global funetion of cohesion', however, serves to shift attention
from the problematic of the relations between economy and politics

or, more generally, between base and superstructure, and effectively
merge them, thus expanding the parameters of the state deep into
eivil society. Ideology, we have seen, is, as Poulantzas stresses,
an important factor of cohesion, the "cement" of the social formation.

He further emphasizes its pervasiveness throughout the social
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formation, suggesting that "Only revolutionary organizations and
organizations of class struggle can in the end "@scape' the system
of ideological State apparatuses'". But the, albeit unstated,
corollary of the definition of the state in terms of its cohesive
or integrative role and the incorporation of the ideological
apparatuses within this system is a conception of the state which,
as we have seen, incorporates virtually all the institutions
within the social formation, including ﬁhe economic apparatuses.
Alone excluded from the resulting effective equation of state and
gsociety are those organizations which at least implicitly embody
the goal of revolutionary social change (the palaces of Poulantzas'
"philosopher kings'?)

If we put aside, for a moment, the critical content and
purpoge of Poulantzas' work, his implied model of the state as
outlined above more clesely resembles that of the British Idealist
philosopher Bernard Bosanquet than that of Marx. Bosanquet
speculated

'~ "By the State, then, we mean society as a unit,
recognized as rightly exercising control over
its members through absolute physical power.
The limits of the unit are, of course,
determined by what looks like historical accident;
but there is a logic beneath the apparent accident,
and the most tremendous political questions turn
upon the delimitation of political units. A
principle, so to speak, of political parsimony
seses. is always tending to expand the political
unit." (35)

Bosanquet goes on to counterpose against the expansion of the

political unit the opposing tendency toward self-government. Never-
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theless, his conception of an expanding state system, an

expansion deriving from its function as the source and agency of
coercive gocial cchesion, is uncomfortably similar to Poulantzas!
implied model. In both cases, the '"functionalist" orientation of
the supposed primary role of the state glves the parameters of its
system an elasticity which is, in principle, without limits in any
given social formation.

The elasticity of this model co-exists uneasily, of course,
with the aspect of Poulantzas' work which identifies the specifically
repressive aspect of the state as '"the State apparatus propert. (36)
There the state's repressive role defives directly from the inherent
clags antagonisms of civil society and attains primacy in Poulantzas'
account. The specificity of class conflicet becomes obscured,
however, as Poulantzas develops, if not fully, the implications of
his emphasis on the state's "global role'" as a factor of cohesion,
as we sketched that development above. As, in short, the
distinction between state and civil society becomes problematic with
the inclusion of ideological apparatuses in the former, a "functionalist®
characterization of the various spheres - ideological, economiec and
political = of the state system gains ascendancy over the conflictual
and repressive source and character of state power.

Marcuse has pointed out that Marxism requirés and is
groundedlin "polydimensionality', or the perception of different
gocial segments. (37) Poulantzas' "elastic state!, if the term
may be used, obliterates even while (as we have seen) he formally
endorges and "defends', a conceptual distinction that is central to

Marxist sociology, that between tbasge' and 'superstructure'. The
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distinction is made in the famous passage from Marx's Preface to A

Contribution to the Critigue of Political Economy, which we will quote.

"In the social production which men carry on
they enter into definite relations that are
indispensable and independent of their will;
these relations of production correspond to
a definite stage of development of their
material powers of production. The totality
of these relations of production constitutes
the economic structure of society - the real
foundation, on which legal and political
superstructures arise and to which definite
forms of social consciousness correspond.

The mode of production of material life

determines the general character of the social,
political, and spiritual processes of life. It
is not the consciousness of men that determines
their being, but, on the contrary, their social

being determines their consciousness." (38)

Now in writing this Marx did not, of course, suggest any
mechanical or reductionistic relationship between the economic ""base"
and its social "superstructure!". Rather, he was concerned to
establish and specify his materialist conception of man, socially
producing, as the subject of the historical process in the sense
that he produces his own world within definite mocial production
relations. These production relations, moreover, constitute the
determinate context of the social transformation of nature, the
necessary and primary condition of social existence as such, thé
final determinant of the superstructural complex of which the staté
is a part.

But for Poulantzas the state is more than one, specifically



ha,

repressive, element of the superstructure. In the first place,

his characterization of its primary or global role as that of
"ecohesion'" within the social formation, incorporating the ideological
apparatuses, radically enlarges the state sector of the superstructure.
For, as Poulantzas himself points out, what organizations but those
with a purposively revolutionary orientation can fully escape the
influence of bourgeois ideology? (39) As Lenin notes

Meeeesse the only choice is: either the
bourgeois or the socialist ideology. There

is no middle course (for humanity has not created
a'third' ideology, and, moreover, in a society
torn by class antagonisms there can never be a

non-class or above-class ideology)." (40)
Poulantzas' capitalist state, then, 1ogicaily and consistently
pervades that soclety's superstructural complex.

As we have seen, moreover, that state, however much Poulantzas
may deny this, by implication, incorporates the economic apparétuses
of the social 'base'. The logical conclusion of Poulantzas'
discussion of economie¢ and ideological apparatuses has, in fact, been
elaborated by Birnbaum who, on the basis of an analysis of the
structural changes in advanced capitalism, explicitly rejects the
contemporary relevance of the base-superstructure conceptualization.
Birnbaum argues

",.... a specific political autonomy is difficult
to attribute to the state, but a specifically
economic autonomy is impossible to attribute to
the market. Indeed, the classical market has
disappeared and has been replaced not simply by
structures of a monopolistic or oligopolistic

sort but by a complicated apparatus of controlled,



43,

interlocking processes. The original

(Marxian) notion of base and superstructure

has little meaning in the face of this

concrete totality." (41)

The emergence of political apparatuses extending deep into the
economy (the "overdetermination" of the latter by the former, for
Poulantzas), that is to say, invalidates the analytical concepts of
"hage'! and "superstructure". But if thig is the case, and we have
contended that it is implied in Poulantzas! model, the distinetion
bétween civil society and state is undermined, and with it the basis
of a characterization of the state as a "special" instrument or
organism, a characterization which is fundamental to and inseparable
from Poulentzas' theory of Bonapartism., Class struggle is always
present as a formal backcloth to:the "regional' structures of the
state, but within that politicel sphere the major segmental
boundaries are those between the particular types of state apparatuses -
in particular the political and the ideological ~ which collectively
preserve the unity and cohesion of the social formation, rather than
that between the state and civil society. The latter distinction
reveals the presence of a "special', specifically repressive, public
power, and it is this presence, rather than the '"functionalist"
notion of social cohesion, that constitutes the essence of the
Marxist theory of the state.

Marx observed

"By the word 'state' is meant the government
machine, or the state in so far as it forms

a special organism separated from socliety
through division of labour ......." (42)

This image of a "machine", distinct from though acting upon a class-
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divided civil society is adopied and elaborated by Lenin in

The State and Revolution (6-7, 9, 12). 1Its institutional presence

as a special, repressive public power, that is to say, is given
primacy. Poulantzas'! attribution of a "global role" of cohesion
to the state, on the other hand, assumes class struggle as a purely
formal and schematic element of the environment of political
practice, At the same time, the parameters of the state system
widen until, by implication, its limits are effectively identical
with those of society itself.

Now in his discussion of ideological state apparatuses,
the agpect of his work which, we have suggested, reveals most clearly
the functionalist orientation of his analysis, Poulantzas makes a
number of informative and illuminating observations concerning the
general character of ideology. Hig insistence that ideology is
concretized in the practices of a social formation (43) for example,
serves as a useful corrective to the superficial view that it pertains
solely to the realm of ideas. Such an ideational interpretation of
ideology frequently recurs in Lenin's work. In The State, for
example, he writes of the capitalist state

"Yet the state continued to be a machine which

helped the capitalists to hold the poor

peagants and the working class in subjection.

But in outward appearance it was free. It
proclaimed universal suffrage, and declared

through its champtions, preachers, scholars and
philosophers, that it was not a class state." (44

In the same work he polemically but significantly proclaims the state
to be "a bourgeois lie'" (Ibid., 24). Poulantzas' emphasis on the

roots of ideology, in particular the notion of a "general will" which



45,

he recognizes as a dominant element in the legitimization of
capitalism, in the social relations of production (45) is, by
contrast, derived directly from a Marxist analysis of the political
economy of capitalism, and in particular from the notion of the
fetishism of commodities.

Yet despite this welcome emphasis on the institutional
and structural nature of ideology Poulantzas errs, we must insist,
in locating ideologiceal practices and apparatuses within the state
systems The hypothetical empirical incorporation of partly
ideclogical institutions such as trade unions into the state
apparatus is certainly a historical possibility, but equally
certainly is not the case in the advanced capitalist countries at
the present time. It iz not, that is to say, an inherent character-
istic of the capitalist type of state as such. To take the example
of the trade unions (46), Trotsky's characterization of them as
militant economic organizations on the one hand and a school of
political education on the oi;her, (47), is still essentially valid.
The increasing tendency for sections of the rank-and-file membership
to come into conflict with union leadership over economic issues
with demonstrably political implications dramatically undermines
any attempt to characterize them in toto as state apparatuses (48).
Such autonomy is not reducible to the “relative autonomy" of a
state apparatus, however much Poulantzas may emphasize the "major
dislocations of state power" resulting from the high degree of
autonomy of the ideological structures. This is not, of course,
to suggest that the existent trade union bodies are in themselves

vehicles of revolutionary social change. Rather, that in the
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context of late capitalism the economistic demands that they
articulate increasingly encounter a state-initiated resistance
which compounds a scenario of acute and potentially political
confrontation. The long~term incompatibility of the radical
economism of the powerful trade uwnions on the one hand and the
pattern of "indicative planning" that has emerged in the capitalist
vorld during the post-war pericd, that is to say, repudiates
Poulantzag' thesis that the unions, through their ideological
function, constitute an element of the state syétem.

Poulantzas, in summary, adopts an idiosyncratic (for a
Marxist) conception of the state as primarily fulfilling the role
of preserving the social cchesion and unity of the social formation.
Quite despite his taxonomic fervour which distinguishes "ideological
State apparatuses" from "economic apparatuses" which are not part of
the state system, there is a logic in Poulantzas' theses which, if
pursued, extends the state, defined essentially in terms of a
"function, to ineclude virtually every element and institution of
society. This effective identification of state and society
recalls Hobbes'! depiction of the identity of the two. Without
the social order (cohesion") guaranteed and enforced by the
sovereign state, human society as such is impossible.

"Whatsoever therefore is consequent to a time

of Warre, where every man is enemy to every

man: the same is consequent to the time,
wherein men live without other security, than
what their own strength, and their own invention
shall furnish them withall. In such condition,
there is no place for Industry; because the

fruit thereof is uncertain: and consequently no
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Culture of the EKarth, no Navigation, nor

use of the commodities that may be imported

by Sea: no commodious Building: mno

Instruments of moving, and removing such

things as require much force: no Knowledge

of the face of the Earth: no account of Time:

no Arts: no Letters: no Society: and which

is worst of all, continuall feare, and danger

of violent death: And the life of man, solitary,
poore, nasty,IDrJtiSh, and short." (49)

Hobbes derived this view by identifying the establishment of human
society with the foundation of the state. As against the atomized
model of conflict which the state_unifies in Hobbes' account,
Poulantzas' perception of social antagonism is formally Marxist,
specifying the conflict between capital and labour in the capitalist
mode of production. The essentially mechanical nature of the
relationship between this sphere of conflict and the state's primary
function of integration must be stressed, however. Miliband suggests
that in Poulantzas' work the class struggle "makes a dutiful appearance,
but in an exceedingly formalized ballet of evanescent shadows." (50)

I would replace this rather etherial characterization with a more
contentious one. The presence of the class struggle in Poulantzas'
thesis, in addition to being "dutiful", unequivocally throws into
high relief the unstated implications of his dominant, functionalist
conception of the state. From that conception logically flows an
effective equation of state and civil society, and an obliteration

of the conceptuasl distinction, crucial to Marxist socioclogy, between
"hage!' and "superstructure", which renders his interpretation of the
Bonapartist repressive State apparatus, the "State apparatus proper”

quite meaningless. The respective models of the state as repressive
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and as cohesive not only stand as a formal logical contradiction
in Poulantzas' work: the latter, on Poulantzas' own account (51)
has both a structural and determining primacy over the former, and
as such undermines it and the Marxist theory of the state along
with it.

As against Poulantzas' "pervasive" state, we will suggest
that a minimal definition of the capitalist state views it as a
specifically repressive institutional complex, the existence of
which derives from the clase antagonisms of its parent society. In
the course of caplitalist development, it tends, though in an uneven
way, to more or less use, adapt, penetrate, transform and finally,
in some cases, actually appropriate a variety of social institutions
and apparatuses,both in the "base" and the "superstructure'". With
the particular exception of the total appropriation of those
institutions and apparatuses by the state, (a development approximated
in the German war-economy of the 1930's and 1940's) however, they are
not, strictly speaking, aspects of the state itself. Such a
coﬁplete appropriation is a historical possibility, but is neither,
as Poulantzas would, despite himself, have it, inherent in the
capitalist state as such nor existent in the contemporary advanced

capitalist world.
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IIXI ARMS AND THE STATE: A NEW STABILITY?

TR R e

After the Second World War the capitalist world
entered, against both Marxist and neo~Keynesian
expectations, (1) into an extended cycle of generalized,
if uneven growth. Attempts fo account for this phase of
expansion have, in the main, centred on the role of the
state, particularly in so far as it promotes investment
and, through the socialization of consumption, sustains
demand. Two gréups of interpretations, both claiming
descent from the Marxist tradition of analysis and
purporting to account for the growth in state expenditure
during this period and throughout the twentieth century
as a whole, may be distinguished. The first type of
interpretation explains the growth of state expenditure
as a means whereby an otherwise uninvestable social
_surplus may be "disposed". The second emphasize