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3. We will aot usat separately the thizd or “'speculative’” siages of Hegel's logical dicuine.
Our clasacterizauon of dialectical reason acivaily embraces the key feature of specstanve
sugrition, namely, the process of totalization or unification. Hegel describes the highest
feved of the logical doctnne thus:

The Speculutive stage, or stage of Positive Reason, apprehends the uity of terms
(psaposivions) in their oppusiton—the affirmative which is involved in their disia-
cegration and in their transition.

(Hegel, 1973:119)

6. The reader should not confuse thie notion of positivity as it app in the rationality-positi
ity dialecticel category wish the third or *'soecularive’’ staoe of Heaabe faninal doveien
whi:

7. Hegel s . ,
Boe from: Kaptﬂallstate ,#4?"5
cepi —_—
and
(inn\ .
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pres

{Hegel, 1952:12)
T.M. Kaox, Hegel's wanslator, offers the following intetpretation of this famous
passage: . . ;
1€ the actual is rational, then hawever tragic the acrual may seem to be, reason willbe
able to fiud joy in it, becausc it will find itsclf in it as its essence,

. (Hegel, 1952:303)

8. Hegel regards any entity capable of sacial action as, conceprually speaking, a form of will.
This interpresation provides a direct, though frequently ovedooked, fink between Hegel-
jan ideatism and contemporary social scicniific action theorists such as Talcort Parsons.
Ancther and even more obvious ok ariscs from the dialcctical catcgories discussed in
scction two, If these categories are siripped of their dialecrical character, they bear a re-
markable sesemblance to the Parsonian pattern-variables. These linkages help cxplain
why cenain modern social theorists, sirongly influenced by Hegel, have also been at-
tracted by the work of Parsons. Hegelian ideas, we might note, eoter modern social sci-
ence through at least two opposing channcls: via Marx on the one hand, aud via Max
Weber on the other.

9, We should underscore, lest this paragraph invite misunderstanding, that the key passage
appraach does not always generate crror and misunderstanding. It can be a uscful way of
concentrating attention on the main issucs and gaining insight about the central insent of
an author. But unless used with much ciscumspection,m it is vulnerable to the dangers
noted in Avincri's analysis.
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MODES OF CLASS STRUGGLE
AND THE CAPITALIST STATE

Gosta Esping-Andersen, Roger Friedland, Erié Olin Wright

ABSTRACT

Thig paper explores the interconnections berween class struggle, siate
suyctures and state policies. Rather than view the state either as mercly
an instrument manipulared by the capitalist class, or as an apparanus de-
wermined by the struciures of capitalise society, it is argued that the cap-
italist state must be analysed as an object, a product and a decerminant of
class struggle. In particular, the paper examines (wo aspects ot this iner-
connection between the capitalist state and class suuggle: 1) the ways in
which class strupgle shapes, in contradictory ways, the stzuciure of the
state, and reciprocally, the ways in which the structure of the scate shapes
class struggle; 2) the ways in which the content of statc policies shapes
and is shaped by the content of the demands raised in class struggle. The
paper attempts ta develop a concepmial framework within which such
issues can be analysed, specifically focusing on the distinction between
production and circulation politics, commodity and noncommodity pol-
itics, and reproductive and wnreproductive politics. A series of brief casce
studics are provided to illusurate this conceptual schema.

1. CLASS STRUGGLE AND STATE STRUCTURE

The .rclationship between class conflict and the structure of the state in
capitalist society has been analyzed in a variety of ways. We shall review
four perspectives: pluralist, instrumentalist, struccuralist, and political
class analysis (2).

Pluralist, Instrumensalist and Struciuralist Perspectives

A liberal perspective, long dominant in American social science, views
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the state as a pluralist, aggregating mechanism in which agencies, pro-
grams and legislation are substantive résponses to the demands and in-
terests of competing groups. The relationship berween class structure a'nd
the state has generally been viewed in two ways, both perspectives viewing
the staté as a political macker place. The first sees class and interest con-
flice mediated through party camperition and generally assumes an auto-
matic responsivencss of politically neutral state agencies (see for cxample
Lipset, 1960; Lipset and Rokkan, 1967). The second pluralist approach
sces state agencies as directly accessible to interest groups and classes
for particularized, non-clectoral control, and thus as basps of political
power (c.g. Dahl, 1961; McConnell, 1966). State burcaucracics become the
battleground for specific intcrest groups, and competition between
agencics for limited funding cither reinforces or supplants party competi-
tion. The proliferation of programs and agencies on the one hand, and the
differentiation of state levels on the other, is viewed as providing greater
access for any interest to block gross injustice and at least sccure a
minimum foothold in the state (e.g. Rose, 1967; 1963) (3).

A second tradition sces the state as an “'instument’’ of the ruling class
or dominant elite. Thig approach starts from a specific interpretation of
Marx’'s superstructural view of the state:

The bourgeoisic has, at last, since the establishment of modern in-
dustry and the world market, conquered for itself, in the modern
representative state, exclusive political sway. The executive of the
modern state is but a committee for managing the common affairs of
the whole bourgeoisic (Marx, 1953).

A contemporary example of this view can be found in Sweezy’s The
Theory of Capitalist Development: *'. . . state power must be monopolized
by the class or classes which are the chief beneficiaries.” Sweezy sees the
state as, **. . .an instrument ie the hands of the ruling cl.asscs'for‘cn.orc-
ing and guaranteeing the stability of the class structure 1§s¢:l_f, (Sweezy,
1942: 243). Frequently this view infers the power of gapltal@ts from the
class composition of the personnel who hold key administrative or legis-
lative roles within the state. Miliband summarizes the conventional
Marxist position:

.. .it has remained a basic fact of life in advanced capitalist countries
that the vast majority of men and women in these countries has been
governed, represented, administered, judged and commanded in
war by people drawn from other, economicaily and socially superior
and relatively distant classes. (1969: 67)

We shall refer to this approach as instmmentalf':t. The theory of "‘cor-
porate liberalism’’ is a sophisticated version of this approach (e.g. Hayes,
1964; Weinstein, 1968; Domhoff, 1970). Tl}ls theory stresses th.c zllblllty of
progressive fractions of capital to preemptively determine the limits of rcl;
form through corporatc financed, controlled and staffed policy researc

and policy formation groups which originate model lchslguon and set th;
ideological boundaries within which partisan battles will be coatained.

[ Ran]

Fhe theony of corporate hberabisng thas allows o polincal analysis of in-
sunceaizaton and the cycles of capiralist parucipation.

A third gencral pesspective on the state views state structure as detee-
mined by the systermic constiaings and contradictions of capitalism. These
constrainis and contradictions need not affect state structure and function
through overt political suruggle and participation by individuals, interest
groups, classes o partics. Rather, 1o the extent that the survival of the
system is dependent upon the containment and solution of recurrent
crises, overt class participation may not be required at all. The emphasis
of the structuralist Mardse approach is on the inherent dynamics and im-
perarives of the social formation in which the state is embedded. We will
distinguish two structuralisi Marxist approaches to the state, a political
and an cconomic one.
~ The political varianc of structuralism has been most fully developed by

Poulantzas (1973, 1974, 1975) and Althusser (1971). As Poulantzas has
written: .

The relation between the bourgeois class and the state is an objective
relation. This means that if the function of the state in a determinate
social formation and the interests of the dominant class coincide, it is
by reason of the system itself; the direct participation of members of
the ruling class in the State apparatus is not the cause but the effect,

and moreover a chance and contingent one, of this objective
coincidence, (1972: 245)

Poulantzas argues that the state functions as the factor of cohesion in a
social formation, that the bourgeoisic is incapable of achieving sufficicnt
political unity as a class to attain hegemonic domination and therefure
that state power must organize this class, and that scate power only ac-
tains a unity to the exient that it corresponds to the bourgeoisie’s
intetests. .

In its more historical and dynamic forms, this structoralist approach at-
tempts to locate destubilizing consequences of adaptation through chun-
ging state structure and function in accordance with the political economy
as a whole. In its more mechanistic forms this approach is unable w0
locate specific actors and historically dynamic class conflict as a motor of
structural change.

The economic structuralist approach to the state locates a series of
functions thar the stace must pedform to temporarily resolve economically
determined contradictions. For example, Baran and Sweczy, in Monopoly
Capital, atiribure 10 the state the function of guaranteeing effective de-
mand to avert realization crises to which monepoly capitalism is partic-
ularly prone. Altvater argues for the functional necessity of the state as
an institution not iniernally consirained by the imperatives of surplus
value production:

- . .the state can thus be conceived ncither as a mere political in-
strument nor as an iastitution sct up by capital, but rather as a
special form of the accomplishment of the social existence of capital
along with and besides competition, as an essential momeart in the
social reproduction process of capital (1973: 99).



182

Thus the state is residuaily defined by the funcuons capital units canne
zrlorm (4). ' -

¥ ir;j:h s(!r‘::cmt;llis( approaches to the state do not locate pmlncr‘m d‘c~
cision-making processes, clite precmption and wopmnon},{ ort the :?v[;v:fs
sion of economic power into observable palirical powct.! ather pd ris
located in the ability of the state 1o reproduce class re _auon.sr:?n lc s
dominaticn through strucwural rclations that nced not be immcdiatcly yr:..
ible. Thus while the apparent dcfc.rmmants of state acnofn Imay tmtvo \:
the polirical defeat of the bourgcolslc,.thc consequences lo thar s iil‘ ccs.a

tion reproduce and reinforce that class’ domination, Poulantzas writes:

.. .a line of demarcation can alwavs be drawn .wuhm whlch'thc
guarantec given by the capitalist state to the dominated clalssps c«;—
onomic inrerests not only fails to threaten the political relation o

class dominarion, but even constitutes an clement of this relarion.

(1973: 191)

A major analytic problem wit!x the structuralist appn.'oach is ussmag:g;)s;
to explain class action that arises from. class consciousness (5). Cla
located individuals respond to the sumu}l bora out of the systemic logic,
rather than act on the basis of self-conscious political practice. J

On the other hand, the instrumentalist approach to the state teads to
rely too heavily on observable class input iato, and_contf?l of, pelicy for:
maiion. The insrrumentalist perspective does not 1dcn.u y s‘ystcr:i\.lc co}n
straints and imperatives that operate at all levels of socielty, m'clu ing the
state. which define and limit the range and form of possible class action.
Thus, the instrumentalist perspective will tend to ignore the cxltcn.t 0
which the demands and interests of the (%ommam class must take m_tc;
account the limits of direct manipulation imposcd by a historical socia
formation: icternal state structure, state-economy relations, and economic
sfr,;lﬁtcu;cr;)blcm with both, structur:‘alist and instrun.lcntthst ‘a:pproac!ncs Olz,

in fact, a much larger methodological one. To begin with, lsylj(c“miigns
straints’’ or *'systemic imperarives’’ are not .mctaphysl.ca al sna: p .
Rather, they ate primarily product§ of hlstorlcally specific str?gg es (;r
class dominance. Present ¢lass action, c_la.ss dominance, and cda§s inter-
ests must be seen as present strlugdglc an'sm‘gi out of and defined in terms
which is historically determined. ) . )
Of’?:‘::::: roevercmphasis on "sn)"uc(urc“ or "sys‘(::mlc .log'lvc" will rend 10
view class originated inputs and demands as ‘‘passive responses 10
stimuli born out of the structure. On the other‘hanﬂi, the cle;ss ul'nsuun;c[:il(-:
talist perspective will tend to be somcvyha( situational .an“ vg untatis .
since it does not relate present class action to the historically determine
constraints of the system. The instrumentalist view of the state stlrcs‘:cst:
the political input into the state and the importance of the unequa sc ass
distribution of power. The stru¢ruralist view of: the state stresse he
political output of state activity by which (':apltallst domination is rep
duced and the cohesion of the social formation assu(cd (6). ok pofitc
Neither approach contains a theory of the mechanisms that '_m [:’)dth“
inputs and systemic constraints to the outputs of state activity.

o~ gt reeney e
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appt b an wrahyeaally disaiguch the extent o which class ditien
wediares beiween constrainns and stare structiures, generates those cone
su.,‘;\n:s and struciures, or ar times i3 irrelevant (o the relarionskip of
CCOMNNIC Cunstraings fo the state (7).

Political Class Strugple: An Alternative View of the State

A fourth perspective is possible which focuses on stale structure as an
'objgct,‘pf class strugple. The capitalist class ALenpts o create state struc-
tures which channel working class political activity in ways char do not
thrcaten capitalist political dominance and objective interests. Working
class challenge makes the success of such attempts problemaric. A polit-
ical class scypgle perspective on the siate trics to locate the state within
the dialectical relationship betweep class dominance and systemic
constrainis,

There are two theoreiical tasks to be accomplished in developing such a
theory of the stare. First, it is necessary 1o elaborate the narure of the
internal sicuctures of the state and their relationship to systemic contra-
dictipns. Sccand, it is necessaty w understand the ways in which class
struggle shapes, and is shaped by, those very strucrures,

An  important approach is found in Claus Offe’s work
(1972, 1972, 1974). Ofic atiempts (o analyze the exient to which the inter-
nal stwucjures of dhe stace petnit it to pursue the interests of capital as a
whole while simultanconsly acting with a degree of “relative autonomy”’
from direcr class dominaion, thereby assuring the legitimacy of its imer-
veation. Offe distinguishes between the allocation and productivn func-
tions of the state. Both funciions suppart the process of private accum-
ulation. The important difference lics in the way policies are made for the
two functions.. The allocation function refers o the ways that the public
budger is allocated to regulate the capitalist market. Allocative policies
are subject to direct political conflict, and therefore most clearly “instru-
mental’” in character. Production policies, on the other hand, are more
complex. These refer o state intervention to solve specific bottdenecks,
extegnalities or crises due to breakdowns in privatc capital invesunent
upon which accumulation in the system as a whole is coatingeat. Produc-
tion intervention involves some form of physical input into the production
process. Due to lack of capitalise cluss cohesiveness, the state 1akes on
respoansibility for managing crises through production policy. With no
direcr class-originated policy guidelines, the state itself is forced 1o devise
decision rules that reproduce private capital accumulation, -

However, while Offe exteasively discusses the internal structures of
the state, he fails to relace them systematically to class struggle. This is
apparent in his analysis of the welfare stare (Offe, 1972). Offe tends to
view the modern welfare state as a mechanism directed at “endemic svs-
temic problems and unmert social needs' (1972: 42). The weltare state 15
not seen as the product of political and idcological class conflict; rather
Offe points to its developmenr in *relative independence from political
controversy and idcological debate® (1972:45). Welfare state structures
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exist independently of conscious political will and have thus soine dJegice
of autonomy to “"compensate’” for new. problems-which are by products of
private capitalist growth. The state is scen as independent of direct class
control, a technical apparatus for absorption of *“newly created insccuri-
ties of political control which create immediate measures that avoid the
socially destabilizing problem of the moment”’ (1972: 42) (8).

Offe’s conception of autonomy and his primary focus on the con-
scquences of state intervention as a crisis-solver, leads him to ignore the
extent to which classes are differentially able to shape the state

- machinery and voice specific demands for state action. In other words,

the power and ability of the state to resolve recurrent crises does not
scem to originate from people as much as from systemic *‘push-effects”’
(1972: 45).

Jim O'Connor's work on the fiscal crisis of the state is one of the few
attempts to deal both with the relationship of internal structures of the
state to contradictions in the accumulation process and with the relation-
ship of class struggle to those state structures. O’Connor analyzes how
crises of corporate profitability are wransformed into crises of state bank-
ruptcy given the constrainis of a tax-dependent state. He also analyzes
the ways in which class struggle limits the state’s ability to rationalize
capitalism and the ways in which state structures have been reorganized
to make them more impermeable to working class challenge.

0O'Connor suggests that the decline in Congressional power, long ago
noted by Mills (1956), and the concentration of power in an increasingly
depoliticized executive is required for state rationalization of capitalism.
Various structural changes accomplish this centralization of state power:
the use of revolving funds; refusal to prohibit transfers between ‘appro-
priations; lump sum appropriations; the ability of the executive to mingle
appropriations and bring forward uncxpended balances ~of former
appropriations; and the allocation, program planning and policy controls
increasingly vested in the Burcau of the Budget, Domestic Council aqd
the Office of thc Management of the Budget. The consequences ‘of this
centralization of power within the national state structure has beea to in-
creasingly depoliticize, technicalize, if not make invisible, major decisions
about the structure and level of taxation and expenditure.

We shall elaborate the theory of the state implicit in O'Connor’s and
Offe's work by arguing that the internal structure of the srate is simul-
taneously a product, an object, and a deierminant of class conflict. State
structure is itself a source of power. The organization of political authority
differentially affects the access, political consciousness, strategy, and co-
hesion of various interests and classes. State structure is not aecutral with
gespect o its effects on class conflict. The structure of the state
intervenes berween social needs and the way these needs arc translated
into political demands, between demands and statc outpuis, and bcfwccn
specific outputs and the ability to organize and raisc new demands in the
future. . ]

Class strugglc has repeatedly taken the form of political conflict over
the structuring of state authority. As opposed to the “‘shell” requiring
sudden and totalistic destruction posited by Lenin, Gorz (1964) has
pointed to the critical role of structural change in the capitalist state as a

oo i temahoaman el g aoeaey G.t1's suatopie

e eivr it gira. fnesl retieer, vhece the worong dass comss controb, of
£ qunstitnle, DWW LSTCTS of srate puwer with authonty 10 rmake
decimone that respend to needs beyond the capabilities of capualism—
c.g., congols over profic levels, rates of investment, technological
change, and social jnvestments (9). While it is very problematic whether
or not the working cluss could actually control pieces of state power within
the capitalist state, the critical point in the present discussion is thar po-
litical challenge by the working class shapes the historical development of
state structure. The actual strucuires of the state are thus not a simple re-
flection of capitalist interests, but a contradictory refleciion of the class
struggle between wotkers and capitalists.

The problem facing advanced capitalist social formations is bow cun the
capitalist state be siructured so as to performi functions dictated by econ-
omic contradictions piven the actual or potential existence of a politically
orpanized working class? As the state comes increasingly w be a
necessary force in the development and regulation of the capital-
ist econotny, as economic concentration and centalization render small
disprapertionalities and downrurns increasingly dangerous and voladile,
the political neuwralization of an organized working class through
structural change in the state has become more imperative for capitalist
growth. Such structural change will always be contradictory, never com-
pletely successful. How successful such structural changes will be is
contingent an the level of contradictions in the accumulation process and
the organization and content of class struggle. .

We shall review three historical examples of neutralization of politically
organized and challenging scgments of the working class through state
structural change: the emergence of urban reform government; federal
intergovernmental transfer programs for the central cities; and corporatist
structures for natonal planning. In each case, structural change neuwral-

ized the political threat working class organization presented to capital
accurnulation. -

Structural Change: Urban Reform Government

City government has been restructured towards a reform government
since the Progressive Era. This illustrates the ways in which siare
structural change allows the performance of functions critical to capitalist
development despite the existence of a politically challenging working
class. The movement for reform government was controlled by capitalist
elites operating through the National Civic Federation and other
corporatist policy organizations, who feared the rise of an urban, working-
class based Sucialist Party movement (see Weinstein, 1968). Further, they
were chary of the incfficiency and autonomy of political machines, the high
cost of securing their own influence, and the potentially high ethnic
working class influence over eity expenditures and personnel. Given the
need to radically expand city government functions at a time of rapid
accumulation, industrialization and urbanization, the reform governmenial
structire cffected a political neutralization of city government unique in
capitalist democracies, just whea polidical challenge seemed most threat-
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ening (see Hays, 1969; Alford, 1973).
The reform movement developed a package of structural reforms which
functioned to depoliticize city politics and insulate allocation and dccision-
making from class and ethnic political control: city manager form of execu-
tive, non-partisan and at-large clections, and small city councils. Thiough
these various mechanisms reform government minimized the political or-
ganization, participation and influence of working class and ethnic groups
concentrated in the city, while at the same time increasing the
influence of dominant interests over decision-making and allocation.

Non-parrisan and at-large elections resulted in the elimination of party
organization in general, and Socialist Party political organization ia
particular (Hamilton, 1972). Ac-large elections made it increasingly expen-
sive for candidates to enter campaigns, thus favering those with sufficient
private resources to pay election expenses and those people most likely o
be socially conspicuous in the community. Ward-based elections had in-
creased the likelihood that local working class or ethaic leadership would
be generated and decreased the electoral opportunities of middle of upper
class candidates due to the restrictivencss of _residential requiremnents
based on relatively class homogeneous wards. At-large elections decreased
the probability of electing working class party candidates because the per-
centage of the city as opposed to the ward determined election to the coua-
cil, thus requiring a higher level of aggregate working class rurnout in the
city as a whole (see Williams and Adrian, 1969). Noa-partisan elecrions
made it difficult for any party organization to survive in local politics and,
in contrast to most Western European countries, effectively dissociated
city political conflict from national partisan politics. Working class can-
didates must rely on party organization for electoral financing, organiza-
tion, visibility and ideclogical identification through party label in order to
get elected. Lacking a local, class-based party organization, maaual
workers have constituted a very small percentage of city council members
in the U.S. in contrast to their percentage in the popularion. (10)

Under reform government, dominant business interests have more in-
fluence both at the city council level and through direct access to city
agencies (see Miller, 1958a, 1958b; Marlock, 1973; Coraich, 1973). Reform
government functioned to increase the autonomy of city agencies from
partisan electoral accountability. Agencies were thus more pernieable to
the most intenscly interested, best organized and economically most
powerful interests. Because agencies are more autonomous from partisan
control, they are more vulnerable and must seck our interest groups upon
which they can institutionalize relationships of political support.

The city machines supplanted by reform government had functioned to
politically incorporate the mass migration of working class ethnics, many of
whom brought with them socialist ideology and party identification. (11)
As Katznelson points out, the machines controlled both the political
organization of social groups and the delivery of distributive outputs to
those groups. While capiralist elites dominated the party machines, the
high cost and uncertainty of that domination brought these structures into
question. Hays (1969) has showa that it was the high cost of corruption for
distributing favors for business that was one of the interests leading 1o
capital support for reform. Scoit (1969) argues that the machines required
substantial financial support from capisalist elites in return for support of
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ential policy developmens, while the machine controlled votes through
delivery of patronage and distnbutive benefits 1o working cluss ethnic
constituencices. The seformiat festrucuring of the city governsent is one
Hlusiration of how state structures have developed which effeciively
insulate areas of decision-making and allocation critical to capitalist
interests from political accountability, therchy maximizing che wanslation
of capitalist economic power into pauerns of allocation and non-decisions
favorable 1o these interests, while sinultaneously minimizing the need for
those capitalist intcrests 1o participate in manifestly political ways.

However, like all state strucural change, the development of reform
government has been internally contradictory. On the one hand, the
depardsanizing of city politics effectively destroyed the urban political
party as an cffective social control mechanism without providing a satis-
ﬁlct_oxy replacement. Thus, the new black urban proletatiat which emerged
during the post-WW II period was et initially politically absorbed, which
was one of the important factors contributing to the violenr and polidically
costly rebellions of the 1960s. On the other hand, reform government
destroyed the politically powerful mayor as the centralizing role in the city
political system. As a result, it is much more difficult in the reformed city to
effectively rationalize and coordinate the fragmentary maze of highly
auionomous city agencics (sec Newion, 1973, 1974). The new forms of
urbap pork barrel politics have consequently pushed the city towards fiscal
crisis ;willhout making the city a location for efficient production for capieal
as a whole. .

Structural Change: Intergoversmental Grants to the Cities

Presently, the central citics of the U.S. face a fiscal crisis which impinges
upon city functions critical o capital and undermincs the polirical domina-
tioq of capitalist elites. As industry and upper income residenis decen-
tralize into a municipally frapmented metropolis, dissociating fiscal

capacity from sacial needs, the ceatral city {ills up with an especially poor

and ofien black segment of the workiog class. With their concomitane
clectoral power and poteniiully explosive demands for expenditures for
adequate levels of basic social services, structural mechanisms (¢.g. non-
school special districts, regional authorities, inter-governmental project
grants) have developed which insulace from popular control areas of policy-
making and allocation upon which regional capital accumulation s
dependent (see Feshbach and Shipnuck, 1973).

The structure of the federal inter- governmental transfer programs to the
central cities was in the 1960's a partcularly effective way by which state
structures were politically insulated from challeaging segn enis of the
working class. Federal inter-governmenial transfer programs and es-
pecially project grants locared the origias of urban policy, and thus the
limits of urban expendituse, outside the city. This favored those interests
_bt:s( able to organize on a national level—corporare policy groups, capital-
ist fr;clions like insurance companics, mortgage bankers, home building
@ssounations—and insulated policy formation from the poor and black who
hivc been able 1o create clecroral and nun-elecroral challenges only un the
baullevel Arihe nauonallevel, bluck Reoups for example, have been loose
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incffectual federations of local groups confined to legislative lobbying once
the limits of substantive policy variation have already been defined (see
Wolman and Thomas, 1970).

Further, the development of federal grants-in-aid have insulated urban
agencies from political accountability. Federal programs have contributed
to the proliferation of politically autonomous agencics with direct linkages
to the federal bureaucracies and their administrative elites, making
agencies more permeable to dominant capitalist interests which are best
organized and have most at stake; and making any unitary, programmatic
atack on urban problems impossible, thus contributing to the political
fragmencation of lower class client groups. Without a unitary structure
with the capacity to act, people who have most to gain from serious change
have little incentive to politically participate (Newton, 1973).

Structures such as reform government and federal inter-governmental
transfer programs depoliticize major segments of state power. Capitalist
clites have been able o control the structure of city expenditures in ways
that do not impinge upon the city functions critical ta the continued profit-
ability of the central city location, and which generate new fiscal resouices
without threatening the class-fragmented metropolis (Hill, 1974).

The proliferation of intergovernmental project graats for the cities has
also been internally contradictory. For if such federal granes decreased the
possibilities for political influence by the urban working class, they have
also made rational policy formation by national and city executives even
more difficult. Ac the national level the swelling national bureaucracies
which resulted from the new federal urban programs were increasingly
able to avoid Presidential control and become autenomous centers of policy
formation. At the city level, both city managers and mayors were unable to
control the federally funded city agencies because of these agencies’
direct lines of communication to their federal sponsors. The erosion of
urban executive power which resulted led finally to yet another structural
change, revenue sharing, which promises new conflicts and contradictions.

Structural Change: Corporatism

The emergence of corporatist structures to politically incorporate the
organized working class, given the increasing role of state intervention in
the economy, is a third example of structural change. that attempts to
insulate the political regulation of the cconomy from working class control.

A variety of analysts have linked the attemp:s at political incorporation of
the organized working class into subordinate positions in corporatist
structures to the increasing imperatives for stare planning of capiralist
development. Shonfield (1965) has argued that the emergence of the posi-
tive capitalist state which attempts ro maintain full employment, regulate
labor conflict, control inflation and stabilize business cycles has been as-
sociated with the institutionalization of class conflict. Schmitter (1974) has
analysed the emergence of socictal corporatism in advanced capitalist
nations. Corporatism in general is characterized by:

.

o P s iy e

196
sinpular, pon-comperitive, hierarchically ordered, sectorally
companimentalized, interest associations exercising representational
meaopolies and accepiing (de jure or de facto} governmentally
imposed or negotiaced limitations on the type of leaders they elece and
on the scope and intensity of demands they routincly mike upon the
stae (1974: 99-100).

Schmitter argues that societal corporatism, a form of interest structuring
not centrally imposd by an authoritarian state, emerges out of the decline
of advanced pluralism. The institutionalization of class and interest conflict
through societal corporatism assurcs state control and predictability of
class conflict, the cooprarion of working class elites in exchange for state
guaranteed monopolizaton of working class access to sate power. The
process of cot poratist development involves a varicty of forms:

The modalities are varied and range from direce government subsidies
for associatjon, to official recognition of bonafide interlocuteurs, 1o
devolved responsibilitics for such public tasks as unemployment or
accident ipsurance, to permanent membership in specialized advisory
councils, 1o positions of control in joint public-private corporations, 1o
informal, quasi-cabinet status, and finally to direct participation in
authoritative economic and social councils (Schmitter, 1974: 111).

Warrep (1972) also has suggested the impertance of politically in-
corporating the working class as a poliucal requirement for capitalist
planning given the nced to assure wage control in the context of inter-
natiopal trade competition. Political incorporation was critical if the
politicization of profit levels and class shares of income was 10 be averted,
The solutian, according to Warren, was,

The _instutionalized integration of a bureaucratic trade union
movement into the planniog process, exchange for limited, bur con-
tinuous cconomic and other gains for the working class—provided a//
independence of the movemen: is surrendered except over minor

matters (Warren, 1972: 8).

Warren suggests that the early adoption of wage policies in Norway,
Sweden, and Holland were only possible because social democratic parties
were in power and could induce trade union wage control. Warren points
out thay after the failure of deflationary measures in response to In-
flationary wage-price spirals, the United Kingdom, West Germany,
Belgium and Italy,

. . . all ushered in planaing plus wage policies under the aegis of
newly formed social democratic governments or governments with
social demoacratic participation; in all cases major scctions of the
ruling class specifically opted for social democratic participation in
government; in all cases a certain political resurgence of the working
class occurred ar the same time as inflation was accelerating, and
followed the exposure of the irrationalities of previous stop-go type
policies, thus making the stratcgic problem of the integration of the

working class into the new capitalism rather more urgent (1972: 13).
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Warren goces on to point out that with their incorporation into state plan-
ning, social democratic parties abandoned the socialist clements in their
programs and stressed the efficiency with which the party could manage
state planned, full-cmployment capitalism. '

Corporatism is also an intcrnally contradictory mode of incorporating the
working class. The premise of a corporatist scrategy is that the inclusion of
selecied leaders of working class orpanizations (especially unions, but also
on occasion lefe partics) in formal state planning processes will reduce
working class opposition to state policies without requiring massive con-
cessions to popular demands. This outcome will occur only if two things
happen: first, the incorporated leadership must be seen as legitimate by
the working class, and second, the leadership must be sufficiently insula-
ted from dzy-to-day mass pressures to accept the imperatives of planning
in the interests of capital accumulation. And here lies the contradictory
quality of eorporatism: If the leadership of the incorporated working class
organizations is sufficiently isolated from the working class so that state
planning is insulated from popular pressures, then thar leadership will
tend o gradually lose legitimacy and thus cease to funcrion as a means for
integrating the working class. If, on the other hand, the leadership
maintains close ties to the working class and remains a legitimate instru-
ment of real working class organizations, then carporatist planning will be
hampered by the constant pressures for accomodation with mass demands.
The first of these possibilities undermines the cooptive function of corpora-
tism and will rend to accelerate the disintegration of the incorporated or-
ganizations. This can already be seen in the case of Social Democratic
Parties in several European countries. The second of these possibilities
undermines the planning fuaction of corporatism and brings class struggle
into the administrative hears of the state apparatus itself. In either case,
corporatism, like other attempied structural solutions to political class
struggle, remains an intensely contradictory strategy for the capitalist
class.

In summary the threc historical cases of reform government, federal
intergovernmental urban transfer programs and corporatist planning all
suggest the importance of analysing state structures as they mediate the
relationship between classes (i.e. as a product and determinant of class
conflict). Methodologically, this means that one cannot study a particular
agency or legislative act in isolation from class suruggle and the ways in
which class struggle is internalized within the state. Consequently, in order
to assess the contradictory ways by which state structure reproduces
capitalist political domination it is necessary to analyze the location within
state structures of the control of different policies and the locatdon of
political incorporation into the state of different class interests. Otherwise
the state is likely ro be seen as a neutral instrument or a functionalist
thermosat for capitalist society.

The political struggles of the working class thus gain analytical
imporrance” absent from the “insumental corporate liberal” and
“*structuralist’’ approaches. Political class struggle becomes the central
determinant both of the restructuring of the state itself and of the con-
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iradictory consequences of that restructuring. To paraphrase Marx,
capitalists inay manipulate the stare, but they do not do so just as they
please. The instrumental dominadion of the capitalist class is constrained
by the structures of the sque fornied out of past class strugples, by ihe
exigencics of current class scruggles and by the contradictory couse-
quences ol stare activity for future class suuggle. (12)

II.- THE LOGIC OF POLITICAL CLASS STRUGGLE

Our analysis so far can be summed up in several propositions:

L. State structures must be scen as the ourcome of class struggle ratli-
cr than as ahistorically given, perfect mechanisms for reproducing capital-
ist-socicty and repressing the working class.

. 2. These structures mediate, in contradictory ways, the relationship
between instrumental inputs into the stace from the ruling class and func-
tional outputs. ’

-~ 3, When successfully shaped by the capitalist class, these structures
accomplish two critical tasks: a) they limit state interventions withia
bounds compaiible wich the imperatives of capital accumulation; b) they
politicallv neuiralize the working class in the sense of making its pelitical
demands congruent with the reproduction of capitalist social relations.

4. However—and this is very important-—these structures are inevira-

bly contradictory. They never provide a totally unproblematic solution to
the challenge of political calss struggle. The working class can never be per-
fectly incorporated, totally neutralized. The political question for the work-
ing class is never whether or oot contradictions exist within the state, but
rather how intense those contradictions are and how they can be exploited
by the working class.
Our discussion thus far has largely focpsed on only one half of the dialzciic
between state structures and class struggle, nainely the ways in which
these structures are shaped by class struggle. It is equally imporwar to see
how the forms and directions of class stiuggle are shaped by the state. It is
ultimately out of a dialectical theory of the relationship of class struggle to
the state that a complete understanding of both will emerge. We will
therefore now shift ground from a focus on the structure of the state to the
nature of the political class scruggle iself,

We will begin by discussing the range of possible types of political class
struggle. Once we have elaborated these possibilities, we will recurn to the
analysis of the state and sce how these divergent forms of political class
struggle pose different problems for the capitalist state and how the re-
sponse of the state in turn poses conscraints on political class suruggle. Fi-
nally, we will look at the new patterns of emergent contradictions within
the advanced capitalist state and discuss what new possibilities for working
class political struggle appear on the horizon.

A Typology Of Political Class Struggle

In the following pages we will try to develop a typology of political class
conflict. The typology is based on three dimensions in terms of which poli-
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tical demands and struggles of the working class vaty: the feve/ of social
relations at which those demands are directed; the form of state activity
implicd by those demands; and the structural consequences of the .
demands. : ’

Level refers to the specific sphere of class relations which is affecied by
the political demands. Capital is a sacial relationship, a mode of rclating
labor to the means of production. That social relationship can be concep-
walized at two interpenctrating levels: the level of praduction refers to the
actual organization of the production process, the ways in which the means
of production and the labor process are controlled and surplus value is
generated and appropriated. The level of circulation tefers to exchange re-
lationships between commodities, whether such commodities be different
goods ar services or in fact exchange relationships between capital and
labor. Whereas surplus value is generated and appropriated at the level of
Production, it is realized at the level of circulation. Political demands that
impinge on market relations, that concern the value of labor power, the
distribution of taxation, the regulation of uiility rate structures, eic., all
represent demands at the level of circulation. Political demands, on the
other hand, which concern the regulation of the laboar process, the produc-
tion of certain goods and services by the staté, and so on, represent de-
mands at the level of production. Demands about whaf is produced and
bow ir is produced constitute demands ac the production level; demands
about the distribution of what is produced are demands at the circulation
level (13). , : :

Political demands do not merely have an object; they also, either expli-
citly or implicitly, concern the means by which they are t be mer by the
state. Whereas level refers to the object or location of political demands
(i.c. whether they concern relations of circulation or production), form re-
fers to the ways those demands arc met by the state. A parricularly impor-
tant distinction in these terms is between what can be termed a commiody-
Jred form and a noncommodified form of political demands. A commodity is
something which is produced for exchange rather than simply for use. Po-
litical demands which take a commodified form are thus demands for the
state to work through and reinforce market mechanisms to accomplish
some objective. The noncommodified form of political demands, on the
other hand, push the state to work outside the market or even to directly
oppose market mechanisms. Thus, state subsidies to private businesses to
provide certain goods or services would represent a relatively commodified
form of state intervention, whereas the state directly producing these same
goods and services would constitute a relatively noncommodified form.
Obviously, many state activitics represent mixed cases.

The final dimension of political demands is perhaps the least tangible,
yet most important. By “*structural consequences of a political demand we
refer to the extent to which it tends to be reproductive of capitalist social
relations or unreproductive. Reproductive demands are demands which, if
met, tend o reinforce, stabilize and expand the basic social relationships of
capitalism, Unreproductive demands are demands which tend to weaken,
destabilize, and undermine those social relationships. (It should be noted
that we have defined *‘unseproductive’” demands in a strictly negative
way; there is no necessary implication that such demands are positively

'
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constitutive of socialist social 1clations, but merely that they undermine
capitalist ones.) (14)

Takiag thesc three dimensions together we can construct 2 formal typo-
logy of political class struggle. This is illustrated in Chart 1 on the following
page. Several preliminary comments on this typology are necessary. First,
the typology is not meant to be exhaustive of all political class struggles. In
particular, many struggles which arc primarily directed at state struciures
pee se cannat be classified as production vs. circulation or commadificd
infrastructure by contracting on the open market with private capital. Take,
for example, highway construction. Particularly in the United States, the
nomic:activities, Second, although the dimensions on the chare have been
labeled as palar types (circulation vs. production level; commodified vs.
noncgmmodified forms; reproductive vs, unreproductive consequences), it
is obvious that in reality these dimensions are much more continuous. [o-
dividual state activities can bridge levels, can be partially commodified and
may be somewhat unreproductive. Indeed, a particular policy may fall into
more-than one sloc in the chart. Third, where a particular demand falls in
the chart canpot be defined abstracdy. A demand which is reproductive
uader certain citcumstances may be highly unreproductive under others.
‘The typology is only useful when it is joined to a historical analysis of class
struggle and state intervention in a pardcular social formation. Fourthly,
and perhaps most importaatly, the typology is nor a theory of class strug-
gle, but merely a conceprual schema. It provides, we hope, a set of cate-
gories in erms of which a theory of class struggle and the state can devel-
op, but in and of itself it is no more than a typology. ’

Before actually using the typology as a device for examining the dialectic
between class struggle and the state, it will be helpful to go through each of
the cells of the chart and give examples of the kinds of demands thar would
be characreristic of cach combination. We wili begin with the upper left
hand corner and inove towards the lower right hand corner.

Reproductive-Commodified-Circulation politics.  Probably the simplest
example of this category is tax-cuts. Tax-cues under Keyaesian state poli-
cies represent an attempt to bolster aggregate demand (a circulation ob-
jective) by giving people more mouey to spend in the market {a commodity
form of intervention) and thereby stabilize the process of surplus value
realization (s reproductive conscequence). Other woiking class demands
also fall into this category. For example, demands for unemployment pay-
ments or minimum wage laws, by themselves would generally constitute a
form of reproductive-commodificd-circulation politics. By giving workers
money—either in the form of unemployment checks or in the form of high-
er minimum wages—the state deals with a problem at the level of circula-
tion (imperfections in the labor marker) with minimum disturbance of nor-
mal commodity relationships.

Reproductive-Commodified-Production politics. The classic example in
this category is the demand thar the state provide certain kinds of
infraseructure by contracting on the open market with private capital. Take
for example highway construction. Particularly in the United States, the
state does not itself gencrally build highways, but rather contracts out such
construction projects to private companies. Such a siate activity is certainly
reproductive in that it provides certain essential infrastructures that could
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LEVEL of social relations a1 which political demands are direcsed

CIRCULATION
LEVEL

PRODUCTION
LEVEL

CIRCULATION
LEVEL

PRODUCTION
LEVEL

REPRODUCTIVE OF CAPITALIST SOCIAL RELATIONS

FORM nf saate intervention implicd by polirical demands

COMMODIFIED FORM

NON-COMMODIFIED FORM

Tax-cuts; price suppons snd other guv.
erament subsidies; uncmployment pay.
mens; cashi forms of welfare,

Libratics; fice gouds and services pio-
vided by the state; welfare io the form of
fice goods. :

Goveramenr cantracting with privase cap-
ital 10 buil ie  infy

Njuion?l heslth services; free public

Nationalized  profis-making  industiics
{c.g. Renauh),

UNREPRODUCTIVE OF CAPITALIST SOCIAL RELATIONS

FORM of siarc intcrvention inplicd by political demands

COMMODIFIED FORM

NON-COMMODIFIED FORM

Adeguate guaranrced income (not re-
suicted 10 fetited warkers) sufficient (o
undermine the commodity status of labo;
power; wage demands combined with
profit and price conirols.

Communicy consul of public services;
community controtled reas boards.

Demands for infy

under conditions of the fiscal crisis of the
state.

Workers' vk of factorics which 1c-
structored the labor process in ways
which increase worker control within pro-
duction; tenant control of public housing
construction.

CHART 3: THE CONTENY OF POLITICAL CLASS DEMANDS

o
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not he provided by private capital. Ju operates at the level of production,
since the intervention is designed o actaally produce something which
would not orherwise be produced. And it takes a relatively commodified
form since the staic works through the market to produce the highway.

Reproductiye-Noncommodificd-Circulation  politics. Whercas  uncm-
ploymeni benefits in the form of cash represent a commodified form of cir-
culatien demands, welfare grans that take the form of free goods repre-
sent a noncommedificd form of reproductive-circulation politics. When the

“governmeat distributes free surplus food to the poor, for example, it is or-

ganizing the distribution of use values, not merely facilitating market
mechanisins of distributing exchange values. The substiwution of food
stamps for free food in the 1960°s is thus an example of the partiul recom-
modification of a relatively noncommodified form of state aciivity. The
political demand for public libraries represents an interesting example of
this same category. Libraries represent a way of circuladng books (to cach
according to hisfher need) which is the aniithesis of commodity exchange
(to cach according to his/her income). Libraries constitute reproductive
state jntervention because of their role in research, education, dissemina-
tion of ideology, etc., and because of their reladively liumited use. If fibraries
were to become the main mechanism for distributing books, and if they be-
gan distributing a wide range of other use-values as well (records, tools,
recreation equipment, art works, etc.), then in face they would probably
begin to be unreproductive. This is a good example of how the sume poli-
tical demand can be reproduciive or unreproductive depending upon the
magnitude of the demand and the particular circumstances ia which it is
made. ‘
Reproductive-Noncommodified-Production politics. There are occasions
wheye the stare actually organizes production. If such production is sull
organized primarily on exchange value criteria, then in fact such produc-
tion politics could still take a commeodificd form, This is the case in ceraain
kinds of natiopalized industries (such as Renault in France). But wheo
such “seate production is fundamecntally organized around usc-value
criteria, then we have a case of noncommodified production state activity.
Working class demands for a national healcth service would be a good
example. Equally, public education fulls into this category: it represents
the production of skilled labor power organized outside of market rela-
tions. While it is true that labor power is a commodity, the schools them-

. selves do not generally exchange that commodity on the market.

Unreproductive-Commodified-Circulation politics. We charucterized
unemployment insurance as a reproductive-commodity-circulation de-
mand; an adeguate guaraniced incowe for all workers, on the other hand,
is clearly an unreproductive demand. While still resting basically at the
level of circuladion and relying on a commadified form of state interven-
tion, such a demand would seriously undermine the status of labor power
itself as a commodity. If workers could live well without working, one of
the critical elements of capitalist social control, wage discipline, would be
undermined (sce Piven and Cloward, 1971). This is not to say that such a
demand, if won by the working class, would automatically lead to capital-
ist collapse, but it would undermine labor discipline, reduce the efficicy
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of the labor market, undermine the role of the reserve army of the unem-

ployed, etc. Again, as in the eatlier example of libraries, the magnitude of
the demand s critical for assessing its reproductive/unreproductive
consequences. A minimum guaranteed income might well be reproduc-
tive, being merely a form of welfare, whereas an adequate guaranteed
income could be unreproduciive,

Unreproductive-Commodified-Production politics. As was stated above,
the typical reproductive-commodity-production demand is for the state to
build social infrastructure through contracts with private capital, To call
such activity reproductive assumed that, in fact, the state had the fiscal

_resources to build such infrastructures. However, under conditions of

“fiscal crisis’ when demands for state spending expand more rapidly
than the capacity of the state to finance such demands, such infrastruc.
ture contracting can become unrcproductive (0’Connor, 1973). More
gencerally, when working class political demands for government spending
on infrastructure cease to be subordinated to the requirements  of
accumulation and acempt to authentically serve working class intercsts,
they will tend (o0 become uureproductive. Again, this is especially the case
under conditions of fiscal crisis. . '

Unreproductive-Noncommodified-Circulation politics. Political demands
for expanding free goods and sevices distributed by the state become
unreproductive beyond a certain point. The demands for community con-
trolled boards to control the operations of various public agencies (police,
schools, libraries, etc.) also can become unteproductive depending upon
the political uses to which that control would be put. A good example
would be the establishment of tenant controlled rent control boards which
sct rents and enforced building standards in such a way that residential
real estate investment was no longer profitable. If such bodrds only in-
duced disinvestmeat and evictions, they probably would be reproductive.
If on the other hand such boards were able to force state or tenant con-
trolled property development, as appears to be developing as a strategy
of the ltalian working class, they would potentially become unreproductive.

Unreproductive-noncommodified-Production politics. Political demands
for worker’s control of the labor process, and ultimately for workers’ con-
trol of the entire production process, represent the purest form of uare-
productive-noncommodified-production politics. To the extent thar work-
ers authentically control the apparatus of production, it becomes possible
for use-value criteria — and furthermore for use-value criteria geared o
working. class interests — to gradually replace exchange value criteria
within the production process itself. Under conditions where such control
is limited to individual units of production, but not the entire system, such
noncommodified production would remain highly constrained by capiralist
commodity production in the society as a whole. Ultimately, therefore,
unreproductive-noncommodified-production politics require not mercly
workers centrol of individual production units, but workers control of the
entire apparatus of production, and this requires workers control of the
state.

g
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The Class Content of Political Class Struggle

it should be clear from the above discussion that the differeat cells in
the typology of political class strugple have very different implications for
class interests, and therefore bear very different relationships o the
capitalist state. As a first approximation, the distinction between repro-
ductive and unrepieductive politics corresponds roughly to the distinction
between capitalist class and working class interests. This does not mean
that class struggle is absent within the reproductive half of the typology.
Many strugples are {oughe over which of several reproductive policy
aliernatives is to be adopied and some of these may be less inconsistent
with working class intetests than others. To call a policy *‘reproductive”
therefore, does not iaply that it is completely antagonistic to working
class interests; what it does mean is that when the working class makes
political demands thar are reproductive, working class interests have in
some scnse been subordinared to thase of capital, and thus inevirably,
they have been distorted.

A good example of ihe class conteat of reproductive politics is the
demand for a Nadional Healilh Service (reproductive-noncommodificd-
production politics). A National Health Service may well be in the interests
of the working class in die United States, but it nevertheless represeins a
way of mecting working class needs for health care which subordinates
those nceds to the reproductive needs of capital. Various structural fea-
tures of National Health Services guarantee this: bureaucratic organiza-
tion, control by professional medical boards, insulation from working
class participation in direction, erc. In the area of healdh, state interven-
tion has primarily been linited to the level of health care delivery, rather
than the production of health itself. This is a commonality between those
countries like England and Denmark which have nationalized health care
and the United States which has limited its intervention 1o the level of
circulation, stressing the mass availability of health insurance programs.
in all cases, this treaunent of health care reinforces the individual as an
object of state intervention through curative as opposed 1o preventive,
social medicine.

For a national health service 1o serve the interests of the working class
it would have to be controlled by workers and would have to dcal with the
causes of illaess and thus preventive medicine. And such a health care
system would inevitably genecate conflice over production relations, the
consequences of which — pollution, industrial accidents, poverty, the or-
ganization of personal carcers, and the alientating structure of work —
are the causes of many diseases (13). Such a healih service, needless o
say, would be highly unreproduciive from the point of view of capital. To
the extent, therefore, that the working class restricts itsell 10 political
demands that there are reproductive of capitalist social relations, it must
inevitably distort those interests through their subordination to the needs
of capital. .

The class content of political demands can be analyzed beyond the
simple distinction between reproductive and unreproductive pelitics. The
distinctions between commodified and noncommodified politics, and even
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between circulation and production politics, also have important class
implications. The type of political demands most compatible with capital:
ist class interests is represented by rcproductivc»commodiﬁcd-circulzuiuu
politics {the upper Jeft hand cell in the typology). This rype of state inter-
vention flows most naturally from capitalise social relatios, impinges on
capitalist prerogatives in the least obstrusive ways, and enhances the
realization potential of capitalist production.

Furthermore, commodificd-circulation politics tend to be the most divi-
sive for the working class. The working class is most differentiated and
stratified in terms of labor market relations. Educated vs. uneducated
workers, -white vs. black workers, male vs. female workers, specialized
vs. unspecialized workers, etc. may all share a common situation in terms
of relations -of production, but occupy vety different positions in the
market for labor power. When the working class restricts its political
struggle to the commodified-circulation level, it does not engage in
combat around issues which bear out the common conditions that define
the position of the working class. The state’s response (0 commodificd
circulation demands — for example, the proliferation of highly differ-
cntiated employment programs and wage legislation for different cate-
gories of work — tends to reinforce the myriad interest group divisions
within the working class, and make a class conscious working class move-
ment more difficult. Thus teproducdvc-commodiﬁcd~circulation politics
have tended to be the most compatible with capitalist class interests, both
because they jntrinsically pose the least potential threat to capitalist
prerogarives and because they tend to most undermine the cahesion of
the working class. ‘ :

The primary organization around which working class reproductive-
commedified-circulation politics are centered is the labor union, of trade
union—a conceptualization which beuer conveys its political substance.
Commodified-circulation politics, especially organized around the trade
union, bccome primarily directed at individualized consumption, while di-
vorced from work itself. As Gorz wrifes,

Trade unionism. . .confines itself o demanding bigher individual
purchasing power and at the same time greater leisure—in other
words, non-work, in compensation for the facg that where his work is
concerned his worker is a non-man. (1973: 85)

State intervention at the level of production, even when it is still repro-
ductive and maintains a commodified form, poses greater potential prob-
lems for the capitalist class. When the state constructs infrastructure,
the political issues of what kinds of infrastructures should be built, whose
interests should it serve etc. are necessarily raised. All of these issues be-
come posed in much sharper forms when the state not only intervenes at
the level of production, but Joes so in a non-commodified way. When the
state is not only involved in deciding what should be produced, bat also
in how it should be produced, the political criteria for production become
more explicit, potentially making it much harder to maintain the fiction
(hat state activity scrves the interests of the whole people. Non-commod-
ified production by the statc means that production is at least partially or-
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ganized around use-value rather than strictly exchange-value criteria, :mfl
this immediagely poscs e question of class interests served by these eri-
tetia. The penctal resistance of the capitalist class 1o d‘il_'ccl state paruct
pation i production at east in purt, reflects the intuitive reasoning by
capitalists that such policies are inuinsically more precagious (hal{ com-
modificd forms of state interventioa in gencral, and commodificd-circula-
sion policies in paniculur, '

Saill, nancommodilied production politics remain only potentially
(hreatening to capitalist inrerests. In the absence of working class political
organizations challenging the class interests served by such state acive
itics, they can remain substantially reproductive of capitalist social re-
lations. So, the crucial (uestion becomes what is the relationship between
noncommodified-production policies by the capitalist state and the devel-
opment of class conscious working class organizations. While his is a
yery complex issue and ulimately can be answercd only in terms of the
concrete analysis of spectiic historical cases, one generalization seems
possible. The working class is potentially much more unified ac the fevel
of production than at L level of circulation. Tt would be expected, there-
fore, that nopcommodiﬂcd-pmduc(ion interventions by the state would
tend to 1cinforce market based divisions within the working class less
surangly than commodified circulation interventions. Political struggles
around noncommodiﬁcd-produc(ion policies would thercfore more casily
tend to erystallize around class issucs than only around interest group is-
sues. This does not meail, of course, that divisions within the working
class would sponstancously disappear during suruggles over noncommud-
ificd production policies, but rather that such struggles would tend 0
build working class unity o a greater exicnt than struggles over circula-
tion-commodity policies. This reflects the contradictory quality of the cap-
italist stare: because of the imperatives of legitimation and accumulation,
poncommodificd-production interveations by the state may become
necessaty (-8 nationalization of inefficient segments of capital, creation
of a national health service, provision of universal public education, €tc.),
but those identical puolicies may it tuen contribute to the political unity of
the working class which makes the capitalist state—and vldmately the
capitalist system—inore piecarious. ‘

if IC[)roduc(ivc—cmnmodiﬁcd{irculalion policies represent the purest
form of capitalist politics, ulxrcpmductivc-noncommodiﬁcd-produc(inn de-
mands represent the purest form of class conscious working class politics.
When the working class is organized around these kinds of demands it
challenges the very premises of capitalist society. The working class
becomes a class *'for itsclf,”” and class politics must involve conflict fur
generalized power, involving ever larger segments of state power and
state apparatus, calling into question not only the structure and legitima-
tion of private production, but also the structure of the stace. Political de-
mands around social needs can no longer be reduced to the better com-
modification of labor power, and these demands can no longer be satis-
ficd through consumption and aon-work alone. In short, working class
political struggle around noncommodified, unreproductive production de-
mands naturally moves rowards political struggle for sociulism.

The other types of unreproductive political demands also directly or ini-
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directly undermine capiralist social relations, but in general they do not as
sharply pose an alternative to those social relations s do unteproductive-
aon-commodificd-production politics. In particular, unieproductive com-
modity politics at either the circulation or production level may tend to
weaken capitalism, but they still reproduce the logic of commedification
and thus fundamentally remain within the logic of capitalism.

Political class struggle can therefore. be conceptualized as a struggle
over which of these types of political demands will dominate, that is over
the content of class conflict itself. The capitalist class tries 1o push
demands towards commodified forms and away from the production level,
and trics to exclude uarcproductive demands aliogether; the working

- class, on the other hand, moves toward noncommodified politics, produc-

tion politics and, ultimatcly unreproductive, politics. Needless to say, the
“movement towards this revolutionary pole has often been thwarted, and
in periods of rclatively uncontested capitalist hegemony, may remain only
a latent possibility. It is therefore a question of fundamental importance
for the development of revolutionary struggles around the stare to under-
stand the conditiotis under which circulation politics become transformed
into production politics, commodificd politics into noncommodified pol-
itics,and most importanily, reproductive politics into unreproductive
politics. We will now turn 10 an examination of a number of examples of
such transformations, '

Transformations of Political Class Conflict

Three ways by which political class struggles may be progressively
transformed seem especially important under conditions of advanced
monopoly capitalism: 1. The breakdown of commodified-circulation pol-
itics ar the factory level caused by crises or accumulation within individual
firms. 2. The breakdown of the siate’s capacity to pay for commodificd-
circulation politics as a result of the fiscal crisis of the state; 3. The deep-
ening nature of capitalist contradictions which make pure commodified-
circulation policies inadequate even from the point of view of capital. We
will examine examples of each of these and then turn to 2 more decailed
discussion of the transformations of political class struggle and state
interventions in the case of one advanced capitalist country, Sweden. -

1. Commodity politics breakdown at the factory level.

Recent years have witnessed a number of occasions in which commod-
ificd-circulation politics at the factory level temporarily broke down and
led to the emergence of working class production politics. Such, for in-
stance, has been the case with a aumber of factory take-overs initiated by
workers due to plant closures. The 1974 Lipp factory take-over in France
is a case in point. Faced with the threat of sudden unemployment and dis-
fuption of retirement benefits by the new management’s decision to stop
production of the famous Lipp warches, the workers turncd to heir
unions, the CFDT and CGT, which failcd to r=verse the management’s
decision, Given the impossibility of further commodified-circulation pol-
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itics in this situadion, the only feasible alternative left to the workers who
saw the enterprise as economically sound, was to take over centrol uf'pro-
duction themsclves, dispense with management and-the board of fil‘l'CC-
tors and, instead, organize production through a system of collccn.vn?cd
decision-making. In this way workers effectively smashed the existing
production relations within their work place, relations no langer sufficient
to maintain the consensus of commodified-circulation politics upon which
the bargaining process rests. o ]
The Lipp case has since been replicated in a number of factories
throughout Western Europe, such as the Tnumph_ Momrcyclt’facmry
take-over in Great Britain and wwo factory take-overs in Dcnmurl.; in 1975.
The latter provide an interesting contrast with respect to our discussion.
Two factories, the Rank-Arena television factory owned and controlled l?y a
British c,oq'vgrmion, and the Unipsinr factory o_wned by Danish czzl‘uml,
were both 1o be closed down, nor due to inefficicncy or fack of an *ade-

quate’’ rate of return, but rather to potentially higher profitability of loca-

tion in other countries. Both factories were taken over by the workets, but
the politics of the factory take-overs contrasted shar.ply. In theficstcase, the
wotkers occupied the factory while negotiating with different sources of
capital to maintain production. Private cap{tahsts and the labor unioos
(LO) were asked to buy shares in the enterprise to avoid its closure. Thus,
in this case the critical transformation towards working class production
bolitics aimed at conuol was missing, and obitctiycly the incidc.m was
directed at shoring up the principles of private capitalist ownership. The
role of the LO is in this case highly illustrative. The LO offcred to invest
in a portion of the necessary shareholdings out of its peasion fund.
However, severe restrictions are imposed on how such funds can be used
for productive investment: ) ] ‘

a) it would only hold shares up to 15% of the total capital, thus insuring

" thag the enterprise remains under '*private control.” _

b) LO would only invest its funds in enterprises which are listed on the

stock market. N

¢) such investment would only occur under conditions where the firm

has a ““sound’’ financial rating.

The Uniprint incident provides a contrast to the extent that the workers
declined any opportunities of strengthing the capital base .of the firm
through enlarged private sharcholdings. Instead, in line with the Lipp
case, the workers demanded full control over the management of the
firm, thus alienating any potential union support—and for thar matter any
media support, which incidentally had been readily forthcoming in the
Rank-Arcna case. What the two cases serve to illustrate is that under the
same conditions, the working class may react in politically totally different
ways: either towards re-establishing the viability of commodified poiitics
under occurrences of breakdown, or towards pursuing a radically
different line of struggle, the outcome of which is highly uncertain and
the support for which is still very meager.

2. The fiscal crisis of the state.

As we argued carlier, reproductive-commodified politics, especially at
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the level of circulation, are the niost compatible with capitalist class incer-
ests since they simultancously maximize divisions within the working
class and minimize the possible thrcais to capitalist prerogatives. As long
as the state has an ample tax base, commodified politics can continue
apace. The difficulty is that there are intrinsic tendencies within advanced
capitalisin for commodified interventions by the state to expand more ra-.
pidly than its capacity to finance them. The result is the fiscal crisis of the
state. :

The underlying dynamics of the fiscal crisis have been extensively anal-
ysed by O'Connor in The Fiscal Crisis of the State, and there is no nced
for us to recapitulate his arguments here. The critical point we wish to
maie is that as the fiscal crisis of the state deepens it becomes progres-
sively more difficuls for the state to restrict its interventions primarily to
the commodified-circulation level. Simply to finance its commodified-
circulation politics, the state is pushed towards intervening at the level of
production. At a minimum this entails greater state involvemeut in coor-
dinaring and planniog private commodity production (commodificd.
production interventions) in order to expand its tax base, but it may well
move towards more basic state involvements in direct production of usc-
values (decainmodified-preduction interventions).

3. The contradictions of commodified-circulation politics.

The pressures for movement away from simple commaodified-circulation
state interventions are more profound than simply the incapacity of the
state to pay for such policies. Even if the state could find the wherewithall
to continue commeodificd-circulation politics unabated, there would still be
strong tendencies pushing the state towards production level politics be-
cause of the contradictions within the agcumulation process itself. It is a
common observation that in recent yeats there has been a gradual deter-
joration of the trade-off between unemployment and inflation. Ofien this
is treated as merely an artifact of government policies, especially fiscal
policies. In fact, this deterioration reflects the fundamental contradictions
of accurnulation in monopoly capitalism, some of which involve the state,
but which cannot be reduced to **problems’ in state intetvention. Three
aspects of these contradictions are especially important (sce Wright,
1975):

a) with technological development, especially within the monopoly
sector, there has been an increasing tendency for the ‘‘surplus pop-
ulation to expand. Part of this pool of displaced workers has been ab-
sorbed in the competitive and state sectors of the economy, but in
general there has been a tendency for higher unemployment for any
given level of economic activity.

b) Growing concentration and centralization of capital has increased
the tendencies for monopoly pricing in many sectors of the economy
and thus for any level of economic activity there is likely to be more
inflation. _ '

¢) This inflationary tendency is further heightened by two aspects of
statc intervention. First, as a conscquence of the growth of the sur-

210

plus population (among other soctal pressures), the state l‘ms gl(‘illly
inureased its spending on welfare, police and other Usocial ex-

cnses,” to use O'Connor's expression (i.e. state spending that is
absolutely unproductive in the seose that it does not even indirectly
lcad to an expansion of surplus vulue). Secondly, Keynesian demand
maintenance policies by the state have tended to create guaranteed
markets for many monopoly corporations and thus reduce pressures
for productivity increases. Both of these factors have contributed
considcrably to the increase in inflation for given levels of economic

activity.

None of these teadencies can be dealt with effectively through com-
modified-circulation politics. The state must somehow become ix}‘mlvcd
directly in organizing production, increasing product.ivity, employing d:c
surplus population, Such intervention is made more difficult by the'state’s
fiscal crisis, itself in part of a consequence of the very cummndilﬁcd
politics that arc incapablc of handling the contradictions of acc.umfxlauon‘

1t is ironic that the requircments for the reproduction of capiralizm muy
necessitate a state which itself negates the commodity satisfaction of
social needs, refuses o be subordinated to the market, and is thereby in-
creasingly forced to eater into production both to meet those social needs
and to finance that production. The fiscal crisis of the siate points rowards
nationalization; only working class struggle will determine if ir points
towards socialization.

The Case of Sweden (16)

Sweden provides perhaps the best example of how a capitalist staie,
facing a working class which is highly organized around reproductive-
commadified politics, especially at the level of circulation, is forced to
adopt decommodified-production policies to an ever greater extent be-
cause of the deepening contradictions of advanced capitalism. The story
of Sweden is a story of how Social Democratic governments have, by the
single-minded pursuit of commodified-circulation politics, eroded the pos-
sibilities of restricting state activity to commodified forms at the level of
circulation (17).

The Swedish labour movewment in the form of the Social Democratic
Party and the confederation of Swedish trade unions (LO) is in its essence
based upon commodificd-circulation working class demands. The ideolog-
ical foundation rests upon the idea of ‘‘crecping socialism,”” which
basically implies that skillful and surategic maneouvre within the confines
of bourgeois institutions by an increasingly organized proletariac will pro-
gressively secure larger and larger slices of the state structure for the
working class ends. By progressively seizing structures of the capitalist
state, the warking class will eventually come to exert *'structural power,”
i.e. state power to shape the structure of capitalist institutions for working
class ends. With such power it is believed thatr *‘systemic power,” i.e.
power to transform the system of capitalism into a system of socialist
production, will increasingly be realized (18).
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In our teeminology, social democratic theory postulates that the sacial
dc.mocrauc. movement will gradually move from the politics of consum.
ption relations towards the pelitics of production reladons. The crigical
political question is whether or oot this will be done in ways which mercly
reproduce capicalist relations of production at higher levels of cfficiency
apq manageability, or whether social demacratic policies contain the pos-
sibility of radically unreproductive political demands, An examination of
the Swedish case may help to answer this question,

Sweden was the firse country to adopt the method of deficic public
spending as a means to alleviate the problems of mass uncmployinent
and the lack of aggregate demand during the carly 1930's. From then on
deficit budgets became an institutionalized part of state intervention un:
der continued Social Democratic regimes throughout the 1940's,
flmycvcr, by the late 1940's the inherent limitadons of “pute’ Keynes-
fanism began to manifest themselves in the form of spiralling inflation.
In od_xgr words, the trade-off berween full employment and price
instability began to encroach upon the wage position of labor as well as
upon the functioning of the €conomy in general. As g result, the
legitimacy of Slfch state intervention began to dwindle, The Social Dem-

such measures, and instead pressured the Social Democrars to pursue a
package of economic policies which to a much larger extent broke with the
traditions of standard Keynesianism and a *‘free market econonmy.'* The
“Rehn-Model,” as their policy came to be known, involved large-scale
government involvement with the mobility of labor. The idea was to pur-
sue a policy of structural reform of the economy in order to solve the
trade-off problem between unemployment and inflacion by shifting resout-
ces from the lease efficient and least profitable sectors of industry towards
the most profitable ones. A comprehensive public Labor Market Exchange

moncy, was to actively restructure the economy into one of a homogen-
coysly high level of productivity. The objective was to weed out, rather
than continue to subsidize, low productivity capital units which lagged be-
hind in their ability to match profic expansion with wage increases. How-
ever, no attempts were made to transcend the realm of exchange
relations, since it was still believed that further modifications in the
market would be sufficient ro solve these problems. _
By the late 1960’s, the Reha model of state intervention began to prove
inadequate due partially to technical-administrative difficulties of imple-
mentation, but maialy to the inability of the state 1o link any viable man-
power palicy to the uncertaintics of capitalist investment decisions, Since
it is impossible to reliably forecast (let alone influence) the volume and
direction of private investment flows, an active manpower policy will ac
best be a patchwork solution. The failures of the Rehn model were bla-
tantly visible in the form of tising unemployment rates throughout the
country, strikes and labor unrest, and general economic stagnation.

L
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Therefore, to protect its marker position, labor began to pressure for so-
lutions 1o the crisis which contained a higher degree of control over the
mobility of capital as well as labor. A vehicle for this was, in fact, ready ar
hand in the form of massive savings in the relatively idle Pension Funds.
The idea was to use these funds in a selective nanner to steer invest-
ments in such a way as to strengihen the technological advantages of
Swedish monopoly capiral ini international competition, thereby also acting
te protect Swedish labor. This policy of indirecily allocating invest-
ment capital was accompanied by direct state investments in key sectors
such as stecl. .

Thus it is clear that due to the constraints and contradictions in the
accumulation process, an active Keynesian policy was pushed in Sweden
from. a primitye level of intervention in the mobility of moncy, through
the mobility of labor, inw the regulation of the mobility of capital. It was
increasingly realized that the srabilization of the unemployment-inflation
contradictions necessitated state regualtion of capital.

Here is a case, then, where a capitalist state has gradually moved
towards intervention at the level of production. The result, however, has
not been to further politicize class relations. The Social Democrats and
the LO find it opportune, if not a necessity, to wage the struggle in rech-
nicalized rather than politicized cerms. lnstead of struggling for auton-
omous centers of working class power, the general tendency has been for
the expansion of corporatist structures. The net effect of the Swedish
variane of the social democracic state policies has thus been'to restructure
and reproduce the system at a higher and more efficient level, thereby
muting and diverting class struggle and reinforcing tendeticies toward
monopoly in the process of Swedish capital accumulation. Simultaneously,
however, such policies have the effect of channeling class conflicts away
from the private cconomic level towards the public. In these terms, we
are again confronted with the double-edged character of stace interven-
tion: as production becomes more palicical, politics are increasingly
depoliticized.

So, the question remains whether or not the Swedish working class,
whose relationship to the state has for so long been mediated by the
Social Democratic Party, will move beyond the limits of the cinergent re-
prozz'uctiz'e‘noncommodiﬁcd»production politics. In some ways the corpor-
atist integration of the wortking class inro the Swedish state, which has
characterized Social Democratic politics, makes such a prospect scem un-
likely. Nevertheless, such a corporatist strategy is highly contradictory,
for while it appears to provide a basis for stable accommodation, it also po-
tentially brings class struggle into the administrative heart of the state
apparatus. The Swedish woiking class has already shown its capacity to
influence both stare policics and siae structures within the limics of re-
productive state interventions. Whether or not it will be able 1o shatcer
those limits while remaining within the framework of Social Democracy is
perhaps the most pressing issuc facing the Swedish working class.

HI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The basic logic of the analysis of this paper is schematically laid out in
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Chart 2. This chart indicates which of the

among the fundamental catcgorics of our analysis we have examined

possible intertelationships

which we have left largely undiscussed. end i
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POLICIES

goriesusedin this Paper

In Part I of the paper we focused on the relationship between the or-
ganization of political class struggle and the structure of the state. (By or-
ganization in this context we mean the capacity of the working class to or-

ganize politically vis-a-vis capital). We argued

neutral but is a critical clement in the mediation of class domination,
Thus the structure of the state should be analyzed as the outcome of his-
torical patterns of class struggle over the organization of the state appar-
atus. Working class struggles which potentiaily threaten the political -

domination of capital or the exccution of state functions critical to the ac-
cumulation of capital necessitate ruling class restructuring of the state 10 )

that state structure is not

preserve capitalist political domination and to insulate critical functions

from working class influence.
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In Parc )1 we focused on the relationship between the cantens of
political class struggle and state policies. We distinguished betwéen three
ifferent aspects of pnlilic;\l demands for state intervention: the level of
intervention {production versis circulation); the form of intervention
(commodiﬁcd Vs, noncommodified); and the consequences of intervention
(reproductive of nonreproductive for capitalist social relations in the s0-
ciety as a whole). We argued that demands for state intervention which
were at the level of circulation and capable of a commodified response
were the most compatible with capiralist interests; whereas demands for
state intervention at the level of pmductipn in noncommodiﬁcd ways were
the most likely w become unrcproductive and serve working class
interests.

A number of important relationships illustrated in Chart 2 remain
largely uncxplored in out anulysis:

1. The relationship between the organfzation of class struggle and statc
policies. We have bricfly touched on onc aspect of this celationship,
namely the ways ia which commodified state interventions (especiully at
the level of circulation) tend to be divisive of the working class, whercas
noncommodified production politics tend o provide a basis for more
unified working class political organization, It is cqually important to €x-
plore the other dicection of the relationship, the ways in which the ergau-
jzational strength and cohesiveness of the working class has an impact on
the content of state interventions. This has been the focus of most tra-
ditional Marxist analyscs of “concessions’” won by {he working class from
the capitalist state.

2. The relationship betiveen the content of class strug gle and state siruc-
tures. Working class siruggles at the level of commodified-circulagon pol-
itics have tended o be associated with the proliferation of frapmented, -
sulated state agencies. Ina real sense the anarchy of commudity produc-
tion and circulution is reproduced in the anarchy of state structure (19).
The question then arises how will this fragmented state structure change
as political class strugple moves away from pure commodificd-circulation
politics? And reciprocally, as morc centralized executive structures of the
state develop (in response 10 the changing tequirements for accumula-
tion), what will be the consequences for he content of political cluss
struggle?

3. The relationship between the structure and policies of the stute. It is

. clear that certain kinds of policies are much more likely to develep under

e i A

certain stare sS(ructures than under others. Thus, the anarchic, frag-
mented structures of die “pluralist’” state are quite unconducive to the
emergence of coordinated, effective, rcproductivc-noncommodiﬁcd-plo-
duction state policies. There is considerable evidence that at the present
(ime in many advaoced capitalist countries a profound contradiction exists
between the historically evolved sumctures of the capitalist state and the
kinds of policies that are rationally required by advanced capitalism. As
Offe has argued (1972), much of the attempied rationalization and reot-
ganization of state administrative structures should be interpreted as at-
sempts to make effective production policies mor¢ jlikely. In the terms of
our analysis, the capacity for the state to generate reproductive interven-
fions may be contingent upon the existence of certain kinds of structures.
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4. The relationship between the organization and content of political class
struggle. Considerable Marxist theory has been devoted to this particular
problem. In particular, Lenin's classic statement about the relationship
bct.wccn trad¢ union organization and economistic (i.¢. commodified circu-
lation) demands deals directly with the link between the nature of
working class organizations and the content of class struggle. The link,

" however, operates in both directions: not only do certain kinds of organ-

izations tend to generate certain kinds of demands, but certain kinds of
dem_ands tead to reinforce or undermine given kinds of organization. In
particular, as we have argued, commedified-circulation demands make
class-wide organization around the common conditions of the prolctariat
more difficult, whereas noncommedified-production demands facilitate
class organization. Political class struggle as a dynamic bistorical force
must always be trcated as the consequence of the interaction of both
organizacion and content, rather than being reduced 1o cither.

3. The relationship between class struggle and the interaction of structure
and policy. This is the concepiually mast complex relationship among the
catcgorics of our analysis. Polidical class struggle—as the outcome of the
interaction of organization and content—not only influences state struc-
turc and state policy, but the very relationship between structure and
policy. The capacity of a given state structure to generate reproductive
policies itself depends upon the organization and content of working class
struggles. The most rational and well-engineered state structure cannot
guarantec rational policies for capital, since the state is always confronted
by the potentiality of organized working class opposition. This does not
mean d}at state structures caa never function ratioually (réproductively)
in the interests of capital, but that such rational policy formation is
historically contingent upon the nature of class struggle.

A full exploration of political class struggle and the statc must involve a
careful theoretical and empirical investigation of each of these relation-
ships. Furthermore, it is critical 1o explore the overall historical transfor-
mations of the entire system of relationships pictured in Chare 2. We
have indicated one sequence of such transformation in our discussion of
the contradictions inherent in commadified-circulation politics which push
the state towards production politics (20). The analytic problem and
promise remains to specify the potentiality of apparently reproducuve po-
litical demands 1o ultimately gencrate progressively unreproductive con-
sequences. And on the other side to detcrmine what, in the firsi flush,
appear as unreproductive demands yet sesult in the reproduction of
capitalist power,
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FOOTNOTES

1. We are pratcful for the constructive and stimulating comments and criticisms of the
Madison, Wisconsin Kapitalistaie Group, the Bay Arca Kapstate Group and the Michigan
Kapstate Group, as well o5 the individual help of Michiael Aiken, Robin Blacvkbum,vMu:m:l
Castells, Randalt Cotlins, jcus Clujstiansen, David Cray, William Dombiofl, David Gold,
Eugene Havens, ‘Alex Hicks, Edwin Johinson, James O'Connor, Michael Scholman, and
Maurice Zeidin. )

2. Since we are only dealing with that part of an author’s work that deals with the statw,
and since we exuact elements f their werk to Hlustrace these perspectives, we realize that
we do not do full jusice to the theoretical and emplrical complexities of their contribution 10
chis underdevelpped subjece. Thus we ignore the historical location and specific political in-
tentions of the dilferent analysts of the capitalist state.

3. An excellent review and critique of the dominant American perspective can be found
in James Sharpe, “*Amcrican Democracy Reconsidered,” British Journal of Political
Sciance, 1973, : .

4. Auether gxample is Mandel's recent book, Der Spatbapitalismus. M:mdc! sees the
statc ws occhpying a relatively auonamous position vis & via individual claw actors in order to
sccure she contloued hegemony of the apitalist class as a whole. This automony has, to
Mandel, structural causes:

Capital canngt in tcems of its owa activities produce the social) character pf its existence; it

needs on its basis a special arruagement, which is not subordinated to its own (cupital’s)

boundarics, which in this sense is a special arrangement (existing) beside and outside
pourgeais society, and while ncver challenging capital, will simultancously respond to the

immancat pegessities of capial, which cupital itself bas created. (4972 436}

The structure of the state is detenvined over and above the compositions of persounct and
strong capital-agency intcrlocks. This is reflected in the hicrarchical division of labor ia state
institutions which paraliel the prevailing relations of preduction. The increasingly autono-
mous power of the state to act corcesponds 1o the increased difficultics of unhindered capital
reproduction, and thercfore “autonomous power” is delegated to the state out of the
objective intercst commonalities of the capitalist class.

5. For Poulantzas, people are “agents'* of the social suucture (1973: 206}, and sot
conscious, existentially generative aciors. Poulantzas writes, . . . political class suuggle
has nothing to do witha . . . process. .. *acted’ by . . . the class subject.”" (p. 77) Thercfore
it becames impossible for this approach to specify the conditions under which the subjeuive
interests of the capitalist class or mewbers of it will coincide with the functions of the stute.

6. We are indcbted fo Ralph Coates, Deparument of Scciology, University of Wisconsin,
for this point.

7. For an extremely interesting critique of the instrumendalist perspective see Mollen-
kopf (1975). For a discussion of varivus strandstof structuralist and insuumentalist theories
of the state which parallels vur analysis, sce Gold, Lo and Wright (1973).

8. ‘Lhis positien conflicts with Murtin, Strachey and others who have paid morz atiention
to thie conflicrual political aspects of the introduction of the wellare state.

9. In the U.S., black commuuity muovements have begun to realize the imporance of
strucrural change in the metropolis aud city government as vital 10 their ability o polirically
organize for more geaeralized political power necessary o effeex change. For exaaple, bay
(1971) has described how a politically crganized West Oakland cominunity struggled not
simply to assure community seprescntition in programs affecting them, bat o consiitute a
new conter of power with Jegitimate anthonity, co-equal with the city council, © conteol all
agencies relevant to their cemmunity. Not only the immediate political outcome but he
capacity for future political organization, depends on the decision of whether 1o try 1o control
existcnt state struclures, of 10 restructure that apparats.

10. In the four U.S. citics studied by Williams and Adrian, the mecdian percentage of
manual workers on the city counil was 8%. Mewton and Morris (1974) have pointed out chat
in Britain, where nutionally integsated urban partics arc organized aroucd libor union
suppurt, manual workers and labor union lcaders are much moie likely to ger elecied 1o the
council than in the U.S.
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11. Katznelson writes,

This dual broker, buffcring role of the machines was critical in the citics at the wra of
the century becavse the mass migration of Catholic and Jewish workess from Europe
and blacks fram the South brought into question the waditional hegemony of the Pro-
testant culing class, (1976).

12. The gencral approach we have outlined allows us to wndetstand how politics in
advanced capitalist states hias appeascd pluralise despite the reality of capitalist domination
of the state. Plusalism, as the phenomenal form of political conflict in capitalist socictics,
can be undersiood as one manifestation of the political acutralization of the working class.
The empirical data of pluralist theory arc thus saved, but raised to a higher analytic level,

13. This distinction between the level of production and circulation is the cutting cdge be-
tween Marxist and bourgzois treatments of class structure. Weber, in particular, totally
ignores the level of production regarding class structurc as derived from maiket relationships.
For Weber, class sefers to,

*. . . any group of people . . , (who have the same) typical chance for a supply of goods,

external living conditions, and personal lifc expetiences, insofar as this chance is

determined by the . . . power . . . to dispose of goods or skills for the sake of income in

& given economic order . . . (pp. 181-182) From Max Weber, (New York: Oxford, 1947).
The analytic and political implications of Weber's definition of class pervade virtally all
individual mobilicy and poverty rescarch.

14. James O'Connor (1975) makes the distinction between what he calls ‘anarchist
labor*’ and *'socialist labor."* Anarchist labor is labor which simply ncgates capitalist princi-
ples. Socialist labor, on the other hand, embodiés alternacive principles of social organiza-
tion.

15.  As Hyman points out for England, the magnitude of industrial accidents is stag-
gering — in 1970 twice as many days werc lost through industrial accidents than from all
forms of strike activity. (1972: 34)

16. The following discussion of the Swedish case relics heavily on the very important
research done by Andrew Martin (1973, 1974). We are also indebied 1o him for further
clarification and explanation of his idecas.

17. Ik should be emphasized that the case of Sweden is somewhat unque ia that the
organize al 90% of | workers and perhaps 70% of all salacicd cmployecs.
Further, the Social Democratic Pasty has held office continuously for more than 40 ycars.
This should be taken into account when drawing lessons from Sweden about the probable
development of production politics in other capitalist nation states.

18. For furcher discussion of the distinction between structural and systemic power, see
Alford and Fricdland, 1975.

19. Thus the fragmented strucrure of the American state should not be scen merely as
an abstrace elite social control process or as a form of symbolic politics. Rather;the structure
an abstrace elite social control process or as a form of symbolic politics. Rather, the structure
stimulating **social control” intcrpretation of the American health care strucrure, sce
Alfora, (1975). For the “*symbolic politics’’® approach, see Edclmaa, (1964).

20. Other ples of such sequeaces would include: where the working class has
developed a production politics, the state has agrempted 1o constrain and depaliiicize its
production interventions through particulady suucrured pationalizations (post WWII
nationalizations in France, England). Whese the state has becn compelled to intervenc in
production because of the limits of capitalist initiative (c.g. nuclear cnergy development), it
has oficn soon after acted to recommodify the product and retura it 1o the level of capitalist

© circulation.
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