Aufheben

Reclaim the ‘state debate’

Introduction

After the shock of the recent crisis, and facirgyling-term
consequences, many of us who have been involvescant
campaigns and struggles feel the need for a renelwbdte
about the state, its nature and its relation tatabpnd the
class struggle.

With so far no major challenge from the workingssia
in Britain, the crisis and the response to it haaken
objectified forms: economy versus the state, bdtyipg

The crisis has obliged the state to ‘nationaligearicial
institutions and provide financial bailouts to kieysinesses
in order to prevent the collapse of the economy.tHa
aftermath of the first nationalisations, some Tkgists such
as the Socialist Party immediately proclaimed tthaarx
was right’. However, these forms of state interians differ
in both content and form from the nationalisatiohshe 40s
The unprofitability of industries such as miningdathe
railways in the past could only be solved through
nationalisation instead of restructuring. Despiite fact that
these nationalisations were brought about in therést of
capital and in order to maintain the rule of theutggoisie
over production, they reflected the power of orgedi
labour. Today’s nationalisations, which do not eefl any
counter-power of the working class, have alreadgnbe
cynically called ‘socialism for the rich’.

It is in fact clear that the attack on the workitlgss is
currently continuing along the same lines as befloeecrisis
and that the crisis has resulted in hastening dvergment’s
neoliberal agenda.

Benefit reforms proposed before the crisis, whicrev
aiming at imposing the work ethic on single pareaisl
disabled claimants in a prosperous ‘full-employrment
scenario, are stubbornly going ahead, althoughetheg no
jobs even for the fit. For example, a new and tenghst of
incapacity for work has just been introduced whitas
served to rename ‘fit to work’ an army of sick otaints?
Despite the fact that it should be obvious, with thisis, that
the unemployed (and the unemployable) should not be
blamed for not having a job, the working class $ack
confidence to challenge this work ethic ideology an
organised way.

The government is adamant about pressing ahead with

undisputed protagonist roles — both ‘subjects’. Thene privatisation of the National Health ServiceH®) and

appearance of a state intervening in, and agdesfreedom
of the economy was one with its underlying substarnie
ruling class acting in its self-interest and to thegriment of

other public services despite the fact that thsichas fully
exposed the irrationality of their plans. The Ptév&inance
Initiative (PFI) has allowed the private sectoradwn and

the working class. In fact, the consequences of thgontrol hospital buildings (but also school, poligtions,

government’s decision to rescue major failing bamkh
result in massive attacks on the proletariat dutimeggcoming
decade.

On the one hand, the crisis has put the neolilzeyahda
and its underlying free market ideology under goestsince
the state had to ‘intervene’ and rescue the ecorfoomy the
disastrous consequences of its freedom. Howeverulng
class is dealing with a demoralised and fragmentexking
class, often resigned to working longer hours folower
wage in order to retain their jobs. It is true thage cuts
have motivated some more organised sectors of diking
class into taking action, and that we have seelate®h but
combative wildcat strike actions and occupationglo§ing
factories. These new struggles are a necessary fetep
building up confidence in our capacity to challerggpital
and win; however, we are still far from seeing tbafidence
and the class solidarity that was taken for graimete 70s.

! The occupation of Vestas has shown how difficuiks currently to
attain class solidarity — 25 workers out of abod® Giave occupied
a wind turbine factory in the Isle of Wight, whitee remaining
hundreds have dispersed. The weekly solidarityy raths been

etc.) and impose high rents on public trdsMdillions of
pounds are still poured into the hands of IT giasush as

composed of families and friends of the occupietg t is
dominated mostly by leftist groups. A member of thestas
support group in Brighton visited the industrialaend found out
that in many factories adjacent to Vestas the wesrkeere not even
aware of the occupation. About this struggle seaeadticle ‘The red
shoots of resistance?’.
2 According to theFinancial Times up to 90% of applicants for new
benefits are tested ‘fit to work’ under the newesil Alex Barker
‘New test raises bar for sickness benefits’, 137/0
http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/c3ae0762-6f43-11de-9109-
00144feabdc0.html

3 For example, in Brighton, the Royal Alexandra Childsen
Hospital has moved into a new £37m site, built aBF by a
consortium led by the European branch of the Jamane
multinational Kajima Corporation. Under the agreemd@righton
and Sussex University Hospitals NHS Trust will gégjima and
their partners around £3.66m a year to build anohtaia the Royal
Alexandra over the next 30 years. In total, £163.8mpublic
money will be spent — about five times the £37 ionillcapital cost.
At the end of this period the building will belotmKajima and will
have to be hired from the corporation at a new.cost
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British Telecom to pursue a mammoth database ofiaaked
records despite serious technical failures andeigadcies in
services from the private providers, and despitealo
protests about patient confidentialfty.Large health
companies such as the UK-bageate UK or South African
Netcare are contracted for routine operations under araoht
which pays them even if they reject the patfeihd now the
government has just started a new wave of priviiiss: of
drop-in healthcare centres which will be controlleg big
multinationals, but, due to a strange inversiomaanings
which is reminiscent of Orwell’$984, are called ‘GP-led’.

A similar trend towards privatisation is sought Royal
Mail and key parts of the benefit system, whilethro giant
database has been commissioned from the IT indastynd
the institution of the ID card — which will allovhé state to
keep track of main economic transactions, benddiints,
and even the travels, of every individual.

These government policies do have contradictiomg T

interests of competing sections of the bourgeaikish with
the interests of the economy as a whole and thizatel
balance which has kept these projects going caedsdy
undermined by the consequences of the crisis andbea
exploited by future challenges of the class.

The crisis also puts into question the demarcatbn
‘public’ and ‘private’, and thus the nature anderaif the
capitalist state and its relation to capital. Dgrithe last
decade, and as a consequence of the retreat oingarlass
struggle, state policies informed by a neolibegdrada have
slowly redefined those boundaries. The privatisetiof the
public sector have been accompanied by the dedfna
generation of conservative high civil servants emthed in
their privileged control of state bureaucracy aghisocial
reform but also external interference includingttbé big
businesses. With New Labour this old kind of adsatic
civil servant has gone and blurred boundaries betwée

state and big business became the norm. The gdcall

‘revolving doors’ system describes a rotation ofleso
between the state and the private sector: ministedstop
civil servants involved in privatisation would gdbp

consultant jobs in IT, health, financial businesaeshe end
of their public mandate — andlce versa, top managers from
the private sector would be granted top positions
government advisory bodies.

The state’s attempt to make the public sector dit f
privatisation has also led to a redefinition of teation
between public sector workers and their employReforms
after reforms have obliged the NHS and other pui#iwices
to be increasingly run like businesses: targets atitbr
formal measurements are now linked to funding irysmdat
attempted to mimic the constraints of the markes. &
consequence, the internal spur of professionalias been

4 1n 2003 the government claimed that this projesti cost just a
few billions and dismissed estimates from critiBlexperts of a
£50bn cost. After many years, and the withdrawa afimber of IT

providers unable to deliver their pieces of wohe government has
now admitted that the project will cost more tha0Hn.

® Under this contract, the private provider is p&tiaranteed

revenues’, whether or not the contracted operatimes actually

done. In Brighton the private contractor which ruthe NHS

Orthopaedic Centre in Haywards Heath is allowed eject any

patients who present even minor risks but is paigranteed

revenues for their operation.

replaced by the direct command of the cléckhis means
more exploitation, but as state workers lose thaiitional
privileges, the state faces an increasingly prdkstésed
army of employees who are still capable of strangsl of
solidarity across services.

The crisis is shaking all the above demarcationd an

impositions which have been taken for granted, and

potentially offers us the opportunity to challengbat is
established. However, it is a mistake to hope thete will
be any major change in capitalism only as a mechani
effect of the crisis: the crisis will not serve thad of the
neoliberal agenda on a silver plate to the praketarif we
do not consciously fight it and win. In fact, as s&d earlier,
in the absence of any response from the classtéte will
only invest state money in order to re-establighdbnditions
for more privatisations and for the continuity offet
established relations of power — and we will beedsto pay
the bill.

Only if the class struggle re-emerges will the haés of
power and interests, which currently appear todseids of

I'public versus private, privatisation against natléation,

state control versus individual freedom, be expdeedvhat
they really area class issue. With this in mind, far from
being a purely theoretical need, our need for aatéehbout
the state is a practical necessity. Those like bs depend
on a wage or on the benefit system for our survesd to
answer questions which are crucial for our oppadtyuof

struggle.

Such a task must be the result of a collectiveretind
of a long-term project, and so in this article wél wwot
propose any new theory. As a necessary preliminanmk,
we will only consider some theory which was prodlde
the past and which we consider still relevant. émtipular,
we will focus onThe State Debate, edited by Simon Clarke,
which we have already reviewed Aufheben #27 In this
book Clarke summarises previous theories abousttie in

b Literally: nurses employed in hospitals run by pdev Partnership
Health Group complained through UNISON that theyehaeen
monitored by managers with stopwatches while thisited their
patients.

” The Sate Debate, edited by Simon Clarke, St Martin’s Press, New
York.
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capitalism and presents his own work and the woik obecame fused with . This theory was in crisis by the end

authors close to him as the culmination of thisadeb

of the 60s, as existing social democracies had slibat the

Using this book as a point of departure, we wikrth state could somehow intervene in the economy ankema
consider the development of the state debate frbe timportant changes (like the institution of the \aedf state),

beginning of the 70s to Clarke and explain how teébate
led to a clear understanding of the importancehef ¢dlass
struggle in the constitution of the relations ofwewo,

including state power. In particular, Clarke andestauthors
demolished the assumptions, popular
currents like structuralism, that class subjedtivits
subsumed and determined by objectified relationpafer
in capital.

However, we will explain why we are dissatisfiedthg
way this debate has developed so far and why v thiat
today we need something different. We will show hitne
above battle of ideas was, since the beginningjrgted in
academic debate, and that for this reason,
interesting and clever, its aims and interests vimnerently
detached from the aims and needs of those in deuyge
will also discuss why what increasingly became thdor
theory’s sake cannot help us with the many questapened
up by the crisis, and what kind of new theory wedd¢o
make?

The beginning of the 70s:
between reformism and Stalin

apparently in the interest of the working class agdinst the
bourgeoisie.

While the theory of monopoly capitalism saw thetesta
as functional to the interests of the bourgeoisecial

in philosophicalemocratic state theory saw the state as a pdtgnigutral

instrument. The state could be seized by democragians
by the working class and used in its interest. Théory was
based on the apparent separation of production and
distribution in capitalism: while, as long as thapitalist
relations continued, production remained capitalissocial
democratic state could achieve the control of ithgtion
through taxation and state expenditure. Like theoith of

althouggiate monopoly capitalism, this theory was alsorisis, but

for the opposite reason: the actual failures o$ting social
democratic governments in meeting the expectatiothe
class. In fact, from the 40s to the 70s the labnavement
had brought social democratic parties to power,amy in
Britain but in other countries in Europe; and narfiehem
brought their countries closer to socialism — intfasocial
democratic governments even tried to limit the powé
organised workers and introduced austerity measures

In Britain the Labour Party had been in governmiant
the second half of the 40s and later in the set¢atidof the

The Sate Debate was published in 1991 and retrospectively60s and 70%. Attlee’s government (1945-1951) somehow

highlighted some crucial moments in which the ratofrthe
state was discussed in the past; in particular, délbate
between Ralph Miliband and Nicos Poulantzas atetie of

met the electorate’'s expectation for radical refrioy
introducing a benefit system, the NHS, and by meatiising
main British industries, the Bank of England, tyili

the 60s and the work of members of the Confererfce @ompanies, and the railways. The Wilson governniE9t4-

Socialist Economists (CSE) reacting
structuralism during the 70s. Before looking at Migband-
Poulantzas debate, let us first consider its cantex

At the end of the 60s, the two main opposed theafe
the state in capitalism were the orthodox Marxigtory of
state monopoly capitalism and the social democrsiixte
theory, and they were both in crisis.

The issue of the state was a problem for Marxiass,

Marx did not leave any coherent or developed thearglear
but brief comment on the state in capitalism wastha

to Poulantzas’30 and 1974-79) introduced liberal social reformshsas the

legalisation of abortion and applied Keynesianisy tor
example, funding renovation of infrastructure.

Yet both governments could not go beyond a certain
limit. Attlee’s government had to restrain its nefs and
even introduce spending cuts by its ‘necessarylirament
in the Korean war and the consequent massive defersts.
The Wilson government’s reformist plans were blowfifi
course by the mistrust of the international markeds
consequent currency crisis and the devaluatiom@®fobund

Communist Manifesto, where Marx defined the state as ‘ain November 1967 ‘obliged’ the government to intod

committee for managing the common affairs of theoleh
bourgeoisie’, but this comment did not amount tduby

drastic austerity measures and try to curb the powktrade
unions. Despite great promises and expectatioasl dbour

developed theory. The theory of state monopoly capitalism party had been unable to make any change in thenature

had been elaborated within the Leninist traditiorfill this

gap and to reflect the development of capitalismcesi
Marx's times. For Lenin and his followers, in factew
theory was necessary as capitalism was going thrasdast
stage: the contradictions between private propang the
increasing socialisation of production changed rthture of
the state as they obliged the state to increasitajtg up
economic functions belonging to capital. As a consace,
the state ceased to be just a political expressieapital and

8 In our main article on the crisis in this same bemof Aufheben
we complain that Marxist crisis theory has alsoremed into
debates about methodology.

° It is true that in his early works Marx made aigtie of Hegel's
theory of the state, but this was before he dewsldps theory of
capital. He planned to analyse the state in caipitahe of his future

of capitalist relations — the élite which was inwgw
remained in power, the exploited remained exploitad
most of the reforms which were introduced by Attsetved
to redefine the conditions for maintaining the ssaquo.
While British socialists reacted against the weakes
of their social democracy, by the beginning of #@s big
communist parties in other countries like Italy afichnce
saw a chance to go the electoral way. The Comm#aisty
of Italy (PCI) had never been in the government &mel
Communist Party of France (PCF) had only partigdain
the provisional government of the Liberation (1KB#7).
Both the PCF and PCI then had maintained a gloss of

10 We need to stress that for Leninism monopoly edipin was a
transitional stage to socialism, yet socialism eeed revolution to

volumes of Capital, which he never wrote. He also provided take over and reshape both production and the state

concrete analysis of the state for specific cafesexample inThe
Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte.

11 Under Clement Attlee in 1945-51; under Harold Wilso 1964-
70; under Wilson and James Callaghan in 1974-79.
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revolutionariness which could still create greapemtations
among their electors. Following Khrushchev's
Stalinisation and the emergence of a ‘new lefttical of
Stalinism, both the Communist Parties of France kaly
retracted their call for the ‘dictatorship of theoletariat’,
proclaimed their commitment to democratic and Hber
values and considered entering into political allies with
the main parties on the ‘right’. This transformatiwould be
called ‘Eurocommunism’ and created both expectatiand
disappointment among communists.

The British experience of disaffection with the bab Party,
which had never claimed to be revolutionary andcihiad
shown the limits of reformism while in power, wastn
shared by French communists. It is true that, whehe 60s

The Sate in Capitalist Society, Miliband argued that the

de-limits of social democracy were not contingent mgted in

capitalist social relations themselves. In factréiected the
idea that socialism could be brought about by efatt
means alone and thought that any political changesled to
be supported by extra-parliamentary working classggle*

Miliband was not a working class militant, but dexd
his belief in the centrality of the class strugdtem his
academic background. The importance of class deuaod
class subjectivity was an established tradition himit
academic Marxism in Britain, and had been pionedrgd
Marxist historians such as E. P. Thompson.

With regard to methodology, this was also basically
the Marxist empirical tradition. For this reason likand
presented his arguments on the basis of detailddsatid
empirical research. Looking at facts and figuresualthe
UK, other European countries and the US, Milibarated
the limits of social democracy to the privilegedsiion of
the bourgeoisie in the access and control of aditest
apparatuses (as well as, for example, politicaliggrmedia,
etc.). Importantly, he showed that this advantagas w
founded on the bourgeoisie’s privileged access talth,
resources, special connections, education, etc.prsdts
position in the capitalist relations of production.

Miliband’'s book was mainly directed at bourgeois
liberal ideas which saw society as composed ofe'fre
individuals defined as such in the sphere of catoh and
which saw the state as a democratic arena equatlysaible
to all individuals and pressure groups. With hislahen
Miliband sought to prove that it was possible teapabout
classes, about the bourgeoisie as a class; anéhdicate
Karl Marx’s definition of the state as ‘a committee
managing the bourgeoisie’s affairs.

In France, in response to the crisis brought atmut
Khrushchev's attack on Stalinism, Poulantzas weotkeory
of the state and of capitalism as well, one intébawoven
within his philosophical background, French strualigsm.
However, his spirit was very different from Milibds
theory: Poulantzas’'s work in fact contributed toet

the PCF looked at humanist Marxism and consideretheoretical justification for Eurocommunist.

possible alliances with liberals and Catholics asaction to
Khrushchev's denunciation of Stalin, young Althusse
followers attacked the PCF as revisionfsHowever, their
mentor Louis Althusser remained loyal
throughout his life; and there still was great estption
among many communists that an electoral victoryjcctaad
to a drastic change in the balance of power amdagses.
This contradictory situation constituted Nicos Rmttas’s
political background and explains his differencethw

Miliband and Poulantzas

In Britain, many of those who had been involvedtie

labour movement during the 60s and had witnesséd th

Poulantzas’s work was based on Althusser’'s view of
capitalism. According to Althusser, capitalism waade up
of three ‘relatively autonomous’ spheres (the plt the

to the PCHdeological and the economic) and their ‘structurelsiman

history was not made by the conscious actions orcek of
individuals or groups but it was shaped by thesei¢sures’,
which determined to a large extent motivationsioast and
their results. These structures were defined feemiperiods
and in each period they determined a definite dfielf

when he arrived in Britain. He died in 1994, so figk bt see the
election of his sons, David and Ed, as Labour MBspeectively, in
2001 and 2005). He also did not see his offspriogsters as New
Labour ministers. As his sons seem to preciselyosinlihe worst

weakness of the Labour Party, felt the urge to 6PpPO ying of reformist politicians, which Ralph condemriachis book,

reformism.Ralph Miliband was one of theth.In his book

12 Over six hundred young structuralist students ofeéirs of
Althusser were eventually expelled from the PCFhim autumn of
1966. Meanwhile Althusser remained in the Party amdl970
became the PCF’s undisputed leading intellectua./Sthur Hirsh,
The French Left, Black Rose Books, Montreal, 1982.

13 Ralph Miliband was a political theorist and sociptt. The son
of a Jewish family who emigrated from Poland toapecthe Nazis,
Miliband changed his name from an unfortunate ‘Aie’ to Ralph

The State in Capitalist Society, many suggest that he is currently
spinning in his grave.

14 Miliband had to reconcile his ‘radical’ socialismith the
libertarian, democratic values, he shared with ‘New Left’ and
the pacifist anti-Vietham War movement.

15 Arthur Hirsh says that Poulantzas's work developee
theoretical basis for the future Eurocommunism ‘entiran anyone
else’ and explains that his theory saw the stata @&ite’ of class
struggle that could be conquered through democrafiectoral,
alliances The French Left, pp. 189-90).
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objectively possible’ outcomes for the class stlagg
(‘conjunctures’).

This theory was applied by Poulantzas to theoitse t
nature and role of the state. For Poulantzas tite stas not
the result of a social relation: on the contrary, our relaso

journal, New Left Review, to which Miliband replied with a
short article” When, later, Poulantzas published the English
translation of his boolealitical Power and Social Sasses in
1973, Miliband immediately retaliateg.

Coherently with his structuralist view, Poulantzasild

were formed and shaped by the state apparatus. Thet accept Miliband’'s analysis, which focused onalie

structures that characterised the state also detednthe
results of choices and decisions made by thosewep
According to Poulantzas’s view, the state had &ifipe
function in its own specialised ‘political spherat: was
functional to the stability of the social systemaawhole and
not necessarily bound to be functional to econawlitions.
This idea was in effect not very different from bgeois or
liberal ideas of the state, which saw the stateramstitution
independent from the relations of production initzdjsm.
This quite liberal theory led Poulantzas to justihe
bourgeois instruments of democracy and in partictita
suggest that socialism could be sneaked in throluglballot
box. For Poulantzas, in fact, a battle for poweuldobe
played out on a pure political level. It is truathhe state
had so far expressed the interests of the boutigedist this

_—

only happened because the bourgeoisie happeneriso tar
the dominant class in the ‘political sphere’. Bhings could
be, in principle, different. For Poulantzas, cdsta had just
entered a novel ‘conjuncture’ which had markedisisifor
the political hegemony of the bourgeoisie. It haglver
happened before, butow the working class had an
objectively good chance to be at the head of a @leatoral
alliance that could take control of the state. Earomunism
could then be seen as the right way forward, btessethe
right conjuncture?®

Poulantzas and Miliband trampled over each otleea
of study to say very different things and in a vdifferent
way, and clashed. When in 1969 Miliband publishésl h
book, Poulantzas immediately attacked it in Milid@nown

181t is undoubtedly part of a structuralist traditito prophesise the
coming of new phases, which make possible, novicahdhange —
of course all this is the result of an objectivaayics. Among the
authors that we have analysed in the past, a similessianic

fascination makes a star appearance in the theofieBheorie

Communiste (who have read lots of Althusser) antharh-again

Postmodernist, Toni Negri. Unfortunately, such fweges are not
very good in materialising, perhaps because we atagxpect that
‘objective conditions’ will do the trick for us.

influence, the class position and motivations ofsth in
power. For Poulantzas, the state was hardwireditiation
within its peculiar and objective ‘structure’ andtivations
and actions of individuals were guided by objective
necessities? Coming from the British Marxist tradition
which gave centrality to the class struggle, Mitidacould
not accept the determinism and objectivism inherient
Poluantzas’s theory, which displaced the clasggteuinto a
subsidiary role and wrote that in Poulantzas’s theolass
struggle makes a dutiful appearance; but in anexkogly
formalised ballet of evanescent shadéWw'.

Miliband did not believe in ‘free willl against
‘determinism’; he thought that one should consider
dialectical relation of the objective and subjeet®iements
of the concrete; and in his reply to Poulantzasiqoue of

his book he accused Poulantzas of being one-sisxhuse
of his exclusive stress on the objectiVe.

May 68 and its barricades created a new generation
more radical intellectuals, particularly in the Ukpme of
whom would reopen this debate and return to thendita of
‘structures’ or ‘subjects’. As we will see in thext section,
structuralism’s inherent determinism would be undtack
again at the end of the 70s for its one-sidedriElss. new

1 Nicos Poulantzas, ‘The problem of the capitaliates, New Left
Review 58, November-December 1969. Miliband replied withe
capitalist state — a reply to Nicos Poulantzhlgyw Left Review 59,
January-February 1970, pp. 53-60, re-publishediiibdhd’s Class
Power and State Power, pp. 26-35.

18 ‘poulantzas and the capitalist stat®lew Left Review 82,
November-December 1973, pp. 83-9, re-publishedMiliband,
Class Power and State Power (1983), pp. 35-47.

19 ‘The relation between the bourgeois class andstaee is an
objective relation. This means that, if the functiof the state in a
determinate social formation and the interestiefdominant class
in this formation coincide, it is by reason of tegstem itself’
(Poulantzas, ‘The problem of the capitalist state73).

20 poulantzas and the capitalist state’ @hass Power and State
Power, p. 39.

2L The capitalist state’ iClass Power and State Power, p. 32.
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radical intellectuals would focus on the role ot thlass
struggle not only in future political change, batdefining
the nature of the state at any moment.

The end of the 70s: a reaction to structuralism

In January 1970 a group of socialist intellectuaiganised
the first Conference of Socialist Economists. TI8EGvould
soon become a focus for many Marxist intellectuatsn
different disciplines who felt the need to excharmed
confront ideas and to create a network of peers libadly
shared Marxist ideas and eventually launched theng
‘Capital and Class’ in 1977.

structural rigidity and separation of the ‘thredapes’ could
be seen as the acceptance of this fetishisation.

For the theorists of the CSE a problem with theesta
derivation theory, which it shared with structusali, was
that it did not give much of a role to the classiggle. As
Clarke commented, in their work,

...the outcome of the struggle is presupposed, itheila
restructuring or any response which will serve ¢o r
establish the rule of capital. The only issue & much
welfare or how much repression is needed to erthgre
resolution of the conflict.

What the state derivation theory missed was the obklass

A large number of participants in the CSE werestruggle in challenging and shaping the fetishifmdhs of

socialists who had backgrounds in Trotskyism (saslex

Callinicos or Chris Harman). However, the CSE disd a
more broad range of intellectuals, many of who tegdcted

Leninism and traditional Marxism, and sought tessr the
centrality of class subjectivity and the class ggla in an

analysis of capitalism. Some of them, including &mm
Clarke and John Holloway, felt the need to respoad
Poluantzas’s structuralism.

Indeed, by the end of the 70s, structuralism habine
quite established in mainstream academia. With
increased interest in Marx beyond political and neenic
studies and into the arts, structuralism was bdongrow in
popularity, as it offered refined tools for a Matxanalysis
of the sphere of ideology (and so in media studiesature,
art, etc.) besides the spheres of politics and @oas, and
the possibility of studying intellectually stimuiag
connections across disciplines.

For the radical intellectuals in the CSE, the peoblwith
structuralism was that this theory denied a role dtass
subjectivity in making history. Not only the staed other
forms of domination of capitalism, but all humastbiry and
class struggle itself were in Poulantzas’'s theagiednined
by ‘structures’ and ‘conjunctures’. In response ttas,
passive model, Holloway and others revived theestiabate
and presented a theory where the class strugglarhastive
role in defining and redefining the ‘structures’ aapital and
the form of the state itself.

capital and the state form.
As Clarke tells us in his book, the response to

structuralism from the CSE capitalised on recepieernces
of struggle both inside and outside workplacesadrticular,
he mentions a widespread struggle for housing & Wk.
Those involved in those struggles, Clarke explahme] a
first hand experience of the power of the workirgss to
challenge and break down the apparently rigid ‘spgieof
ideology, politics and economics in the course léirt

thstruggle:

There is no clear dividing line between the ‘ecom
‘political’ and ‘ideological’ dimensions of class
struggles over housing... The tenant experience®this
her exploitation not simply as economic, but as
inseparably economic and political, with the threfathe
bailiff and eviction standing behind the Ilandlord.
Correspondingly any working class challenge to the
powers and rights of the landlords, even in pursiiit
such ‘economic’ ends as resistance to rent incsgase
inevitably and inseparably an ideological and prditas
well as an economic struggle, leading immediatehat
challenge to the rights of propertstdte debate, p. 32).

Clarke explained that it was in the interest ofidgo re-
establish ‘objective’ separations, as these sepast
effectively fragment the class into individuals mrterest
groups (as citizens, pedestrians, motorists, coassim

Between Poulantzas and the CSE there had been mangrkers, benefit claimants, tenants, etc.) andrdgstlass

works and writings about the state and capital weher, for
their challenge to structuralism, the theoriststloé CSE
looked with great interest at a particular, extrBme
conceptual study from a small German group of atéck
the so-called ‘state derivation theof§’.These German
theorists critiqued the bourgeois view of the steseparate

solidarity. This fragmentation is not, and cannet imposed
simply through ideological indoctrination, as Patfas or
Althusser would have it, but by re-establishing ared
defining the material conditions which make theasapons
real for us; for example, by modifying the forms of
regulations governing the housing markets and grant

and independent from capital and explained thas thiconcessions which can divide tenants into more ess |
independence was a fetishised appearance of oual sogrivileged groups. This separation is thus material

relations: the state in capitahust take a form which is
independent from production, but this independeixce
consequence of, and is functional to, the relatiafs
production. Holloway and his colleagues found thi view
was a starting point to attack structuralism. Aftdl, the

22 ‘The state derivation theory’ reacted against tjmali theorists
such as Habermas and Offe, who were very popul@ermany.
These liberal theorists accepted Weber’s definitibthe state as a
rational form of domination, which ensured the Bigbof the
social system as a whole. This meant to uncrificalicept the
separation of the state from the capitalist retetiof production.
The ‘state derivation theory’ aimed at critiquitngst separation, and
at ‘deriving’ the form of the state from capitalisbcial relations
themselves.

This was a devastating critique of structuralisneT
theorists of the CSE had shown that the structofespital
were actually a real appearance based on the sfaggle
and had shown how the class struggle involved the
defetishisation and refetishisation of such stnegu
(economy, the law, etc.). In doing so they showeat the
apparent objectivity of the ‘structures’ was a #ient,
historically defined, and continually challengedlity.
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Crucially, Clarke also explained that the oppositif
individual will or motivations and ‘structure’ ime-sided®

The outcome of the class struggle is neither deteyth
not constrained by any historical or structural daBut

this does not mean that the outcome of the struiggle
purely contingent, dependent only on the consciessn
will and determination of the contending forces. It
means only that the material constraints on thescla
struggle arenot external to that struggle... are not

external presuppositions of the class struggle; e at

one and the same time the material foundationstlaad

object of that strugglé?

The defetishisation that is brought to the forethg class
struggle exposes the real, living thing behindustures’,
which is the social relations of production, a tiela among
real individuals. Challenged by the class strugglesstions
of law, ideological assumptions, economic ‘necessitand
S0 on, turn out to be, in fact, a class issue, grotuwar
between us and those who control the means of ptiodif®
This understanding also vindicated Miliband’s crgm of

23 Clarke’s comments should put an end to the steffeosition of
‘voluntarism’ and ‘structure’ which structuralistften attempt to
push their critics into.

24 We fully agree with Clarke’s attack on structunaisvhich is
very similar to what we said when commenting ont&ws in

Aufheben #15, (2007) http://libcom.org/library/autheben/autheben- gpgye:

15-2007

2 Toni Negri made a stress on this defetishisatibemhe claimed

that money is the face of the boss. However, Autdaovent to the
other extreme — substituting pure subjectivismurembjectivism.

Poulantzas that he substituted the notion of ‘dbjec
structures’ and ‘objective relations’ for the natiof real
classeg®

The understanding achieved with Holloway and Clarke
reflected an important truth and, for this reasae, have
considered Clarke’s work with extreme interest. iduoer,
our sympathy with the outcome of this debate hasia

From Miliband to Clarke, the development of thetesta
debate has led to a Marxist understanding whidhtédligent
and excitingly radical, but is also a one-way mogamThe
end product has been the derivation of ‘the rigatid most
radical) theory and ‘the right' concepts, the ubbe
proclamation of a final truth which is naoh need of any
further praxis.

Yet there is no point in pontificating on ‘how much
abstract’ or ‘how much concrete’, how empirical or
rationalistic, the ideal theory should be, or etemwv ‘much’
subjectivity or objectivity it should consider. Thesult of
human understanding has both abstract and concrete
elements and their balance depends on the actuabfaihis
understanding, and on the concrete context in wihits
understanding is realised.

For this reason, instead of dissecting these stataries
theoretically or methodologically, we will conside¢heir
concrete context: who made them, for whom, and Wiig.
will find out that their abstractedness and thdasare into
being ‘theory for theory's sake’ is a symptom ofreore
important problem: a fundamental detachment oftth&om
praxis.

The concrete context of theory

The revolutionary writings that had an influencetbn
class struggle, includin@apital, were written with the aim
of clarifying experience (and also defining methiody and
concepts) for those involved in the struggles. Thelevance
and usefulness was one with the role as a momeangifing
living activity.

However, very few people can afford to spend time
sitting down, studying and thinking. The very faof
belonging to the exploited class gives us less timenake
theory than the time given to those belonging te th
bourgeoisie. In certain contexts, however, makivepty was
possible. Marx’s studies were economically supmbribg
Engels. Many Russian left communists had time fdting
and discussions in the Stalinist ‘political priscamps’.
Other communists like Rosa Luxemburg had plenttiroé
for making theory within their roles as journalists editors
of political journals under the patronage of theDSi
Germany. Last, but, for us, not least, the dolthnUK has
allowed many of us to devote time to radical pudtians...

However, it is a matter of fact that a large paft o
theoretical Marxist production has in recent tinsesne out
from under the generous wings of academia. Afterfal a
young radical student who has been involved ingsfies and
genuinely believes in communism, a university carise
ideal — it would provide the possibility of attaogi the
system and be paid by the system itself to dorswrherable
young radicals have created research niches arvlamngist
debates, historical movements, etc. The academiddwo
generated interesting theorists, including thosentioeed
Miliband, Poulantzas, Hirsch, Blanke, Jusgen
Kantandestendiek, Holloway, Clarke. In additiogeénerated

26 ‘The capitalist state’ itClass Power and Sate Power, p. 32.
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further theorists of interest we have come acrosur

‘the implicit system which determines our most fhani

previous analyses such as Cleaver, Negri, De Asgelibehaviour without our knowing it’ and ‘show how ooceuld

Postone, Fortunati...

But this separation of human activity, which is ealr
separation, cannot come without concrete conseggeBy
submitting itself within the scope of universitysearch, the

escape’. Behind these noble intents,
production was in fact done within, and for, a spleélite.

the strucsural

We have seen that structuralism emerged among

university students who presented themselves aswa

ideological and political force; and we have seéat,t

activity of thinking was necessarily redefined aspacialist
activity, done within the requirements and paramsetd the
academic world. However genuine the authors’ ifieelings
are, this concrete aim will inevitably affect bakte form and
the content of their work.

Professor Miliband did not write his books immedigt
for the workers or for Marxist militants after all -e kvrote
them with an eye to his Marxist as well as libe@lleagues.
This shows in his book, in both content and forime Dook’s
aim was to prove that bourgeois theories (demaisati,
liberalism etc.) were wrong and that a Marxist tlyeof the
state and of society was true. This is why the padathe
pudding of Miliband’'s ideas was not the moment
application to praxis at all, but the moment of laggtion of

his theory to empirical facts. This is the reasar f

Miliband’s brilliant and careful empirical researabout
facts and figures, to the best standard requesteBritish
academia in his era.

This is also why, although the assumption thatetgds
based on class conflict is central in his theoidsat

although their mentor, Althusser, remained faithtol the
PCF, he did so in order to maintain his role adatsling
intellectual. Thus since the beginning it was clehat
structuralism was centred on the interest of iatgilals to
legitimise their political position and influenc€oherently,
for structuralism the structuralist intellectualsae privileged
member of a skilful élite capable of reading thriosgciety’s
structures and of knowing how to ‘escape’ theirtoan
As structuralism spread across French academia
acquired hundreds of enthusiastic followers, thesav
radical theorists did not even aspire to recognifiom non-
radical intellectuals, let alone seek any exchawga the
ofnon-intellectual working class. This self-referahtattitude

was reflected by the jargon and abstruse charaafer

structuralist work in France. The implicit elitismof the
Althusserian  school

‘become familiar through painful initiation withsitparticular
code and mode of expositioff’.
This detachment also explains

the content

Miliband’'s book mainly deals with the power of the Poulantzas’s work, in particular his dismissiveitadie to

bourgeoisie and various aspects of domination ratien
with the working class struggle.

concrete subject matter. For Poulantzas makingyhead to
be mainly this an issue of methodology and

Despite its detachment from the praxis of strugglemethodological critique of other theorists. His mattack on

however, Miliband's book was accessible to the regder
and contained a thorough study of certain aspefctstate
power and class domination which could be of irgete
those involved in the labour movement. This is ppeh
because Miliband, following the old Marxist traditi, still
saw himself as an intellectual to be somehow ‘atdtrvice’
of the labour movement and felt that his work hadbe
readable and interesting to readers outside thersify.
Structuralist production was, at least in the woads
authors such as Foucault, done to contribute tollaative
understanding. As Foucault said, his role was tdeustand

Miliband was that Miliband’s book was ‘vitiated bihe
absence of a “problematic” and accused Miliband
adopting uncritically ‘wrong words’ such as ‘éliteastead
of the more ‘scientific’ expression ‘fractions ofhet
bourgeoisie’. As Miliband observed, Poulantzas s@much
involved in methodology and ‘problematic’ that hadhno
time for fact at all:

%7 ‘poulantzas and the capitalist state’ Ghass Power and Sate
Power, p. 36.
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... His otherwise important boolBouvoir Politique e¢  However, this radicalism had a disappointing salevafer-
Classes Sociales... errs in the opposite direction. To put thin substance.

the point plainly, | think it is possible... to be so As the radical struggles of the 70s had retreatiee,
profoundly concerned with the elaboration of anradical theorists had retreated within academiaceitheir
appropriate ‘problematic’ and with the avoidanceanf  political radicalism defined their research nichthis
contamination with opposed ‘problematics’, as teelo radicalism needed to be preserved, but it came into
sight of the absolute necessity of empirical enguand  increasing conflict with the world out there andhwihe real

of the empirical demonstration of the falsity ofese struggles, which had embarrassingly non-radicaéetspand
opposed and apologetic ‘problematics.... After al, ilimitations. It is not a surprise that most of théstellectuals
was none other than Marx who stressed the impatando not actually participate in any struggles atraivadays.

of empirical validation (or invalidation) and whpent
many years of his life in precisely such an undeénta?®

While structuralism arose as a movement in opposit the
communist party, thus in a political context, thetate
derivation’ theory arose simply and solely in ogpos to

Some others stand on the sidelines and cheerlead th
concrete struggles of others, which they cannotresha
because frankly, being involved in real strugglesndnds
lots of time for unrewarding nitty gritty activity leafleting,
standing at stalls, dealing with boring lay peopleo know
nothing about sophisticated theorie¥..As a result they

m:belprﬂlsectl&alwgvsorlé ofurglt he;c;;deermiin V\}kaonif/?ﬂ? I'I:] cannot speak about concrete struggles and canrstean
retension of havin a'?] eyxtra social or revolui heir concrete questions, except for very intehige
Burposezg 9 y LGN sophisticated and radical, truisms.

Coherently with its aims, the ‘state derivation’wavas
just theory for theory’s sake, which looked at aonly in
order to test the correctness of theory. Even thodse CSE
who looked at this work with interest,

been adept in theorisirig highly abstract form the concrete
struggles of others.® Also consistently with their content,
the German theorists’ style is abstruse and womhd

plainly useless to anyone concretely involved

struggles. Let’'s enjoy a sample of Hirsch’s abstngss:

The tendency of stratification, that is, the pemédn of
society with state or quasi-state apparatuses, sezive
in contradiction with that structural necessity.wéwver,
this should not be seen as an inadequacy of théoty,
as an expression of contradictory social tendentiat
must manifest themselves in specific social cots]ic

such as Joh
Holloway, complained that ‘the German academics.veha

il re

For example, in his article ‘The state and everyday
struggle’, after avery long analysis of the work of the
German academics about the state, and anotherlaegy
explanation of the concept of fetishisation, Johwlldway
Lnds up with theory which is supposed to have iSgance
for those in daily engagement with the stat®hat is this?
His discovery that all aspects of the state foron,eixample
the law, representation and administration, arectjmes
which tend to individualise and fragment the cl&s.he is
now in the position to teach us what we ‘must’ do:

The struggle to build class organisation must bectiéd
against the state as a form of social relationsstmu
involve the development of material forms of counte
organisation which reassert the unity of that whicé
state pulls asundét.

But this is precisely what we do! As Holloway anthiRe

which in turn cannot be understood without thishave theoretically ‘discovered’, our everyday stleg do

contradictior??

Considering the above, it is not a surprise tha state
derivation theorists, similarly to Poulantzas
structuralism, relegate the class struggle to @ididry role
in the development of capit.

Things seem to be different, and more refreshirith w
the theorists of the CSE who sprouted from thegsiies of
the 70s. First, as we said earlier, perhaps alde tfaithful to
the Marxist academic tradition in Britain, their tkdfocused
on class struggle and class subjectivity. Secohdeast in
intention, their work was consciously aimed at cbnting
to the development of existing class struggles. é&s@mple,
Holloway states that this new theory should aimb®
significant ‘for those in daily engagement with ttate’ and
‘able to throw light on the developing class preesi implicit
in the state and on the possibilities to countetimgm’3?

28 The capitalist state’ iClass Power and State Power, p. 29.

29 And in this respect it was quite honest.

%0 John Holloway, ‘The state and everyday struggl€®8Q) inThe
Sate Debate, p. 228.

31 Joachim Hirsch, ‘The Fordist security state andv reocial
movements’ (1983) iffhe Sate Debate.

32 And it's not a surprise that eventually Joachinisef adopted
structuralist ideas for his later works

3 The state and everyday strugglehe Sate Debate, p. 227.

and

reassert the unity of economic, political, and Idgal
aspects of society. As Holloway and Clarke have
‘discovered’, this happens because, if our struggle far
enough, we need to, and do, create ‘forms of counte
organisations’. Holloway has simply distilled thiaily
realisation into a sophisticated theoretical fowhich is then
patronisingly presented to those in struggle aseagpiption.

But how ‘significant’ for those in struggle is this
prescription that we ‘must’ think the state as @rnf’ and
fight against it? Holloway has serious (and rathaewusing)
problems when, in the conclusions of his article,tties to
‘apply’ his theory to real class struggle.

First and foremost, he cannot consider any concrete
struggle at all: he can only mention a vague arttiera
unidentified case study of ‘struggle of socialistate
employees’. But even this imagined case study istda
concrete for his theory! Indeed, after having sjted to

%4 The radical theorists prefer to devote their timenaking theory
instead, and do some star appearances as intellexdtservers at
the biggest demos such as the anti-globalisationpsa perhaps
with small campervans (see ‘Value struggle or clsisaggle?’,

Aufheben #16 (2008http://libcom.org/files/massimo.pdf

% ‘The state and everyday struggle’The Sate Debate, p. 250-1;

see also p. 227. Holloway does not mean with thidiscourage the
use of ‘legal action or parliamentary elections pert of a

campaign’; only that we ‘should’ keep his theorymiind and aim at
opposing the state forms when we use them (p. 277).
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oppose the structuralist concept of ‘state apparamd How would the ultimate truth that ‘the class striegg
having defined the state as a ‘form of social retet, redefines the state as form’ help to clarify cutren
Holloway discovers that this concept is useles@®@own — government policies and their reason of being? Mawld it
and Althusser’s ‘state apparatus’ needs to be suealck help the ongoing bin men’s strike in Brighton, thetorious
in. So, Holloway teaches us, the state has a ‘@oubMorkers in Lindsey, or the workers who occupieddlusing
dimension’, ‘form’ and ‘apparatus’, and the ‘sodtlstate factory of Vestas? How would it help a struggled&fend
employee’ should fight against ‘the state as fofdmait within ~ what is left of our benefits?

his job in the ‘state apparatus’. But, of course, dannot

even tell uhow: No, this theory cannot.

The problem is...to work within the state apparatad a
yet against the state form. The extent to whiclks ki

EO?EZ'EI&WZ'IISg)Epend on the general constellatiboass To conclude, it is true that this article, whicttaaks the

making of ‘theory about theory’, can be accusednaking

Even more disappointing if we expect refined theory‘theory about theory about theory'... But theory (ahdory
Holloway does not clarify at all the relations beem ‘form’  about theory) is not bad in itself as long as iitlfaim is
and ‘apparatus® We are afraid that the analysis of suchunderstanding which can be fed back into praxissaid in
relations would just be impossible for Holloway,hié does the introduction, we needed this preliminary comires a
not share any real experience with any real ‘sistiatate starting point — if we do not want to rediscoves thheel, we
employees’. As a result, his theory is totally essl (and needed to look at the past and what was said, and t
very patronising) for any NHS, council and Job @ent understand what was missing and how to proceeds Thi
workers involved in any real action. article should in fact be considered together, awhale

The problem, as we have already complained in thproject, with the other articles in the same numivdrich
previous section, is that this radical work is @-ovay theory look at more concrete issues like the crisis itsldl a few
which goes from the concrete to the abstemct stops there  recent struggles.
— it stops there because of its nature, that ajrthevhich is To continue this project, in the neAufheben we will
not done for the working class, for the real sttaggbut for give a new small contribution to the analysis @& thlations
getting the right radical credentials and apprdosathe right  of state and capitalism with an article about thegpisations
radical academic milieu. of the National Health System in the UK, and of the

This problem with both the form and the content ofconnected relations of state and capital and, ig1¢bntext,
radical theory is even more urgent today. The srisas we will consider the concrete struggles of the Nikers.
presented concrete questions that need a detaildgses of
facts, and the inner knowledge of what really nratfer us.

Conclusions

% Even his associate Simon Clarke is a bit sceptibalut this
theorisation.
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