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RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN MARXIST
THEORIES OF THE CAPITALIST STATE

BY DAVID A. GOLD,
CLARENCE Y. H. LO,
AND ERIK OLIN WRIGHT

This is a revised versinu of a paper distributed, and presented orally
in abbreviated forn, at the San Francisco mectings of the Union for Radical
Political Economics (URPE) in December 1974. The widespread intersst
which the paper aroused, then and subsequently, indicated both to the
authors and to us that it should be made available to a larger audicnce.
In proposing publication in MR, one of the authors wrote: “Many
authors working within the Marxist tradition are unfamiliar with what
we judge to be the most hnportant ongoing rescarch on the capitalist
state. To cite one example, in the article “I'he Tanzanian State’ by
Haroub Othman, which you published in the December 1974 issue of
MR, the author says that, with the cxeeption of Gramsci and Milikand,
Marxists haven't written anything of importance on the state since Ienin.
Such a view indicates to us that Othman is not familiar with recent
and continuing work of Marxists on the capilalist state. 1 fear thar such
unfaniliarity is only too prevalent. Tt eccurred to us that publication in
MR wounld be the best way to reach the largest number and widest variety
of interested people.” Accordingly, we me publishing it, in two instalents.

The authors are members of the San Francisco Kapitalistate Collective,
which they explain as follows: “Kapitalistate: Working Papers on the
Capitalist State is an international journal publishing Marxist research
on the state—articles, theorctical notes, unalyses of current events, reports
on work in progress, book reviews, etc. There are a number of
Kapitalistate collectives in the United States and other countries. The

‘San Francisco Collective, in addition to participating in editorial, produc-

tion, and distribution work for the jeurnal, has written an essay on Water-
gate which appeared in Kapitalistate No. 3. Currently the San Francisco
collective is studying the role of political partics in the capitalist state.
The present paper, while writien by three of the members, is part of
the work of the group as a whole.”—-I'ur Enitors
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This paper will present a summary of some recent develop-
ments in Marxist thinking on the capitalist state.* The sum-
niary is nccessarily bricf and schematic since the main purpose
is to present ideas and not to discuss them fully or to extend
them into a grand synthesis. The idcas and authors discussed
arc thosc that have most heavily influenced our thinking and
those which we judge to have the greatest potential for guiding
future research on the state.

While Marxists have always had much to say about the
state, it has only been fairly recently that the creation of a
theory of the state has been considered an explicit task. Recent
attempts at theerizing have drawn heavily on conceptualizations
of the state that were largely implicit in carlier work. Three such
implicit perspectives, which may be characterized as the instru-
nientalist, the structuralist, and the Hegelian-Marxist traditions,
have been especially important in guiding current Marxist work
on the state.

Much of the recent work has been concerned primarily
with cxplicating these traditions, formulating them into more
cohicrent and systemalic theorics of the state, and using them
to study various specific empirical problems. A number of
attempts are being made, however, to go beyond the boundarics
defined by these traditional approaches. Some of these are
cxplicit attempts to rcconcile, synthesize, and extend the tradi-
tional clements; others are beginning to develop new theoretical
tools.

This paper will focus first on the traditional approaches
While, as we shall argue below, there is no necessary incom-
patibility among thesc various strands of thinking, many Manrxists
have treated them as quite irreconcilable, and much of the
recent work on the state has taken the form of a polemic
against one or another alternative perspective. It will therefore
be usclul, as a point of dcparture, to lay out the basic logic

* Most of the authors discussed here attemipt to develop a theory
of the state in advanced capitalist countries. Although their theories can
be applied to the analysis of the state in Third World countries, the unique
conditions in underdeveloped nations require modifications of the theory
which are beyond the scope of this paper.

MARXIST THEORIES OF THE STATE k]|

of these orientations. This discussion will be followed by an
explication and brief analysis of some of the recent developments
that have attempted to move beyond the more traditional
frameworks. We will conclude with some general remarks on
theoretical work that remains to be done.

THE TRADITIONS

Very few Marxist works on the state can be considered
pure cxamples of an instrumentalist, structuralist, or Hegelian-
Marxist perspective. The logic behind identifying a theorctical
perspective as structuralist, instrumentalist, or Fegelian-Marxist

“is not to imply that every statement which it contains can be

neatly pigconholed into a single category. The point is that
in any theory certain parts are systematically organized and
integrated into a cohcrent sct of propositions whereas other
parts have more the status of ad hoc amendments. What we
mean, thercfore, by an “instrumentalist theory” of the state is
a theory in which the ties between the ruling class and state
are systematically examined, while the structural context with-
in which those ties occur remains largely theorctically un-
organized. A “structuralist thcory,” in a complementary way,
systematically elaborates how state policy is determined by the
contradictions and constraints of the capitalist system, while
instrumental manipulation remains a sccondary consideration.
Finally, a “Hegclian-Marxist theory” places its cmphasis on
consciousness and idcology, while the link to accumulation and
instrumental manipulation stays in the background.

Regardless of which of these traditions ‘is drawn upon
most hecavily, virtually all Marxist treatments of the state
begin with the fundamental observation (hat the state in capitalist
socicty broadly scrves the intercsts of the capitalist class. Marx
and Fngcls stated this premise in its classic form in The
Communist Manifesto: “The cxecutive of the modern state is
but a committee for managing thc common affairs of the whole
bourgeoisie.”

Given this axiom, Marxist theorics of the state gencrally |
attcmpt to answer two complementary questions: “Why doces
the state serve the interests of the capitalist class?” and “How
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docs the state function to maintain and expand the capitalist
system?” But whilc Marxist works on the state have gencrally
sharcd these underlying questions, they have dealt with them with
varying degrees of sophistication, have formulated them at
different levels of abstraction and with different methodological
principles, and have given considerably different emphases to
onc or the other.

Instrumentalist Theories of the State

The instrumcentalist perspective provides a fairly straight-
forward answer to the question, “Why does the statc scrve the
interests of the capitalist class?” It docs so because it is controlled
by the capitalist class. Ralph Miliband (1969: p. 22)* expresses
this position clearly:

In the Marxist scheme, the “ruling class” of capitalist society
is that class which owns and controls the means of production
and which is able, by virtue of the economic power thus conferred
upon it, to use the state as its instrument for the domination of
socicty.

Similarly, Paul Sweezy (1942: p. 243) describes the relationship
of economically dominant classes to the state in the follow-
ing way:

[The class-domination theory of the sta.ltc] recognizes that
classcs are the product of historical development and sees in the

state an instrument in the hands of the ruling class for enforcing
and guarantceing the stability of the class structure itself.

The rescarch agenda associated with this perspective has
focused primarily on studying thc nature of the class which
rulcs, the mechanisms which tie this class to the state, and the
concrete relationships between state policics and class interests.
The mcthod consists of dctailed studics of the sociology of the
capitalist class, in the first instance simply to show that it cxists;
studics of the direct personal links between this class and the

* Throughout this article, bibliographic references will be indicated
by placing the date of publication and page number in parentheses. The
full reference may be found in the bibliography at the end of the article.
Numbered notes will also be found at the end of the article.
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statc apparatus, and links bctween the capitalist class and
interiediary institutions  (such as political partics, rescarch
organizations, and universitics) ; specific examples of how gov-
ernment policy is shaped; and reinterpretations of cpisodes
from the annals of history.

There are, of course, examples of instrumentalist work
donc at various levels of sophistication. Much of the work of
G. William Dombhofl, for example, rests almost entircly at the
very personal level of showing the social connections between
individuals who occupy positions of cconomic power. Other
instrumentalists, most notably Ralph Miliband, have attempted
to situate the analysis of personal connections in a more
structural context. While most of his analysis still centers on
the patterns and consequences of personal and social ties be-
tween individuals occupying positions of power in diffcrent
institutional spheres, Miliband stresses that even if these personal
ties were weak or absent—as sometimes happens when social
democratic partics come to power—the policics of the state
would still be scverely constrained by the economic structure
in which it operates. Furthermore, he moves away from a
voluntaristic version of instrumentalism by stressing the social
processes which mold the ideological commitments of the “state
clitc.”* Neverthcless, in spite of these elements in Miliband’s
work, the systematic aspect of his theory of the state remains
firmly instrumentalist. In summarizing the gencral argument

* In onc place Miliband (1973: p. 85n) cven argues that the state
must have a certain degree of autonomy from manipulation by the ruling
class: “A simple illustration of the point is the common interprelation
of the most familiar of all the Marxist formulations on the state, that
which is to be found in The Communist Manifesto, where Marx and
Engels assert that ‘the modern state is but a committee for managing the
common affairs of the whole bourgcoisic.” This has rcgularly been, taken
to mcan not only that the state acts on behalf of the dominant class .
but that it acts at the behest of that class which is an altogether different
assertion and, as I would argue, a vulgar deformation of the thought of
Marx and Engels. . . . [Tlhe notion of common affairs assumes the
existence of parlicular ones; and the notion of the whole bourgeoisie
implies the existcnce of scparate elements which make up that whole. This
being the case, there is an obvious need for an institution of the kind they
refer to, namely the state; and the state cannot meet this nced without
enjoying a certain degree of autonomy. In other words, the notion of
autonomy is embedded in the definition itself, is an intrinsic part of it.”
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of his major work on the state, Miliband (1969: p. 146) writcs:

What_is wrong with pluralist-deinocratic theory is not its
insistence on the fact of competition [over state policies] but its
cliim (very often its implicit assumption) that the major or-
ganized “interests” in these socictics, and notably capital and laber,
compete on more or less equal terms, and that none of them is
therefore able to achieve a decisive and permanent advantage in
the process of competition. . . . In previous chapters it was shown
that business, particularly Iarge-scale business, did cnjoy.s'urh an
advantage inside the state system, by virtue of the composition and
ideological inclinations of the state elite. In this chapter we shadl
sce that business enjoys a massive superiority outside the state sys-
tem as well, in terms of iimnenscly stronger pressures which, as
compared with labor and any other interest, it is able to exercise
in the pursuit of its purposes.

The functioning of the state is thas stili fundamentally under-
stood in terms of the instrumental exercise of power by people
in strategic positions, either dircctly through the manipulation
of state policies or indircctly throngh the cxcrcise of pressure
on the state.

The instrumentalist perspective has made a numbcer of
important contributions to a Marxist theory of the slal.c.’ It
has generated much rescarch that has helped to build a sociology
of the capitalist class. In particular, it has contributed to
picrcing the veil of legitimacy that hangs over many of the
specific institutions that systematically link the capitalist class
to the state. Instrumentalist research has also heen of great
importance in bringing to light the conflicts that cxist withi.n
the capitalist class. Such work has made a considerable contri-
bution toward an understanding of the Jocal basis of capitalist
class power and of the interrelationships between local, regional,
and national institutions of the capitalist class.

Despite these suceesses, the instrumentalist perspective has
some major deficiencies which make it unsuitable as a peneral
theory of the capitalist state. Mach of the (‘mpn-u';l! work
represents an explicit attempt to confront the (:um'ltlsmns ‘3‘
pluralists, While largely successful in such confrontations, l.hlS
work has failed to transcend the framework that the pluralists
use. The emphasis, especially in American power-structure re-
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scarch, has been on social and political groupings rather than
classes defined by their relationship to the means of production.®
Furthermore, like most pluralists, instrumentalist writers tend
to sce social causes simply in term of the strategics and actions
of individuals and groups. While in pluralist theory there are
many such groups, all working for their intcrests and influencing
the state, in instrumentalist theory there is only one overwhelm-
ingly dominant group. But the logic of social causation remains
the sime. With rare exceptions, there is no systematic analysis
of how the strategics and actions of ruling-class groups are
Jimited by jmpersonal, structural causes. At times the exercise
of power aud the formation of state policy scem to be reduced
to a kind of voluntarism on the part of powerful pcople.

In a slightly different vein, there are numerous examples
of statc activity that appear not to fit even the sophisticated
variants of instrumentalism. On a number of occasiouns, reforms
undertaken by the state were opposed by large segments of the
business community, as, for example, during the New Deal.
Even when such reforms are ultimately co-optive, to treat all
rceforms as the result of an instrumentalist use of the statc by
capitalists is to deny thc possibility of struggle over reform.
There are also state policies which cannot easily be explained
by direct corporate initiatives but which may come from within
the state itsclf. Thesc tend to speak to broad, rather than
specific, capitalist intcrests. To explain these fully there is the
need for a logic of the capitalist state, both in terms of its rela-
tions to civil society and in terms of its internal opcrations.

Finally, there are important realms of state-related activity
which arc clearly not miamipulated by specific capitalists or
coalitions, such as culture, ideology, and legitimacy. These
posscss a degree of autonomny which tends to place them outside
the recalm of simplec manipulation (see Williams, 1973).

Structuralist Thoories of tho State

The structuralist analysis of the state categorically rejects
the notion that the state can be understood as a simple “instru-
ment” in the hands of a ruling class. In a critique of the work
of Miliband, Nicos Poulantzas, a French structuralist Marxist,
wrote that
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the direct participation of members of the capitalist class in the
state apparatus and in the government, cven where it exists, is not
the important side of the matter. ‘The relation between  the
bourpeois class and the state is an objective velation. "This means
that if the function of the state in a determinate social formation
and the interests of the dominant class in this formation coincide,
it is by reason of the system itself: the direct participation of
mcmbers of the ruling class in the state apparatus is not the cause
but the ¢ffect, and morcover a chance and contingent one, of this
ohjective coincidence. (1969: p. 245)

The fundamental thesis of the structuralist perspective is
that the functions of the state arc broadly determined by the
stractures of the society rather than by the people who occupy
pusitions of state power.* “L'herclore, the starting point of the
structuralist analysis is generally an cxamination of the class
structure in the socicty, particularly the contradictions rooted
in the cconomy. Structuralists then analyze how the state at-
tempts to neutralize or displacc these various contradictions.
The structuralist theory of the state thus attempts to unravel
the functions the state must perform in order to reproduce
capitalist socicty as a whole. These functions determine the
specific policics and organization of the state. According to the
structuralists, the concrete ways in which the state mcets the
functions vary with such factors as the level of capitalist develop-
ment and the forms of class struggle.

The most claborate structuralist-Marxist model of the state
is presented by Poulantzas, especially in his book Political Power
and Social Classes.* Following Marx, Poulantzas argues that in
capitalist socicty the crucial cconomic contradiction centers on
the ever-increasing social character of production on the one
hand and the continuing private appropriation of the surplus

* "The concept of structure is constantly used by structuralist wrilers,
but rarcly explicitly defined. Structure docs not refer to the concrete social
institutions that make up a society, but rather to the systematic functional
intcrrclationships  among  these  institutions. Maurice Godelier (1972:
p. 336) stated it this way: “Structures should not be confused with visible
‘social relations’ but constitute a level of reality invisible but present
behind the visible social relations.” The analysis of the structure of a
capitalist socicty is thus the analysis of thic functional relationship of
various institutions to the process of surplus-value production and

appropriation,
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product on the other. This contradiction poses two comple-
mentary threats to the reproduction of the system as a whole.
On the one hand, the contradiction between social production
and private appropriation poses the threat of working-cluss
unity, which becomes potentially stronger as the social nature
of the production process deepens, and which eventually con-
tains the possibility of the destruction of capitalism itself. On
the other hand, this contradiction poses the threat of capitalist-
class disunity, fostercd by the continued private and competitive
appropriation of surplus. This lack of unity threatens the
ability of the capitalist class to contain struggles by the working
clas. ‘The state plays the decisive role of mediating this con-
tradiction, of providing the “factor of unily in a social forma-
tion” opcrating to counteract the combined threats ol working-
class unity and capitalist disunity.

Poulantzas analyzes this function of the capitalist state,
thc promotion of unity in a social formation, in terms of its
impact on the working class and the capitalist class:

(a): The working class. The state serves the function of
atomizing the working class, of disintegrating its political unity
through the transformation of workers into individualized citi-
zens while at the same time representing itsell as the integrated,
universal interest of the socicty as a whole. This is accomplished
through the institutions of bourgeois democracy and justice,
which create the appearance of cquality, fair play, duc proccss,
ctc., and through various kinds of economic concessions made
by the state which help to transform the political struggle of
the working class as a whole into narrow, cconomistic intcrest-
group struggles of particular scgments of the working class.

(b) The capitalist class. 'I'he statc scrves the function of
guaranteeing the long-run interests of the capitalist class as a
whole. Poulantzas stresses that the bourgceoisic cannot be con-
sidered a homogencous ruling class with an unambiguous class-
wide interest. Rather, the bourgeoisic is a highly fractionated
¢lass, with diyergent interests at the political as well as economic
levels. These diverse class fractions are organized into what
Poulantzas (following Gramsci) calls the “power bloc,” a
political coalition under the domination of a particular hege-
monic [raction. Such a power bloc, however, is always pre-
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carious, possessing only limited ability to enforce the concessions
to the waorking class which are so necessary for the stability of
the long-term interests of the capitalist class as a whole. 'The ouly
way that these interests can be protected, thercfore, is through
the relative antonomy of the state, through a state structure
which is capable of transcending the parochial, individualized
interests of specific capitalists and capitalist class fractions, A
state which was the tool of onc capitalist grouping would be
utterly incapable of accomplishing this.*

This rclative autonomy, however, is not an invariant fea-
ture of the capitalist state. Particular capitalist states will be
more or less autonomous depending upon the degree of internal
divisiveness, the contradictions within the various classes and
fractions which constitmte the power bloe, and upon the
intensity of class straggle between the working class and the
capitalist class as a whole,

The absence of any real discussion of how social mecha-
nisms regulate these various functional rclationships scriously
weakens Ponlantzas’s structural analysis, Although there is a
fairly rich discussion of how the rclative autonomy of the state
protects the class interests of the dominant class, and of the
functional necessily for such a state structure, there is no ex-
planation of the social mechanisms which guarantee that the

state will in fact function in this way.

One: obvions way ont of this difficulty would be to employ
some notion of “class conscionsness.” It could then be argued
that class-conscious capitalists guide the development of state
structures which accomplish the needed functional patterns.
Structuralist writers, however, have almost completely rejected
the uscfulness of consciousness as an explanation for any aspcct
of social structure. They insist that class consciousness is a
catch-all residual category used by Marxists to “explain® things
that more systcmatic thecory fails to resolve. Consciousness, the
structuralists argue, explains nothing; the point is to explain

* By “rclative autonomy” the siructuralists mean relative autonomy
from inanipulation by specific capitalist-class members or interests. They
do not ean that the state is antonomous in any real sense from the
structural requirements of the economy.

MARXIST THEORIES OF THE STATE 39

consciousness through an analysis of the dynamics of socicty,
But if class consciousness docsn’t provide a way out, structuralists
have not advanced any more suitable way to deal with these
theoretical difficultics. While the instrumentalist perspective
has tended toward voluntarism to explain state activitics, the
structuralists have almost cntircly climinated conscious action
from their analysis.

As in the other perspectives on the state, there are cx-
amples of structuralist writings that cxhibit diffcring degrees
of theorctical sophistication. Much Marxian political economy
has at least implicitly held the view that state policics respond
almost exclusively to economic contradictions. This view of the
state might be termed ‘‘cconomic structuralism.” Other state
aclivitics and non-cconomic influcnces on cconomic policy are
treated sccondarily, or not at all. ‘I'he state is perceived as having
litle or no autonomy, and its non-cconomic activitics arc scen
as dircctly derived from the logic of accumulation.

To be both accurate and fair, it must be pointed out that
in such cconomic structuralism there is generally no attempt to
devclop a full theory of the state. The state is incorporated in an
analysis that has its main purposc elscwhere. Nevertheless, we
feel that the issucs discussed in these works cannot be successfully
resolved without a more complete view of the state.

Baran and Sweezy (1966) present onc of the most im-
portant examples of such cconomic structuralism. They discuss
the state primarily in terms of how it aids in the surplus absorp-
tion process. Stale activities are defined by a structural contra-
diction in the cconomy, but at the same time there is an
attempt to integrate elements of an instrumentalist analysis. The
particularistic actions of capitalist groups arc scen as being in
conflict with the nced for the statc to act for the class as a
whole, so that the actual ways in which the state attempts to
absorb the rising surplus arc a result of an interaction between
the structural nceds and the particular interests. But the cco-
nomic contradictions dominate the analysis and the instru-
mentalist cvidence is interpreted within that framework. Other
contradictions, such as thosc arising from idcology or class con-
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flicts, play a very minor rolc. The thrust of the work, then, is
basically that of cconomic structuralism.*

Hegelian-Marxist Perspoctives

T'here are many Marxists who derive their primary inspira-

“tion from Hegel and the carly writings of Marx and Fngels, and

more recently from Lukacs and writers such as Habermas,
Marcuse, and others in the tradition of the Frankfurt School
(or what is sometimes called “critical theory™). Instcad of focus-
ing on the why and how of the relationship hetween the state
and the capitalist class, the Hegelian-Marxist perspective oper-
ates at a somewhat higher level of abstraction. The key ques-
tion appecars to be, “What is the state?” The basic answer is
that the statc is a mystification, a concrcte institution which
scrves the interests of the dominant class, but which sccks to
portray itscl{ as serving the nation as a whole, therehy ob-
scuring the basic lines of class antagonism. Thus, the state repre-
sents a universality, but a false one, an “illusory community.”®

Most of the writings in this perspective take off from this
point and examine how the mystification occurs. They have
placed great emphasis on ideology, consciousncss, legitimacy,
and the mediating role of institutions and ideas, thereby con-
tributing significantly to current thinking on politics. Howevecr,
the Hegelian-Marxist perspective has not developed a coherent
theory of the state or even a well-defined logic of the rclation
between state and socicty. There is little analysis of specific
state actions or concrcte politics in these writings, so it is dif-
ficult to conncct these ideas with an empirical reality. Perhaps
because of this, the key notions of false consciousncss and falsc

* There are other examples of economic structuralism. Ackerman
and MacEwan (1972) and MacEwan (1972) treat the statc as the
enforcer of the rules of the game of the accumulation process but do not
reflect on the state’s ability to alter or influence those rules. Boddy and
Crotty (1974) develop a class-conflict theory of macro-cconomic policy,
but the class conffict being posited is only at the level of the wage
bargain, not at the level of the state. In this analysis, the state is the
arena for choosing a strategy for the capitalist class. Mattick (1969)
and Yaffe (1973) consider that state intervention ultimately worsens the
tendencies toward crises that are endemic to the capitalist accwnulation
process. In their work, the state is seen as having even less potential for
mediating contradictions than in other versions of economic structuralism.
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ideology remain incomplete; it is unclear how and why they
remain false when they are being continually confronted with
the reality of daily life under capitalism.

Antonio Gramsci, who is difficult to classify within any
one perspective, can he considered as one thinker emerging from
the Hegelian-Marxist tradition who avoids the pitfalls of over-
abstraction. Gramsci analyzed capitalist idcology both theorcti-
cally and empirically, studying cultural changes in Ttaly and
Anicrica induced by changes in production relations. His theory
of civil socicty and the state, and his concrete discussions of
fascism and the collapse of political parties in interwar Furope
arc examples of a Marxist analysis that is developed in both the
political-cconomic and ideological dimensions. ““I'he Southern
Question,” Gramsci’s essay on the ideological and political
factors that produce alliances between classes stands as a
Mauxist classic. Through his cxamination of the groups that
could possibly support the intcrests of the industrial bourgeoisie
of northern Italy, Gramsci devcloped the notion of “hegemony,”
a key concept in the analysis of capjtalist domination through
the state. His work has been an important infldence on
Poulantzas, among others, who has attempted to incorporate
such political phenomena into a more systematic theory of
capitalist society.

(To be continued)
NOTES

1. For examples of each type of wark see: Dowholf (1967); Miliband
(1969) and Nichols (1972); Domholf (1970, Part 2); Kolko (1963)
and Weinstein  (1968). ‘The literature on financial-interest groups
has also contributed to the formation of an empirical picture of the
capilalist class in the United States. See Menshikov (1969). For
valuable instrumcntal analyses of U.S. forcign policy, see Joyce and
Gabricl Kolko (1972) and Eakins (1969).

2. The remainder of this scction draws heavily on Mollenkopf (1975).

3. For the development of such a criticism, sce Balbus (1971), For an
exchange belween an instrumentalist and a structuralist that delves into
many of the key issues, sce Poulantzas (1969), Miliband (1970,
1973). The empirical analysis of Mcnshikov (1969) builds on produc-
tion categories.

4. Another, less complete, example is Althusser (1971). For analyses of
Poulantzas’s theoretical framework, see Wright and Perrone (1973),
Miliband (1973), and Bridges (1974).
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RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN MARXIST
THEORIES OF THE CAPITALIST STATE
PART 2 '

BY DAVID A. GOLD,
CLARENCE Y. H. LO,
AND ERIK OLIN WRIGHT

Part 1 of this article, in the October issue of MR, presented and com-
mented on three major Marxist theories of the state: the instrumentalist,
the structuralist, and the Ilegelian-Mawxist,—Tue Evitors

NEW DEPARTURES

It has become apparent to many Marxists that the instru-
mentalist perspective is simply inadequate as a guide to under-
standing the state in advanced capitalist socicty. While many
policics arc the outcome of control by specific capitalists, and
some government agencics appear to be the tools of specilic
capitalist interests, it is impossible to scc how the complex
apparatus of the statc can be understood adequately in a
model which sces policy outcomnes primarily in terms of class-
conscious manipulations by the ruling class. But the structuralist
alternative is ako inadequate. For, while it does situate the
formation of policy in the context of the functioning of the
capitalist system as a whole, it gencrally does not explain the
social mechanisms which actually gencrate a class policy that
is compatible with the needs of the system. Finally, the Hegelian-
Marxist perspective is inadequate because it is so highly abstract

36
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that it is difficult to use in the analysis of a particular historical
situation. In addition, the centrality it places on ideology
aud conscionsness often tends to undermine the materialist
basis of Marxist theory.

Many of the new departurcs in the theory of the state
have tried to overcome these weaknesses. Three exanwples scem
especially ‘interesting: Clans Offe secks to transcend the instru-
mentalist and steucturalist limitations through a more precise
specification of what is particulaly capitalist about the capitalist
state; James O'Connor develops a theory of state finance that is
rooted in the process of accumulation of monopoly capitalism;
and Alan Wolfe attempts to impart more concretencss to the
abstractions of the Hegelian side of Marxism.

The Internal Structure of the Capitalist State

Clans Offe, a student of Jirgen IHabermas, has been
influenced by the Megelian-Marxist tradition but has since
ventured into new arcas. His major theoretical work on the
statc (1972¢, 1973b) begins with the question: How can we
prove the class character of the capitalist state? IHow can we
demonstrate that it is a capilalist state and not mercly a stale in
capitalist society? From the start, he rcjects both the instru-
mentalist and structuralist approaches to this problem. Both of
these, Offe argues, only cxamine the external detcrmination of
state activity: the instrumentalists explain the state in tenns
of the external manipulation of the state apparatus by the
ruling class; the structuralists explain the state by the external
constraints which limit the scope of possible state activitics. But
in ncither case do thcy provide a theory of the mecchanisms
within the state which guarantee its class character. This is the
theorctical problem which Offe attempts to solve.'

The key concept Offc introduccs to understand the internal
structure of the state is “selcctive mechanisms.” These constitute
a wide range of institutional mechanisms within the state
apparatus which (under idcal conditions) serve three crucial
functions: (1) negative selection: the sclective mechanisms

* Numbered notes and a bibliography will be found at the end of the
article.
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systematically cxclude anti-capitalist interests from state ac-
tivity; (2) positive selection: [rom the range of remaining
alternatives, the policy which is in the interests of capital as a
whole is sclected over policics serving the parochial interests of
specilic capitalist groups; (3) disguising selection: the institu-
tions of the statc must somchow maintain the appcarance of
cluss-neutrality while at the same time cffectively excluding
anti-capitalist alternatives. Most of Olffe’s analysis consists of
an abstract discussion of the contradictory character of these
selective mechanisins and the methodological problems involved
in studying them.

In his discussion of negative sclection, Offe specifics four
gencral levels of mechanisms which operate as a hierarchical
filter system: structure, idcology, process, and rcpression. Fach
level excludes possibilitics which have not yet been screened out
by the previous levels. Structural sclective mechanisis refer to
the broad limits of possible state actions defined by the overall
structurc of political institutions. In particular, Offe cmphasizes
the importance of constitutional guarantees of private property
which exclude a wide range of anti-capitalist policics from
entering the agenda of state activity. Of the many issues not
cxclnded by the structure of political institutions, ideological
mechanisms determine which are actually articulated and per-
ccived as problems to be solved. Some potential policy options
become “non-events” because they are not in the realm of
acceptable discourse. Decision-making rules provide

certain interests with a headstart . . . by granting them chrono-
logical priority [and] relatively more favorable coalition chances
or the opportunity to cmploy specific power resources. Fvery
procedural rule creates conditions of being favored, or converscly
beinge excluded, for certain topics, groups, or interests. (Offe,
19730z p. 11)

Finally, the repressive apparatus of the state excludes given
alternatives through dircct coercion.

While it is casy to specify abstractly such negative sclective
mechanisms, it is extremely difficult to study their class char-
acter empirically. To understand the intrinsic class nature of the
selective mechanisms it is necessary to study the excluded possi-
bilitics. But excluded options are, by nccessity, intrinsically dif-
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ficult to define and obscrve. The problem is compounded by the
disguising sclective mcchanisms, which mystify the entire process
of class determination of state activity. Offe concludes that when
the selective mechanisiis of the state are functioning effectively,
it is virtually impossible to danonstrate cmpirically the class
nature of the state. (This does not mean, of course, that the class
interests served by particular policies cannot be studied in the
tradition of instrumentalist and structuralist research. But again,
merely showing that state policics serve capitalist interests docs
not prove that the statc is a capitalist state, a state which
necessarily scrves capitalist interests.)

Offe’s solution to this methodological dilemma is to shift the
focus of analysis from the normal functioning of the state to the
statc in crisis situations. In periods of political crisis the sclective
mcchanisms begin to break down and the state is forced to
rcly morc and more on repression in order to maintain its class
character, thus revealing the class nature of the excluded
options. The analysis of the class nature of the state thus depends
upon rcvolutionary practice, potentially gencrating a  “crisis
of crisis management” which cxposes the inner nature of the
state itsclf.

Offc’s analysis of positive sclective mechanisms (the mech-
anisms which gencrate a positive capitalist class policy rather
than merely excluding anti-capitalist possibilitics) raiscs a variety
of additional issues. Offe argues that contradictions internal
to the state interfere with the state’s development of an cffective
policy in the intcrest of capital as a whole. The state engages in
two types of positive activitics which Offe (1974) calls “alloca-
tive policies” and “productive policics.” In both of these the
state plays an imporlant role in providing the necessary condi-
tions for continued capital accumulation. In the former the state
merely coordinates and regulates the allocation of resources that
have alrcady been produced; in the latter the state becomes
dircctly involved in the production of goods and scrvices re-
quired for the accumulation process.*

* There is no suggestion in this analysis that there was ever a
period in which the capitalist state engaged only in allocative policies.
From the very earliest periods of capitalism, the direct involvement of
tho state in the accumulation process has been important. The point is
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In the casc of purcly allocative policics, the state docs not
necd to adopt a truly optimal policy from the point of view
ol capital as a wholc. Most allocative policics have, thercfore,
been formulated by capitalist interest-groups which influence the
state through the mechanisms described by the instrumentalist
writers. As monopoly capitalism develops, howcever, the contra-
dictions in the accumulation process push the state into dircct
involvement in production. As the state directly produces
morc and more of the conditions of accumulation, it becomes
increasingly important that the state’s policics be rational from
the point of view of capital as a whole. Such policics cannot,
therefore, be left to the give-and-take of competing capitalist
interests, but must be planned to serve the collective capitalist
interest.

Offe argues that the capitalist state is fundamentally in-
capable of such planning. Whereas the criterion for capitalist
rationality is unambiguous for the individual capitalist—profit
maximization through the production and sale of commoditics
—there can be no equally unambiguous criteria for the capi-
talist state. Since the state docs not produce. for the market, its
aclivitics cannot be governed by the logic of commodity pro-
duction. The rationality of state production must thercfore be
defined in terms of production for use rather than production

for exchange.

The crucial political question is, therefore, what kinds of

usc-value criteria determine state production, Offe shows that
many of the structures which are important in ncgsftiw.: sclection
(such as rigid burcaucratic procedures and constitutional and
idcological defenses of private property) arc obstacles to the
development  of sclective  mechanisms wln‘ch can guarantce
that statc production will serve the general interests of capital.
The state’s attempts to overcomce these obstacles w.ca.k.c? the
negative sclective mechanisms and .incrcnsc the .p.osﬂblhtlcs c?l'
anli-capitalist political forces affecting state pohcncf. There is
thus an intensifying contradiction between the state s changing
role in the accumulation process, which requires rational state

-

is i i jtatively and qualita-

that this involvement has been growing both quantitatively and qualita-

tively, and that this growth poses serious p.roblemu for the “rationality
of state activitics from the point of view of capital.
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involvement in production, and the internal structurcs of the
state which determine its class nature as a capitalist state.

T.he Theory of the Fiscal Crisis

James O’Connor (1973) develops a theory of the state
budget that is rooted in the reality of contemporary Amcrican
society.® He tries o explain the fiscal crisis, the observed tendency
of state expenditures to grow faster than revenues. O’Connor’s
theory has three constituent elements. First, there is the recogni-
tion that the capitalist statec must attempt to perform two con-
tradictory - functions - -accumulation aund legitimation. The state
attempts to support the aceumulation of private capital while
trying to maintain social pcace and harmony. Since accumula-
tion is crucial to the reproduction of the class structure, legitima-
tion nccessarily involves attempts to mystify the process and
to repress or manage discontent. Both accumulation and legiti-
mation are translated into demands for state activity. But while
this implies an increase in state expenditures, the revenues for
meeting these needs are not always forthcoming, since the fruits
of accumulation (greater profits) are not socialized. This is
the fiscal crisis.

Sccond, the state is analyzed as an integral clement in the
accamulation process. O’Connor divides the cconomy into three
sectons. ‘The growth of the monopoly sector is bascd on the
cxpansion of capital and technology. It is the prime accumulat-
ing sector of the cconomy. The competitive sector grows on the
basis of the expansion of labor powcr which has been “freed”
by accumulation and growth in the monopoly sector. Thus,
unlike in other Marxist analyses, the competitive scctor docs
not necessarily decline with accumulation but expands because
of the growth process in the monopoly scctor. Howcever, with
less technical change, smaller growth in capital, and unstable
matkets, the labor force in the competitive scctor is a marginal
onc, increasingly scgmented from the monopoly sector.

The state sector includes production organized by the state
itself, such as education, and production contracted out to
private capitalists, such as military equipment. Neither type of
production is subject to market discipline. One result is low
productivity and inflationary tendencies within the state budget.
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All three of these sectors of the cconomy are part of a
single contradictory process: the growth of the monopoly
scctor leads dircctly and indirectly to the growth of the state
and the competitive sector; the expansion of the state in turn
becomes a source of further growth of the monopoly sector as
more and more of the costs of accumulation arc socialized; the
growth of the competitive scctor increases the social expenses
of the state and thus hampers its ability to further underwrite
monopoly sector growth. In the end it becomes impossible to
understand the dynamics of any one scctor without developing
a theory which encompasses all three.

The third clement of O’Connor’s schema- concerns the
relationship of specific items of state expenditure to the accumus-
lation and legitimation functions of the state. “Social capital”
expenditures are those that aid accumulation by private capi-
talists: social insurance which helps reduce the reproduction
costs of labor power, and state-financed industrial development
projects which increase the productivity of a given amount of
labor power are two examples. These expenditures d9 not
directly producc surplus value but they do aid private capitalists
in thcir attempts to increase the total amount of surplus value
and arc thus indirectly productive. “Social cxpenses” are those
expenditures such as police and welfare that are necessitated b.y
the attempt to maintain social harmony. While such cx!)cn.dl-
turcs may potentially reduce certain kinds of losscs to capitalists
(as in riots) they do not contribute, even ‘mdlrectly, to .thc
expansion of the pool of surplus value. D.cspltc some empirical
difficulties in locating expenditures ncatly in one category or the
other, the schema is a powerful one for dcl!ncatmg t‘l‘lc un.dm;:
lying social tensions and contradictions t.hat find .thl!‘ s.oluuc.)x}
in the state budget. The fiscal crisis, at its root, is a social crisis.

One of the main results of this analysis is that the state
Joses much of its superstructural character. The state is incrcas.»-
ingly involved in accumulation, not just to protect the cqnd:—
tions of accumulation as earlier Marxist thinking empha's!zcd,
but to participate actively in the crea?ion of tl-xose con'dmons.
Although the state is not rigidly determmeq or circumscribed by
accumulation, there is a strong dialectical lmlf.

In addition, the state and the entire political system are scen
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as continually weighing alternative political strategics. For ex-
ample, the welfarc-warfare state, which is explained as a result
of contradictions created by the accumulation process, is not the
only possible course for the state to follow. It is the result of a
combination of strategy, structure, and political conflict. O’Con-
nor spccifically raises the possibility of an alternative course, a
social-industrial complex, which would attempt to solve the
same contradictions but would be based on a diffcrent political
coalition and would have diffcrent long-term conscquences.

Another important implication of O'Connor’s work centers
on the analysis of the discontent that arises from state activity.
Taxpayers’ revolts arc indicative of the lack of total success in
the statc’s attempts to mystifly its role in accumulation. Workers
whose labor power is superflnous also rebel. They arc super-
fluous because, as a consequence of the accumulation process
in the monopoly scctor, private capital cannot find a way of
gaining surplus value from the cmployment of their labor
power. But as the state is increasingly called upon to manage or
repress their discontent, the state itsclf becomes the target. In
both cascs, there is increasing conflict in the rcalm of the
political at preciscly the moment when the state is being called
upon to do more in the realm of the cconomic.

Alienatod Politics and the Legitimacy Crisis of the State

Alan Wolle (1974) introduces the term “alicnated politics”
in an attempt to lay the groundwork for a Marxist theory of
politics. Wolfe is explicitly attempting to cxtend the Hegelian-
Marxist tradition while drawing on elements of structuralism.
He argucs that the basic concepts Marx used in his cconomics
can scrve as mctaphors in developing such a theory. Just as
alicnated labor is a distortion of people’s necd to engage in
productive activity, alicnated politics is a distortion of com-
munity. The capitalist state is part of the theory of politics in
that the state is the “political institution which claims primary
responsibility for reproducing alienated politics, that is, for
maintaining a political system based upon the extraction and
imposition of power from people.” (Wolfe, 1974: p- 149)

The value theory framework represents an alternative meta-
phor, not logically different from alicnation but an extension.
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The metaphor here is that as pcople engage in creating a com-
munity they cxpend a power. Just as labor power is reimposed
upon people as capital, via surplus value, the state is understood
as the reimposition of a “surplus” political power whose original
source lies in people’s social activity.

In capitalism, politics is an activity that is scparate from
people’s daily lives. It takes the form of struggles for control
over the state, which is fctishized, worshipped for its own sake.
Real politics, the creation of community, becomes an unrealiza-
ble private scarch. Also, since the state does one thing while
appearing to do another, “politics” takes on an opaquc quality,
which, like the commodity form, must be pierced to understand
the underlying reality.?

As the basis of a theory, such metaphors lcad toward the
study of the state in terms of the way it extracts power from
people and imposes it back upon them in its attempts to repro-
duce the capitalist order. Extraction involves mechanisms by
which people are divided from cach other (such as, for ex-
ample, the use of idcology or the manipulation of scarcity)
while imposition involves mcchanisms by which this appro-
priated power is used on people (such as repression).

In a forthcoming book, Wolfc uscs the theory of alicnated
politics to analyze how democratic principles have been dis-
torted to produce an idcology that legitimates the capitalist
state. This idcology has always contained two antagonistic cle-
ments: “liberalism,” the political idcology that undcrwrites the
state’s role in supporting capital accumulation, and “democracy,”
the principle of participation and cquality that legitimates the
state. The contradictions of liberal-democracy have, in the
course of capitalist development, produced a series of types (ff
capitalist states, each of which has attempted to reconcile this
ideological tension with the objective conditions of accumul:t-
tion. But because of the continual transformation of the condi-
tions of accumulation and the continual class struggle over
democracy itself, none of these forms of the state ha's been
capable of permanently solving the problem of lcg'xtlmaUng the
capitalist statc; every historically attempted solution has only
led to new forms of legitimation crisis.

Though the capitalist state distorts struggles for democracy
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into an idcology of libcral democracy which, if still in a pre-
carious way, is compatible with the state’s role in reproducing
capitalism, it is a mistake to vicw the state as a simple product
of capitalist intcrests alonc. The particular shape of the capitalist
state has been the result of class struggle, and struggle can
continue to affect that shape. Thus, Wolfe argues, the state
should be scen as an appropriate arcna for class struggle. As
Wolle reminds us, the ultimate purposc of constructing a
Marxist theory of the capitalist state is not just to study the
state, but to transform it.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Many of the rccent developments in Marxist theories of the
capitalist statc can be interpreted as attempts to restore the dia-
lectic to the analysis of the state, thereby applying the methodology
that Marx himscl{ used so successfully. This enterprise has taken
place at diffcrent levels of abstraction and has focused on
diffcrent  problems in state theory. Alan Wolle’s theory of
zlienated politics represents an attemmpt to develop a language
for discussing politics which captures the dialectic between the
material-social activitics by which pcople create communities
and the alicnated forms of that activity embodied in the state.
Claus Offe’s work on the internal selective mechanisms of the
statc claborates the dialectical relationship between the policies
of the state and capitalist class intercsts as they cmerge from
the accumulation process. The internal structures of the state
arc analyzed as contradictory mechanising which mediate this
rclationship. Contradiction is brought into the hecart of the
statc itsclf and is seen as bcing an essential part of the process
of policy formation in capitalist socicty.

James O’Connor’s work is similarly focused on restoring
the dialectic between the accumulation process and state activity.
Whereas Offe approaches this problem through a theoretical
elaboration of the internal mechanisms of the state, O’Connor
has attempted to cxamine more fully the direct and indirect
role the state plays in the accumulation process itself. The
state’s activity is no longer scen simply as an external response
to dynamics rooted in the accumulation process, but as an
intrinsic element in that process.
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These various attempts at strengthening the dialectical
quality of a Marxist theory of the statc have gonc a long way
toward undcrmining the rigid architectural image of the state
as part of a superstructurc crected on the economic base of
society. While nonc of the works here discussed represents a
fully elaborated theory of the state, they do provide the ground-
work on which such a theory can be built. A number of general
propositions can be made which define the contours within
which such a general theory of the capitalist statc might be
developed. We offer these only as a preliminary formulation
reflecting the current stage of our own thinking rather than as
actual elements of a complete synthesis of the idcas discussed in
this paper.

(1) The capitalist state must be conccived both as a
structure constrained by the logic of the society within which
it functions and as an organization manipulated behind the
scenes by the ruling class and its representatives. The extent to
which actual state policies can be explained through structural
or instrumental processes is historically contingent. There are
periods in which the state can be reasonably understood as a
sclf-reproducing structure which functions largely independently
of any external manipulation, and other times when it is best
viewed as a simple tool in the hands of the ruling class. Certain
parts of the state apparatus may be highly manipulated by
specific capitalist interests while other parts may have much
more structural autonomy. But in no situation can state activity
be completely reduced to cither structural or instrumental causa-
tion. The statc is always relatively autonomous: it is ncither
completely autonomous (i.e., frec from active control by the
capitalist class) nor simply manipulated by members of the
ruling class (i.c., frec from any structural constraints). 1'\5
Marx put it so cloquently in his analysis of the French state in
the mid-ninetcenth century: “Men make their own history, but
they do not make it just as they please; they do not make it under
circumstances chosen by themsclves, but under circumstances
directly encountcred, given and transmitted from the past.”

(2) The internal structures of the state, as well as the
concrele state policies shaped within those structures, are the
objects of class struggle. A theory of the state must not regard
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the structures of the state as historical givens but must attempt
to explain the development of the structures themselves. Other-
wise, the analysis takes on a static quality. Offe’s work to a
certain extent excmplifics this problem. While he does describe
the ways in which the selective structures of the nineteenth-
century capitalist state differ from those of the contemporary
state, and he discusses in rich detail the contradictory quality of
the dominant structures of the present period, he offers no theory
of the actual transformation of statc structurcs. His theoretical
work thus lacks the systcmatic inclusion of history.

O’Connor’s work moves at least partially in the direction of
a more historical theory. While he never formulates an explicit
theory of the transformation of state structures, there is implicit
in his work the view that not only are state policics as such
the objccts of class struggle, political coalition formation, elc.,
but so are the structurcs of the state themsclves. Gosta Anderson
and Roger Friedland (1975) have made this notion cxplicit and
carricd the analysis considerably further. They argue that a
theory of ‘the statc must contain a theory of what they call
political class struggle, a theory of the ways in which class
struggle itsclf transforms the internal organization of the state.
In such a theory the state is sccn not merely as helping to
reproduce  the capitalist system in contradictory ways, but as
being itsclf shaped by the class struggle which results from
those contradictions. )

We belicve that this cxtension of the analysis of Offe and
O'Connor is an important direction for further work on the
theory of the capitalist state. For thc moment, however, it
remains a somewhat ad hoc argument. As in much of Marxist
theory, explanations based on “history” or “class consciousness”
or “class struggle” often have a residual quality to them. To say
that the structures of the state are the objects of class struggle
and that class struggle explains the specific evolution of struc-
turcs is only a starting point. It is further necessary to develop
a proper theory of such political class struggle itself.

(3) The notion of the “rclative autonomy of the state”
needs further theoretical development. Structuralist writers have
conceptualized this notion by treating the state as relatively
autonomous with respect to direct, instrumental manipulations
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by the capitalist class. Offe’s analysis of the contradiction be-
tween the state’s role in the accumulation process and the
sclective mechanisms which determine its class character sug-
gests that the state may also become relatively autonomous from
the logic of accumulation itself. The word “relative” is crucial;
there is no implication that the capitalist statc can cver be
emancipated from the constraints of a capitalist social formation.
But there is the implication that as the state bccomes more
and more implicated in the productive sphere itsclf, as larger
realms of social activity become decommodificd (in the sense
that production becomes organized around politically determined
usc-values rather than exchange-values), the state can develop
a much greater degree of autonomy than is understood by the
conventional Marxist notion of “relative autonomy.” This
further suggests that it may make sense to talk of the state as
such having an emergent “interest,” rather than simply seeing
the state as in some scuse reflecting the interests of the
bourgeoisic. The analysis of an interest of thc' state is.undc-
veloped within the Marxist perspective. But it is a line of
thought which we fecl is worth pursuing.* o

(4) With the development of capitalism from the c:"tl'ly
phases of monopoly capitalism into adva.nf:cd monopoly capxt.z\l-
ism the reproduction of favorable c.on(l.mons for accumulation
dcpends more and more upon the active intcrvention o.f the state.
There is no guarantec that the state will in fact .dnsc?vu tl-nc
correct forms of such intervention, nor evcn.that_ it will avoid
making catastrophic mistakes. The only certainty is that the re-

# Two examples of works stressing the interest of the stt‘at;,: per ;c
are Roots of War by Richard Barnet and The .Logn.: of lf’orl ow:i' by
Franz Schurmann. Responding to the economic dislocations cause . ¥y
the Vietnam war, these writers have argu?d that American nnpc.narlsm
is more in the interest of the state than in the interests of capitalism.
Barnct’s view is that although the state is constr::uncd by cconon:u:
structures, specific decisions are .largqu controlled in ‘an lrstrumex;‘:.
fashion by political and bureaucratic elites. Schurmann places l.t:ss efnpthe
sis on economic factors and claims that Amf:m:an 1mpc:a ism “d

result of exccutive power backed by popular nd(.:ology. Sc urmnlnn. ;]Jc:
present excellent evidence that burcaucratic i:actlom h.avefg{;:;“t y‘ influ-
enced U.S. policy in Indochina. For a Marxist analysis of U.S. foreign

policy that recognizes that bureaucracies and political parties medlate

between conflicting policy options, see Lo (1975).
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quirements for such an expanded role of the state will increase,
particularly in the direction of increasingly direct involvement
in the accumulation process.

It is especially important that future theoretical and em-
pirical work on the capitalist state should attempt to undecr-
stand the relationship of the internationalization of capital to
the dynamics of state involvement in accumulation. Work on
the theory of the capitalist state is now developing the tools
for analyzing the relationship of the statc to accumulation with-
in a national context; it is only beginning to explore the impli-
cations of the continuation of the nationally based state in the
facc of an accumulation process which is increasingly supra-
national. (Sec Martinclli and Somaini, 1973.)

(5) The increasing pressure on the state to become in-
volved in the accumulation process has a number of contradic-
tory consequences which in turn will shape the further develop-
ment of state structures and state policies:

(a) The institutionalized mechanisms that evolved in carlier
periods of . capitalist development become less and less effective
as mechanisms for policy formation under the newer require-
ments for accumulation. In Ofle’s terms, the selective mecha-
nisms sppropriate for “allocative” policies are not functional
for “productive” policics. This points to the likclihcod that
there will be a period of greater instrumental manipulation of
the state by ruling-class groups in attempts to restructure the
stide in ways more compatible with the ncw requirements for
accumulation. An increasingly instrumental relationship of the
raling class (or fractions of the ruling class) to the state is a
critical mechanism for the development of new state structures
which, if successful, make further dircct manipulation less
necessary.

(b) Simultancously, however, the increasing involvement
of the state dircctly in the accumulation process has the cffect
of politicizing the accumnlation process itsclf in the sense that
more and more decisions about accumulation are at least
partially made in public agencies rather than in private corpo-
rate offices. Explicit or implicit political criteria increasingly
enter into the organization of production and the allocation of
resources in the accumulation process, replacing more purely
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market criteria. The result is that class struggle in turn tends
to become more politicized. It becomes increasingly difficult
to contain working-class demands at the level of finms and
industrics; demands tend to become increasingly dirccted  to-
ward the statec and toward slate structures.

Ruling-class groups organized to restructure the state
apparatus thus have to respond to quite contradictory forces:
on the one hand there is the necessity of creating structures more
capable of dircctly planning and managing the accumulation
process; on the other hand, there is the necessity of containing
or reversing the growing politicization of class struggle which
has resulted from the incrcasing role of the state in the economy.

While we are still in the middle of this transitional period
of state restructuring, some of the elements of the “solution” are
Lecoming apparent. In particular, the combination of exccu-
tive centralization and the growth of technocratic legitimations

for state policies can be interpreted as at least partial attempts

to handle these contradictions. It is perhaps characteristic of
the dialcctical quality of the development of Marxist theory
itself that the new dircctions in the theory of the state are
emerging at preciscly the time when the capitalist state is under-
going such qualitative change.

NOTES
i-Bi it fe's work.
Sardci-Bicrman, et al. (1973) fora cnthue.of oOf|
12. ?:’i‘.:ln:z’nra(rl;;ﬂ); see ;lso: San Francisco Kapt_talulala Group. (1974).
3' For an empirical study of the political meaning of _sports idcology,
) which also discusses .alicnated forms of political activity, see Balbus

(1975).
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A GIFT FOR ALL SEASONS!

A'ponlolio of 5 prints, suitable for framing, by the noted black artist
Elizabeth Catiett. Subjects: Black Maternity, Mother and Son, Skipping Rope,
The Black Woman Speaks, and Black is Beautiful. Ms. Catlett has donated

500 poitfolios to the Chile Defense Committes. $7.50 donation, plus 50¢
vostage and handling.

CARDS FOR ALL SEASONS!

A set o! six photograph-posicards by the noted photographer Ted Polum-
havm: “Chaldren of lpe Chile That Was and Will Be.” Excerpt from a Neruda
peem on mewsage side. A set of 6 assorled cards for a donation of $1,
plus 204 postage and handling for one to four sets.

AND A POSTER
A striking photograph by Ted Polumbaum of a Chilean worker, with text,

“[Chile Vive! Chile Lives!” in red and black. Available for a $2 donation, plus
40¢ postage and handling.

Proceeds go to help make survival possible for those Chileans who are

struggling to defeat the junta and to establish i i
and e ot a society based on justice

Chile Defense Committee
(Paul Sweezy, President)
Box 443, Cooper Station, New York, N. Y. 10003




