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Foreword

Presenting this work to my readers requires some preliminary infor-
mation.

1. It comprises a series of essays which bear principally on social
classes, and secondarily on the state apparatuses, in the present phase
of imperialist/monopoly capitalism. Essentially, these essays concern
the imperialist metropolises, and Europe in particular.

(@) The essays do not provide a systematic theory of these social
formations in their present phase. Their limits are imposed by objec-
tive factors: no individual theoretical worker or militant, nor even a
group of theorists or militants, is in a position to elaborate such a
theory. This could only be the product of the working class’s own
organizations of class struggle.

(b) If these essays have as their principal object the imperialist
metropolises, and Europe in particular, this is because these countries
constitute a specific field, as I shall attempt to prove in the first
essay.

2. The partial character of the essays will be clear from the more
specific objects with which they are concerned:

(a) The first essay is an attempt to discern the general character-
istics of the present phase and the effects of these on the social
formations in question, while the second essay seeks to give a more
precise analysis of the bourgeoisie and the third essay an analysis of
the petty bourgeoisie, both traditional and new—the so-called ‘new
middle strata’ The analyses are thus particularly concerned with
the working class’s enemy, and with its potential allies.

The essays do not deal directly with the working class, the class
that is situated beneath the exploitation which the bourgeoisie
imposes on the popular masses, and the class to which the leadership
of the revolutionary process falls. Those classes with which the
present work is especially concerned have been relatively neglected
by Marxist theory. Yet I think that today it is more than ever the
case that an essential component of revolutionary strategy consists
in knowing the enemy well, and in being able to establish correct
alliances.

If I say that these essays do not deal directly with the working
class, this class is nevertheless constantly present, in two ways:
(1) through the fact that the analysis of the bourgeoisie, its internal
contradictions and its present relationship to the state, constantly
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refers back to the principal contradiction, i.e. to the relation of the
bourgeoisie to the working class; (2) through the fact that the
analysis of the petty bourgeoisie, and of the new petty bourgeoisie in
particular, concentrates on those traits which simultaneously assimi-
late it to the working class and distinguish it from the latter; it thus
also refers to the characteristic features of the working class.

(b) While these essays are based on the concrete forms of the class
struggle that are being waged today, they do not provide an inven-
tory or a systernatic classification of this struggle. I have preferred to
deal with the objective determinations of these struggles, which are
often neglected.

3. Certain other peculiarities of this work follow from the fact
that is a compilation of essays:

Even though they are linked together, each of these essays has its
own characteristic theme, and this gives rise to certain inevitable
repetitions. Certain theoretical concepts and analyses present in one
of the essays are sometimes recalled, sometimes taken up again and
gone into in more detail in the others. This is particularly the case
with the relationship between the first and the second essays; for
example, concepts and analysis concerning the periodization of
capitalism and the modifications in the relations of production that
mark its stages and phases, which are already present in the first
essay, are repeated and strengthened in the second.

Only a part of the Introduction (‘Social Classes and their
Extended Reproduction’) and the first essay (‘The Internationaliza-
tion of Capitalist Relations and the Nation-State’) have previously
been published. This part of the Introduction had originally been
commissioned by the CFDT, and published by the latter’s Bureau de
Recherches et d’Etudes Economiques (BRAEC) as a cyclostyled
paper; it was then reprinted in L’Homme et la Société (no. 24-5,
April-September 1g72) and in New Left Review, 78, March—April
1973. The first essay appeared in Les Temps Modernes (February
1g73) and appeared in an English translation in Economy and
Society, vol. 3 no. 2, May 1974. But these texts have both been
considerably modified, in the light of comment and criticism made
to me on their appearance, as well as of the requirements of this
volume as a whole.

4. The essays include both theoretical and concrete analyses. The
plan for which I opted, which seemed to me the only correct one,
was to link these two levels closely together in the presentation.
Instead of first presenting a series of theoretical propositions for
which the concrete analysis would simply be illustration, I have
rather introduced the theoretical propositions pari passu with the
concrete analysis.
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5. An analysis of the present phase of imperialism, which also
deals with more general problems, also necessarily concerns the
dominated and dependent countries. However, since the main object
of the present work is the imperialist formations, and the European
formations in particular, the empirical material presented here also
relates primarily to these countries. Furthermore, particular atten-
tion is paid here to France, despite its marked differences from the
other social formations in question. This is not because it is, at least
not in all aspects, an exemplary case, but is quite simply because my
own personal experience is situated here. However, it should be
equally obvious that my arguments bear on all these formations,
with certain particularities, and that in certain aspects they relate
to the imperialist chain as a whole.

6. Given both the contemporary nature and the complexity of the
problems I am dealing with, as well as the reasons for the unsyste-
matic and partial character of this work, the arguments presented
here are, in the end, but propositions put forward for discussion and
rectification. There is nothing definitive about them, among other
things because this is not a finished text, but one which presents
arguments for criticism.

This also explains the critical and sometimes even polemical
character with which my own arguments are put forward. Instead
of suppressing differences and thus inevitably choosing to brush
fundamental problems under the carpet, I have preferied to dwell
on them, in so far as criticism alone can advance Marxist theory.
Thus the criticism that I have on certain points levelled at some
authors in no way detracts, in my view, from the value of their
analyses on other points, analyses which have been of great help to
me personally.

Finally, so as not to overburden the text, and since the Marxist
literature on the subjects dealt is very great, I have chosen to restrict
my references to those strictly necessary.

7. Several of the concepts and theoretical analyses presented here
in a relatively simple fashion and directly oriented to contemporary
problemms, refer to my two previous works: Political Power and Social
Classes (NLB/Sheed and Ward, 1973) and Fascism and Dictatorship
(NLB, 1974), where they are established theoretically and explained.
Since it is possible to refer the reader to these works, I do not think
it is necessary to repeat the whole of these expositions. I have instead
referred the reader to the relevant passages. However, certain
analyses and formulations that figure there, particularly in the first
work, have been rectified and adjusted in the present text: the
reader will find all the relevant developments of theory embodied in
the following concrete analyses.



Introduction:
Social Classes and their
Extended Reproduction

The purpose of these introductory remarks is not to present a
systematic Marxist theory of social classes, as a preliminary to the
concrete analysis undertaken in the essays that follow; the line of
development followed in the present work is to link theoretical
analysis very closely with concrete analysis, introducing the former
at the rhythm required by the latter. These introductory remarks
aim simply to present some very general landmarks to facilitate the
reading of the essays that follow, where they will be taken up and
gone into in more detail.

1. The arguments put forward in this section are based on those of
Political Power and Social Classes; here they are made somewhat more
detailed and are in some respects rectified, a process already begun in
Fascism and Dictatorship. However, both the theoretical framework and
the essence of the earlier arguments are maintained. I should mention here
that although my own writings and those of 2 number of my colleagues
have been received, and have even to a great extent functioned, as if they
shared 2 common problematic, fundamental differences have always existed
between some of these texts. In the domain of historical materialism, for
instance, fundamental differences already existed between, on the one hand,
my Political Power and Social Classes (and also Bettelheim's texts, though
I am speaking here only for myself), and on the other hand Balibar's text
in Reading Capital, ‘The Basic Concepts of Historical Materialism’ (1966),
which is marked by both economism and structuralism., These differences
are still more clear today, now that Balibar has made a self-criticism, which
is correct on a certain number of points (*Sur la dialectique historique’, in
La Pensée, August 1973). The reader, who looks this up, will find that a
large number of the points on which this self-criticism bears (the question
of class struggle, the concept of mode of production, its connection to that
of social formation, the concept of conjuncture, the question of instances,
etc.) involve precisely the questions on which essential differences existed
between our respective texts. I myself, while making certain rectifications,
maintain the basic analyses contained in my previous works.
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1

What are social classes in Marxist theory?

1. They are groupings of social agents, defined principally but not
exclusively by their place in the production process, i.e. in the
economic sphere. The economic place of the social agents has a
principal role in determining social classes. But from that we cannot
conclude that this economic place is sufficient to determine social
classes. Marxism states that the economic does indeed have the
determinant role in a mode of production or a social formation; but
the political and the ideological (the superstructure) also have a very
important role, In fact, whenever Marx, Engels, Lenin and Mao
analyse social classes, far from limiting themselves to economic
criteria alone, they make explicit reference to political and ideo-
logical criteria,

2. For Marxism, social classes involve in one and the same process
both class contradictions and class struggle; social classes do not
firstly exist as such, and only then enter into a class struggle. Social
classes coincide with class practices, i.e. the class struggle, and are
only defined in their mutual opposition.

3. The class determination, while it coincides with the practices
(struggle) of classes and includes political and ideological relations,
designates certain objective places occupied by the soctal agents in
the social division of labour: places which are independent of the
will of these agents.

It may thus be said that a social class is defined by its place in the
ensemble of social practices, i.e. by its place in the social division of
labour as a whole. This includes political and ideological relations.
Saocial class, in this sense, is a concept which denotes the effects of
the structure within the social division of labour (social relations and
social practices). This place thus corresponds to what I shall refer to
as the structural determination of class, i.e. to the existence within
class practices of determination by the structure — by the relations
of production, and by the places of political and ideological domina-
tion /subordination. Classes exist only in the class struggle.

4. This structural determination of classes, which thus exists only
as the class struggle, must however be distinguished from class
position in each specific conjuncture — the focal point of the always
unique historic individuality of a social formation, in other words
the concrete situation of the class struggle. In stressing the impor-
tance of political and ideological relations in determining social
classes, and the fact that social classes only exist in the form of class
struggle and practices, class determination must not be reduced, in
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a voluntarist fashion, to class position. The importance of this lies in
those cases in which a distance arises between the structural deter-
mination of classes and the class positions in the conjuncture. In
order to make this more clear, I have appended the following dia-
gram, which I shall go on to explain:

PRACTICES/CLASS STRUGGLE

STRUCTURAL DETERMINATION/ CONJUNCTURE/
CLASS PLACES CLASS POSITIONS

IDEOLOGY
relations of ideological
domination/subordination
ideological struggle

POLITICS
relations of political
dominationfsubordination
political struggle

ECONOMICS
relations of production/
relations of exploitation
economic struggle

S1doad, ‘s01q 1amod
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ANOEVT 40 NOISIAIG TVIDOS

(a) A social class, or a fraction or stratum of a class, may take up
a class position that does not correspond to its interests, which are
defined by the class determination that fixes the horizon of the
class’s struggle. The typical example of this is the labour aristocracy,
which in certain conjunctures takes up class positions that are in
fact bourgeois. This does not mean, however, that it becomes, in
such cases, a part of the bourgeoisie; it remains, from the fact of its
structural class determination, part of the working class, and con-
stitutes, as Lenin put it, a ‘stratum’ of the latter. In other words, its
class determination is not reducible to its class position.

If we now take the inverse case, certain classes or fractions and
strata of classes other than the working class, and the petty
bourgeoisie in particular, may in specific conjunctures take up
proletarian class positions, or positions aligned with that of the
working class. This does not then mean that they become part of the
working class. To give a simple example: production technicians
often have proletarian class positions, frequently taking the side of
the working class in strikes, for instance. But this does not mean that
they have then become part of the working class, since their struc-
tural class determination is not reducible to their class position.
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Moreover, it is precisely by virtue of its class determination that this
grouping sometimes takes the side of the working class, and some-
times the side of the bourgeoisie (bourgeois class positions). Tech-
nicians no more form part of the bourgeoisie each time that they
take up bourgeois class positions, than they form part of the prole-
tariat when they take up the positions of the latter. To reduce the
structural determination of class to class position would be tanta-
mount to abandoning the objective determination of the places of
social classes for a ‘relational’ ideology of ‘social movements’.

(b) It must be emphasized that ideological and political relations,
ie. the places of political and ideological domination and sub-
ordination, are themselves part of the structural determination of
class: there is no question of objective place being the result only of
economic place within the relations of production, while political
and ideological elements belong simply to class positions. We are
not faced, as an old error would have it, on the one hand with an
economic ‘structure’ that alone defines class places, and on the other
hand with a class struggle extending to the political and ideological
domain. This error today often takes the form of a distinction be-
tween ‘(economic) class situation’ on the one hand, and politico-
ideological class position on the other. From the start structural
class determination involves econornic, political and ideological class
struggle, and these struggles are all expressed in the form of class
positions in the conjuncture.

This also means that the analyses presented here have nothing in
common with the Hegelian schema with its class-in-itself (economic
class situation, uniquely objective determination of class by the
process of production) and class-for-itself (class endowed with its
own ‘class consciousness’ and an autonomous political organiza-
tion = class struggle), which in the Marxist tradition is associated
with Lukics. This in turn implies:

(2) That every objective class place in the productive process is
necessarily characterized by effects on the structural determination
of this class in all aspects, i.e. also by a specific place of this class in
the political and ideological relations of the social division of labour.
For example, to say that there is a working class in economic rela-
tions necessarily implies a specific place for this class in ideological
and political relations, even if in certain countries and certain
historical periods this class does not have its own ‘class conscious-
ness’ or an autonomous political organization. This means that in
such cases, even if it is heavily contaminated by bourgeois ideology,
its economic existence is still expressed in certain specific material
politico-ideological practices which burst through its bourgeols
‘discourse’: this is what Lenin designated, if very descriptively, as
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class instinct. To understand this, of course, it is necessary to break
with a whole conception of ideology as a ‘system of ideas’ or a
coherent ‘discourse’, and to understand it as an ensemble of material
practices. This gives the lie to all those ideologies arguing the
‘Integration’ of the working class, and ultimately it means only one
thing: there is no need for there to be ‘class consciousness’ or auto-
nomous political organizations for the class struggle to take place,
and to take place in every domain of social reality.

(b) ‘Class consciousness’ and autonomous political organization,
i.e. as far as the working class is concerned, a revolutionary prole-
tarian ideology and an autonomous party of class struggle, refer to
the terrain of class positions and the conjuncture, and constitute the
conditions for the intervention of classes as social forces.

5. The principal aspect of an analysis of social classes is that of
their places in the class struggle; it is not that of the agents that
compose them. Social classes are not empirical groups of individuals,
social groups, that are ‘composed’ by simple addition; the relations
of these agents among themselves are thus not inter-personal rela-
tions. The class membership of the various agents depends on the
class places that they occupy: it is moreover distinct from the class
origin, the social origin, of the agents. The importance of these
questions will become clear when we discuss the problem of the
reproduction of social classes and their agents. Let us just signal
here:

(a) in the relation between social classes and their agents, the
pertinent question that needs to be posed is not that of the class to
which this or that particular individual belongs (since what really
matters are social groupings), nor that of the statistical and rigidly
empirical boundaries of ‘social groups’ (since what really matters
are the classes in the class struggle);

(b) the major factor in this respect is not that of ‘social in-
equalities’ between groups or individuals: these social inequalities
are only the effect, on the agents, of the social classes, i.e. of the
objective places they occupy, which can only disappear with the
abolition of the division of society into classes. In a word, class
society is not a matter of some inequality of ‘opportunity’ between
‘individuals’, a notion which implies that there is opportunity and
that this depends wholly (or almost so) on the individuals, in the
sense that the most capable and best individuals can always rise
above their ‘social milieu’.

6. In the determination of social classes, the principal role is
played by place in the economic relations. What then does Marxist
theory mean by ‘economic’?

The economic sphere (or space) is determined by the process of
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production, and the place of the agents, their distribution into social
classes, is determined by the relations of production.

Of course, the economic includes not only production, but
also the whole cycle of production-consumption-distribution, the
‘moments’ of this appearing, in their unity, as those of the produc-
tion process. In the capitalist mode of production, what is involved
is the overall reproduction cycle of social capital: productive capital,
commodity capital, money capital. In this unity, however, it is
production which plays the determinant role. The distinction be-
tween the classes at this level is not, for example, a distinction based
on relative sizes of income (a distinction between ‘rich’ and ‘poor’),
as was believed by a long pre-Marxist tradition and as is still
believed today by a whole series of sociologists. The undoubted
distinction between relative levels of income is itself only a conse-
quence of the relations of production.

‘What then is the production process, and what are the relations
of production which constitute it? In the production process, we
find first of all the labour process: this refers to man’s relation to
nature in general. But the labour process always appears in a
historically determined social form. It exists only in its unity with
certain relations of production.

In a society divided into classes, the relations of production con-
sist of a double relationship which encompasses men’s relations to
nature in material production. The two relationships are, first, the
relationship between the agents of production and the object and
means of labour (the productive forces); second, and through this,
relations between men and other men, class relations.

These two relationships thus involve:

(a) the relationship between the non-worker (the owner) and the
ohject and means of labour;

(b) the relationship between the immediate producer (the direct
worker) and the object and means of labour,

The relationships have two aspects to them:

(a) economic ownership: by this is meant real economic control
of the means of production, i.e. the power to assign the means of
production to given uses and so to dispose of the products obtained;

(b) possession; by this is meant the capacity to put the means of
production into operation.

In every society divided into classes, the first relationship (owners/
means of production) always goes together with the first aspect: it is
the owners who have real control of the means of production and
thus exploit the direct producers by extorting surplus labour from
them in various forms.

But this ownership is to be understood as real economic owner-
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ship, control of the means of production, to be distinguished from
legal ownership, which is sanctioned by law and belongs to the
superstructure. The law, of course, generally ratifies economic
ownership, but it is possible for the forms of legal ownership not to
coincide with real economic ownership. In this case, it is the latter
which is determinant in defining the places of social classes, that is to
say, the place of the dominant and exploiting class.

The second relationship - that between the direct producers (the
workers) and the means and object of labour, defines the exploited
class in the relations of production. It can take various forms,
according to the various modes of production in which it occurs.

In pre-capitalist modes of production, the direct producers (the
workers) were not entirely ‘separated’ from the object and means of
labour. In the case of the feudal mode of production, for instance,
even though the lord had both legal and economic ownership of the
land, the serf had possession of his parcel of land, which was pro-
tected by custom. He could not be purely and simply dispossessed by
the lord; this was only achieved, as in England for example, by way
of the whole bloody process of enclosures in the transition from
feudalism to capitalism, what Marx referred to as the primitive
accumulation of capital. In such modes of production, exploitation
is predominantly by direct extraction of surplus labour, in the form
of corvée payable in labour or in kind. In other words, economic
ownership and possession are distinet in that they do not both depend
on the same relationship between owners and means of production.

In the capitalist mode of production, by contrast, the direct pro-
ducers (the working class) are completely dispossessed of their means
of labour, of which the capitalists have the actual possession; Marx
called this the phenomenon of the ‘naked worker’. The worker
possesses nothing but his labour-power, which he sells. It is this
decisive modification of the place of the direct producers in the
relations of production which makes labour itself into a commodity,
and this determines the generalization of the commodity form,
rather than the other way round: the fact that labour is a com-
modity is not the effect of a prior generalization of the celebrated
‘commodity relations’. The extraction of surplus-value is thus
achieved in this case not directly, but by way of the labour incorpor-
ated into commodities, in other words by the creation and monopoli-
zation of surplus-value.

7. This entails the following:

The relations of production must be understood both as an articu-
lation of the various relationships which constitute them, and in
their union with the labour process: it is this which defines the domi-
nant relation of exploitation characterizing a mode of production,
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and which determines the class that is exploited within this
dominant relation. The property relationship should not be used
alone, to denote negatively all those who do not dispose of economic
ownership, i.e. all non-owners, as the class exploited within this
dominant relation. The class exploited within this dominant relation
(the basic exploited class: the working class in the capitalist mode of
production) is that which performs the productive labour of that
mode of production. Therefore in the capitalist mode of production,
all non-owners are not thereby workers.

The production process, on the other hand, is defined not by
technological factors, but by the relationships between agents and
the means of labour, and hence between the agents themselves, in
other words by the unity of the labour process, the productive forces
and the relations of production. The labour process and the produc-
tive forces, including technology, do not exist in themselves, but
always in their constitutive connection with the relations of produc-
tion. Hence one cannot speak, in societies divided into classes, of
‘productive labour’ as such, in a neutral sense. In a society divided
into classes, that labour is productive which corresponds to the
relations of production of the mode in question, i.e. that which gives
rise to the specific and dominant form of exploitation. Production, in
these societies, means at the same time, and as one and the same
process, class division, exploitation, and class struggle.

8. It follows that it is not wages that define the working class
economically: wages are a form of distribution of the social product,
corresponding to market relations and the forms of ‘contract’
governing the purchase and sale of labour-power. Although every
worker is a wage-earner, every wage-earner is certainly not a worker,
for not every wage-earner is engaged in productive labour. If social
classes are not defined at the economic level by a gradation of
incomes (rich/poor), they are still less defined by the location of their
agents in the hierarchy of wages and salaries. This location certainly
has its value as an important index of class determination, but it is
only the effect of the latter, just as are all those things that are
generally referred to as social inequalities: the distribution of in-
come, taxation, etc. No more than other social inequalities is the
wage differential a unilinear scale, a continuous and homogenous
staircase, with or without landings, on which individuals or groups
are located, certain groups at a ‘higher’ level, others at a ‘lower’
one: wage differentials are, rather, the effect of class barriers.

This being said, it is still necessary to emphasize that these class
barriers and their extended reproduction have the effect of imposing
specific and concentrated social inequalities on certain groupings of
agents, according to the various classes in which they are distri-
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buted: in particular, on young people and on old people, not to
enter here into the case of women, which is of a different order and
besides, more complex. This is because, in the case of women, what
is involved is not simply certain over-determined effects on them of
the division of society into classes, but, more precisely, a specific
articulation, within the social division of labour, of the class division
and the sexual division.

9. The production process is thus composed of the unity of the
labour process and the relations of production. But within this unity,
it is not the labour process, including technology and the technical
process, that plays the dominant role; the relations of production
always dominate the labour process and the productive forces,
stamping them with their own pattern and appearance. It is pre-
cisely this domination of the forces of production by the relations of
production which gives their articulation the form of a process of
production and reproduction.

This dominant role of the relations of production over the pro-
ductive forces and the labour process is what gives rise to the
constitutive role of political and ideological relations in the struc-
tural determination of social classes. The relations of production and
the relationships which comprise them (economic ownership/
possession) are expressed in the form of powers which derive from
them, in other words class powers; these powers are constitutively
tied to the political and ideological relations which sanction and
legitimize them. These relations are not simply added on to relations
of production that are ‘already there’, but are themselves present,
in the form specific to each mode of production, in the constitution
of the relations of production. The process of production and
exploitation is at the same time a process of reproduction of the
relations of political and ideological domination and subordination.

This implies, finally, that in the places of the social classes within
the relations of production themselves, it is the social division of
labour, in the form that this is given by the specific presence of
political and ideological relations actually within the production
process, which dominates the technical division of labour; we shall
see the full consequences of this particularly in the question of the
‘management and supervision’ of the labour process, but also in that
of the class determination of engineers and production technicians.
Let us simply note here that it is by taking account of these basic
Marxist propositions that we shall be able to grasp the decisive role
of the division between manual labour and mental labour in the
determination of social classes.

10. This is the right point to recall the basic distinction between
mode of production and social formation: I shall restrict myself
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here to a few summary remarks, for this distinction has a theoretical
importance which I shall have ample occasion to return to in the
following essays.

In speaking of a mode of production, an abstract and formal
object, one is still keeping to a general and abstract level, even
though the concept mode of production itself already embraces
relations of production, political relations and ideological relations:
for example, the slave, feudal, capitalist modes of production, etc.
These modes of production, however, only exist and reproduce
themselves within social formations that are historically determinate:
France, German, Britain, etc. at such and such a moment of the
historic process. These social formations are always unique, because
they are concrete and singular real objects.

Now a social formation comprises several modes ~ and also forms
— of production, in a specific articulation. For example, European
capitalist societies at the start of the twentieth century were com-
posed of (i) elements of the feudal mode of production, (ii) the form
of simple commodity production and manufacture (the form of the
transition from feudalism to capitalism) and (iii) the capitalist mode
of production in its competitive and monopoly forms. Yet these
societies were certainly capitalist societies, in so far as the capitalist
mode of production was dominant in them. In fact, in every social
formation, ve find the dominance of one mode of production, which
produces complex effects of dissolution and conservation on the
other modes of production and which gives these societies their
overall character (feudal, capitalist, etc.). The one exception is the
case of societies in transition, which are, on the contrary, character-
ized by an equilibriurn between the various modes and forms of
production.

To return to social classes. If we confine ourselves to modes of
production alone, we find that each of them involves two classes
present in their full economic, political and ideological determina-
tion — the exploiting class, which is politically and ideologically
dominant, and the exploited class, which is politically and ideo-
logically dominated: masters and slaves in the slave mode of
production, lords and serfs in the feudal mode of production,
bourgeois and workers in the capitalist mode of production. But a
concrete society {a social formation) involves more than two classes,
in so far as it is composed of various modes and forms of production.
No social formation involves only two classes, but the two funda-
mental classes of any social formation are those of the dominant
mode of production in that formation.

Social formations, however, are not the simple concretization or
extension of modes and forms of production existing in their ‘pure’
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form; they are not produced by the latter being simply ‘stacked
together’ in space. The social formations in which the class struggle
is enacted are the actual sites of the existence and reproduction of
the modes and forms of production. A mode of production dees not
reproduce itself, or even exist, in the pure state, and still less can it
be historically periodized as such. It is the class struggle in the social
formations which is the motor of history; the process of history has
these formations as its locus of existence.

This has considerable implications for the analysis of social classes.
The classes of a social formation cannot be ‘deduced’, in their con-
crete struggle, from an abstract analysis of the modes and forms of
production which are present in it, for this is not how they are found
in the social formation. On the one hand, their very existence is
affected by the concrete struggle that takes place within the social
formation, and it is here in particular that we find the phenomenon
of the polarization of other classes and class fractions around the
two basic classes. In capitalist societies these are the bourgeoisie and
the proletariat, which has decisive and very complex effects on these
other classes, as well as on the two basic classes themselves. On the
other hand, the classes of one social formation only exist in the
context of the relations of this formation with other social forma-
tions, hence of the class relations of this formation with those of
other formations. Here we have touched on the problem of
imperialism and the imperialist chain; imperialism, which precisely
is the extended reproduction of capitalism, has its locus of existence
in social formations, and not in the capitalist mode of production as
such.

11. The Marxist theory of social classes further distinguishes
fractions and strata of a class, according to the various classes, on the
basis of differentiations in the economic sphere, and of the role, a
quite particular one in these cases, of political and ideological rela-
tions. The theory also distinguishes social categories, defined
principally by their place in the political and ideological relations:
these include the state bureaucracy, defined by its relation to the
state apparatuses, and the intellectuals, defined by their role in
elaborating and deploying ideology. These differentiations, for
which reference to political and ideological relations is always in-
dispensable, are of great importance; these fractions, strata and
categories may often, in suitable concrete conjunctures, assume the
rule of relatively autonomous social forces.

It is none the less the case that we are not confronted here with
‘social groups’ external to, alongside, or above classes. The fractions
are class fractions: the commercial bourgeoisie for example is a
fraction of the bourgeoisie; similarly, the labour aristocracy is a
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fraction of the working class. Even social categories have a class
membership, their agents generally belonging to several different
social classes.

This is one of the particular and basic points of difference be-
tween the Marxist theory and the various ideologies of social
stratification that dominate present-day sociology. According to
these, social classes — whose existence all contemporary sociologists
admit — would only be one form of classification, a partial and
regional one (bearing in particular on the economic level alone)
within a more general stratification. This stratification would give
rise, in political and ideological relations, to social groups parallel
and external to classes, to which they were superimposed. Max
Weber already showed the way in this, and the various currents of
political “elite theory’ need only be mentioned here.

12. The articulation of the structural determination of classes
and of class positions within a social formation, the locus of existence
of conjunctures, requires particular concepts. I shall call these
concepts of strategy, embracing in particular such phenomena as
class polarization and class alliance. Among these, on the side of the
dominant classes, is the concept of the ‘power bloc’, designating a
specific alliance of dominant classes and fractions; also, on the side
of the dominated classes, the concept of the ‘people’, designating a
specific alliance of these classes and fractions, These concepts are
not of the same status as those with which we have dealt up till now:
whether a class, fraction or stratumn forms part of the power bloc, or
part of the people, will depend .on the social formation, its stages,
phases and conjunctures. But this also indicates that the classes,
fractions and strata that form part of these alliances, do not for all
that lose their class determination and dissolve into an undiffer-
entiated type of merger or alliance, Just to take one example: when
the national bourgeoisie forms part of the people, it still remains a
bourgeoisie (leading to contradictions among the people); these
classes and fractions do not dissolve into one another, as a certain
idealist usage of the term ‘popular masses’, or even the term ‘wage-
earning class’, might suggest.

II

13. We can now pose the question of the apparatuses, in parti-
cular the branches and apparatuses of the state, and the question of
their relation to social classes. Here I shall confine myself to indicat-
ing certain of the roles played by the state apparatuses in the
existence and reproduction of social classes.

The principal role of the state apparatuses is to maintain the unity



Social Classes and their Reproduction 25

and cohesion of a social formation by concentrating and sanctioning
class domination, and in this way reproducing social relations, i.e.
class relations. Political and ideological relations are materialized
and embodied, as material practices, in the state apparatuses. These
apparatuses include, on the one hand, the repressive state apparatus
in the strict sense and its branches: army, police, prisons, judiciary,
civil service; on the other hand, the ideological state apparatuses:
the educational apparatus, the religious apparatus (the churches),
the information apparatus (radio, television, press), the cultural
apparatus (cinema, theatre, publishing), the trade-union apparatus
of class collaboration and the bourgeois and petty-bourgeois political
parties, etc., as well as in a certain respect, at least in the capitalist
mode of production, the family, But as well as the state apparatuses,
there is also the economic apparatus in the most strict sense of the
term, the ‘business’ or the ‘factory’ which, as the centre of appro-
priation of nature, materializes and embodies the economic relations
in their articulation with politico-ideological relations.

Given that the determination of classes involves political and
ideological relations, and that the latter only exist in so far as they
are materialized in the apparatuses, the analysis of social classes
(class struggle) can only be undertaken in terms of their relationship
with the apparatuses, and with the state apparatuses in particular,
Social classes and their reproduction only exist by way of the
relationship linking them to the state and economic apparatuses;
these apparatuses are not simply ‘added on’ to the class struggle as
appendices, but play a constitutive role in it. In particular, when-
ever we go on to analyse politico-ideological relations, from the
division between manual and mental labour to the bureaucratization
of certain work processes and the despotism of the factory, we shall
be concretely examining the apparatuses.

It remains none the less true that it is the class struggle that plays
the primary and basic role in the complex relationship between
class struggles and apparatuses, and this is a decisive point to note,
given the errors of numerous present-day arguments on these ques-
tions. The apparatuses are never. anything other than the material-
ization and condensation of class relations; in a sense, they
‘presuppose’ them, so long as it is understood that what is involved
here is not a relation of chronological causality (the chicken or the
egg). Now according to a constant of bourgeois ideology in the
‘social sciences’, which might be loosely referred to as the ‘institu-
tionalist-functionalist’ current, it is apparatuses and institutions that
determine social groups (classes), with class relations arising from
the situation of agents in institutional relationships. This current
exhibits in specific forms the couple idealism/empiricism, in the
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specific form of humanism/economism, both of which are character-
istic of bourgeois ideology. This was already notably so with Max
Weber; for him it was relations of ‘power’ which resulted in class
relations, these ‘power’ relations having as their specific field and
original locus of constitution relations within institutions or associa-
tions of the ‘authoritarian’ type (Herrschaftsverbinde). This ideo-
logical lineage (and rooting a bit further back, one always comes
across Hegel) has considerable repercussions, even in the most con-
crete questions, and permeates the whole of academic sociology in
the currently dominant form of ‘organization theory’. It is not
restricted to the state apparatuses, but takes in the economic
apparatus itself (the problem of the ‘enterprise’).

We can thus define both the relationship and the distinction
between state power and state apparatuses. State apparatuses do not
possess a ‘power’ of their own, but materialize and concentrate class
relations, relations which are precisely what is embraced by the
concept ‘power’. The state is not an ‘entity’ which an intrinsic
instrumental essence, but it is itself a relation, more precisely the
condensation of a class relation. This implies that:

(a) the various functions (economic, political, ideological) that the
state apparatuses fulfil in the reproduction of social relations are not
‘neutral’ functions sui generis, initially existing as such and later
being simply ‘diverted’ or ‘misappropriated’ by the ruling classes;
these functions depend on the state power inscribed in the very
structure of its apparatuses, in other words on the classes and class
fractions which occupy the terrain of political domination;

(b) this political domination is itself bound up with the existence
and functioning of the state apparatuses.

It follows that a radical transformation of social relations cannot
be limited to a change in state power, but has to ‘revolutionize’ the
state apparatuses themselves. In the process of socialist revolution,
the working class cannot confine itself to taking the place of the
bourgeoisie at the level of state power, but it has also radically to
transform (to ‘smash’) the apparatuses of the bourgeois state and
replace them by proletarian state apparatuses.

Here again, however, it is state power, directly articulated with
the class struggle, that determines the role and the functioning of
the state apparatuses.

(a) This is expressed, from the point of view of the revolutioniza-
tion of the state apparatuses, by the fact that the working class and
the popular masses cannot ‘smash’ the state apparatuses except by
seizing state power.

(b) It is also expressed in the overall concrete functioning of the
state apparatuses in every social formation. If the state apparatuses



Social Classes and their Reproduction 27

are not reducible to state power, it is none the less true that it is the
particular configuration of the terrain of class domination, of state
power (power bloc, hegemonic and governing classes or fractions,
etc., as well as class alliances and supporting classes) which deter-
mines, in the last instance, both the role of this or that apparatus or
branch of the state in the reproduction of social relations, the
articulation of economic, political and ideological functions within
this apparatus or branch, and the concrete arrangement of the
various apparatuses and branches. In other words, the role that this
or that apparatus or branch of the state (education, army, parties,
etc.) plays in the cohesion of the social formation, the representation
of class interests and the reproduction of social relations, is not a
function of its intrinsic nature, but depends on the state power.

More generally, any analysis of a social formation must take into
direct consideration both the relations of class struggle, the power
relations, and the state apparatuses which materialize, concentrate
and reflect these relations. Nevertheless, in the relationship between
the class struggle and the apparatuses, it is the class struggle which
1s fundamental. It is not the ‘institutional’ forms and their modifica-
tion which result in ‘social movements’, as for example current
ideology about a ‘blocked society’ would have it, but rather the
class struggle which determines the forms and modifications of the
apparatuses. '

14. These last points will stand out more clearly if one considers
things from the point of view of the extended reproduction of social
classes. In fact, social classes only exist in the context of the class
struggle, with its historical and dynamic dimension. Classes, frac-
tions, strata and categories can only be discerned, or even defined,
by taking into consideration the historic perspective of the class
struggle, and this directly raises the question of their reproduction.

A mode of production can only exist in social formations if it
reproduces itself. In the last analysis, this reproduction is nothing
other than the extended reproduction of its social relations: it is the
class struggle that is the motor of history. Thus Marx says that in
the end, what capitalism produces. is simply the bourgeoisie and the
proletariat; capitalism simply produces its own reproduction.

Thus the site of the reproduction process is not, as a superficial
reading of the second volume of Capital might suggest, the
‘economic space’ alone, and the process does not consist of a self-
regulating automatism by which social capital is accumulated.
Reproduction, being understood as the extended reproduction of
social classes, immediately means reproduction of the political and
ideological relations of class determination.

This is why the state apparatuses, and the ideological state
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apparatuses in particular, have a decisive role in the reproduction of
social classes: this role of the ideological apparatuses has recently
attracted the attention of Marxist analysis. I do not intend here to
go into this problem as a whole, as I shall return to it in the follow-
ing essays; I shall merely attempt to clarify a few preliminary
problems by choosing as a special example the role of the educa-
tional apparatus. These remarks will enable me to illustrate the
propositions put forward above, and to advance a few supplementary
reference points concerning the role of the apparatuses in the
reproduction of social classes.

III

15. The state apparatuses, including the school as an ideological
apparatus, do not create class divisions, but they contribute to them
and so contribute also to their extended reproduction. It is necessary
to bring out all the implications of this proposition; not only are the
state apparatuses determined by the relations of production, but
they also do not govern the class struggle, as the whole institutional-
ist tradition maintains: it is rather the class struggle at all its levels
which governs the apparatuses.

The particular role of the ideological apparatuses in the repro-
duction of social relations (including relations of production) is in
fact of the utmost importance, for it is their reproduction which
dominates the process of reproduction as a whole, particularly the
reproduction of labour-power and the means of labour. This is a
consequence of the fact that it is the relations of production, them-
selves constitutively linked to the relations of political and ideo-
logical domination and subordination, which dominate the labour
process within the production process.

The extended reproduction of social classes (of social relations)
involves two aspects which cannot exist in isolation from one
another. First, there is the extended reproduction of the places
occupied by the agents. These places mark out the structural deter-
mination of classes, i.e. the manner in which determination by the
structure (relations of production, political and ideological domina-
tion and subordination) operates in class practices. Secondly, there
is the reproduction and distribution of the agents themselves to these
places.

This second aspect of reproduction, which raises the question of
who it is that occupies a given place, ie. who is or becomes a
bourgeois, proletarian, petty bourgeois, poor peasant, etc., and how
and when he does so, is subordinate to the first aspect — the repro-
duction of the actual places occupied by the social classes; e.g. it is
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subordinate to the fact that in its extended reproduction, monopoly
capitalism is reproducing the bourgeoisie, proletariat and petty
bourgeoisie in a new form in its present phase, or to the fact that it
is tending to eliminate certain classes and class fractions within the
social formations in which its extended reproduction is taking place
(e.g. the small-holding peasantry, traditional petty bourgeoisie, etc.).
In other words, while it is true that the agents themselves must be
reproduced — ‘trained’ and ‘subjected’ — in order to occupy certain
places, it is equally true that the distribution of agents does not
depend on their own choices or aspirations but on the reproduction
of these places themselves. This is because the principal aspect of
class determination is that of their places, and not that of the agents
that occupy these places. The state apparatuses, including the school
as an ideological apparatus, have different roles relative to these
two aspects of reproduction.

The structural determination of classes is of course not restricted
to places in the production process alone (to an economic situation
of ‘classes-in-themselves’), but extends to all levels of the social
division of labour, so that the state apparatuses enter into the pro-
cess of determining classes as the embodiment and materialization of
ideological and political relations. It is in this way, through their
role of reproducing ideological and political relations, that these
apparatuses, and particularly the ideological state apparatuses, enter
into the reproduction of the places which define social classes.

But if we are not to fall into an idealist and institutionalist view
of social relations, according to which social classes and the class
struggle are the product of the apparatuses, we must recognize that
this aspect of reproduction goes beyond the apparatuses, generally
escapes their control, and in fact assigns them their limits. We can
say that there is a primary and fundamental reproduction of social
classes in and by the class struggle, in which the extended reproduc-
tion of the structure (including the production relations) operates
and which governs the functioning and the role of the apparatuses.
To take a deliberately schematic example: it is not the existence of
an educational system forming proletarians and new petty bourgeois
which determines the existence and reproduction (increase, decrease,
certain forms of categorization, etc.) of the working class and the
new petty bourgeoisie; on the contrary, it is the production process
in its articulation with the political and ideological relations, and
thus the economic, political and ideological class struggle, which has
the existing educational system as its effect. This explains why the
process of reproduction by means of the apparatuses is marked by
internal struggles, contradictions and frictions. It is in this way that
we can understand the other side of the question: just as the ex-
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tended reproduction of social relations depends on the class struggle,
so also does their revolutionary transformation.

Thus the fundamental reproduction of social classes does not just
involve places in the relations of production. There is no economic
self-reproduction of classes over and against an ideological and
political reproduction by means of the apparatuses. There is, rather,
precisely a process of primary reproduction in and by the class
struggle at all stages of the social division of labour. This reproduc-
tion of social classes (like their structural determination) also involves
the political and ideological relations of the social division of labour;
these latter have a decisive role in their relationship to the relations
of production. The reason is that the social division of labour itself
not only involves political and ideological relations but also the social
relations of production within which it has dominance over the
‘technical division’ of labour. This is a consequence of the fact that
within the production process, the production relations are dominant
over the labour process.

To say that the primary reproduction of social classes depends on
the class struggle also means that its concrete forms depend on the
history of the social formation. Any given reproduction of the
bourgeoisie, of the working class, of the peasant classes, of the old
and new petty bourgeoisie, depends on the class struggle in that
formation. For example, the specific form and tempo of the repro-
duction of the traditional petty-bourgeoisie and small-holding
peasantry under capitalism in France depends on the specific forms
of their long-standing alliance with the bourgeoisie. It is therefore
only possible to locate the apparatuses in this reproduction by refer-
ring to this struggle: the particular role of the school in France can
only be situated in relation to that alliance between hourgeoisie and
petty bourgeoisie which has for so long been a mark of the French
social formation.

16. Moreover, while extended reproduction of the places occupied
by social classes involves the ideological state apparatuses (especially
in the ideologico-political field), it is not confined to these.

Let us return to the case of the division between manual and
mental labour mentioned above. This division, which has a role in
determining places in the social division of labour, is by no means
limited to the economic domain. In that domain, it should be noted,
it has no role of its own to play in class division, since productive
workers who produce surplus-value cannot simply be identified with
manual workers. The division between manual and mental labour
can be grasped only when it is seen in its extension to the political
and ideological relations of (a) the social division of labour within
the production process itself, where, in an economic apparatus or



Social Classes and their Reproduction 31

enterprise, authority and the direction of labour are linked to mental
work and the secrecy of knowledge, and (b) the social division of
labour as a whole - political and ideological relations which contri-
bute to defining the places occupied by the social classes. But clearly
it is neither the educational system nor any other ideological
apparatus which creates this division; nor are these the sole or
primary factors in reproducmg it, even though they do enter into its
reproduction while appearing (m their capitalist form) as the effect
of this division and of its reproduction in and by the class struggle.
In other words, the reason why the school reproduces within itself
the mental/manual labour division is that because of its capitalist
nature, it is already situated in an overall context characterized by a
division between mental and manual labour; the reproduction of
the educational system as an apparatus is also functionally deter-
mined by that division. It is a division which goes beyond education
and assigns it its role: the separation of the school from production
is linked with the direct producer’s separation from and disposses-
sion of the means of production.

In referring to ideological apparatuses, we must recognize that
these apparatuses neither create ideology, nor are they even the sole
or primary factors in reproducing relations of ideological domina-
tion and subordination. Ideological apparatuses only serve to fashion
and inculcate (materialize) the dominant ideology. Thus Max Weber
was wrong in claiming that the Church creates and perpetuates
religion: rather it is religion which creates and perpetuates the
Church. In the case of capitalist ideological relations, when Marx
analyses the fetishism of commodities as relating directly to the
process of valorization of capital, he offers us an excellent example
of the reproduction of a dominant ideology which goes beyond the
apparatuses; this was noted by Marx himself in his frequent refer-
ences to a ‘correspondence’ between ‘institutions’ and ‘forms of
social consciousness’, in which he implied a distinction. So the role
of ideology and of the political in the extended reproduction of the
places occupied by social classes directly coincides here with the
class struggle which governs the apparatuses. It is here in particular
that we come across, in the case of the working class, the pheno-
menon of class instinct referred to above, Just as the ideological state
apparatuses do not create the dominant ideology, so the revolution-
ary apparatuses of the working class (the party) do not create prole-
tarian ideology; they rather elaborate and systematize it, by
producing revolutionary theory.

The reproduction of places in the relations of ideological and
political domination does indeed involve the apparatuses, and it
even involves apparatuses other than the ideological state appara-
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tuses, and most importantly the economic apparatus itself. As the
unit of production in its capitalist form, an enterprise is also an
apparatus, in the sense that, by means of the social division of labour
within it (the despotic organization of labour), the enterprise itself
reproduces political and ideological relations affecting the places of
the social classes. In other words, the reproduction of the all-
important ideological relations is not the concern of the ideological
apparatuses alone: just as not everything that goes on in ‘produc-
tion’ involves only the ‘economic’, so the ideological apparatuses
have no monopoly over reproducing the relations of ideological
domination.

Finally, this reproduction of the places of social classes does not
just involve the ideological state apparatuses and the economic
apparatus; it also involves the branches of the repressive state
apparatus in the strict sense. This is not principally via their direct
function of repression, understaod in the rigorous sense of organized
physical force. This repression, although it is of course absolutely
necessary for class relations of exploitation and domination, is not, in
capitalist society, generally present directly and as such within the
relations of production, but generally intervenes only in the form of
maintaining the ‘conditions’ of exploitation. (The army is not
directly present in the factories) This is precisely one of the differ-
ences between the capitalist mode of production and pre-capitalist
modes; in the latter, as Marx explains very succinctly, the direct
producer is not totally separated from his means of labour — of which
he in fact has possession — and the direct intervention of an extra-
economic force is therefore necessary to compel him to produce
surplus labour for the profit of the owner (the feudal lord for
exarmnple), If the branches of the capitalist state’s repressive apparatus
intervene in the reproduction of the places of social classes, this is
because, while their principal role is that of repression, which is
what distinguishes them from the ideological apparatuses, they are
not limited to this; they have also an ideological role, generally
secondary, just as the ideological apparatuses themselves also have a
repressive role, which is generally secondary. In this way, the army,
the judiciary and the prisons (bourgeois ‘justice’), etc., have, by
virtue of their role in the materialization and the reproduction of
ideological relations (bourgeois ideology), a key role in the repro-
duction of the places of social classes.

17. Let us now turn to the second aspect of reproduction, the
reproduction of agents. This encompasses, as two moments of one
and the same process, both the training and subjection of agents to
enable them to occupy the places, and the distribution of agents to
the places. It is especially necessary to grasp exactly how the two
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aspects of reproduction (of places and agents) are articulated, if we
are to understand the stupidity of the bourgeois problematic of social
mobility, which we shall be discussing in detail in the following
essays. In essence, this bourgeois problematic of the social mobility
of groups and individuals presumes:

(a) that the principal question about ‘social stratification’, or even
about its origin, is that of the ‘circulation’ or ‘mobility’ of indi-
viduals between strata. However, it is clear that, even on the absurd
assumption that from one day to the next, or even from one genera-
tion to the next, the bourgeoisie would all take the places of workers
and vice versa, nothing fundamental about capitalism would be
changed, since the places of bourgeoisie and proletariat would still
be there, and this is the principal aspect of the reproduction of
capitalist relations;

(b) that the much deplored ‘social rigidity’ is simply due to the
supposed social inequality of ‘individuals’ and ‘environments’, which
would essentially be dissolved, like all other inequalities, in a capital-
ist society that had ‘equality of opportunity’.

The ideological state apparatuses, and the educational apparatus
in particular, play a decisive and quite special role in the repro-
duction of agents, in their training and subjection and their distri-
bution. On this certain remarks are in order. The reproduction of
agents, in particular the notorious ‘training’ of the agents of actual
production, is no simple technical division of labour (technical
education), but rather a real training and subjection which extends
into political and ideological relations. The extended reproduction
of agents in fact corresponds here to an aspect of the reproduction
of social relations which stamps its pattern on the reproduction of
labour-power.

While this does entail a particular role for the school, we must
remember that it is not just on-the-job technical education, but the
very process of training and subjection as such, which goes on even
within the economic apparatus itself, since the enterprise is more
than a simple production unit. And this entails a particular role for
the enterprise as precisely that apparatus which distributes agents
within itself. In the case of immigrant workers, the economic
apparatus actually has the dominant role, though it is not limited to
these. If we were to forget the role of the economic apparatus and
consider that agents have already been completely distributed in
school, prior to the economic apparatus, we would fall into the
same type of one-way regressive explanation which considers that
this complete distribution has already occurred in the family, prior
to the school. Capitalist classes are not educational castes any more
than they are hereditary castes. This regressive explanation does not
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hold for the relationship between family and school because the
family remains an active force during schooling; and similarly it
does not hold for the relationship between school and the economic
apparatus because education remains an active force in the agents’
economic activity, in the form of ‘retraining’ I want finally to note,
on top of what has already been said on the subject of the repressive
state apparatus, the role of certain branches of the latter in the
reproduction of agents: this is particularly the case with the army,
whose role in the distribution of agents has for a very long while
been important in France.

However, in order to break with the misunderstandings of the
‘functionalist-institutionalist’ tradition, which has always spoken of
the role of ‘institutions’ in the training and distribution of ‘indi-
viduals®, particularly under the heading of the ‘socialization process’,
it is necessary to go further. On the one hand, we must realize that
this aspect of reproduction is indissolubly tied to the former, and in
fact subordinated to it — it is because there is extended reproduction
of places, and to the extent that there is so, that there is this or that
reproduction and distribution of agents between places. On the
other hand, we should not forget that the determining role, as far as
the distribution of agents in the social formation as a whole is con-
cerned, falls to the labour market, as the expression of the extended
reproduction of the relations of production. This is the case even
when there is not, strictly speaking, a unified labour market, i.e.
when the labour market’s demands are directed to a sphere which is
already compartmentalized — due partly to the specific action of the
ideological state apparatuses (an unemployed graduate will not fill
a vacancy for a semi-skilled worker). The reason is that, underlying
the distribution aspect as well, there is a constitutive relationship
between the distributive apparatuses and work relations. Among
other things, this constitutive relationship imposes limits on the
action of the ideological state apparatuses in compartmentalizing the
labour market. For example, it is not the school which makes
peasants the principal occupants of spare places within the working
class. On the contrary, it is the exodus from the countryside, i.e.
the elimination of places in the countryside, in combination with the
extended reproduction of the working class, which governs the
school’s role in this respect.

Finally, in the case of extended reproduction, and in so far as'the
second aspect of reproduction is subordinate to the first, we must
define the direct effects which the places themselves have on the
agents, and here we meet again the primacy of the class struggle
over the apparatuses. Strictly speaking, we do not find agents who
are in origin (in a world ‘before’ or ‘outside’ school) ‘free’ and
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‘mobile’, who circulate among the places following the orders of the
ideological apparatuses, the ideological inculcation and the educa-
tion which they receive. It is true that in the capitalist mode of
production and in a capitalist social formation, social classes are not
castes, that agents are not tied by their origin to determinate places
and that the school and the other apparatuses have an important
role of their own in distributing agents to the places. But the effects
of distribution show themselves in the fact that by means of the
ideological apparatuses, the vast majority of bourgeois remain
bourgeois, and their children do too, while the vast majority of
proletarians (and their children after them) remain proletarians.
This shows that the school is not the sole or principal reason for
distribution taking this form. It is caused rather by the effects which
the places themselves have on the agents, effects which go beyond
the school and even beyond the family itself. We are not, as some
current debates suggest, trying to decide which is primary in a
causal sequence, family or school. We are not even considering the
family/school couple as the basis of these effects of distribution. We
are faced rather with a series of relationships between apparatuses,
whose roots are deep in the class struggle. In other words, the
primary distribution of agents is tied to the primary reproduction of
the social classes. According to the stages and phases of the social
formation, primary distribution assigns to a given apparatus or series
of apparatuses the specific role which it is to play in the distribution
of agents.






Part One

The Internationalization of
Capitalist Relations and the
Nation State



The latest phase of imperialism, and the upsurge of class struggle
in the imperialist metropolises, have raised a series of key questions
for revolutionary strategy: what exactly are the new relationships
between the imperialist social formations (United States, Europe,
Japan), and what are the effects of these on the state apparatuses?
Is it still possible today to speak of a national state in the imperialist.
metropolises? What connections are there between these states and
the internationalization of capital or the multinational firms? Are
new super-state institutional forms tending to replace the national
states, or alternatively, what modifications are these states under-
going to enable them to fulfil the new functions required by the
extended reproduction of capital on the international level?

It is no secret that these questions have become particularly acute
with the problem of the E.E.C. and the ‘political future’ of Europe.
Their importance is decisive, for it is clear that the contemporary
state, the nub of any revolutionary strategy, can only be studied in
its relation to the present phase of imperialism and to the effects of
this within the metropolitan zone. It is equally plain that these
questions have held the attention of Marxist scholarship less than
those concerning the relations between metropolises and dependent
social formations, and the latter formations themselves. The political
positions and the ideology of ‘third-worldism’ are certainly one of
the reasons for this. The result is that, while we are beginning to
understand clearly the effects of contemporary imperialist domina-
tion on the dominated and dependent social formations, its effects
within the imperialist metropolises themselves have received much
less study.

It is possible, however, at least schematically, to locate two major
tendencies in the positions taken on this question:

1. The first tendency, represented in different ways by such
writers as Paul Sweezy, Harry Magdoff, Martin Nicolaus, Pierre
Jalée, etc., puts forward what could be called a contemporary left-
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wing version of the Kautskyite theory of ‘ultra-imperialism’,* These
writers, while they have contributed greatly towards illustrating and
exposing the dominant role of the U.S.A. in the capitalist world as
a whole, underestimate the inter-imperialist contradictions resulting
from uneven development, and see the sole line of division within
the imperialist chain as that between metropolises and dominated
formations. The relations of the imperialist metropolises among
themselves are seen as characterized by a pacification and inte-
gration under the uncontested dominance and exploitation of
American capital. This domination is even conceived, by analogy,
as essentially similar to the relation between imperialist metropolises
and dominated and dependent countries: it is seen as belonging to
the same type of ‘neo-colonialism’, the limiting, but exemplary
instance being the relationship between the U.S.A. and Canada.
Within this perspective, we are faced with the rapid decline, if not
the virtual disappearance of national state power within the
imperialist metropolises, either under the domination of the Ameri-
can super-state, or under the domination of American or ‘inter-
national’ monopoly capital freed from its state ‘fetters’?

2. At the other extreme there are two positions put forward, which
although they often diverge in their arguments, at least on this
question display a common basis. We can thus treat them together
here, without any intention of amalgamating them. On the one
hand, there are writers such as Ernest Mandel, Michael Kidron,
Bill Warren, Bob Rowthorn, and in France, J. Valier.? It would not
be doing them an injustice to say that, for them, the present phase
of imperialism is not characterized by any structural change in the
mutual relations of the imperialist metropolises. Here also, the only
structural cleavage in the imperialist chain is seen as that between
the metropolises and the dominated formations, this cleavage being
taken as an unchanging fact throughout the development of

1. Paul Baran and Paul Sweezy, Monopoly Capital, Harmondsworth, 1966;
and various articles by Sweezy in Monthly Review; Harry Magdoff, The Age
of Imperialism, New York, 1969; Martin Nicolaus; ‘U.S.A.: The Universal
Contradiction’, in New Left Review 59, 1970; Pierre Jalée, The Pillage of
the Third World, New York, 1970; and Imperialism in the Seventies, New
York, 1g68.

2. Robin Murray, ‘The Internationalization of Capital and the Nation
State’, in New Left Review 67, 1971.

3. For Ernest Mandel, principally Europe versus America, NLB, 1970;
Michael Kidron, Western Capitalism since the War, Harmondsworth, 1968;
Bill Warren, ‘How International is Capital?’, in New Left Review 68, 1971}
Bob Rowthorn, ‘Imperialism in the Seventies: Unity or Rivalry’, New Left
Review 69, 1971; J. Valier, ‘Impérialisme et révolution permanente’ in
Critiques de I'économie politique, nos. 4~5, 1971.
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imperialism. Inter-imperialist contradictions within the metropolitan
zone would thus have the same significance today as in the past:
these contradictions are seen as located in a context of ‘autonomous’
and ‘independent’ states and bourgeoisies, struggling against each
other for hegemony. These ‘national bourgeoisies’ and ‘national
states’ would thus be related only externally, the tendency towards
internationalization affecting, in the extreme case, market relation-
ships alone. These theorists see the dominance of the United States
over the imperialist metropolises as essentially similar to that of
Great Britain in the past. The present period would be one in which
this hegemony was once again threatened by the emergence of
equivalent ‘counter-imperialisms’, those of Common Market Europe
and Japan. The enlarged E.E.C,, in particular, is considered as a
form of ‘cooperation’ and ‘internationalization’ of European capital
into a European supra-national state, with the aim of eliminating
the supremacy of American capital. This thesis is, however, rather
contradictory to that of the ‘autonomous national states’.

On the other hand, there are the arguments of the western Com-
munist Parties, and particularly those of the P.C.F.* Here the present
relations between the metropolises are considered as based, not on
modifications in the imperialist chain, but on the modification of the
capitalist mode of production into national ‘state monopoly capital-
isms’, seen as juxtaposed and simply added together. The furthest
that the process of internationalization is considered to reach is the
sphere of the so-called ‘productive forces’. Intra-metropolitan rela-
tions are thus again basically seen in terms of external mutual
pressure between autonomous and independent bourgeoisies and
national states. The E.E.C. and ‘European unification’ are admit-
tedly seen as the expression of an increased domination of American
capital, but this domination is considered as rather like the grafting
of a cosmopolitan foreign body onto the national European state
monopoly capitalisms, in the interest of American or cosmopolitan
capital, simply adding on new supernumerary functions to the
“national’ functions of these states.

I shall return later and in more detail to the positions of these
tendencies, and their political implications. It is my belief, however,
that they have not managed to grasp the contemporary modifications

4. cf. Traité ..., le capitalisme monopoliste d'Etat; Ph. Herzog, Politique
économique et planification ..., Paris, 1971, and his article: ‘Nouveaux
developpementes de [Pinternationalisaton du capital’, in Economie et
Politique, no. 198, 1971; J.-P. Delilez, Les Monopoles, Paris, 1970, and
his article; ‘Internationalisation de la production’, in Economie et Politique,
no. 212, 1972. It should be noted that there are certain differences between
the positions of the different western CPs on the E.E.C.
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in the imperialist chain and their effects on relations between the
metropolises, and on the national states in particular. I am confining
myself here to the case of the European metropolises, both because
of its political importance for us here and now, and because of
certain significant peculiarities of the Japanese case — even though
these peculiarities in no way amount, in the long run, to an exception
to the rule.

To carry out such an analysis of the present phase of imperialism,
it will be necessary, given the present state of research, to tackle the

problem at its root.



I

The Present Phase of
Imperialism and the
Domination of the U.S.A.

I. PERIODIZATION

The capitalist mode of production (CMP) is characterized, in its
extended reproduction, by a two-fold tendency: to reproduce itself
within the social formation in which it takes root and establishes its
dominance, and to expand outside of this formation; the two aspects
of this tendency act simultaneously. For reasons which we shall see,
the CMP can only exist in so far as it extends its relations of pro-
duction and pushes back its limits. Although this two-fold tendency
has characterized the CMP since its origins, it assumes a special
significance in the imperialist stage. This stage, which intensifies the
tendency for the rate of profit to fall, is characterized by the pre-
dominance, as far as the outward expansion of the CMP is con-
cerned, of the export of capital over the simple export of commodities.
This characteristic is decisive, and is the very foundation of the
Leninist conception of imperialism. It in no way means, however,
that the tendency towards the export of commodities and the
expansion of the world market weakens in the imperialist stage, and
this 1s certainly not the case; it simply means that the export of
capital is the fundamental and determinant tendency of imperialism.
Finally, the imperialist stage, corresponding to the development of
monopoly capitalism, is marked by the displacement of dominance,
both within the social formation and within the imperialist chain,
from the economic to the political (i.e. to the state).

The imperialist chain is itself characterized by uneven develop-
ment; each link of this chain reflects the chain as a whole in the
specificity of its own social formation. This specificity is a function
of the forms that the dominance of the CMP at the international
level assumes over the other modes and forms of production that
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exist within a social formation. In fact, the reproduction of the CMP
with this two-fold tendency attests to the fact that the CMP can
only exist by subordinating other modes and forms of production,
and by appropriating their elements {their labour-power, and means
of labour). Uneven development is produced by the articulation
within the social formations between the CMP, as it reproduces
itself, and these other modes and forms of production.

This dominance of the CMP has complex effects of dissolution
and conservation (for a class struggle is involved here) on the other
modes and forms of production that it dominates.! The differential
form that these effects assume on the international scale delineates
the phases of the imperialist stage; these thus correspond to specific
forms of capital accumulation, or even to specific forms of global
relations of production and of the international imperialist division
of labour.

Ever since the beginnings of imperialisin, the imperialist chain has
been characterized by a fundamental cleavage, separating, on the
one hand, the imperialist metropolises, and on the other hand, the
social formations dominated by and dependent on imperialism.
This cleavage, based on the very structure of the imperialist chain,
is radically different from the colonial type of relationship that
characterized the beginnings of capitalism, as well as from the later
type of commercial capitalism. These were both based on the estab-
lishment of the world market and the export of commodities. These
relations do continue to coexist in the imperialist stage, with the
specific characteristics given them by imperialism, and under its
dominance. There are no longer independent social formations
whose relations among themselves are relatively external. The pro-
cess of imperialist domination and dependence henceforth takes the
form of the reproduction, within the dominated social formations
themselves, and in the forms specific to each of them, of the relation
of domination which binds them to the imperialist metropolises.

It is especially important for our purpose here to attempt to define
this situation in more detail. A social formation is dominated and
dependent when the articulation of its specific economic, political
and ideological structure expresses constitutive and asymmetrical
relationships with one or more other social formations which enjoy
a position of power over it.* The organization of class relationships
and state apparatuses within the dominated and dependent forma-
tion reproduces within it the structure of the relation of domination,

1. N. Poulantzas, Fascism and Dictatorship, NLB, 1974; Charles Bettel-
heim, ‘Theoretical Comments’ in Arghiri Emmanuel, Unequa! Exchange,
NLB, 1972.

2. M. Castells, La Question urbaine, Paris, 1972, pp. 62 f.
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and thus expresses in a specific manner the forms of domination that
characterize the class or classes in power in the dominant social
formation(s). This domination corresponds to forms of exploitation
that are both indirect (because of the place of the dominated forma-
tion in the imperialist chain) and direct (through direct investments),
in which the popular masses of the dominated formations are
exploited by the classes in power in the dominant formations: an
exploitation linked to that which they experience from their own
ruling classes. Each phase of imperialism is characterized by differ-
ent forms in which this domination and dependence is realized.

By taking these factors into account, it is possible to outline the
periodization of the imperialist stage into phases. I must make clear
right away that the periodization involved here is not one of a
necessary ‘succession’ according to a linear schema of ‘chronological
stage-ism’. The phases that I have attempted to distinguish in the
basic features of the extended reproduction of capitalism are the
historic effect of the class struggle.

On the other hand, I have to raise here a supplementary question
posed by the periodization of imperialism, this being itself a parti-
cular stage of capitalism. Imperialism is certainly located in the
extended reproduction of the CMP; however, the periodization of
imperialism cannot be dissolved into a periodization of the capitalist
mode of production in general, save at the risk of blurring the
cleavages produced by imperialism itself as a stage in the reproduc-
tion of the CMP. (As we shall see, this is the case with those theories
which see the CMP as ‘imperialist from its beginnings’, or make a
distinction between ‘archeo-imperialism’ and ‘neo-imperialism’.)
The periodization of imperialism itself into phases is legitimate in so
far as the CMP exhibits the peculiarity, as compared with ‘pre-
capitalist’ modes of production, of being characterized by two stages,
distinguished by a different articulation of its structure. This occurs
precisely in its relation to the other modes and forms of production
which it dominates in social formations through its extended repro-
duction. This indicates that the periodization of imperialism must be
undertaken with a view to its relations both with ‘pre-capitalist’
modes and forms of production, and with the ‘pre-imperialist’ stage
of capitalism, which T will call, for the sake of convenience, ‘com-
petitive capitalism’. In fact the characteristics of this stage still
coexist with those of the imperialist stage, under the dominance of
the latter, both within each particular social formation (monopoly
capitalist/competitive capitalist relations) and in the imperialist
chain as a whole (commercial capitalist/imperialist relations of
domination and exploitation).
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Finally, the various phases of imperialism are themselves marked
by steps and turns, and this is particularly important in analysing
the present phase of imperialism.

The following phases of imperialism may thus be distinguished:

(i) the transition phase from the stage of competitive capitalism
to the imperialist stage, lasting from the end of the nineteenth
century up till the inter-war period; within the metropolises, this
was essentially the period of unstable equilibrium between com-
petitive capitalism and monopoly capitalism. In the ‘outward’
expansion of the CMP and the establishment of the imperialist
chain, this phase was marked by a relative equilibrium between a
domination of the dominated formations based on commercial
capital and the export of commodities, and a form of domination
through the export of capital. During this period, both the imperial-
ist metropolises themselves, and their relations with the dominated
formations, were characterized by an unstable equilibrium between
the dominance of the economic and the dominance of the political —
i.e. of the state.

(i) the phase of consolidation of the imperialist stage: this came
into being between the two wars, in particular with the crisis of the
1930s, the stabilization or establishment of fascism and the Roosevelt
New Deal. Within the metropolises, monopoly capitalism estab-
lished 1ts domination over competitive capitalism, and this involved
the dominance of the political (the state) within these formations.
However, at this period within the contradictory effects of dissolution
and conservation that monopoly capitalism imposed, both on pre-
capitalist forms (the form of simple commodity production, the
traditional petty bourgeoisie, etc.) and on competitive capitalism
(non-menopoly capital), the conservation effects still prevailed over
the dissolution effects within the imperialist chain, the export of
capital prevailed over the export of commodities, and it was the
political aspect that prevailed in relations between the metropolises
and the dominated and dependent formations.

It must still be pointed out here, however, that during these
phases, though to an uneven extent, the CMP, which characterized
the imperialist chain, dominated the dependent formations chiefly
by inserting them into this chain. Imperialism’s social division of
labour between the metropolises and the dominated formations was
still to all intents and purposes one between town (industry) and
country (agriculture). It was this that made possible the domination
of the CMP over formations within which modes of production other
than the CMP often continued to predominate, and it was in the
form of this predominance (for example feudal predominance, the



46

domination of ‘feudal’ landed proprietors) that the relation of
domination which bound it to the metropolis was reproduced within
the dependent formation.

During these phases, relations between the imperialist metropolises
were marked by inter-imperialist contradictions which often gave
rise to an alternating predominance of one metropolis over the
others: by Great Britain, Germany, or the U.S.A. But this pre-
dominance was essentially based on the type of domination and
exploitation that this metropolis imposed on its own ‘empire’ of
dominated formations, and on the rhythm of development of
capitalism in its homeland. The only line of polarization structurally
relevant to the imperialist chain was that dividing the metropolises
and the dominated formations.

(iii) the present phase of imperialism, gradually established after
the end of the Second World War, and itself marked by various
stages of class struggle. Within the imperjalist metropolises, it is by
way of the dissolution effects prevailing over the effects of conserva-
tion that monopoly capitalism exercizes its domination over pre-
capitalist forms and over competitive capitalisin during this phase,
though of course not always to the same degree; the CMP in its
monopoly form certainly does not tend to become the ‘exclusive’
form of production in the metropolises. Other forms continue to
exist, but now only in the form of ‘elements’ (traditional petty-
bourgeoisie, small-holding peasantry, medium capital) that are re-
structured and directly subordinated (‘subsumed’ in Marx’s term)
within the reproduction of monopoly capitalism.

This phase corresponds to modifications in the relation between
the metropolises and the dominated formations. The CMP no longer
just dominates these formations from ‘outside’, by reproducing the
relation of dependence, but rather establishes its dominance directly
within them; the metropolitan mode of production reproduces itself,
in a specific form, within the dominated and dependent formations
themselves. This does not prevent conservation from continuing to
prevail over dissolution, to 2 greater or lesser extent, and contrary
to the effects within the metropolises of this two-fold tendency
which the domination of the CMP imposes on other modes and
forms of production. What also characterizes this phase is that this
induced reproduction of the CMP within these formations extends
in a decisive way to the domain of their state apparatuses and ideo-
logical forms. This internalized and induced reproduction, in so far
as'it is related to modifications in the imperialist chain, also has its
effects in the reverse direction, from the dependent formations on
the metropolises: in the case of labour-power, this takes the form of
immigrant labour.
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The contemporary forms of this dependence, including the
‘development of under-development’, peripheral industrialization
and economic blockages, the internal dis-articulation of social
relations, etc., have been widely studied in recent years.®* What have
received less attention are those modifications in the imperialist chain
that involve the relations of the metropolises among themselves. In
fact the forms of capital accurnulation and the international division
of labour that are at the root of this extended reproduction of
capitalism in the relation between metropolises and dominated
formations are bringing about a major modification in the present
phase. While the line of demarcation and cleavage between the
metropolises and the dominated formations is becomning sharper and
deeper, a new dividing line is also being drawn within the metro-
politan camp, between the United States on the one hand, and the
other imperialist metropolises, in particular Europe, on the other.
Relations between the imperialist metropolises themselves are now
also being organized in terms of a structure of domination and
dependence within the imperialist chain. This United States hege-
mony is not in fact analogous to that of one metropolis over others
in the previous phases, and it does not differ from this in a merely
‘quantitative’ way. Rather it has been achieved by establishing
relations of production characteristic of American monopoly capital
and its domination actually inside the other metropolises, and by the
reproduction within these of this new relation of dependence. It is
this induced reproduction of American monopoly capitalism within
the other metropolises, and its effects on their modes and forms of
production (pre-capitalist, cornpetitive capitalist) that characterizes
the present phase: it similarly implies the extended reproduction
within them of the political and ideological conditions for this
development of American imperialism.

But this duplication of dividing lines is none the less asymmetrical.
This new dependence cannot be identified with that which charac-
terizes the relations between metropolises and dominated formations,
and can absolutely not be treated as if it were analogous to the latter,
in so far as these metropolises continue to constitute independent
centres of capital accumnulation, and themselves to dominate the
dependent formations. It is particularly the under-estimation of this
latter element which characterizes the theories of ultra-imperialism.

3. See among others, Samir Amin, L'dccumulation & lechelle mondiale,
Paris, 1970, and the various works of E. Faletto, T. Dos Santos, A. Quijano,
E. Torres Rivas, F. Weffort, R. Mauro Marini, etc. F. H. Cardoso, Notes sur
Pétat actuel des études de la dépendance, in mimeograph, August 1972,
should in particular be consulted.
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In fact American imperialism and the imperialism of the other
metropolises are locked in struggle for the domination and exploita-
tion of these formations. We need only mention here that one of the
most important contradictions between the United States and the
E.E.C. at the present time involves the various ‘preferential agree-
ments’ between the E.E.C. and numerous Third World countries:
this indicates the importance that the domination of the dependent
formations assumes within inter-ifnperialist relations.

As a function of the above characteristics, this present phase of
imperialism is marked by an upsurge of struggle by the popular
masses, which though it takes various different turns, is affecting
both the peripheral formations and the metropolises, particularly
Europe. It is this accumulation of struggles which gives certain
determinate conjunctures of this phase the character of a crisis of
imperialism as a whole. One must be careful not to use the term
crisis in an economist and over-general sense, for example applying
it to an entire phase. This was the fault of the Comintern’s analyses
in the inter-war period, which, in the characteristic spirit of
‘economist catastrophism’, considered imperialism itself as a stage
of ‘general crisis of capitalism’, and we can see it again today in a
different form in the analyses of the western CP’s who characterize
‘state monopoly capitalism’ in general as the ‘crisis of imperialism’.
If this is the case, one could just as well say that capitalism has
always been in crisis, ever since its origins. What these analyses
imply, in their underestimation of the conjunctures of class struggle
to which alone the term crisis can properly be applied, is that
imperialism or capitalism will somehow collapse by themselves, by
virtue of their own ‘economic contradictions’. But just as it is the
class struggle which gives certain determinate conjunctures of
capitalism and imperialism the character of crises, so the outcome of
these crises, including a possible restabilization, depends on this
struggle.

Our periodization thus directly involves a whole series of episte-
mological assumptions. The periodization, both into stages and into
phases, is applied at the level of the social formations, i.e. the forms
of existence of a mode of production, in this case the capitalist: it
does not derive from the supposed ‘tendencies’ of the mode of pro-
duction itself, this being simply an abstract object. It is only social
formations that can be periodized, since it is in them that the class
struggle is enacted: a mode of production only exists in the specific
conditions — economic, political, ideclogical — which determine its
constitution and reproduction. This implies in particular a period-
ization in terms of the articulated relations of this mode with other
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modes and forms of production, an articulation that is constitutive
of its own existence and reproduction.

This in turn implies that social formations are not mere ‘concret-
izations’ of a mode of production that already has a prefigurative
and abstract existence, in the strong sense of this term: the distinc-
tion between mode of production and social formations does not
refer to different sites of existence, as in a topographical analogy.
Social formations are not, in other words, the spatialization of modes
of production that exist already as such and are then ‘stacked’ one
on top of the other. Social formations are in actual fact the sites of
the reproduction process; they are nodes of uneven development of
the relationship of modes and forms of production within the class
struggle. This means that the site where the CMP is reproduced in
the imperialist stage is the imperialist chain and its links. Thus the
stages and phases of periodization refer to modifications in the
reproduction process, so long as it is understood that these modifica-
tions are not measurable by reference to an ideal and pre-existing
model, The mode of production is not a model but a concept; what
is involved are modifications in the mode of production such as it
exists in certain determinate conditions.

The reason why I see these clarifications as particularly important is
that current discussions on this subject show certain confusion.

On the one hand, certain writers* consider that the site of the
reproduction of the CMP is an alleged ‘process’ of this mode taken
as such, in the abstract. They see social formations merely as a
concretization and spatialization of the ‘moments’ of this process,
which is thus emptied of the class struggle. This position often takes
the form, in the context of their analysis of the present phase of
imperialism, of a theory of a ‘world capitalist mode of production’,
with the social formations being only the spatialized moments of
this, This leads directly to the ideclogy of ‘globalization’, in other
words that of an abstract process whose uneven development would
be simply the ‘dross’ of its concretization into social formations. But
uneven development is not a residue or an impurity due to the con-
crete combination of modes of production reproduced in the abstract;
it is the constitutive form of the reproduction of the CMP in the

4. In particular Christian Palloix, Les Firmes multinationales et le procés
d’internationalisation, Paris, 1973, pp. 100 fI. My criticisms of Palloix are in
no way intended to detract from the importance of his writings, which are
indispensable for an understanding of contemporary imperialism. This
tendency on the author’s part is none the less significant, particularly in so far
as his analyses are based on the extremely structuralist and economist text by
Balibar in Reading Capital.
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imperialist stage in its relations with other modes of production and
social formations. In fact the internationalization of capitalist rela-
tions can be understood only in relation to its own location, that is in
the reproduction of the CMP in the social formations (the imperialist
chain). This is precisely the sense in which this internationalization is
not a mere ‘integration’ of the various social formations; it is not
the product of a pre-existing global CMP and a self-sufficient pro-
cess which is merely concretized in its ‘moments’, the formations.
This notion ends by concealing the existence of the imperialist chain.
In actual fact internationalization consists in the induced reproduc-
tion of the CMP of the metropolises within the dependent and
dominated formations, that is, in the new historic conditions of its
reproduction,

Among certain other writers such as Philippe Herzog,® however, we
still find the old empiricist identification of mode of production and
social formation, the CMP, in Herzog's words, being no more than
the ‘synthesis of the various capitalist economic and social forma-
tions’. Ultimately this is a notion derived from a comparative
collection of the ‘features’ of these formations. This empiricist
position thus goes directly together with the notion of an imperialist
ensemble composed of social formations that are simply juxtaposed
and added together. However, the imperialist chain is no more just
the sum of its parts than it is an abstract model-process of the CMP,
its links simply being the concretization of this mode. The imperialist
chain is neither more nor less than the reproduction of the CMP in
the social formations under certain determinate economic, political
and ideological conditions, with the links of this chain — the social
formations — forming the sites of this process.

2. THE INDICES OF AMERICAN GAPITAL'S DOMINATION

Before analysing this situation in more detail, it will be useful to
present its fundamental features in the light of the above considera-
tions,

1. The first striking fact is the continuous increase, ever since the
Second World War, of the proportion of American capital within
the overall volume of foreign capital investment. In 1960, U.S.
foreign investment already accounted for 60 per cent of the world
total, while in 1930 it was only g5 per cent. During the period 1960
1968, for which we have comparative statistical information, this

5. Politique économique, op. cit,, pp. 27 fI., and his contribution to the

CERM conference on ‘Mode de production et formation économique et
sociale’, printed in the special number of La Pensée, October 1971.
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tendency has continued even if at a less spectacular pace, and the
gulf between the United States and the other imperialist metro-
polises has widened still further.® In 1g60 the real value of direct
investments controlied by American firms, on a world basis, came to
30 thousand million dollars. In 1972, the value of these investments
was estimated at more than 8o thousand million dollars, on a very
conservative assessment.

2. What is still more important, however, are certain new features
of these investments. In this period, it is no longer the peripheral
formations but rather the European imperialist metropolises that
have become the preferred investment area for American capital.
In money terms, American direct investment in Europe quadrupled
during the years 1957-67, while it did not quite double in Canada,
and hardly increased at all in Latin America. The proportionate
share of Europe in American foreign investment, which was 15'6 per
cent in 1955, has steadily leapt forward since that time: 205 per cent
in 1960, 28 per cent in 1965, around gt per cent in 1g70. This has
been particularly marked in the case of the E.E.C.: in 1963, Ameri-
can investment in the Common Market overtook that in Great
Britain, where it had always been considerable, and in 1970 direct
American investment in the E.E.C. had caught up with that in the
rest of Europe together (Great Britain included).” This corresponds,
moreover, to the general tendency for metropolitan capital to be
invested within its own boundaries.

3. At the same time, considerable differences have emerged in the
forins of investment of this capital. Direct investment has come to
an increasing extent to predominate over portfolio investment.
Although this is in fact a relative and not an absolute distinction, it
provides an important index, since it corresponds directly to modifi-
cations in the relations of production. Direct investment includes
both investments in fixed capital and those that involve, or tend
sooner or later towards, taking control of firms and enterprises;
although percentages vary depending on statistics and the different
institutional arrangements, investment is generally considered direct
if it comes to more than 25 per cent of the share capital of a com-
pany. Portfolio investment, on the other hand, involves the simple
purchase of shares, or short-term stock-exchange or financial opera-
tions. At the present time, direct investment formns some 75 per cent

6. J. Dunning, ‘Capital Movements in the Twentieth Century’, in Inter-
national Investment, London, 1972, a symposium; G.-Y. Bertin, L’investisse-
ment public international, Paris, 1972, pp. 26ff.; ‘Les Investissements directs
des Ktats-Unis dans le monde’, La Documentation frangaise, pp. v ff.

7. C. Goux and ].-F. Landeau, Le Péril américain, 1971, pp. 24 fI.
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of the export of private capital from the principal industrial coun-
tries, as against 10 per cent before 1914.8

Now, while the overall investment flow from Europe to the United
States almost balances that of the United States to Europe {(an
argument given great play by Mandel, Rowthorne, etc.), some 70 per
cent of American investment in Europe takes the form of direct
investrmnent, as against only a third of European investment in the
United States.? This also means that American capital in Europe is
effectively multiplied by its cumulated value and by the reinvestment
of profits on the spot. In fact, contrary to the situation in the peri-
pheral formations, a considerable portion of these profits (some
40 per cent) is reinvested on the spot or within the same zone.

4. A growing proportion of the foreign investment of the
developed countries is allocated to manufacturing industries, and
not to extractive industries and the service sector, commerce, etc.
This is especially clear in the case of American capital. As far as
manufacturing industry is concerned, the proportionate increase of
American capital in Europe in relation to the overall export of
American capital is still more striking: while in 1g50 Europe only
received 24'3 per cent of this type of American capital exports, by
1960 it received 40°3 per cent. At the same time, while the over-
whelming majority of American direct investment in Europe in-
volved manufacturing industry, and therefore directly productive
capital, only a small section of European direct investment in the
United States (about a third) involved directly productive capital,
the greater part going into the ‘service’ sector, insurance, etc.*®

5. These American investments in Europe are linked to the con-
centration and centralization of capital. They originate from the
most concentrated branches and sectors in the United States.!* In
Europe, too, they are directed into sectors and branches with a high
degree of concentration, and they thereby contribute to accelerating
the pace of concentration. European subsidiaries of American com-
panies are for the most part situated in highly concentrated branches,
in which the subsidiary most frequently occupies a dominant
position.'? Finally, the sectors and branches invested in are those

8. J. Dunning (ed.), The Multinational Enterprise, London, 1971.

9. B. Balassa, in La politique industriclle de U'Europe integrée, edited by
M. Bye, Paris, 1968.

10. La Documentation frangaise, loc. cit.; Balassa, loc. cit.

11. S. Hymer, ‘The Efficiency Contraditions of Multinational Corpora-
tions’ in The Multinational Firm and the National State, Toronto, 1972;
C.-A. Michalet, L’Entreprise plurinationale, 1969.

12. J. Dunning, American Investments in British Manufacturing Industry,
London, 1958.
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which have the most rapid rate of expansion and enjoy the most
advanced technology; hence they exhibit the highest productivity of
labour and the dominant features of an intensive exploitation of
labour by means of the increased organic composition of capital.
Eighty-five per cent of American investment in manufacturing
industry is in the metal and engineering industries, chemical and
synthetic products, electrical goods and electronics, etc. The rate of
growth of this capital is somewhere between g and 12 per cent per
annum, i.e. twice that of the European gross national product
(GNP), and more than twice the growth rate of the American GNP.
The rates of increase of the European GNP’s, which seem to make
such an impression on certain contemporary ‘futurologists’, are
appreciably heightened by the growth of American capital in
Europe. Finally, if one examines the direction of development of this
investment, it is clear that in a majority of cases it involves raking
over licences and patents from European firms, and undertaking the
direct exploitation of these technological advantages.

6. Similarly, the export of capital and the hegemony of American
capital involves the centralization of money capital, of the big banks
and of financial holdings proper. The number of branches of
American banks in Europe, which increased from 15 to 19 between
1950 and 1g60, rose from 19 to 59 between 1960 and 1967. Within
the banking sector ‘subsidiary corporations’ dominated by American
capital increased from a world tota] of 15 in 1960 to 52 in 1967.7
One of the results of this situation has been the role that the dollar
played for a long time in the monetary domain, and which is now
being replaced by the Eurodollar market. It should also be noted
that this tendency has taken on major proportions with the entry of
Great Britain into the E.E.C,, since London is the preferred financial
centre for American branch banks in Europe; in 1970, 50 per cent
of Eurodollars were held in London, the majority by American
banking establishments.!*

The tendency for industrial and banking capital to merge into
finance capital, characteristic of the monopoly capitalist stage, does
not abolish the distinction betwéen the concentration of productive
capital and the centralization of money capital within capital’s
expanded reproduction cycle. In this cycle, both the accumulation
of capital and the rate of profit are determined by the cycle of pro-
ductive capital, which alone produces surplus value. This is contrary
to the widespread theory which identifies ‘finance’ capital with
banking capital, and draws the conclusion from this that the banks

13. Magdoff, op. cit., pp. 74 fI. Foreign branches of American banks
increased from 303 in 1965 to 1009 in 1972.

14. C. Goux and J.-F. Landeau, Le Péril américain, pp. 106 £,
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are dominant in the monopoly capitalist/imperialist stage. In point
of fact, finance capital is not, strictly speaking, a fraction of capital
like the others, but designates the process of merger and the mode of
functioning of the combined industrial and banking fractions.

I will have ample occasion to return to these questions in the
following essay.’® I simply want to stress here that, although the
industrialization of capital can only be understood at the level of
the reproduction process of the total social capital (productive
capital, money capital, and commeodity capital as well), yet capital
as a social relation is based on the productive capital cycle. This is
precisely what is meant by the Marxist proposition that it is pro-
duction and the relations of production, in the CMP the relations
of production and the extraction of surplus-value, which determine
the realization of surplus-value and the relations of circulation, the
famous ‘commodity relations’. It is well-known that Lenin had to
deal with one aspect of this question in his polemic with Rosa
Luxemburg. The Leninist theory of imperialism, and the role of the
export of capital in this, is based on the determining role of the cycle
of productive capital. This is what explains the predominant place
allotted to this in our analysis of the modifications of the present
phase of imperialism.

There is good reason to mention this problem at this stage, in the
light of certain current interpretations of imperialism, from those of
Gunder Frank and Arghiri Emmanuel to those of Christian Palloix,
G. Dhoquois and Pierre-Philippe Rey, all of which are based, in the
last analysis, if to an uneven extent, on the pre-Marxist conception
of the primacy of the cycle and the realm of circulation over that of
the relations of production.!® By radically undermining the Leninist
theory, they make it impossible rigorously to periodize the CMP into
stages; either they argue for a ‘capitalism that has been imperialist
from its origins’, as with Frank, or for a distinction between ‘archeo-
imperialism’ and ‘neo-imperialism’ as with Palloix, Dhoquois and
Rey; they also make it impossible to periodize imperialism itself into
phases.

The modifications involved in the present phase of imperialism also

15. I should like to remind the reader that certain conceptual analyses in
this cssay, which establish a general frame of reference, will be gone into in
more detail in the following essay.

16. André Gunder Frank, ‘The Development of Under-Development’,
Monthly Review, September 1966, and Capitalism and Under-Development
in Latin America, New York, 1969; A. Emmanuel, Unequal Exchange, op.
cit.; Palloix, op. cit.; G. Dhoquois, Pour lhistoire, Paris, 1972; P.-P. Rey,
Les Alliances de classe, Paris, 1973.
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have certain effects on the organization of world trade, i.e, on the
export of commodities, There is an inherent tendency in capitalism
for the market to expand, and although this is dominated in the
imperialist stage by the export of capital, this does not mean that it
in any way weakens. The share of trade between the ‘developed
countries’ in world trade as a whole is increasing in relation to trade
between these countries and those of the periphery. Trade within
the metropolitan zone rose from 46 per cent of world trade in 1950
to 65 per cent in 1965, and is increasing far more rapidly than trade
between the centre and the periphery (up 17 5 per cent in 1969).
This development also corresponds to the growing share of manu-
factured products in world trade: these formed around 66 per cent
of world trade in 1969, as against less than 50 per cent hefore 1963.'"

That said, however, it is none. the less the case that, within the
imperialist countries, U.S. commodity exports are tending to decline
relative to those of other imperialist countries, and particularly of
Europe. This gives the Mandel tendency its chief argument for the
end of American supremacy in the near future, I shall have a few
things to say about this phenomenon in my conclusion, but would
like to remark straight away:

(2) that what is decisive, as far as imperialism is concerned, is the
export of capital:

(b) that Mandel’s argument firstly does not take into account
commodities produced and consumed directly in Europe by firms
under American control, commodities which in this way ‘substitute’
for American exports; secondly, he counts as ‘European’ exports the
exports of American-controlled firms in the European countries. The
full importance of this becomes clear when one realizes that Ameri-
can investment in Furope has been very extensive in those sectors
which are themselves oriented towards exports, including so-called
‘re-imports’ into the United States under a European label. Dunning
estimates that a third of the increase in European exports of advanced
technological products between 1955 and 1964 was accounted for by
firms controlled by American capital, and that in 1980 around a
quarter of all British exports will be accounted for by such firms.
Moreover, a pamphlet published in 1970 by the French DATAR
organization, calling for the implantation of American capital in
France, emphasized that investment projects would be particularly
welcome if, among other things, ‘they provide exports, thus helping
us to adjust the French balance of payments’.

To come back to the question of American capital exports. The

17. S. Amin, op. cit., pp. 85 ff., and also Magdofl.
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facts presented above are particularly important as indications of
the changes currently affecting the relations of production, in the
form of the international concentration of social capital, and of the
labour process, in the form of the imperialist social division of labour
on the world scale. It is in this perspective that their true significance
can be assessed.

This significance can in no way be reduced to the question of the
percentage increase of direct American investment in the European
countries in relation to the overall increase of investment in these
countries (including indigenous investment), although this form of
reasoning is dear both to the Mandel tendency and also to various
bourgeois specialists. This percentage may well be an index of the
fact that the European countries are far from being simple colonies
of the United States, though it is not indicative of the new process of
dependence if it is taken in isolation. To just dwell on it for a
moment, this percentage, as given by official statistics, seems quite
small, an average of 6°5 per cent for Europe as a whole (this is based
on figures for 1964, although it has increased considerably since
then).

There is, however, good reason to suspect that these data are
calculated in such a way as to give a very conservative estimate.
First of all, in the majority of European countries, the figures only
take into account American investment in the form either of flows
of new capital from the United States, or reinvestment by the self-
financing of American subsidiaries in Eurcpe. The operations of
American capital both on the European capital market (the issue of
Euro-bonds) and on the Eurodollar market are neglected, even
though two-thirds of the growth of real American investment in
Europe is at present financed in this way. Moreover, although
investment is generally considered direct only if it accounts for more
than 25 per cent of the share capital of a firm, far less than this is
often sufficient for American capital to ensure control, given the
present concentration of capital and the socialization of the labour
process. The figures given also relate to direct investment in the
economy as a whole, while if the industrial sector (i.e. productive
capital) is taken separately, the percentage is considerably higher.
Finally, and most important, these figures do not take any account
of American investment that is made in Europe under cover of firms
that are legally ‘European’, but actually under American control
and economic ownership. This is particularly the case with Switzer-
land and Swiss investment in the E.E.C. countries. The significance
of this can be seen by considering the fact that, between 1961 and
1967, American investment formed 30 per cent of total foreign
investment in France, while Swiss investment formed a further
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29 per cent. F. Braun, director of the E.E.C. Commission, adds these
two figures together to arrive at a figure of 59 per cent for direct
American investrnent.*® It is clear that this phenomenon will assume
considerable dimensions with the entry of Great Britain into the
EEC.

If we now go on to examine the actual pattern of American invest-
ment within the enlarged E.E.C,, then in 1970 the prize for absolute
volume must still go to Britain; the economic features of this for-
mation, which combines the features of a leading economic power
with close dependence on American capital, are well known. They
have been emphasized even by those who hoped that the entry of
Great Britain into the E.E.C. would liberate it from this dependence.
Great Britain is closely followed in this respect by Belgium and the
Netherlands, France together with Italy following behind but quickly
catching up. It is in West Germany, however, that American invest-
ment is growing most rapidly and massively, and it seems that
Germany will replace Great Britain in the lead. Without going so
far as C. Goux, who claims that by 1980 Germany will have become
the ‘Canada of Europe’, it is particularly important to note this, in
view of the fact that the currently observable close relationship
between ‘German positions’ and ‘American positions’ is most fre-
quently attributed either to the importance of German exports to
the United States, or to the presence of American forces in
Germany; everything seems to show, however, that this presence
functions more and more as a simple screen for economic penetra-
tion. It is even more important to note it at a time when German
economic domination within the E.E.C. is being ever more strongly
asserted, and when Germany is setting itself up as the champion of
‘European integration’.

I would like to repeat once again that what is involved here is not a
mere question of percentages. We must therefore go on to deal now
with the present modifications in the international constitution of
capital and the imperialist social division of labour, What character-
izes the present changes in the imperialist chain, and in the relations
between the United States and Europe, is the action of new forms of
world relations of production on the labour process.

18. F. Braun, in La Politique industriglle, op. cit.
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§- THE INTERNATIONAL SOCIALIZATION OF THE LABOUR
PROCESS AND THE INTERNATIONALIZATION OF CAPITAL

1. The new forms of the international imperialist division of
labour (the socialization of the productive forces) correspond to the
direction that the present concentration of capital (the relations of
production) stamps on the labour process and on the productive
forces at the world level. The concentration of capital on an inter-
national scale, and the construction of financial empires, dates from
the beginnings of the imperialist era. This involved, just as was the
case with the process of concentration within a social formation, a
distinction between formal legal ownership and real economic
ownership (joint-stock companies), which has been referred to ideo-
logically as a ‘separation of ownership and control’. This dis-
tinction is still valid; the important changes now in progress bear
on the contemporary articulation of economic ownership and
possession, that is to say, on the forms of the actual relations of
production.

In point of fact, the form of concentration which prevailed
subsequent to the gradual extinction of the ‘capitalist entrepreneur’
was either that of international cartels and financial holdings, or else
that of one capital controlling either a distinct unit of production
(centre of appropriation of nature) in a foreign country, or several
‘separate’ units of production in various countries. This dominant
form thus meant that the relations of possession (direction and con-
trol of a specific labour process) and of economic ownership (power
to assign the means of production and to allocate resources and
profits to this or that usage) were relatively distinct and only partially
overlapped; this form of ownership concentrated several separate
units of production (and possessions) under a single control. As
opposed to this, the present phase of imperialism is characterized by
the establishment, under a single centre of economic ownership, of
what are effectively complex production units?® with labour processes
that are closely articulated and integrated (integrated production),
and divided between various establishments in several countries. This
integrated production in no way ‘inhibits the diversification of
finished products, quite the contrary, and is not restricted to a single
branch. Exchanges between these various establishments are not
carried out on the basis of market prices, but are rather ‘internal’ to
these units (at transfer prices). What we are faced with here is the
closure, in a new form, of the gap between economic ownership and

19. See on this subject C. Bettelheim, Calcu! économique et Formes de
propriété, Paris, 1971.
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possession, but this does not prevent there being new distinctions
within the plurality of powers that these relationships involve and
their exercise by different bearers and agents.

The closure of this gap must be understood at the level of the
overall process: branches, industries, inter-branch relations, as well
as in the upstream (raw materials) and downstream (marketing)
sectors of production. It has the general result of pushing back, or
even sometimes breaking down, the traditional limits between enter-
prises at the international level; one particular effect is the setting-
up of multinational industrial firms (a recent GATT study showed
that 30 per cent of international trade took the form of exchanges
internal to these firms). This is only one effect, for the multinational
firms are only one form of the unification of complex units of pro-
duction by branch and industry. These firms nevertheless provide an
excellent example of the current integration of the labour process.
It is changes such as these, in particular, which explain the pre-
dominance of direct over portfolio investment.

The international integration of the labour process within a firm
can take several different forms. The integration may be vertical,
each subsidiary in one particular country being responsible for one
stage of production or for a series of components and parts of a
product or group of products — the classic example being IBM.
Alternately, integration can be horizontal, each establishment or
subsidiary specializing in all stages of the production of certain
products, which are then exchanged between them — as is the case
with Ford. Integrated production is also frequently achieved, to a
letter or greater extent, across several branches in the various current
forms of conglomerate. In any case, these forms of socialization of
labour, even if they do not yet constitute the dominant form of
international concentration of capital, are certainly the most pro-
nounced tendency,? they form in fact part of a much larger process
of international socialization of labour.

2. This socialization of labour on the international scale is not
due chiefly to ‘technical’ factors (the ‘technological revolution’) but
is rather a function of major changes in the global relations of pro-
duction. It can only be properly understood, in its full import, as
part of the imperialist social division of labour, by way of the
present forms of internationalization of capital. It is necessary to be
very careful here, because of the various ideologies hung onto
interpretations of the multinational firms. What are the specific

20. This is the conclusion of the Harvard research project presented by
R. Vernon, ‘International investment and international trade in the product-
cycle’, in the Quarterly Journal of Economics, May 1966.
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features of this internationalization in the present phase, of which
these firms are only one of the effects?

(a) The development of bases of exploitation for a particular
capital, or a combination of several capitals, in a number of different
countries — in other words the extension of the site on which this
capital establishes itself as a social relation.

(b) The pronounced tendency towards the combination, in the
form of a single economic ownership, of capital coming from several
different countries. The ‘origin’ of this capital is not a question of
its nationality (for capital is not a thing), but rather of the place
where the original and/or dominant social relations which compose
the capital are constructed. In point of fact, capital that does not
have a dominant base, in terms of social relations, in a definite
country, is a very rare exception.

It must immediately be added, however, that, in the great
majority of cases where legal and economic participation of capital
from several nations is involved, this internationalization is brought
about under the decisive domination of capital originating from one
single country: it is this capital which concentrates in its hands the
unified economic ownership. The proof of this is that ‘joint ventures’
which are supposed to represent an egalitarian merger of ownership
between capitals from different countries and have a legal expres-
sion, remain quite exceptional (examples being Royal Dutch-Shell,
Dunlop-Pirelli, Agfa-Gevaert).

This follows from the very nature of capitalist relations of pro-
duction, such as they are expressed in the present process of concen-
tration, since capital is not (we repeat) a thing, but a relation of
production; it is the place defined by the relations of economic
ownership and possession that determines the various powers that
result from it. The occupation of this place by different capitals,
reproducing themselves both within a social formation and outside
it, has nothing friendly about it, but depends on a balance of forces;
contradictions and competition continue between the components of
a concentrated capital. This is in fact so much the more so in that
the tight correspondence which is at present being established be-
tween economic ownership and possession, and which is the counter-
part of the current process of international concentration, militates
precisely in favour of a unified control and a central directing agency
under a specific capital.

(¢) This internationalization of capital is taking place under the
decisive domination of American capital. As far as productive
industrial capital is concerned, 55 per cent of the assets held by
multinational firms outside their country of origin, in 1968, belonged
to American capital, 20 per cent to ‘British’ capital, and the re-
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mainder was divided between the Europeans and Japanese. It is also
the case that around 40 of the 50 largest multinational firms are
American,

This is accompanied, contrary to what Mandel argues, by a wide-
spread tendency for European capitals to merge with American
capital, rather than to merge among themselves; the E.E.C. has
only accelerated this tendency. Between 1962 and 1968, for instance,
there were calculated to be some rog international take-overs and
mergers in the E.E.C,, half of which involved capital belonging to a
‘third country’: 1180 cases of a share being taken in a company, of
which 8oo involved such foreign capital; 625 cases of common
subsidiaries of two Common Market enterprises being set up, but
1124 cases of common subsidiaries set up by a Common Market firm
plus a ‘third country’ one. This ‘third country’ capital is in the
great majority of cases American, either directly or under camou-
flage.®* As far as productive capital is concerned, things are even
clearer; production subsidiaries set up in 1967 and 1968 in the
E.E.C. include 202 set up by capital from another E.E.C. country,
and 216 set up by American capital. We need hardly mention here
the striking fact that British investment in France, which was
massively accelerated with the entry of Britain into the E.E.C,, is
almost entirely concentrated in distribution and property. To give
some idea of the figures involved, we can note that in France, taking
the first six months of 1967 and the flow of investment alone, the
increase of foreign capital invested was of the order of 167 million
francs originating from within the Community, and 442 million
francs comning from ‘third countries’, of which 316 millions were of
direct and declared American origin;*® we have already seen what
is often concealed behind other ‘third country’ investment, or even
investment formally originating from within the ‘Community’.

Finally, and most important: even in the case of an amalgamation
of European capital, what is involved is rarely an actual merger,
and still more rarely integrated production; far more common are
various kinds of ‘understanding’ (for example Fiat/Citroén), limited
association or exchange of securities. The situation with concentra-
tions under the aegis of American capital is precisely the reverse.?®
In this case, what is most frequently involved is an effective shift of
overall powers of economic ownership and possession in favour of
American capital, as a result of the balance of forces between

21. ‘L’Europe des communautés’, 1972, in La Documentation frangaise,
op. cit.

22. Y. Morvan, La Concentration de l'industric en France, Paris, 1972,
P-397.

23. J. Dunning, in The Multinational Enterprise, op. cit., pp. 19, 297 fI.



62

American and European capital. This is in no way explained, as
several writers would have it, by the ‘legal obligations’ which
American legislation ‘imposes’ on its capital (in particular, the fact
that mere participation of this capital in a foreign enterprise can
bring it under the jurisdiction of the anti-trust laws, while sub-
sidiaries which are completely under the legal ownership of Ameri-
can capital escape this).

4. THE IMPERIALIST SOCIAL DIVISION OF LABOUR
AND THE ACCUMULATION OF CAPITAL

These are the changes that mark the new forms of the imperialist
social division of labour and the relationships between the imperialist
metropolises; they correspond to new forms of capital accumulation
on a world scale. In fact, by adding to the old dividing line between
metropolises and dominated formations the new dividing line be-
tween the imperialist metropolises themselves, and by shifting the
bases of exploitation and accumulation towards the metropolitan
zone, these changes must be understood as a capitalist strategy
designed to counter the circumstances under which the tendency of
the rate of profit to fall now expresses itself. While the export of
capital previously appeared to be chiefly bound up with the control
of raw materials and the expansion of markets, it is now essentially
a response to the need for imperialist monopoly capital to turn to its
account every relative advantage in the direct exploitation of labour.
{This does not mean that the need to expand markets is absent, for
example in the case of American capital’s direct investment in
Europe.) The changes that we are concerned with here, involving
the domination of American capital over that of the other metro-
polises, tend essentially towards one single goal: towards raising the
rate of exploitation, so as to counteract the tendency for the rate of
profit to fall.2* This, in particular, is the underlying reason why the
reproduction of the dominant capital has become internalized within
the ‘external’ bases of exploitation themselves, and also the reason
for the new forms of articulation between economic ownership and
possession. These correspond to the current forms of domination of
monopoly capitalism over the other modes and forms of production

24. It should be understood that this is not a short-term tactic concerning
rates of profit alone, but a long-term strategy of the dominant fraction of
international capital aimed at ensuring a social control of the global pro-
ductive process. On this subject, see the remarkable article by C. Leucate:
‘Les contradictions inter-impérialistes aujourd’hui’, in Critiques d’économie
politique, October—-December 1973. See also A. Granou, ‘La nouvelle crise
du capitalisme’, in Les Temps Modernes, December 1973.
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at the international level, in other words to current forms of exploita-
tion.

This increase in the rate of exploitation is the resultant both of
the level of wages and of the productivity of labour — which includes
the degree of technological development, the particular skills
involved in the current development of the productive forces, etc.
The wage level and the productivity of labour are, in the long run,
closely related. In other words, the rate of exploitation and of
surplus-value is not measurable simply in terms of the wage level.
It also involves the intensive exploitation of labour: i.e. new tech-
nical processes, the diversification of products, the intensification of
labour and its rhythm. A higher wage, in money or even real terms,
may correspond, according to the development of the productive
forces, to a smaller proportion of the value produced, and thus to a
more intense exploitation, than a lower wage in the context of a
lower productivity of labour.

Of course, while the wage level in the dominated countries is
lower than that in the imperialist countries, the productivity of
labour is considerably higher in the metropolises. But this does not
explain the shift in the bases of capital’s exploitation towards the
metropolises; this can only be explained in terms of the shift in the
relative weight of exploitation, in the present phase of imperialism
and at the level of world accumulation, towards the intensive
exploitation of labour. This shift is itself a function of the main
characteristic of monopoly concentration: the rise in the organic
composition of capital, that is to say, the increase of constant capital
in relation to variable capital (wage costs), and the decrease of living
labour in relation to ‘dead labour’ (embodied in the means of
labour). Since the rate of profit is in inverse ratio to this increase in
the organic composition of capital, it is here that we find the reason
behind the present tendency towards technological innovation. But
labour still remains, as ever, the basis of surplus-value, and it is this
that explains the current tendency towards raising the rate of
exploitation chiefly by means of an intensive exploitation of labour,
directly linked to the productivity of labour (relative surplus-value).

The new forms taken by these global relations of production and by
the international socialization of the labour process, which are
precisely concurrent with this intensive exploitation of labour on
the world level, are thus focused in new forms of the imperialist
social division of labour. This division within the structure of
exploitation does not merely involve the traditional dividing line
between ‘town-industry-metropolises and countryside-agriculture-
dominated formations’, It is now complemented by a division within
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the industrial sector of productive capital itself, at the same time as
agriculture itself undergoes a process of ‘industrialization’ on the
international level; it is here that we meet with the shift in the
export of capital towards direct investment and manufacturing
industries, and thus the importance of manufactured goods in
foreign trade.

This new imperialist social division of labour does of course also
affect relations between metropolises and dominated formations. It
corresponds to the ‘development of under-development’, and pro-
duces dislocations and deformations of a new type within the
dependent formations. Capital investment in these formations is
generally confined to light industry and has a lower level of tech-
nology, while labour-power remains predominantly unskilled ; labour
is exploited chiefly through the low level of wages, although there
are also isolated sectors with high concentrations of capital and
labour productivity. But the new division of labour chiefly involves
a new division between the United States on the one hand, and the
other imperialist metropolises on the other. It has important effects
on the wage differences between these formations, the disparity
between the United States and Europe in particular playing a special
role. It has similar effects on the level of skill and the distinctions
between skilled and unskilled labour within these formations, as well
as on the spread of wage differentials, this spread being more ‘open’,
and the differentiation of wages within the working class being
more significant, in Europe than in the United States, This is
analogous to the process taking place in relations between the metro-
polises as a whole and the dominated countries. It also has effects on
technological disparities, on forms of unemployment, current
European unemployment being to a great extent due to the
tremendous ‘restructuring’ of the European economies that is cur-
rently in progress, and on such things as the role of immigrant
labour.

This new division of labour and the shift of dominance towards
the intensive exploitation of labour thus finds expression in different
forms of exploitation according to the two lines of division. The
exploitation of the popular masses of the dominated formations by
the ruling classes of the metropolises is chiefly carried out in an
indirect manner, that is to say through the place occupied by these
formations in the imperialist chain and its polarization, and only
secondarily in a direct way, i.e. by foreign capital directly invested
in them. On the other hand, the exploitation of the popular masses
in Europe by American capital is chiefly carried out directly, and
only secondarily in the indirect form.
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5. THE FORMS OF EUROPEAN DEPENDENCE

I do not intend here to analyse the various aspects of the new
division of labour within the imperialist metropolises, but rather to
illustrate the dependence that they involve. If the new division of
labour is taken into account, it is clear that the domination of
American capital cannot be assessed in terms of the percentage
of the means of production that it formally controls within each
European nation, nor even in terms of the role of multinational
firms under American control. These firms are only one of the effects
of the present process and only reflect this domination in a very
one-sided manner. A few examples will serve as indications.

First of all, direct American investments in Europe take on a quite
different significance if their international concentration is analysed
according to the different industrial branches, and if we take account
of the fact that they are chiefly oriented to certain branches over
which they tend to exert preponderant control.?® This control, how-
ever, is not measurable simply in terms of the importance of
American firms in Europe in these branches of production, and the
new division of labour cannot be reduced to one established ‘within’
the multinational firms and their establishinents in the different
countries. In point of fact, these branches are generally those in
which the process of socialization of labour and the international
concentration of capital are most advanced. In this context, we are
often faced with a ‘standardization of basic products’ on a world
scale, patently so in the case of the engineering and electrical indus-
tries, although this does not prevent a certain variation and diversifi-
cation in the case of finished products. This standardization, which
ts far from corresponding to mere technical requirements, is most
often imposed by the dominant American industry in these branches.
A ‘Buropean’ firm that desires to be competitive in their field has to
‘restructure’ its production and its labour processes in the light of
this standardization, and on the basis of the internationalization of
this branch. Very often, however, this is how it comes to be inserted
into the process of dependence, and it is led to various forms of sub-
contracting for American capital, even if it is not legally absorbed
by an American firm. In the same context, this dependence extends
to the fact that, in these branches and sectors in which American
capital has left its mark on the whole process of production, Euro-
pean capital is invested in the purchase of patents and licences care-
fully selected by American capital.

25. On the following, see C. Palloix, Firmes multinationales . . ., op. cit,
the first chapter, and the various publications of the IREP,
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This assumes greater importance if we take into account the fact
that the current socialization of labour processes and the concentra-
tion of capital are not measurable simply within one particular
branch, but extend to various industrial branches; this is because
American capital is able to establish its domination over several
branches by way of its predominance in one. The clear case of this
is in the electronics industry. E. Janco has recently shown how the
use of computers on their present scale by European industry, a field
in which the predominance of American capital is well known, does
not correspond to any technical requirements; their use often proves
to be superfluous or even on economic.?® This use, however, is asso-
ciated with the control by American capital of certain labour pro-
cesses, and indeed increases this domination. It is certainly not
confined to the field of computers alone, but extends, by this means
(such as the use of American software}, to other sectors where these
computers are employed on a massive scale.

The international imperialist division of labour is thus related
above all to the social division and organization of the entire labour
process.?” and we can thus see how the present division in favour of
American capital is not confined to a division ‘within’ the American
multinationals. There is in fact every reason to believe that, in
certain respects at least, the new forms of social division which are
currently being extended to sectors and branches of European
industry, in particular the reproduction of the division between
mental and manual labour in new forms, the forms of qualification
and disqualification of labour and the place of engineers and tech-
nicians in relation to a certain application of technology, the new
forms of authority and the division of decision and execution within
the advanced European enterprises {the celebrated problem of their
‘modernization’), are the symptoms of an objective process which
strengthens the hold of American capital over the entire labour
process.

Finally, in the context of the concentration of capital, it should
be noted that in certain branches and sectors, such as electrical
engineering for example, the internationalization of the cycle of
productive capital finds expression in the process (and its forms)
that American productive capital firms (such as Westinghouse,
General Electric) imposes on the concentration of European produc-
tive capital: 2 movement of ‘domestic’ restructuring of European
capital to conform to the extended reproduction of American

26. E. Janco and O. Furjot, Informatique et Capitalisme, Paris, 1972.

27. A. Gorz, ‘Technique, techniciens et lutte de classes’, Les Temps
Modernes, August-September 1971; ‘Le despotisme d’usine et ses lende-
mains’, in Les Temps Modernes, September—-October 1972,
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capital, which must eventually lead to its incorporation. This also
shows how ilusory are the theories according to which a more
intense ‘domestic’ concentration by a European country, or even by
European capital as a whole, would be the best means of resisting
American penetration, This forward flight often serves only to throw
those involved into the arms of American capital.

There is perhaps no more striking example than that of France; we
shall see in the following essay how France came to exhibit a specific
backwardness in regard to the concentration of capital and industrial
‘modernization’. For a certain period of time this found its expres-
sion in the Gaullist policy of ‘nationalism’, which corresponded to
the interests of a bourgeoisie that was behindhand in the process of
internationalization; even the formation of the Common Market
met with resistance on the part of certain fractions of the French
bourgeoisie. But in the last few years the concentration of capital in
France has accelerated significantly, in perfect correlation with the
penetration of foreign capital, and American capital in particular.?®
This correlation has taken the form either of a concentration at the
direct instigation of this foreign capital, or of a concentration having
as its effect the dependence of certain branches and sectors on
American capital.

But there is more to it than that, and this can be clearly seen in
the current Sixth Plan: (a) this plan is put forward not merely as a
plan for the accelerated concentration of the French economy, but
also as a plan for an ‘industrial restructuring’ and for the ‘moderni-
zation of production’; (b} it corresponds to the policy of a ‘European
opening’ (entry of Great Britain into the E.E.C.) and to an aid
policy oriented to the international financial expansion of French
big capital: a section of this capital has already attained the scale
of the multinational firms, its internationalization having been
accelerated since 1969.

What must also be noted here is how French policy towards
American investment changed between the Fifth and Sixth Plans.
According to the Fifth Plan,

The present situation in which foreign investment in France is
growing steadily from year to year cannot be considered satis-
factory. It is essential to modify this development in the next few
years in the direction of a restriction of direct investment from
abroad, in order to safeguard the basic long-term interests of the
French economy.

28. Y. Morvan, La Concentration de Pindustrie en France, Paris, 1972,
pp. 27! ff.
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Five years later, however, the Sixth Plan put it differently:

As far as direct investment by non-residents is concerned, the
Committee’s forecasts assume the continuation of a very open
attitude on the part of the authorities in relation to foreign
investment in France, if not a still more open attitude. In these
conditions, American direct investment could well double by 1975,
taking the years 1964—67 as the basis of reference.

Such examples could be multiplied: Europe’s dependence on the
American oil majors for energy is a case in peint. It is clear, more-
over, that the full scope of these developments can only be realized
by taking into account the international centralization of money
capital and the role of the great American banks. By way of sum-
mary we can say that, besides the shifts in the relation of economic
ownership towards American capital, under cover of the mainten-
ance of ‘autonomous’ European legal ownership (‘minority control’),
the following phenomena are also often present today:

() A shift, under cover of the maintenance of ‘autonomous’
European ownership, of certain powers deriving from economic
ownership in favour of American capital (the case of the various
and complex types of ‘sub-contracting’); this can sometimes go so
far as to amount to de facto expropriations which are nevertheless
invisible and whose effects only make themselves felt in the long run.

(b) A shift, even when ‘autonomous’ European ownership is
maintained, of certain powers deriving from the relation of posses-
sion (direction and control of the labour process) in favour of
American capital. Given the present tendency towards closing the
gap between economic ownership and possession, this also in the
long run leads to a shift of economic ownership in favour of Ameri-
can capital.

These processes can thus only be understood by taking account of
the reduction, or even the breaking down, of traditional boundaries
between firms and enterprises on the international level.

These factors, however, which are related to the extended repro-
duction of the dominant imperialism within the other imperialist
metropolises themselves, involve more than the relations of produc-
tion: they assume the expansion of the ideological conditions of this
reproduction into these metropolises. In order to understand what is
involved in this, it is necessary to realize that ideology does not just
consist of ‘ideas’ (articulated ideological ensembles) but is concretely
embodied in a series of practices, know-how, customs and rituals
which extend to the economic domain as well.?®

29. L. Althusser, ‘Ideology and Ideclogical State Apparatuses’, in Lenin
and Philosophy, NLB, 1971.
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This is doubly important, in so far as it also bears on the differ-
ences between the ideological dependence of the dominated forma-
tions on the metropolises, and that of the metropolises themselves on
the United States. In the case of the dominated formations, as a
result of their original dependence on the metropolises and the
ideological under-determination of their own bourgeoisies, the
expansion into them of metropolitan ideological forms leads to a
deep dis-articulation of their ideological sectors in general, which is
the phenomenon that has been referred to incorrectly as a ‘dual
society’.

In the case of the relationship of the other imperialist metropolises
to the United States, this expansion chiefly involves practices, rituals
and know-how that are articulated to production. We need only
mention the celebrated problems of know-how (aptly rendered in
French as savoir-faire), of management, of the techniques of organi-
zation, and the whole gamut of rituals centring around information
processing — these alone would make up a long list. In fact, these
practices do not correspond to any technological rationality. What
is often involved in them are ideological forms coinciding with the
complex dependence of the metropolises on the dominant imperial-
ism, with the effects mentioned above on the social division of
labour,
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The Nation State

We can now return to the question of the nation state in the
imperialist metropolises, and see in what way the various positions
on this question mentioned at the beginning of this essay are in fact
false.

1. THE STATE AND THE PROBLEM OQF THE NATIONAL
BOURGEOISIE

Here once again we have to expose certain myths that die hard, even
within Marxist analysis: common formulations of the very problem
such as ‘what can — or cannot — the state do in the face of the great
multinational firms?’, ‘how far has the state lost its powers in the
face of these international giants?’ (formulas dear to Servan-
Schreiber), are fundamentally incorrect, in so far as institutions and
apparatuses do not ‘possess’ their own ‘power’; but simply express
and crystallize class powers. The problem is therefore shifted; it
becomes, in the first instance, one of the relations between the
European bourgeoisies and American capital. And by asking which
particular bourgeoisies are involved, we raise the problem of the
national bourgeoisie.

In general, the national bourgeoisie is distinguished from the com-
prador bourgeoisie (we shall define this in a moment) on other levels
besides the economic; the national bourgeoisie can only be defined
if the political and ideological criteria of its class determination are
also taken into account. It cannot be understood simply as an
‘indigenous’ capital radically distinct from ‘foreign’ imperialist
capital, and uniquely by reference to the economic contradictions
that divide the one from the other. In point of fact the imperialist
stage, ever since its origins, has been marked by a tendency towards
an international interpenetration of capital, Nor does the distinction
between national and comprador bourgeoisie coincide, as is often
believed, with that between industrial capital and commercial
capital. It cannot even be defined by reference to market criteria,
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the national bourgeoisie being the indigenous bourgeoisie active on
the home market; one can discover sections of both the industrial
bourgeoisie and of this commercial bourgeoisie that are completely
subordinated to foreign capital, just as one can also find, in certain
Latin American countries for example, classes of capitalist landed
proprietors based on monoculture for export (coffee, for instance)
which even so exhibit the characteristics of national bourgeoisie.
Finally, what is even more important, the distinction between com-
prador and national bourgeoisie does not coincide with that between
monopoly capital (big capital) and non-monopoly capital (medium
capital); there are big monopolies that function as national bour-
geoisies, as well as sectors of medium capital completely sub-
ordinate to foreign capital.

I do not mean that the economic contradictions between foreign
capital and indigenous capital do not play a determining role in
defining the national bourgeoisie, simply that this in itself is not
enough. In fact, what should be understood by national bourgeoisie
is that fraction of the indigenous bourgeoisie which, on the basis of
a certain type and degree of contradictions with foreign imperialist
capital, occupies a relatively autonomous place in the ideological
and political structure, and exhibits in this way a characteristic
unity. This place is part of the structural class determination, and is
not reducible to class position; rather, it has its effects on this. The
national bourgeoisie is capable of adopting, in certain specific con-
junctures of the anti-imperialist and national liberation struggle,
class positions which make it part of ‘the people’; it can therefore
be brought into a certain type of alliance with the popular masses,

What is traditionally understood by comprador bourgeoisie, on the
other hand, is that fraction of the bourgeoisie which does not have
its own base for capital accumulation, which acts in some way or
other as a simple intermediary of foreign imperialist capital (which
is why it is often taken to include the ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’),
and which is thus triply subordinated — economically, politically and
ideologically — to foreign capital.

It is thus clear that this conceptual pair is not suitable for analys-
ing the bourgeoisies of the imperialist metropolises in its relation to
American capital, in the present phase of imperialism. To stick to
this single distinction inevitably leads in this case, both to its reduc-
tion in an economist direction, and to false conclusions.

(2) On the one hand, there are held to be contradictions of
economic interest between sections of the indigenous bourgeoisie and
foreign imperialist capital, particularly in so far as this indigenous
bourgeoisie disposes, both within its social formation and abroad,
of its own industrial foundation and bases of accumulation, and the
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conclusion is drawn from this that these are genuine national
bourgeoisies (we shall see that this is the case with the tendency
represented by Mandel and the Communist Parties).

(b) Alternatively, it is to start with maintained that these bour-
geoisies are such that they cannot adopt class positions that would
lead them to form part of the people. The conclusion is then immedi-
ately drawn that they can only be comprador bourgeoisies, that is,
simple intermediaries between the national economy and foreign
capital (this is the case with the ‘ultra-imperialist’ tendency).

What is necessary, then, is to introduce a new concept enabling
us to analyse the concrete situation, at least that of the bourgeoisies
of the imperialist metropolises in their relationship with American
capital, Provisionally, and for want of a better word, I shall use the
term ‘internal bourgeoisie’. This bourgeoisie, which exists alongside
sectors that are genuinely comprador, no longer possesses the struc-
tural characteristics of a national bourgeoisie, though the extent of
this of course differs from one imperialist formation to another. As a
result of the reproduction of American capital actually within these
formations, it is, firstly, implicated by multiple ties of dependence in
the international division of labour and in the international concen-
tration of capital under the domination of American capital, and
this can go so far as to take the form of a transfer of part of the
surplus-value it produces to the profit of the latter; secondly, what
is more, it is affected, as a result of the induced reproduction of the
political and ideological conditions of this dependence, by dissolution
effects on its political and ideological autonomy vis-g-vis American
capital.

On the other hand, however, it is not a mere comprador bour-
geoisie. The domination of American capital does not affect the
economies of other metropolises in the same fashion as it affects
those of the peripheral formations, and the internal bourgeoisie
maintains its own economic foundation and base of capital accumu-
lation both within its own social formation, and abroad. Even at the
political and ideological level it continues to exhibit its own specific
features, linked both to its present situation and to its past as a
‘self-centred’ imperialist capital; this distinguishes it from the
bourgeoisies of the peripheral formations. Through ‘peripheral
industrialization’, nuclei of a domestic bourgeoisie may even appear
within peripheral formations, and although these bourgeoisies
scarcely match up to the national bourgeoisies of the previous phases
of imperialism, they can certainly not be reduced to what Gunder
Frank terms ‘lumpen-bourgeoisies’. Significant contradictions thus
exist between the internal bourgeoisie and American capital. Even
if these cannot lead it to adopt positions of effective autonomy or
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independence towards this capital, they still have their effects on the
state apparatuses of these formations in their relations with the
American state.

By considering the current forms of alliance (including contra-
dictions) between the imperialist bourgeoisies and American capital,
under the latter’s hegemony, we can go on to discuss the question of
the nation state. The current internationalization of capital neither
suppresses nor by-passes the nation states, either in the direction of
a peaceful integration of capitals ‘above’ the state level (since every
process of internationalization is effected under the dominance of
the capital of a definite country), or in the direction of their extinc-
tion by the American super-state, as if American capital purely and
simply directed the other imperialist bourgeoisies. This international-
ization, on the other hand, deeply affects the politics and institu-
tiona) forms of these states by including them in a system of
interconnections which is in no way confined to the play of external
and mutual pressures between juxtaposed states and capitals. These
states themselves take charge of the interest of the dominant
imperialist capital in its development within the ‘national’ social
formation, ie. in its complex relation of internalization to the
domestic bourgeoisie that it dominates. This system of inter-
connections does not encourage the constitution of effective supra-
national or super-state institutional forms of agencies; this would be
the case if what was involved was internationalization within a
framework of externally juxtaposed states (a framework which had
to be superceded). It is rather based, in the first instance, on an
induced reproduction of the form of the dominant imperialist power
within each national formation and its state.

It is principally by direct means that these states take respon-
sibility for the interests of the dominant capital. Support for
American capital is often of the same type as is granted to indigenous
capital (public subventions, tax concessions), but it also comprises
the support needed by American capital for its further extension
outside this formation, and thus it'acts as a staging-post. This support
can go so far as to help American capital circumvent the American
state itself (the anti-trust legislation, for example). The international
reproduction of capital under the domination of American capital is
supported by the various national states, each state attempting in its
own way to latch onto one or other aspect of this process.

This support for the dominant capital is also given indirectly, via
industrial policies of states that seek to promote the concentration
and international expansion of their own indigenous capital.

* % ¥

ot
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There are still, of course, important contradictions between the
domestic bourgeoisies of the imperialist metropolises and American
capital, on a whole series of points, and it is these that the various
national states take up when they give support, as is most often the
case, to their own domestic bourgeoisie (this is also one aspect of the
E.E.C.) But it is necessary to go further here and say that these
antagonisms do not at present form the principal contradiction
within the imperialist ruling classes. The currently dominant form of
‘inter-imperialist’ contradictions is not that between ‘international
capital’ and ‘national capital’, or between the imperialist bour-
geoisies as juxtaposed entities.

In point of fact, the dependence of indigenous capital on American
capital cuts across the various fractions of indigenous capital itself;
this is precisely the source of its internal dis-articulation, since the
contradictions between American capital and the domestic bour-
geoisies are often the complex form in which the contradictions of
American capital itself are reproduced within the domestic bour-
geoisies. In other words, the contradictions of indigenous capital
may be the contradictions of American capital extrapolated via
complex mediations, so that today the domestic bourgeoisie is com-
posed of heterogenous and conjunctural elements. The distinction
between domestic bourgeoisie and comprador bourgeoisie coincides
even less today than was formerly the case with the national
bourgeoisie, either to the distinction between non-monopoly capital
and monopoly capital, or to that between productive (industrial)
capital and banking capital, or finally to that between a bourgeoisie
confined to the ‘home market’ and a bourgeoisie with an expansion-
ist international strategy. (Sectors of this former bourgeoisie can be
completely subordinated to American capital and form the spear-
head of its penetration into this market, while sectors of the latter,
including ‘multinational firms’ that are predominantly French —
Renault, Michelin, etc. — Dutch or even British, may well exhibit a
characteristic autonomy towards American capital, and have signifi-
cant contradictions with it.) This distinction between domestic and
comprador bourgeoisie cuts across these others in a direction that
depends upon the conjuncture, as is shown by the fluctuations of
Gaullist policy. The concept of domestic bourgeoisie is related to the
process of internationalization, and does not refer to a bourgeoisie
‘enclosed’ within a ‘national’ space.

The national state thus intervenes, in its role as organizer of

1. One contemporary form of this support by the national state for its
domestic bourgeoisie is provided by the nationalized sector. It would, however,
be wrong to believe that this sector functions as an effective national capital:
in fact it 1s also involved in the process of internationalization.
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hegemony, in a domestic field already structured by inter-imperialist
contradictions, and in which contradictions between the dominant
fractions within its social formation are already internationalized. If
the state intervenes in favour of certain major indigenous monopolies
against others, in favour of certain sectors of indigenous medium
capital against others, or in favour of certain fractions of European
capital against others, this often amounts simply to indirect inter-
vention in favour of certain fractions or sectors of American capital
against other fractions or sectors of American capital, on which the
various fractions and sectors of indigenous and European capital
depend. Thus the principal contradiction within the imperialist
bourgeoisie may, according to the conjuncture, either run within
the contradictions of the dominant imperialist capital and the inter-
nationalization that this imposes, or it may run within the domestic
bourgeoisie and its internal struggles, but it only rarely opposes the
domestic bourgeoisie as such to American capital.

It is this dis-articulation and heterogeneity of the domestic
bourgeoisie that explains the weak resistance, limited to fits and
starts, that the European states have put up to American capital.
The new means of real pressure that the American multinationals
can exert on the European states (tax evasion, monetary speculation,
misuse of customs barriers) are only a secondary element, despite the
claims of the dominant ideological tendency that poses the problem
in terms of ‘national state versus multinational firms’.

This analysis provides the basis for an examination of the problem
of the current class configuration of the power bloc, the specific
alliance of the politically dominant classes and class fractions, in the
imperialist metropolises. On the one hand, this power bloc can
scarcely be located any more on a purely national level; the
imperialist states take charge not only of the interests of their
domestic bourgeoisies, but just as much of the interests of the
dominant imperialist capital and those of the other imperialist
capitals, as these are articulated within the process of international-
ization. On the other hand, however, these ‘foreign’ capitals do not
directly participate as such, ie. as relatively autonomous social
forces, in each of the power blocs involved; the American bour-
geoisie and its fractions, the German bourgeoisie and its fractions,
are not directly present as such in the French power bloc or vice
versa, even if they do act, through various channels, within the
French state apparatuses. Their ‘presence’ in the French power bloc
is rather ensured by certain fractions of the French bourgeoisie and
by the state of internationalization that affects these, in short, by
their internalization and representation within the French bour-
geoisie itself, and by the induced reproduction of the dominant
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imperialist capital in the imperialist metropolises. It is this that
explains a whole series of dislocations at the leve] of hegemony with-
in these power blocs; the hegemonic fractions of the power blocs in
these imperialist metropolises are not necessarily those which have
the most ties with American capital, although this does not mean
that American capital is not present in these power blocs.

We can now specify what it is that distinguishes our conception both
from that of ‘ultra-imperialism’, and from the conceptions of
Mandel and the western CGP’s. As far as the two latter are concerned,
they both accept the existence of a national bourgeoisie in the
European countries, though they do not define it in the same way.
To each, it would seem, his own national bourgeoisie.

For Mandel, this national bourgeoisie is the agent of the great
‘European’ monopolies, as opposed to what is happening to Euro-
pean medium capital:

The era of national big capital and of the nation state has not
yet been superseded in Western Europe the growing desire to
resist American competition, manifest not only in ‘autonomous
state capitalism’ but also clearly expressed by the great European
concerns, the increasing consolidation of the E.E.C., and the
growing force of supranational state organs within it, are all
parallel processes.?

It is all here, and it is in no way surprising after these assertions,
belied by the facts, that Mandel falls in with the whole current
bourgeois propaganda of ‘European unity’ However, this in no way
prevents him from stating two pages later what he calls a ‘paradox’;

Extra stimulus to do this [i.e. to counteract the relapses in Euro-
pean economic integration (sic!) caused by the indecision of
national government] is provided by the fact that when European
capital interpenetration is lacking, U.S. concerns stand, para-
doxically, to profit more from the Common Market than those of
Western Europe.

To give him his due, we should note that Mandel has not been the
only one to fall into this position. More recently still, we have had
the case of two young French ‘futurologists’, supposedly defending ~
with reservations — the thesis of the inevitable and imminent dermnise
of American hegemony in the face of ‘European power’. To explain
the same ‘paradox’ they fall back on the following facts:

2. E. Mandel, op. cit,, pp. 87-8.
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‘The linguistic obstacles [between the European bourgeoisies] are
real ones. But the most important obstacles are institutional: there
is still no legislation for European enterprises . . .>® (sic)

In fact, if we examine the European situation in the light of the
above analysis, we shall see that no such ‘paradox’ results from
technical incompetence, legal inadequacies or incompatibilities of
temperament. If the European bourgeoisies do not cooperate and do
not coordinate their activity wvis-d-vis American capital, this is a
result of the long-run effects on them of the new structure of
dependence on American capital itself. The relations of these
bourgeoisies among themselves are decentred ones, in so far as they
proceed by way of the internationalization of American capital
within the bourgeoisies themselves. In fact, each national European
state simultaneously defends the interests of the other European
bourgeoisies, allowance being made for their competition with its
domestic bourgeoisie, but assumning throughout their common state
of dependence in relation to American capital.

The arguments of the European Communist Parties, on the other
hand, and particularly those of the PCF and its theorists, insist on
the interpenetration of the big monopolies and on the domination of
American capital. This-is an important item to their credit. In the
words of Philippe Herzog:

These points indicate that we should be careful not to characterize
the new step as a struggle of ‘national’ capital against trans- or
multinational capital . At the present time, the major national
monopolies have certain common interests with foreign capital,
and both ‘resistance’ and ‘competition” have lost their ‘national’
character. The groups that confront one another have interests
that are partially bound up together, and are in the process of
becoming cosmopolitan.*

However, the problem here is simply shifted; the PCF still has its
own national bourgeoisie, only this is non-monopoly capital or
medium capital. This is not the ‘point at which to go into this in
detail, but it is quite clear from the PCF argument, which considers
that the only currently dominant fraction is that of the big mono-
polies; these are globally ‘cosmopolitan’, and exclude medium capital.
This medium capital is classified as part of national ‘small capital’,
or even as part of the petty bourgeoisie, and the PCF seeks an
alliance (of ‘sincere democrats and patriots’) with it in order to

3. A. Faire and ].-P. Sebord, Le¢ Nouveau Désequilibre mondial, 1973,
p. 156.
4. op. cit.,, p. 148,
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establish an ‘advanced democracy’ capable of standing up to
American capital.® Among other things, this analysis ignores the
effects of the socialization of the labour process and of how concen-
tration now renders medium capital dependent on big capital.

2. STATE AND NATION

If the state in the imperialist metropolises, though at present under-
going certain modifications, still maintains its character as a national
state, this is due among other things to the fact that the state is not
a mere tool or instrument of the dominant classes, to be manipulated
at will, so that every step that capital took towards internationaliza-
tion would automatically induce a parallel ‘supranationalization’
of states. The task of the state is to maintain the unity and cohesion
of a social formation divided into classes, and it focuses and epito-
mizes the class contradictions of the whole social formation in such
a way as to sanction and legitimize the interests of the dominant
classes and fractions as against the other classes of the formation, in
a context of world class contradictions. The problem we are dealing
with, therefore, cannot be reduced to a simple contradiction of a
mechanistic kind between the base (internationalization of produc-
tion) and a superstructural cover (national state) which no longer
‘corresponds’ to it. Superstructural transformations depend on the
forms assumed by the class struggle in an imperialist chain marked
by the uneven development of its links.

Now we have already seen that the internationalization of capital
does not give rise to a genuine transnational merger. This, however,
is only one aspect of the problem. Also relevant is what is happening
on the working-class side in the European countries. And here, while
the struggles of the popular masses are more than ever developing in
concrete conjunctures determined on a world basis, and while the
establishment of world relations of production and the socialization
of labour are objectively reinforcing the international solidarity of
the workers, it is still the national form that prevails in these
struggles, however international they are in their essence, This is due
for one thing to uneven development and the concrete specificity of
each social formation; these features are of the very essence of
capitalism, contrary to the belief upheld by various ideologies
of ‘globalization’ The particular aspects that these forms assume
today, however, are due to the organizations (parties, unions) that
are dominant in the European working classes.

We must also take into account, firstly, the petty bourgeoisie

5. This position is expressed by the entire analysis of the Traité quoted
above: see the following essay.
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(which is reproducing itself today in new forms) and the various
peasant classes, whose support is indispensable to these states and
actively sought by them, and whose class situation leads to a quite
specific form of nationalism; secondly, the social categories of the
state apparatuses (such as the administrative bureaucracies, person-
nel of the political parties), for whom the national state remains a
source of privileges.

We thus come up against the problem of the persistence of the
national state via the effects that it produces on the ‘national forms’
of class struggle. However, the question of the relation between
state and nation which is raised by the national state is not thereby
resolved. In fact, if the nation is constitutively bound up with the
existence of capitalism, including its imperialist stage, Marxism-
Leninism has never confused the state with the nation; it has simply
upheld the thesis of the emergence of the ‘national state’ and the
‘national social formation’ under capitalism. The problem is now
being raised from a different angle: if the current internalization of
production and the emergence of world relations of production in
no way eliminates the national entity, does this not at least modify
the space of the social formation, that is to say, the configuration of
the sites of the reproduction process, to the point of breaking up the
national social formation and thus severing the ties between state
and nation (supra-national state)? In other words, are the sites on
which the extended reproduction of the capitalist mode of produc-
tion takes place, and the nodes of uneven development, still the
national social formations? This question is directly related to the
problem of the political and ideological conditions of reproduction
in the field of class struggle.

In point of fact, the ties between state and nation are not broken,
and the basic sites of reproduction and uneven development are
still the national social formations, in so far as neither the nation nor
the relation between state and nation are reducible to simple
economic ties. The nation, in the full complexity of its determina-
tion —a unity that is at the same time economic, territorial, linguistic,
and one of ideology and symbolism tied to ‘tradition’ — retains its
specific identity as far as the ‘national forms’ of class struggle are
concerned, and in this way the relation of state and nation is main-
tained. The changes in progress today only affect certain of the
elements of this determination, at least in the imperialist metro-
polises, and they do so to an uneven extent; these thus take the form
of modifications of a state that remains, in its inner core, the national
state. These modifications are none the less considerable, and they
put in question the legal conception of national sovereignty. This
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involves questions such as: the role that different states assume in
the repression of class struggle internationally (NATO, etc.); the
extraterritoriality of the functions and interventions of states, which
extend into the formations abroad where their capital is deployed;
changes in the internal legal systems of each state that are required to
cover the internationalization of its interventions; and political and
ideological changes in those state apparatuses thatare, par excellence,
based on the structure of the national state, in particular the army.®

That being said, there are nevertheless certain currently visible
strains between state and nation in the imperialist metropolises with
which we are dealing, although not in the sense generally under-
stood by the supranationalization of the state. What we are faced
with is not the emergence of a new state over and above the nations,
but rather with ruptures of the national unity underlying the exist-
ing national states; this is the very important contemporary pheno-
menon of regionalism, frequently expressed in the form of nationalist
resurgences (Brittany, the Basque country, Acquitaine, etc.), which
demonstrates that the internationalization of capital is leading more
towards a fragmentation of the nation, such as it is historically
constituted, than to a supranationalization of the state. This pheno-
menon is all the more characteristic of the present period in that,
far from resulting from the supposed supranational cooperation of
European capital against American capital, it corresponds to the
extended reproduction of international capital under the domina-
tion of American capital within the European countries themselves,
and to the new structure of dependence. This leads to a tendency to
the internal dis-articulation of the European social formations and
of their economies (the accentuation of ‘poles of development’) which
can even lead to cases of domestic colonization under various labels
of regional planning.” This dis-articulation is what is at the root of
the disintegration of the capitalist national unity.

3. THE INTERNATIONALIZATION OF THE STATE
AND ITS ECONOMIC ROLE

The current internationalization of capital and the emergence of
‘multinational giants’ alongside the state cannot be discussed in
terms of two entities ‘possessing’ power and redistributing it. In
particular, to argue that the more ‘economic power’ increases and

6. Alain Joxe, ‘La crise générale de la stratégie’, in Frontieres, no. g,
September 1973, pp. 71 fI.

7. Michel Rocard and others, Le Marché Commun contre I'Europe, 1972;
and the debate around this book in Critique socialiste, October~-November
1973.
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is concentrated, the more it takes away power from the state, is not
only to fail to understand that the state does not possess any power
of its own, but also the fact that it intervenes decisively in this very
concentration, The current development in no way encroaches on
the dominant role of the state in the monopoly capitalist stage.

This dominance of the state corresponds to the considerable
growth of its economic functions that is absolutely indispensable to
the extended reproduction of big capital. But this is only part of the
problem, and in particular it fails to explain why this economic
intervention essentially continues to have the national states as its
supports. Could it not be said that these economic interventions,
while remaining the same in nature, are changing their support, and
that the national state is nowadays being deprived of implementing
these interventions, to a great degree, in favour of super-state institu-
tions or even an embryonic supranational state ?

There can be no doubt that forms of ‘coordination’ of the eco-
nomic policies of different states have proved to be a contemporary
necessity (various international institutions, including the E.E.C.).
But these institutional forms do not in fact amount to apparatuses
supplanting the national states or superimposed on them. And the
reasons for this include one that we have not so far touched on, i.e.
that these economic interventions by the state are not, as a well-
established tradition would have it, neutral technical functions
imposed by the necessities of a ‘production’ that is itself considered
as neutral in character. The economic functions of the state are in
fact expressions of its overall political role in exploitation and class
domination ; they are by their nature articulated with its repressive
and ideological roles in the field of class struggle of a social forma-
tion, which brings us back once more to the points made above. It is
impossible to separate the various interventions of the state and their
aspects, in such a way as to envisage the possibility of an effective
transfer of its ‘economic functions’ to supranational or super-state
apparatuses, while the national state would retain only a repressive
or ideological role; at the very most, there is sometimes a delegation
in the exercise of these functions.

In fact, by looking in this direction, one loses sight of the real
tendencies at work: the internalized transformations of the national
state itself, aimed at taking charge of the internalization of public
functions on capital’s behalf. One thus ends up by defending one’s
‘own’ national state against ‘ cosmopolitan institutions’ In fact, how-
ever, these international institutional forms are in no way ‘added
on’ to the national states (an expression dear to the PCF),® but are

8. J.-P. Delilez, ‘Internationalisation’, op. cit., p. 69.
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precisely the expression of their internalized transformations. These
transformations do not just involve the economic interventions of
the national state, but also the repressive and ideological aspects by
which these interventions are accomplished.

This conception of the neutral and technical ‘economic functions’
of the contemporary state is nevertheless that of the Western CP’s,
particularly the PCF (the state as an organic factor of production,
the state forming part of the economic base, etc.),? in their theory of
‘state monopoly capitalism’. These functions, which in themselves
are held to be neutral, are seen as currently ‘misappropriated’ in
favour of the big monopolies alone, but capable of being utilized, by
a simple change in state power and without the state machine being
smashed, in favour of the popular masses, One would imagine that
this analysis would have led the PCF to adopt the theory of the
supranational state in the context of an internationalization of
production; if this has not happened (or at least not yet), it is because
the PCF sees the imperialist chain as a simple juxtaposition and
addition of the various national state monopoly capitalisms. The PCF
thus insists that ‘international capital’ inserts itself into each national
social formation ‘by embracing and adapting to the specificities of its
state monopoly capitalism’, while in reality it is the specific structure
of each social formation that is reorganized with regard to the inter-
nationalization of capital. In the PCF version, the functions that the
national state performs with regard to the internationalization of
capital are not themselves seen as deeply transforming and changing
this state, but simply as added on to its ‘national’ functions. It
follows that, by a defence of the national state, supported by the
‘national bourgeoisie/medium capital’ against ‘cosmopolitan’ capi-
tal, these state functions can be used for a genuine ‘international
cooperation’ imposed by the requirements of production, without
the state apparatus being smashed.

To return to our own problem, capital which overflows its national
limits certainly has recourse to national states — not only to its own
state of origin, but to other states as well. This gives rise to a complex
distribution of the role of the state in the international reproduction
of capital under the domination of American capital, which can
lead to the exercise of the state functions becoming decentred and
shifting among their supports, which essentially remain the national
states. According to the conjuncture, any one or other of the metro-

9. In particular Herzog, in his Politique économique already quoted,
PP- 35, 65, 139 fI. See the following essay.
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politan national states may assume responsibility for this or that
international intervention in the reproduction process, and for the
maintenance of the system as a whole.

4. THE ROLE OF THE STATE IN THE INTERNATIONAL
REPRODUCTION OF SOCIAL CLASSES

The various state functions that we have been concerned with so far
al]l focus on the extended reproduction of the capitalist mode of
production; the determinant moment of this reproduction involves
the extended reproduction of social classes, of social relations. The
state has a specific role of its own in this process, intervening on the
one hand in the reproduction of the places of the social classes, on
the other hand in the ‘training and subjection’ of agents to render
them suitable for occupying these places, and thus in the distribution
of agents among these places.

Now if it is certainly the national state that still fulfils this role,
and if this role still depends on the specificity of the social formation
and the class struggle, it is none the less the case that it is nowadays
accomplished to an ever greater extent in the context of the
imperialist social division of labour and a capitalist reproduction
of social classes that is global in scale, The role of the European
national states in this respect (in such matters as the educational
apparatus, retraining) has among other tasks that of reproducing the
new forms of division of labour established between the United
States and Europe. The forms of extended reproduction of the
working class, its skills and its composition (into labourers, semi-
skilled workers, etc.), the forms and rhythms of reproduction of the
new petty bourgeoisie (e.g. technicians, or engineers), of the exodus
from the countryside or of immigrant labour in Europe, and the role
of the European national states in this respect, to give only some
examples, depend closely on this division of labour between the
United States and Europe, which consists of technological gaps,
differences in wage levels and differentials, forms of the socialization
of labour within integrated production, in which the aspect of dis-
qualification of labour which accompanies the present aspect of
highly skilled labour tends to become located outside of the United
States, with Europe moreover being confined to relatively inferior
forms of technology.

These examples do no more than indicate the problem; but they
do lead us to a rmore general thesis, in so far as they demonstrate the
limitations of a conception that is very widespread today (repre-
sented in particular by Baran and Sweezy) which sees the United
States as the model or prefigured pattern of the future towards



84

which Europe is inevitably and unambiguously tending. This theory
is valuable only as an analogy, since it neglects the new cleavages of
dependence which have been inserted between Europe and the
United States. To take, for example, the celebrated ‘expansion of the
tertiary sector’ in the United States, over which a good deal of ink
has flowed, it is clear that the rhythms and forms of this develop-
ment, which are quite different in the United States and in Europe,
are due to the place that the United States currently enjoys as the
world’s administrative centre, and not to a mere ‘delay’ on the part
of Europe along the American path, such that it is bound sooner or
later to catch up. In order to examine the social classes and state
apparatuses in the imperialist countries, one cannot limit analysis to
the case of the United States and simply treat this formation in the
same exemplary fashion as Marx did in his time with Great Britain;
the other imperialist metropolises, and Europe in particular, form a
specific field and object.

One final question should be mentioned here, in view of its impor-
tance and implications. The changes in the role of the European
national states, designed to take charge of the international repro-
duction of capital under the domination of American capital, as well
as the political and ideological conditions of this reproduction,
involve decisive institutional transformations in the state apparatuses.
There can be no doubt that, on the one hand, the particular forms of
‘strong state’ (authoritarian police-state) that are in the process of
being established, to a greater or lesser extent, throughout Europe,
and on the other hand, the accumulation of conditions for a possible
process of fascisization, are the expression both of the class struggle
within these formations and of their place in the new structure of
dependence.
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Conclusion:
The Present Stage and its

Perspectives

A few final points are necessary.?

1. The first point concerns the stages of the present phase of
imperialism, and more particularly its current stage. We must refer
first of all to the historical establishment of American hegemony,
and the forms that it has assumed. Dating as it did from the Second
World War, it took on the concrete characteristics of the period.
American hegemony, established in a period in which the European
economies were destroyed, thus exhibited certain peculiar features
which are now in the process of being eliminated (for example the
role of the dollar). Since that time, the European economies have
been ‘reconstructed’ and have progressively acquired a power that
they did not previously enjoy. In this context, it is clear that Ameri-
can hegemony is today ‘declining’ in relation to the exceptional
forms that it assumed during the preceding step.

On the other hand, political factors have assumed a decisive
importance here, precisely in so far as the role of politics is a quite
particular one under imperialism. The smarting defeat of the United
States in Vietnam, and the upsurge of national liberation struggles
in the dominated formations in general, have contributed signifi-
cantly to the present decline in certain forms of American hegemony.

2. But let us look more closely at this decline, with particular
reference to the foundations of American hegemony in Europe.
In point of fact, the current decline in this hegemony is only

1. The preceding essay, including this conclusion that follows it, was pub-
lished in Les Temps Modernes in February 1973, in the very midst of the
‘dollar crisis’ and before the ‘oil crisis’ broke out. Subsequent events have
fully confirmed my analysis.



86

relative to the quite exceptional step of the relative destruction of the
European economies and its aftermath. These steps must, however,
be considered within the periodization of the present phase, and its
principal features. In other words, the decline must be understood
in the context of an entire phase of American hegemony. It should
certainly not be seen as revealing a uniform tendency that, pro-
jected exponentially as it is by various contemporary ‘futurologists’,
would signal the end of American hegemony here and now, or even
its inevitable end in the short run.

In this respect, it is necessary to select the determinant criteria,
and these can only be those of the export of capital, chiefly produc-
tive capital. Although American hegemony is generally declining in
comparison with the exceptional forms that it previously assumed,
it has, however, become stronger from this point of view; to tell the
truth, it has advanced pari passu with the reconstruction of the
European economies. This was certainly the main factor in re-
activating inter-imperialist contradictions, which previously seemed
to have more or less ‘subsided’ But this reactivation in no way
signified, in itself, the end of American hegemony. It is only in the
theory of ultra-imperialism that this hegemony is identified with the
complete absence of inter-imperialist contradictions and a ‘pacifica-
tion’ of the imperialist metropolises under American hegemony,
such tha. one could speak of the end of this hegemony as soon as
contradictions were reactivated.? All indications are, on the contrary,
that this reactivation of inter-imperialist contradictions at present
signifies only a turn in American hegemony in relation to the pre-
ceding stage, with Europe coming to reoccupy the place of a
secondary imperialism which has fallen to it in the present phase.

These features must lastly be located in a global context, and 1
should like to mention here just one element of considerable impor-
tance: the tremendous economic agreements recently concluded
between the U.S.A. and U.S.S.R.,, an index of the strengthening of
American hegemony over Europe, which long enjoyed a monopoly
of trade with the Soviet bloc.

I do not intend to spend more time here refuting the various
futurological analyses of the relative ‘strength’ or ‘weakness’ of the
American and European economies, analyses which pose the ques-
tion of inter-imperialist contradictions in terms of the ‘competitive-

2. There is no better example of this than Sweezy himself, who, after the
first devaluation of the dollar, completely reversed his position, and is now
preaching the imminent end of American hegemony. We can now see how
these successive devaluations play the role of an offensive weapon for Ameri-
can imperialism.
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ness’ and actual ‘competition’ between ‘national economies’. In
general, these arguments are restricted to ‘economic criteria’ which,
considered in themselves, do not mean very much (rates of growth,
of increase in GNP, etc.), and extrapolate from these in a quite
arbitrary manner, particularly in so far as they ignore the class
struggle. The question that now has to be considered is rather that
of the present crisis of imperialism. What is currently in crisis is not
directly American hegemony, under the impact of the ‘economic
power’ of the other metropolises, whose rise would, according to
some people have erected them autompatically into ‘equivalent
counter-imperialisms’, but rather imperialism as a whole, as a result
of the world class struggles that have already reached the metro-
politan zone itself, In the present phase of the internationalization of
capitalist relations, this crisis does not either automatically or inevit-
ably put in question the hegemony of American imperialism over the
other metropolises, but rather affects the imperialist countries as a
whole, and thus finds expression both at their head, and in the
sharpening of inter-imperialist contradictions. In other words, it is
not the hegemony of American imperialism that is in crisis, but the
whole of imperialism under this hegemony.

It follows that there is no solution to this crisis, as the European
bourgeoisies themselves are perfectly aware, by these bourgeoisies
attacking the hegemony of American capital. The question for them,
faced with the rising struggle of the popular masses in Europe itself,
is rather to reorganize a hegemony that they still accept, taking
account of the reactivation and intensification of inter-imperialist
contradictions; what the battle is actually over is the share of the
cake. The recent vagaries of the E.E.C. have shown this perfectly
well. What we have seen over the last two years, and particularly
with the dollar crisis, is a process which, as all observers agree,
resembles a series of successive withdrawals by the E.E.C. in the face
of American ‘demands’; there is no need here to go over these in
detail (monetary policy, attitudes towards the ‘oil crisis’, ete.). These
withdrawals are generally interpreted as an ‘offensive by American
capital designed to restore its tottering hegemony’, and several
observers have been quite carried away with conjectures and fore-
casts about the coming ‘rounds’, meticulously counting up the points
scored by the ‘adversaries’. In fact, however, there is nothing of the
kind, and these people simply cannot see the wood for the trees;
American capital has no need to re-establish its hegemony, for it has
never lost it. This hegemony is indeed the basis of all the contempor-
ary developments, which can only be understood in this light. The
E.E.C.s apparent progress of one step forwards, two steps back,
means nothing more than a certain reorganization of this hegemony



88

in the present context of the intensification of inter-imperialist
contradictions. I would even go so far as to say that what is at
present taking place, far from signalling an attempt by American
capital to ‘re-establish’ its hegemony, is rather an offensive on its
part to undermine even the place of a secondary imperialism that
Europe had succeeded in occupying under its hegemony.

This leads us directly to a further assertion: the issue of this crisis,
and there are crises that die hard, will depend on the struggle of the
popular masses. And in this struggle, given the present phase of
imperialism and the current conjuncture, it is the struggle of the
popular masses in Europe against their own bourgeoisies and their
own state that is fundamental.



Part Two

The Bourgeoisies: their
Contradictions and their
Relations to the State






The Problem as it
Stands Today

The previous essay has shown that the bourgeoisies of the imperialist
metropolises, and the European bourgeoisies in particular, can only
be analysed in the context of the internationalization of capitalist
relations that characterizes the present phase of imperialism.
Although the domestic bourgeoisies of these metropolises are caught
up in the extrapolated relations of American capital, this does not
mean that they do not constitute a specific field, with its own internal
contradictions, in their relationship to the state. It is this aspect on
which we now have to focus, and it will enable us to explain in
more detail a series of questions that were no more than raised in
the previous section. These questions will now be examined with
regard to the present phase of monopoly capitalism, which is simply
the present phase of imperialism as it appears within each social
formation and its own field of specific contradictions.

It is only in their unity and their concrete articulation that these
two aspects of the problem, the relationship between the domestic
bourgeoisies and American capital on the one hand, and the specific
contradictions of the domestic bourgeoisies on the other, can explain
the reality of a social formation. It is nevertheless legitimate to dis-
cuss each of these two aspects in relative separation from the other;
the basic characteristics of the present phase of imperialism are no
more just the transposition, onto the level of international capitalist
relations, of the specific characteristics of the present phase of mono-
poly capitalism within each imperialist metropolis, than the latter
are the mere expression of this internationalization.

I

In the stage of ‘competitive capitalism’, the cycle of the extended
reproduction of social capital involved the differentiation of distinct
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fractions of this capital, thus giving rise to distinct ‘moments’ of the
reproduction process ~ productive or industrial capital in the strict
sense, banking capital and commercial capital. The effect of this
was to divide the capitalist class into different fractions, the indus-
trial bourgeoisie, banking bourgeoisie and commercial bourgeoisie,
a situation that corresponded to definite forms of the capitalist rela-
tions of production in this stage.

The important point to note here is the existence of contradictions
and struggles between these various fractions of the bourgeoisie in
those capitalist formations, which were characterized by the domin-
ance of the competitive stage. This was all the more the case in that
large landowners deriving their incomes from ground rent were also
to be found in this stage, and were often present on the terrain of
political domination: this stage was that of the establishment of the
dominance of the capitalist mode of production (CMP) over other
modes and forms of production in the capitalist social formations,
which meant that the effects of conservation still prevailed over the
dissolution effects that the CMP imposed on these modes and forms.
The large landowners were thus generally met with in two forms:
(a) either as a class distinct from the bourgeoisie, a derivative of the
feudal mode of production which existed alongside capitalism in
these formations (the classic cases being East Prussia and Southern
Italy); (b) alternatively, when the dissolution effects were sufficiently
advanced as a result of the introduction of capitalism in agriculture,
as a distinct fraction of the bourgeoisie (this was the English case).
The existence of these Contradictions and struggles already had
certain consequences at the level of economic class domination. It is
certainly true that from the time that the CMP establishes its
dominance over the other modes and forms of production in a
capitalist formation, it is the cycle of productive/industrial capital,
which produces surplus-value and within which the capitalist rela-
tions of production are constructed, that determines the overall
features of the reproduction of capital in such a formation; this is
precisely the meaning of Marx’s reproduction schemas in Capital.
But this does not prevent the preponderant place in economic
domination being occupied, according to the different stages, and
often alternately, by one or the other fraction of the bourgeoisie:
the industrial bourgeoisie itself, the commercial bourgeoisie or the
banking bourgeoisie. On this domination will depend the concrete

1. I showed previously, together with certain other writers, that the big
landowners based on ground rent, whom Marx wrongly treated in the final
chapter of Capital vol. IIT as an autonomous and distinct class deriving from
the CMP, do not in fact belong to this (Cahiers marxistes-léninistes, 1967;
Political Power and Social Classes, pp. 168-9, 231).
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path, the demeanour and the rhythm that the development of
capitalism in this formation will follow.

As far as the terrain of political domination is concerned, this is
also occupied not by one single class or class fraction, but by several
dominant classes and fractions. These classes and fractions form a
specific alliance on this terrain, the power bloc, generally function-
ing under the leadership of one of the dominant classes or fractions,
the hegemonic class or fraction. This class or fraction, which can in
no way be identified with that which holds the preponderant position
in economic domination, can itself vary with the different stages; it
may be the industrial bourgeoisie, the comnmercial bourgeoisie or the
banking bourgeoisie, depending on the concrete stages and turns of
the class struggle.

We must now make an important point about certain current inter-
pretations of the periodization of the CMP in its extended repro-
duction.? According to these interpretations, this periodization would
be based on the determining role, in the reproduction cycle of the
social capital, first of commercial capital, then of industrial capital,
and finally of banking and financial capital. This infallibly leads to
a conception of ‘phases’ marked by the necessary successive domina-
tion and hegemony first of the commercial bourgeoisie, then of the
industrial bourgeoisie, and finally of the banking bourgeoisie, thus
also compounding, in the latter case, the old error of identifying
monopoly capitalism with the domination and hegemony of the
banks. Besides the fact that this interpretation ultimately obscures
imperialism as a specific stage of capitalism,® it leads to accepting
the possibility of the entire process of reproduction of social capital
on an extended scale being determined by the cycle of commodity
capital, and thus, during a certain ‘period’ of this extended repro-
duction, by the cycle of commercial capital. This entails radically
undermining Marx’s analysis of the determining role of production.
In fact, this particular interpretation is based on a more general
characteristic of such theories: on the privileged {or even principal)
role that they attribute, contrary to Marx, to circulation. It is pre-
cisely this that leads them to allot a privileged place to the cycle of
money capital in monopoly capitalism.

* ¥ %

2. Among others, that of G, Palloix, L’Economie mondiale capitaliste and
Firmes multinationales et procés d’internationelisation, op. cit. See also the
works cited by G. Dhoquois, P.-P. Rey, ete.

3. The most typical example of this is Gunder Frank and the role he
attributes to the expansion of ‘market relationships’ at the beginning of
capitalism.
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This is a problem of decisive importance, and we must dwell on it
for a moment. It is of course true that the process of valorization of
capital cannot be understood in terms of the immediate production
process alone, as Marx shows in the second volume of Capital: this
would lead to the very ‘productivism’ that Marx criticizes, parti-
cularly in his remarks on the Physiocrats, This process can only be
understood in terms of the reproduction of the aggregate social
capital, in which, via the mediation of the market, the various
fractions of capital appear as ‘moments’ of the reproduction process.
Capital as a social relation cannot be apprehended in a production
process considered in isolation from the process of circulation: the
conversion of productive capital into money capital and back again
by the mediation of commodity capital.

This being so, it is none the less true that the reproduction of the
social capital as a whole is based, for Marx, on the determining role
of ‘production’, understood as the articulation of the relations of
production onto the labour process, thus marking out the places of
social classes and the class struggle. Social classes, as they first appear
in the process of circulation and realization (Marx’s few sentences
on social classes in Capital, classes related to ground-rent, profit and
wages) are based, in their structural determination, on the relations
of production. In other words, capitalist exploitation in the form of
the production of surplus-value, which is realized by way of com-
modities, and by the existence of labour-power itself as a commodity,
is based on the relations of production specific to capitalism; it is
precisely there that the place of these classes, their reproduction and
the class struggle, can be read off and deciphered.

The determining role of productive capital in the reproduction of
the aggregate social capital has decisive implications for the deter-
mination of social classes, as we shall see fully in the following essay.
In fact, it 1s only in terms of this role that Marx’s analysis of the
working class can be understood, a class that is not defined by wage
labour (purchase and sale of labour-power, ie. the ‘wage-earning
class’), but by productive labour, which under capitalism means
labour that directly produces surplus-value. This is why, in Marx’s
theory, it is only those wage-earners who depend on productive
capital who form part of the working class, since it is only productive
capital that produces surplus-value. Wage-earners who depend on
the sphere of the circulation and realization of surplus-value do not
form part of the working class, since these forms of capital, and the
labour that depends on them, do not produce surplus-value.

Those writers, on the other hand, who defend the principal role
of circulation in the reproduction of the social capital (C. Palloix,
P.-P. Rey, etc.) and who are thereby linked with A. Emmanue] and
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A. Gunder Frank, are necessarily led to the conclusion that class
relations only appear as such, in the last analysis, in the circulation
of capital, in market relationships (in the purchase and sale of
labour-power).* It is clear that this conclusion leads, among other
things, precisely to the theory of the ‘wage-earning class’, i.e. to
including in the working class all non-productive wage-earners.

To return to the problem in hand. For Marx, the determinant role
of productive capital depends on the fact that it is this alone that
produces surplus-value. This is of course the result of a very complex
process of reasoning on Marx’s part, through which he extricated
himself from the ‘superficial’ sphere of market relationships and the
whole pre-Marxist political economy based on the ‘space of circu-
lation’. In Capital Marx says:

The first theoretical treatment of the modern mode of produc-
tion — the mercantile system — proceeded necessarily from the
superficial phenomena of the circulation process as individualized
in the movements of merchant’s capital, and therefore grasped
only the appearance of matters. Partly because merchant’s capital
is the first free state of existence of capital in general, And partly
because of the overwhelming influence which it exerted during the
first revolutionizing period of feudal production — the genesis of
modern production. The real science of modern economy only
begins when the theoretical analysis passes from the process of
circulation to the process of production.

And again:

Industrial capital is the only mode of existence of capital in
which not only the appropriation of surplus-value, or surplus-
product, but simultaneously its creation is a function of capital.
Therefore with it the capitalist character of production is a
necessity. Its existence implies the class antagonism between
capitalists and wage-labourers . (my emphasis: N.P.) Money-
capital and commodity-capital, so far as they function as vehicles
of particular branches of business, side by side with industrial

4. C. Palloix, Firmes multinationales, pp. 112 f. and 146 ff., who follows
in this respect P.-P. Rey: ‘The ultimate secret of the capitalist relation of
production is that it has got itself incorporated as a simple moment of a
sub-ensemble of the circulation process’, ‘Sur Particulation des modes de
production’, in Problémes de Planification, no. 13~14, p. 95; the effect of this
on Rey is that he pays exclusive attention to the wage-form. Confusions such
as these also have wider repercussions: for example, the various current
critiques of the so-called ‘consumer society’, critiques centred around the
commodity-form (particularly, in France, the analysis of Baudrillard).
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capital, are nothing but modes of existence of the different func-
tional forms now assumed, now discarded by industrial capital in
the sphere of circulation ~ modes which, due to social division of
labour, have attained independent existence and been developing
one-sidedly.®

It would be easy enough to give several quotations along the
same lines, but the matter is already perfectly clear. We should
particularly note the role that Marx attributes to the cycle of com-
mercial capital (commodity capital) in the phase of transition from
feudalism to capitalism, a phase that Marx refers to elsewhere as the
period of manufacture. Precisely during this phase, however, there
is no extended reproduction of capital; this only comes about after
the transition to capitalism is achieved, being contemporary and
co-substantial with the establishment of the dominance of the CMP
over the other modes and forms of production, i.e. with the transition
from the formal ‘subsumption’ of labour-power and means of labour
to capital to its real ‘subsumption’, and to the control by capital of
the political and ideological conditions of its reproduction. This
extended reproduction, which opens the first stage of capitalism,
competitive capitalism as distinct from the transitional manufactur-
ing phase, is characterized by the determination of the overall
circulation of capital by the cycle of productive capital.

However, the determinant role of productive capital in the
extended reproduction of capital and in the valorization of the social
capital as a whole, does not mean that the commercial bourgeoisie
may not predominate, both in economic domination and political
hegemony, at the competitive stage of the social formations in which
the CMP has established its dominance. During this same stage, this
role may also fall to industrial capital in the strict sense, or to bank-
ing capital. Marx himself demonstrated this in his political works,
and particularly those on France (The Class Struggles in France,
the Eighteenth Brumaire, The Civil War in France).

We can thus see the real distance separating these analyses from
those current ones.that we have mentioned. It is not by chance that
these latter lead to a radical subversion of Leninism, in this case the
Leninist conception of imperialism and monopoly capitalism,
generally taking the form of a common rejection of both Lenin and
Rosa Luxemburg, under cover of an alleged ‘return’ to Marx. I am
of course aware here of simplifying problems that are exceedingly
complex: problems that include Lenin’s ambiguous relationship
with Hilferding, his relationship to Rosa Luxemburg’s arguments,
and also certain problems in Marx himself. All these are problems

5. Capital vol. III, p. 331 and vol. I1, p. 55 (Moscow editions).
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that in many respects remain open, and which it is not the purpose
of the present text to dwell on. But despite this note of caution,
which is not merely verbal, I still hold to what seems to me the
essential point. Lenin’s analysis is distinct from that of Rosa
Luxemburg, who gives a privileged place to circulation and com-
modity capital, and also — despite his ambiguities — distinct from
that of Hilferding, who gives a privileged place to banking capital,
identifying this with finance capital. Lenin’s analysis is based on the
determinant role of productive capital. Lenin in fact advanced
Marxist theory.— not simply the theory of imperialism, but Marxist
theory in general — by extricating it completely from a certain
conception of the ‘market’ and of ‘market relationships’, which is
sometimes ambiguously present even in Marx.

Furthermore, by ascribing this decisive importance to the rela-
tions of production and to the social division of labour that they
involve, it is possible to arrive at the fundamental question: the
reproduction of capital is not merely the circulation of the aggre-
gate social capital (the celebrated ‘economic space’), but also involves
the reproduction of the political and ideological conditions under
which this reproduction takes place. To criticize the technicist con-
ception of the productive forces does not mean restoring in any form
the primacy of circulation and thus falling back into pre-Marxist
conceptions; it means restoring the primacy of the relations of
production in their direct relationship to the political and ideological
conditions of their reproduction. In other words, the reproduction of
capital as a social relation is not simply located in the ‘moments’ of
the cycle: productive capital — commodity capital — money capital,
but rather in the reproduction of social classes and of the class
struggle, in the full complexity of their determination.

II

We can now raise the first important question involving the role of
the capitalist state as this existed in the stage of competitive capital-
ismn, i.e. in its most simple form. On a terrain of palitical domination
occupied by several classes and class fractions and divided by internal
contradictions, the capitalist state, while predominantly representing
the interests of the hegemonic class or fraction (itself variable),
enjoys a relative autonomy with respect to that class and fraction as
well as to the other classes and fractions of the power bloc. One
reason for this is that its task is to ensure the general political interest
of the power bloc as 2 whole, organizing the ‘unstable equilibrium
of compromise’ (Gramsci) among its components under the leader-
ship of the hegemonic class or fraction; the other reason is that it
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organizes this hegemony with respect to the social formation as a
whole, thus also with respect to the dominated classes, according to
the specific forms that their struggles assume under capitalism. This
relative autonomy is inscribed in the very structure of the capitalist
state by the relative ‘separation’ of the political and the economic
that is specific to capitalism; it is in no way a function of the intrinsic
nature of the state or ‘political instance’ as such, but rather derives
from the separation and dispossession of the direct producers from
their means of production that characterizes capitalism. In this
respect, this relative autonomy is simply the necessary condition for
the role of the capitalist state in class representation and in the
political organization of hegemony.

The correspondence between the state on the one hand, which
ensures the social formation’s cohesion by keeping the struggles that
develop it within the limits of the mode of production and by repro-
ducing its social relations, and the interests of the hegemonic class
or fraction on the other hand, is not established by means of a simple
identification or reduction of the state to this fraction. The state is
not an instrumental entity existing for itself, it is not a thing, but
the condensation of a balance of forces. The correspondence in
question is established rather in terms of organization and repre-
sentation: the hegemonic class or fraction, beyond its immediate
economic interests which are of the moment or at least short-term,
must undertake to defend the overall political interest of the classes
and fractions that constitute the power bloc, and thus its own long-
term political interest. It must unite itself and the power bloc under
its leadership. In Gramsci’s profound intuition, it is the capitalist
state with all its apparatuses, and not just the bourgeois political
parties, that assumes an analogous role, with respect to the power
bloc, to that of the working-class party with respect to the popular
alliance, the ‘people’.

The power relations within the power bloc are thus crystallized by
way of the concrete articulation of the branches of the repressive
state apparatus and the ideological state apparatuses, in the specific
relationships that these maintain with the various dominant classes
and fractions. On this articulation depends, among other things, the
forms assumed by the capitalist state. These forms thus depend, in
this respect, on the precise relations between the dominant classes
and fractions, which are themselves the effects of the principal
contradiction, that between the bourgeoisie and the working class.

The basic question is thus already raised. Are these characteristics
of the power bloc and the capitalist state, together with the analyses
of the Marxist classics on this subject, valid only for competitive
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capitalism? Now although substantial modifications have taken
place with the monopoly capitalist stage, and especially in its present
phase, this is not the case. This is what I shall try to demonstrate, by
considering the current modifications more closely.

The monopoly capitalist stage, the stage of imperialism, is certainly
marked by important changes in the general role of the state, with
particular reference to what are referred to as the state’s ‘economic
functions’, that is to say its role in the reproduction of the relations
of production themselves.

In order to come to grips with these changes, a few preliminary
points must be clarified:

I. As against a simplistic conception of the role of the state, which
bases the distinction between the repressive state apparatus and the
ideological state apparatuses on the fact that the state has only a
repressive role (exercise of political violence) and an ideological one
(inculcation of the dominant ideology), performed predominantly by
the repressive and the ideological apparatuses respectively, it must
be stressed that the state always has a direct economic role in the
reproduction of the relations of production: direct insofar as it is not
limited to simple cases of repression and ideological inculcation in
the economic sphere, However, this economic role is not a technical
or neutral function of the state; it is always governed by political
class domination. It is in this sense that it is always exercised under
the principal aspect of either political repression or ideological
inculcation, by way of the repressive apparatus or the ideological
apparatuses, and it is precisely in this way that it is possible to up-
hold the distinction between these apparatuses. Thus to speak of the
state’s repressive apparatus and ideological apparatuses in no way
means that the state has no role other than a repressive and an
ideological one. This is why it is not legitimate to add to these
apparatuses a state ‘economic apparatus’ distinct from the others
(for example the planning commission in contemporary France).
This would be necessary to provide in some way for the economic
functions of the state if one considered that the repressive apparatus
had only a repressive role, and the ideological apparatuses only the
role of ideological inculcation. This would lead precisely to the
position that there are on the one hand the state’s functions of
ideology and political repression, and on the other hand neutral and
technical state functions; but this conception is just as false as that
of considering that the state has only a repressive and an ideological
role.

2. In the competitive capitalist stage the capitalist state (the
libera] state) always played an economic role; the image of the
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liberal state being simply the gendarme or night watchman of a
capitalism that ‘worked by itself’ is a complete myth. This myth is
part of the same error that gives rise to an economist reading of
Marx’s writings on reproduction in the second volume of Capital,
according to which the reproduction of capitalism would be restricted
to an ‘economic space’ functioning somehow ‘by itself’, by simple
self-regulation. From taxation through to factory legislation, from
customs duties to the construction of economic infrastructure such
as railways, the liberal state always performed significant economic
functions, though of course not to the same degree in all the capital-
ist social formations — the role of the state was far more important
in Germany and France than in Great Britain, for example. Marx
himself outlines in Capital the shadowy presence of the liberal state’s
interventions in the economy.

If it is possible to speak of a specific non-intervention of this state
into the economy, this is only in order to contrast it with the role of
the state in the stage of monopoly capitalism, the ‘interventionist
state’ which Lenin already had in mind in his analysis of imperial-
ism. The difference between this and the state of competitive
capitalism is not, as we shall see, 2 mere quantitative one. In the
stage of monopoly capitalism, the role of the state in its decisive
intervention into the economy is not restricted essentially to the
reproduction of what Engels termed the ‘general conditions’ of the
production of surplus-value; the state is also involved in the actual
process of the extended reproduction of capital as a social relation.

Furthermore, as soon as it is accepted that the reproduction of
capitalist relations is not confined to the economic space, the very
notion of the ‘conditions’ of production is put in question. This
notion tends to imply that under capitalism, political and ideo-
logical relations (the conditions: the state) and the economic space
(the relations of production) are in principle external to each other
in a water-tight fashion.® This idea of the ‘conditions’ of production
must in fact be located in the context of Marx’s analysis, where he
posited, as specific to the capitalist mode of production {CMP) in
relation to ‘pre-capitalist’ modes (particularly the feudal), the
characteristic ‘separation’ of the political and the economic, whereas
these appeared in pre-capitalist modes as closely interwoven. This
separation, however, does not imply any kind of constitutional

6. Engels in fact writes of the ‘general external conditions’ (die allgemeine
dussere Bedingungen) of production: Anti-Diihring, Marx-Engels-Werke vol.
20, p. 260 (English edition, Moscow, 1962, p. 380). On this subject, see also
J. Hirsch, in Hirsch and others, Probleme ¢iner materialistischen Staatstheorie,
1973.
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externality under capitalism, including its competitive stage, be-
tween politics and ideology (the conditions) and the economic
(relations of production), This separation is simply the necessary
and specific form, in the reproduction of capitalism through all its
stages, of the presence of politics and ideclogy within the relations
of production.

This relation of ‘separation’ is itself modified, though not
abolished, in the monopoly stage, a stage that involves certain shifts
in the limits between politics and ideology, on the one hand, and
the economic space on the other; the extended reproduction of
capitalism transforms the actual sites of this process, In other words,
these modifications affect the very configuration and constitution of
the fields in question, i.e. those of the economic space and of its
‘conditions’ respectively. A whole series of domains and functions
which, in the competitive stage, formed part of the ‘conditions’ of
production (which does not mean that they were in any sense
genuinely external to it), now directly belong to the valorization of
capital and its reproduction on an extended scale. The state’s con-
ternporary interventions in this respect, e.g. in ‘living conditions’
outside of work, thus form so many direct economic interventions by
the state in the reproduction of the relations of production. If we
are at present witnessing a characteristic expansion of the domains
of politics and state intervention, this is precisely insofar as these
coincide with the expansion of the space of capital’s valorization.?

The effect this has is to alter the state’s role, and such a change
defines the stages into which the CMP’s structure is periodized,
most specifically the break between competitive and monopoly
capitalism. I had indicated this problem by pointing out that
monopoly capitalism is characterized by the displacement of domin-
ance within the CMP from the economic to the political, i.e. to the
state, while the competitive stage is marked by the fact that the
economic played the dominant role in addition to being deter-
minant.®

It is evident that the displacement of dominance must be seen in its
relation to the CMP’s structure in particular, because it is in its very
reproduction that the displacement arises and marks the division
into stages. This displacement cannot be located in the same way as
the difference between determination and dominance in other modes

7. See below, pp. 156 ff,

8. Political Power and Social Classes, pp. 51 fI. See also Bettelheim,
‘Preface’ to the French edition of Baran and Sweezy, Capitalisme mono-
poliste, and “Theoretical Remarks' in Emmanuel, Urequal Exchange, p. 314,
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of production, as for example in the feudal; here the economic 1s
determinant, while the religious aspect of ideology is dominant.
This displacement does not remove the separation which is typical
of the CMP between the political and the economic, in contrast to
what is argued by certain analyses of state monopoly capitalism,
namely that the state is today part of the base. The implications of
this view will be seen in a moment.®

Taking into account the specific structure of the CMP and the
relations of production that characterize it, the dominant role is
assigned as a function of the extended reproduction of capital and
its valorization; it is the decisive intervention of the state in this
process that confers on it the dominant role. In other words, it is the
very functioning of the economic relations of the CMP (the ex-
tended reproduction of capital) and their own contradictions that
determines, in the monopoly capitalist stage, the shift of dominance
towards the state. This means that this shift and the ‘economic role’
of the state in monopoly capitalism are related:

(a) to the changes in the capitalist relations of production that
characterize monopoly capitalism and its phases;

(b) to the type and forms of intensive domination that the CMP,
in the stage of monopoly capitalistn and according to the different
phases of this stage, has to exercise over other modes and forms of
production, including that of cornpetitive capitalism, both within
each social formation and on the international scale, in order to
suppress its contradictions and assure its reproduction.

By examining these factors it will be possible to establish and
elucidate the dominant role of the state in the stage of monopoly
capitalism.

ITI

These transformations in the role of the state are thus articulated to
changes that have overtaken the bourgeoisie itself in the stage of
monopoly capitalism. Contrary to how a very widespread line of
thought would have it, these transformations cannot be analysed by
a direct examination of how the state is related to the ‘economic
system’, but only by way of the changes in class relations. In this
respect, a whole series of points can be raised: what are the new
forms of contradiction and division into fractions that have affected
the bourgeoisies, and to what extent do they undermine the various

g. This i3, moreover, the reason for keeping the term ‘intervention’ to
describe the state’s action in the economy, on condition that this term is not
understood in the sense of an essential externality between state and economy.
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fractions of the bourgeoisie that existed in the stage of competitive
capitalism ? Can one still speak, in the monopoly capitalist stage, and
in particular in its present phase, of a power bloc comprising several
bourgeois fractions which occupy the terrain of political domination?
Can one as a result still speak of a relative autonomy of the state in
relation to a hegemonic fraction, with the state guaranteeing, under
new forms, the general political interests of this power alliance?

These questions are of paramount political importance. We may
get some idea of them by briefly reviewing (necessarily schematically)
the current positions of the western CP’s, and particularly the PCF,
on the subject, i.e. on ‘state monopoly capitalism’.?® These positions
serve as a basis for the current strategy of an ‘anti-monopoly
alliance’ and of an ‘advanced democracy’. This analysis makes the
same type of error as that which we met with in the previous essay
with respect to its position on the internationalization of capitalist
relations, this time in relation to the domestic bourgeoisie and its
relationship to the state. But the error now shows through much
more clearly, and it is therefore at this point that we should pause to
consider it. It has three main aspects to it:

(a) Contemporary changes, and particularly the ‘merging’ of
capital and the massive domination of big monopoly capital, mean
that one can no Jonger speak of a power bloc. The terrain of political
domination is seen as currently occupied by the big monopoly
capitalist fraction alone; the rest of the bourgeoisie, being excluded,
is thus placed alongside the dominated classes. In point of fact, the
PCF analysis deals almost exclusively with the single hegemonic
fraction, big monopoly capital, and practically passes in silence over
the other dominant bourgeois fractions. By thus failing to distinguish
between the hegermnonic and the dominant fractions, it ends up
considering that the place of political domination is now occupied
by big capital alone, and that the other bourgeois fractions, in
particular non-monopoly capital, are henceforth excluded.

Of course, the question is not usually presented in such a blunt
fashion: it is, however, no less clear than would otherwise have been
the case, as can be seen from the recent Traité marxiste d'économie
politiqgue* Every time that political domination is under discussion,
it is only the big monopolies that are mentioned. On the other hand,

10. I am confining myself here to the analyses of the PCF. But the same
analyses are to be found, with only minor variations, in texts published in
the GDR (Jur Theorie des staatsmonopolistischen Kapitalismus, Berlin,
1967%), in Italy by the PCI, and elsewhere.

11. I have already noted these theories in my article ‘On Social Classes’,
New Left Review 8. See also J. Lojkine, ‘Pouvoir politique et lutte des
classes’ in La Pensée no. 166, December 1972, etc.
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every time that any capital other than ‘big capital’ is discussed,
what is brought up first and foremost is ‘small capital’, with which
an alliance is sought. These terms must be clearly understood. If
‘small capital’ is taken to mean the petty bourgeoisie of craftsmen
and shopkeepers, then the search for this alliance is correct, for in
fact this petty bourgeoisie does not belong to ‘capital’ as such, i.e. to
the fractions of the bourgeoisie; in this sense, however, the term
‘small capital’ is wrongly applied. But the use of the term ‘small
capital’ in fact fulfils a quite different function here. By speaking
only of the ‘big monopolies’ and ‘small capital’, and thus conjuring
away non-monopoly or medium capital, the impression is given that
all those who do not belong to the ‘big monopolies’, the sole domi-
nant fraction, are autornatically part of ‘small capital’, capable of an
alliance with the working class; ‘small capital’ is thus taken to
include also medium capital, which is thus assimilated to the petty
bourgeoisie. On the rare occasions that the Traité speaks of medium
capital, it is to locate it on the same side as small capital, in their
alleged common contradiction to ‘big capital’.!

This analysis has clear implications for the strategy of an ‘anti-
monopoly alliance’, an alliance stretching to include all fractions of
the bourgeoisie except the ‘big monopolies’, which are seen as alone
occupying the terrain of political domination. It is equally clear how
this analysis is tied up, in the mind of the PCF, with that of the
‘national bourgeoisie/non-monopoly capital’ noted above.

(b) This analysis is combined with a specific analysis of the state
under state monopoly capitalism. The decisive role that the state.
fulfils in the present stage is quite correctly emphasized. What must
be questioned here, however, is the very conception of the ‘produc-
tion process’ in which the state intervenes. The production process
is firstly considered as composed of two separate instances, the
productive forces and the relations of production, and secondly as
based on the primacy of the productive forces;'* the necessary
consequence of this is the conception of a neutral and autonomous

¥2. Traité ... vol. I, pp. 223 fI., etc. Also P. Herzog, Politique économique
8t Planification, op. cit., pp. 66 ff.

13. ‘In the reciprocal action of the productive forces and relations of
production, it is the productive forces that play, in the last analysis, a deter-
mining role . ..’, Traité, op cit., vol. I, p. 183. The Traité certainly speaks of
a unity of relations of production and productive forces. But this is merely a
verbal formula: in fact, such a unity can only be based on the production
process, a process which is precisely the form of the domination of the rela-
tions of production over the productive forces. In other words, to attribute
primacy to the productive forces inevitably means jettisonning the very unity
of the relations of production and the productive forces,
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‘level’ of development of the productive forces, State intervention is
seen as to a large extent technical and neutral, an indispensable
requirement of the ‘development of the productive forces’. The state
is thus conceived, as far as this aspect is concerned, as ‘forming part
of the base’ and as an ‘organic factor of the process of social pro-
duction’ (as in the T7aité’s analysis of the French Plan). Naturally,
the state is still seen as related to the interests of the ‘big monopolies’,
but this relationship is understood simply as a misappropriation of
the economic functions of the state, themselves neutral, in favour of
the big monopolies. Current state intervention would thus have, as
it were, two sides to it: the good side, corresponding to the cele-
brated ‘socialization of the productive forces’, since every ‘socializa-
tion’ (they do not ask which one) must in itself be good; and the bad
side, corresponding to the private appropriation of the means of
production. The two sides are seen as dissociable, since they corre-
spond to two levels considered as distinct.**

The political consequences of this position, which is bound up

14. P. Herzog, op. cit,, pp. 35 fI. and 45 ff. These positions are also re-
lated to other theoretical errors. It would be useful here to recall: (2) that it
is scarcely possible to envisage an economic space as such, possessing intrinsic
and immutable limits regardless of the mode of production; these limits are
rather themselves variable according to the mode of production and even with
the stages of the capitalist mode; (b) that, contrary to the economist illusion
of a ‘self-reproduction’ of the economic, the capitalist state has always inter-
vened in the economy; (c) that the particular and decisive form of these
interventions at present does not prevent the reproduction of the relative
‘separation’ of state and economy in the present stage and phase, although
this should not be understood as an actual externality of the two. The thesis
of state monopoly capitalism, on the other hand, implies: (a) that capital
only functions ‘normally’, as it were, without state ‘intervention’ (the self-
regulation of the economy), as it supposedly did in the competitive stage:
the decisive intervention of the state at the monopoly stage is already the
index of a ‘structural crisis’ of capitalism; (b) that this intervention abolishes
the relative separation of the capitalist state and the economy (the state as an
‘organic factor of production’ and ‘part of the base’). Now, these positions
are contradictory, since, based on false assumptions, they imply on the one
hand that the current state intervention is by itself the index of a ‘structural
crisis’ of capitalism, but that on the other hand, the state is managing to
control, organize and plan capitalist reproduction: in fact, if one believes
that this intervention abolishes the relative separation of state and economy,
it is impossible to understand the limits of this intervention, and so the
formulations of the theorists of state monopoly capitalism converge, as we
shall see, with those of the defenders of an ‘organised capitalism’ (on certain
aspects of these questions, see also M. Wirth, ‘Zur Kritik der Theorie des
staatsmonopolistischen Kapitalismus’, in Probleme des Klassenkampfs, no. 3,
1973).
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with an ‘economist-technicist’ conception of the production process
and the productive forces, are particularly serious and should not be
concealed. It is implied that the transition to socialism requires the
conservation of the present state in its good aspect and its neutral
econormic interventions in the ‘development of the social production
process’, merely purifying it of its bad aspect, and that it is possible
to prevent this intervention from being misappropriated in favour
of the monopolies by a simple change in state power. The Leninist
thesis of the necessity of smashing the capitalist state apparatus is
thrown overboard, and cheerfully attributed to ‘ultra-left deviation-
ists’ It is clear, however, as the experience of Chile has recently
demonstrated yet again, that what is involved here is no mere
academic question,

(c) Finally, and less paradoxically than might appear at first
sight, the state is simultaneously conceived as 2 mere tool or instru-
ment, manipulable at will by the fraction of big monopolists, a
fraction which is considered ‘integrated’ and to which is attributed
a ‘unity of will’. This is the thesis of the 1960 Moscow conference of
the 81 Communist parties, ill accepted even by the PCF in its
extreme form, of the ‘fusion of the state and the monopolies in a
single mechanism’.»® Precisely in so far as it is no longer possible to
speak of a power bloc, but only of a single dominant fraction, the
big monopolies, themselves considered as a metaphysical entity,
abstractly unified by the ‘merging’ of different capitalist fractions,
it is not accepted that the state apparatus has any relative autonomy
as a political unifier, either for the monopoly fraction itself or for the
power bloc as a whole. The dual political effect of the instrumentalist
conception of the state, which is nece