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From Class Struggle
to Classless Struggle?

Etienne Balibar
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the withering away of Marxism! But as certainties go, what value should
we place upon this new orthodoxy? .

I do not intend to offer a direct answer, since the question itself ig'
badly framed. What is more important, it seems to me, is for us to
underline and develop the contradictions covered over by what one may
call, using Lacan’s words, these successive ‘assertions of anticipated
certainty’.’ At best we can hope to shift the ground of the debate. But
first a few observations on method are in order.

First, it is a point of elementary logic that, to the question “Whither
Macxism?’, Marxism itself, as a theory, cannot offer any positive
response. This is true even if we simply ask Marxism to determine the
general drift of its own development. That would suppose Marxism'
could have knowledge of its own ‘meaning’. What it is fair to expect of
Marxism - this is something it is far from having achieved - is that it
should study the effects on its own theoretical history of its ‘importation’
into social movements and, in return, the effects of the historical situ-
ations in which it has been invested as a ‘material force’. But it is out of
the question for it to master the results of its own conceptual dialectic
itself, or those of the ‘real’ dialectic of its ‘worldly realization’. On such
questions as these it is possible only to reflect, in the philosophical sense
of the term, without pre-existing rules (Lyotard). No reflection,
however, is adequate to its own object, ‘immanent’ in the investigation it
intends to carry out.

Second, there is a dialectical thesis of great generality, but difficult to
challenge, which can immediately be applied to Marxism, in so far as it
exists (as a theory, an ideology, a form of organization, or an object of
controversy ...): ‘All that comes to exist deserves to perish’ (the quote is
from Goethe’s Faust and is used by Engels to describe the workings of
the ‘Hegelian system’).* Marxism, therefore, in each of its existing forms,
is inevitably bound to perish, sooner or later, and this applies, too, to its
form as theory. If Marxism is going somewhere, it can only be towards
its own destruction. Let me now add another thesis, this time from
Spinoza:* there is more than one way to perish. Some of these ways
represent a dissolution pure and simple, without residue. Others take the
shape of a recasting, a replacement or revolution: here something

subsists, even though it may be disguised as its own opposite. In retro-
spect (and only in retrospect), it will be possible to say, from the manner
of its perishing, what kind of stuff Marxism was made of. But if we
advance the hypothesis that the process of ‘perishing’ is already
underway, and has even reached quite an advanced stage (there are
several clues that suggest this may be the case), then the conjuncture and

* Balibar is referring here to Proposition XXXIX of Spinoza’s Ethics - Transl.
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Muarxism, as a theory of social conflicts, appears to be ever in advance of
its own ‘completion’.

This is the reason for the extraordinary way in which Marxism is
intertwined with the divisions and social formations of the present; it
seems that the relation to Marxism still divides the contemporary world,
but it would seem, too, that class struggles, the ‘law’ — or principle of
intelligibility ~ of which it aims to set out, are never where they ought to
be...

1 must move on now to this central theme. Let me formulate it as
succinctly as possible: it is fairly clear that the identity of Marxism
depends entirely on the definition, import and validity of its analysis of
class and class struggle. Without this analysis, there is no Marxism —
neither as a specific theorization of the social, nor as the articulation of
political ‘strategy’ and history. Conversely, something of Marxism can
be considered inescapable as long as class struggle remains a principle of
intelligibility of social transformation - that is, if not as the sole ‘funda-
mental determination’ or ‘motor’ of historical movement, at least as a
universal, irreconcilable antagonism from which no politics can abstract
itself. And this would stifl be the case no matter what adjustments it
might be appropriate to make to the description of those struggles and
the ‘laws’ governing their general tendency.

But it is precisely on this point that there is controversy and it is here
that the factual evidence of Marxism has become unclear. A number of
the notions it originally developed as part of a seemingly coherent whole
- terms like ‘revolution’, or, more especially, ‘crisis’ ~ have become
trivialized in the extreme. On the other hand, class struggle, at least in
the ‘capitalist’ world, has disappeared from the scene, either because
those who lay claim to it seem to have less and less purchase on the
complexity of the social, or, at the same time, because, in the practice of
the majority of people and in the most significant political arenas, classes

themselves have lost their visible identity. Their identity, then, has come
more and more to seem like a myth. It is a myth, one might say, that has
been fabricated by theory, and projected on to real history by the
ideology of organizations (primarily workers’ parties) and more or less
completely ‘internalized’ by heterogeneous social groups, who saw in it a
way of having their claims to certain rights and demands acknowledged
in conditions that are today largely outdated. Yet if classes have only
mythical status, how can the idea of class struggle itself not become
totally divorced from reality?

It is true that there are a number of different ways in which this
verdict can be formulated. The crudest version is to rewrite the history
of the last two hundred years in such a way as to show that the polar-

" ization of society into two (or three) antagonistic classes was always a
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international relations, and the contradictions within their own populism
(and moralism), but they have had undeniable negative successes in

terms of the break-up and delegitimation of the institutional forms of the -

labour movement or the organized class struggle. The fact that attempts
to undermine these have had to be deliberate and persistent would tend
to suggest that the myth is putting up some resistance. But these
successes have come at a time when, in most capitalist centres, the
labour movement has had decades of organization, experience and
theoretical debate behind it. Many of the hardest and most important of
the typical workers’ struggles of the last few years, like the British
miners’ strike, or the action of steelworkers or railway workers in
Frapce, have taken the shape of isolated trade disputes (which could
even be described as ‘corporatist’ in nature), thus as honourable but
defensive last-ditch stands without significance for the collective future.
And, at the same time, social conflict has assumed a series of different
forms, some of which, in spite of - or because of - their lack of insti-
tutional stability, seem to be of much greater significance. This applies to
conflicts between generations, conflicts linked with the threat to the en-
vironment from technology, as well as other so-called ‘ethnic’ or ‘religious’
conflicts, and endemic forms of war and transnational terrorism.

This last case, then, would be perhaps the most radical version of the
‘disappearance of classes’; that is to say, instead of a fading-away pure
and simple of socioeconomic struggles and the interests they represent,
what would happen is that class would cease to be politically central;
class, the argument would run, would be reabsorbed into the multiform
conflictual fabric of society, and the ubiquity of conflict would be
accompanied by no hierarchization, no visible division of society into
‘two camps’, no ‘last instance’ determining either the conjuncture or its
evolution, no other vector of transformation except the random
outcome of technological constraints, ideological passions and interests
of state. In short, the situation would owe more to Hobbes than to
Marxism - and one can argue that this is reflected in recent develop-
ments in political philosophy.

Thinking about a situation like this demands, it seems to me, not so
much a suspension of judgement regarding the validity of the theoretical
postulates of Marxism, but rather that one should dissociate clearly the
moment for analysing concepts and historical forms from the moment
for devising programmes or slogans. There are good reasons to think
that the confusion between the two has regularly affected Marxism’s
perception of the universality and objectivity of its own arguments, by
giving them in advance the status of practical truths. To dissipate this
confusion is therefore not a way of escaping into °‘pure’ theory, but
rather a necessary, if insufficient, condition for developing an articu-
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counter-revolutionary crises condense into a single dramatic sequence
various phenomena that display both the break-up of class represen-
tation and the polarization of society into antagonistic camps. At
bottom, these analyses never seriously call into doubt a representation of
history that may be characterized as strategic, consisting of the consti-
tution and confrontation of collective forces having their own particular
identity and social function and their own exclusive political interests.
This is what the Communist Manifesto means by ‘an uninterrupted, now
hidden, now open fight’.’ As a result, it becomes possible to personify
the classes, and treat them as the material or ideological agents in
history. Personification of this type implies of course a fundamental
symmetry in the terms that it sets up one against the other.

This, however, is precisely what is missing from the analyses in Cap-
ital (and is profoundly incompatible with its ‘logic’). Capital sets out a
process which is, admittedly, entirely attributable to the class struggle
but it comprises a fundamental dissymmetry, to the extent that one
could go as far as to say that, from the point of view of Capital, the anta-
gonistic classes actually never come ‘face to face’. In fact, the bourgeois
or capitalists (I shall return to the problems posed by this dual desig-
nation later) never figure in Capital as one social group, but only as the
‘personification’, the ‘masks’ and the ‘bearers’ of capital and its various
functions. Only when these functions are in conflict with one another do
capitalist ‘class fractions’ (entrepreneurs and financiers, or merchants)
begin to take on some sociological consistency; or again, when they
come up against the interests of landed property and pre-capitalist
classes, considered as ‘outside’ the system. Conversely, when in the
process of production and reproduction the proletariat takes shape as a
concrete, tangible reality (as the ‘collective labourer’, or ‘labour-
power’), it does so from the outset. It can be said that in the strong sense
of the word there is in Capital not two, three or four classes, but only
one, the proletarian working class, whose existence is at one and the
same time the condition of the valorization of capital, the result of its
accumulation, and the obstacle which the automatic nature of its move-
ment constantly encounters.

Consequently, not only does the dissymmetry of the two ‘funda-
mental classes’ (the personal absence of the one corresponding to the
presence of the other, and vice versa) not contradict the idea of class
struggle, it appears to be the direct expression of the underlying
structure of that struggle (as Marx argued, all science would be unneces-

sary if the essence of things was identical with their appearance), to the
extent that the struggle is always already engaged within the production
and reproduction of the conditions of exploitation, and not simply
"superimposed upon the latter,
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place, what is necessary at one and the same time is a mﬁm_c le aﬁmm  form
(the wage contract) and a constant balance .o.m forces (invo <_Sm ec nical
constraints, workers’ or employers’ coalitions, the regulatory
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vention of the state imposing a ‘wage norm’).

2. The moment for which the best term is domination: this is the
social relation instituted within production itself, and penetrating into
the tiniest ‘pores’ of the worker’s working time, initially by means of the
simple formal subsumption of labour under the control of capital,
leading - via the division of labour, mechanization, intensive working
methods and the breakdown of production into separate operations - to
the real subsumption of labour under the demands of valorization. Here,
in particular, is where a decisive role is played by the division between
manual and intellectual labour, that is, the expropriation of working
skills and their incorporation within scientific knowledge, by which time
they can be turned against the worker to undermine the worker’s own
autonomy. In conjunction with this, it is also important to look at the
development of the ‘intellectual capacities’ in production (technology,
planning, programming) and the reciprocal effects of the capitalist form
upon labour-power itself, which must be conditioned and periodically
reshaped (by family, school, factory or community medical care) as to its
physical, moral and intellectual habits, none of which happens, of
course, without resistance.

3. The moment corresponding to lack of security and competition
between workers, as reflected in the cyclical nature, like a process of
attraction and repulsion, says Marx, of work and unemployment (which
is, in all its different forms, a ‘specifically proletarian risk’, as Suzanne de
Brunhoff puts it). Marx views competition as a necessity of capitalist
social relations, one which can be thwarted by workers organizing in
trade unions, and by the interest of capital itself in maintaining stability
in one section of the working class, but which can never be completely
eradicated and always ends up reasserting itself (notably in crises and in
capitalist strategies for the resolution of crises). Here he makes a direct
connection with the different forms of the ‘industrial reserve army’ and
‘relative surplus population’ (lumping together colonization, the
competitive employment of men, women and children, and immigration
and so on), that is, those ‘laws of population’ which, throughout the

history of capitalism, have perpetuated the initial violence of prolet-
arianization,

Here, then, are three aspects of proletarianization that are also three
phases in the reproduction of the proletariat. As I have suggested else-
where,® they contain an implicit dialectic of ‘mass’ and ‘class’, by which I
mean the continuous transformation of historically heterogeneous
masses or populations (marked with various particular characteristics)
into a working class, or successive avatars of the working class, together
with a corresponding development in the forms of ‘massification’
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specific to class situation (‘mass working’, ‘mass culture’, ‘mass move-
ents’).
" vaamm reasoning is characterized by the camom.&on of these three
moments into a single ideal type that is both Mom._omE\ n.o:QdE and
empirically identifiable, except for variations according «o circumstances
(‘De te fabula narratur’, he said to his German readers in the preface ﬂﬂ
Capital). This unification is the counterpart of the movement of capital,
it represents its other side. It is thus a necessary .ooaa_sos for mrmom_mnﬁm
the ‘logic of capital’ in concrete terms as the universal expansion o :a
value form. Only when labour-power is fully a 888@9@ does ﬁ.mm
commodity form hold sway over the whole of anco:ﬁ.i .Ba. moEm.
circulation. But only when the different aspects of Eo_oﬂwamémmm”oa are
unified in a single process (as a product, Zm.:,x says, of the same ‘double
mill’ [ Zwickmiihle] as material production itself) is labour-power fully a
odity.* .
ooﬁw ﬂEM leads immediately to historical &Bm:_mom. sw_o.r can be
resolved only by questionable empirico-speculative assumptions, like,
for instance, the claim that, with few exceptions, 5.@ .ﬁmnago% of Eo
division of labour in production is towards the deskilling ma,a _mﬁ.":Sm
out of workers, resulting in a generalization of ‘simple labour’, undiffer-
entiated and interchangeable, and causing ‘abstract’ _mvof, the
substance of value, to exist, so to speak, in the real world. >E.u this leads
in turn to a deep-seated ambiguity as to the very meaning o.m the
‘historical laws’ of capitalism (and the noEB&nm.onm. of this particular
mode of production). As we shall see, this ambiguity is at the very heart
arxist representations of class. o
. W\HE 1 im%ﬁ to linger a moment longer on Marx’s aomn:v:on of
proletarianization. What I should like to do, in a few ioam_._m to 85.3~
the ambivalence of this description with regard to the o._mam_o categories
of the economic and the political. The mSc?m_Q.Ea exists not only for
us, but also for Marx. Indeed, two different readings of Eo. m:m_w.mmm. of
Capital are constantly possible, according to sﬁomrmn one gives priority,
using the terms I introduced earlier, to ‘form’ or, m_.ﬁn:mnﬁ? zw.
‘content’. Either an ‘economic theory of class’ or a ‘political theory o
class’ is possible on the basis of the same text.

. . . iginal
*This is a reference to Chapter 23 (Simple wnvnoncoso:.v of Qﬁ.:& vol. 1. The origin
n%w_wo_mw&w, ‘Es ist die NinMBmEn M—aw Prozesses selbst, die ans. einen stets WM <_%_._MMMW
seiner Arbeitskraft auf den Warenmarkt zuriickschleudert und sein eigenes ﬂ, :. ,m S
das Kaufmittel des anderen verwandelt’, which Ben Fowkes translates as fo! oiﬂ i e
alternating rhythm of the process itself which throws .n._n worker back onto the .._-..%m:o"
again and again as a seller of his labour power and n@::.::m:% s.m:mmo.nsm Ew m&ﬁ ui duct
into a means by which another man can purchase him.’ (Marx, Capital vol. 1, Ne
Review/Penguin, Harmondsworth 1976, p. 723) — Transl,
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From the first point of view, each of the moments in the process of
proletarianization (and the moments of these moments, right down into
the detailed social history of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries,
particularly in England) are predetermined by the cycle of value,
valorization and capital accumulation, and this constitutes not only a
social constraint, but the hidden essence of the practices assigned to the
working class. No doubt, from what Marx says, this essence is a ‘fetish’,
a projection of historical social relations into the illusory space of objec-
tivity, and in the last resort an alienated form of the true essence, that
‘ultimate’ reality, human labour. But the recourse to this foundation, far
from making it impossible to devise an economistic interpretation of the
process of development of these ‘forms’, on the contrary, makes it an
unavoidable horizon beyond which it is impossible to go. For the cor-
relation between the categories of labour in general and of commodity
(or value) lies at the heart of classical economics. The idea of political
conflict, then, ever present in the description of the methods used to
extract value and of the resistance they provoke (ranging from strikes
and riots protesting against mechanization or the forced settlement of
the town, to workplace legislation, state social policies and working-class
organization), cannot stand on its own, but is only an expression of
contradictions in economic logic (or the logic of alienated labour in its
‘economic’ form).

However, this interpretation is reversible, if the primacy of form is
replaced by the primacy of content, from the perspective of which form
is only a contingent, ‘tendential’ outcome. Instead of class struggle being
the expression of economic forms, it now becomes the cause (necessarily
a changing one, subject to all the randomness of the conjuncture and the
state of relations of force) of their relative coherence. All that is needed
is for the same term ‘labour’ to be taken to refer, not to an anthropo-
logical essence, but rather to a complex set of social and material
practices, the unity of which is only the result of their having been
brought together in some institutional place (production, business or
factory) and at some period in the history of Western societies (for
example, the period of dissolution of craftwork by the industrial re-
volution, or the period of urbanization).

What seems very clear, then, if one looks at the actual text of Marx’s
analysis, is not that there is a predetermined linking of forms, but rather
an interplay of antagonistic strategies, strategies of exploitation, domi-
nation and resistance constantly being displaced and renewed as a
consequence of their own effects. (Notably the institutional effects,
which is why it is of crucial importance to study the legislation on the
length of the working day, for this was the first manifestation of the ‘wel-
fare state’, and it was a pivotal moment historically in the passage from
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the formal to the real subsumption of work under omES._, mnoB.mcmc:.:c
to relative surplus-value, or alternatively from extensive to intensive
exploitation.) In this context, class struggle _umooBo.m‘ as it 408, Eo n.c:m
tical basis (an ‘unstable’ basis, in Negri’s terms, just as mon-a.o::nm
with itself as labour) against the background of SE.% it is possible to
make out different variations in the ecomomy which in themselves,
however, have no autonomy. . .

Nevertheless, as I have said, these two interpretations are ».5»:.%
reversible, in the same way as form and ooEoE.“ Mc mms.onmr ?a. ﬁEm
conveys quite clearly the ambiguity of Marx’s position. His enterprise is
both a ‘critique of political economy’ by SEE of its %Bonm:msom .%
the antagonisms in production and the omnipresent nature of co::.nm
and of relations of force (whereas the ideology of the free market cuts its
losses by confining conflict to the 5<o~<mEoE. of the state and govern-
ment, believing itself to have ushered in the reign of rational calculation
and of general interest vouchsafed by an invisible wm:& mmn.r. at the same
time, a demonstration or denunciation of the :E.&.Q politics as a pure
sphere of law, sovereignty and contract (these limits are not s0 much
external as internal ones, since political forces reveal themselves intern-
ally as economic forces, expressing ‘material’ 5882&..

Because they are reversible, these two ESGRES.O.E m.no unstable.
This can be seen here and there within Marx’s own writings in a number
of vanishing points in his analysis @man:_mn?. at .:_o end Om.So manu-
script of Capital, the economistic vmmcmo-aams_:.os of social class in
terms of the distribution of income, inspired by Ricardo; or the apoca-
lyptic prospect of the collapse of omﬁ:mﬂ. once it reaches its ,.mgo::@
historical limits’). All in all, the oscillation between economism and
politicism constantly affects the understanding of oonqma—o:.os.m in the
capitalist mode of production. Two views A.um these oonqwa_.o:omw are
possible: either they refer to the way in which, mmﬂ a certain stage is
reached, the economic effects of capitalist relations of an:oﬁos
cannot but be transformed into their opposite (and turn ?9.:. being
‘conditions of development’ into ‘obstacles’, resulting in crisis and
revolution), or else they refer to an unchanging Rm:.&n .E,mmmﬁ from the
very outset — that is to say, human ﬂmcoﬁ-@osow is irreducible to the
state of a commodity and will continue Rmmmc:.m in ever stronger m.:a
better-organized ways till the system itself is 962:82& ?\?.nF
properly speaking, is what is meant by the class ms,.:m.m_ov. It is striking
that Marx’s notorious statement about the ‘expropriation of the expro-
priators’ being the ‘negation of a negation’ can be read in both these two
ways.

But this oscillation cannot be preserved as such. For the theory to be
intelligible and applicable, it must be fixed at one point or another. In
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Marx, but more so in the work of his successors, this is the function of
the idea of dialectics as a general idea of the immanence of politics in
economiics and the historicity of economics. But most of all, this is where
the idea of the revolutionary proletariat comes in, as a unity of
contraries, replete with meaning for theory and practice, and repre-
senting the long sought-after correspondence between economic objec-
tivity and politicat subjectivity. The premisses of the idea are clearly
present in Marx’s work itself (this is what I mean by his speculative
empiricism). Another way of putting it would be to say that what it
expresses is the ideal identity of the working class as an ‘economic’ class
and the proletariar as a “political subject’. It is worth asking whether, in
the strategic representation of class struggle, this identity is not the same
for all classes, but one would have to acknowledge that only the working
class enjoys it as of right, which is why it can be thought of as the ‘uni-
versal class’ (whereas the other classes are always rough approximations,
as may be seen, once more, from the revealing idea that ‘the bourgeoisie
cannot rule in its own name’, while the proletariat can — and necessarily
must - be revolutionary in its own name).

Of course, much time could be spent observing the slippages and
obstacles that affect this theoretical unity and in reality postpone the
moment of identity through time, whether it be due to a ‘lagging behind
of consciousness’, or professional or national ‘divisions’ in the working
class, or ‘crumbs from the imperialist table’ and so on. At a pinch, one
could consider, as Rosa Luxemburg did, that the class identity of the
proletariat exists really only in the revolutionary act itself. But these
details only confirm the idea that this identity is already contained in
potential form in the correlation between the objective unity of the
working class, as produced by the development of capitalism, and its
subjective unity, as inscribed in principle, at any rate, in the radical
negativity of its situation, that is, the incompatibility between its very
interests and existence and the development of which it is in fact the
product. In other words, there is incompatibility between, on the one
hand, the objective individuality of the working class, in which partake
all those individuals who ‘belong’ to it as a consequence of their place
within the social division of labour, and the autonomous project for the
transformation of society, which is the only thing that makes it possible
to theorize and organize the defence of their immediate interests and
bring about an end to exploitation (create the ‘classless society’,
socialism or communism, that is).

In this way, then, it emerges that there is a relationship of mutual
presupposition between the way in which Marxism understands the
historically determining character of class struggle and the way it under-

" stands the dual identity, subjective and objective, of the classes them-
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selves, and primarily the proletariat. And a mi.amn R_wﬁmoawrﬁ_oww___w
between the way it understands the meaning A.um Em_“odom T e
formations and the way it understands the continuity of existence, :
continued identity of classes as they appear on the stage of history a
s in the drama.
mo%wm premisses for this circularity, as I Boa.monma wcoswv are to _cm
found in Marx’s own work. They are present in Sa. idea Hwﬁ .R<o=:
tionary subjectivity is a simple mimxm&:m to the radical ummwssmw t N”
is implicit in the situation of exploitation, and they are present, wov X
the idea that this situation, though it may cw. by degrees mn.a in m mmm:.
expresses a unified process of proletarianization oo:am,_uozaam ﬁ HM.HMm
and through to a single logic. It comes as no surprise :Em in e
conditions, the structural idea of an .N.\an.ca.QSEm antagonism nev "
ceases being projected into the Emﬁozom._ wo.cos of a bEE%S:QH o.
class relations, at the end of which the <.:m_ issues of the ::.ENS om n..\.an
prise (that is, exploitation Mx. mﬁwmcanwaosv ought to be displayed ‘i
light’, on a ‘global’ scale.
cnoMmﬁﬁwwﬁMﬁ mm noamma for this circularity to cn.ooﬂm .csnmézma, or for
the elements of theoretical analysis and .Zommﬁa_n ﬁmo_omw ﬁwﬁ are
fused together in the contradictory unity of .zmaﬁ._wi to :maooﬁm
divorced from one another, is for the empirical discontinuities tha Bcw
be observed between the different aspects of vno._aﬂmmmu_umson to be
seen as structural discontinuities, that is, &.m.oosﬁ_::wa.w@ z._mﬂ are .EH
transitional, but implicit in the concrete ooza:_o.:m of ‘historical capital
ism’ (in Wallersteins term). The social function of the coﬁmow_wo
(which, contrary to what Engels and Kautsky imagined, canno . e
understood as a ‘superfluous class’) cannot be reduced ,8 that of a
‘bearer’ of the economic functions of om_u:.m—. Moreover, coﬁmmoa_m
and ‘capitalist class’, even as far as the dominant mﬁoaon is oosmmnba m
are not interchangeable designations. EE.:? and this is not the _omm.ﬁ o-
the snags we have to face up to, .8<o_=aoqu (or counter-revo c_:MMa
ary) ideology is not, historically, just mwo:ﬂmn name for a univoca d
universal self-consciousness, but the active product of particular circum
cultural forms and institutions. .
wﬂmmwoomm of these rectifications and distortions :m.m come to m_mE .Enoamw
historical experience as well as the work of historians or moeo_omwavﬁﬂn
they have resulted in a deconstruction oﬁ om%. Z.maca theory. . m Omw
entail the abolition pure and simple of its principles of analysis? ma
may wonder, with good reason, whether they do not S&Q. Oﬁmnaﬂ M
possibility of a recasting of that theory, to &m extent that, _.m one zzrw -
takes a radical critique of those Emo_om._o& Eamcmgm_n@wm whic ;
support the belief in the am<o_om§o§. of capitalism as a mﬁwﬁ_nﬂsoﬁw
class antagonisms’ (containing ‘in itself’ the necessity of a classles




