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society), it then becomes possible to take the concepts of class and class
struggle as referring to a process of transformation without pre-
established end, in other words an endless transformation of the identity
of social classes. In that case, a Marxist could with total seriousness take
up - in order to return it to its sender - the idea of a dissolution of class
in the sense of a cast of players invested with mythic identity and con-
tinuity. In a word, what is at issue is the need to advance both the histor-
ical and structural hypothesis of a ‘class struggle without class’.

Marx Beyond Marx

Let me return for a moment to the oscillation within Marxism between
the ‘economic’ interpretation and the ‘political’ interpretation of class
struggle. In their approach to historical complexity, both are reductive,
and their character is well known today, each having made it possible, at
least in part, to see the true characteristics of its fellow.

What the Communist tradition (from Lenin to Gramsci, Mao Zedong

and Althusser) lays bare in the economistic evolutionism of ‘orthodox’
Marxism is its ignorance of the role of the state in the reproduction of
relations of exploitation, linked with the integration of the representative
organizations of the working class into the system of the state apparatus
(or, in Gramsci’s terms, their subordination to bourgeois hegemony). In
addition, in its analysis of imperialism, it attributes this integration to the
isolation of exploited workers resulting from the international division of
labour. But this critique, through its voluntaristic emphasis on the ‘over-
throw of power’ and on the ‘primacy of politics’, ends up resurrecting a
less democratic state apparatus than in those countries where the social-
democratic workers’ movement had its beginnings, state apparatuses in
which the monopoly exercised by a leading party, substituting for the
working class, has been seen to make common cause with productivism
and nationalism.

I do not deduce any pre-existing logic from these observations (unlike
theorists of so-called ‘totalitarianism’), but I should like to draw some’
conclusions from a comparison between them and the difficulties in
Marx’s theory. Borrowing Negri’s phrase for my own purposes, I shall
attempt to show how this comparison can enable us to take Marx’s
concepts ‘beyond Marx’.

The ambiguity in the representations of the economic and the
political in Marx’s work ought not to blind us to the break it makes with
previous conceptions. In one sense, the ambiguity that is found is really
nothing more than the price paid for that break. By discovering that the
sphere of labour relations is not a ‘private’ sphere, but one that is
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‘living conditions’, ‘working conditions’ and ‘economic conjunctures’,
but also the forms taken by national politics in the framework of the
state (for instance, the questions of universal suffrage, national unity,
wars, secular versus religious education and so on). In short, it is a
constantly overdetermined dialectic in which a relatively individualized
class is formed only through the relations it maintains with all the other
classes within a network of institutions.

This inversion of perspective comes down to an admission, in accord-
ance with what is historically observable on the surface, that there is no
such thing as the ‘working class’ solely on the basis of some more or less
homogeneous sociological situation, but that it exists only where there is
a labour movement. In the same way, it is a realization that the labour
movement exists only where there are workers’ organizations (parties,
trade unions, stock exchanges or co-operatives).

This is where things become complicated and more interesting. We
must be careful not to identify, step by step, the labour movement with
workers’ organizations, or the (relative) unity of class with the labour
movement. This would be a kind of reductionism in reverse, the same
indeed as that underpinning the idealized representation of class as
‘subject’. There have always been, necessarily, considerable disconti-
nuities between the three terms involved (the labour movement,
workers’ organizations and class), and this has been what has generated
the contradictions which make up the real history, social and political, of
class struggle. In this way, not only have workers’ organizations (notably
class-based political parties) never ‘represented’ the totality of the
labour movement, but they have periodically been forced into conflict
with it, partly because their representativity was founded on the ideal-
ization of certain fractions of the ‘collective labourer’ that occupied a

central position at a given stage in the industrial revolution, and partly
because it corresponded to a form of political compromise with the
state. As a result, there has always been a moment when the labour
movement has needed to reconstitute itself in opposition to existing
practices and forms of organization. This is why splits, ideological
conflicts (between reformism or revolutionary radicalism) and the classic
and recurring dilemmas of ‘spontaneity’ versus ‘discipline’ are no acci-
dents but represent the very substance of this relation,

In the same way, the labour movement has never expressed or
embodied the totality of class practices, what one might call the forms of
worker sociability, that are linked to the living and working conditions
that prevail in the working-class space of the factory, the family, the
environment or ethnic solidarity. This is not because of some lagging
behind of consciousness, but because of the irreducible diversity of the
interests, life-forms and discourses which characterize proletarianized
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individuals, however violent the constraints imposed upon them _.é

exploitation not to mention the many different forms taken by exploit-

ation. In return, these class practices (that is to say, trade-based Ea_.,

tions, collective strategies for resistance, cm&ac_m.n ocxﬁm_ m.ﬁsco_mv
have, on every occasion, given the movement and its organizations the
benefit of their unifying potential (in strikes and revolts as well as the

ion of demands).

moHMﬂmﬁﬁmnw is more. Zvon only is there constant &moosasa.ﬁ Um.:.zmw:
the practices, movements and organizations 52.9&._8 up a m_mmm in its
relative historical continuity, there is an essential impurity in each of
these terms. No class organization (particularly no mass _u”&d? even when
it developed a workerist ideology, was ever purely Eelazm class. On m:a
contrary, it was constituted by the more or _omm ooz.a_ogm_ coming
together or fusion of certain ‘avant-garde’ workers .?mocomm and groups
of intellectuals, who either came to it from the outside, or in .cmz uo_n.&
from the inside, as ‘organic intellectuals’. Similarly, no significant social
movement, even when it took on a definite proletarian nr.mﬂmmﬁoﬁ was
ever founded on purely anti-capitalist %Bmsam and objectives, but
always on a combination of anti-capitalist objectives and a.nBon:m. or
national, or anti-militaristic objectives, or cultural ones (in the s.:ammﬁ
sense of the term). In the same way, the elementary wa_aw:a\.::waa
with class practices, resistance and the quest mo.n social utopia was
always, though varying with each place and historical Boia:p both a
professional solidarity and a solidarity based on generation, mmsm.or
nationality, common urban or agrarian _oamcn:“ or military moﬂ_om
‘(indeed the forms of the workers’ movement In mﬁ.unovm after GH.

would be unintelligible without the experience of life in the trenches in
the First World War). .

In this sense, what history shows is that social relations are not estab-
lished between hermetically closed classes, but that EQ are formed
across classes - including the working class — or alternatively that class
struggle takes place within classes Sm‘:,&?&.. But it m:o.i.m too that the
state, by means of its institutions, its mediating or maBE_.w:mcé ?sm-
tions, its ideals and discourse, is always already present in the consti-
tution of class. N o

This is true, first and foremost, of the ‘bourgeoisie’, and S.—m in par-
ticular is where classical Marxism has fallen down. :m.owsommcom_ of the
state apparatus as an organism or ‘machine’ outside ‘civil society’, some-
times as a neutral tool in the service of the ruling o_m.mm“ or m._wm as a para-
sitic bureaucracy, is something it inherited from _&onm_ amo_omM .n.Sa
simply inverted to challenge the idea of the mo.:mna .::mno.mﬁ but itisa
conception that prevented it from properly articulating the constitutive
role of the state.
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‘pued, it seems to me, that any ‘bourgeoisie’ is, in fact, in
strong sense of the term, a state bourgeoisie. This means that the
bourgeois class does not take over state power after being constituted as
the economically dominant class but, on the contrary, that it becomes
cconomically dominant (as well as socially and culturally) to the extent
that it develops, utilizes and controls the state apparatus, and undergoes
a process of transformation and diversification in order to achieve this
(or it merges with the social groups responsible for the functioning of the
state: the army and intelligentsia). This is one of the possible meanings
of Gramsci’s idea of hegemony taken to its logical conclusion. In the
strict sense, then, there is no such thing as the ‘capitalist class’; only
capitalists of different types (industrialists, traders, financiers, share-
holders) who form a class only on condition that, to an ever increasing
extent, they unite with other social groups who are apparently outside
the ‘basic social relation’ intellectuals, civil servants, managers,
landowners. A significant amount of modern political history reflects the
vicissitudes of this ‘union’. This does not imply of course that the bour-
geoisie is constituted independently of the existence of capital or capital-
ist entrepreneurs; rather it suggests that the unity of capitalists
themselves, the settling of their own conflicts of interest, the perform-
ance of those ‘social’ functions that need to be carried out for there to be
an exploitable work force at their disposal, would all be impossible
without the constant mediation of the state (and thus if they were unable
— as sometimes happens — to transform themselves into ‘managers’ of
the state and enter into association with the non-capitalist members of
the bourgeoisie in order to manage and utilize the state).

At the extreme, a historical bourgeoisie is a bourgeoisie that period-
ically invents new forms of the state, at the cost of its own transform-
ation, which may be violent. Thus, for instance, the contradictions
between financial profit and the entrepreneurial function were regulated
only by means of the ‘Keynesian’ state, which also provided the ‘struc-
tural forms’, as Aglietta puts it, that enabled bourgeois hegemony over
the reproduction of labour-power to move on from nineteenth-century
paternalism to twentieth-century social policies. This, in turn, is a more
satisfactory explanation as to why the enormous disparities in income,
life-style, power and prestige that exist within the bourgeois class, or the
split between ownership of financial wealth and economic and technical
management (in what is sometimes known as the ‘techno-structure’), or
the fluctuations in private and public property, sometimes lead to second-
ary contradictions within the ruling class, but seldom jeopardize its very
constitution, as long as the political sphere fulfils its regulatory functions
effectively.

" But what is the case for the bourgeoisie is also true of the exploited
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class, though in a different and - in the light of Marxist orthodoxy — a

more paradoxical way. It too is ‘within the state’, unless one w_,c.,n_.x. to

think of the state being ‘within it’. The three aspects of ﬁno_omm:ms_ﬁ_:::

analysed by Marx can always be considered to be tendentially present

within a capitalist formation but, since the beginnings of the ano.a era
(in the period of ‘primary accumulation’), it has never been possible to
articulate them without the mediation of the state. I do not mean this
simply in the sense that there was a need for some external .wmmomcm_d.
outside the social order, which could be met by the ‘repressive appar-
atus’ of the state, but also in the sense that there was a need for
mediation in internal conflicts as well. In reality, mediation is necessary
for each of the moments of proletarianization (in fixing wage norms and
labour rights, in deciding policies for the import and export om. Em .éonw-
force, hence policies affecting the territorialization mca. Bog:.wwzon of
the working class) and, in particular, it is required at a given point to co-
ordinate their respective evolution (in order to manage the labour
market, unemployment, social security, health, schooling and :msﬁm“
for without these things there would be no ‘labour-power oom.daca:w

constantly being reproduced and supplied to the market). S\:*SSW the
state, labour-power would not be a commodity. And at Eo.mmam time,
the irreducibility of labour-power to the status of a commaodity, whether
it shows itself in revolt or crisis or by a combination of the two, puts
constant pressure on the state to transform itself.

With the development of the social state, these interventions, S.M:
were there from the outset, have taken on merely a more Organic,
bureaucratic form within an economic plan intended to co-ordinate, at
least on a national level, the movements of finance and ooaao&ﬁom.
But by the same token, the social state, and the system of moﬁm_ relations
it implies, have become an immediate arena of contention .Fn o_mm.w
struggle and the combined economic and political effects of ‘crisis’. This
is all the more the case since state control over the relations of pro-
duction, what Henri Lefebvre went so far as to call the ‘state mode of
production’, has expanded in tandem with other transformations m.: the
wage relation, including the formal generalization of salaried soacs.m to
the overwhelming majority of social functions, the ever greater direct
dependence of the choice of profession on schooling (and ooum.m.@:on%
the fact that school no longer just reproduces class inequalities, vE
produces them in the first place), the tendency for direct wages A,S:n.:
are paid out to the individual, according to ‘labour’ and .mem\ quali-
fications’) to be transformed into indirect wages (which are paid out on
a collective basis, or rather determined on a collective basis, according to
‘need’ and ‘status’), finally the breaking up into a series of &mﬁmn.m S.m_mm
and mechanization of unproductive work (services, commerce, scientific
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research, in-service training, communications and so on) which in turn
makes it possible for it to be transformed into a process of valorization
of state or private capital investment, within the context of a generalized
economy. All these transformations mark the end of free-market liberal-
ism, or rather its second demise, its transformation into a political myth,
since state control and commodification have now become rigorously
inseparable.

This account, to which more detail could be added, has, however, one
obvious failing. It leaves out something that is far from incidental and
which, if the description were to be left as it is, would skew the analysis
and, more importantly, the attempt to draw political conclusions from it.
My account is situated implicitly (as is almost always the case with
Marx’s own, when he is dealing with a ‘social formation’) within a
national framework; I have 'assumed that the space in which class
struggle takes place and class is constituted is a national space. More
specifically, my analysis neutralizes the fact that capitalist social relations
develop simultaneously in a national framework (belonging to the
nation-state) and a global framework.

How is it possible to make up for this? It is not enough to refer to
‘international’ relations of production and communication here. What is
needed is a concept that expresses more clearly the originally trans-
national character of the economico-political processes on which the
class struggle depends for its particular configurations. To this end, I
want to borrow the concept of a capitalist ‘world-economy’ from
Braudel and Wallerstein, without however prejudging the issue as to
whether national formations are determined unilaterally by the structure
of the world-economy or vice versa. On this basis, to keep to what is
essential, let me add two correctives to my earlier account which will

enable me to describe certain contradictions that are constitutive of class
anatagonisms and which classical Marxism has more or less negiected
(even when it has raised the problem of imperialism).

Once capitalism is viewed as a ‘world-economy’, the question arises
as to whether it is possible to speak of the existence of a world bour-
geoisie. This constitutes an initial difficulty, not only in the sense that the
bourgeoisie, on a global scale, will be riven by conflicts of interest more
or less coinciding with national allegiances (since after all there are also
permanent conflicts of interest within the national bourgeoisie) but also
in a much stronger sense.

From the very origins of modern capitalism, the space of the accumu-
lation of value has always been global. Braudel has shown how an
economy based on monetary profit presupposes the circulation of
money and commodities between nations, or rather between civilizations
and different modes of production, not only in the phase of its ‘pre-
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history’ or ‘primary accumulation’ (as Marx argued), but ~_:,_,_ ..:x__ _..
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times referred to as the emergence of the ‘superpowers’; I have tried to
describe it elsewhere, in fesponse to E.P. Thompson, as a super-
imperialism).” These Strategies remain purely national ones, even when
they are part of a contradictory attempt to re-create certain of the
characteristics of the nation-state on a wider scale

In their present form at an

Y rate, the social (or ‘hegemonic’) functions
of the bourgeoisie are tied to

national or quasi-national institutions. The

Id structures of paternalism (for instance,
ivi i vate international humanitarian organiza-
out the tasks of regulating social conflict
elfare state, €xcept to a very limited extent.
nning of monetary and demographic flows
creasing number of ‘supranational’ instity-
tions, cannot be organized and carried out on a global scale. It seems

therefore, in terms of the general tendency at any rate, that the inter-
nationalization of capital does not lead to i

but rather to the relative dissolution of th

ial countries’ can
‘hegemonic’ bourgeoisies in
colonialist, protectionist state,
al countries’, even in the most
ocial conflict on the world scale.
cialist countries, they are being

the shelter of their home markets and a
The capitalist classes in the ‘old industri
powerful among them, cannot regulate s

ynamic of super-imperialism to ‘modernize’, to
transform themselves, that Is, into capitalist classes in the proper sense
of the term, but as a result their hegemony (whether this i repressive or
ideological: in practice it is a combination of the two, according to the
degree of legitimacy derived from the type of revolution that brought it
to power), as well as their unity, is put in jeopardy.

This is where a second corrective must be introduced. The jnter-
nationalization of capital has co-existed from the beginning with an
irreducible plurality of strategies of exploitation and domination. The
forms of hegemony are directly dependent on these. To adopt Sartre’s
terms, one might say that any historical bourgeoisie is made by the

strategies of exploitation it develops just as much as — if not more than ~

it makes them. For any strategy of exploitation represents the articu-
lation of an economic policy,

linked with a certain productive combi-
.nation of technology, finance and incitements to surplus labour, together
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the impact of labour-force migration, capital transfers and policies for
exporting unemployment? Dual societies also have ‘dual’ proletariats,
which means that they have no single proletariat in the classical sense.
Whether or not one shares the view of writers like Claude Meillassoux,
who argue that apartheid in South Africa is a paradigm for the overall
situation, one must agree that the multiplicity of strategies and modes of
exploitation coincides, at least in principle, with the major world division
between two modes of reproduction of labour-power. One is integrated
within the capitalist mode of production, and involves mass consump-
tion, general access to schooling, various forms of indirect wages and
unemployment benefit, even if this is often inadequate and precarious
(in fact all these characteristics depend on an institutional but not
immutabie balance of forces). The other, however, leaves all or a part of
reproduction (in particular ‘generational reproduction’) up to pre-
capitalist modes of production, or, more accurately, unwaged modes of
production that are dominated and destructured by capitalism; here
there is an immediate relationship with the phenomena of ‘absolute
surplus population’, the destructive exploitation of labour-power and
racial discrimination.

To a large degree, these two modes are present today in the same
national formations. The dividing line is not fixed once and for all. On
the one hand the ‘new poverty’ is growing, while on the other there are
increasing demands for ‘equal rights’. Nevertheless, the tendency is for
one of these proletariats to be reproduced by the exploitation of the
other (which does not prevent it from being dominated itself). Far from
bringing about a unification of the working class, the phase of economic
crisis (though it is important to ask exactly for whom and in what sense
there is a crisis) is leading to an increasingly radical separation between
the different aspects of proletarianization by the erection of geographical
— and also ethnic, generational and sexual - barriers. Thus, though the
world-economy is the real battleground of the class struggle, there is no
such thing as a world proletariat (except ‘as an idea’), indeed, it exists
even less than does a world bourgeoisie.

Let me try to draw these threads together and sketch out a provisional
conclusion. The account I have just outlined is more complex than the
one that Marxists have, over a lengthy period, defended against all
comers. To the extent that the programme of simplification was inherent
in the Marxist conception of history (its teleology), it is fair to say this
account is not a Marxist one, and even that it marks an abandonment of
Marxism. It is, however, clear that that programme represents only one
aspect of the situation, even though it is found throughout the work of
" Marx, who never renounced it. To those who recall the fierce debates of
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the 1960s and 1970s between ‘historicist’ and ,mAEnE.E:mm E.Sm.nwrm
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not the choice between structure and history, but vmﬂzama ﬁw_o.c‘ A”w%
(whether subjectivist or objectivist) and structural E.&o@. H.wmw is m
reason that, in order to have greater purchase on history, 1 have .mu_
deavoured to elaborate at least some of the structural concepts of original
i nd to set out their implications. .
Zmﬂnﬁw Mooocnr classical Zm:mma wmm. been Bo:.mmna in respect Mm Mwo
key point. There is no fixed separation, even in terms of Nmz e ! Nm
between social classes. The idea of antagonism Bzm,ﬁ be set free _.Moa_no?
military and religious metaphor of the ‘two camps Amn.a thus ﬁam a o
native of ‘civil war’ versus ‘consensus’). Only exceptionally ~o.wm~ e
class struggle take the form of civil Em_...swﬁ.rmn on %w .m<M<o_.-
representation or physical reality, m:a.%ﬁ is BmSE.S:o: % aa Ve
determined by religious or ethnic conflict, or when it i1s combine o
war between states. But it does take on Em.:%. other mo.nEm. the mul H_o
plicity of which cannot be circumscribed a priori, and which are no ﬁom:
“inessential’ than civil war, for the obvious reason, as 1 vm_u,.w M
arguing, that there is no single ,nwwmanm,. of class struggle ?&_o %_m,mnwu
among other things, I find rather csmm:mmmoﬁoﬁ .%m Oamawo_wn .
tion between war of movement and war of position, which still nmmumwnw
caught within the same metaphor). Let us accept once and for all tha
classes are not social super-individualities, neither as objects %o_. mm
subjects; in other words, they are not castes. Both mnEQEm_ y MSE
historically, classes overlap and become Emmro.a Smﬁrab.m.m. Mmm 1
part. In the same way that there are sonommm:._w bourgeoisified pro
letarians, there are proletarianized bourgeois. This o<ol.£u never occurs
without there being material divisions. In other words, n_mmm.agssaw s
which are relatively homogeneous, are not a result of predestination but
juncture.
o mv%wzsoﬂmmm, relating the individualization %. .mem back to Eo_
conjuncture, and thus to the ooanamgnmmm of politics, aogmum” m.ﬁﬁ ,M.M
imply eliminating antagonism. >cm.=ao=5.m the Eos.ﬁwonroa EM o
camps’ (to the extent that it is manifestly moa to the idea t M e
and civil society are separate spheres, and in other words to the <0m= g s
of liberalism in Marx’s thinking, in spite of the .nw,\o_ﬁ_osmz.vN short
circuit he effects between the economic and the .vo_Enmc does not ﬂmwa
exchanging it for a metaphor of a mwo.mm; continuum ormnmoﬁﬂ_nh .w:&
simple ‘stratification’ and ‘general mobility’. The break-up of pro ma. Ti
ization into a number of partly independent and partly contradictory
processes does not abolish proletarianization. Less than ever are o:ﬁ%am
in modern society equal in respect of the arduous nature ﬁ.vm ﬁzﬂn
everyday lives, their own autonomy or dependency, the security they
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enjoy in their lifetime or the dignity they have in death, or the consump-
tion and education, or information, to which they have access. And
more than ever these different ’social’ dimensions of citizenship are
coupled with collective inequality with regard to political power and
decision-making, whether in the areas of administration, the economic
system, international relations or peace and war. All these inequalities
are linked, in mediated ways, to the expansion of the value-form and the
‘infinite’ process of accumulation, just as they are linked to the repro-
duction of political alienation and the way in which the forms of class
struggle can be turned into mass impotence in a framework of regulation
of social conflict by the state.

Here, so to speak, is the double bind within which the production of
commodities by commodities (including ‘immaterial’ commodities) and
state-based socialization imprison individual and collective practice:
resistance to exploitation enables exploitation to be extended, calls for
security and autonomy fuel domination and collective insecurity (at any
rate in a period of ‘crisis’). But one must not forget that the cycle does
not unfold on the same spot: on the contrary, it is constantly moving,
subject to unpredictable movements, irreducible to the logic of the
generalized economy, disruptive of national and international order,
which it produces itself. It is therefore not a determinism. It does not
exclude either mass confrontation or revolution, whatever its political
form. .

All in all, the ‘disappearance of classes’, their loss of identity or
substance, is both a reality and an illusion. It is a reality because in effect
the universalization of antagonism brings about a dissolution of the myth
of a universal class by destroying the local institutional forms in which,
for roughly a hundred years, the labour movement, on the one hand,
and the bourgeois state, on the other, had, relatively speaking, unified a
national bourgeoisie and proletariat. But it is an illusion because the
‘substantial’ identity of the classes was only ever a secondary effect of
the practice of classes as social actors and, seen from this angle, nothing
very new has occurred: by losing ‘classes’ in this sense, we have in fact
lost nothing. The present ‘crisis’ is a crisis of the specific forms of
representation and determinate practices of class struggle, and as such it
may have considerable historical implications. But it does not represent
a disappearance of antagonism itself, or, put another way, an end to the
series of antagonistic forms of class struggle.

The theoretical fruits of this crisis are that we are now able, at last, to
dissociate the question of the transition towards a society without
exploitation, or the break with capitalism, from that of the limits of the
capitalist mode of production. If these ‘limits’ exist (which is doubtful,
since, as we have seen, there is no end to the dialectic of the forms of
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social integration of the workers, proletarianization, Ec__:.:_:mmn:"._,_“_._‘. _.
vation and the intensification of surplus labour), they are ::M ( ___Cv“
related to revolutionary change, sEos. can only come @oE .:w _c:_ _:H,”.:
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Revolutions in the past were always closely aovgmm.i at one a:& o
same time on social inequalities, the demand for civic rights mﬁw SM
historical vicissitudes of the nation-state. They were sparked © N e
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constitute a ‘community’, and the reality of different forms _3. exc cm_o&N
One of the most profound and subversive mmmoﬁm of Marx m.nnm_nsmnoﬁ
the economy and politics, as we have seen, 18 .z—o fact that it roow o
view human societies as being based on general interest, but ou,ﬁ e n%-mo-
lation of antagonisms. It is true, as I have noted, 2.5” mex 5 H.m:m e
pology takes labour as the ‘essence’ of rsamn_aaa and o i
relations, the fundamental practice that m_omﬁ @oﬁm:.n.ﬁom antagon .E
Without this reduction, liberal ideology, .éw_nr identifies mamroaoa Mso b
private property, could not have been radically challenged. T M ques m iy
that we now face is whether it is possible today for us to move mw%ﬂ ,
yet to do so without imagining that labour and the division Mm 1a n.UMH.
have disappeared, since, on the contrary, Em.% are oocmﬂmﬁ_.z. .oooB_wnm
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tion). One thing, however, is certain: without ever merging wit| %om
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understood as a determining structure affecting .at social prac ices,
without however being the only one. Or, to put it more clearly, it __m
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what can still be called Marxism. But by monac_msnm Eo. Emm—m. o e
universality of antagonisms in these terms, what is o_.nmz. is the imp o
ance of those elements in the Marxist Eov_mamco mrmﬂ meﬂE )
inescapable than ever. Nothing demonstrates this better, it seems to me,
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than the re-emergence of the way in which the problem of class is articu-
lated with nationalism. In its liberal-democratic as well as its populist-
authoritarian forms, nationalism has proved entirely compatible with
both economic individualism and state planning or, rather, with various
combinations of the two. It has been the key to the synthesis of par-
ticular modes of life and ideologies within a single dominant ideology,
one which was capable of lasting and of being imposed on ‘dominated’
groups, and which politically could neutralize the radical effects of
economic ‘laws’. Without it the bourgeoisie could not have been consti-
tuted in either the economy or the state, It might be said as a result, in
the terminology of systems analysis, that the national and nationalist
state has become the major ‘complexity reducer’ in modern history. This
is why nationalism tends to be constituted as a ‘total’ world-view (and
why it is always to be found, even in the form of a denial, wherever such
world-views are made official). But I suggested earlier that it was
unlikely that those supranational nationalisms which one sees beginning
to form here and there (by reference to ‘Europe’, the ‘West’, the
‘socialist community’, the ‘“Third World’ and so on) might ever achieve
the same totalization. Conversely, we must admit that the socialist
ideology of class and class struggle, which did develop in constant
confrontation with nationalism, has ended up copying it, by a kind of
historical mimicry. It in turn became a ‘complexity reducer’, simply by
substituting the criterion of class (even the criterion of class origin) for
that of the state, with all its ethnic presuppositions, in the synthesis of
multiple social practices (pending their merger within the prospect of a
‘class state’). This is the uncertainty that faces us at present; namely, that
to prevent the crisis of nationalism from ending in an excess of
nationalism and its extended reproduction, what is needed is that the
example of class struggle becomes visible in the representation of the
social - but as its irreducible other. The ideology of class and class
struggle, therefore, under whatever name is appropriate, must rediscover
its autonomy while liberating itself from mimicry. To the question
‘whither Marxism?’, the answer, then, is: nowhere, unless this paradox
is confronted in all its implications.

Notes

1. This chapter first appeared as a paper delivered at the ‘Hannah Arendt Memorial
Symposium in Political Philosophy’, New School for Social Research, New York, 15-16
April 1987,

2. V. L Lenin, Collected Works, Progress Publishers, Moscow 1963, vol. 18, p. 584
(Translator’s note).

3. Cf. Jacques Lacan, Ecrits, Editions du Seuil, Paris 1966, pp. 197-213 (Translator's
note).
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4. Faust I, 11, 1339-40: ‘alles, was entsteht,/Ist wert, daf es N:m;t&.& gehr. The
phrase is quoted by Engels towards the beginning of his famous essay, ‘Ludwig Feucrbach
and the End of Classical German Philosophy’ ( Translator’s note). )

5. Marx, The Communist Manifesto, in The Revolutions of 1848, NLR/Penguin,
Harmondsworth 1973, p. 68. .

6. Cf. Etienne Balibar, ‘L’Idée d’une politique de classe chez Marx’, in B. Chavance,
ed., Marx en perspective, Paris 1985,

7. See Etienne Balibar, “The Long March for Peace’, in E.P. Thompson et al, eds,
Exterminism and Cold War, Verso, London 1982.

Bibliography

Aglietta, Michel, The Theory of Capitalist Regulation: The U.S. Experience, transl.
D. Fernbach, Verso, London 1979, "

Althusser, Louis, ‘Reply to John Lewis (Self Criticism)’, in Essays in Self-Criticism, transl.
G. Lock, New Left Books, London 1976.

—— Lenin and Philosophy, and Other Essays, transl. B. Brewster, New Left Books,
London 1971, 1977.

Balibar, Etienne, Cing études du matérialisme historique, Maspero, Paris 1974. )

(with A. Tosel and C. Luporini), Marx et sa critique de la politique, Maspero, Paris

1979.

‘Classe’ and ‘Lutte des classes’, in G. Labica, ed., Dictionnaire critique du

marxisme, PUF, Paris 1982. )

‘Sur le concept de la division du travail manuel et intellectuel’, in J. Belkhir ez al,

eds, L Intellectuel, I'intelligentsia et les manuels, Anthropos, Paris 1983.

‘L’'Idée d'une politique de classe chez Marx’, in B. Chavance, ed., Marx en

perspective, Editions de L’EHESS, Paris 1985. o

‘Aprés autre Mat’, in La Gauche, le pouvoir, le socialisme: hommage 4 Nicos
Poulantzas, ed. C. Buci-Glucksmann, PUF, Paris 1983.

—— ‘The long march for peace’, in E.P. Thompson et al, eds, Exterminism and Cold
War, Verso, London 1982, .

Baudelot, Christian, and Roger Establet, L Ecole capitaliste en France, Maspero, Paris
1971.

Baudelot, Christian, Roger Establet and Jacques Toiser, Qui travaille pour qui?, Maspero,
Paris 1979.

Bertaux, Daniel, Destins personnels et structure de classe, PUF, Paris 1977. »

Bidet, Jacques, Que faire du capital? Matériaux pour une refondation, Meridiens-
Klincksieck, Paris 1985.
Bourdieu, Pierre, and Jean-Claude Passeron, Reproduction in Education, Society and
Culture, transl. R. Nice, Sage, London 1977, .
Braudel, Fernand, Civilization and Capitalism, 15th-18th Century (3 vols), Collins,
London 1981-84.

Brunhoff Suzanne de, The State, Capital and Economic Policy, transl. M. Sonenscher,
Pluto, London 1978.

L’Heure du marché, critique du liberalisme, PUF, Paris 1986. i

Biagio, Giovanni de, La teoria politica delle classi nel ‘Capitale’, De Donato, Bari 1976.

Drach, Marcel, La Crise dans les pays de I'Est, La Découverte, Paris 1984,

Duroux, Frangoise, ‘La Famille des ouvriers: mythe ou politique?’, unpublished doctoral
thesis, University of Paris-VII, 1982, ,

Engels, Friedrich, with Karl Kautsky, ‘Notwendige und iiberfliissige Gesellschaftsklassen’,
(1881), M.E.W., vol. 19, p. 287.

Establet, Roger, L’Ecole est-elle rentable?, PUF, Paris 1987.

Ewald, Francois, L Etat-providence, Grasset, Paris 1986. .

Foster, John, Class Struggle and the Industrial Revolution, Methuen, London 1977,




[image: image9.png]184 RACE, NATION, CLASS

Foucault, Michel, Discipline and Punish: Birth of the Prison, transl. A. Sheridan, Penguin,
Harmondsworth 1979,

freyssenet, Michel, La Division capitaliste du travail, Savelli, Paris 1977,

CGaudemar, Jean-Paul de, La Mobilisation générale, Champ Urbain, Paris 1979.

Gilroy, Paul, There Ain't No Black in the Union Jack, Hutchinson, London 1987.

Hobsbawm, Eric, Indusiry and Empire, Penguin, Harmondsworth 1968,

Laclau, Ernesto, and Chantal Mouffe, Hegemony and Socialist Stategy. Towards a Radical
Democratic Politics, Verso, London 1985,

Lefebvre, Henri, De {'Etat, vol. 3, ‘Le Mode de production étatique’, UGE, Paris 1977.

Le Goff, Jacques, Du silence a la parole. Droit du travail, société, état (1830-1985),
Calligrammes, Quimper 1985.

Linhart, Robert, Le Sucre et la faim, Minuit, Paris 1980.

Lyotard, Jean-Frangois, The Differend: Phrases in Dispute, Manchester University Press,
Manchester 1989.

Meillassoux, Claude, Maidens, Meal and Money: Capitalism and the Domestic
Community, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 1981,

Moore, Stanley, Three Tactics. The Background in Marx, Monthly Review Press, New
York 1963.

Moynot, Jean-Louis, Au milieu du gué, CGT, syndicalisme et démocratie de masse, PUF,
Paris 1982.

Negri, Antonio, La Classe ouvriere contre I’Etat, Galilée, Paris 1978.

Noiriel, Gérard, Longwy: Immigrés et prolétaires 1880~ 1980, PUF, Paris 1984.

Workers in French Society in the Nineteenth and Twentieth Century, Berg, Oxford
1989.

Poulantzas, Nicos, Classes in Contemporary Capitalism, Verso, London 1978.

Przeworski, Adam, ‘Proletariat into Class: The Process of Class Formation from Karl
Kautsky’s The Class Struggle to Recent Controversies', Politics and Society, vol. 7,
no. 4, 1977.

Schéttler, Peter, Naissance des bourses du travail. Un appareil idéologique d’Etat a la fin du
XIX* siécle, PUF, Paris 1985,

Stedman Jones, Gareth, Languages of Class, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge
1983.

Therborn, Goran, ‘L’Analisi di classe nel mondo attuale: il marxismo come scienza
sociale’, Storia del Marxismo, vol, IV, Einaudi, Milan 1982.

Thompson, E. P. ‘Eighteenth-Century English Society: Class Struggle without Classes?’,
Social History, vol. 3, no. 2, 1978.

The Making of the English Working Class, Penguin, Harmondsworth 1968,

Touraine, Alain and Michel Wieviorka, The Workers’ Movement, Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge 1987.

Travail, Journal of the AEROT, edited by Robert Linhart (64 rue de la Folie-Méricoutt,
75011 Paris).

Trentin, Bruno, Da sfruttati a produttori. Lotte operaie e sviluppo capitalistico dal miracolo
economico alla crisi, De Donato, Bari 1977.

Verret, Michel, L'Ouvrier frangais I: 'éspace ouvrier, Armand Colin, Paris 1979.

Vincent, Jean-Marie, Critique du travail. Le faire et I'agir, PUF, Paris 1987.

Wallerstein, Immanuel, The Modern World-System (3 vols), Academic Press, New York,
1974~89.

—— The Capitalist World-Economy, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 1979.

——— Historical Capitalism, Verso, London 1983.

PART IV

Displacements of
Social Conflict?





