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Terrains of Contest

Factory and State under
Capitalism and Socialism

Michael Burawoy

MANY OF THE MOST significant advances in Marxism during
the last decade have emerged from the study of the state and
the labor process. Yer there has been a seriking faillure to join
these two streams of development. That analyses of labor and
politics have taken very different routes is particularly curious, for
two major reasons. Firse, Marxist programs for the transformation
of capstalism nvolve a revolutionary agency which derives its
identity through labor but realizes its interests through politics.
The working class 15 constututed as a “class in itself ™ in relanion o
production; it becomes a “class for iself™ in struggles against and
within the state. The relarionship between the state and the labor
process thercfore becomes criucal in shaping the movement from
cconomic activity to polincal struggle.

The separation of politics and labor 1s paradoxical also because
Marxist conceptions of socialism revolve around the relation be-
tween the creanve ransformanon of nature (labor) and the col-
lective self-regulation of socicry (pohics). Thus, the failure to link
labor and politcs not only atteces our ability to grasp the hmies
within which capitalism can be transtformed, but comes home o
roost in simphistic and utopian visions of socialism which ignore
the pml)leS of combining collecrive, centrahized dlrutu)n of
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between normal times, when ¢ onomic and political serugles were
separaed. and crisis nmes, when they merged, Edward Bernsteimn's
cvolunionary Marsiam locared rendendices toward change within the
polincal realm. Increasimg, democ ranzanon would spull over o
the cconomic arena, although there were define e hoscal hines oo
the transtornuion of the labor process. Bernstemn regarded radical
notions of worker control as stopran and s viston of “indusrrl
democracy™ was litele more than jomt parncipanon throueh collec -
uve bargaming, He spelled oue the vision tmphady dominant
within pre—-World War 1 Marxism.

The revolution Lenin brought to Marsism was 10 place the suare
at the conrer of artention s the coment holdimg so 1ty toperher.
To break the cement was 1o eransform capiralise sog 1ery. Through
the parey, dircct producers bee dmeagents of revolution, The ¢oo-
nomic assumed sigmificance as 4 Launching pad tor the assaulr on the
state. under the dicratorsng of the proletirar s sigmihicance s
confined ta the provision ot the means of cxastence. In State and
Rerolution Lenin doces pay hip service to workers' control and collec-
ave self-management, bur in pracuce centralism lcaves lietde room
for more than “public meetngs”™ which would ranfy decsions
alrcady made by management and party. Factory and society he-
come one, subordinated to the plan. The labor process is to be the
most advanced form thar capitabsm can offer, and s management
i1s subordinated o the dicrates of the central government. For al
his stress on dual power in the making of the revolurion, Trowsky
weneeven further in denying a polincal role o labor in his program
for the militarization of labor during the era of war communism.

Council communism, as ¢spoused by Korsch, Pannckock, Gram-
sct, and others, posed the grearese theoretical and someumes prac-
tical challenge to the centralism of the Bolsheviks. Tes ablese ex-
ponent, Gramsci, was to develop a sophisticated understanding of
the relationship between fac tory coundil as a revolutionary institu-
tion, and trade unions and party as defensive organs that would
protect and even advance gains made under capitalism. The col-
lapse of the council movement in Tarin after the “red vears™
(1919—1920) brought Gramsdi much closer to Leninism, stressing
the central role of the party in rransforming the state. Gramsei's
prison writngs shife from production to pohiues as the realm of
struggle. The cconomic only provides actors for the pohitical arena,
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and sces limies on the struggdes that take place there Gramsar rarely
reaches bhack 1o producnon. Agan the separanon ol pohincs and
Labor s upheld first from the side of Laboz, then from rhe ade of
polities,

Lukacs o8 the fiest o return o Mary's examinartion of the labor
provess Phs andvsis of the facrory as the locus of fragmenration,
Aomization, and reibicanon firmly opposes the more OPHMIstIc
vicew of the Second Tneernadonal thar the CConomic arena narurally
torees the proletariae into g homogencous dass. The revolunonary
annapanon of Hoaory and Clavw Conveionsness rests on assumprions
ot cconomic collapse m which the class intereses of capieal and Labor
become meompanble: Lukacs's profound unveiling of the dsine-
granve ctlecrs of caprealism fuls 1o move beyond the labor process
o the realm of polings exceptvia a messiamic imtervention of che
party or a muraculous self-realization through worker coundils
Western Marxism, as sifted through criccal theory, recovers -
kics's central theme of reicatnon. Bur the proletarac as revolu-
tonary agent disappears and history becomes subjectless, the parry
becomes the focus of bitrer cninque as the fountain of authoritar-
anism, and cconomic collapse gives wav to the durability of capaeal-
. The focus of anavsis shifts first from the cconomic o the
polincal, but then deasively o the culrural, philosophical, and
psychological realms. The understanding of labor dissolves into a
general noton of the domination of nature, mseparably linked o
the dommation of people, yielding a call for a new (bue unspecified)
relacionship of humans to nature. Marcuse contmnually recurns o
the labor process, the mcamng and possibility of emancipated
labor, the relationship berween the realm of necessity and che
realm of freedom, but ofters litde examination of politics.

Habermas separates labor and politics philosophically and makes
it impossible o bridge the distance excepean mechanical terms—
technical ratonality of work overtlows its boundarics, or the politi-
cal realm anterpenctraces the work realm with the crosion of the
market economy. Habermas lays the basis for interventionist theo-
rics of che state in which the laceer flls “functional gaps,” regulanng
rclations beeween capital and labor or among capitalists. The labor
process remams an unexamined given.

Theories of the state that focus on the organization and repres-
sion of dass struggle move far away from the cconomic arena.
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Indeed, the very notion of the relative autonomy of the polincal,
which Poulantzas places on a pedeseal in Political Power wnd Socral
Clasier. tends 1o become a justshcation for ignoring the cconomic,
in the rradinon of the political writings ot Marx and Gramsa. Rela-
tive autonomy was nccessary for the preservation of the cohesion
of the entire social formation, for the disorgamization of the suly-
ordinate classes, for the organization of the power bloc, ¢te. How
that relatve autonomy is produced is never ¢lear, Poulantzas’s later
work, however, departs radic ally from this funcrional concepnon of
the state. In State, Power, Socralism the state is viewed as a “social
relation” which expresses the balance of class forces. The stace s no
longer simply the object of struggle but becomes the arena of
struggles both within and between apparatuses. He now poines
beyond assertions about the nccessary “effeces” of the srate toward
the conditions and manner of their production—that is, to the pro-
duction of politics. In other words, political apparatuses of the stare
arc endowed wirch disuncrive “labor processes” which, rather than
produce commaodities, produce and reproduce relations, organize
struggles, and so on. Bur jusc as the state is seen to have jrs produc-
tive aspect, a political component is now attribuced to the work-
place. Power is no longer the monopoly of state apparatuses but
condenses in apparatuses outside the state, 10 the family, the com-
munity, and above all the factory. From the production of politics we
move to the politics of production. Yet these factory apparatuses
remain to be examined: whar are the relations they reproduce, the
struggles they regulate ? The answers to these quesuons can only
be found through re-examining the labor process ieself.

2. The Basic Elements of the Labor Process.

$ WE SHALL SEE, where we begin determines where we end
up. The very definition of the labor process becomes critical

to the possibility of undcrstanding the relationship between labor
and politics. For Marx, the three clemenrary factors of the Labor
process are "1, the personal activity of man, i.c.. work wsell, 2, the
subject of that work, and 3. its instruments.”2 We shall add a

further dimension which Marx exphatly refuses o indude:

[The labor process] is the everlasting Naturcamposed condition of

human existence, and therefore is independent of every socal
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phase of that exisrence, or racher, s commaon o cvery such phase
It was, theretore, noe ne essary to represent our Lihourer o con -
pevion with other Libonrere, man and bis Labour on one side,
Nature and its marernals on the other sutficed

By imsusting on the relational apect of the Lahor process, we alvo create the
pPossibility of linking Labor and politics. The three dimensions of pro-
duction become: tiest, the acnvity of work involving che manipula-
non of instruments ot production; sccond, as Liborers engage mn
work they enter into relations wich one another; third, such work
involves the combinacion of “raw materials” with a view to produc
tton of new use values.

Three sets of questions emerge. Firse, how s it chat direce pro-
ducers acuvely cooperare n the activity of labor? 1o class socictics
where surplus is pumped our of the direct producers, cooperation
becomes a problem of the organization of consent and coercion.

Second, how are relations among dircct producers reproduced ?
This reproduction is a question of politics. Two types of politics
must be distinguished, corresponding to two types of relations. The
relations through which the product is diseribured and approperiated
are the relations of production:: the relations of cooperation within
the process of production itself are the relations 77 production.
Struggles over the eransformation or reproduction of relations of
production dcfine what 1 call global politics and are primarily
organized by the apparatuses of the srate. Struggles over the trans-
formation or reproduction of relations in production define whae 1
call production politics, and are primarily organized by apparatuses
of the factory. The link between workplace and stace is mediaced by
the factory apparatuses

The third question concerns the transformation of one set of use
values into another. This implies a complex see of relations among,
ditferent labor processes in the society as well as beeween produc-
tion and consumption. How do we understand such a totality based
on relations of cconomic meerdependence, and how is thae ineer-
dependence organized and guaranteed ?

I shall deal with these questions in turn as they apply to the
capitalist labor process: the organization of consent, the nature of
relations in production, political apparatuses of the workplace, the
link between producnon pohitics and global politics, the construc-
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tion of the torality based on the interdependence of capiralises, and
the coordinanion of producnion for exchange with production tor
use. Finally, Fwill rurn 1o questions concermng the relations he-
tween capirahise and sociablise torms of producion polings,

3. Struggles on che Shop Floor

BR/\VI-’RM/\N'S UNDERSTANDING of fabor is of an wctirjty —

one that involves the transformanon of narure 4 In the case of
human labor this activity has both meneal and manual dimensions,
and therefore the povability of their separation chrough the crea-
tion of a class of dircer producers who eve #te what a dominane class
OF 16S agents concerre., Monopoly capitalism realizes chis possibility
in a systematic fashion, exemphihed by the deskilling of crafr work
and the creation of routine, tragmenred tasks Labor is reduced ro
an abstracr activity, Workers are stripped of therr subyjecnviry and
become appendages of machines or exceutors of rules. The prob-
lem T want to stress here s noe the usual one—thar Braverman
iznores resistance. Radher, it is that he omits any constderaton of
the production of the subjectless subject. He makes no reference
to the psychological and other processes through which subordina-
ton to capital is sccured, the processes through which workers
come o comply with and often advance their own dehumanizacion.

In Contested Tervain, Fdwards supplics such a psychology as the
defining element of the mechanmisms of control that transform labor
power into labor. According to Edwards, control has three dimen-
stons: first, the explication of tasks; sccond, the evaluation of per-
formance; and third, the applicarion of sanctions in order to clicie
complhance. The evolution of the capitalise labor process is, then,
the perfection of cach dimension of control through technological
change and burcaucratic routinization. Edwards distinguishes three
historically successive forms of control: simple, technical, and
burcaucratic.

Simple conerol is first found in the small firm, where personal ties
link owners and workers. Increases i the size of the company
undermine personal lovalues, which give way to hicrarchical con-
trol and the dictatorship of the foreman.

Between 1896 and 1920 the intensification of class struggle com-
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bined wirth the concentranon and centralizaton of Gaparal o pro-
more . cnsis of simple control, Targe corporanions bosan experi

mentig with new forms of control, mduding socnnir manage

ment and welbare capreahsme According 1o Fdwards, the taulure ot
these expermments mstigatcd the development of technieal conerol,
cpriomized by the assembly Time, i which the orgamzanon of
technology narrowly constrained producave actuvities and so facly

tared exphication of tasks and cvaluation of performance However,
this subordimanon 1o technology bound workers 1o one another
and led o mihieant cerngpeles aanst capiral. The conrradictions of
technical control ted 1o new forms of control based on the adminis-
tration ot rules. Burcaucrane control aims at rovtimizing all fune-
tons of management, all dimensions of control, subordimaning all
producive acovinies o rules Althoush cach penod sencrates 1o
own protorypieal torm of control, once a form of control has heen
meroduced ainto an industry 1 rends 1o POTSIST IO StcCessive
perniodss Simple and techimed conerol sall prevad m many -
duseries

Edwards and Braverman describe asimilar process <= the advance
of objecritymg torces and the chimmanion of subjectivity. For Fd-
wards, the process is the progressive conditioning of labor by the
stumuln of capiral | lor Braverman, concepuon becomes the monop
oly of capiral. Not surprisingly, Edwards sces the mujor contradic-
ton of tns form ot conrrol as s regadity—che constraints it im-
poscs on the adapiition of management ro the cxigencies of dynamie
environments. Indeced, no capitalise enterprise could funcuon cffec-
tvely with a cocrave form of control under which workers were
stripped o all dirccave funcoons and rules eliminated all uncer-
tainty. We know from our own experiences and from numerous
studics of othices and factories that no mateer how tully tcechnical
and burcaucrane conrrol explicare, evaluare, and sancrion actvites
they cannot and muse not chiminaee thae SPONEANCOUs Cooperation
of workers necessary tor producrion. Working to rule is the most
cttecave way of disruptng che labor process. I capitadism ever duld
manage to reduce workers 10 conditioned automatons, 1t would
mean the immediate breakdown of the producave process. The
managerial dream would become a nightmare,

Capitalism depends on the creative participation of direcr pro-
ducers. For Castornadis, this s the central contradicton of capiral-
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ism, “to try and achieve the simultancous excluston and partcipa-
tion of people i relanion o their acuvines, in the tace chat people
are forced to ensure the functioning of the syseem half of the ume
against the system’s own rules and therefore in struggle agunst ™S
Or, to putitin Braverman's language, the more eftectively manage-
ment separates conception from execution, the more necessary it
becomes for workers to recombine conception and exccution on
the shop floor in order to keep production going. If the organiza-
tion of work requires a minimal “responsible autonomy,” as Fricd-
man calls it, a certain trust extended to direct producers by man-
agers, it also entails a corresponding devolution of power.® It then
becomes a matter of eliating support for managerial goals trom
workers.

How can workers be persuaded to cooperate actively in the pro-
duction of their prisons of labor? We have now shifted o a very
different conception of control. Inseead of a psychology of explica-
tion, cvaluation, and response, which presumes a unidirecional
relationship (as between Pavlov and dog), 1t is more APPrOPriae to
examine the labor process in terms of the production of consent
and the organization of struggles.

Management may secure compliunce 1o rules through carror and
stick, but how does it sccure the consent presuppoced in the pursuit
and production of profit? A system of rules and sanctions does not
iself generate consent, but defines an arena wichin which workers
are frce from arbitrary interveantion by management. Within this
arcna workers seek control over the labor process as a means of
adapration to the inexorability of coming to work and the drudgery
and arduousness of the work itself. Such adapeation is often soctally
organized in the form of games. Workers will create their own
“informal” rules and impose them on management as essendial to
the coordination of production; only when they are clearly disrup-
tive will management step in and eliminate them. This marginal
realization of the radical need to control their own labor becomes,
in part, the basis of consent to capitalist production. However
slight the relief they bring, strategics in game-playing come to loom
large in cveryday work life, while the rules and conditions chat
shape the strategies are caken for granted. One cannot play a game
and question the rules at the same time:; consent o rules becomes
consent to capicalist production. The significance of rules hies in the
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constraines they impose on management as well as on dircer pro-
ducers—rthat 15, i the preservanion of an arena of uncertuney free
trom manageral donmmanon. Workers therefore have a detimie
mrerest i rules thar oer them a cereain autonomy

Rules and sancrions are not merely the conditions of consent
they can also be the objece of struggles. The problem s not that
Edwards ignores struggles—ro the contrary, he nsists on placing
struggles ac the toretrone of history. For him che history of the
labor process 1s the history of class struggle. Racher, his problem is
to explan struggle, o combine a behavioral psychology of condi-
voning with the cenerality of struggle. How can conditions most
favorable tor bureaucratic control turn into strugeles for workplace
democracy 27 And aliernanvely, how can the ubiquiry of class
strugple, resistance, and contlice be reconciled with the cftecuve-
ness of burcaucrane conrrol 2%

To understand the hink berween struggles in the workplace and
those in the wider polincal arcoa we must dig deeper and pose the
queston of the nature of struggle. Here it is important to distun-
ruish between the idea of a contested terrain and a werrain of
contest. To speak of a conrested terrain is to suggest thar workers
contnually question the form of the capitalist labor process,
whereas to speak of a terrain of contese is to suggese that the
workplace is an arcona in which strugples are orgamized, bue thar
these seruggles by no means necessanly chreacen the organization
of work. And the critical question becomes, how does the work-
place turn from a terrain of contest into a conreseed tercain? Ed-
wards cither takes the shife for granted —“The labor process be-
comes an arena of class conflict, and the workplace becomes a con-
tested terrain”™—or brings in struggles, almost miraculously, from
outside.? Here the fhip side of conditioning 1n the workplace is
spontancity in politics. Again we obscrve the familiar relationship
berween labor and politics: cither a mechanical fusion or an equally
mechanical separation. To move beyond Edwards we muse begin to
detine the object of struggles and examine the apparacuses thar
organize those struggles. Thae involves disunguishing berween re-
lations of production and rclations 12 production, production poli-
tics and global politics, factory apparatuscs and state apparatuses,
and then examining the relatonships beeween them.
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4. The Specificity of Relations in Production

HEREAS BRAVERMAN concerned himsclf primarily with the
W technal aspects of the Libor process—"rechnical” 1 the
sense of workers” relations to the physical process of production —
my analysis will tocus on the developiag e relations of produc -
uon at the point of producuon,” 10 Undoubtedly Edwards's typol-
ogy of control as social relations of domination in the tirm s a
major advance over Braverman's unidimensional scparaton of the
acuvities of conception and excoution. But his concepuon of these
relations as the social relations of production within che firm 1s not
without its problems.

By reducing all producnion relations o relations of production
Fdwards also reduces all politcs 1o class pohtics. Thus, he asserts
that the “central dialecnic in the pohnical arena remains the ash of
class intereses,” and che underlying material confhict—between
capitalises and all workers —continues 1o assert itself™ in the polit-
cal arcna ' In opposing pluralise concepnons of pohitics, Fdwards
nsises on the underlying unity of politics, a unity that revolves
around the reproduction of class relations — chat 15, the relations of
production—and 1s guarantced by the state. Theretore, strugeles
on the shop oor between management and workers are regarded
as manifestrtaons of cass politics whose ulrimate object s neces-
sanily the seate. The corollary of such an argument 1 that the trans-
Jormation of the state leady directly to the tramformation of the labor
process. and conversely, that the transformaton of the labor process
imphics a transformation of the state,

While Edwards parts company with Leninise orthodoxy by re-
garding the capitalist Labor process as irrevo ably tunted by capreal-
ist relarions of production, the political imphcavons of the two
positions are not so different. In both cases the transtormation of
the stare and therefore of the relations of production appears o be
sufficient for the destruction of capitalism: for Lenin because the
workplace has a certain ncutralicy vis-a-vis the relations of produc-
tion, and for Edwards because the workplace is detined by relations
reproduced by the state.

Edwards would not subscribe to such a fallacious conclusion, and
doces stress the importance of popular conrrol outside the scate. But
that 1s not what is implied in the twofold reduction, first of retations
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at the pone of production to relations of production, and sccond,
of polines to state pohncs— thac s, to struggles over re Lwions of
production. In reality all power cannot be reduced ) saee power,
although all power may he shaped and alamately guarantced by o,
Poliwcal apparatuses thae exist ourside the stare reproduce and
materalize non-chiss relanons. The tamudy reproduces gender rela-
tons through ws owa mechanisms. The same may be saud of the
apparatuses of the tactory . they reproduce and maternabize a di
tnct set of relations— relations 1 production.

In sum, Edwards and orhers fail to areribure a theoretaal speci-
hay 1o the soaal rclanons within the hrm. The result is a major
ambizuity. There are reladions of production at the level of the
tirm, but they are not whae Edwards designares as simple, technical
or burcaucratc control  Relarions of production concern the
mechanmisms of approprianon and distribution of surplus labor;
under capitalism they manitest themselves at two levels: first the
relationy of competation and interd, pendence amony firms: second the
reladons of explotation detimed ar the level of the firm itsclt.
Capitahist relanions of cxploitanion, therefore, concern the purdhase
and sale of Libor power-— wages. tringe benchies, union reserictions
on the recruirment of Labor, et¢ These relations of production muse
be distmgnished from the relations sn production which concern
the form of productive cooperation, the transtormation of labor
power inro Labor, or, correspondingly, “raw materials” inro zoods
and services. Whereas fac tory apparituses are pre-cninently con-
cerned wah the regulaton of relations production (as well as
relations of production at the level of the firm), seate apparatuses
exist primaridy co protec and somenmes orgamize the global rela-
tons of production. Morcover, cach set of relations and corre-
sponding apparicuses shapes and conserains the other, i lusrori-
cally speatic ways. There are other significant apparatuses of
power, such as the family, in capitalise society. But the above two
sets of relations and corresponding forms of politics crucially shape
agiven socicty from the perspectnive of the transition to socialism,

The disuncion berween relations in and of producoon allows
one to pose the question of the rehationship berween workplace
and state, to understand the auronomy of the different apparatuses
and the possability of eransforming one arcna of power withour
transforming the other. Transforomng the Russian stare did not
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mply the transformation of the workplace (cither the relations m
producnion or the relatons of exploitanon), juse as establishing
dual power based on e tory counals did nor Iead o the erans
formation ot the Tealian seate ma9r9-1920. Having cstablished 4
cerram autonomy of producton politics from global polings, we
cn examine therr relatons in ditferent historical contexrs

5. Political Apparatuses of the Workplace

RAVERMAN'S CONCEPTION of the transformation of the labor

brocess interms of degradaton and domination passcs over
the relational component of work. He therefore misses the mecha-
nisms for che reproduction of those relations, the political appara-
tuses of the workplace. Although Edwards ac knowledges relations
ar the point of production, his concepuon of control obscures the
cnucal distincrion berween the labor process, concerved of as a
combination of relations and actvities, and the factory apparatuses
that organize struggle and consent. These political apparacuscs
mediate berween workplace and state, and ther character marks
different socicties: at this pont I am concerned only with the djs.
uncton beeween compeutve and monopoly capitalism.

Attempts to define the specihiaty of the labor process under
advanced capitalism are otten nusconceved when bascd on a com-
parison of contemporary realities wich idealizations of competitive
capitalism. Thus, Braverman's depiction of monopoly capitalism as
the destruction of skill FCStS On a romantic vision of competitive
capitalism as the reign of the craft worker. In projec ting his unilincar
unfolding of forms of control, Edwards reduced the nincreenth-
century labor process to “simple control.” in the form of cither
direct conerol by the entreprencur or the despotism of the fore-
man. Yet it is not ae all clear why we cannor depice the cotton
industry in terms of technical conerol as well 12 Once notices im-
mediately a clash between Braverman's concepnon of competitive
capitalism as the haven of craft control and Edwurds’s tmage of an
already advanced division of labor in which control already resides
with capiral or ies agent. The reality is some combinanion of the
two, which varies from one industry to the nexe

Braverman's analysis s somewhar contusing since his discussion
of compeunve capitalism rehics on seudics of Bricun, whercas his
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presentation of monopoly capicalism refers o the Uieed Srares,
Simce we know more abour the organization of work i nincteenth-
century Brican, I will contme my discussic m ot compennive caprral -
sm o that counrry Broadly, we can discern four tvpes of Labor
process. Iirse, there were the established crafts of the preamduserial
cri which managed 1o protece their aronomy for a considerable
ume, reeulated by some form of apprenticeship. Printing and
woodworking are perhaps the mose tvprcal of these. Apprentice-
ship was conunually threarened as the actual technical skill com-
ponent even i dhese arcas dechined. Second, where new skidls were
requiced i emergent induseries, a sysrem of subcontracung otren
developed. Here entreprencurs would hire a contractor who would
be paid accordig o ourput. CThis occurred n such induseries as
iron, coal, and cotron spinming.d The subconeractor would hire
assistants or helpers over whom he would have unilareral controf,
although lacer in the nincreenth century they would organize into
umons. The subcontractor was often threarencd with displacement
by his helpers when capical waneed o break his control. In re-
sponse, nternal labor markers would be created so that assistants
could be promoted w0 subcontractor on the basis of scnrority. In
certun industries, such as butlding and engineering, one finds
combination of both apprenticeship schemes and inside  con-
traceors.

Third, in the aew mass production industries, such as construc-
ton, cotton weaving, chemicals (brewing, distilling, sugar refining,
soap boiling), and in the service industries (post office, railways,
and police), there emerged systems of unskilled direce employ-
ment. Fourth, there were the domestic industries, clothing in par-
tcular bue also boots and shoes—the sweared trades of consumer
£oods that Marx describes. There is no need to enter turcher detail
here: suffice it to say thae any attempt to talk of the labor process is
as futile in a discussion of compentive capitalism as it is in speaking
ot monopoly capitalism.

Marx recognized two principal labor processes coexisting in
ninceeenth-ceneury capitalism. Firse, the Labor process of manufac-
ture was defined by the laborer's subordination to a deeailed divi-
ston of labor within the firm while retaning control of che instry-
ments of production. This 1s the formal subsumption of labor
Sceond, the labor process of modern industry was detined by the
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subordinarion of the direce producer to the instruments of produc-
tion as well as to the dvision of labor: this is the real subsumption
of labor. Although the transition from the hirst to the second
Jollowed from the exigendies of competinve accumulation ——that 15,
from forces springing from the relacions of production —che transi-
ton does not wrrespond to any distingtive change in the relatons of
production —chat s, in the relations of compettion and interde-
pendence among capitalists or between capital and wage labor. And
vice versa, the penodization of capualism into its “compeunve”
and “monopoly” phases based on the emergence of large corpora-
vons and oligopolies does not have 1es retlex i the transformation
of the labor process. How then shall we link the labor process—rche
relacions iz production—rto changes in the relations of produc-
tion? We can begin by shitting trom the labor process itself— the
organizing principles of the relations and activinies ot the collective
worker—to the way these relatons are reproduced and struggles
over them are regulaced. That is. we muse turn to the particular
politcal apparatuses of the workplace.

NDER COMPETITIVE CAPITALISM, despotism at the point of

producton constitutes a condition of survival tor the indi-
vidual capicalist subordinared to the anarchy of the marker. The
politics of market despotism rest on the capacity of the capiealist 1o
hire and fire ar will, to deploy labor for as many hours as the
product market demands, and o change the balance of reward to
cftort in accordance with pursuit of profic transmieeed through the
ever-changing dicrares of supply and demand. Relations in produc-
ton arce reproduced and compliance secured through the cocrive
mechanism of the cconomic whip, The reproduction of labor
power is not given an uluomate guarantee by the state. It is not
protected by minimum-wage legistation or a cerrain job security,
but depends direcdy on the expenditure of labor on the shop floor,
whether this be through a picce-rate system or the arburary assess-
ment of the overseer. Here production politics is marked by the
domination of cocrcion over consent.

The rise of large corporations and oligopolies capable of conrain-
ing market uncertainues imphes the possibility (and to some de-
gree the necessity) of reducing corresponding uncereaintics in the
Llibor market by constructing new torms of production poling. As
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Edwards relates, the development of new forms of control in the
United States was noc auromanc but went through a number of
trials. Employers, partcularly farge corporanons, began experi-
menting with new techmques of control scienrific management,
welfare capitalism, and company unions. All proved unequal to the
task of conrrol. According o Edwards, the problem was solved first
through technological mnovation, and later through burcaucraac
conerol.

What is at the root of the new forms of production politics? We
have already seen that the transition from competitive to monopoly
caprtalism cannot be reduced to the rise of technical control nor the
systemanc separation of conception and executon. Rather, it is
marked by the systematic separation of the expenditure of labor
from the reproduction of labor power. By scvering the link be-
tween subsistence wapes and effort, between factory apparatuses
and the famdy or community, the volaality and bricdeness of
capital-labor relanons i capiralism's compentve phase and in the
transinion to advanced capicalism gives way to a relauve msulation
ot ccononuc struggles. This new form of production politics begins
to be established i the Unired Stares only during World War 11 and

is consohdated in the postwar period, particularly within large
corporations,

Thus within the monopoly sector of advanced capitalism, the
translanion of labor power into labor can no longer be secured
through cconomic coercion. Rather, the labor process comes to be
regulaced by a production politics in which consent prevails over
cocraon. The particalar torm developed in the Unired States reses
on gricvance machinery and meernal labor markets which consti-
tute workers as individuals with righes and obligations. Workers are
bound to the tirm, therr interests coordinated with che presene and
future growth (or dechine) of the firm through seniority clauses
goverming transters between jobs, lay-offs, supplemencary unem-
ployment benefits, pensions, vacations, and so on. Collective bar-
gamng notonly reasserts the common interest of management and
provides a terrmn for the periodic absorption and reorganization of
strugele, but also constrains managerial discrenon. The risc of
factory apparatuscs based on rules with a certain autonomy — chat
is, rules that cannor be changed ar will, but only through definire
procedures-— protects management, at lease in the normal run of
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affairs, from ieself. That is, it restraing management's own tendency
towards arbitrary commands, which would undermime the organ-
1zation of consent. fn short, despotism under compentive capital-
1sm gives way to hegemony under monopoly caprtalism, whether i
be the burcaucratic pattern of the United States, the anarchic
pattern of Brizan, or the corporadist pattern of Japan. From being a
contested terriun, the workplace becomes a terram of contest.

Within the non-unionized competitive secror of advanced capi-
tahism, a very different sitcwation pertans. The firm is subordinated
to cither an intensely compenuve produce market or the domina-
ton of large corporations from which 1t subcontracts work. Here
we often find a form of producaon polines akin to marker des-
pousm. Yet the form of production politics found in the competitrre wtor
of advanced capitalism is not the same as that found in competitie cap-
talism of the last century. This ditference revolves around the rola
tionship beeween labor process and state, between production poli-
ucs and global politics, 1o which we now rurn.

6. Production Politics and Global Politics

RAVERMAN IGNORES pohiucs, as though they were irrelevant

to the accumulation of capuital and degradanon of work. e
thereby expresses what others refer to as the depolindization of the
public realm: the scientization of politics and the crosion of demo-
cratic direction of socicty. Edwards tormulates what Braverman
leaves implicit: as a resule of growing state intervention in the
economy and the “substitution of administrative power for power
derived from the clectorate . .. party politcs, cCitzen voting, and
the entire clectoral process have come to have less and less effece
on government policy.”™"? Yee this intervention situlcancously pro-
duces an opposite movement: diverting “working class struggles
from the economic sphere and mcreasingly focusing them on the
state arena, the new form of politcs makes conerol of government
crucial.”""* The working class is prevented from realizing these
opportunities by its fractionalization, which emerges from a system
of scgmented labor markets. Here Edwards cakes categories de-
veloped in his analysis of the economic order—the working poor,
the traditional proletariat, and the middle layers—and projects
them as actors on the political scene. “The working class has been
unable to challenge capatalist hegemony because it bas been split
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into fractions. Each of these fracions has ditterent immediate
intereses and has pursucd these separate intereses i the pohucal
arcoa The resubt has been the demise of “cLiss’ tssues and the rise
of “fractnon’ issucs.” " Bue why these fracnons and not other cco
nomic Gcgories become the basis for the tormanon o political
mrerest s not clear What are the processes wherehy asegment of
the working cliss becomes a polincal actor—that 1s, becomes a
traction? Edwards’'s bridging of the grear divide berween Labor and
pohos is a lide o automarnc.

Comparatuve and historical analysis suggests thae dhe new forms
of ntervention of the stare in fact establish a new torm of produc-
ton poliics which sceures capitalist hegemony in production. Frac-
vonahzanon or no, domination and consent are secured in the
workplace aselt through distincive political apparatuses which
have been shaped and continue 10 be protected by the state
Morcover, fractionalizanon s iesclt a consequence of the estab-
ishmene of @ partcalar tvpe of production pohitics, although s
ctfects may be to compound the difticulties of “challenging capital-
1st hegemony.” Two sets of comparisons are called for, The first
contrasts production politics and global politics as tound under
compentive and advanced capiralism, shedding lighe on the precise
wiay 1 which ccononuce seruggles are contained within limies de-
lined by capital accumulation and at the same tme are insulated
tfrom pohacal struggles. The second compares the development of
the difterent relationships between production politics and global
pohidics in the Unired Stares and Bricain.

NDER COMPETITIVE (APITALISM the form of stae mter-
chn(i(m 15 external. Lassez-tare prindiples reached their apo-
theosis i Britain m the 18305, At that tme factory apparatuses
were constructed by capical conseruned only by the strengeh of
labor. The combination aces had been repealed, the factory acts
were nsettectual, and dhe new poor law abolished outdoor reliet in
1834, The hink between the reproduction of labor power and irs
expenditure was unmediaced by the state. The state itself was
unable to intervene cffectively except in the most severe crises.
The local state had little power over the organization of faceory
desporism—in the factory towns 1t was often no more than a reflec-
von of the balance of dass torces. Te could nerther puarantee
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prohitability o capital nor subsistence existence to Libor, Borween
1830 and 1850 the anarchy of the marker was ac its hegehe; rrade
cyddes were particularly severe and frequent. The unregulbated and
uncushioned effeas of the market cconomy drove workers o a
rebellion againse the system as a whole. Revolutionary class con-
saiousness expressed iesclt i the ten hours movement, Owenisin,
and Chartsm. Tt was dampened and transtormed only after 185
with the return of prosperity, the cetfective entorcement of tory
aces, and, among the skiled workers, the development of a more
conscrvanve trade union movement. The state began to intervene
in the orgamization of the reproduction of Libor power through the
development of cducation and new weltare polices, alehough
minimum-wage legislacon had to waic untl the tuen of the century

Under advanced capitalism the state mediates the link berween
the reproduction of labor power and the expenditure of Labor by
guarantecing minimum wages, taking responsibilicy for many cle-

ments of the reproduction of Llabor power, and shaping the form of

production pohites. As we shall see, the stare not only dehines the
limits within which struggle may be waged i the facrory but also
shapes the insttunional forms through which it is carricd out,
detining the torm of collective bargaining, compulsory arbitration,
legiumarce strikes, and so foreh.

But the relationship between production poliacs and global polr-
tics is not invariant under advanced capitabism. Focusing on the
monopoly scctor (although this extends to some extent o other
scctors) we discover thar, in contrast to the Unied States, the
Briush state has lacked the capaaity to shape facory APPLILHUSES
and thereby regulate producion polings. There are few legal re-
straints on strike activities; secondary picketing is not llegal ; col-
lective bargains are sull not legally binding. Continuous shop-tfloor
bargaining supported by powertul shop-steward commictees is part
and parcel of the apphcanion of an industry-wide collective agree-
ment, parucularly as muluple union representation within the
workplace sull exists. There are no legal restrictions on the scope
of collecuve bargaining—ir can involve wages and benetits alone,
or can be extended to include work g condinons., investment dect-
stons, production decistons, and so on. In other words, although
the Brinsh state detines hmies within: which producton polities
operates (.2, hours ot work, redundancy payments, heath and
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safery, cre) i plays a distincrively weak role in defioime the form
and content of producnion polies,

I the United Staress by contrast, plobal politics seamps iself
upon production pohines Flere collecnve bargains are Tegally band -
g and there are legal restrcnons on serke acewary, The Tatr-
||.ll‘l|('v A(f Illll‘l)\('il SCVOTC COnsStrunts on unmion Orgeanz.ation l)\’
such means as ourhiwing cosed shops and restrecang the contenr
ot collecave bargaming so rhat managernal precoganves i Jdirecnng
the labor process were protected. Umons have exclusive riches of
representanion at the plant level and amion shops are cotorced
Once aconeract has been negotated, the umon becomes s warch-
dog. Thus, i the United Stares the state has shaped factory appa-
ratuses into mechanismis tor narrowly confining struggles on the
shop Hoor. o Brirain, on the other hand, factory APPALITUSeS are
unstable objeces of strugele whicl IMPose fewer constrames on
management and worker. Global politics in Brittin are heavily
charged wah the dass srraggdes of production polings: i the
Unired States the reverse s true

But why the difterence? Here we must return to che issue of
class struggle, the issue over which Edwards sees himsclt as being ar
odds with Braverman. In the hghe of the history of class struggle in
Bricun and the United Stares, Edwards's conclusions and empirical
obscrvanon only confirm Braverman's insighe o the SUPTeMLCy
of capraal, and Edwards's clarion call to class struggle evaporares. In
Britain the working class was shaped through aes struggles wich
capital. Te developed s characeristic strengeh by evolving along
with capiral as the Larter passed throngh ies various phases: handi-
crafe, purtg out, manufacturme, and modern indusery, Fyen be-
fore the facrory system developed. Brinsh workers had already
organized themselves o rrade socicnes, cmbryome trade unions,

The ravages of the industrial eevolution threw workers toeether
nto powertul polincal movements, The Foglish working lass more
than any other was torued throuch a prolonged period of pobitcal
struggles wmed ac transtorming the state —struggles over combina-
ton aces, factory aces, poor-law reform, corn laws, and the exren-
ston of suffrage. Capital, although carly on torced mto employers’
assocations, was contnuousty weakened by ies relanvely small
scles The degacy of beme the first nation 1o mdustrndize was a
compenuve structure of imdaseral produacnon i which Libor nan-
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aged o resist the untrammeeled power of capitad. Morcover, a
second legacy of its pronceer status—the orgamizauon of an imperial
order subjugated o the needs of metropolican capital— made the
transtormanon of us archaic seruceure less urgent. In contrast ro the
umagery of Marx (and Braverman), the working class was able 1o
resist the transformanon of the labor process even in the heart of
induserial capreal, as m the cotcon nulls 'e

The relatve strength of labor wich respect to capical i Bricam
becomes apparent when comparison is made with the Unieed
States. Here che bourgeois-democranic stace came almosr ready-
made. The widespread presence of political nighes and the poliics
of an open fronuer (which made labor relatvely scarce) meant that
working-class combination was not the mateer of survival that it was
in England. Violene though they were, the seruggles of the lae
nincreenth and carly twentieth centuries were an expression of the
weakness of the Amcerican proletariag, not ot s strength. More-
over, capital in the United Seates was protecred by canfts and could
skip over the carlier phases of development through which the
proneer naton had o mancuver precariously. Caprral was able 1o
launch to technological development, new forms of induserial
organizaton, and changing market seruceures relaavely unhindered
by resistance from organized labor, while Bricun was weighed
down by the legacies of lassez-faire. By 1890 the United States had
alrcady overtaken Britain in scale of production and technology

The rapid mechanization not only presupposed weaker resis-
tance from labor but further undermined the resistance thae did
cxist. Thus, unions were frequendy crushed by the advance of
capital in the era of cransituon between 1890 and 1920, 1n Britan
the reverse was true. Powerful unions arose before the push
towards mechanization and the consolidation of monopoly capital.
The trade union movement was never broken, and resistance to the
expropriation of control from the direct producer continues to this
day. In the United Stues, only after the completon of che hirste
phase of the saenthc-techmcal revolution and the breakdown ot
weltare caprealism did induserial unionism estabhish iese!f in the
corporate sector. Bur this was a form of untonmism shaped inoac-
cordance with the needs of capital, and ook the expropriation of
control over the Labor process as a e accomph
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The ditferent erajectonies of development are exemplibed by the
tistory of the steel industry in the ewo countries U In the muddle of
the nincreenth cenmry, Bricun domimated  world prodicnion of
tron and steel by 1o 1 the Unired States produced torey purcent of
world output, while Britain produced a meee ten percent There
were corresponding differences mthe mduserial siructure. At the
onset of World War 1, British sccel producion was scattered among:
relanively small planes whereas i the Unired States i was already
concentrated - grane corporatons. During the Lise quarter of the
mncteenth cenrary, Brinsh seeel producers adopred a conaliatory
stance towards the Amalgamated Malleable Tron Workers of Grear
Bricam and dispures were seetled through a svstem of arbitration
boards In the Unieed States, however., the stecl ZIANES never ac-
cepred even the strongest of the unions — the Amaleamared Asso-
aation of Iron and Steel Workers——and syseemaic Aly undermined
what influcnce i had secared In both industries the system of sub-
contracting was destroved  m the Unred States through corporace
acgressiveness and violent (lass seruggeles, in Britun through the
organizauon of underhands or helpers which supplanted the crafe
unton Whereas in the United States che union was cventually
smashed and the Libor process transtormed in accordance with the
dictare Cot management, i Brican the new unton of skilled and
senisskilled operanves managed 1o retan considerable control

over the labor process, the conerol that che subcontracrors had held
before

The international devdlopment of capitalism sets parameters on
the development of production politcs within a single country.
Where industral unions appear late—that is, after mechanizacion —
they take root most strongly in the corporate secror. There they ace
to stabihze relations, often in accordance with the marker require-
ments of large corporations. So fong as the competiuve secror
remans unorzanized or weakly organized, the large corporaton
can make concessions 1o s Labor force at the cxpense of the
compentive sector, where wages are correspondingly depressed
On the other hand, where umonism has taken root throughout the
ceonomy prior to the emergence of the large corporation, struggele
ars more cttecuvely as i brake on the transter of surplus from the
compenave to the monopoly sector, on the recomposition of capr
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tal in both scctors, and on the development of dualism and the cor-
responding segmentation of Libor markets.

We can draw ewo conclusions. First, che different relations be-
tween global and production polines found i the United Staees
and Bricun can be traced to che uming of untonization and medcha-
mzation (10 turn limited by the relanve serengths of capiral and
labor). Sccond, the disuncuve development of sectoral and labor-
market segmentaton, highlighted by Edwards, s but the other side
of the coin which depices the relative unimportance of class
struggle. Thus, both Edwards and Braverman capture, alchough in
an unreflexive manner, the speaticity of the labor process and pro-
duction politics in the United States—the fact that capatal has sub-
ordinated labor to iself with licde effective resistance.

To insist on the tenrrality of working-class resistance is an exer-
aise i cloud kissing. This is not to say thar there has been no such
reststance in the United Staees. Far from i there has been much,
and indeed Braverman would have been the last to deny i, but it
has not been decisive in shaping the trajectory of the development
of the labor process. The problem, then, with Braverman's analysis
is mot that he is wrong, bur that he does not explain why he is
right—how, both on a day-to-day basis as well as over a prolonged
histonical period, capital in the United States has penerally secured
its domination at relatively heele cose.

7. The Reproduction of Capitalism as a Whole

DWARDS'S CLASS-STRUGGLE perspective on the transforma-

uon of the workplace has fundamental imphcations tor under-
standing the history and future of capitalism. Let me recapitulate
his argument. The breakdown of sinple conerol was occastoned by
intense struggle. Eventually, 1t gave way to technical control which
appeared in such new industries as automobiles. Technical conerol
as well breaks down through struggle—although ic bngers on in
many industries—and burcaucranic control springs up in such cor-
porations as Polaroid and Xcrox. New torms of control scem o
emerge in industries other than those where old forms supposedly
break down. (As the dissolution of the old and the genesis of the
new are disjoined, and the role of class struggle in the process
becomes obscure, there is dearly room tor rescarch.)
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Rather chan distinguishing berween the ewo dimensions of the
rclanons ot peoduction—-the rddations of explostation on the one
side and the relatrony of competation und interdcpendonce on the other,
both Edwards and Braverman reduce the latter 1o the former.
Edwards, tor example, wods to distinguish berween forms of con-
trol in the compentive and monopoly sectors. Bur a theory of the
rclations of those scctors 1s hardly present. Ac mose we find a per-
spective (drawn from Baran and Sweezy) that stresses the con-
centration and centralization of corporate capital and the contrac-
ton of the compennve secror. Bur Fdwards does not artempt to
understand how the rhythin of accumulation in advanced caprealism
simultancously destrovs and creates the compentive secror. This s
not asking too much, for itis impossible to examinge the history and
destny of the Labor process without an analysis of the e in
which it is embedded. One of the greacmerits of Labor and Monopoly
Caprtal was the attempr to relare the transformadion of rthe labor
process to the capitalist system as a whole., But Braverman's ap-
proach to the toradiey was perhaps roo simple. Capitad 1s compelled
by the (unspecibied) conditions of sts reproduction to penetrare the
cnnre soaal struccure, subjecting arena afrer arena to commaodity
rclatons. The process he describes operates smoothly, without
struggle or crisis.

Ncither the spontncity of Fdwards's (lass struggle nor the de-
terminism of Braverman's capital accumuladion is able o get ar the
problematic nature of the reproduction of capitalism as a whole.
This 1s because they borh see the labor process in one dimension
alone, the dimension of conerol. They focus on the problem of
translating labor power into labor, of the obscuring and securing of
surplus value. They nuss a second dimension of the Libor pProcess,
the transformanon of raw marerials into useful produces. That is,
they see the labor process i terms of the production of exchange
value alone, and not as the production of both exchange and use
value. Relations among caprtahists cannot be reduced to relations of
compenton. they are also relations of interdependence. Capralises
depend upon the supply of the means of production—raw mate-
rals, machinery, cte.——as well as of laborers and consumers. In
other words, in addition o dividing the cconomy into competitive
and monopoly ectors, we must distinguish berween departments that
produce the means of producaon (deparrment D, LONSUMpPLON
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goods (deparement 1), and the means of destruction (department
nn, although 1 shall only deal with the first two here, '

From the standpoint of the wotality, then, the caprealist cconomy
operates under two logics—the maximization of exchange value
through the pursuie of profir, and the producton of use vatue,
involving the coordinanon of supply and demand. The crises of
capitalism, partcularly i ots monopoly phase when the market s
supplemented by state intervention, can be traced o a disjunc ture
berween these two logics, berween the maximization of profic and
the need o produce what is required. Such a disjunceure in the
torm of a crisis of underconsumprion led o the grear Depression,
which remains the watershed in the development of Unired States
capitalism and in particular of the labor process. During chis period
workers struggled to overthrow the coercive modes of regulating
the labor process which capital had managed 1o sustain from the
end of the previous century. Furthermore, the militant struggles of
the 19305 provide the mose importane example i United States
history of workers participating in the shaping of acw forms ot
production politics—the burcaucratic hegemonic form. It is curi-
ous (and perhaps significant) that Fdwards barcly makes a puassing
reference to this period. What he docs say about the inauguraton
of technical and bureaucratic modes of control is rooted tirmly
neither in history nor in a conception of the capitahist system as a
whole. Following a recent analysis by Michel Agherea,'™ [ shall
bricfly outline the link between the transtormation of production
politics and the resolution of che underconsumptionist crisis during

the New Deal.

In the previous section we pointed o the distnctive strengith of
capital in the United States and to how this led 1o Fordism, which
Edwards characterizes as technical conerol over the labor Process.
He roots Fordism in the breakdown of simple control and the
tailure of scientific management and company unions as mecha-
nisms for subordinating workers to managemene. However, Ford-
ism was also unsatisfactory, as it tended 1o utfy the labor torce.
“raising conflice to the plantwide level” 2 The assembly line hinked
workers together in a way that enhanced the chances for indusersal
umonmism. “Such organizavon marked the bezinning of an effecnve
Iimitanon on the new form of control ™ 2'—this from the point of
view of exchange value. From the side of use value, however, the
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weakenmng of the workimg class and the fall in purchuasimg power of
the workimg class during the 1o4 s led to a crsis Ac the very tme
that accumulanion in deparrmicent 1hmeed on mcreased demand for
machiery from department 1 cwhich i wien depended on the
expansion of mass consumpuond, the forms of control i the Libor
process blocked a correspondimg increase in the purchasing: power
of the workime cliss. For aame the concentranion and centraliza-
ton of capreal begmmnimg i the Lue nicteenth century had <reared
4 new managerl and burcaucranc dass which samulared the de-
mand tor consumpton goods: But this expansion coubd not feed
the harmonious development of departments and 1 for long. The
retreat of warking-class purchasing power in the 10205 and 10408
would be reversed only dhrough stare mrervenaon of the New
Deal,ieself the product of popular serugeles and a separare poblingcal
CrISS

NTIL THE NEW DEAL, the expansion of the production of the
Umums of production was subject 1o continual crisis. With the
New Deal and the transtormation of the living conditions of the
working class, the expansion of consumption goods producton
acted as a contnual spur o accumulation in department 1. New
mcans of production could be continually incorporated nto the
production of consumprion goods, making those goods cheaper
and thus increasing the scale of production as well as the ratce of
profit. It was not simply thae the New Deal established che rudi-
ments of a weltare state: e also regnlaced refations between capiral
and Labor through a new form of production politics. The specihic
machinery for cotlecnve bargaining, exclusive union representaton
i the plane, and larer the development of senioriey clauscs, bidding
systems, pension schemes, and even supplementary unemployment
beneties combined o stabihize working-class incomes, at least in the
organized corporate sectors of the cconomy.

Acting partly in response to popular seruggles, the state intro-
duced mechanisms which would counter the tendency tor capital to
force downwards the working-class consumption norm (particu-
larly 10 ames of recessiony, 1 thereby also created the distmeave
problems of the organization of consent at the point of production.
As a result of the reorganizanon of producton politics and syn-
chromzation of the development of departments 1 and 11, the
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working dass was sripped of s last attachment o precapitalise
ways of life and was irrevocably subjcced 1o the commodity so-
cty. Exchange relasons and consumerism invaded all spheres of
lite, not least the family as the core msurtution for the reproduction
of labor power. The stabilizanon of income, minimal guarantees
agzaunst imscurity through resulanzed progression, and the exten-
sion of credic made it possible for working class hie 1o be subju-
gated ro the markee The purchase of a house and o car bound Labor
to capital for life, while at the same ume giving the necessary
impetus to the production of capital goods.

However, the expansion of consumption and the penctraton of
capital bring furcher problems. Increasing social costs correspond
to periods of unproductive labor in the life cyde, periods of school-
ing, sickness, and retirement (as well as unemployment). The rate
of profit can only be maincamed through the transformation of the
labor process in the service sector—thae s, reduction of the costs
of the reproduction of labor power. From the standpoint of the
capitalist Juss. the terrain of struggle shifes from producave sectors
to the state, to the “automanon™ of the delivery of services and the
planned reproducton of Tabor power. But the politics of collective
consumption involve the unmediated presence of state apparatuses
in community life. There are no apparatuses, as there are in the
factory, to deflece struggles over weltare, health, public security,
education, cte., from the state. As James O Connor has suggeseed,
struggles over socaal reproduction costs are dircady democrane
because they atm directly at the stare.22

These speculative remarks indicate the importance of moving
from the relatons of exploitinon to the broader retations of pro-
duction in which they are embedded; thac s, the importance of
examining, the reproduction of capitalism as a whole for under-
standing the transformation of the labor process and production
politics. Neither Braverman nor Edwards recognizes the proble-
matic narure of the caprtalist syseem as rooted in the dualiey of the
labor process, as production for exchange and for use. An interest
in socuism requires a concern with the sstemne features of capi-
talism.
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8. Capitalism and Democracy

C()N\’FN'I'I()N/\I. SOCIAL SCIENCE conceves the tuture as the
perfecuon ot the present and the present as the nacural culmi-
naton of the pase. Capitalism becomes the purpose of hiscory, and
artention s direcred s evolunion, as from industrialism to post-
mdustrialism, or o individual unies pursuing and realizing therr
mtereses (as i microccononnces o pluralist soctal science).

This has two obvious poliucal repercussions. First, all sorts of
illusions are harbored abour the possibidities of capitalism reform-
ng itselt. Second, the transtormation of capitalism, conceved as a
mstorically honred system, into a very different system—social-
ism—appears as the incomprehensible folly of disturbed minds. 1n
struggling agamst such powertul systems of thought, deeply rooted
in “common scose,” e s only too casy w be co-opted onto the
terraun of the opposition. 1t is not enough to have a crirical perspec-
ave, and o identity wirh the oppressed and exploited. We muse
also exercise a constant vigilance over our theoretical ASSUMPUONS.

In fundamental ways Edwards has been shaped by the very winds
of thought which, as a radical economist, he has sought to oppose.
His cructal contributions are dlear: he breaks open the black box of
the nco-classical hrm, endows the capitalist workplace with a his-
tory, and examines the reproduction of the working class as a
whole. At the same time, he shares with bourgeois economists the
perspective of the individual capitalise maximizing profic in a sys-
tem whose logic remains unexamined. And, not surprisingly, he is
led precariously dose to their political conclusions. This becomes
dear when he argues that bourgeors democracy can become a
thrcat 1o the existence of capitalism rather than a means 1o its
survival. Edwards mistakes the interests of the individual capitahise,
who naturally resists any constraints on profic-making acavirics, for
the interests of collective capital. Whereas the expansion of bour-
geois democratic rights to all dasses may be inimical o the cconomic
interests of capiral, hourgeors democracy may still be che bese shell
tor protecang the political interests of capital—rthae 1s, the interests
of the capitabist class 10 the preservation of the capitahst syveem If
one rook the professed aversion of capitalises to democratic instinu-
nons to indicate their incompanbibicy with capitalism, capitalism
would have disappeared long ago. The capitabist cass and 1es frac-
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tions have fought mrense battles againse the exrension of demo
craac msoruaons such as unversal suftraee, weltare systems, trade
union recagmoon, o, bur the eventual “defears” for the apithise
class have turned out to be a condinion of caprtalism's survival, nos
its collapse.

tinder certun conditions, particulasly s carly development,
bourgeors demaocracy became the werram of bulldimg socahism as
well as capealism’s savior. Indeced, the leading proponents of the
various forms of social-democracy —Kautsky, Luxemburg, and
Bernstein—saw the extension of democrane rights as the only
possibulity tor achieving socialism. Tt is by no means dear thatin che
contemporary period the pursuit of “democracy™ in the polincal
arena will simply blossom and spread throughout society, trans-
forming capitalism into socialism. Yer this scems to be Edwards's
view. By ignoring the systemic quahines of capitalism he allows
illusions abour the possibility of change —illusions absent i
Braverman, whose construction of capitalism as an inexorable
totalitarian system, an iron cage, belieeles any program short of toral
revolution. If there s false optimism in Edwards there is none at all
in Braverman. In berween are the possibihities waithin limies and the
limirs of the possible.

Along with the common theorctical shorrcoming which leads
both radical and orthodox cconomists to reformist allusions, these
cconomists share a sccond traic: the absence of a systemic concep-
aon of capitalism also makes it impossible for them to grasp the
idea of socialism as an alternative system. In Edwards, the tulure
appears in the vaguencess of his notion of socialism, which makcs i
difficult to counter his understanding of the transition to socralism.
At times socialism appears as a means to the realization of demaoc-
racy, and somctimes cven as a means to the protection of bourgeors
democracy. “If capitalism and democracy have increasingly come
into conflict, the best hope for democracy’s survival [sic] appears to
lie with socialism. But will (or can) the working class and socialises
defend and extend democracy 27

What is this socialism? Is it the socialism of actually existing soci-

cties—the Soviet Union, China, or Cuba? Or is it a socilism of

Edwards’s imagination 7 How long can Marxists continue to appcal
to some unexamined and unexplained “soculism™ when confronted
with the uncomfortable realitics of the twentieth century 2 For how
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long can we turn a blnd eve 1o already cxastingg socbisms ¢ Vaene
Allusions and rhetoreal mcntanons offer no challenge 1o soanal
thinkers who resard socrahism as with us already or distnise e as a
“null ser™ Gind theretore anworthy of ratomal discourse) anel a
“symprom of disturbance” No serious study of the capatalng Labor
process canavord an cqually serions stady of the wanding tabor
process the undersianding of the st denamds an ande retandinge
of the second

9. The Potentialities of State Socialism

HFRI-‘. I CAN only skerch a tramework for examming socialist
socienies both as thev acrually exase and in the forms they
might assume. Tintroduced chis paper with a critique of Marssm
tor ies falure 1o syseemarically ok the Labor process to the stace

Fapproached the problem trom che sude of the Labor process, focus-
ing on its made of regulatnon by polincad apparatuses of the Lacrory
which i rurn could be understood only i terms of therr eelation-
ship to the apparatuses of the state. The distinction between com-
pentve and monopoly capitalisms rests on the torm of intervention
of global polinics in production politcs, What both forms of capital-
ismshare, however, 1s the instrational separarion of the appa-
ratuses ot the factory from those of the state. A definmme feature nf
soctalise societies o the fusion of the apparatuse of the work place with
those of the state.

Under state socialism a cenerahized plannmg system orchestrates
rclanions among enterprises by supulating inpurs and outpurs. Pro-
duction pohitics takes the form of burcancratic despotism, in which
management wiclds che parey and trade union as mstruments of
domination over the direce producer.* Rather dhan hmiting mana-
gerwabinterventons i the labor process, as under hegemonic svs-
tems, the apparatuses of the workplace under state socialism be-
come the ransmission beles of managerial coercion, Such des-
potism s rooted i the uncertainey of planming, which has effects ae
the point of producaon sunilar 1o those of the uncertaimey of the
markee under compentve capitalism Studies of plaming i dhe
Sovier Union and Eastern Lurope all poine to the critweal role of
supply shortages i shaping enterprise behavior Fore rprise dire
tors, with the cruaal assistance of regronal party secrerarnes (o
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whom they are subordinated), enter all sorrs of informal agree-
menrs and bargaining relanons in order to secure the necessary raw
materials and machinery. Faterprises have every interest in con-
cealing intormanion about cherr true « apaciry and in hoarding scarce
marcruls. This only exacerbates the problem of supply sh ITALCS
le also leads to another source of uncertaney —the conrinual and
arbitrary changes in the planning targeers assigned o enterprises.
Plannmg authoriries frequently aleer che product mix, agun intensi-
tying the supply problem. Whercas under capitalism compenton
among enterprises concerns the relationship ro the consumer medi-
ated by the market, under stare socialism it revolves around the
relationship o the supplicr mediated by the plan. But in both cases
external uncertainty necessitaces the rapid mobilization and redis-
tiibution of workers as well as spurts of intensive labor (storming).

The partcular form of despotism under state socialism, the
mobilizaton of party and trade union as cocrdive instruments of
dominarion, stems from the existence of job sceurity and con-
straints on wage funds. Where finng workers is difficule, and under
general conditions of labor shortage, more direct forms of cocrcion
become necessary. Because the enterprise wage fund is centrally
determined and not systematically related to the success of the
enterprise, there is no cconomic basis on which o link workers
inrerests 1o those of management. However, the widespread use of
prece-rate systems without a guaranteed minimum wage docs pro-
vide a basis for a negative coordination of interests. The adoption
of picce rates allows enterprises a certain autonomy in raising
norms so as to extract greater cffore from workers. Job sccurity is
complemented by wage insccurity to lay the basis of burcaucratic
despotism.

Just as relations to the market become critical in shaping the
form of production politics under capitalism. under state socralism
the relationship of the enterprise to the plan shapes the specihic
expression of burcaucratic despotism. Those enterprises that are
part of "key™ industrial sectors receive priority in the provision ot
matcerials and machmery, as well as more gencerous wage funds, so
that the degree of despotism is less intense. Examination of labor
turnover figures and intee-industry wage levels in the Soviet Union
even suggests an embryonie dualism between the capital-goods
sector and the consumer-goods industry. Thus, in food. dothing,
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and rexule induseries turnover s high, wiages are low, and women
workers predomimare

Just s indivadual Capralises artempt to cushion e impact of the
market and, where possible, contam s Hluctuations, the dicector of
the soaalise factory will bargzam tor slack plans wich the planning
aurhoriues. Morcover, the slacker the plan the more scope for
struggle to devlop within the enrerprise over norms, w agres . and
bonuses. Where the plan s taue, struggles contined 1o the enter-
prisc frequentdy pir one group of workers againse another, with the
stronger group (usually the more skilled) winning concessions at
the expense of weaker groups. Since wages are more or less cen-
trally derermmed while norms or picce rates are determimed at the
level of the enterprise (pressures rowards centralizaton notwich-
standhing), day-to-day struggles revolve around the expenditure of
cttore, the tempo of work, cec., rather than the level of reward.

Under capitalism struggles within che enterprise generally occur
wichin limies defined by the survival of the firm. The inerests of
capital must be sansticd if workers are to keep their jobs: struggles
that push a business out of business also push workers out of work.
There s therefore an underlying positive coordination of interests.
Under seate soclism, however, no such common interese exises
between management and worker. It the enterprise consistently
undertulbills the plan ic docsn't collapse and workers don't lose
their jobs. Instead, the enterprise director or the chief cngineer
may be removed. Struggles are only limited, then, by the threat of
direce political coercion. More generally, economic struggles under
capitalism are distributed among and usually contained within indi-
vidual enrerprises. Only rarcly do they spill over into struggles
against the state. The institational separation of the apparatuses of
factory and state under capitalism gives way to ctheir fusion under
state socialism, so that economic struggles are simultaneously
political struggles against the state. The tendency for struggles to
spll over into the wider polincal arena is endemic.

But what consciousness intorms these simultancously political
and cconomic struggles? Again the comparison with caputalism s
instructive. Whereas the market mysutfies the nature of exploita-
tion and the origin of profi, the centrally devised plan presenes
explortation and dominanion as deliberately and visibly performed
by the state. Private appropriation through the marker s replaced
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by what Konrad and Szclenyi call the ratonal—that is, purposive—
redistribution by the state.”S Whercas private property is the legin

maung prinaple of appropriation by capiralists, superior knowl

cdge and understanding ot the needs of sodcty s the legimarting
principle of appropriation by the stare. Under capitalism notions of
class are easily detached from their roors in the appropriaton of
surplus value. The meaning of dass becomes diverse and amor-
phous. Not so under state socialism, where both mode of appropri-
ation and principle of legitimatuon polarize society around two
transparent classes—the teleological redisrnbutors (wich  cheir
agents) and the direct producers. Direct producers generally know
exactly where the dividing hine beeween “us™ and “them™ s locared.

We can appreciate these broad difterences i another way.
Braverman has demonserated thae the separation of “conceprion”
and “cxecution” expresses the objectire developmend of the capital-
ist labor process. Subjecrive experience runs on a ditferent erack.
Stare socialism, however, breathes hie back into Braverman's cate-
gories: they become a politcal and ideological force of their own.
The polanization of conception and execution becomes both the
objective and subjective impetus behind class struggle. On the one
hand, a class of conceivers secks to maximize the surplus ac its
disposal—that is, maximize its rediseributive power and justify s
domination on the basis of knowledge acquired through education
(“intellecruals™) or proximity to the working Jass ("pohiical clite™).
On the other hand, direct producers seck to resist Cexpropriation
of the surplus and stake their claim, however inchoate, to class
power—to the right to control what they produce. How does this
class struggle work itself out in practice ?

In the Soviee Union a powerful repressive apparitus consericts
the outbreak of collectives struggles. But occasionally strikes do
occur. Although not a great deal is known about them, it scems thae
when they rake place in isolated arcas, distant from the main
centers of power, they are violendy squashed. In the larger centers,
where strikes are more visible, their chances of spreading and re-
ceiving support from other workers are greater. Here they are
diffused by the immediate granting of concessions, followed by the
victimization of suspeceed leaders. The effectiveness of repression
atomizes resistance, which gains expression through labor turn-
over, abscateeism, restriction of output, and so on. Individual
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rather than collecuve struggles are furdcher cencouraged by the sys-
tem ot prece rates, socabst emulation.” and the right o quie,
which developed wieh the relaxation of the dracoman Libor con
trols of the Stalin cra

In Poland. a long tradinon of worker militancy stretching back o
the turn of the century, birter opposiion to the imposition of
communist rule after World War 11, and the crvstallizanon of
natonalist scnament around a powerful Roman Carcholie Church
have foseered collective expressions of class struggle. Pardicularly
after 1976, repressive responses o the public disseminarion of
grcvances, disturbances, serikes, etc. weakened. A margzinal intelli-
gentsia organized around KOR (Workers Social Selt-Defense
Commuttee) established a wide diseribution for their newspaper
Rabotnik describing condimons and protests in difterent pares of the
country. In the summer of 1080 we saw the culmination of this
agitation, For neither the firse nor the Lise time, the unity of global
and production politics rurned stare socialism aganst iselt. Burcau-
cratic despousm was turned into ws opposite: the general sirike as
a weapon of dass seruggle.

What vision of the future shaped the collective will of the Polish
workers? What tvpes of demands emerged from Gdansk 2 Firse
were the consumption demands, for price controls, wage hikes,
pensions, improvement of health services, maternity leave, and
child-care fadhines, next were the demands for the expansion of
avil rights to indlude free trade unions, the righe o serike, and the
curtailment of the privileges of police and party; and finally, the
demands for lifting censorship and the dissemination of informa-
tion about the ccononue condition of the country. Apart from the
cconomic demands, the main impetus behind the workers” program
was for the democratizanion of ceneral planning. Through cheir
independent trade union Solidarity, workers would partucipate in
shaping the broad priortics laid out in the plan.

Naorably absenr from the program is any explicit call for “worker
councils.” While st is more than likely thae the strategy of Solidarity
was deasively atfected by the Soviee military chreat, nevercheless |
want to suggest two other explanatons for the direction of political
demands. First, the experience of the neutralization of the worker
coundils set up in 1950 demonstrated that control over the enter-
prisc s meaningless as long as all significant decisions are centrally
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made; hence the necessity of first securing a foothold in the plan-
ming system atself. Second, the omission of worker coundls mught
pomne to the class interests expressed i the program. The polincal
interests of the church and ineelligentsia are well served by the
democratization of the system of rational rediseribution (which is
not to say that the short-rerm macerial incerests of the direct
producers are not also advanced). On the other hand, the demand
tor worker control of enterprises and the coordination of planning
from below would be antithetical to those intereses as well as to the
party chite. Thus, behind the twenry-one demands we can discern
the influence of strata secking power within the framework of the
existing system as well as che accumulated histoncal experience of
the working class. Whether even such a restoration of civil socicty
1s now policcally possible remains 1o be seen.

The contrast with the abortive Hungarian revolution of 1956 is
itlluminating. When workers began to organize stiikes, Hungary's
stare was already dedisively weakened by splits generated by the
Twenuerh Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
and by a powerful oppositional movement of intellectuals and stu-
dents. Predisely because global and production politics were fused,
with the paralysis of the Hungarian state the factory apparatus
withered away. Exploiting the power vacuum, workers in many
industries took over tactories and initiated some coordination trom
below. But this development of a system of dual power was an
independent working-class initiative, both before and after the
Sovict invasion. Significantly, intclleceuals regarded the demands of
the workers with suspicion and even ae times assisted in thwarung
the occupation of the factories.

The Hungarian revole against burcaucratic despotism gave rise
not to a vision of democratie centrabism but to a more radical vision
of council communism. Under such a system of collecave sclf-
management, planning still stipulates the external conditions under
which sclf-management operates, but the plan is built up our of
necds articulated at the level of the enterprise or the communiry.
The few historical examples that approximate such a sysiem have
lasted for such a short time and under such unpropitious circum-
stances that it is difhicult to know wherther this system is technically
feasible, let alone politically stable, under any world historical
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sttuanion. Doces counal communism necessarily, through its own
dynamics, gpenerate mro some form of burcaucranc despotism 2 Is it
necessary to follow Szclenyi m advocatng a compromise berween
collecuve selt-management and burcaneranc despotism, an aeerna-
uve model thar imstrunonalizes the contlice between the togic of
direcr producers as the appropriators of cheir own produces and the
logic ot the contral planner as an “mrcliecual™ uniquely endowed
with the ability to direct soery 27#

10. Transittons in a World System

HE PROJECT which | have begun to outline in this paper rakes
T the Labor process as pomnt of deparrure ain che analvsis ot the
transtormanon of capiralism and che transinon to sociabism, We saw
carlicr how the Mamxaist eeadition has too casily followed Marx in
wentifying as fundamental the contrase between capitalist and pre-
capitabist socicties, leading i to highhighe the separaton of state and
vl society, pohines and Libor. A century after Muarx wrote we face
new contrasts between Tiberal and advanced caprealism, and be-
rween advanced capiralism and state socalism. We are compelled 1o
cxamine changes n the pohocal and wdeological moments of pro-
duction. moments which are descriprively preseat bur theoretically
absent in Caprtal. Marx’s account of the principles of the capitalist
labor process retains its essential validity, and can even be extended
to state socilism; what has changed is the mode of regulation of
the labor process, the polirics of production, and its connecuon o
global poliucs.

I developed four systems of production politics, and four types
of connection between global and production polirics. 1 began by
identitying market despotiim as a politics of production shaped by
the dependence of the reproduction ot labor power outside work
on the expenditure of fabor at work. As Marx describes i, the
immediate producers are ar the mercy of the overseer: coercion
prevals over consent. Under the hegemonie syvem guarantecs of
minimum wages, the rnise of trade unions, and tegal reserictions on
the power of management separate the reproduction of labor power
from the expenditure of labor. Here production politics is charac-
terized by the domination of consent over coeraon, but never o
the exclusion of the later.
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These two systems of productaon polites differ i their relanion-
ship 1o global poliucs. Under marker despotism the stare onlv
guarantees the excernal conditions of the reproduction of relations
in and of production, whereas under hegemonic systems the staee
actually shapes the form of apparatuses State interventon 1s ex-
ternal in the one, internal in the other. Bur in both cases the appa.
ratuses of the factory and the state are msticutionally separate. Both
of these systems are speaes of capiralism,

Under soaahism, by contrase, the apparatuses of the faceory and
the state are fused. Burcaucratsc despotnom involves the manipulation
of the apparatuses of the state at the pomnt of producaon (party and
trade unon) as nstruments of managerial dommaton Here too
coercion prevails over consent, bur as a result of the internal inter-
vention of the state rather than the cconomic whip of the market
Finally, we introduced a tourth tvpe of production politics, colletire
self-management. in which global and production politics are snll
fused but the intervenuon of global politics 1s exeernal. That s, the
central adminiserative body may sapulate the exeernal conditions of
production (inpures and ourputs), but direce producers themselves
manage the organizanon of work. At the same ume, they actively
participate as a production unit in shaping the plan itself, instcad of
receving it as a preordained imposition trom above. Figure 1 sum-
marizes the essental characeeristics of the four syseems

So far we have construcred four abstrace areeories, how usctul
they are in grasping reality and sts transformation remaims o be
scen. Their heuristic value can be explored through the quesStions
they pose. First, is this an exhaustive set of dassihications 2 | ow
would fascism fit into our scheme ? Whar about pernipheral socnal
tormations? We must pur these questions to one side. This Cssay
has deale with carly caprealism, advanced capitalism, and state social-
1ism. Can all these soacues be understood as some combimanon of
the tour types of production politics? What about the state sector
ot advanced capitalism 2 Whae about Yugoslavia 7

Sccond, how do we understand and explain variatons wichin
these categories? How do we interpret the ditferences as reards
the relanonship between production politics and global pohitics
among those societies in which a given system of producton poli-

tics prevails? Third, o what exeene docs the Libor process ieself

miluence the form of producuon polines? Precsely because the
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Institutional Linkage of
Global Politics and Production Pohitics

Separation Fusion

COLLECTIVE
SELF-
MANAGEMENT

MARKET
DESPOTISM

External

HEGEMONIC BUREAUCRATIC
SYSTEM DESPOTISM

Intervention of Global Pci.tics
into Production Poiitics
Internal

Figure 1 The Four Basic Types of Production Politics

intervention of the state in carly capitalism was exeernal, a varicty
of torms of market despotism emerged, sensitive to different labor
processes. Fourth, if we are indecd dealing with systems, each must
have a distinctive dynamics. As the scheme stands it does not
pretend o deal with the relations among enterprises except insofar
as these affece the polites of production. Any attempt at elucidating
the “dynamics™ would have to examine carefully such relations and
their politicization. Fifth, whar are the characreristic struggles gen-
crated by cach system of production policics ?

All these questions are preliminary o the problem of the transi-
tion between systems, which would have to take into account nor
only rthe inner tendencies of cach system—the dissolution of the
old-and the genesis of the new—Dbut the internarional cconomic
and political context. Corresponding to the international division
of labor and the cconomic constraints imposed on differene sodial
formations, we would have o examine the link between global
politics and international politics. Only from such a standpoint can
we begin to appreciace the possibilities of moving from one system
to another.
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1. Conclusions

F()R NOW, I want ro make modest cliams, First, we have broken
with the Lenminist orthodoxy that the only “real”™ struegles are
those dirccred at the state, and that polings is the excusive preroga-
ave of the state. The workplace is the sire not only of “control” or
“dominanon” but of struggles over relanons o production and
relanoos of explomtation regulared by speaitic polingal apparatuses.
In short, there 1s a disanctive politics associted with the libor
process—a pohines of producrion. Furthermore, it 1s not possible
to undersrand this politics without also understanding s relation-
ship wich global pohacs. We have thus tricd o bridge the theorer-
cal chasm between workplace and state. Nor is rhis without pract-
cal implications: the repolinazation of the labor process and ies
reconnecuon o the rest of soaery allows us to suggest a political
course berween the illusions of Fdwards and the tragic vision of
Braverman, between possibilities without himics and imits withoue
possibilines.

We have also broken with the parochidism in which studies of
the labor process have become mired. We have lefe behind talse
comparnsons such as those that measure the realines of advanced
capitalism against a stercorype of carly capitalism. We have begun
to explore what is genuinely distinctive to the different phases of
capitalism. We can now appreciate that what Braverman and Ed-
wards impliatly project as general arenibuees of advanced capitalism
reflect, in part, its speaihc development in the United States. We
have replaced vague “producrivist” allusions to socialism as the
restoration of some unspecitied “worker conrrol” with explicit and
differentiated accounts of socialism. And we have accomplished
this within a framework that allows us to explore what is specific to
capitalism in contrast with socialism. This framcework rests on the
distinction between the labor process and the polirical apparatuses
of the workplace, since it is not the former but the laceer and their
relanionships to che state that enable us o differentiate varieties of
capitalism and socialism. The repoliticization of the labor process
turns domination and control from inexorable laws into socially
produced and historically limited phenomena.

Finally, we have broken with Marxist orthodoxices thae recoil
from the examinarion of socialism as it exists and as it could be. We
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have diseanced aurselves from those wha would, through termima-
Fortcal tar, dismiss stare socdism as a perverse caprtalism or reduce
s mrectary 1o the underdevelopment of the mbamons forces of
producnion We have discarded such cconomic determinacy and
theretore the sdea that, becaase socilism s inevirable, ies study is
unnecessary. Incopemng up the possiluliey of ditferent roures o
saculism and berween socalisms we have also allowed for roures
back to Caputabisme At the same nme, we have broken with Marxist
hosulity to Blueprines as constructs unworthy of itelleciual exami-
nation and pohnical discourse. In the light of whar has often been
presented as the only form of soctalism, by both twentieth-cenrury
Marxises and their cnncs, the political umportance of exploring a
varicty of possible socalisms is obvious. The broader the vision,
the more scope s allowed for politics.
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