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of being that may some day become hegemonic in the same way that
the Declaration of Independence now is. The part of a revolution that
is really revolutionary is a new (then hegemonic, then finally mads-
quate) way of speaking about the meaning of being a human belpg,
one that allows for possibilities not present in the previous speaking
on that subject. The process of deconstructing that old way of speak-
ing is thus a component of any political work aimed at bringing into
being a world constituted in language as “a vast web.”
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Marxism without
Micro-Foundations

Michael Burawoy

Empirical observation must in each separate instance bring out empiri-
cally, and without any mystification and speculation, the connection of
the social and the political structure with production. The social structure
and the state are continually evolving out of the life process of definite
individuals, but of individuals, not as they may appear in their own or
other people’s imagination, but as they really are; ie., as they operate,
produce materially, and hence as they work under definite matesial limits,
presuppositions and conditions independent of their will.

—from Marx and Engels, The German
Ideology

durability of capitalism and the passivity of its working class.

Successive encounters with these anomalies—encounters stimu-
lated by different political and economic circumstances—have shaped
many incarnations of Western Marxism. Classical Marxism, for ex-
ample, which included such disparate thinkers as Kautsky, Luxemburg,
Plekhanov, Yaurds, Adler, Baver and Hilferding, emerged out of
Marxism’s golden age. Europe's historical circumstances between 1890
and 1920 could be interpreted as vindicating Marx’s scientific inves-

Two ANOMALJES CONFRONT MARXISM as its refutation: the

An early version of this paper was delivered at a Workshop on the Politics of Produe-
tion held at the University of Chicago, November 13-14, 1987. I am grateful to Adam
Przeworski, Erik Wright and Carol Haich for reading and commenting on subsequent
versions. [Sam Bowles and Herb Gintis will respond to Michael Burawoy’s critique of
their work, whick appeared in SR no, 89/1, in a later issue, —Ed.]
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tigations. During this period economic forces did appear to be propell-
ing Burope toward a major international crisis and class struggle did
appear to be escalating. The events warranted optimism and anomalies
could be passed off as temporary aberrations.

The legacy of this golden age gone by is orthodox Marxism. Or-
thodox Marxism today could be characterized as classical Marxism in
a period that no longer warrants optimism. Now, the veritable laws of
motion of capitalism no longer point to the objective necessity—and
inevitability—of sogialism. In the quiescent 1980s, Marxism’s con-
tradictions cast a particularly long shadow, making orthodoxy even har-
der to sustain. :

There have, of course, been many critiques of classical and then or-
thodox Marxism—from critical theory, which attacked both the pos-
sibility and the desirability of a Marxist science, to French struc-
turalism, which sought to revive Marxist science as “theoretical prac-
tice.” Symptomatic of the most recent times are two further trajectories
of Marxism. The first is the move beyond Marxism te broaden its ap-
peal: socialism becomes participatory democracy, the working class be-
comes one of a number of possible agents of transformation and the
economic realm becomes one of a number of sites of oppression. From
this mosaic of domination spring new social movements, potentially
bound together by a common political discourse.*

The second response to orthodoxy—the one that concerns me here—
restricts rather than expands its audience. Marxism is packaged for con-
sumption in the academic world by equipping it with the perquisites
of science. Preeminent in this domain is the self-defined school of
analytical Marxism, whose core members include such established and
brilliant philosophers and social scientists as Jon Elster, G.A. Cohen,
John Roemer, Adam Przeworski and Erik Olin Wright, Their mission
is to purge Marxism of its dogmatic elements by introducing the clear,
rigorous thinking of analyfical philosophy and the logico-deductive
models of neoclassical economics. They seek to bring Marxism out of
the nineteenth century by tackling its abiding theoretical problems with
the sophisticated techniques of modern social science.

Analytical Marxists, therefore, seize on the logical flaws and unsub-

stantiated assertions of orthodox Marxism to justify its wholesale
renovation. Their criticism rons as follows, Orthodoxy has devoted

*] examine one such post-Marxist solution in my essay, “Should We Give Up on
Socialism?” Socialist Review, no. 89/1, pp. 57-76.
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much energy to explaining away the gap between contemporary reality
and what were two conclusions of classical Marxism: (1) capitalism’s
tendency toward crisis and collapse, and (2) the revolutionary poten-
tial of the working class, In the hands of orthodox Marxists these em-
pirical conclusions become articles of faith, protected by auxiliary
hypotheses. Theories of imperialism, for example, are proposed to ex-
plain how capitalism’s tendency toward self-destruction are postponed
through the “exploitation™ of third world countries. Theories of the
state present it as an omnipotent body capable and willing to fill func-
tional gaps in the economy, to negate crisis tendencies. Rather than ar-
guing that capitalism is able to reproduce itself, orthodoxy preserves
the postulate of collapse by proposing mechanisms which counteract
its more fundamental tendency toward self-destruction.

A second set of auxiliary theories explain why the working class
has not realized its revolutionary mission. Orthodoxy calls on the
betrayal by working-class leaders, on the “false consciousness™ of the
appointed revelutionaries, the corrosive effects of bourgeois ideology,
repression of the state, the development of a labor aristocracy, the
divisive forces of racism and sexism, and more. A common thread ties
together these strategies to preserve orthodoxy: teleplogy and
Junctionalism. The inevitable collapse of capitalism and the rise of the
working class are taken as given—teleological premises—and counter-
vailing forces are conjured up as functional for capitalism, seemingly
by definition.

q NALYTICAL. MARXISM DISPENSES with all such teleology and

ctionalism as ungrounded metaphysics. For too long orthodox
Marxism has protected itself from refutation by unrigorous, specula-
tive and ad hoc hypotheses. Instead, analytical Marxists propose to
build new scientific foundations for Marxism. The teleclogy of in-
evitable capitalist collapse and of inherent revolutionary potential of
the working class should be rigorously justified or abandoned. The un-
faltering “functionality” for capitalism of the state, of imperialism, of
ideology, and so on, must be proven. Analytical Marxists diagnose the
problem of corthodoxy as the failure to base its conclusions on real so-
cial mechanisms that work through individuals. For instance,

philosopher Jon Elster, a leading spokesman of analytical Marxism,”

finds of lasting importance Marx’s use of methodological in-
dividualism: “the doctrine that all social phenomena—their structure
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and their change—are in principle explicable in ways that only in-volve
individuals—their properties, their goals, their beliefs and their ac-
tions.”

Social phenomena, whether they be macTo tenden::;esrec;fﬂ tﬂ:;'
economy or the role of the state, must be (j,xplmned as ed ult of
strategic action of individuals defined by their preferen?:sal and pic I:n .
ty endowments. This is what John I.loemer, analytl. Marxis
beacon economist, intends when he writes: N
Marxian analysis requirbs micro-foundations, What Marxisis must provi
are mchg?sfrﬂ? :qtmm&levg, forkiltli g;ﬁﬁggﬁ:%‘ (f::)mm?dacg:lni
about for teleological £eas0ns. ... seel oY O ik
for behavior which Marxists think are characterisc .Of cap ,1th
choice models: general equilibrium
ﬁ:ot;?lsgapxﬁg etkﬁge,’ﬁ:dutﬁemanrgeiajl of modelling technigues developed
by neoclassical economics, o Mansas
The purpose of this essay is to show how ana!yucal s o
critical adoption of the scientific tools o.f neoc1a§s1ca1 .zaconm:m_al oo
which have become increasingly fashionable in all the.SOC:I cien:
ces—do not supply micro—foundaﬁons: Analytlcal. Mamsm.s cr;f q0 e
of orthodoxy can be turned against _1tsel.f. TPe mac!equ%.lmes_ i or
thodoxy, that is its failure t0 ground its historical claims in mic
stitations, reappear in analytical Marxism.

I. Przeworski’s Marxism:
Reconstruclion or Abandonment?

F ALL THE ANALYTICAL MARXISTS Adam Przeworski stands out
as going beyond programmatic statemenis to take up the chal-

lenge: . .
Marxis f history without any theory pb(_)u_t the actions o
ple%llasmﬁat’h?s cl’:l.ismryf.y.. Statements about mdlvxélutzls agctiu :o(l)-f
istinpuished: attributions of the §
lectivities must be carefully distin, ped. attribution Satus &
i “canital,” “the working class,” or “the staie” mu.
:zlé]pcmnve ::ct?lrﬁt;ect?t:ﬁﬁcal scrutiny to see \%lllleth%r altlhe col(l;_c;;t; tf;é
jon is consistent with individual ratin_mahue_s. e challenge j
ti;'%l:nlsth? rational-choice framework is gp‘iclﬁc:ﬁ a saﬁfﬁgdmrihlg
explain history in terms of the actions
ca’?: g?atl ﬂuﬁ and rational. All thegry of society must be based on
such foundations: this is the challenge.

ard abstraction and clarity as
Whereas Cohen, Roemer and Elster reg : /
an end in itself, Przeworski seeks to deploy his powerful theoretical
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apparatus to understand the world as we know it. He alone addresses
the empirical world with models of strategic action to bring together
new conceptions of class struggle, the dynamics of capitalism, the state
as a strategic actor, and the transition to socialism. He captures the real
dilemmas of socialist politics, giving a new sting to what it means to
be a socialist in a capitalist world, to participate in a society one seeks
to transcend, More generally he makes theoretical and empirical sense
of what it means to make history under conditions not of one’s choos-
ing. Przeworski demonstrates how strategic action, whether it be
socialist parties in electoral competition or workers forging class com-
promises, is limited but also makes a difference. He shows how past
choices reappear as contemporary constraints, how the present might
have been different if alternative paths had been followed in the past.
In short, he suggests concretely how we might actually learn from his-
tory.

He confronts two shibboleths of orthodox Marxism: first, that
workers and capitalists are in irreconcilable conflict. Taking the charac-
ter of class conflict as non-zero sum (that is, the possibility that labor
can, in a sustained way, advance its material interests within capitalism)
as his point of departure, he develops a genuine political econormy-—
a theory of the dynamics of capitalism in which class struggle and ac-
cumulation, state and economy are systematically connected. Second,
he shows that struggles for those material gains, whether these take
place through' electoral politics or trade union struggles, are unlikely
to lead beyond capitalism. Reforms are not cumulative—they are an
improbable road to socialism. He draws the uncomfortable conclusion:
“The struggle for improving capitalism is as essential as ever before.
But we should not confuse this struggle with the quest for socialism.™*

Forsaking the reformist road to socialism could be taken as a call
for revolution. But Przeworski shows no inclination toward such a solu-
tion. For him, this is too closely associated with Leninism and the
defects of Soviet societies. He provides no grounds for thinking that a
revolutionary transition to socialism would be any more likely or suc-
cessful than the electoral road. Given his pessimism, one might say
counter-Marxist conclusions, what remains of Marxism in his work?
Is Przeworski’s work & reconstruction or an abandonment of Marxism?
Let us see how ke understands his work,
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Class and Coniradictions

PRZEW RSKI DEFINES MARXISM AS “an analysis of the consequen-
ces 01? forms of property for historical prooesse_s.”s Ox:thodox Mar-
xism understands the link between property and history in two ways.
First, it defines history as the interaction of the forces of production
and relations of production, In particular, o;thodoxy unc}erstands t_he
dynamics of the capitalist mode of production as resulting from in-
dividuals pursuing interésts given by relations they have to enter. The
economy develops according o its own laws. Second, orthodoxy
defines history as the history of class struggle. Class struggle talkes
place in and around the state between classes that have their basis in
production. Class-in-itself, shaped in the economy, becomes .5:1 class-
for-itself, a collective actor in the political arena. Przeworski s Mar-,
xism begins with a critigue of the “class-m-nsiltt!class—for-itseli.’
problematic and ends up introducing “class struggle” into the analysis
ics of the capitalist economy.

Of$§ %?g;nthen with orl:hodox Marxism’s understanding of how a
class-in-itself becomes a class-for-itself. The argument res.ts on two as-
sumptions: that the tendency of capitalist class structure 18 toward xet:f
polarization between capital and labor, and that workers cannot real-
ize their material interests within capitalism and therefore c.:ombme to
struggle for socialism. Within this framework corresponding s'ets of
questions arise, First, what is the class position o:f those ?ccupanons—
managers, professionals, and state workers—which don’t fit the con-
ventional categories of capital and labor, and of those _adults who are
outside production altogether—the unemployed, domes_tlc wqr!{ers, s-tu-
dents, retired workers, and so on? Second, do econor_mc positions give
rise to specific interests, and, if so, what_ are those interests and. how
are they produced? Finally, under what circumstances are those inter-
ests realized?

One strategy of dealing with these questions is to create new class
locations to which one imputes material interesis. Foremost in pursu-

ing this strategy is another analytical Marxist, Erik Wright. In the first

i i : ight i f contradic-
incarnation of his scheme, Wright mtroduceq three sets 0
tory class locations between the three major classes of adv?.nce.d
capitalism: capital, labor and petty bourgeoisie. Mor_e r.ccendy in hlS
1985 book, Classes, he defines three forms of exploitation: capitalist,
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organizational and skill. These determine the interests of different clas-
ses: capital, managers, professionals.

Each class has an objective material interest in maximizing its own
form of exploitation. The test of the adequacy of such models is their
power to explain variations in class conscicusness and class identity.
The task is to create that theory of class which offers a map of class
locations and corresponding material interests which best explains class
action. In other words, the goal is to redefine the meaning of “class-
in-itself” to obtain the best fit to “class-for-itself.”

Przeworski rejects this way of dealing with the problem. While
Wright assumes there is a link between class position and class actors
and in order to discover it he, as scientist, redefines the meaning of
class location, Przeworski insists there is no necessary link between
economic places and collective actors, and if there is a link it is forged
through struggle. What defines a class location and class interest for
Przeworski is not given a priori, but is the subject of struggle:

The problem of the relation between objectively defined classes and clas-
ses qua historical actors will not be resolved by any classification, whether
with two or many objective classes, with or without contradictory loca-
tions. The problem persists because such classifications, whether made in
party headquariers or within the walls of academia, are constantly tested
by life, or more precisely by political practice. Wright’s “contradictory
class locations™ are contradiciory only in the sense that his assertions
about the “real interest in socialism” are not borne out by the conscious-
ness and the organization of those who are supposed to have this inter-
est. On paper we can put people in any boxes one wishes, but in politi-
cal practice one encounters real people, with their interests and conscious-
ness of these interests. And these interests whether or not they are “real,”
are not arbitrary; their consciousness is not arbitrary; and the very politi-
cal practice that forges these interests is not arbitrary,”

Instead of arguing that social relations define classes which then enter
into struggles, Przeworski reverses the relationship and argues that clas-
ses are the effects of struggles which are in tumn shaped by political
and ideological as well as economic relations. Classes do not exist
before class struggle, but are the result of class struggle. Or to put it

another way: class struggle is first a struggle about the very meaning
of class before it is a struggle between classes,

The analysis turns away from deciding how location in production
defines class position and class interest and toward deciding how
economic, political and ideological relations shape struggles. Here too

R RO s A R i
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Przeworski avoids any determinate relationship: “The assertion that S0~
cial relations structure class struggles must not be interpre_ted ina
mechanical fashion. Social relations—economic, political, or ideologi-
cal—are not something that people ‘act out’ in ways reflecting I?Iaces
that they occupy, but are a structure of choices given at a particular
moment of history.”

Thus, Przeworski substitutes his own two projects for those of or-
thodox Marxism. His first project abandons the class-in-itself/class-for-
itself problematic. Cladses are no longer inher\“:ut but are shaped by
struggles; they are the effect of struggles. Specifically, be focuse:rs on
how political and economic structures create the paral_neters within
which political parties seek to maximize votes by redefin.mg class The
result is an historically variable mapping between location in produc-
tion and class. This is the project of class formation.

His second project criticizes the idea of a self-propelled economy,
expanding according to determinate laws. Instead, he shows how
property relations shape struggles, which in tura reshage those proper-
ty relations, and incorporates struggles into the analysis of accum-ula~
tion. In this project he takes class actors (capital and labor) as given
and shows how they strategize under conditions shaped by the politi-
cal order. The result is a historically variable mapping between class
and interest. This is the project of class compromise.®

Analytical Abstractions

PRZEWORSK]’S ACHIEVEMENTS ADD UP to nothing less than the
reconstruction of Marxism. Nevertheless, his theories are without
micro-foundations. For all his programmaﬁc. co:x.lmiuneqt t,o
“methodological individualism,” for all his rhetoric against Wright’s

¥ i rski appears to veer towards a post-Marxism, similar to Emesto
Liglr:su;n?gscmet:loMoufng:Hegemony and Socialist Strategy (London: Verso, 1985),
which makes class an historically contingent actor. The tendency' is greatest in his analysis
of class formation where his “subjects” have first to be constituted by sq'uggie before
they engage in struggle. However, these subjects still tum out to be an alhange ot: c1?s~
ses or class fractions. By gesturing toward lived experience and Gramsclan limits,
Przeworski avoids being swept away in articulatory practices and suturing discourses.
His second project, on the other hand, is the very anpthgms of post-Marxism. chr&lha
dynamics of capitalism set mits on “class compromise. iic‘l‘au anq Mpuff"e would no
doubt accuse him of “classism,” "essemialism,." “economism,” reductionism” and coqnt;i
less other post-Marxist sins because he privileges the material base and treats capi
and labor as preformed actors,
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“arbitrary boxes” in the name of “political practice” and “real people,
with their interests and consciousness of these interests,” and for all
his repeated insistence on dealing with “lived experience,” he consis-
tently fails on each of these counts, Specifically, in his analysis of elec-
toral politics voter preferences are implanted from outside so that
workers become the dupes of macro-actors, in particular, of parties and
trade unions. Instead of founding his analysis of politics on rea! in-
dividuals, he founds them on mythological individuals. His study of
class compromises restores the centrality of social relations, but as
absiract entities and not as they concretely exist in specific sites. Marx-
ist micro-foundations cannot be created out of mythological individuals
and abstracted relations but, I argue, must be constituted by the con-
crete relations that real people are compelled to enter. Absent from his
analysis are the micro-institutions which, on the one hand, shape the
interests and identities of individuals, and on the other, set limits on
the form and effects of macro-forces, ‘

Inasmuch as he ignores the lived experience generated by micro-in-
stitutions, his analysis is undoubtedly incomplete. But is it also wrong?
Throughout, he reduces interests of workers under capitalism to
material interests: “Those needs that can be satisfied through the con-
sumption or use of objectifications of socially organized activities of
transformation of nature, which, under capitalism, are commodities.”
The relevant micro-foundations would be the micro-institutions of con-
sumption—the dependency of all but the wealthy on obtaining a job,
improving their standard of living, making ends meet within an uncer-
tain economic environment. Were he to include such a micro- analysis
of consumption and distribution his theory would be enriched, but in
afl likelihood, his conclusions would remain the same.

However, if there are other arenas of daily life around which non-
material interests congeal, then introducing micro-institutions en-
dangers his theory. Thus, theorists of new social movements focus on
demands for the expansion of political rights. Rather than confining
attention to who gets what, when and how, they shift attention to who
decides what, when and how in a diverse set of arenas. They are con-
cermed with democratization as an end in itself. That certainly is one
challenge to Przeworski’s analysis, but not the one I will be centrally

-concerned with here. Instead I draw attention to interests that congeal

around who does what, when and how, around the micro-processes of
capitalist production underpinning distribution. The examination of

e
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class interest, class formation and class struggle, I argue, requires at-
tention to production and the lived experience it generates. _

This is an uncontroversial claim until one studies Przeworski’s
reconstruction of Marxist theory of class. His view of class as the ef-
fect of stuggles removes class from any direct ties to production. His
definition of politics—"a process of establishing the priority of claims
to the national product [as well as conflicts concerning] the direction
of production and the organization of politics”*—emphasizes the
macro determination of who gets what, when and how and systemati-
cally ignores who does what, when and how. Here lies the challenge
of Przeworski’s analytical Marxism.*

Clearly, a conception of class and politics which ignores production
is Marxism without micro-foundations. What do I mean? I do not mean
ignoring production is by definition incompatible with Marxism.
Rather, it is a substantive claim. In the following discussion, I propose
to show three things: (1) that Przeworski cannot carry out either his
class formation project or his class compromise project without micro-
foundations, specifically those that include production and the lived
experience it generates; (2) that the contradiction between his two
projects—that in one class is problematic and in the other it is given-—
can only be resolved by introducing micro-foundations of production,
and (3) that an account of class struggle, electoral polifics, the organiza-
tion of consent, and the transition to socialism which includes an
analysis of production arrives at conclusions different from his.

I1. The Problem of Class Formation

OCIAL DEMOCRACY, and here Przeworski takes Kautsky’s writings
as his point of departure, promised socialism through the ballot box.
There was some question whether capitalists would allow their ex-
propriation without a violent struggle, but there was no doubt that the
working class would form the majority of the population and thus vote
the socialist party into office. The defining problem of Przeworski and

#nterestingly, Przeworski crificizes Roemer's neoclassical Marxism for ignoring the
labor process. Roemer cannot assume Out of existence the problem of extraciing labor
from labor power because it significantly affecls his claimed correspondence of wealth
and income (Adam Przeworski, Capitalism and Social Democracy, [Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1985, pp. 226-30). But in his own theory Przeworski ig-
nores production not only from the standpoint of its economic effects but more impor-
tantly from the standpoint of its political and ideological effects.
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Johp §prague’s Paper Stones is why this didn’t happen: why have
soclah§t parties been so unsuccessful in acquiring office?

_Theu' answer is as follows. Socialist parties initially define their con-
stituency as “manual wage earners employed in mining, manufactur-
ing, con_stmction, transport and agriculture, persons retired from such
occupations, and inactive adult members of their honseholds.”! They
filscover that there aren’t enough voters in this narrowly defined work-
ing class 1o gain office. So socialist parties seek out the support of “al-
lied classes,” but in so doing they dilute the salience of class in their
appeals and thus lose their ability to attract working-class support. They
fa.ce a trade-off between increasing the vote of allied classes and in-
sugaux_ag a decline in working-class votes, which varies between
counries. It increases with the presence of communist parties or par-
ties wn}] Pmﬁcularistic (religious) appeals, which draw off votes when
the socialist party dilutes its working-class program, and it falls with
the presence of alternative national class organizations, such as strong
anc{ cgntmlized trade unions, which maintain workers® allegiance to the
socialist party even when it expands its support beyond the working
class. In this way Przeworski and Sprague are able to explain the trajec-
tory of support for socialist parties in terms of the strategy of pasties
the trade-offs they encounter and the occupational structure. They an;
able to examine whether socialist parties are vote maximizers and
whether their present strategies take into account future effects.

Sources of identity

HE THEORETICAL ASSUMPTIONS that inform Przeworski and
Spr'flgue’s analysis can best be appreciated by comparison with the
coqvennonal approaches they criticize. These attribute patterns of
vqtmg to preformed identities—race, religion, class, and so on—
without ever explaining how those identities are first created and then
become copnected to parties. Przeworski and Sprague do away with
preformed identities, arguing that “individual voting behavior is an ef-
fect of the activities of political parties.”1? “Through a variety of means
1deolqgical as well as organizational, conflicting political forces im:
pose images of society on individuals, mold collective identities, and
mobilize commitments to specific projects for a shared future.”!3 iiven
more e@phatically they write: “To impose a cultural interpretation on
our findings we would have to find aspects of working-class culture
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that are independent of the strategies pursbed by parties and other or-
ganizations. We do not believe that such aspects exist.”4

HIS CERTAINLY IS CONSISTENT with Przeworski’s view that class
| is not inherent, but an effect of struggles-—in this case party
strategies—on tabula rasa individuals. Yet throughout Paper Stones
alternative perspectives slip into their analysis, interpretations which
do recognize the importance of lived experience generated inde-
pendently of parties and unions. For example, in their discussion of
the electoral straiegy of the German Social Democratic Party they sog-
gest that its leaders’ impetus towards vote maximization was con-
strained by the rank and file.!% In explaining why socialist parties
initially sought to organize all workers and only workers, Przeworski
claims elsewhere that only a working-class party could offset the com-
petitive individualism among workers and the integrative tendencies of
the bourgeois ideology of universalism.!® Yet he writes in Paper Stones
that workers “were distrustful of any influences originating outside their
class,”17 that is to say they possessed a collective consciousness inde-
pendently of socialist parties. Indeed, Przeworski and Sprague note that
workers resisted the message of socialism.!® If they were to be suc-
cessful, socialist parties had to cater to the more reformist inclinations
of workers, Finally, at the end of their book they again observe that
individuals, far from drifting in and out of parties according to party
strategy, created their own grassroots institutions—cooperatives, coun-
cils and communes-~which socialist parties devoted their energies to
dismantling.!? All these examples suggest that party leaders were forced
to respond to class struggles they didn’t organize.
Przeworski and Sprague might well reply that such class conscious-

ness predated the absorption of political parties into electoral politics.

Once mass political parties were established, then collective identities
come to the working class from without. But even then they have to
assume the causal efficacy of a lived experience that is generated in-
dependently of parties and trade unions. Take, for example, what they
regard to be clinching evidence for their argument. They show that the

*Yet, anly a few pages later, when they again confront the fact that party leaders don’t
pursue vole maximizing strategies, they obfuscate the nature of constrainis from below
by asserting that party leaders maximize “expected utility."(Przeworski and Spragne,
Paper Stones [Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1986], p. 124.) They don’t tell us
what the wility funciion is or from where it comes. In this way they deny the impor-
tance of changes in working-class experiences brought about by its self-organization,
such as those that took place in Germany between 1900 and 1920,
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effect of left-wing parties mobilizing white collar workers was to damp-

en the working-class vote, “Their problem was not only to convince

wiite-collar employees that they are workers but also to persuade
workers that white-collar employees are workers.”?® They assume that
manual workers regard white-collar employees as different, inde-
pendent of party appeals. It is difficult to understand why this would
be the case were it not for some lived experience of manual workers
which places them in some unspecified opposition to white-collar
employees, a lived experience that shapes the trade off facing party
leaders.*

WHAT IS THE SOURCE OF THEIR AMBIGUOUS treatment of in-
dividuals as, on the one hand, blank slates upon which parties
and unions impress identities and, on the other, as having preformed
identities shaped by lived experience? The answer seems to be as fol-
lows. When it comes to explaining variations in the trade-off they as-
sume fabula rasa individuals whose identities are shaped by parties
and trade unions. But to explain the very existence of a trade-off in all
countries, Przeworski and Sprague place their bets on “a hypothesis
that the line of sharpest divisions, of interest and values, lies between
parrowly defined manual workers and other wage earners.”?! Here
again is an unmistakable reference to the lived experience, presumab-
1y based in production, of a core working class.t

For anyone interested in the possibilities of a transition to socialism,
the ubiquity of the trade-off is more fundamental than its variation. So

*¥Indeed, Przeworski himself elsewhere writes: “No ideclogy, Marxism included, can per-
form its function of coordinating individual! wills unless it is validated continually by
daily life, by what Althusser calls ‘the lived experience.’ If an ideology is to orient
people in their daily lives, it must express their interests and aspirations.” (Przeworski,
Capitalism and Social Democracy, p. 136). Even more explicily he writes: “...if any
ideology is to be effective in instituting an image of social relations, if it is 1o achieve
the effect of generating a collective project of social transformation, then it must cor-
respond to the manner in which people experience their everyday life. Hence, the effec-
tiveness of socialist ideclogy with regard to workers depends upon characteristics of their
life situation that are secondary from the point of view of class membership, namely,
size of revenue, life-style, position within relations of aunthority, work conditions, charac-
ter of work—'misery,’ “‘poverty,” “oppression.’ ™ (p. 76.) This implies that an under-
standing of the constraints on party ideology requires a careful examination, indeed
theorization of lived experience and its determinants, But this is simply absent in
Przeworski's analysis.

1t should be noted that this quote referring to an autonomous lived experience is from
an carly summary of the argument (although published for the first time in 1985). In
Paper Stones they simply report that they couldn’t find any such lived experience inde-
peadent of partics and unions and so they assumed it didn'y exist.
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| Przeworski and Sprague devote their attention to explan_)-
;t;yvtalg:tiions? One doesn’t have to look far for an g.nslwcr. T‘f ex;;llam
the general phenomenon—why, for example, socmhs.t parties have
pever won the support of more than half Qf those e:.mtled fo vot'e-——
they would have to examine the lived experience of different fractlor!s
of the working class and its allies. But they do not have: the theoreti-
cal apparatus, the “micro-foundations,” to accomplish this task.

n they do refer to the lived experience of workers: Px:z&?worsfla
wr:;mgueyfﬂl back ¢n homilies from Marx about the 151d1v1dua]1‘1;z-
ing effects of labor market competition: _“'I‘he_mterests which workers
have in common place them in competition with one al.lo'ther, primari-
ly as they bid down wages in search of employment. Individual worke.:rs
and particularty workers of a specific firm or sector have powerful tllln-
centives to pursue their particularistic claims at the cost o.f other
workers.”2 Or they deny that workers can generate class identity
without the help of macro actors: “[lived] exgenence of wo'rkers] may
be one of poverty, of compulsion, of inequal.uy, of oppress’lgsn. It maiyé
be one of similarity. But it is not an experience of class. Ev_en
these claims were true, they only tell us that the spontaneous experience
is not an experience of class; they don’t tel_l us vs:hat it actually. :;.
Above all, they don’t explain why manual industrial workers mignt
have different interests or values than state sector o_fﬁce }vorkers. That
would require a theory of production and the experience it generates—
notably absent in Przeworski and Sprague’s analysis.*

The Micro-Foundations of Electoral Politics

‘N]}L«\T WOULD BE THE TASKS of such a theory of production:? )i
would have to explain how production structures the experien-

* i inspiration behind Przeworski and Sprague’s work, suffers from the same
prGort;‘Il:::l:I‘lgebemigre, Gramsci insisted on the hnpt?nance of lived exl?e_nenﬁeba.;; hh:llt;
ing political appeals: ideology is neither “cold utopia nor learned theorizing, (l; c
galvanize the collective will by resonating with a lived experience (A.n;omo lgramsmn] y
Selections from the Prison Notebooks [New York: International ‘I:II;mlls _eerss., an é vliJ:
126). Elsewhere he has denied that parties can have autcznorpons_ i 'o ogi d s o
dent that this kind of mass creation cannot just happen arbitrarily,” around any ideo
ogy, simply because of the formally constructed will ofa persqnahty or ]aja group ich
puts' forward solely on the basis of its own fanzncelﬂ gp;'hlilgsgf;hqu:lﬂ o:h _r;caglxo;:togf o
i sion or non-adhesion to an 1deolo ; :
:]:ngﬁahMt;ssandamhlgswﬂcity of modes of thinking” (p. 341). But for :;\ll!l m'fggmmﬁﬁ
insistence on lived experience, Gramsci never t_clls us whal‘n is or where il
In the final analysis Gramsci 100 is without micro-foundations.
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ces of different groups of wage earners, thereby accounting for the
very existence if not the variation of electoral trade-offs.
At this point I can only provide a schematic prolegomenon for such
a theory. It begins by refusing the reduction of production to economic
activity, to the Iabor process. Production has a political and ideologi-
cal component as well as an economic one. It is not simply the produc-
tion of things, but the production and reproduction of social relations
as well as an experience of those relations. The reproduction of rela-
tions of production (property relations, who gets what) and of relations
in production (the Iabor process, who dees what) require what 1 call
apparatuses or the regime of production—which in other conceptual
schemes might be called forms of labor control or industrial relations.
Different sectors of the working class are not only characterized by
different occupations, but more importantly, are bound into different
regimes of production, creating different experiences of class. Steel
workers, garment workers, office workers in a welfare agency develop
different visions of their employers. Until ten years ago steelworkers
were bound to their employers through elaborate machinery of grievan-
ces, collective bargaining and seniority rights. Garment workers ex-
perienced more arbitrary, despotic and personalistic relations of
domination, leaving them more vulnerable to the market, Office
workers in a welfare bureaucracy have careers in the state, whose ac-
tivities are circumscribed by politically negotiated rather than market
constraints.

Over time the regime of production varies. For example, steelworkers
now find their jobs in continual jeopardy, which elicits greater depend-
ence and cooperation between unions and employers. More generally
over the last fifty years, with state regulation of industrial relations and
the rise of social insurance, employers have had to reorganize the
balance of force and consent within production. Moreover, this has
been accomplished in different ways in different advanced capitalist
societies, in part reflecting the role of the state in supporting unemploy-
ment and constraining managerial practices. According to Przeworski
and Sprague, a steelworker is a steelworker is a steelworker, and all
that varies is the identity that is impressed upon him or her by politi-
cal parties and unions. These are mythological steelworkers. Real steel-

workers are bound up in different regimes of production which generate
different experiences of class,
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n if the lived experiences of workers were r‘elatwely
ho];:)tge?::us across advanced capitalis.t societies and over m:fd (at:ixﬁ
therefore unable to explain variations in outcomes), they would s !
be important in setting limits on the. trade-off and’the. clasls t;opt;p;;&
tion of party support. In Przeworski _aud Sp_rague s mode he e
off—that is, the rate at which socialist p_arnes losF votes \;r en rf:fl
adopt supra-class sirategies—decreases w1th‘the existence of pow; ful
and centralized unions, which in turn intensxﬁes_ c.lass 1den_t1ty an hjmh
creases with the strenggh of the communist. or religious parnes to wIi ;d
workers can gravitate. Constraints that del:we from the mlmadslate :e‘s
experience of workers become invisible 1’n Pl:aewomkx and Sprag
analysis. But that doesn’t mean they don’t exist.

areue that workers respond to their concrete expenence and
set htﬁ?ll:s oﬁ leaders’ strategies for maximizing \Iotes, the:y asse;t th:;
leaders’ “quest for electoral su{)poalitty w:v;s ;;cu;;;glebcdmy o

cern for class loyalty.

mﬁﬁs ccgflcem” come from? Here Przeworski and Spragtl;le Ie-
quire a theory of political pariies and their lezf,ders rathe:r than a :-;)ry
of voting, of how rank-and-file workers exercise or don’t exer:i:;sce:d etl(l;
influence on pasty leadership, how and when p::u'ty leaders decide
maximize votes. Why should party leaders be viewed as strategic ac-
tors while party followers are regarded as blank sl?tes.? T.hey’ rzgfum:;
in other words, a micro-foundation of party orgMon as.1t T;ti.
both leaders and led. Przeworski and Sprague bggm by attacking pot -
cal sociology for failing to develop a theory _of 1-nterests among vof eor:
but they end up ignoring sociology’s con.tgbunon toa m?oliy]:ade r
ganization that would explain the conditions under whic i s
choose, for example, between an autonomaous class loyalty and maxi

mizing their electoral support. o -
Nof do they take seriously enough their leitmotif from Gramsci

ing of votes is the final ceremony in a l.ong process.”
;P::u:tshfhsc:ou\?;n t%le “coefficients” that set l'u.nits on their su_'ategylilc.)t
only in elections but in the campaigns leadlpg up to elecuons: tl(S)
here that they learn, sometimes wrongly, which :_;\ppeals are gc?mgb
work and which are not. Just as convenn.or.lal studies reduce .votmg - e:
havior to individual traits without explaining why tt'lose traltts;] are im
portant—a theory of voters without a 'theory of voting—so their tﬁwxi
analysis reduces the outcome of elections to party strategies withou

THE SAME IS TRUE of the class composition of paity support. Rather
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examining how those strategies are shaped in response to the

autonomous interests of voters—a theory of elections without a theory
of electioneering,

Przeworski and Sprague do succeed in explaining variations in voting
patterns by reference to parties and unions, but in so doing they con-
ceal the premise of their argument: the existence of a core working
class whose interests and values are different from other wage earners.
This is why socialist parties lose worker votes when they try to attract
the support of other classes and why the electoral road to socialism is
doomed to failure. Their theory lacks micro-foundations at its most
critical point. Furthermore, such micro-foundations would explain how
production shapes experience, but once introduced they would lead to
alternative interpretations of variations in voting patterns, interpreta-
tions that would give greater credence to the independence of the work-
ing class even in advanced capitalism. Przeworski and Sprague would
be led back to a terrain they have abandoned—to production as the
place where class is organized and disorganized. And this reversal
would suggest that the obstacles to the transformation of capitalism are
more fundamentally rooted in production than in electoral politics.

In concluding this section, I therefore propose two theses. The first
is a weak thesis: an explanation of variations in voting behavior can-
not ignore production as a micro-foundation. The second is my strong
thesis: production and not electoral politics is decisive in explaining
the failure of socialism in advanced capitalist countries. It doesn’t mat-
ter how many workers there are—so long as consent is manufactured
in production, socialist parties will not be able to forge an electoral
road to socialism. I will extend these two propositions in my response
to Przeworski’s analysis of class compromise.

lil. The Problem of Class Compromise

WORSKI'S SECOND PROJECT ABRUPTLY switches the focus from

class formation to class interests. He abandons the first project
before it becomes untenable, before classes become figments of party
propaganda or evaporate in electoral discourse, What had been so
problematic in the first project—the formation of classes—suddenly
becomes unproblematic in the second project. Classes are how given
as strategic actors, allowing Przeworski to ask how capitalist relations
of production shape the interests of capital and labor.
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As before, his point of departure is ox:th?doxy. Do the matena} m;
terests of capital and labor place them in meconcﬂgblfa antacgl:dmsu;lno
Orthodoxy assumed that because the product of wotk is dl\’l. o
profits for capital and wages for workers, what‘one c.:lass gains is !
the expense of the other. Which is to say the relationship between cap
tal and labor is of a zero sum, that is ?on-cooperanve cha_ractcr.
Przeworski shows how this is only a static picture. ‘When dynamic czn—
siderations are introduced relations become non-Zero surm. Labor t z_tusl
an interest in capifal accumulation just as capital has an mt;rlesf |
eliciting “consent”, t0 exploitation through. wage increases. : nt:
workers can make material gains within capnah;;m ona re_latwe y co
tinuous and organized fashion without threatemng capitalism.

Fach side agrees to avoid striking the limits of the capitalist system:
labor agrees not to demand wages that would be confiscatory (ex;
propriate the expropriator) while capital assures laPor‘ munmtt;nm;l Eage
below which labor withdraws its “consent:’ to exploxtauox_x. ‘.Nl. u::d
Yimits labor is prepared to forego wage InCreases now if it is ass;n o
that capital will invest a certain proportion of its profits which wl boe
turned into future wage increases. Przeworski spows tbat when labor
is too militant—that is, when it demands a pa{nculzjlﬂy mgh return to
labor out of profits—short-term advantage.s give rise to longerv—;cilrm
losses as there is less capital to be tumed into wage mcreasei. \ t:n
labor is too quiescent wage increases continue to be small e anvetho
a more militant strategy. Although Przeworski de.velops a precise math-
ematical model, intuitively one can see that, given a partlculfl.: time
preference, and a particular rate of investm:ent out ?f profits, efeth;;
an optimal level of militancy which will bring maximal wages wl
the specified time period.

Compromises: Between Whom and Where?

OF THE SOCIAL-DEMOCRATIC ROAD to pm‘ver, ‘hIS
S :de(ikirsjgeufastaﬁng, but as a theory of class mterests it raises
many questions that remain nnexplored. The first c;}xesuon is: 'wheref
does the class compromise take place? Przeworski’s formulatloln 01
capital-labor relations is so general that i.t could take place at the e\tr:e
of the workshop, the firm, the enterprise, the economic sector, h
economy as a whole or at the level of the state. For example, w 1;n
speaking of the breakdown of consent in terms of its effect on the class
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compromise, Przeworski ranges from collective bargaining and
countrywide coliective agreements, to election results and changes in
electoral representation.?’

The capitalist economy is not simply an enterprise writ large. The
interests of the individual capitalist do not coincide with the interests
of the capitalist class. A centralized class compromise that increases
wages, or more precisely, the labor share of value added, across the
working class (as in Sweden and Austria) forces capitalists either to
withdraw when they are inefficient or to invest at higher rates, In
decentralized systems, such as the United States, firm-based or in-
dustry-based class compromises lead to a dual wage system with lower
Iabor shares and lower rates of investment out of profits overall.*

Przeworski actually provides the conceptual tools for developing a
distinction between different arenas of compromise when he extends
the specific argument about the dependence of labor on capital to a
wider characterization of capitalist society. The material interest of any
group, not just labor, is dependent on the prior realization of the in-
terests of capital. “Capitalists are thus in a unique position in a capitalist
system: they represent future universal interests while interests of all
other groups appear as particularistic and hence inimical to fuiure
developments. The entire society is structurally dependent upon actions
of capitalists.”2% The combination of capitalism and democracy is a
compromise in which those who don’t own the means of production
consent to private property while those who do own the means of
production consent to political institutions that organize an uncertain
but limited redistribution of resources. Moreover, it is the possibility
that different groups may make gains that draws them into participa-
tion in democratic politics and elicits their consent to capitalism. Al-
though Przeworski does not make the distinction, there are in fact two
compromises: a class compromise between capital and labor, and a

democtratic compromise between capitalism and all interest groups in
society,

This immediately suggests two arenas of compromise: the economy
and the state. As soon as one takes seriously the possibility of a class
compromise at the level of the enterprise then it is no longer possible
to confine the analysis to the distribution of profits between wage in-

*The data on the relationship between rates of investment and labor shares for different
couniries is taken from Przeworski, “Capitalism, Democracy, Pacts: Revisited” (Un-
published Maauscript, 1988). -
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investment and capitalist consumption. It is: not cnough_ to ex-
m:s ;vlk[xly workers should consent to the appropnat{on andﬁdI:.tr‘llJ;;
tion of the product. We must proceed to the more ‘oas;_c guezt (:h é ot
should workers actually produce the product.? By rema:u:nngml wo very
general level of relations of prMuchonpeny rela s
Przeworski overlooks the relations in production, the relahm:s‘ ot e
labor process through which profit is pro.ducefl. Moreov?r, nl? 3:5;0 be
relations of production but also the relations in production hav
reproduced. { N o
As soon as work and production are introduced, it is easy to see hat
Przeworski has misspecified the character of thc. class comprolfmstee. :
stays at the level of distribution, which is premised on the ﬂ[:mcfli ng:
propriation of the product, and he therefore (?mphasmes e ;_);;n "
ence of labor on capifal. But as soon as one introduces producuténeous
becomes clear that capital is also dependent on the _spon eous
cooperation of labor. The decisive problem for Managers is to pr¢ e
greater value than workers receive in wages. It ent_alls a cozcepnor:la g
production politics ‘that is as much concerned with who does W
when and how as it is with who gets what, when and how.

In the class compromise workers agree to cooperate 11.11':1110 hI:]l;;Isbu:
of profit so long as capitalists agree to pay them a wage. o e koo
tween wage, production and profit \‘fanes.accordmg to le po'Drkers
regime of production. In a hegemonic regime, for examp eavzlso s
are persuaded to cooperate by tying wages to profits.anmall o
seniority.' Political apparatuses of production, sucl.a as the inte; i 2113 o
market, the grievance machinery and the: mechanism of collec vets -
gaining, organize the concrete coordination of' the material interes e
workers and capital’s interest in the production of profit through
expenditure of effort.

Consent or Legitimacy?

UBTEDLY ONE OF PRZEWORSKI'S GREATEST contributions is the
U sense he makes of Gramsci’s concept of cons?nt and the f:ontrast
he draws with legitimacy. Consent to an institution involves active pur-
suit of its goals: _
Social actors, individual and collective, do not march arcund filled with

redispositi i i jal relations constitute
¢ ispositions” which they simply execute. _Socl
s‘gucturez rl)f choices within which people pexceive, evaluate and act. They
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consent when they choose particular courses of action and when they fol-
low these choices in their action, Wage earners consent to capitalist or-
ganization of society when they act as if they could improve their material
conditions within the confines of capitalism.2? ‘
Consent cannot be reduced to a state of consciousness, to the articula-
tion of attitudes or beliefs which justify domination—that is, to
legitimacy. Regimes may be legitimate or illegitimate, but their break-
down follows from the withdrawal of consent.

Legitimacy is an assessment of normative validity based on, but not
constitutive of, lived experience. On the other hand, hegemony, in this
case meaning consent to capitalism, has to be constituted in everyday
life.28 But the distributive decisions upon which Przeworski focuses
are not part of workers’ daily lives. Collective struggles against capi-
tal (often confined to trade unions or other forms of worker Iepre-
sentation) or voting are ephemeral and infrequent. The class com-
promises that Przeworski describes provide the basis of the legitimacy
of capitalism but not consent to capitalism. Consent is organized con-
tinuously in day-to-day life, particularly in the workplace, where
specific political and ideological apparatuses of production Iead in-
dividuals to bind themselves to the interests of the enterprise.

More specifically, Przeworski asserts (following his interpretation of
Gramsci) that there is a wage below which workers withdraw their
consent to capitalism. “If it is true that reproduction of consent Tequires
that profits be transformed in the course of time into improvements of
material conditions of wage-earners, then given the past history of
profits there must exist at any time a level of wage increases which is
minimally necessary to reproduce consent.”™ But what evidence is
there for such & minimal wage increase?* Certainly in the last five
years, US labor has had to make concession after concession. In many
sectors real wages and benefits had declined steadily, contract negotia-
tions now revolve around “give-backs” from labor to capital, Yet there
is no sign of workers withdrawing consent to capitalism. Quite the con-
trary: the absence of resistance or its lack of success lies not simply
in higher levels of unemployment but in the character of the preexist-

*Przeworski here relies on Gramsci: “the interests of the dominant group prevail, but
only up to a cestain point, i.e., stopping short of nexrowly corporate interest.” (Antonio
Gramsci, Selections from the Prison Notebooks, P. 162). Whether Gramsci intended all
that Przeworski attributes to him is not important. More important is that an interpreta-
tion of Gramsci cannot be a substitute for empirical evidence. Przeworski does not
provide evidence of a minimum wage below which workess withdraw their consent.

i
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ing hegemonic regimes of production that are still in place and still
funiction to concretely coordinate the interests of labor and capital, so
that workers will expend ever greater effort and accept a decline in
material conditions to keep their enterprise alive.

Because it absorbs so much of daily life and because all realms of
capitalist society are dependent on it, production is the decisive arena
Jor the organization of consent, decisive in Gramsci’s sense that it con-
stitutes the final * ‘trenches’ and the permanent fortifications of the
front in the war of position.”30 The possibility that workers will receive
increased future wages in return for what they forego today, a distribu-
tive issue in which workers are rarely involved, is not the basis of con-
sent but of legitimacy. When that legitimacy breaks down, the sturdy
structure of the production regime is at once revealed.

The Democratic Compromise: State as Actor

HESE CRITICISMS NOTWITHSTANDING, Przeworski’s insights into the

potentially collaborative relationship between capital and labor are
crucial for the analysis of the state, So long as Marxists assumed that
the conflict between capital and labor was irreconcilable, that workers
can advarice their material interests only as individuals or by abolish-
ing capitalism, the role of the state was clear—an instrument for main-
taining capitalism against struggles aimed at its overthrow. It
accomplished this function through repression, through ideological
domination or through co-optation.®!

The functionalist conception of the state, whether of the “autonomy”
or “instrumental” variety, derived then from the assumption of a zero-
sum relationship between capital and labor. If this assumption is al-
tered so that labor as a collective actor can advance materially within
capitalism a very different conception of the state emerges. It becomes
the expression or even instigator of class compromise. Are there Lmits
on the class compromise that can be struck? In a more recent paper
Przeworski and Wallerstein argue that by taxing the consumption of
shareholders the state can redistribute income without a detrimental ef-
fect on investment: “The conclusion is that when all wage earners are
organized in one centralized union federation and the government is
purely pro-labor it will choose a tax on capitalist consumption the ef-
fect of which will be to bring wage eamers’ material welfare almost
to the level they could cbtain under socialism.”3? This is true only in
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the static sense since, when capital gets wind of any such move, it will
reduce the rate of investment or flee, that is to say the transition costs
to such a situation could be prohibitive. Przeworski and Wallerstein
present this as a subsidiary issue but in reality it is the heart of the
matter. Capitalists can withdraw their consent to democracy and either
instigate its overthrow or move elsewhere, but workers have no such
alternatives except under unusual circumstances and therefore do not
withdraw consent even if their wages are falling.

Przeworski successfully dispenses with the idea of the state as con-
fined to an external agency preserving capitalism and calls for a true
“political economy” which will bring together “Marxist economics”
and a “Marxist theory of the state” in a dynamic relationship:

The most striking feature of the vigorous development of con
Marxism is that the world of “economics” and of “politics” have been
hermetically sealed from each other. Since the state is “autonomous,”
politics is studied without any reference to economic dynamic. Since
economic actors never organize collectively, economic dynamic can be
studied without any reference to politics. Economic actors behave strategi-
cally but only as individuals seeking to maximize their wages or profits.
Political actors are not actors at all: they are automata struggling with
each other over ill-defined or completely conjured “long-term” interests.33
Przeworski unquestionably advances our understanding of the inter-
relationship of politics and the economy. Nevertheless, in his scheme,
they are still external to each other. The economic arena has its own
dynamics now linked to class struggle and class compromise while the
political arena organizes and cements these and other compromises and
struggles.

. Przeworski overlooks the existence of political institutions within the
economic arena, in particular, political and ideological regimes of
production which link class relations to class action. Without such a
politics he has no explanation of whether and under what circumstan-
ces workets will be optimally militant, or how their time preferences
are determined. He cannot understand changes in work organization
that give rise to different levels of accumulations. Nor can he explain
actual rates of investment when the state taxes capitalist consumption.
Economic relations should indeed be understood as a structure of
choices, but without a theory of production regimes he cannot explain
how those choices are perceived, the source of interests (preferences)
that determine those choices, whether they will be made individually
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or collectively and se on. He can only produce models of abstract pos- ‘

sibility rather than explanations of reality.

UST AS PRZEWORSKI OVERLOOKS THE POLITICAL dimension of the

economy, he also overlooks the productive dimension of the state.
The absence of a “politics of production” is complemented by an ab-
sence of a “production of politics.” “The state” is no more an actor
than “the economy,” it is a “mode of production” itself with its own
hierarchical and horizontal divisions. Przeworski once more commits
the sin of methodological collectivism, ignoring the divergence of in-
dividual and collective rationalities.* The state is a site of production
in which so-called public goods take a privileged position and as a
result struggles both between and within apparatuses assume a distinc-
tive form. They take place primarily over the distribution of budgets
rather than of profits. In advancing their claims, contestants appeal less
to market forces than to public needs. Within the state, struggles be-
tween managers and workers assume different forms in different ap-
paratuses, depending on, for example, their politically negotiated
centrality within the state and their relationship to the public they
serve.t :

Here too there are class compromises which set limits on the
provision of goods and services as well as intervention in the economy.
In crificizing theories of accumulation that abstract from class strug-
gle, Przeworski writes: “abstractions from processes that affect predic-
tions are bad abstractions.”* This applies no less to his own theory of
the state which leaves no logical place for production or class strug-
gle. Once more it is a theory without micro-foundations.We are now
in a position to understand the riddle with which we began this part

*In their examination of the obstacles to popular sovercignty Przeworski and Wallerstein
do open up the black box of the state, examining what states control, the locus of
decision-making and the organization of production of services. They also discuss the
potential autonomy of apparatuses as well as constraints on such autonomy. They con-
ciude that: “The cohesion of the state is always problematic for purely institutional
reasons: the state is a complex system without a fixed center of cohesion.” (Adam
Przeworski and Michael Wallersiein, “Popular Sovereignty, State Autonomy, and Private
Property,” Archives of European Seciology [1986], p. 242.) One wonders, then, how use-
ful it is to assume the state o be a coherent actor.

11 have been particularly influenced by Paul Johnston’s (1988) work on the state as a
distinctive “mode of production” which examines the implications of the production of
social goods and services for the organization of work, for the politics of state produc-
tion and for the development of class struggles, (Paul Johnston, The Politics of Public
Work (unpublished PhD dissertation, University of Califomia, Berkeley, 1988).
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of the essay, namely the disjuncture between Przeworski’s two projects.
In his analysis of electoral politics class formation is problematic,
whereas in his analysis of class compromise both class and state are
given as collective actors. The only way to reconcile the two projects
is to provide a politics of produciion which would link the dynamics
of capitalism to class formation. Without such micro-foundations he
has not transcended the duality of “class-in-itself” and “class-for-itself,”
but suspended half his work from one branch and half from the other,
‘We must now examine Przeworski’s conception of socialism and see
whether it manages to reconcile these divergent perspectives on class.

IV. Socidlism: Utopian and Scientific

WE SAW EARLIER HOW PRZEWORSKI ARGUED that the electoral
route to socialism is self-defeating. If socialist parties are to gain
office théy have to dilute their working-class plaiform in order to at-
tract votes from allied classes. Przeworski now digs even deeper into
the premises of orthodox Marxism. He challenges the assumption that
the transition to socialism is in the “objective” (material) interests of
workers. He asks: what are the conditions for workers to rationally opt
for socialistn out of their material interesis? He answers: “...that
socialism be more efficient in satisfying material needs than capitalism
and that moving toward socialism would immediately and continually
improve workers’ materials conditions.”3 Even if we assume that
socialism is more efficient than capitalism, it may not be rational to
opt for socialism because (1) workers can make material gains under
capitalism and (2) the costs of transition will be very steep due to capi-
tal strike and capital flight.

Who Chooses What, Where and When?

WH]LE THIS PREMISE MAY DEAL A DEVASTATING blow to the theory
of social democracy, as a theory of the transition to socialism it
is inadequate. Przeworski sets up a mythical problem embedded in the
theory of social democracy but absent from the reality of capitalism.
Only under exceptional conditions do workers choose between
capitalism and socialism, and this is precisely because capitalism as a
system of exploitation is absent from their lived experience. For the
most part workers experience relations in production, but not relations
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of production. Przeworski is not strictly correct when he talks about
the way capitalism organizes consent to exploitation, since exploitation
is mystified. Instead, the object of consent is domination—the willing-
ness to render up labor in exchange for a wage. The systemic charac-
ter of capitalism is obscured so that workers only see individual
enterprises operating in competitive relations with one another. Without
experiencing capitalism, socialism is not a meaningful alternative and
s0 the question of whether workers would rationally opt for socialism
is moot. ;

HIS IS TRUE FOR CAPITALIST WORKERS, but not for workers under

state socialism, whose lived experience is very different. There,
society presents itself to workers as a totality, a sysiem of exploitation.
The state presents itself as an expropriator and seeks to legitimate it-
self as presenting the interests of all. State socialism is organized as
an alternative to capitalism. Workers participate in rituals that celebrate
its efficiency and justice—campaigns, production conferences, brigade
competitions, and so on—while they live a reality that appears devoid
of these qualities. However, here the choice is not between capitalism
and socialism, but between existing state socialism and a society im-
plicit in the rituals—a socialism of efficiency and justice, a workers’
socialism.*

Yet, of course there are occasions even in capitalism where workers
consider their options when the naturalness of everyday life is
suspended. When class struggles accumulate momentum, leading to
ever more intensive confrontations with the state as, for example, in
the concept of the “mass strike,” then the choices open 10 workers can
change significantly. The possibility of an emergent commitment to
socialism through participation in struggles is marginalized by
Przeworski’s embrace of a neoclassical conception of strategic action:
“the power of neoclassical economics lies in being able to separate the
analysis of action at a particular moment from everything that created
the conditions under which this action occurs.”?8 Preferences are taken
as given rather than made and remade through participation in the
world. History teaches us a different lesson—what appears real, feasible
and viable is molded and remolded by social movements as they un-
fold, whether these are struggles in nineteenth century France and
England, or after the first world war in Italy, Germany and Russia.

#1 have developed these ideas at length in “Reflections on the Class Consciousness of
Hungarian Steelworkess,” Politics and Saciety (forthcoming).
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Przeworski reproduces social democracy’s focus on the material in-
terests of workers, on the distribution of wages and profits. He shows
that workers can make material gains and thus capitalism has a
durabi!ity unanticipated by Kautskyist orthodoxy. He justifies his
analysis of material interests by arguing that capitalist democracy
reduces all needs to material interests. But how true is this? Don’t
movements for peace, for protection of the environment, and for the
extension of civil rights all contest the narrow economic logic of
Przeworski’s class compromise? While T am not persuaded that these
movements generate “radical needs” that lead beyond capitalism, they
ncv‘ertl.leless cannot be ignored in the analysis of contemporary
capitalism, not least in the way they compel capitalists to iniroduce
new technologies and new products.

Przeworski's Ethical Socialism

RZEWORSKI'S SOBER PICTURE OF CAPITALISM is counterpoised to a
comespondingly radiant picture of true socialism. As ever,
Przfaw_orski’s critique of social democracy is illuminating. When
socialists realized that reforms were not leading to socialism in the
foreseeable future, he argues, they lowered their aspirations. They took
advantage of Keynesian economic strategies to introduce social wel-
fare measures, but now that Keynsianism is no longer viable they are
!)ereft of any alternative program. Przeworski resuscitates the original
151eals of socialism. Instead of full employment he proposes emancipa-
tion from labor; instead of spreading democracy from the political to
the ef:onomic realm he proposes the reduction of mutual constraint and
the liberation of free time. “Socialist democracy is not something to
be found in parliaments, factories, or families: it is not simply a
democratization of capitalist institutions., Freedom means de-in-
stitutionalization; it means individual autonomy.”3?

(_)m?e more production is eclipsed. The defining problem of
soc}alfsm, as in capitalism, is distribution: “The intrinsic feature of a
socialist organization of society is the capacity of the society as a whole
to choose in a democratic way the mix of needs to be satisfied in the
allocation of resources,”® He proposes a society in which the labor
time devoted to the production of necessities is negligible. He clings
to the fantasy of automation, of machines replacing people. To be sure
we would hope that socialism would bring with it a reduction of the
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working day, but production there will alwa.ys be. P_rze.worski’s con-
ception of socialism resonates with his analysis of ca1_31tahsm: they both
avoid an examination of production and its regulation, and thu§ also
the implications they have for distribution. I can only repeat: without
production there is no distribution.

The Micro-Foundations of Class

WORSKI'S SOCIALISM 1S DOUBLY UTOPIAN: it has no basis for
existence and there’s no point of entry. It is time to retum to
socialism on earth and the conceptualization of class. Writing of “1_‘a—
tional choice Marxism,” Przeworski, unintentionally perhaps, supplies
his own auto-critique: o betere, i not
i i ethodological individualism, eve, is n
gll?(tiel: tth?aliscowrllg:t%v:ﬁtiglnsm must b%lexplained by referr:m g 0 i1_1div idoal
rationality but the idea that society is a collec-:tion_of undifferentiated and
unrelated individuals. The appropriate view is neither one of two ready-
to-act classes nor of abstract individuals, but of individuals who are em-
bedded in different types of relations with other individuals within a mul-
tidimensionally described social structure.®
As I have tried to show, Przeworski is not true to his prescriptiops. In
the analysis of electoral socialism his individuals are abstract, in his
analysis of capitalist dynamics he has two ready-to-act classe:s'and a
ready-to-act state, and finally, in his analysis of tl}e transition to
socialism, he shuttles between the two. He never describes or an.alyzcs
the concrete relations in which real individuals are embedded. I.t is now
time to piece together our criticism of Przeworski and rep}aoe his th.eory
of class with one that takes seriously the concrete relations of micro-
institutions.

As point of departure, I take the two anomalies t‘hfflt driye
Przeworski’s work: the durability of capitalism and the passivity of its
working class. He resolves these anomalies by .r_econstr:lcﬁng.the con-
cept of class. Because so many economic activities don’t fall into con-
ventional class categories and because class interests are not given by
economic location, Przeworski dispenses with idea of class as prior to
struggle and instead proposes that class be considered as an effect of
struggles. He begins by criticizing the ide.a_ that class interests are
stamped onto workers by virtue of their posmog in productlon,_ but he
ends up with another stamping of interests—this time by parties and
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trade unions. He finds himself in this contradictory position because
he doesn’t take seriously the lived experience of workers.

MAKING LIVED EXPERIENCE IRRELEVANT, particularly the lived ex-
perience in production, Przeworski is led to absurd conclusions. In
his scheme there is no obvious way to discriminate between class ac-
tors and non-class actors. There’s no reason for workers and capitalists
to be classes rather than men and women, or Catholics, Jews and
Protestants. He doesn’t even rule out the possibility of workers and
capitalists combining to form a single class. Workers and capitalists
may indeed form an alliance and come to act in a solitary way, as in
wars, but that hardly warrants calling them a single class.

Viewed as an effect without roots in production makes nonsense of
the concept of class, so it is hardly surprising that in the analysis of
“class compromise” Przeworski reappears as a methodological collec-
tivist. The project of class formation is jettisoned and we are confronted ,
with two ready-made classes, capital and labor. From being dupes of
parties and unions, workers suddenly become active militants, forging
class compromises as part of their daily life, as the basis of consent to
capitalism. To whom is he referring? Whose daily life?

But, just as important, he doesn’t care to tell us how capital and
labor become actors. We don’t care to ask him because we know that
capitalism generates distinct class experiences, yes class experiences,
in which those who own the means of production or their repre-
sentatives periodically bargain with, but generally direct those who sell
their labor power or their representatives. Workers and capitalists don’t
have to be told by parties and trade unions that they have distinct in-
terests, That’s why the idea of class compromise sounds so plausible.

How might we construct an alternative theory of class with real
micro-foundations? Instead of abandoning the concept of “class-in-it-
self” in which class position is defined by relations to the means of
production, I propose to give it more depth, Specifically, I introduce
the idea of class experience which is rooted in production but entails
more than economic interests. Typically, Marxists—and this includes
theorists of the labor process as well as of class—argue for a one-to-
one correspondence between economic position and the experience of
that position. They ovetlook the importance of production as a site of
political and ideological formation as well as of economic activity.
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Moreover, the political and ideological aspects can vary independently
of the narrowly economic or labor process aspect of production.*

That is to say, if classes emerge at all as actors, they do so first
under the combined influence of the economic, political and ideologi-
cal moments of production. The character of production relations, the
way they are reproduced and the experience generated thereby provide
the ground for incumbents of particular places in the labor process to
become a collective actor, a class-for-itself. Only on this basis can we
talk about the role of parties and trade unions molding or reshaping
class. Workers are meither more nor less the victims of the machina-
tions of parties, trade unions, churches, or schools than are party
leaders, general secretaries of unions, archbishops, teachers and even
analytical Marxists. In each case interests and values are grounded in
lived experience.

This leads once more to my weak thesis: the analysis of variations
in class formation cannot ignore production and the lived experience
it generates. According to my strong thesis, on the other hand, capitalist
production and its hegemonic regimes give ise to the common attribute
of advanced capitalist societies: the eclipse of working-class struggle
for socialism. Specifically, I argue that a necessary but not sufficient
condition for a class to struggle for socialism is its proletarianization—
that is, separation from the means of production and incorporation into
a socialized labor process. The requisite “socialist” consciousness emer-
ges only when proletarianization is combined with a specific regime
of production-—one that is found in state socialist societies. Here,
workers become aware of their class interests and why they cannot be
realized within the confines of state socialism. The character of the
production regime leads themn to an imminent critique of state socialism
for failing to live up to its ideals. The absence of electoral competi-
tion between parties, of open public discourse or of a civil society does
not prevent workers from developing a class understanding of their
society. Quite the contrary: their class consciousness is more deeply
embedded even though class mobilization is more difficult to organize.

*This is where 1 part company with Wright. In trying to maximize the explanatory power
of his map of class structure, Wright has shifted from an original but clearly Marxist
model 1o one in which classes are defined not in relationship to one another through the
appropriation of labor, but by the assets (capital, organizational and skill) they can mo-
bilize. I am inclined $o return to his original model but to seek explanations for the non-
correspondence of class position and class consciousness or class identity in the politi-
cal and ideological components of production.
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Under advanced capitalism, the regime of production bottles up
struggles within the enterprise by coordinating the relations of capital
and labor. And, by obscuring exploitation, it obstructs the development
of a radical class consciousness. The effective demobilization and
deradicalization of the working class draws attention to social move-
ments whose basis is an immanent critique of capitalist democracy.
These movements are “new” precisely because of the weakness of
working-class participation. Theorizing the political and ideological ap-
paratuses of production supplies the answer to why it is that socialist
pag:ies have disdained radical mobilization and succumbed to electoral
politics. -

V. Necoclassical Marxism

LASSICAL MARXISM NEVER THOUGHT to critically examine whether

workers would in fact become the vast majority of the people, ,
whethet in fact socialist parties did represent the interests of workers
or whether workers themselves had a material interest in socialism.
Classical Marxism simply took these for granted. Przeworski counter-
poises his own arguments: workess haven’t, don’t and won’t form the
vast majority of the population; in order to succeed in electoral com-
‘petition socialist parties have sought support from ailied classes, there-
by diluting their commitment to the working class; and workers don’t
have a material interest in socialism because of the gains they can
make under capitalism and because of the costs of transition. This criti-
que is particularly damaging because it shows that by challenging just
two assumptions—workers forming a majority and zero-sum character
of capital-labor conflict—the entire edifice of classical Marxism
crumbles,

But as a positive explanation for the durability of capitalism and the
passivity of its working class, Przeworski’s critique lacks precisely
what orthodoxy lacks—micro-foundations. First, his analysis of elec-
toral socialism misspecifies the causal forces at work. Identities, in-
cluding class identity, are not forged by macro-actors alone but also
by and through lived experience. Reflecting the regime of production,
workers evolve their own identities, and parties and unions are com-
pelled to take them into account. Second, his analysis of class com-
promises rests on a very abstract characterization of relations of produc-
tion which obscures the distinction between micro- and macro-arenas
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and thereby misspecifies the actual dynamics within each arena. The
class compromise at the level of the enterprise involves not just who
gets what, when and how, but also who does what, when and how,

There may be an optimal militancy which maximizes the material
interests of workers, but there is no evidence that real workers actual-
ly operate with such a conception. The same is true of his postulated

minimum wage increase below which consent is withdrawn. In the

final analysis he fails to accomplish his own stated goal: “We will
never understand the resilience of capitalism unless we seek the ex-
planation in the interests and in the actions of workers themselves.™0
Rather than discovering those actions and interests of workers, he either
regards them as shaped by macro-actors or imputes to them a plausible
but empirically unfounded rationality.

RZEWORSKI EFFECTIVELY CHALLENGES two assumptions underly-

ing the theory of social democracy, but fails to furnish it with
micro-foundations. He replaces the assumption of polarization of class
structure with the idea that class is produced as the effect of struggle
and the assumption of irreconcilable class conflict with a non-zero sum
conflict in which class compromises are possible. By themselves,
however, these two new assumptions cannot provide the framework
for an analysis of the history and future of capitalism. That would re-
quire micro-foundations grounded in production and the lived ex-
perience it generates. Przeworski knows this: throughout his writings
he calis for the examination of such a lived experience. There is a fatal
discrepancy here between intent and execution, between the program-
matic defense of micro-foundations and their absence in practice. He
begins by criticizing classical Marxism, but ends up reproducing
precisely those aspects of orthodoxy which analytical Marxism claims
to abandon.

For this reason alone his analytical Marxism may be more ap-
propriately called “neoclassical Marxism.” But there is another more
fundamental reason for this relabeling. Analytical Marxism looks to
neoclassical economics for mechanisms at the micro-level to explain
phenomena at the macro-level. Now it is true, on occasion, that
Przeworski has been critical of this enterprise. He reproaches
methodological individualism for assuming “undifferentiated, unchang-
ing, and unrelated ‘individuals.” Thus, while any theory of history must
have micro-foundations, the theory of individual action must contain
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more contextual information than the present paradigm of rational
choice admits,”™*! And while approving Roemer’s use of game theory,
Przeworski admonishes him for committing the same errors of neoclas-
sical economics: separating economics from politics, looking upon the
system of production as a “self-operating automaton.” The problem
with Marxism, says Przeworski, lies not in how it departs from but in
what it shares with neoclassical economics. 42

Yet he carries into his own analysis the same neoclassical props:
mythological rather than real individuals, abstracted rather than con-
crete relations, distribution rather than production. To be sure,
Przeworski recognizes the limits posed by relations of production on
distribution. But relations in production, the lived experience of class,
completely eludes him. It is not just that things have to be produced
before they are distributed. Equally important, production has its own
political and ideological regime which shapes interests, identities and
capacities, and thereby limits and underpins both class formation and
class compromise.
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