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Structural Problems of the Capitalist State

Class Rule and the Political System. On the Selectiveness
of Political Institutions

Claus Offe

BY DESCRIBING WITH ENGELS, the State apparatus in capitalist socictics as the
*“ideal collective capitalist”” onc merely poses (rather than solves) the question
of the relationship between state power and capital accumulation. The question
refers to the mechanisms which guarantee, beyond the necessary “separation™
or formal alienation,’ the establishment of an objective complementary rela-
tionship between economic and political power and the concrete way in which
it is employed.

It is not without good reason that Engels—by the way of qualification—calls

_ the State the “ideal™ collective capitalist; for the State as a *“‘real” collective

capitalist would clearly be a logical impossibility. There are two reasons for
this: firstly because the State apparatus is not itself a “capitalist”™ since there
would be no sense in terming the State’s actions in their entirety a process
of exploitative accumulation; and secondly because the concept of the collec-
tive capitalist is itsel{ nonsensical in that competition, i.e. the splitting up of
capital into competing accumulating units which are isolated from ecach
other and work against cach other, is essential for the movement of capital.

This article investigates a number of analytical and methodological prob-
lems associated with the attempt to set up a Marxist theory of the State. Our
starting-point is the problem of the class-character of the State, or to be more
precise - we shall try to clarify the at lcast apparent inconsistency that the
State. although not itse!l a capitalist, nevenheless must be understood as a
capttalst State—and not, for example, merely as a “State in capitalist
society™".?

LET US LOOK FIRST at two false, or at least inadequate, interpretations which
have been employed in tackling this problem in recent writings on capitalism
theory The approaches can be divided into two large groups, namely *'Influ-

. ence Theones™ and those theories which [ shall refer to bere as “Constraint

Modcls™.
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Influcnce Theories* This position proceeds from the assumption that as
the totality of the institutionzt “*vehicles™ of the provess of cxplontation the
State apparatus—i.c. its legislative, executive and judicial as well as repressive
competence and functions—is an instrument of the ruling class. This instru-
mentalist intcrpretation is based on a serics of empirical arguments which are
only to be sketched in bricf here.

a By mecans of the institutionalized opportunsties granted them for exent-
ing an influcnce it is possible for individual capital units or industrics to
influence in their favour decisions relating to domestic and foreign policy,
taxation, decisions on subsidics and privileges, elc ; they do so in particular
by working towards the promotion of their interests by means of threats and
blackmail made possible by their strong market position. This can be illus-
trated by innumcrable examples from the armaments, oil, mining. chemical,
electronics. and other industrics.

b. it is possible for individual accumulating units and industrics to evade
the controls and regulative interventions imposed on them for political rcasons
if the power of state agencies is in practice privatized, thus rendering the
controllers and the controlled identical

c. the possibility of “investment strikes enables individua! bodics of
capital to exert an “indirect influence™ : * the threat (which exists as a fact and
does not necd to be expressly pointed out at all) that production could be
cut back or transferred abroad forces the authorities of the State apparatus
always to act in anticipation of such eventualities.’

d. Political opinions are formed under the direct control of commercial
mass media (newspapers, publishing-houses, films, etc.) so that any articulation
of anticapitalist interests and the implementation of strategics hostile to capital
can be 10 a large extent suppressed in this way, too.

e Finally, there are also possibilities for exerting direct or indirect personal
influcnce on the filling of positions in the political system if dependency rela-
tionships are created through well-aimed election financing. influence on the
choice of candidates and personal contacts, so that a basic ideological affinity
exists between the interests of capital and the political élites.

The sccond group of theories, which are to be referred to here as “Con-
straint Theories’, emphasizes practically only the reverse side of the basic
argument cmployed by the Influence Theories. They insist that there is factual
evidence of a structural limitation to the possible courses of action, of the
lack of sovereignty of political institutions and processes, and they point to
the incffectiveness of possible regulation and intervention measures. Whereas
the Influence Theories stress the strict instrumentalization of *hs State appar-
atus in the service of accumulation interests, the Constraint Theoties are based
on the assumption that the institutions of the political system cannot eflec-
tively become the instrument of any non-capitalist interest whatsoever. The
two complementary ways of viewing the problem differ in their assessment
of the significance of the State's activity for the reproduction of the capitalist
economy. Both, however, imply the assumption of the neutrality of the State
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apparatus as an instrument which, according to its internal structure, could
in principle alo be used to imnlcment other interests.

Nesther line of argumentation can, however, be made use of to prove the
class-churacter of the State; they both restrict themsclves 1o investigating
external determinants which make the content of the political processes
class-hound.

There are a large number of studies to support the assumption that the
series of hypotheses outlined above is empirically valid. It is, however. notice-
able that the theories based on these hypotheses slick themselves to a plural-
istic model of policy-analysis. They are able to state that within the plurality
of political forces there is an enormous cmpirical preponderance of those
which represent and implement interests oriented towards the process of
accumulation. and they are also able to say why this is so. Neveriheless, they
are unable to demonstrate the strucrural necessity of this state of atfairs. Two
objections can be brought forward to dispute the usefulness of this approach
for demonstrating the class-character of the political system. The first objey-
tion refers to the confusion of empirical intcrest-groups and the concept of
class-interest. The second ohjection refers to the mechanical concept of power
which is employed in investigations of this kind.

1. 1f one wanted to conceptualize political governance as class rule and in
so doing employ the same procedure as the representatives of the Influence
Theorics {or of their reverse image, the Constraint Theories), it would be
necessary to agree to a weighty implication, namely the implication that the
particular interests and political strategics whose implementation can be
demonstrated so successfully by this approach really do have a cluss-ir:zeeecr
quality, i.c. that they are more than simply the expression of particular and
situation-bound special interests. In other words: before any analytically sig.
nificant importance can be attached to proof that capital intcrests have
privileged chances of being implemented, it must first be made clear how
far what is implemented there and what becomes decisive for the content of
policy can be termed class interest and not simply ““false consciousness™.*

The concept of class interest as contrasted with the mere special interest of
individual enterpriscs or capital groups clearly presupposes that the definition
of interests possesscs a degree of “rationality” cleansed of situational and
particular coincidences and divergencies. Because of the “‘anarchy” of com.
petition-geared capitalist production it is, however, extremcly unlikely that
such a standardized concept of capitalist class-interest would emerge. The lact
that the individual accumulating unit is structurally limited in its scope of
action and inferest can be assumed to make it nearly impossible for this kind
of rational expression of class interests to be devcloped by and within the
unil. One reason for this lies in the competitive relationship which scts the
individu il enterprises against each other and impedes any community, ie any
“solidary™ conception of what their common interest is. This state of aflairs
is presumably aggravated by a development leading to a small number of
large. monopolistically organized capital-hlocks being sct against a large
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numher of small and medium-sized enterprises. A second reason for the at
all cvents restricted rationality of politically implemented capital interests lies
n the tme dimension: the pressure to sutvive under present market condi-
tions wiich are exerted on the individual cnterpnse by nauonal and inter-
nativnal competition inhibits long-term strategic orientation and forces it into
a senies of what are also in this respect anarchical accommodauon moves.
Finally, there are likely to be a number of **political” matters which individual
caputal in cach case sces as lying heyond the scope of its interest and jurisdic-
tiem $0 that an interest which becomes politically operative is never aniculated.
This fact of individual capital’s structural narrow-mindedness in its social
aspect, in time and subject-matter leads one to expect the degree of rationality
of pohucally implemented strategics certainly to be restricted and marked by
“false consciousness™, so that we cannot take a coberent and consistent class
consciousness of the ruling class as a starting-point for a reconstruction of the
class-character of the Stale activity—even if we assume the Influence Theory
argumentation to be correct empirically.

At all events this conclusion should be qualified by considering whether,
even though no positive definition of a standardized class-interest can be
established, a centain degree of uniformity is established at least negatively,
1n the resistance of incompatible interest positions opposed to the rule of the
logic of accumulation.**

But this kind of unificd resistance says nothing about its long term ration-
ality, i.e. its permanent consistency with the interest of the ruling class.'* The
same s true of the politically organized attempts on the part of federations
of industry and of capital-dependent interest groups to arrive at a uniform
positive definition of concrete class-interests. In any case, here too they seem
of necessity to be considerably far from establishing a criterion of class interest
which is comprehensively defined as to content, social and time aspects, and
which is thus “rational”.

The application of Influence Modcls in practical research to explain political
processes runs into two analogous difficulties. On the orJe band State activities
(such as budget-decisions and other laws, acts of administration, etc.), which
in their function can plausibly be interpreted as being highly significant for
the maintenance and development of collective capital’s conditions of accumu-
lation, frequently cannot be genetically traced back to the interest-orientated
inlluence of groups or authorities advocating them.'® In such cases the In-
fluence Model is inetfectusl: instead of 1h= assumed external power influences,
all that is found is the presence of influcnces which are infernally generated
tn the State apparatus itsell. On the other hand, the empirical analysis of
political provesses often confronts us with phenomena in which the successful
exertion of 'influence™ is clearly provable but whose result can on no account
be unambiguously ascribed to some capitalist “‘collective interest’ but where
the content of political decisions and processes is manifesily contrary to the
definitions of capitalist interests encountered empirically. In the one case the
interests of a class are implemented without an articulated influence being
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exerted. in the other case attempts at exerting influence meet success which
can be associated with the interests of the ruling class only very indirectly,
namely via the roundabout way of ex post interpretations. Thus good empirical
—and as is to be shown also theoretical—arguments can be put forward
against the general hypothesis of an “instrumentalist™ theory of the capitalist
State. Considering these difficulies which appear both in rclation to the
concept of capitalist class interest and its transmission into the State apparatus,
we will explore an alternative hypothesis, namely that the common interests
of the ruling class are most accurately expressed in those Jegislative and
administrative strategies of the State apparatus which are nor initiated by
articulated interests, that is “from outside™, but which arise from the State
ofganizations’ own routines and formal structures:'® and conversely, a par-
ticularistic narrowing or even violation of ruling-class interests, at least a refa-
tive irrclevance of the matters discussed to capital as a whole, is most likely
wherever pluralistic influence-policy prevails.

2. The second objection to be raised against Influence Theory argumenta-
tion, or its reverse image the “Constraint™ theories, applies to the concept
of political power that they employ. Even the repeated observation of an
influence relationship docs not allow an analytical concept to be derived
regarding power relationships but at most makes it possible to generalize
empirically. No proof of their necessity is gained in this way. The Influence
Theories seem on occasion to succumb to the suggestion of physical analogics
when they sce political power as a mechanically operating force.

However, power can only be meaningful in social systems as a relationship-
category and only as a complementary relationship between two elements.
One can only have power over something which according 10 its own structure
allows power 1o be exercised on it and responds to it, which for its part so to
speak authorizes the cxercise of power.'* The sole relationship which is not
bound by this condition of being complementary is that of direct physical force.

In our context this means that a power relationship can exist between two
social sub-systems only when their structures display a minimum of reciprocity
or complementarity. Any proof of the “‘capitalist”, class-bound character of s
State governance organization thercfore stands or falls by whether it can
uncover structural analogies between the State and the capitalist economy.
This task is at first made more difficult by the additional postulate introduced
above that the State, which is supposed to be the “ideal collective capitalist”’,
would not only have to be organized analogously to capital but at the same
time would also have 1o be a structure which presents itseif to the particular
and narrow interests of individual capitalists and their political organizations
as a supervisory, tutelary force—at all events one which is an alien and
sovereign authority—since it is only through the State's becoming relatively
autonomous in this way that the multiplicity of particular and situation.
bound special interests can be integrated into a class-interest.

Against the background of this kind of clarification of the concept of power
one must ask which internal structures within the political systetn guarantee

|



36 " Claws O

the implementability of initiatives and interests arising from the process of
accumulation. Hence the Influence Theory line of argumentation has to be
supplemented by theoretical notions of how the success of exerting influcnce is
structurally guaraniced (or how the systematic exclusion of all opposing
intcrests comes about).  The class character of institutionalized forms of

political governance cannat, then, be adequately determined by the influences

which the exercisc of this governance is subject to; on the contrary, the
governance itsclf must display corresponding structural featurcs by virtue of
which a privileged consideration of particular interests and influences really
does come about. One can speak of a “‘capitalist State™ or an “ideal collective
capitalist'’ only when it has been successfully proved that the systern of political
institutions  displays its own cluss-specific selectivity corresponding to the
interests of the accumulation of capital.

THE FOLLOWING DISCUSSION allempts (1) to conceptualize State-organized
governance as a sclective, event-generaling system of rules, as a “sorting pro-
cess’. (2) to deduce the kind of selectivencss which would give reasons for
the class character of State governance: what specific selections must a State
apparatus perform in order to function as a capitalist State?; (3) to investigate
the methodological problems which arise in the course of an empirical estab-
lishment of selectivity: what empirical critcria serve to prove or disprove
the presence and cffectivencss of a specific selectiveness by virtue of which a
structural complementarity between the State’s activity and ruling-class in-
terests is arrived at?

The concept of selectivity, which is of central importance in the following
discussion, nceds cxplanation. By proceeding from an image of an event.
generating “‘sorting process’ we indicate that we are dealing with a configura-
tion of institutionalized exclusion rules. In order to be able to describe the
way in which exclusion rules operate it is necessary to have an idea
of what they exclude, that is, of relevant “non-events”. How the latter can be
ascertained is discussed below. However, it is already possible at this point to
name threc categorics of “non-events’” or excluded phenomena; we can call
them social-structural, accidental, and “systematic’’ non-events and define
them as follows:

a. Social-structurally excluded events: the fact that in the political systems
of capitalist industrial socictics we do not deal with events such as the buming
of witches or Crusades is hardly the result of some specific selectiveness on
the part of the political system but rather simply due to the fact that the
preconditions for such events are absent in industrial soc:al structures. This
is. then, a category of non-cvents which are impossible not because of the
system of political institutions (even though they may be legally codified) but
rather because of structural features placed before the social system and the
historical premises it is based on.

b. Accidentally excluded events: the preference of one legislative alterna-
tive to another which is also under discussion also represents a **non-cvent™.
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But there is obviously no point in calling every missed opportunity, every
dropped altcrnative, every chance relationship of privilege or discrimination a
significant non-event. The voncept of sclectivity would be overstretched if it
were 1o be applied to such exclusions which occur “accidentally”. Hence we
can call those cvents which have become impossible *‘accidental™ if they
could have been realized without affecting the institutionalized structures and
procedural rules of the political system.

¢.  Systemutic relcrs to the sclections performed in the intermediary domain
between types a and b. In this category belong all those excluded phenomena
whose non-realization can be ascribed neither to the higher-level historical
and social premises of a society nor to the microstructure of contingent factors
determining the political process. Those selections can be termed “‘systematic™
which are generated dircctly by the organizational structures and processes of
the political system and which cannot be explained without reference tQ them.
Despite the imprecisencss of this kind of categorization of the various spheres
of selectiveness this definition may be adequate for the purposes of the
following discussion.

The two points made above. namely the narrowness of empirical manifesta-
tion of capitalist interests on the one hand and the necessary reciprocity of
power relationships on the otlier are adequately taken into account only by a
theory of the state that is able to demonstratc that the class character of the
State resides in the internal structure—or selectivity—of the State apparatus
itself, and not primarily in the empirical circumstances prevailing in the social
and economic *‘environment™ in which political power is generated and used.
Such a structural theory of the capitalist state would have to be able to
demonstrate two types of systematic selectivity built into the system of political
institutions.

a.  On the one hand the State apparatus must display a selectivity aimed
at distilling a *‘class-interest’” out of narrow, short-term, conflicting, incom-
pletely formulated interests of pluralistic influence-politics—ie. at selecung
and considering only those which coincide with the ‘‘collective interest of
capital”, which indeed help the latter to be articulated in the first place. The
Marxian characterization of the bourgeois State as a managing commuitee ol
the ruling-class alrcady indicates that this class is incapable of running its own
affairs and hence requires a committee of this kind. Therefore the question is
to decide what structural features put the Stale in a position to formulate and
express class-interests more appropriately and circumspectly than can be done
by the members of the class, namely the isolated and competing individual
accumulating units. It is precisely when political power is to set itself up as
class rule that its relationship to the manifest interests of empirical capital-
units must be one of tutelage or authoritative supervision, i.e. must maintain a
“*semi-uistance™ {rom them; their inAuence must therefore be effective but at
the same time 5o restricted that a strategic plan is set up for the exercise of
political governance which is as far as possible free of superficial discrepancics,
distortions and particularisms.'* The first criterion for the class character of
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the State thus cansists in its developing a selectiveness which scrves to stan.
dardiie and ieduece to its essence a “collective capitaiint™ interest—and to Jdo
so oven in the face of empincal opposition on the part of isolated capital
units and their political representatives.

b. In addition to ils ability to intcgrate the empirical plurality of isolated
intcrasts into a class interest it needs a complementary selectivencss which
consists in protecting collective capital against anti-apitahst interests and
conllicts—i.e. a selectiveness which allows the State to assert practically in
its policies the class-interest which it has itself gathered together and ceduced
1o us rational essence in the first place and to create for it what is in principle
a privileged chance of being implemented.

In the selections given under a. the Siate (ulfils its {unchion of helping to
formulate a positise class-interest. while in the selectiveness given under b. it
acts negatively, 1.€. as an orgdn of repression against the anticulation of oppos-
ing interests. It is the two together, the positive formulation and the imple-
mentation of a class interest by the exercise of power, which constitute the
class character of the State: in the absence of these two kinds of selectivity,
the State could at most be a State piedged to class interests as a result
of external pressures but it could not be a *“class State’. The selections given
under a. hase the cifect of protecting capital as far as possible ““from itself™,
ie. from the results of a short-sighted, narrow and incomplete aruculation
and pursuit of its interests. The sclectivencss shown under b., on the other
hand. has the {unction of safeguarding capital against anti-capitalist interests
becoming cifcctive. Hence we can say that State governance has itself a class
character when, and only when, it is so constructed as to succeed in protecting
capital both against its own false consciousness as well as against an anti-
capitalist consciousness and struggles of the masses.

It is only possible to overcome the ambiguities and inadequacies of the
Influence Theory type of argumentation if the class nature of the capitalist
State can be reconstructed as a kind of selectiveness which is peculiar to the
State itseff—and is not the result of empirical dimensions exerting an influcnce
on it. An approach such as this proceeding from the internal sclectiveness of
polical institutions can admittedly only claim to be theoretically superior if
it is able 10 identify what is, at the present point of our discussion, merely a
postulated class-bound sclectiveness (in both its forms) on the part of the
State.

THE CHOICE OF THIS CRITERION for determining the class character of political
governance conscquently entails the methodological question of how the
“selectivity’’ of political governance (in its two versions) can be conceptually
and empirically clarificd. Formaily, the term “selectivity’ means that a con-
figuration of selection-rules is in operation which, firstly, always actualizes
only one section of an area of possible results and., secondly, produces a uni-
formity or consisiency of actualized events. We can state by way of simplifi-
cation that selecliveness is the non-accidental (i.e. systematic) restriction of a
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scope of possibility. This concept of sclectiveness has been utilized for the
analysis of political governance above all in the work of Schattschneider'® and
of Bachrach/Baratz'’ and has gradually. in a discussion which has been going
on since the early sixtics, become the successor of the “élitist” point of view
of the Mills school.'* Analvtic descriptions and empirical investigations'® of
systems of governance are making increasing use of the idea of a filter system
which gives political-administrative processes a specific interest- and class.
bound bias—an objective strategic interest-rationality which is guaranteed by
the internal structure of the system of political institutions—i.e. not guaran-
teed by the latter’s being externally instrumemtalized. For this reason we want
to examine whether the set of concepts available in this type of analysis of
political processes arc a suitable instrument for solving the problems which
arisc in attempting o reconstruct political governance as class rule.

Sclection mechanisms anchored in the institutions can be analytically identi-
ied in the political system on at least four levels—structure, idcology. process,
and repression. They represent a system of filters operated in series the results
of which, namely concrete actions on the part of authoritics and political pro-
cesses, are determined by the cumulative selections performed by this system.

The structural level—Every system of political institutions possesses a
definite radius of action—established de jure and de facto—which determines
what matters and stales of affairs can be dealt with by State policies and
action at all. Civil Libertics. in particular the guarantee of private property.
are the simplest example of structural sclectiveness. Other., de facto limits on
possible policies are marked by the restricted availability of material resources
and information. A further factor in determining that only a certain section
of social matters is “open 10 political treatment™ lies in the existence and the
effectiveness of bureaucratic organizations; where they are absent or break
down this marks the beginning of a domain which lies structurally outside
the scope of possible action of a given political system. The structure of each
system of political institutions can thus be interpreted as an institutionalized
exclusivencss, as a selection-program which estublishes action-premises and
action-barriers and itself sets up a more or less narrow scope of possible
policies. Thus, for example, the selectiveness of the Civil Rights catalogues
in liberal-democratic constitutions consists in a negative program referting
to matters which a political system does not deal with.

Ideology—""There is somcthing like an inanticulate ideology in political
institutions, even in those that appear to be most open-minded, fiexible, and
disjointed—an ideology in the sense that it promotes the selective percep-
tion and articulation of social problems and conflicts™.”® Just as the **scope of
possibility™ of political events is limited by the structure of political insti-
tutions, the latter is in turn restricted by the system of ideological—cultural
norms. undce current normative restrictions only a part of the structurally
possible policies can be actualized: the repressiveness of a system of norms
gives rise to a greater or lesser difference between what is objectively opea to
State action and what is actually made the object of State action.
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Process—There is a further selection mechanism in the insttutionalized
process of policy-formulation and its implementation. Formal rule-structures
determining the processes of parliamentary consultation, “collective bargain-
ing”", bureaucratic planning and administration, policy-discussion by academic
experts, election campaigns. and political mass-communication arc nevet mere
procedural formalisms but they predetcrmine as such the possible content
and possible outcome of the process. They do so by investing certain policy-
contents with increased chances of being implemented, by providing certain
interests with a head start, and by granting them chronological priority, rcla-
tively more favourable coalition chances or the opportunity to employ specific
power resources. Every procedural rule creates conditions of being favoured,
or conversely being excluded, for certain issues, groups or interests. This is
what is mcant by the concept of ““non-decision™: “Non-decision making is a
means by which demands for change in the existing allocation of benefits and
privileges in the communily can be suflocated before they are cven voiced: or
kept covert; or killed before they gain access to the relevant decision-making
arena; or failing all these things, maimed or destroyed in the decision imple-
menting stage of the policy process.”*

Repression—The last stage in the restriction of the scope of possible
political events consists in the application or threat of acts of rcpression by
the Stale apparatus through the organs of police, the armed forces. and the
judiciary.

This sequence of structural, idcological, procedural and repressive selections
performed by the political system, is intended here simply to serve as a con-
ceptual framework for identifying sclection rules in the political system. 1t is
undoubtedly inadequate for a number of reasons; firstly because although it
can identify analytically a general selectiveness in political institutions, it
cannot prove a systematic correspondence between this and class interests. I,
as was seen in the preceding discussion, the class character of the State only
results from a twofold and specific sclectiveness which guaraniees both the
formulation and the implementation of a collective capitalist interest, then
proving a general selectiveness in the system of political institutions is un-
doubtedly not enough to establish a correspondence between State policies and
actions on one side and the class interest of a specific class on the other.

At this point a further problem arises from the question of how it is possible
to prove the concrete interest-relatedness of an organization of political
governance conceived of as a system of sclections or filters. Any attempt to
erploy this model in practical research gives rise to an empirical-method-
ological dilemma: in order to gain an idea of the exclusisn mechanisms and
their affinity to class interests it is necessary to have at one's disposal a
concept of what possibilities are negated by these mechanisms. It is only with
the aid of such negative concepts. which can convey an idea of systematically
blocked out “‘non-reality™, that the presence and class-content of structural
selectivity can be demonstrated. But how can evidence of what is non-existent,
the very thing that is excluded, be established sociologically?
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If we want to employ the concept of sclectiveness, we must be in a position
10 point to phenomena and events lying outside the sphere covered by the
cxclusion rules. ic. those which make the latter recoenizable as such. To
achieve this there is a choice of two methods withia liberal political science.
On the one hand one can reler to the totality of abstract possibilitics and usc
this to m=asure the sclectiveness of a systery of institutions. This strategy is
followed by the version of sociological systems-thcory descloped by Luh-
mann,*® in which the stabilization of a boundary, differentiating between what
is internal and what is external, is regarded as the central achiescment of
social systems: Social organization is the protection against a chaotic multi-
plicity of potential cvents, that is to say, a “reduction of complexity”. A
theory of this kind c¢an at best resort to biolorical-anthropological criteria to
designate what exactly it is that a social system manages to keep outside of
its bounrlaries. Its ncgative concepts become so multifarious and non-
committal that the result is the equally apt and trivial statement that every
conceivable form of social oreanization is based on exclusion rules (or “reduc-
tion of complexity™). It then becomes impossible, however, 1o assess various
historical forms of social organization comparatively according 10 their degree
of repressivencss.

It is at this conceptual imprecision that the polemical and the emparistic
rigorous rcsponse of the behaviouralists is directed: [t has been ponted out
to me that somctimes decisions that are snor made are every bit as significant
in determiming policy outcomes as decisions that arc made.. .. It has been
suggested that non-cvents make more significant policy than do policy-making
events.” But: “Which non-events are to be regarded as most significant
the community? Surcly not all of them. For every event . . . there must be an
infinity of alternatives. Then which non-cvents are to be rcgarded as
significant?""

It is only consequent, from the standpoint of the political-science behaviour-
alists, to declare negpative concepls in general—and thus also the attempt 1o
analyze powcr-relationships according to the criterion of what they forbid—
to be mecthodologically illegitimate. They maintain that structures and pro-
cesses of political power should be analyzed solcly on the basis of observable
behaviour data.?* Thus any way of measuring the structural restrictedness of
possibilitics of action is lost. The mecthodological dictates of political-science
behaviourism block the way to sceing that political systems are determined by
the exclusion of cenain events (i.c. by ““non-events™) or by systematically dis-
torted perception of possibilities of action (“mobilization ol bias™—Schait-
schneider). There can at best be a perception of the negativity of a political
system insofar as the [ailure of an impulse to act which has alrcady become
visible within the system itself is concerned.

Howcrer, in this way, only those processes of repression are seen which
have already become conscious and recognizable as such, that is whose rigidity
has alrcady been broken. With this methodological procedure for critically
examining political power only those cvents and problems berome visible
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which could so to speak 3t any moment be the subject of reformist policies
but nut tiross which on prinaiple remain outside the scope of such policies

In the hberal-socnal scicace attempts to wWentfy the negatsity of a pohitical
svstem, the following methodological dilemma appears: cither, on the onc
hand—as for example in Luhmann’s systems theory—sclectiveness is claimed
1o be a constitutive feature of cach and every social system as a means of
maintaming boundarics as opposced 1o an overly complex and hence threaten-
ing environment; consequently the social system consists in an infinite varicly
ol exclusions. Or. on the other hand. behaviourist methodology restricts itsclf
1o idenufying only those “‘non-cvents” acknowledged within and by the system
itsIf, which are thus on principle contingent and revokable at any time. conse-
quently it dispenses with the concept of a sclectivencess inherent in the structure
of a political system.

Luhmann, logically enough, cannot make anything of the concept of political
domination’ since he has no criterion at his disposal to refer to what the
functions of political organizations for maintaining order, boundaries and
stabulity are directed against and instead spcaks, in a most apologctic manner,
of the “reduction of complexity”. The buehaviourists, on the other hand,
apzrate with a concept of governance which is restricted solely to conflicts
licensed within the system and ones which are empirically obscrvable. Whether
scen from the bird's-eyc view of the system-theoreticians or the worm’s-eyc
view of the behaviourists, the historically specific and systematic negations, or
excluded non-events, inherent in a political system cannot be identified.

The dilemma of political science and political sociology—namely that they
are unable to identify the class character of a system of political governance
because they are methodologically incapable of ascertaining the historically
concrete sclectivencss of the exercise of political power—appears at first glance
to be 3 purcly methodological problem. In fact it docs scem that atiempts to
sohe it incvitably boil down to normativist or empiricist expedicnts. We shall
demonstrate this by means of a short sysiematizing survey of the method-
ological procedures chosen by critical political scicntists in view of this situ-
ation. It is possible to distinguish a numbcr of attempts to establish a critical
yardstick for determining the sclectiveness of the political system and at the
same time 1o avoid the difficulties of the sysiems-theory and the bchaviourist
procedurces.

a. Onc approach starts with a normative dcfinition of human needs which
are derived {rom a theory of human nature. The totality of unsatisfied needs
then appears as a non-fact, as an indicator of the sclectiveness. the greater or
lesser repressiveness of a political system.?’ The procedure may well prove
usclul in the attempt to throw light—at least descriptively—on the repressive-
ncss of a political system. But since the underlying nced-projectiors. which
have been raised to a critical yardstick themselves, always remain bound to a
context of concrete chances of satisfaction and aspirations, they cannot ascer-
tain their own appropriateness : this approach could casily postulate needs that
are merely “imagined’’; it could fail to take into account “real” ones; and
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tends to be arbitrary in assessing the relative weight of conflicting nceds. These
methodological shortconungs of normative thinking tend to render any assertion
‘rcgarding the nceativity of a political system controversial and analvtically
inconclusive. The couwal impulse is used up ineffectually in utopian thinking
which at all cvents seems unsuited to an analytic ascertaining of the limis and
the sclectiveness of a system of political institutions.

b.‘ An cxpressly subjective option by the investigator for certain desirable
policics can be normatively defined and made the staring-puint for the
analysis. The inevitable and conscious violation of the methodological im-
pcralivc of so-called “*value-frec™ scicnce remains problematic not because this
imperative as such should deserve observance but because, even when it is
violated by the choice of a criticallv-normative standpoint, this is hardly
sufficient to clarify completely a*\d unambiguously the objcctive restrictiveness
of an organization of political governance. However important and fruitful a
type ql criticism proceeding from normative options may be, its analytic
limitations nevertheless lie in the fact that it is unable to differentiate between
the systematic selectiveness of a system of institutions on the one hand and
the purely accidental non-fulfilment of certain norms (which centainly could
be fulfilled while retaining the selective structures) on the other.

¢. Obijections such as these are in part taken into account by the critical
modcl which proceeds advocatoriallv. Here the critical vardsticks arc not drawn
from the investigator's conscicnce but from the articulated interests of empiri-
cal conflict groups. This empirical feedback in the process of criticism may
very well cnd in—what is for the analysis of sclectiveness—a premature partis-
an.ship; for the research strategy which proceeds advocatorially does not have a
cmf:non at its disposal to help in deciding whether an empirical conflict is
accidental or systematic. Furthermore, those selection processcs which push
down potential conflicts under the threshold of their empirical actualizalion or
push them aside into privatized deviation lie outside the scope of perception
of this critical method altogether.

. d The converse difficulty of a no longer empirically obtainable but objec-
tivistic definition is encountered by a position which bases its critique on a
c.icduc(ivcly obtained concept of the revolutionary class and its “‘objective”
intcrests. This type of procedure, which only supposedly follows Marxist
“orthodoxy™, runs the risk of raising the still-to-be-proved class character of
lh.c'St.alc o a theorctical premise and at the same time of degrading to
?nw.ahl.y the historical peculiarities of the selectiveness of a concrete system of
msmu.nons—whe(het it can be brought into line with the dogmatically pre.
COHCC'IVC(! class concept or not. In its dispensing with a methodological
€xamination of the appropriateness of the yardstick of critique, this position
m\_rc.)h‘les itsell in difficultics not unlike those encountered by a normativist
criticism (scc above). Furthermore, the point of reference of an “objective"’
flas; inferest set up as a constant could unwittingly lead 10 2 playing-down of
ms.muuonalized selection rules which cannot be comprehended from the stand-
point of an objectivistic class- and revolution-theory.
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¢ A comparative (intcr-time and inter-system) approach can also be
adopted employing a “'ceferis-paribus” clause to idenuly the exclusion rules
which distinguish onc system from another (otherwise regarded as analogous).
Thus it would be possible to investigate, for example, the degree of internal
democratization of political parties, the selectiveness of their respective pro-
cedurcs for financing their activitics, for nominating candidates, for their
clection-campaign strategy and their program making. by measuring one
party against the standard of comparison of another (or the same party at an
carlicr point in time). Crenson®® takes the example of a specific policy issue,
conservation of the environment, to compare various political systems of local
government with tespect to their “problem-acknowledging capacity™ or their
receptiveness to certain issucs and interests. There are two obvious
objections 1o this relatively handy procedure as far as practical research is
concerned. On the onc hand, those types of selectivity commion to the systems
under comparison do not come to light, and on the other, conditions which
would justify a rigorous application of the “‘ceteris-paribus™ clause are pre-
sumably hardly ever to be met—that is, the systems being compared always
differ in more than just one variable so that there is always the possibility that
observable differences in one “‘dimension’ of selectiveness (c.g. a diflerent
chance of implementation for certain interests, a different budget allocation
for one department, diffcrent access to schools, ctc.) are cancelled out by
differences in the cflectiveness of other, functionally equivalent sciection rules
(in the case of schools, for example, differences in curriculum). The sclection
rules of the political system which can be identified by the comparative pro-
cedure are thus limited to those which are not comnion to the systems under
investigation and in which possible functional equivalences are not taken into
account. Within these narrow limits the comparative approach should, how-
ever, be suitable for an empirical identification of selectivity.

f. An immanent approach can be used by playing off *’claim™ and
“rcality’” against cach othcr. This method is current in critical works on
Constitutional Law (“*promise” of the constitution versus constitutional reality)
but it has to prove that the claim which is not met in rcality and which the
critique appeals to is violated not only accidentally but systematically. Further-
more, this approach would have to establish to what extent it can procced
from the assumption that the system forming the framework for the “‘claim”
(e.g.. a constitutional right) and the system in which the violation of this
norm is observed can be regarded as identical; otherwise the critique degencr-
atcs into an analytically unproductive appeal to days gone by and the norma-
tive declarations stemming from them. Finally the questioa arises of how to
arrive at an interpretation of “claims™ which is non-controversial and not
bascd simply on subjective interpretations and wishful projections. These
objections and doubts allow the conclusion that information about the selec-
tiveness of organizations of political governance which is gained from a
confrontation of “‘claim’™ and “reality” is bound to remain not only incom-
plete but also inconclusive.
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o {tis possible to identify crclusion rides which a politieal system has codi-
fied —for cxample, in the form of procedural rules set down in Administrative
Law, civil and penal laws. This kind of approach is inadequate for analyzing
structural selectivencss inasmuch as it can hardly be supposcd that a political
system will atself sct down all the restrictions operating in it in a codificd (orm
fand. converscly, keep to those which are named).

h. A further possibility, for which, to my knowledge, there is no model or
example, would lic in comparing political-administrative processes not to their
own pretentions or those set down in Constitutional Law (sce above) but
rather to the “misunderstandings’ and over-interpretutions they produce which
are not intemded but uppear systematically. It is well-known from investiga-
tions on the problem of "‘co-determination in industry” that workers in every
day lancuage associate the slogan “participation in the management of the
firm’* as a matter of course with malterial powcr positions, which it is naturally
not the intention of the laws and statutes concerned to create; the contrary is
rathcr the case.® The way in which the semantics ol concepts depicting
political-administrative activity (certainly with a view to make up it
legitimation deficit) are getting out of hand is likely to be a mechanism which
other examples also scrve to throw some light on: the actualization of “mare
far-reaching™ demands is a latent function of the very mcasurcs which are
intended to scrve to appease them. It can be supposed that parallel situations
are to be found on the cognitive level: the forced production of sociological
information and its disscmination through the mass-media with the aim of
increasing manipulation-capacity are likely to put the political system under
pressure to remain consistent with itself.’® It involuntanly exposcs itsell
problem situations which, significantly cnough, are commonly rclerred to as a
“credibility gap™—a tenn borrowed from the vocabulary of military strategy.

It scems, then, that the political system itself contributes to rejected claims
and suppressed truths becoming evident—evident, however, directly as a
concrete experience of conflict. The methods for analyzing the selcctiveness of
a system of institutions suggested in the liberal and critical social sciences alt—
with the possible exception of the last one presented—display the weakness
that in their attempt to achieve an analytically-critical standpoint they do not
go far enough empirically or they fail to establish their own normative criteria
conclusively. Their methodological equipment consists of expedients: they arc
unsuited to tackle conclusively the argumentation necessary one way or an-
other to decide the question of the class character of the State (in the sense
discussed above of a “twofold selectivity™).

Tt this is correct. then the Turther conclusion is inevitable that the historically
concrete limits of a system of pohitical power can only be percersed in political

practice and can only be identificd in the class conflict engaged in through
actions and organizations in which collective normarive oplions turn into
empirical force. The class character of the State becomes evident analytically

only in an ex posr perspective, namely when the limitation of its functions
becomes apparent in class conflict.
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This means, however, that polincal practice and class conflict, which arc the
ultimate saource of evidence of the class character of the State, cannot them-
schoes be mformed and directed cntircly by a postulaied analvuical insight.
Il no insight int1o the class character of the State can be gained unul its class-
bound “selectiseness™ has been discovered and exposed in practice, the fogical
status of “theories™ which claim 10 go ahcad of this pructical step and show
it the way becomes dubious. Revolutionary “theoty™ which claims to demon-
strate the class character of an cxisting system of governance can therclore
always be construed as the self-cxplanation of a practical movement which is
alrcady in progress—and not as the factor which triggers it off and predeter-
mines its course.

The problem of a theory of the State which aims at establishing the class .
character of political governance, its structural complicity with an nterest of -
capital as a whole, lies in the fact that it is completely impractical as a theory,

as an objectifying presentation of the State’s functions and their reference to
interests; its analytical claim can only be fulfilled by class conflicts in practice.
In this respect theoretical attributes such as those that the State is 2 “manag-
ing committee™” or an “ideal collective capitalist™ rely on a kind of evidence
which can only be gained in practice.

THI ST LiMITATIONS of theorctical understanding, however, arc not caused by
the inadequacy of the methods it employs but by the structure of the matter
itscll. The subject of analysis, the capitalist State, defies its clarification by
the means of class-theory. In a simplified form, we can say, that Statc power
in caputahist industrial socictics is the mcthod of class rule which does not
disclose uts identity as such. The reasons for this seemingly paradoxical but in
fact logically consistcnt diagnosis arc clear. Supposing the institutions of politi-
cal governance exercised a class-bound sclectiveness in the sense that they pro-
tected collective capital both against the risks of its own anarchic dynamics and
against the opposition of the labour force subsumed under it by—as is shown
above—producing “‘coordinative” and “‘repressive” directing functions, they
could only do so permancntly if they succeeded at the same time in per-
manently denying the specificity of the selections performed, that is, precisely
their class character. Why? Because it is only under this condition, namely that
the fact that the Statc’s {unctions are objectively functionalized for the process
of accumulation remains concealed, that the basis of official power on which
the cxecution of this function depends remains intact and can be maintained.
That is, unlike the silent force of cconomic exploitation operating in an ex-
change of equivalents, the official power embodied in political institutions finds
itsell forced to declare and jusufy itself as power. After the absolutist self-
justification of Statc power came to an end in the bourgeois revolutions, the
excrcise of power by the State has been tied to social interests and processes:
sovercignty has been functionalized. Therefore Miliband, for example, is quite
right in pointing out the historical correspondence between the capitalist
mode of production and bourgeois dcmocracy**—a correspondence which

St1uctural Problems of the Capitalist Staie 4

has only heen temporarily interrupted in situations of extreme  crisis
such as those at the beginning of the Fascist period. This emancipation
of the system of political governance from feudal or absolutist bonds sooner
or later became the pre-condition for the devclopment of capitalist indus-
trialization, which only permitted sovereignty in the form of that of the
bourgeois socicty. The fact that sovercignty is functionalized obliges the State
apparatus to cxccute its cluss-hound functions under the pretext of class-
neutrality and to provide its particular excrcise of power with the alibi of the
general interest.”® This permanent obligation does not result solely, or not
primarily. from the increasing historical weight behind already codified
republican constitutional norms; rather. it arises functionally from the need
to have to implement, in the name of the general interest, the social living
conditions required by capital against the empirical opposition of individual
units of capital. and conversely it ariscs from the danger that an openly
practised class character of political governance which is apparent as such,
involves the risk of class-polarization and a politicization of the class struggle.

The structural problem of the capitalist State that results from this is that
the State must ar the same time practise its class character and keep it con-
cealed. The coordinative and repressive selections and acts of direction which
make up the content of its class character must be denied by a third category
of counteractive, disguising sclections. Only by keeping up the appearance of
class-neutrality can political governance be exercised as class rule.

The modcl of the counter-running sclectivencss of the political system has
heen taken up from various theoretical starting-points in social-scientific writ-
ings. Following M. Edelmann, Parenti devcloped a dualistic interpretation of
the political system: “One might think of ours as a dual political system:
first. there is the symbolic input-output system cenlering around electoral and
representative activities including party conflicts, voter tumout, political pes-
sonalities. public pronouncements, official role playing and certain ambiguous
presentations of some of the public issues which bestir presidents, governors.
mayors and their respective legislatures. Then there is the substantive input—
output system. involving multi-billion dollar contracts. tax write-olfs, protec-
tions, rebates. grants, loss compensations, subsidies, graces, giveaways, and
the whole vast process of budgcting, legislating. allocating, “‘regulating”, pro-
tecting and servicing major producer intcrests, now bending or ignoring the
law on behalf of the powerful, now applying it with full punitive rigor against
heretics and ‘troublemakers’. The symbolic system is highly visible (.. .). The
substantive system is seldom heard of or accounted for.”*?

Luhmann®* describes the institution of the political clection as a device
which separates the function of procuring legitimation from that of determin-
ing the political system's premises regarding the substance of its activities.
“The politica) election offers an opportunity to express dissatisfaction without
endangering the structure, that is, for expressive action which has a relieving
cflcct”™ (171). Since “‘the clection is no more suitable for the expression of
concrete intcrests than for the deciding of concrete conflicts (164/65). a
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theory of political election which secs it as the concrete determination of the
substance of State activity must be dismissed as naive: ‘‘the function of
the process of political clection does not entirely lie . . . in the dircction of the
official statement of objectives, which is to select the best representatives of
the people for political office™ (173). This statement of objectives is only the
—albeit indispcnsable—pretext for a process whose actual functions consist in
ensuring that the motives for conflict which cnter into it add up to nil or
*“can be remoulded or diverted™ by the political parties “‘into channels which
are politically irrelevant™ (163); it further serves for “letting off steam™ (171)
or for the “absorption of protests™ (173)}—with the result *'that those clected
are no longer pledged to specific interests™ (165) and that “an unusually high
degree of operational autonomy™ is established “for the political sysiem™ (173).

At this point we have to discuss briefly the systems-theory argument that
every social systcm must practise an “opportunist’ selectiveness which takcs
its orientation simuitancously from sevcral inconsistent relevance criteria.
Thercfore, the objection would run, the conclusion that a system which is
discovered to have counter-running selection processes displays a class char-
acter is illegitimate and the discovery of these processes is itself trivial since
every system must establish a balance between various functions, for example,
between the “instrumental™ and the “adaptive™ ones. But clcarly more is
meant by Luhmann's own description ol the function of the institution of the
election than the proposition familiar from sociology of organization text-
books *“‘that organized social systems do not preserve themselves merely by
fulfilling their official programs™.?* Merely the great variery of relevance
criteria with which every social organization is confronted is not the same as
the organized disguising of one criterion by another contradictory one, a dis-
guising which characterizes the relationship between the instrumenta) and the
expressive functions of the capitalist State. The difference lies in the fact that
the multi-dimensionality of organizations can very well be somcthing their
members arc aware of and still continues to be p"actiscd. whercas contruadic-
tory imperatives of the fulfilling of capitalist class interests and of democratic
legitimation can only co-exist as long as they successfully avoid their being
understood and pretend to be something other than what they are. Applicd
to the institution of the political election investigated by Luhmapn: it can
fulfil its function of global legitimation and the freeing of the political-
administrative sphere from material controls only as long as it is not seen to
be fulfitling this function but is rather thought to be the opposite of what it is.

The same type of argument contending that class-bound functions of politica)
processes can only be fulfilled when they are dressed up in formal procedure
which deny their real function is discussed by Selznick using the example of
co-optation. Co-optation can mean on the one hand a real shifting of power
and on the other merely a symbolic disguising of power and generalizing of
responsibilities. Selznick discusses the hypothesis that the second alternative
is all the more likcly the more co-optation is carried out by way of formally
democratic procedures and is exposed to the public eye.™
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In his epilogue 10 The Active Society. under the heading ‘‘inauthenticity™
A. Euioni dcals with the structure of governance relationships which are only
maintained by constantly denying themselves: “inauthentic structures devote
a higher ratio of their ctforis than alicnating ones (o concealing their contours
and to gencrating appearance of responsiveness” (619/20). It should be possible
to make use of this concept of “inauthenticity”, or the “'false consciousness”
that political institutions project about themselves. in empirical analysis. Onc
could take as an indicator the difference between the “'denying” functions of
the State apparatus on the onc hand, which aim at suggesting, by means of
democratic and participatory proccdures, the possibility of effective democ-
ratic control over economic and social living<conditions. and their lack of
material consequences on the other.-In what follows three stages of a possible
cmpirical design will be outlined which aims at identilying the implementation
and simultancous denial of political class rule.

Firstly, we have 1o prove that the scope of the functions of the State which
serve to safeguard the conditions for the continuity of capital accumulation
and that of the legitimating category of functions which amount to making
the specific. class-bound character of these functions non-transparent both
develop in the same direction. No attempt can be made here 1o deal with the
corresponding hypothesis operationally or cven 1o check it on a few examples.
It would have to refer 10 a parallelism existing between the desclopment of
the instruments for administrative direction of the process of accumulation
on the one hand and the formal hroadening of the political basis of conscnsus
on the other. The co-occurrence in time of the economic policy of the New
Deal and the Wagner Act (1935), of the adoption of procedures of cconoiv..
regulation and the Grand Coalition or Concerted Action in the Federal
Republic of Germany (1966) could provide profitable casc-studics for this
general hypothesis. The concurrence of economic and structural policies for
safcguarding the process of accumulation by employing flanking strategies of
procuring a broader (even though administratively controlled) consensus'®
seems (0 be plausible as a hypothesis.

Secondly, what is more important than this paralel is the criterion of the
non-identity in content of perceived functional requirements of the capitalist
cconomy and of the motives which are mobilized 1o implement these functions,
The legitimating motive and the intended function of the stale’s activity
diverge : *‘Prosperity for all* is the slogan of an cconomic policy which causes
the distribution of wealth to become more and more uncqual: “Education as
a Civil Right is proclaimed when bottlenccks are noticed in the labour
market: capital's concern about the investment of the defence industry lying
fallow corresponds to the appeal to the population’s fear of Communist
aggression: the development of means of destruction is rationalized as a
means of developing the forces of production: the nurturing of concern for
countrics of the Third World provides the legitimation background for a far-
sighted tapping of capital—and selling—markets: under these circumstances

it almost ranks as a white lic when Social Democratic candidates appear before
I
¢
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their clectorate “to tetl the citizen the rruth : that conservation of the cnviron-
mont costs money, 100" (5PD clection poster). Here we have only picked out
a few ponns 10 give a hint of the systematic non-conpruciee between the
rioatives which are polincatly mobilized for the purpose of creating a conscnsus
and the funcaons, or the functional requirements triggening them oif. whose
fuliment 1s served by pobuics saleguarded in such a way: the points made,
however, provide a sccond reason 10 suspect that counter-running sclections
are performed by a political system which exercises class-bound funcuons
and at the same time denies them to be such.

Thirdly. a further critcrion can be developed from the combination of those
given previously; what happens when both developments go on simultancously,
that is. when on the one hand the scope of both the symbolic’® and the
strategic funcuons of the State apparawus are expanding while on the other
hand the non-identity of the functional and the legitimizing aspects also con-
tinues to exist? Here we are proceeding hypothetically from the assumption
that the continuous and irreversible extension of both cconomic-classbound
and loyalty-binding functions of the State apparatus zre by no means bound
inevitably tas Luhmann considers) to have the stability promoting effcct of
“differentiating out™ or of providing operational autonomy for the political
systemn, but must instcad generate interfercnce and political crisis-phenomena.
Any parallel extension of systems of profit-oriented state-intervention and
legitimation of political power, which must however deny each other’s exist-
ence, is heading for a point of collision which is analytically determined by a
constcllation in which the State is no longer in a position to legitimize its
visible functions or to provide for its need for legitimation while at the same
time stabilizing capitalist accumulation. The “credibility gap™ opening up
significs the hour of truth. The class-bound content of the exercise of political
power and the bourgeois-democratic forms of sell-justification which deny
this content and which are associated in some way (however corrupted) with
the idca of popular sovercignty turn into *‘handicaps™ for each other.

A sunable case to illustrate this situation may be found in the proclamation
and practice of *full-employment policy’. At least in the form of a declara-
tion of the aims ol cconomic policy, a State policy of job-security has since
the Second World War been part of the stock-in-trade of almost all the
parties in cvery developed industrial state in the capitalist world. Without the
politica! assurance of cotresponding laws and programmes related to business,
educauional and structural policies it wonld never have been possible to secure
the degree of social peace and integration of the trade-unions which, above
all in West Germany, was a prerequisite for a successful capitalist restoration.
Independentty of the failure or (except in the USA) relative success of this
programme its mere adoption alone has an important cffect which modifies
reality: the actual fact of uncmployment changes its social definition where-
ever it appears; it is no longer perceived as a periodic event in a blindly
operating cconomic cycle but as a *‘culpable™ and therefore “actionable™
failure on the part of political-administrative direction.
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“Today ... the conviction is widespread among the workers that (ull
cmplovment can be created by political means, that there cxnts a legitimate
and rcalizable claim to a secure and suitable job. This rcflects the expenience
both of full-employment in the post-war period and the 1966767 recession and
its being quickly overcome. The consequence of this is, however. that every
rccession and cvery endangering of a person's own job is blamed on the
inactivity or incfliciency of the State’s economic policy. This explains why the
theeshold of politically tolerable uncmployment is a great deal lower today
than it was in the twenties. . .. The political system ... immediately runs into
a legitimation problem when the right 1o a job no longer secms to be sale-
guarded.”** As a result of this “‘re-definition’”” of unemployment a situation
arises in which it is not that “'social peace™ is more reliably saleguarded but
that the conditions for its continuance have become more severe. The loyalty-
binding returns of (ull employment (like—we can suppose—thosc of rising
real-income and welfare-state social security) have been uscd up: they remain
on the books mercly as a gencral raising of the level of the demands and
expectations made of the State’s economic policy. However, if the economic
conditions are such that the legitimation basis, once drawn on, can no longer
excrcise any manifestly loyalty-binding functions but on the other hand cannot
just be withdrawn from service although current considerations of “‘stability
policy” would suggest “intentional’’ unemployment, i.c. of the kind which is
dosed out for a limited period, then the incompatibility (even though restricted
to onc area) of the two functions of the State—the guarantee of profit and
the denial of this guarantee—becomes clearly visible.

Political crises and conflicts which fit into this patiern of interpretation and
follow the course it predicts can be made use of as concrete proof of the class
character of State power. Here, too, it is evident that this kind of proof is not
1o be drawn from the simple concrete state of political institutions or the day-
to-day routines of the political system but only from crisis situations and mani-
fest class-conflicts which suspend the mechanisms of objective sell-disguise and
which only then and only for this reason make it possible to perccive them
as such.*

That does not. however, mean that otherwise the analytical eflont directed
at the class character of State governance is inevitably doomed to failure. If it
is truc that State governance in capitalism is characterized by *‘counter-
running selectiveness™ and if it is cotrect that in the course of increasing
organizalion and direction performed by the State for the economic system
there is a parallel expansion of the mechanisms for procuring consensus, and
if finally it is true that this two-sided process of expansion—because of the
non-coincidence of its motives and objective functions—leads to contradic-
tions of a critical nature, to legitimation and direction impeding each other's
performance and thus producing in tendency a breach of legitimation, if all
this is true, then a further link can be added to the chain of deduction which
refers to strategics and structural changes which operate in anticipation of
such collisions with the aim of averting them in advance.
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Such strategics for a preventive checking of conflicts can be of two kinds:
they can attempt to reduce cither the likelihiod of the appearance of conflicts
or the vivlence of their manifestation. A plausible hypothesis would run to the
cifect that under the pressure of the discrepancy which appears between its
two functions the capitalist State develops a combination of strategies which
can be interpreted as variations of these two forms of conflict avoidance.
There are on the one hand political-administrative strategies whose aim is to
relicve the State apparatus of expectations and responsibilities which, if re-
tained. could reduce its ability to respond to the functional needs of the
cconomy and would thus gencrate conflicts. This hypothesis can be specified
to the effect that tendencies to an even more extensive direction and rcgulation
of social living conditions—such as are scen in particular in social-demeocratic
administrations—are thwarted by counter-tendencies: the latter are demon-
strated in demands for the “‘reprivatization™ of State economic and social
policics. a corporativist ‘“‘backlash”™ in economic-policy doctrines, a
tendency to push off demands from the central State level of decision on to
international or state or local governments, ctc. The need felt by the govern-
ment to withdraw from growing obligztions and their conflict potential is
visible above all in the demand which is also put forward by thc Liberals
and the Conservatives for a reduction of the State's quota of the gross national
product on the one hand and for a rationalization (and that means a stricter
coupling to critcria of economic growth) of the State’s spending policy on the
other hand.**

Tendencies of this kind have a common denominator in the cndeavour to
put a stop to the extension of weifarc state and interventionist policies and
responsibilities branded as *"creeping socialism™ and to prevent the political
system from dealing with its legitimation problems all too generously at the
expense of economic “stability”. While endeavours of this kind to de-politicize
potential conflicts arc characteristic more of liberal and conservative political
stratcgies, social-democratic positions and administrations possibly tend more
lo reduce by ineans of prevention in advance the intensity of subsequent
conflicts which appear as a result of a reform strategy conceived of as being
irreversible. The paradoxical situation that the expressed willingness 1o assume
distributive responsibilities and the reform programmes aimed at improving
the “quality of life™ fail to achieve their declared aim. that of securing social
peace, precisely because either they founder on the supcrior imperatives of
capitalist “stability™ or they develop their own radicalizing impetus as soon
as thesc imperatives begin to appcar—this paradoxical situation makes it
necessary precisely for Social Democratic progressive positions to intensify
their instruments of political repression and disciplining with the aim of
wcakening the intensity of the political conflicts which will inevitably arise
and to direct them into institutional channels. De-politicization of conflict-
potentials and intensification of political repression therefore seem 10 be the
two polar points of a spectrum of alternatives for describing the possible
strategies of the capitalist State in advanced industrial societics.*’

Structural Problems of the Capualist Siate L3

THE FLEMENTS of the caputalist State which produce instability, conflicts and
crises and which for their part make an empirical-analytic demonstration of
its class character possible, can admittedly only be regarded as rendencics
cstablished in the structure under one condition: that the capitalist State docs
not reduce its critical “complexity’, its contradictory over-taxing by the im.
peratives of accumulation and legitimation, simply by switching over to an
organization of State power which generally and expressly annuls the basic
nomms of liberal-democratic constitutions. In Fascist regimes the problem of
accumulation versus consensus-procuring is different, presumably “simpler™.
The qucstion is then—if we do not want to operate with a naive trust in the
irreversibility of established constitutional norms—what the grounds could be
for expecting that anti-democratic reversions to, for example, stages such as
that marked by European Fascism between the World Wars, will not appear
in devcloped capitalist societies.

This expectation is based on two sets of arguments. It must be shown on
the one hand that in spite of the destabilizing and contradictory clements
which characterize the relationship between the capitalist mode of production
and bourgeois democracy a progranmatic abolition of democratic constitu-
tional rules (ie. an overr swiltching over to authoritarian-Fascist forms of
organization of political power) may indeed cxist as a tendency and a threat
but would nevertheless in the last analysis bring with it more problems than
it would solve and hence will not be realized. And it must be shown on the
other hand that the contradictory co-existence of capitalist economy and
liberal democracy, especially in the stage of monopoly capitalism, in which
the privateness of the process of exploitation can only be maintained if it is
politically guaranteed, organized and directed, {ulfils functions which are
important for the continued existence of the overall systern.

. There is no practical alternative to the constitutional programme of liberal
and welfare statc democracy: the authoritarian and Fascist forms of govern-
ance which could constitute such an alternative cannot be put into
practice. Thcy would be bound to give rise ecither 10 the danger of
a complete subjection of the State 1o the hegemony of individual-capitalist
(and therefore narrow, short-term and too restricted) exploitation interests or
to the opposite danger of an cxercise of governance by the State which had
become autonomous and could no longer be re-linked 10 the interests of col-
lective capital. In both cases the relative autonomy which the State requircs
10 formulate and implement a capitalist cluss-interest would be destroyed.
Either the autonomy would become absolute** (if, for example, the State's
activity came under the control of unleashed Fascist myths and acts of aggres-
sion) or it would be annulled (if, for example, the control of the State fell into
the hands of a single corporation or industry—which is the political class-
relationship in banana republics).

A turther clement of risk implied in the overt violation of boutgeois consti-
tutional norms consists in the concomitant necessity to suspend the individual-
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izing and de-poliucizing forms of ceeating political will which are guaranteed
by democratic orpanization notms: Fascist comensus building is carned out
by mohihzing the masses. The rclationship between the repressive miihs and
symbals which form the basis of organizing this mobitization and the form
of the mohilization is always precarious and contradictory: st is not without
reason that the initial phases of Fascist movements have also incorporated
anti-capitalist motives—what would seem to be a necessary concession to the
emancipatory form of mobilization of the masses, which (whatcver its norma-
tive content) already represents a threat to private accumulation. Furthermore,
in the post-Fascist epoch it seems extremely doubtful that the fund of pre-
universalist norms and symbols which Fascist “ideology™ appcaled to, and
which is now thoroughly discredited as a result of the Fascist period, is still
available and could be turned into a crystallization point for mabilization; if,
however, every conceivable content of Fascist “ideology™ has been historically
uscd up, this makes it even more likely that any revocation of bourgeois—
democratic constitutional rules would be obliged to fill the form of its mobil-
ization of the masses with anti-capitalist content.

The formal structures of bourgeois democracy, however, not only lack
alternatives—which would be realizable within the framework of capitalist
production conditions—they are also. on account of their functional signific-
ance, indispensable for these production conditions. Their functions are of
two kinds: they constitute the medium of direction of political power in a
mannct which—albeit at the cost of creating new contradictions —allows the
State apparatus, within specific bounds in cach case. to bridge the contradic-
tion between social production and private appropriation and to establish a
capitalist class interest or capitalist *‘systemic interest” which the confined
rationality of each individual-capitalist interest would in any case be bound to
fall short of. And at the same time they establish an ideological mechanism
which still is most likely, through the effectiveness of *‘counter-running sclec-
tiveness'', to make it possible to deny the objective complicity of collective-
capitalist accumulation interests and the functions of the State. 1f, accordingly,

the capitalist system is not able to survive without bourgeois-democratic

forms of organizations of political power, the contradiction between the
economic and the legitimation functions of the capitalist State points on the
other hand to an irreversible politicization of classconflicts, that is, to the fact
that it cannot live with them either.
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