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Preface

This book is a selection of key political and theoretical articles by Toni
Negri, spanning the period of his involvement in the Italian
revolutionary left since the 1960s. These writings are essential for an
understanding of the political outlook of the Italian autonomist move-
ment; a movement which developed one of the most massive and
coherent challenges in Europe to the system of austerity politics and the
role of the established Left within it in the 1970s. These Negri essays
provided a theoretical and critical reference point for ongoing debates in
the development of this new class politics of communism, based on the
liberation of needs and refusal of the capitalist system of work, from its
origins in the “workerism” of the 1960s to the movement of “auto-
nomy” in the 1970s. As such they are still more than relevant to an
understanding of today’s problems in a revolutionary class perspective.

Negri is best known abroad for the world-wide notoriety surrounding
his arrest and imprisonment in 1979, along with many others, on
conspiracy charges. His trial process took the form of an attempt to
criminalise and destroy the ideas and memory of the entire movement to
which he had contributed. One aim of this book is to put these ideas back
into focus, against the general distortion to which they have been
subjected.

He is now living in exile in France, having been sentenced to 30 years
imprisonment in Italy for his political activities. Almost all of the
original charges against him have since been dropped at the appeal stage
(February 1987). After eight years of exile and/or imprisonment, his co-
defendants in the trial have been acquitted. It is now generally
recognised that the April 7th trial was a political inquisition from start to
finish, using “terrorist” labels to incriminate movements of the
opposition outside and against the established political system. Negri, in
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short, was used as a political scapegoat to reinforce the party pact known
as the “Historic Compromise”.

In the English-speaking world, little is known of the quality, breadth
and conceptual originality of Negri’s work, as a contributor to new
Marxist revolutionary perspectives. And yet his writings are a key point
of reference for the much-needed “updating” of Marxist conceptual
vocabulary today, if it is to grasp the radical changes in capitalist control
over labour, the new form of state power, and new forms of class
antagonism — the development of new class subjectivities and subjects,
beyond traditional definitions of the working class — that have emerged
in the period of the current crisis. Other European writers on these
themes have been translated into English and assimilated (Foucault, the
French “new philosophers”, the German debate on the derivation of the
state and legitimacy, to name only some). This has not been the case
with Negri, despite extensive publication of his work and informed
debate in other European countries — France, Germany, Spain etc.

It is hoped that our publication will fill this gap and stimulate a new
level of analysis and debate on the originality of the class situation facing
us today from a Marxist and communist perspective. At a time when it

® is widely felt that the existing vocabularies of class analysis are in crisis,
that they are increasingly paralysed in the face of the new antagonisms
of state power and class subjects today and unable to provide any new
indications of the way ahead, this publication of Negri’s writings is
important and timely.

Its importance lies in Negri’s sustained effort, throughout the period
covered by these essays, to seek ways of updating the categories of class
analysis by re-interpreting Marx in the light of contemporary changes.
He develops his analysis of the changing state form by constant
reference to a dynamic reading of the capital-labour relation and of class
recomposition in the crisis. His method is based on a re-reading of Marx
— in particular the much underplayed Marx of the Grundrisse, a text he
interprets in ways which provide exciting new insights as regards the
overall tendency of the class struggle towards communism.

Negri provides crucial indications as to how the present tendency of
the class struggle, in its forms, content and composition, is qualitatively
different to what it was in the past.

For Negri, the springboard of the contemporary permanent state of
crisis lies in the autonomy of struggles for income and the liberation of
( proletarian life-needs, challenging capitalist relations of work, not only
i: in production but in reproduction and circulation as a whole. Class
'} antagonism has been recomposed at a higher level of socialisation
around new subjectivities of struggle, directly presenting a communist
content. The crisis is first and foremost a crisis of the wage work relation,
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Preface

a general crisis of the value form itself. This was already true from its
inception, in the “mass worker” composition of the great international
wave of struggles that undermined the Keynesian system from the late
1960s onwards. Following on from this, the multiple rebellions from the
mid-1970s onwards against the austerity régime, throughout the
capitalist (and socialist) world, are by no means revolts of “marginals”
or a “reserve army”, as according to the old Marxist schema. They
represent movements for the self-valorisation of needs against the
imposition of productivity and the discipline of the labour market.
Hence new problems and perspectives for the Marxist analysis of class
antagonism. And hence also insurmountable problems for the
conventional outlook and vocabularies of socialism, still geared to the
values of labour productivity and planning. The crisis is also a definitive
crisis for socialism, as an anti-capitalist alternative. Negri argues that
contemporary crisis and development are no longer those of an
unregulated capitalism: both the Keynesian state, which he defines as
the “planner state” (stato piano), and the post-Keynesian “crisis state”
consist of historic new levels of political and monetary control,
redefinitions of the state form in response to the new levels of class
challenge that they seek to contain. These are dimensions that can only
be ignored at the cost of a debility in developing anticapitalist
perspectives adequate to today’s conditions.

To summarise: it is Negri’s sustained and systematic concern to
politicise and historicise economic categories from “a working-class
standpoint” (punto di vista di classe) that makes him stand out as one of
the most authentic Marxists of our period.

Our book presents six major articles and some supplementary
materials relating to Negri’s imprisonment and trial in the “April 7th”
case. It includes essays from Negri’s period in prison (1979-83). Each
essay is prefaced by an editorial introduction, placing it in its political
and theoretical context. The book also contains a reading list and brief
biography.

It has taken us several years to bring this book to press. It is being
printed as the first in a series of books which will eventually publish the
entire contents of the Red Notes Italian Archive. (This collection of
translated materials from the Italian revolutionary Left runs to around
2,000 pages, and is housed at the University of Readingand Ann Arbor
libraries; the extensive collection of Italian-language materials is lodged
with the British Library of Political and Economic Science — the LSE
Library). The work on the book has been hard, but we are proud of the
result achieved. We chose the title as a pointer to Negri’s attempts to
rescue the “revolutionary” Marx from the grip of those who have tried
to deaden and mystify his radical impulse. We also chose the title as a
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hope for the future: social revolution in a working-class and communist
sense.
London, February 1988



Keynes and the Capitalist Theory of the State post-1929
(1968)

Introduction

The first two articles in this selection of Negri’s writings were
published in the theoretical review Contropiano (this translates as
“Anti-Plan”), in successive issues of the journal, nos. 1and 2, 1968. This
journal - was run by a group of leading exponents of the Italian
“workerist” (operaista) movement in the 1960s ~ Tronti, Cacciari, Asor
Rosa, Negri and others. Negri left the review with the second of these
two articles, over the issue of tactical entrism into the Italian Communist
Party, a party which Tronti and others joined at this point.

Both these articles should be placed in the context of a broader
collective research project in which Negri was involved at the time, as
professor of the Institute of Social and Political Sciences, at the
University of Padova. They were originally contributions to a series of
research seminars at the Institute in 1967, for the half centenary of the
October Revolution. They were eventually republished, along with the
other seminar papers, in Operai e Stato (Feltrinelli, Milano 1972), an
anthology which became a “best-seller” in the Left movement, running
to numerous editions. Despite their apparently academic form, these
articles were a key point of reference for the politics of the worker and
student militants who were formed in the mass struggles in factories,
schools and universities in 1968-70, and especially for the new
revolutionary group Potere Operaio (“Workers’ Power”) in which
Negri was to play a leading role. Hence their inclusion in this volume.

The reader can gain some idea of the scope of this project by a
summary of the major contents of this 1972 anthology. The full title is:
Workers and the State: Workers’ Struggles and the Reform of the
Capitalist State from the October Revolution to the New Deal. Apart
from the two Negri articles translated here, it includes essays on the
workers’ council movements, by Sergio Bologna (translated in Telos,
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no. 13, 1972); on workers’ struggles in the USA in the inter-War period,
by George Rawick, the American historian of slavery; on the New Deal,
by Luciano Ferrari Bravo (one of those later to be imprisoned with
Negri in the “April 7th” wave of arrests in 1979); and on Ford in Britain,
by Ferruccio Gambino (translated as Workers’ Struggles and the
Development of Ford in Britain, Red Notes, London 1976). A rather
schematic summary in English of the major theses advanced through this
research can be found in Guido Baldi’s review, “Theses on the Mass
Worker and Social Capital”, Radical America, vol. 6, no. 3, May-June
1972.

Negri’s articles are concerned with the critique of the theory and
politics of Keynesian development planning so central in the 1960s, in
Italy as elsewhere. This is presented as the basis and rationale of a new
form of the capitalist state, a form of political control over labour in
regulating the accumulation process, which he defines as the “planner-
state” (stato-piano). This new state form took shape in response to
revolutionary threat and general crisis in the inter-War period. The
reference to the American class struggle, the “highest level of the
confrontation” (to quote the preface of the Anthology) was important
for the Italian workerists, since it was in the USA that the “mass worker
composition” — the basic class reference point underlying all their
analyses of “neo-capitalism” — historically first emerged, with the New
Deal as an anticipation of this new state form.

The nature of the Italian “workerist” movement of the 1960s, its
“recovery” of Marx and critique of the established Left, needs some
clarification. Against the prevailing view in Italy, from the anti-Fascist
fronts, that the working class was one element in a frontist alliance
(hegemony from “above”), the workerists, through their methodology
and “militant research” into class composition, argued that the new class
subject, the “mass worker”, arising within mass production, had moved
the confrontation beyond socialist and “democratic planning”
objectives. The confrontation had moved beyond trade union
bargaining over the hierarchy of jobs and skills and beyond “workers’
control”, towards challenging the capitalist organisation of work in the
factory and, by extension, in society as a whole. This working-class
specific material self-interest, “from below”, starting from the factory,
with its quality of “refusal” of the capitalist organisation of work, was
central to any future class recomposition of unity. The phrase, often
repeated in Negri, “from the workers’ viewpoint”, refers to this
independent class self-interest — no longer for production, as in the old
socialist vulgate.

Equally important and evident inthese texts is the concept of the state
as “collective capitalist”. According to the workerists, capital was
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increasingly unified as “social capital”; its unity was no longer derivative
from competition. Advanced capitalism was not only “plannable”, but
had come to represent Marx’s own prognosis of a capitalist socialism.
This theme had been developed earlier in the 1960s by Raniero Panzieri
(“Surplus Value and Planning — Notes for a Reading of Capital”,
translated in Labour Process and Class Strategies, CSE and Stage One
Books, London 1976) and Mario Tronti (especially in “The Plan of
Capital”, translated in Telos no. 17, 1973).

Negri’s contribution was to show how the planner-state (studied here
through its major theorist, Keynes) recognises and assumes working-
class antagonism within the accumulation process, through the wage
variable, and seeks to regulate this dynamically, as the central pivot in
the planning of development; thus the working class becomes, in the
planner-state, the “motor of capitalist development”. This analysis had
important political implications for the workerist movement. It
indicated the specific basis of reformist and revisionist labour politics,
which lay within the framework of “the plan” and saw development
policies as a progressive alternative to an unregulated capitalism. The
established Left, “Marxist” or otherwise, was basically Keynesian.
Secondly, it indicated the key political potential of the wage struggle as
the specific terrain of antagonism and recomposition of the working
class, outside and against the plan. Once the wage struggle becomes
independent from productivity, it becomes the vehicle for a new unity of
political demands for income — “more money, less work” — the decisive
terrain on which the class becomes recomposed and politically
autonomous.

This perspective, in which class autonomy as an independent force
outside of and against development takes the form of the separation of
income from wage-work, provided a key for understanding the nature
and impact of the struggles that were to put the system into crisis,
internationally, in the period that followed.
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1. 1929 as a fundamental moment for a periodisation of the modern
state

Fifty years have passed since the events of Red October 1917. Those
events were the climax of a historical movement that began with the
June 1848 insurrection on the streets of Paris, when the modern
industrial proletariat first discovered its class autonomy, its independent
antagonism to the capitalist system. A further decisive turning point was
again in Paris, with the Commune of 1871, the defeat of which led to the
generalisation of the slogan of the party and the awareness of the need
to organise class autonomy politically.

1848-71; 1871-1917. This periodisation seems to provide the only
adequate framework for a theorisation of the contemporary state. Such
a definition must take into account the total change in relations of class
power that was revealed in the revolutionary crises spanning the latter
half of the nineteenth century. The problem imposed for political
thought and action by the class challenge of 1848 led to a new critical
awareness — mystified to a greater or lesser degree — of the central role
now assumed by the working class in the capitalist system. Unless we
grasp this class determinant behind the transformation of capital and the
state, we remain trapped within bourgeois theory; we end up with a
formalised sphere of “politics” separated from capital as a dynamic class
relation. We must go beyond banal descriptions of “the process of
industrialisation”; our starting point is the identification of a secular
phase of capitalist development in which the dialectic of exploitation
(the inherent subordination and antagonism of the wage-work relation)
was socialised, leading to its extension over the entire fabric of political
and institutional relations of the modern state. Any definition of the
contemporary state that does not encompass these understandings is
like Hegel’s “dark night in which all cows appear grey”.

1917 is a crucial point of rupture in this process: at this point, history
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becomes contemporary. The truth already demonstrated in 1848 — the
possibility that the working class can appear as an independent variable
in the process of capitalist development, even to the extent of imposing
its own political autonomy - now achieved its full realisation, its
Durchbruch ins Freie [trans: breakthrough into freedom — Hegel. When
a historical tendency becomes manifest for the first time.] The land of
the Soviets stood as the point where the working-class antagonism was
now structured in the independent form of a state. As such, it became a
focus of internal political identification for the working class
internationally, because it was a present, immediately real, objective
class possibility.

At this point, socialism took the step from Utopia into reality. From
now on, theories of the state would have to take into account more than
simply the problems involved in the further socialisation of exploitation.
They would have to come to terms with a working class that had
achieved political identity, and had become a historical protagonist inits
own right. The state would now have to face the subversive potential of
a whole series of class movements, which in their material content
already carried revolutionary connotations. In other words, the
enormous political potential of this first leap in the working-class world
revolution was internalised within the given composition of the class. At
every level of capitalist organisation there was now a deeper, more
threatening and contradictory presence of the working class: a class that
was now autonomous and politically consistent. In this sense the
originality of 1917, the unique character of the challenge it presented
compared to preceding cycles of working-class struggle, towers
supreme. Henceforth all problems took on new perspectives and an
entirely new dimension; the working-class viewpoint could now find jts
full independent expression.

Of course, the real impact of the October Revolution penetrated the
awareness of the capitalist class only slowly. At first it was seen as an
essentially external fact. The initial response was the attempt —
successful in varying degrees — to externalise the danger, to isolate the
Soviet republic militarily and diplomatically, to turn the revolution into
a foreign issue. Then there was the internal threat. What was the general
response of capital to the international wave of workers’ struggles in the
period that immediately followed - ie the creation of powerful new mass
trade unions and the explosion of the Factory Council movement
challenging control over production?’ In this period, only backward,
immature ruling classes responded with fascist repression. But the more
general response, the reproduction of reformist models of containment,
only scratched the surface of the new political reality. The overall goal
of capital in the period that followed was to defeat the working-class
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vanguards and, more specifically, to undermine the material basis of
their leadership role in this phase: namely -a class composition that
contained a relatively highly “professionalised” sector (typical of
engineering) with the ideology of self-management that was its
corollary. In other words, the primary objective was to destroy the basis
of the alliance between workers’ vanguards and proletarian masses, the
alliance on which Bolshevik organisation was premissed. To cut the
vanguard off from the factory, and the factory from the class — to
eradicate that party from within the class: this was the aim of capitalist
reorganisation, the specific form of counter-attack against 1917 in the
West. :

Taylorism, the Ford revolution in production and the new “American
organisation of work” had precisely this function: to isolate the
Bolshevik vanguards from the class and expel them from their
hegemonic producer role, by means of a massification of the productive
process and deskilling of the labour force. This in turn accelerated the
injection of new proletarian forces into production, breaking the
striking-power of the old working-class aristocracies, neutralising their
political potential and preventing their regroupment. Just as earlier, in
the mid-nineteenth century, capital had attempted to break the nascent
proletarian front by means of a new industrial structure which fostered
the creation of labour aristocracies, so, after 1917, with the increasing
political fusion of this differentiation within the class and after the
political recomposition that the working class had achieved in the wake
of that break-point in the cycle, capital once again turned to the
technological path of repression. As always, this technological attack
(leap in organic composition in new sectors; assembly line; flow
production; scientific organisation of work; sub-division/fragmentation
of jobs, etc) was capital’s first and almost instinctive response to the
rigidity of the existing class composition and the threat to capitalist
control which this engendered.

But it is precisely here that the qualitatively new situation after 1917
imposed limits. The possibilities for recompositionof the labour force in
the phase of post-War reconversion certainly existed in the short run.
But the capitalist class soon realised that this reorganisation would open
up an even more threatening situation in the long term. Not only would
capital have to contend with the enlarged reproduction of the class that
these changes would inevitably bring about; it would have to face its
immediate political recomposition at a higher level of massification and
socialisation of the workforce. The October Revolution had once and
for all introduced a political quality of subversion into the material needs
and struggles of the working class, a spectre that could not be exorcised.
Given this new situation, the technological solution would backfire in
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the end. It would only relaunch the political recomposition of the class
at a higher level. At the same time, this response / counterattack was not
sufficient to confront the real problem facing capital: how to recognise
the political emergence of the working class, while finding new means
(through a complete restructuration of the social mechanism for the
extraction of relative surplus value) of politically controlling this new
class within the workings of the system. The admission of working class
autonomy had to be accompanied by the ability to control it politically.
The recognition of the originality of 1917, of the fact that the entire
existing material structure of capital had been thrown out of gear and
that there was no turning back, would sooner or later become a political
necessity for capital.

In fact the day of reckoning was not long in coming. As always,
capital’s political initiative has to be forced into freeing itself. Soon after
the defeat of the General Strike in Britain — the event which seemed to
mark the outer limit of the expanding revolutionary process of the post-
War period - the spectre of 1917 returned in a new and more threatening
guise. The collapse following 1929 was all the more critical owing to this
potential threat. Capitalism now faced a working class which had been
socially levelled by the repression brought against it, which had become
massified to the point where its autonomy had to be recognised, and
which simultaneously had to be both recognised in its subversive
potential, and grasped as the decisive element and motive power behind
any future model of development. The great crisis post-1929 was the
moment of truth, a rebounding on capital’s structure of the previous
technological attack on the working class, and the proof of its
limitations: the lesson of 1917 now imposed itself by this “delayed
reaction” on the system as a whole. The working-class political initiative
of 1917 with all its precise and ferocious destructiveness, controllable
only in the short run, now manifested itself in a crisis of the entire
system, showing that it could not be ignored or evaded. The earlier
attempts to avoid the problem, to ignore the effective reality of the
working class’s specific political impingement on the system, now
boomeranged on the system itself. The crisis struck deepest precisely
where capital was strongest and where technological conversion had
been most thorough (in the USA).

In this sense the crisis post-1929 represents a moment of decisive
importance in the emergence of the contemporary state: a political
turning point largely misunderstood by the economistic traditions of
Marxism. The chief casualty of the crisis was the material basis of the
liberal constitutional state. 1929 swept away even residual nostalgia for
the values that 1917 had destroyed. The Wall Street crash of “Black
Thursday” 1929 destroyed the political and state mythologies of a
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century of bourgeois domination. It marked the historic end of the
“state of Right”, understood as an apparatus of state power aimed at
formally protecting individual rights through the bourgeois safeguards
of “due process”, a state power established to guarantee bourgeois
hegemony on the basis of citizenship: the final burial of the classic liberal
myth of the separation of state and market, the end of laissez-faire.

But here it is not simply a question of an overthrow of the classic rel-
ation between the state and civil society and the coming of an “inter-
ventionist” state. The period after 1871 had, after all, also seen a
growing state intervention and a socialisation of the mode of
production. What was new, and what marks this moment as decisive,
was the recognition of the emergence of the working class and of the
ineliminable antagonism it represented within the system as a necessary
feature of the system which state power would have to accommodate. Too
often (and not just in Italy with the limited perspective that Fascism

nallowed) the novelty of the new state that emerged fromthe great crisis
. has been defined in terms of a transition from a “liberal” to a
“totalitarian” form of state power. This is a distorted view: it mistakes
the immediate and local recourse to fascist and corporatist solutions, the
form of régime, for the central overriding feature that distinguishes the
new historical form of the capitalist state: the reconstruction of a state
based on the discovery of the inherent antagonism of the working class.
To be sure, this reconstruction has possible totalitarian implications: but
only in the sense that it involved an awareness of intrinsic antagonism
and struggle at all levels of the state.

Paradoxically, capital turned to Marx, or atleastlearned toread Das
Kapital (from its own viewpoint, naturally, which, however mystified, is
nonetheless efficiacious). Once the antagonism was recognised, the
problem was to make it function in such a way as to prevent one pole of
the antagonism breaking free into independent destructive action.
Working-class political revolution could only be avoided by recognising
and accepting the new relation of class forces, while making the working
class function within an overall' mechanism that would “sublimate” its
continuous struggle for power into a dynamic element within the system.
The working class was to be controlled functionally within a series of
mechanisms of equilibrium that would be dynamically readjusted from
time to time by a regulated phasing of the “incomes revolution”. The
state was now prepared, as it were, to descend into civil society, to
continuously recreate the source of its legitimacy in a process of
permanent readjustment of the conditions of equilibrium. The new
“material basis of the constitution” became the state as planner, or better
still, the state as the plan. For soon this mechanism for re-equilibrating
incomes between the forces in play was articulated in the form of
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periodic planning. The model of equilibrium assumed for a plan over a
given period meant that every initiative, every readjustment of
equilibrium to a new level, opened up a process of revision in the
constitutional state itself. In other words, the path to stability now
seemed to depend on the recognition of this new precarious basis of state
power: the dynamic of state planning implied acceptance of a sort of
“permanent revolution” as its object — a paradoxical Aufhebung of the
slogan on the part of capital [trans: taking it over and recuperating it,
transforming it for its own ends].

But the science of capital necessarily mystifies as much as it reveals.
It grasped the new relation of class forces, it registered the painful
process whereby the working class became internalised within the life of
the state and its central dynamic role as the mainspring of capitalist
development. But at the same time it mystified and hid, not so much the
antagonistic nature of this emergence of the working class, as the
generality of its effects on the system. It concealed the violence that was
required to maintain this precarious controlled equilibrium as the new
form of the state. Indeed it even powerfully exalted the new society and
its violent sphere of action as the realisation of the Common Good, the
General Will in action. In this interplay between mystification and
critical awareness of the new relation of class forces, the science of
capital once again revealed the necessary co-presence of contradictory
elements. As always, it was forced to carry out the laborious task of
analysis and apologetics, to steer the narrow path between critical
awareness of the precariousness of the existing framework and a deter-
mination to achieve stability. Ultimately the only possible solution
to this contradiction is to place one’s faith in an independent political
will; a sort of “political miracle” capable of reuniting the various
necessary but opposing elements of the capitalist system — socialisation
of the mode of production and socialisation of exploitation; organisation
and violence; organisation of society for the exploitation of the working
class.

Itis not thatthebasicnature of the capitalist process hadchanged, but
rather the framework, the dimensions within which exploitation now
had to operate, and the class protagonist over which capital was obliged
to assertitself. A political miracle seemed all the more necessary, since
the antagonistic presence of the class meant that every sign of friction
was cause for alarm, every mistake was likely to prove catastrophic and
every movement could denote a dramatic change in the power-balance
between the two classes locked in struggle. It was the extraordinary
strength of the working class, backed by the revolutionary experience it
had undergone, that made its mark and imposed those disequilibria that
constantly required intervention at all levels of the system.
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Capitalist science had to register this fact. The extent to which it did
so is the measure, so to speak, of its grasp and understanding of the new
situation. To follow this complex process, unmasking it and dis-
tinguishing its scientific and ideological components, is the task of
working class critique. In this essay I trace the development of Keynes’
thought and reflection on the overall crisis of the capitalist system from
the October Revolution to the depression years. For it was he who
showed the greatest awareness and the most refined political intuition in
confronting the new situation facing capital at this crucial turning point.
It was Keynes whose disenchanted diagnosis indicated for the inter-
national capitalist class the therapy to be applied. Keynes was perhaps
the most penetrating theorist of capitalist reconstruction, of the new
form of the capitalist state that emerged in reaction to the revolutionary
working-class impact of 1917.

2. Keynes and the Period 1917-1929: Understanding the Impact of
the October Revolution on the Structure of Capitalism

How then can we trace the development of capitalist awareness in this
period? In what form and to what extent did capital grasp the radical
implications of the "29 crisis? And above all, to what extent did capital
become aware of the links between 1917 and 1929?

As we noted above, the October Revolution was seen in two ways:
internationally, as a problem of counter-revolution — the isolating of
Soviet Russia — and domestically, as a problem of repressing the
powerful trade union and political movement of the working class,
which extended this revolutionary experience to the whole capitalist
world. The experience showed itself to be homogeneous; both where
the movement took the form of workers’ councils (1918-26) and where
it was more straightforwardly trade unionist, the common reference
point was a certain type of class vanguard and the demand for self-
management of production.®

It is remarkable how these two aspects of the problem were kept
rigidly separate by the international capitalist leadership at the time.
Different techniques were used to respond to the two revolutionary,
challenges. Capitalist thinking was not yet convinced of the inter-
nationally unified presence of the working class. Its separation of these
two aspects at least partially explains its catastrophic incomprehension
of the real situation.

This at least was the view of John Maynard Keynes. If the key
moment for capitalist reconstruction of the international order was the
Versailles peace settlement, then this was an opportunity lost. In this
last act of a centuries-old tradition of power relations between nation
states, there was, he argued, a total failure to understand the new
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dimensions of the class struggle, which became evident in the separation
of the two aspects of the problem. How otherwise could the folly of
Versailles be explained? The Treaty, instead of setting up a plan to save
Europe from ruin, merely expressed the frustrations and vendettas of
centuries of power politics. With revolution beating at the gates, the
leaders of the victorious powers merely set up a punitive system
incapable of rebuilding the European order. Diplomatic hypocrisy even
triumphed over the commitments made in the armistice agreements.

This was no way to defend the system and give it a new structure. On
the contrary it could onlylead to a deepening of the crisis. In particular,
the economic folly of the reparations imposed on Germany ensured that
the effects of the peace treaty would be disastrously prolonged, not just
in Germany, but cumulatively throughout the integrated network of the
world market.

“If we aim deliberately at the impoverishment of Central Europe,
vengeance, I dare predict, will not limp. Nothing can then delay for
very long that final civil war between the forces of reaction and the
despairing convulsions of revolution, before which the horrors of the
late German war will fade into nothing, and which will destroy,
whoever is victor, the civilisation and the progress of our

generation”.*

What then was the correct course? One and only one: to consolidate the
economy of Central Europe as a bulwark against the Soviet threat from
the East and as a check against internal revolutionary movements — to
reunite, in short, the two fronts in the capitalist defence system:

“Lenin is said to have declared that the best way to destroy the
capitalist system was to debauch the currency... Lenin was certainly
right. There is no subtler, no surer means of overturning the existing
basis of society... By combining a popular hatred of the class of
entrepreneurs with the blow already given to social security by the
violent and arbitrary disturbance of contract and of the established
equilibrium of wealth which is the inevitable result of inflation, these
governments are fast rendering impossible a continuance of the social
and economic order of the nineteenth century...”

This was Keynes’ position in 1919. By tracing his thought from this
polemic to the General Theory, we may perhaps be able to grasp the
difficult transition of overall capitalist strategy in the period of the inter-
War crisis. At this early stage, Keynes was warning against the Treaty’s
disastrous consequences and the implicit illusion that class relations had
not been changed by the working class’s break with the pre-War system.
We are still far from any precise theoretical grasp of the new political
cycle of the contemporary state. There is scarcely a hint of Keynes’ later



Keynes and the Capitalist Theory of the State post-1929

capacity to transform his awareness of the working class’s rupture with
the system into the very raison d’étre of capitalist economic growth. Yet
this intuition of the new class situation, primitive but fundamental,
already illuminates the central problem of the years to come: how to
block, how to control, the impact of the October Revolution on the
capitalist order. In order to discuss the question of the continuity of
Keynes’ thought and its theoretical coherence, we must go beyond the
literal meaning of his writings and uncover the general problematic
underlying them.b
At this stage, we are dealing with a political intuition. It is still far
from becoming a scientific system. Indeed, from the perspective of the
mature system, Ohlin was probably more Keynesian than Keynes when
he argued, in 1925, against the Keynesian view of the effect of
reparations, pointing out that the payment of reparations could make a
dynamic contribution to a new level of international economic
equilibrium.” In any case, by 1922, Keynes’ own position had changed.
The “intolerable anguish and flury”8 which had forced him to leave the
Treaty negotiating table in Paris was now placated. His vision was now
more superficially optimistic:
“If I look back two years and read again what I wrote then, I see that
perils which were ahead are now past safely. The patience of the
common people of Europe and the stability of its institutions have
survived the worst shocks they will receive. Two years ago, the
Treaty, which outraged justice, mercy and wisdom, represented the
momentary will of the victorious countries. Would the victims be
patient? Or would they be driven by despair and privation to shake
society’s foundations? We have the answer now. They have been
patient.”®

And yet Keynes’ basic political intuition already implied a radical new
appreciation of the major dimensions of capitalist development.
Robertson recognised this with extreme lucidity:

“Now the startling thing about this‘analysis of the economic structure
of Europe is that it is in some respects very different from, and indeed
diametrically opposed to, that of pre-War optimistic, free-trade,
pacific philosophy, and represents much more nearly that upon
which, consciously or unconsciously, the edifices of protectionism,
militarism and imperialism are reared”.°

Robertson goes on to point out that this implicitly goes against the
concept of laissez-faire and that here questions of international politics
are seen in terms of the organisation of the relation of forcesinternally.

Aside from its public notoriety, Keynes’ warning of 1919 appears to
have had little influence. It was rejected by the press:
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“Indeed one of the most striking features of Mr Keynes’ book is the
political inexperience, not to say ingenuousness, which it reveals”.!!

Politicians young and old responded with one voice of derision, and
basically in univocal terms. Clemenceau:

“Strong in economic argument, Mr Keynes... challenges without any
moderation the abusive demands of the Allies (read ‘of France’)
...These reproaches are made with such brutal violence that I would
not comment upon them, if the author had not shamelessly thought to
serve his cause by giving them publicity. This demonstrates all too

clearly how unbalanced certain minds have become”.'?

And Churchill:

“ ...With an indisputable common sense Keynes illustrated the
monstrousness of the financial and economic clauses. On all these
points his opinion is good. But, dragged on by his natural distaste for
the economic terms which were to be solemnly dictated, he made a
wholesale condemnation of the entire edifice of the peace treaties.
That he is qualified to speak of the economic aspects, one cannot
doubt; but on the other and more important side of the problem, he

could judge no better than others”.'®

As for capital, its response was the old one, albeit pursued more
drastically: as old as 1848 or 1871. The use of repressive force to defeat
the political movements of the class; mass sackings of militants; and, in
the second instance, fresh advances in the absorption of labour-power
through a technological leap and the refinement of the mechanisms for
the extraction of relative surplus value. The workers’ councils and the
powerful current of revolutionary syndicalism of the early 1920s were
defeated — or rather were denied the possibility of any revolutionary
dialectic between the class vanguard and proletarian masses, which had
been their organisational basis. They were simply undermined by the
recomposition of the workforce in key sectors: by new techniques for
rationalising labour, by deskilling and the mass assembly line. As
always, the first response imposed on capital by the working-class wave
of struggle was reformist: by the early 1920s this became a generalised
process of technological innovation. Capital was forced to absorb the
thrust of the working class via an expansion in new sectors, through a
radical reorganisation of the factors of production.

But how far was it possible to pursue this old path? Had not the
situation totally altered? Keynes’ position, against the classic liberal
separation of politics, was a generic insistence on the interiorisation of
the political element within the economy. But even this generic truth
was forgotten by the capitalist class; there was a refusal — grave in its
consequences — to face the fact that Soviet Russia now offered the
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working class an inescapable political point of reference. If its project of
containment was going to succeed, the capitalist system would have to -
prove itself capable of recuperating the working class as a political
entity. The mechanism of relative surplus value was not sufficient.
Indeed, its only effect was to enlarge the contradictions of capitalist
development, creating a further massification of the class and
accentuating the propensity towards cyclical crisis. The expansion of
supply (growth in productive capacity and mass production industries)
did not effectively call forth the corresponding pressure of demand.
“Demand” was not yet recognised as an effective subject — the working
class.

Keynes’ position, still only a political intuition, was also insufficient
from a different standpoint: it required to be worked out scientifically.
His strength lay in the fact that he had laid down the methodological
conditions for a solution; he had identified the problem correctly. To
follow his scientific and political activity in the 1920s is to follow a voice
crying in the wilderness, in the bitter tones of a prophet unarmed. Atthe
same time, however, we witness a gradual transformation of political
intuition into scientific discourse. This took place throughout under the
continuous impact of political events, under the pressure of the working
class and the political necessities dictated for capital.'*

We have already noted how, according to Robertson, laissez-faire
was already abandoned as early as the Economic Consequences of the
Peace. But this was only implicitly the case, in Keynes’ sense of the
precariousness of the international order following the destructiveness
of the world war and the revolutionary upsurge that followed. From now
on, the problem of the crisis of the old order was to be focussed primarily
on the British political scene.

Say’s Law was no longer valid because it did not recognise that the
maintenance of the capitalist system might be a problem. It postulated
the system as entirely self-regulating and spontaneous: in other words,
it denied the existence of the working class as a potential negation of the
system. Now it s true that as the problem of the working class gradually
assumed a scientific formulation in Keynes’ writings, so it tended to be
defined according to the mystified professional tradition of economic
science: as a problem of employment in the crude objectivist tradition of
classical economics.!®> But during this early phase of his political
approach to the problem, it is the class struggle that is given the upper
hand and called forth to historicise the categories of economic science.
Science is referred back to historical reality. The British working class
appears in these writings in all its revolutionary autonomy.!® To his
university colleagues and liberal-minded friends, to those who
clamoured that the General Strike was illegal and stepped outside the
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limits of constitutional action, Keynes gave a short reply: “That may be,
but so what?” Class movements may appear illegal, but this is only
because the balance of forces conditioning the previous system and
determining the previous legality, has disappeared. The relations of
force have changed, and legality must be adjusted to fit the new
situation.’” Say’s Law was no longer valid because the variables of
political and economic equilibrium had altered. The new factor in the
situation was the autonomy of the working class.

“The trade unions are strong enough to interfere with the free play of
the forces of supply and demand, and public opinion, albeit with a
grumble and with more than a suspicion that the trade unions are
growing dangerous, supports the trade unions in their main
contention that coal-miners ought not to be the victims of cruel

economic forces which they never put in motion”.18

To create a new political equilibrium thus meant taking account of this
new situation, these new relations of force. If Say’s equations of supply
and demand no longer functioned, it was because new unknowns had
been introduced. And it was now necessary to integrate these unknowns
into economic science.

“The idea of the old-world party, that you can, for example, alter the
value of money and then leave the consequential adjustments to be
brought about by the forces of supply and demand, belong to the days
of fifty or a hundred years ago when trade unions were powerless, and
when the economic juggernaut was allowed to crash along the

highway of progress without obstruction and even with applause”.!®

One should not underestimate the depth and importance of this critique
in the period of the 1920s, from a scientific point of view too. This attack
on Say’s Law implied the destruction of a century-old ideology, a
deeply-rooted mental attitude which became all the more solid the less
it corresponded to reality. It implied the demystification of a set of
fundamental values and norms which had guided bourgeois political
science in the nineteenth century.

“The same bourgeois mind,” Marx had written, “which praises
division of labour in the workshop, life-long annexation of the
labourer to a partial operation, and his complete subjection to capital,
as being an organisation of labour that increases its productiveness —
that same bourgeois mind denounces with equal vigour every
conscious attempt to socially control and regulate the process of
production as an inroad upon such sacred things as the right of
property, freedom and unrestricted play for the bent of the individual
capitalist. It is very characteristic that the enthusiastic apologists of
the factory system have nothing more damning to urge against a
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general organlsatlon of the labour of soc1ety, than that it would turn
all society into one immense factory”.?

The Keynesian critique of Say’sLaw was thus a radical destruction of the
object of economic science, insofar as political economy was premissed
—structurally — on the theory of economic equilibrium, on an integrated
and functional symbiosis of elements allowing an infinite, free access to
the world of wealth. Economic science had been constructed on the
notion that these presuppositions were somehow “natural”. Once they
were subjected to a fundamental critique, the “risk” that Marx referred
to, indeed the likelihood, that the whole of society would be
transformed into one gigantic factory, was implicitly accepted.

This, however, was as far as Keynes’ critique went. The destruction of
the object served only for its reconstruction. Later he would even state
that the neo-classical laws of economic equilibrium would again come
into their own, once conditions of full employment were reached.?! The
bourgeois dialectic knows no sublation, it cannot overthrow its object.
Whenever Keynes reaches the extreme limits of his critique, he is
paralysed by a philosophy that stops him in his tracks. Even when
renouncing the more vulgar mystifications, he remains trapped within
the arcane world of commodity fetishism; he falls back on formal
schemas and sets about reconstructing the conditions for a balanced
economy. Apart from equilibrium, the reaffirmation of the mystified
form of general equivalence, there is no other goal to aim for. There is
nothing left but the “Party of Catastrophe”,?? the despairing conviction
that history — in other words, everything beyond the equilibrium - is
nothing but the work of 1mbec11es “Neither profound causes nor
inevitable fate, nor magnificent wickedness”.?*

“The problem of want and poverty and the economic struggle
between classes and nations is nothing but a frightful muddle, a
transitory and unnecessary muddle”.?*

Hence the formal equilibrium that the scientist attempts to restore at the
very limit of the possibilities of bourgeois knowledge. There is not even
a sense of full and secure conviction: he is consciously disguising what is
basically — and necessarily — an 1rrat10na1 obligation, an obscure sub-
stitute for any content of rationality.?*

Clearly, then, Keynes’ object, following this first attack on the
nineteenth-century ideology of laissez-faire, this instinctive appreciation
of the new situation created by the irruption of working-class autonomy,
would be that of reconstructing a new model of equilibrium. It was only,
however, with the General Theory of 1936 that this achieved definitive
form. In the 1920s his work remained primarily critical: he attacked the
restoration of the Gold Standard,?® and identified the new phase of
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socialisation that capitalist production had entered.?” Above all, he
insisted on the need for state intervention to mediate class conflict and
guarantee economic equilibrium.?® This work was essentially of a critical
rather than systematic nature. The terms of the new class relationship
are not yet integrated within Keynes’ analysis in any systematic way;
they have not yet become a constitutive part of the notion of effective
demand, of growing risk, of the new theory regarding interest rates: they
have not yet become a system.

If we examine the most significant element of this preparatory phase
in Keynes’ work, his argument for state interventionism, it is evident
that this is simply a corollary of his critique of laissez-faire: this critique
implied an awareness of the massification of the working class and the
consequent difficulty of ensuring equilibrium. What is still lacking is the
definition of the new qualitative implications of this irruption of the
working class for capitalist development as a whole. The state
intervention that is proposed is still only theorised in political terms: it
is derived from the need to ensure a wider basis for development by an
alliance between the progressive bourgeoisie and socialists. It is not yet
argued on the basis of a clear scientific appreciation of the new dynamic
of class relations and the role of the working class within it.2°

In making this distinction, one more general theoretical factor needs
to be stressed. Simply to register the fact of the socialisation and
massification of capitalist production and hence to argue for increased
state intervention was neither original nor sufficient. First, it could only
partially grasp the character of the new form of state that emerged
through the crisis. But secondly, it merely corresponded historically to
the first type of conceptualisation of the state organised against the
emergent working class. The Bonapartist type of regime, the Fascist
regime in the case of Italian backwardness, or certain variants of
Prussian state socialism in the phase of struggle following 1870, are
examples of this genre. The specific characteristic of the new form of
state that emerged from 1929 was rather the type of class dynamic at
work within the framework of state interventionism, on which inter-
vention was premissed. Only the experience of the great crisis of 1929
would allow capitalist science to make this further step towards a new
definition of the state. For this to be possible, in other words, the 1917
revolution had to triumph historically over the isolation into which they
had sought to constrict it.

3. Keynes — the Shift from Politics to Science (1929 — the Working
Class within Capital)

It would seem obvious to suppose that the events of 1917 had no
bearing on those of 1929. But behind the obviousness of this statement
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lies a fabric of historical relations which, if we can identify them, will
give a greater overall meaning to the crisis of 29, even if they do not
wholly explain it. Because while, on the one hand, the 1929 crisis was a
direct product of the nature of the United States’ economic system, at
the same time it was created by (a) an accumulation of contradictions
within the system, dating from the beginning of the century; and in
particular (b) their accentuation, by the fact that the massification of
production in the 1920s had been made necessary by the impact of the
working class within individual capitalist countries, at the political and
trade union level. A further reason for the way the crisis immediately
‘took on international dimensions was the series of instabilities in trade
relations which war, peace, revolution and attempted counter-
revolution had brought about.*® Even capitalist understandings of the
crisis accept this chain of causes — at least at the political level, where
1917 is seen as one of the causes by reason of the looming potential
alternative that it represents.>!

As an external explanation, that is alright as far as it goes. Now, the
role played by Keynes was to make this explanation work within an
analysis of the crisis — to make it scientific. An ongoing problem finally
finds a possible solution, spurred by the rigours of the crisis:

“While Keynes did much for the Great Depression, it is no less true
that the Great Depression did much for Keynes. It provided
challenge, drama, experimental confirmation. He entered it the sort
of man who might be expected to embrace the General Theory if it
were explained to him. From the previous record, one cannot say
more. Before it was over, he had emerged with the prize in hand, the
system of thought for which he will be remembered”.>?

In fact, the crisis revealed the dialectical functioning of the individual
elements that his analysis had identified. What, in his view, were the
factors underlying the 1929 crisis? It was a build-up of an excess of
supply, which had a direct effect on the level of net investment, lowering
it, and therefore also led to lower values in capital’s schedule of marginal
efficiency. In other words, we can only understand the specificity of the
1929 crisis if we understand the conditions of economic development in
the 1920s, when a broadening of the supply base (in the course of
reconversion of war industry, via technological innovation and an
extraordinary increase in the productivity of labour, and via the
consequent growth in the production of durable goods) was not
accompanied by a change in the relationship of supply to demand. The
political ruling class of the period held virtuously to notions of “financial
prudence” which were simply a crude mask for dyed-in-the-wool
conservatism. They would not accept that the massification of supply
should be matched by an equivalent massification of demand — in fact
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they went out of their way to seek and defend political guarantees for the
independence of supply. An increasing socialisation of capital was
matched by misguided claims on the part of capital to a political
autonomy. And now, Keynes concludes, we are paying the price of our
lack of understanding, 33

This is the origin of the General Theory, Keynes’ political manifesto.
It is a manifesto of conservative political thinking, in which a sense of
present depression and anxiety for a doubtful future paradoxically
combine to force a systematic revolutionising of the whole of capitalist
economics. It has been said that

“the vision of capitalism as a system always in imminent danger of
falling into a state of stagnation... permeates and, in a certain sense,

dominates the General Theory” 3

This is true if we understand that imminent crisis as a political fact which
Keynes registers as such, and against which he pits himself in order to
reverse it. In the General Theory his references to theories of stagnation
are polemical, an implication that a capitalist destiny which may have
been unavoidable yesterday is clearly unacceptable today, if the system
is to have any hope of saving itself. Because to refer to “demand” is to
refer to the working class, to a mass movement which has found a
political identity, to a possibility of insurrection and subversion of the
system. Keynes is a clear-sighted, intelligent conservative preparing to
fight what he knows is coming. And it is from this tension born of
desperation that political will gains the strength to offer itself as a
complete and systematic ideological proposition. Herein lies the
necessity of Keynesian ideology.

Right from the early sections of the General Theory, we see how the
relationship with the future is an essential part of Keynes’ analysis of the
inner workings of capital. The notion of expectations unites the present
and the future: expectations have a direct influence on levels of
employment inasmuch as they have a direct effect on determining
capital’s level of marginal efficiency.3’

Up to this point, Keynes is with the classical economists. But today
the situation is different: those expectations which must be based on
entrepreneurial confidence if they are to produce positive values have
now been knocked off-balance by a whole gamut of uncontrollable risks
—and this at a time when the high organic composition of capital permits
even less tolerance of large areas of uncertainty. The crisis has destroyed
confidence and certainty in the future, has destroyed capital’s
fundamental convention that results and consequences must match up
to expectations. So Keynes’ first imperative is to remove fear of the
future. The future must be fixed as present. The convention must be
guaranteed.3%
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Here we have our first precise definition of interventionism. It is no
longer a question of political convenience, but a technical necessity; it is
not just a question of registering the socialisation of economic
development, but the establishment of a substantial reference point for
the forms and rhythms of development.3” Investment risks must be
eliminated, orreduced to the convention, and the state must take on the
function of guaranteeing this basic convention of economics. The state
has to defend the present from the future. And if the only way to do this
is to project the future from within the present, to plan the future
according to present expectations, then the state must extend its
intervention to take up the role of planner, and the economic thus be-
comes incorporated in the juridical.*® In its intervention, the state will
act according to a series of norms; it will dictate what is to be. It will not
guarantee the certainty of future events, but it will guarantee the
certainty of the convention, it will seek the certainty of the present
projected into the future. This is a first step, a first form for the bringing-
together of capital’s productive and political ruling classes —a form that
is still indirect, but extremely necessary. In effect, the life of the system
no longer depends on the spirit of entrepreneurialism, but on liberation
from the fear of the future. And on this the juridical basis of the state,
by definition, stands or falls.

Defence against the future, an urgent desire to stabilise the power of
capitalism in the face of the future. This is Keynes’ frame of reference,
and its class nature is self-evident. It’s another way of saying what the
critique of Say’s Law had already said. But here the situation — of a
relationship with new variables, which science has to study and
understand — takes on a new dramatic urgency because of the crisis.
What is this “future” which Keynes is so eager to call to account? Once
again, it is catastrophe, the catastrophe that haunts him and his kind,
that “Party of Catastrophe” which he sees represented before him in the
living form of the working class. This sheds a new light on Keynes’
statement, so oftenrepeated as a superficial witticism: “In the long run,
we are all dead.” Here it feels more like a premonition for the fate of his
own class. And we should see Keynes’ oft-criticised determination to
lead his whole analysis back within static parameters as yet another
attempt to rule out a range of catastrophic possibilities and to cancel out
the future by prolonging the present.

So here too Keynes’ project for capitalist reconstruction has to take
account of working-class struggle. And faced with this fact, his analysis
goes deeper. A second element is added to the definition of
interventionism: here the state is seen as the exclusive collective
representative of productive capital.>® Specific political necessities
brought Keynes to this conclusion. Already, in his analysis of
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expectations, he had identified a number of structural elements which
(together with pathological elements such as speculation) were liable to
bring the system crashing down - eg patterns of competition,
expectational forecasting errors, etc. It is not enough that the
pathological elements can be eliminated by rule of law; both the
pathological and the structural elements have to be eliminated de facto.
In any event, they cannot be allowed to jeopardise the security of the
system’s future.

“For my own part, I am now somewhat sceptical of the success of a
merely monetary policy directed towards influencing the rate of
interest. I expect to see the state... taking an ever-greater
responsibility for directly organising investment... ”.4°

So, more solidly deep-rooted overall guarantees for the future are
required. Juridical and indirect forms of state intervention will not
suffice. It is not sufficient for the state to guarantee the fundamental
economic convention that links present and future. Something further is
required. The state has, itself, to become an economic structure, and, by
virtue of being an economic structure, a productive subject. The state
has to become the marshalling centre for all economic activity. A major
step forward! As Marx says:

“To the extent that it seizes control of social production, the
technique and social organisation of the labour-process are
revolutionised, and with them the economico-historical type of

society”.*!

Not to mention the state! In guaranteeing the convention that links the
present to the future, the state is still a structure at the service of
capitalists; but when it poses itself directly as productive capital, the
state seeks also to overcome the structural frictions which a market
economy and its indirect relationship with individual capitalists may
bring about. Thus it becomes a new form of state: the state of social
capital.*?

For the moment I shall pass over the more obvious examples of this
new definition of interventionism, or rather, of this new kind of state. I
shall return to them later. Instead, I want to look at a particular and
fundamental theoretical moment which both illustrates and specifies
this further step forward in Keynes’ thinking: the postulate of an
equivalence between savings and investment.

We know that this equivalence was not postulated in the Treatise;
there, the relation between savings and investment was seen as an
objective of economic policy aimed at maintaining stable price levels.
But between the Treatise (1930) and the General Theory (1936), Keynes
changes his mind and postulates a concept of a measurable equivalence,
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within the system, between savings and investment.*® The reasons for
this change of heart become apparent from the period in which it
happened: between 1930 and 1936 — ie at the height of the crisis. At this
point the political imperatives were becoming more pressing and were
pushing Keynes to adopt a more radical position.

In short, the new economic model had to eliminate every trace and
possibility of non-consumed, non-invested income, every over-
production of capital, ie every disfunction of circulation. Note that this
model no longer describes forms of behaviour - it is prescriptive, it
lays down necessary preconditions. It is prescriptive because only if
these preconditions can be guaranteed by and within the person of the
state will there be any hope of confronting (or rather, preventing and
controlling) the depressive moments of the economic cycle, and, in
general, enabling a political manoeuvrability of the overall economic
order. Otherwise this would remain an impossibility.

Hence the unit of account makes its appearance as a budgeting
device, and becomes a basic element of state activity; thus armed, the
state is confirmed in its role of acting as a marshalling centre for social
production.**

Obviously, this definition of the state as a marshalling point of social
productive capital raises more problems than it solves. In the first place,
given that Keynes does not conceive of state socialism as the necessary
outcome of his premisses, he then inevitably has to face the problem of
the relationship between capital’s economic ruling strata and the state/
political strata, of communication and articulation between the two of
them, and of the institutions which are to guarantee and develop this
relationship. Here Keynes balances his abuse of speculators and private
capitalists with declarations of loyalty to private capital — and the
problem remains unresolved. In the second place, Keynes’ intention
with this equation is to mark the transition from a phase in which the
banks tend to dominate investment, to a new phase in which the
productive sphere 1tself dn'ectly determines investment; more generally,
he seeks to

“push monetary theory back to becoming a theory of output as a
whole”.4°

But all this is only hinted at.*5

One could go on to identify a whole series of problems that are raised
but not solved. Nonetheless, despite the fact that it is tentative and
couched in allusion, the equivalence that Keynes poses between savings
and investment gives a definitively new configuration to the state: itis no
longer merely a source of economic support and incentive, of
stabilisation and innovation,; it has become a prime mover of economic
activity. Here the critique of laissez-faire is pushed to the limit: society
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itself is cast in the mould of the factory — and the last vestiges of
individual capitalism come increasingly under pressure.

Thus far the relationship with the future — insofar asit represents a
relationship of struggle with the working class — is established in terms
internal to the structure of capital, strictly defined. Thus far Keynes has
set out to explain the necessity for a capitalist reform of the state, with
aview to lessening (and if possible eliminating) the fears weighing on the
future. Thus far, working class struggle has imposed a movement of
reformismo fcapital. Buthow does it locate itself withincapital? How do
we find the contradiction-loaded presence of the working class re-
expressing itself at this advanced level of restructuration? The evolution
of interventionism had been imposed on the capitalist state right from
the early 1920s, as a response to the political and trade-union movement
of that period; now, after the crisis and the restructuring, it becomes
decisive. But what is the nature and quality of the relationship with the
working class that is posed “within” capital?

With Keynes, capitalist science takes a remarkable leap forward: it
recognises the working class as an autonomous moment within capital.
With his theory of effective demand, Keynes introduces into political
economy the political notion of a balance of power between classes in
struggle.*’ Obv:ously, the ideological (but also necessary) aim of
Keynes’ argument is towards shoring up the system: for Keynes the
problem is how to establish a balance of effective demand, in a context
where the various balances of power making up effective demand are
conceived as unchanging. But this political objective — which would
require working class autonomy to be forever constrained within a given
existing power structure —is precisely the paradox of Keynesianism: it is
forced to recognise that the working class is the driving motor of
development, and that therefore Keynes’ statically defined notions of
equilibrium can in fact never be attained in static terms. Any attempt to
define an equation of static equilibrium is, and will remain, a laborious
search for equilibrium within what has to be a developing situation. In
effect — as Keynes appears to recognise — the system functions not
because the working class is always inside capital, but because it is also
capable of stepping outside it; because there is the continual threat that
itwillinfactdoso. The problemfor science, and the aim of politics, must
be to contain and absorb this threat, this refusal, and absorb it at ever
new levels. How, and what next? Capital must ensure that the dynamic
factors of growth are controlled, in such a way that the balance of power
remains the same. The problem, in other words, is never resolved,; it is
only postponed. Looking closely, one can see that capital’s dynamism at
this point only results from a continuous struggle, in which the thrust of
the working class is accepted, and new weapons are forged in order to
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prevent the class acting outside capital, and to make it act within a
framework whose outlines are continually being drawn anew.

To what extent is this possible? The concept of effective demand
contains within it a decades-long experience of how the working class
has made its impact on capital — and that impact shows no sign of
diminishing. In Keynes, though, you find only the awareness that the
political situation is dramatic, which is then transformedinto an attempt
to turn the crisis, the struggle, into the driving motor of development.
How far could this be taken? “In the long run, we are all dead.”

But let’s look at the situation in more detail. The reasons underlying
the great crisis were that an excess of supply became evident in a political
situation where demand, the propensity to consume, was under
pressure; this caused major imbalances in the broad economic front,
which then had a deleterious effect on net investment. The diagnosis
itself offers a remedy - increase the volume of demand; raise the
propensity to consume. But since variations in the propensity to
consume are essentially variations inincome, measured in wage-units,*
this means that the equilibrium corresponding to a given stage of
effectively realised demand will be that value at which the level of
working-class employment determines the price of aggregate supply of
output and the entrepreneur’s expectations of gain.

It has to be said that when you read Keynes in this way — an almost
circular interdependence of the various internal parts of the system,
which Keynes tries to pin down and finalise — it isiot easy to locate the
political quality of his thinking.*® But a closer Idok shows that his entire
system of interrelationships rests on a single postulate: the downward
rigidity of wages.>® The “ultimate independent variable” that underlies
his thinking is “the wage-unit as determined by the bargains reached
between employers and employed”.>! It is here, around this motif, that
Keynes’ theory reveals itself for what it is: it recognises and makes use
of the;power of the working class, in all its autonomy. The class can be
neither put down nor removed: the only optionis to understand the way
it moves, and regulate its revolution.

Atthis point, Keynes’ intervention —made dialectical by the principle
of effective demand — becomes completely political, inasmuch as it
becomes an attempt at conscious control of the movements of the class,
movements which have to be accepted as given, as necessary and valid
elements of the process. The whole conceptual content of Keynes’
_ thinking is coloured by the notion of the balance of forces.’? And thus
the task of economic policy is to dictate a continual revolution of
incomes and of the propensity to consume, which will maintain global
production and investment and will thus bring about the only form of
political equilibrium that is possible — which will only be effective if it is
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prepared to take on board all the risk and precariousness of a balance of
power that is and remains open-ended. This, then, is how we can sum up
the spirit of the theory of effective demand: that it assumes class
struggle, and sets out to resolve it, on a day-to-day basis, in ways that are
favourable to capitalist development.

4. Capitalist Reconstruction and the Social State

If we now take a closer look at the problem in hand — ie how the
experience of 1929 led to changes in the structure of the state — we can
see how radical was Keynes’ contribution. The transformation of the
capitalist state lay not only in the way its capacity for intervention was
extended throughout the whole of society, but also in the way that its
structures had to reflect the impact of the working class. After 1929, the
state takes on a general organisational structure, characterised not so
much by interventionism as by the particular type of class dynamic that
it embodies. Thus the only way to understand the specificity of our
present state-form is to highlight the dramatic impact of the working
class on the structures of capitalism.

Given that the state-form has to register the impact of the working
class in society, it is now precisely at the social level that the state
constructs — within the fabric of the state itself— a specific form of control
of the movements of the class. Moving from the earlier antithesis of
despotism in the factory and anarchy in society (and from the first
attempt to organise this contradiction-loaded relationship in the form of
the state based on constitutional law [¢trans: lo Stato di Diritto—the State
of Right}), capital is now obliged to move to the social organisation of
that despotism, to diffuse the organisation of exploitation throughout
society, in the new form of a planning-based state which — in the
particular way in which it articulates organisation and repression
throughout society — directly reproduces the figure of the factory.

Thus Keynes makes a decisive contribution to the new definition of
the state. So far we have studied a number of separate strands in his
thinking which go to make up this final overall picture. But this is not to
say that Keynes lacks an overall perspective goingbeyond the mere sum
of individual partial strands of analysis. This overall perspective springs
ready-made from his theory of the rate of interest.

This aspect of Keynesian theory is polemical in relation to neo-
classical economic thought, since the latter sees the interestrate as being
determined by anarchic factors operating outside of the sphere of
production, in a non-socialised phase of capitalism (rather than as
reward for abstinence and a natural balancing factor between the supply
and demand of capital goods). For Keynes it derives from liquidity
preference and from the quantity of money on the market.
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But if this is true, then once again capitalist society is prey to
intolerable risks. The individual capitalist and the rentier are endowed
with functions that should not be entrusted to them. This can only lead
to disaster. Why do we have to acceptsuch a disaster? Do we really have
to leave the inevitable dissolution of that anarchic order to the objective
forces of the process of production? As well as destroying the rentier,
such a course risked sending the whole system toppling. And the day of
reckoning was near at hand.

Keynes concluded that, if we want to take action to save the system,
we have to aim at the “euthanasia of the rentier” (which, apart from
being politically urgent, is also morally legitimate). This will enable
collective capital to embark on manoeuvring interest rates downwards
towards

“that point relative to the schedule of marginal efficiency of capital at
which there is full employment”.>?

The whole of Keynes prescriptive remedy is summed up in this single
proposition. This aims to provide a definitive guarantee, in the crucial
sphere of the circulation of money, that imbalances can be controlled.>*

At first sight, all this seems to indicate simply a further refinement of
Keynes’ arguments, towards an integration of monetary theory and the
theory of production at the level where capital has become social capital,
ie total, integrated and collective. But on closer inspection, we see that
subordinating interest rates to the schedule of capital’s marginal
efficiency relative to full employment, has further effects: in particular,
the paradoxical effect of lmkmg Keynesian theory back to the classical
doctrine of labour-value.> To such an extent that here the reactivation
of the law of value ends up providing the sinew and substance of the
Keynesian perspective: all factors heterogeneous to the full functioning
and direct control of the law of value are to be eliminated. Most
particularly, the system — ie the new system, the new state — is thus
strengthened, in that it becomes more fully a product of the realisation
of the law of labour value. Here, indeed, we can say that the equation
“social state equals state based on labour” begins to apply. A final and
necessary conclusion of Keynes’ bourgeois Utopianism and his
apologetics for capital!®®

If we now examine this theoretical tendency in a critical light, we shall
see how it is articulated.One might say that Keynes seeks to test a
number of classical (or pre-classical, as he would put it) intuitions in the
context of social capital. In fact, returning to the relationship between
the monetary and the productive aspects of social capital, he introduces
two tendential laws: the law of average profit, and the law stating that
money wages and real wages tend to converge.”’

Here he approaches the purity of the classical economists’ description

N



Revolution Retrieved

of the law of value. One could almost say that, having developed to the
point where it becomes social capital, capital becomes Marxist.
Obviously this is an optical illusion, but at the same time there are
historical similarities. Whereas the theory of the individual firm
effectively ignored the problem of the law of value, ie how general,
average value is arrived at, now the necessity of considering capital’s
collective identity reinstates it. It reappears in terms that are not
Marxist, but rather a reformist and social-democratic version of
Marxism. It reappears not only as a means of describing the process (the
implicit and tendential law of how it functions) but also, above all, as a
political norm and as one of the strategic objectives of economic
strategy.

This is why Keynes’ renewed utilisation of the law of value introduces
into his thinking the mystified notion of the social interest, the common
good. With his reduction of monetary theory to the theory of production
and with his analysis of both the political necessity of this reduction and
the controlled forms within which it was to be realised, Keynes attempts
to represent an end-situation which could be attained “without
revolution”: a situation in which profit and interest are reduced to zero,
and in which the monetary relation (this being the sphere of autonomy
within capitalist power) would disappear, since money would be
reduced to a mere accounting unit, simply a general symbol of
equivalence between commodities produced, and thus all reasons for
preferring money would disappear.® Thus social interest, stripped of
intermediary and subsidiary elements, and the law of value would come
to govern the entirety of development. Capital becomes communist: this
is precisely what Marx terms the communism of capital.>®

But this is a curious way for Keynes to proceed — to forget, in the
course of his argument, the premisses on which his analysis had been
based. Because toputone’s faith in the full realisation of the law of value
is effectively to put one’s faith in the full realisation of the capitalist law
of the extraction of surplus value. Profit and interest, unified and
reduced to zero, are in reality no different to the expression of the
average rate of surplus value in capital’s social production.’® Ex-
ploitation is not eliminated — only its anarchic and competitive aspects.
Profit and interest are not eliminated either — they are merely
prevented from exceeding the average. Marx’s antithesis remains intact
— even if this fact would be of little interest to Keynes.®!

What is more interesting is the fact that Keynes’ conclusion here is in
open contradiction with other significant parts of his system - in
particular as regards the theory of effective demand. His assertion of a
social interest untouched by class contradictions, by struggle, by power
relations between two counterposing classes, negates that theory. Not
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only is the social reality described earlier now mystified, but there is also
a contradiction in his science, because he had constructed his law of
development precisely on that reality whose existence he now denies.
Furthermore, Keynes (unusually, for him, but perhaps inspired by the
Cambridge school of moral philosophy)®? here ventures onto the terrain
of Utopianism.

For this notion of capital is indeed Utopian — a capital so totally social
that it does not so much refuse to articulate itself via the monetary
mechanism,®? as refuses to pose itself as a social force for exploitation,
and thus to make itself autonomous, to pose itself as a separate essence
and hegemonic power. It is a short-term Utopia, up until the point
where capitalism takes advantage of the qualitative leap imposed by the
struggles and the crisis, to abolish the most evident distortions in the
process of profit-realisation through the market. Then, once this has
been done, there ensues an immediate mystification of the relatlonshlp
of domination and exploitation that exists at the social level.** The
necessity for this mystification is the reconstruction of capitalism within
a power balance which, since 1917, has changed infavour of the working
class.

However, such a project is completely determined within the
framework of the history of capital. It reflects necessities which are
immediately practical, as well as being theoretical: theoretical to the
extent that they are politically pressing and effective. Identical
necessities, provoked by similar reflections on crisis, are at the basis of
the New Deal, as of any experience of reconstruction within mature
capitalism. Certainly, if we were to research the New Deal to see how
faithfully Keynesian it was, we would be quickly disabused —in fact, the
activities of Schacht were far more in line with Cambridge thinking.
Keynes himself noted something to this effect:

“It seems politically impossible for a capitalist democracy to organise
expenditure on the scale necessary to make the grand experiment
which would prove my case — except in war conditions”.

Equally disappointing would be any analysis of Keynes’ personal
relationship with the US political scene in that period, particularly with
Roosevelt.%®

And yet all the theoretical elements which we have identified as
making up the Keynesian system also play their part — and are put into
effect in similar, if not identical, ways — in the experience of the New
Deal: from the recognition of the impact of the working class on the
structure of capitalism, to political and economic techniques aimed at
stimulating effective demand via new and publicly funded investment;
from emphasis on the urgency of a radical capitalist reconstruction of
society, to the particular kind of state that then ensues.®’
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In fact, we could say that, inrelation to changing state-forms, only the
experience of the New Deal makes explicit what we have seen as a
fundamental characteristic of Keynesianism: the recognition of a
changed relationship between the economic forces in play, and a
matching restructuring of capital’s hegemony in this new context. It
makes it explicit by radically altering the “rules of the game”; by a
striking synthesis between the enthusiasm for reconstruction on the part
of capital’s ruling elite, and long-standing constitutional practices of
“due process”, now updated. Here, finally, we have a capitalist state
audaciously taking on board and recuperating the notion of “permanent
revolution”, for its own self-preservation. And it does so with no
reservations, asserting its own class essence as a capitalist state,
shunning the taint of populist or traditional progressive ideologies.
What is imposed is a capitalist reformism that is a long way from social
democratic whinings about imbalances in the system, and is supremely
confident of being able to resolve its problems via a reproduction of
itself.%®

How could Keynes fail to see how close this radical historical
experiment was to the essentials of his own theoretical and political
thinking? How could he fail to see the possibility of his Utopia, and the
mystification that was its necessary concomitant? In the event, he fails
on both counts. This mystification is revealed as such by one final aspect
which is characteristic of the mature capitalist state: the increased use of
violence. This violence may be direct or indirect, but it is nonetheless
always present in the development of the overall promotional and
regulative activity that the modern state undertakes.

And, once again, this fundamental truth arises in Keynes only in
passing. Not only in the despairing philosophy of history that
accompanies his scientific activity,®® but also within his system itself.
Precisely at the point where he is outlining a capitalist reconstruction
that verges on Utopia, we find Keynes going back on himself, and
defining the basic problem as capital’s weakness within the class relation
that defines it (and thus not forgetting the realities that were his starting
point, nor placing his faith exclusively in the models he had proposed for
capitalist reconstruction). The illustration of this comes at a decisive
point in the General Theory - the rediscovery of the law of the tendential
fallin the rate of interest.

I do not intend here to pass judgement on the scientific validity or
otherwise of this Keynesian proposition. Suffice to say that its present
formulation appears more convincing than the classic Marxian
formulation, because it is based onforecasting not of an overproduction
of capital, but of “a drop in the discounted return to additional capital

and an increase in the supply price of new capital goods”.”®
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In using this formulation, Keynes draws conclusions which are much
more down to earth than his Utopian schemas, and which arise from the
basic situation that was his starting point. And he uses the schema
provided by the theory of effective demand no longer just as an index for
policies aimed at achieving stability, but as an instrument for forecasting
and prediction. This prediction, derived from the application of policies
of effective demand, is that demand will outstrip supply, and that the
deflationary tendencies of the preceding period will give way to a
continual danger of inflation. In short, the definitive and irreversible
appearance of all the effects that the massive pressure of the working
class was objectively to produce — within this modified relationship
between the classes — on the new machinery of capital. This in fact was
what happened in the development of class relations in the immediate
sphere of productive activity, after the capitalist reforms imposed by the
events of 1929; we can already see it happening, even under the New
Deal, in the shape of the recession of 1937.7

But at the end of all this scientific effort designed to setaside fear, the
fear for the future still remains, the fear of catastrophe and the Party of
Catastrophe. For Keynes the fears arise precisely from a combination of
the necessity of reconstructing capital, and a recognition of the tendency
of the power balance to consolidate in favour of the working class. In a
situation where the relationship between the classes has become
dynamic, any attempt to create a new equilibrium is bound to be
insecure, and it becomes impossible to stabilise movement around a
fixed point. The only option in such a situation is to place one’s faith in
power, as a separate and distinct reality.

Is this perhaps how we should read Keynes’ elevation of the general
interest to an absolute? And his emancipation from his own theoretical
schema of effective demand? Is it perhaps possible to see in the two-fold
movement of Keynes’ thinking (on the one hand, open to an
identification of the state’s structure with the socio-economic process,
and on the other hand, inclined to recognise a general interest of the
state which is separate and distinct from the particularities of social
movement) a contradiction which is necessary to the new life of the
system?

What is certain is that this sense of precariousness is not going to
diminish. Perhaps its only adequate translation in institutional terms is
the extreme violence characteristic of the modern state. State, meaning,
once again, fear, the need for repression, violence. Perhaps this is the
way that Keynes’ Utopianism and mystification dissolve. The settling of
accounts with the “Party of Catastrophe” becomes a daily event. The
communism of capital can absorb all values within its movement, and
can represent to the full the general social goal of development; but it
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can never expropriate that particularity of the working class which is its
hatred of exploitation, its uncontainability at any given level of
equilibrium. Because the working class is also a project for the
destruction of the capitalist mode of production.
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Marx on Cycle and Crisis
(1968)

Introduction

This essay was first published, as was the previous one on Keynes, in
the journal Contropiano, Rome, 1968. It was republished in the same
anthology, Operai e Stato, Feltrinelli, Milano 1972, as a direct sequel to
the first, and takes up many of the same themes. It also marked Negri’s
definitive split with some of the leading exponents of the Italian
“workerist” opposition around the central figure of Mario Tronti, with
whom Negri had collaborated continuously, on highly influential
journals such as Quaderni Rossi 1961-63 and Classe Operaia 1964-67,
since the early 1960s.

The basic issues leading to this split are referred to in the latter part
of the article (Section 4), where the “illusions” that define the relation
between working-class struggle and capitalist development as an
“infinite parallelism”, in terms of a “permanent dual power model”, are
in facta direct criticism of Tronti’s position (albeit without naming him).
The article ends, in its original Contropiano edition, with the
announcement of Negri’s resignation from the editorial collective,
owing to his “substantive differences with the political positions of the
journal”.

Since “workerism” in Italy had distinct and different connotations to
those current in the English-speaking Left, this needs some elucidation.
As Negri indicates frequently in these articles, the earlier work of
Tronti, Panzieri and others was of key importance in the 1960s, laying
the foundations for an independent movement of workers’ autonomy in
Italy, outside established Left organisations. Particularly important was
their recovery of Marx as the theorist of the working class struggle as an
active force of antagonism within production and accumulation, and of
value seen as a class relationship; their systematic critique of the
objectivised and economistic categories of orthodox Marxism, of its so-
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called “laws of accumulation”, and of the productivist ideals of socialism
as the realisation of labour value in the form of planning; and their
insistence on the centrality of workers’ independent self-interest against
work (“autonomy”) as the motive force of antagonism “within and
against” contemporary capitalist development (to cite Tronti).

This amounted to a powerful new class politics and analysis of the
transformation of class antagonism in advanced capitalism — between a
new recomposed class subject (a massified and increasingly socialised
working class, the “mass worker”) and a socialised, planned capitalism.

The strategic outlook of the established Left, on the other hand, still
revolved around democratic planning to wrest the state from control of
the monopolies; for control over the “productive forces” — the
objectivity of production and work itself remaining unquestioned. In
this perspective, socialism becomes the highest form of capitalist
planning. The working class had become identified with “its”
organisations and/or with various ideological constructions or
connotations of “consciousness”. So far from being an independent
material subject of antagonism, the workers themselves were seen as
mere labour-power; as a class, in the capitalist metropoles, they were
presented, more often than not, as non-existent. (Hence the strong note
of criticism of “third worldist” currents, which were widespread in Left
movements at the time, included in the preface to this 1972 anthology).

In this essay, Negri develops this critique of the objectivity of
economic categories to a further level, in a Marxist reinterpretation of
the capitalist cycle of development and crisis. His insistence on the
political determination of value and surplus value seen as a class
relation, and on state power and violence as the key condition required
to maintain the proportionalities of the Keynesian system, leads to his
emphasis here on the precariousness of this system, its propensity to
crisis. Crisis is induced, not by the anarchy of market forces, by
disproportionalities in the sphere of exchange and “unplannability” of
the system; underlying these “formal possibilities of crisis” (Marx) lies
the fundamental struggle over necessary and surplus labour. Hence
crisis management must be seen, increasingly, as the capitalist response
to the crisis of work, of the value relation as such. Crisis and
development are seen as complementary poles (from Marx) in what is
now a managed capitalist cycle of domination over labour. Since the
experience of the general crisis post-1929, crisis was recognised in
capitalist theory as both a necessary condition for development
(Schumpeter) and managed as part of the “political business cycle”
(Kalecki). Hence the references to “capitalist use of crisis” in this essay;
for Negri the “crisis-state” is the complementary counterpart of the
“planner-state”, managing crisis as a condition for development, in
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order to re-establish command over the wage-work nexus. This
emphasis on the political overdetermination of crisis remains central
throughout all of Negri’s later work. It is important to note, however,
that this political dialectic of crisis and development, and the class
struggle underlying it, are presented here, at this stage, still largelyin the
context of Keynesian development strategy; although at one point in
Section 3 Negri does suggest — somewhat prophetically — that capitalist
domination through the cycle could well come to the point of “crisis
only”.

'lyhis brings us back to the 1968 debate and the split among the
exponents of Italian workerism. The issue was over class antagonism in
Keynesian development and its implications for an independent class
politics. For Tronti, this was adequately expressed in his formula of
“within and against”: a dual-power model, in which workers’
independent self-interest, autonomy, could coexist with capitalist
reformism. For Negri, on the other hand, the repressive political use of
the cycle, and the role of reformism within it (especially in crisis
management — Section 3), meant that workers’ autonomy needed a
complete political rupture, in the Leninist sense, to challenge capitalist
and reformist management of the cycle through both development and
crisis. Negri had already for some time been involved in the building of
such independent organisation in the autonomous factory committees in
the North, especially in the Venice region, and for him this activity
pointed the way ahead.

The basic references for this formative period of Italian workerism
are, firstly, Tronti’s collected essays O perai e Capitale, Einaudi, Torino
1966 (with further editions), which laid the groundwork for the break
with established Marxism and provided the theoretical underpinning for
workers’ autonomy. Tronti’s insistence on the working class as the
active determinant force underlying capitalist development was
expressed in his famous “inversion” formula of 1964: “At the level of a
fully socialised capital, capitalist development becomes subordinated to
working-class struggles, it follows behind them”. (Lenin in England)
For this and other excerpts of Tronti in English, see the Tronti articles
in Telos listed in the select bibliography below; Working Class
Autonomy and the Crisis, Red Notes and CSE Books, London 1979;
excerpts of which are reprinted in the excellent anthology Italy —
Autonomia, the special issue of Semiotext(e) (Columbia University,
New York), Vol. 3, No. 3, 1980. Negri’s own retrospective account is
given in a comprehensive autobiographical interview, Dall’O peraio
Massa all’Operaio Sociale, Multhipla, Milano 1979. The wider social
dimension of the workerist analysis of the factory, the extension of
productive relations to society at large, was to become the major focus
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of debate later in the 1970s (see “Archaeology and Project” below). This
is covered in Negri and Tronti, The Social Factory, Foreign Agents
series, Semiotexte, New York 1986. Last but not least, we must refer to
the pioneering essay by Raniero Panzieri, “The Capitalist Use of
Machinery”, Quaderni Rossino. 1, 1961, which was basic in providing a
critique of the objectivity of technology and “productive forces”. Thisis
often cited, indirectly, in these Negri texts — for example at the end of
Section 1 of this article. An English translation of this seminal essayisin
the anthology edited by P. Slater and M. Reinfelder, Outlines of a
Critique of Technology, Inklinks, London 1980, now reissued by Free
Association Books, London 1986.
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1. The Problem of Development and the Critical Awareness of
Political Economy

Let us look at economic development as both the project of and the
problem for capitalist power today. How is development characterised
in relation .to its fundamental antagonism, which is working-class
struggle? What are the strategic points to which capital must direct its
action, within this relationship? And how, reciprocally, is working-class
struggle to be extricated from the repressive mechanism, the trap, of
capitalist development?

In what follows, I obviously don’t claim to give exhaustive answers to
these fundamental problems. I simply outline some thoughts on (a)
political economy’s conception of development; then (b) a critique and
a clarification of that conception, arising from Marx’s analysis of the
cycle; and (c) finally I shall try to define the repercussions of that
conception on modern ideologies of the capitalist state, and to see what
possible alternatives working-class science has to offer.

I hardly need to point out that the problem of development has
become central to present-day capitalist ideology: the role of
development is so much to the fore as to be self-evident. Development,
control of the cycle, and control of economic crisis: since the 1930s these
have been the sole preoccupations around which the capitalist viewpoint
(il punto di vista del capitale) has expressed itself. And they all three
converge around the problem of stability — which today, paradoxically,
the sharp thrust of working class struggle has turned into a problem of
the very survival of the system.

“The contradictions inherent in the movement of capitalist society
impress themselves upon the practical bourgeois most strikingly in
the changes of the periodic cycle, through which modern industry
runs, and whose crowning point is the universal crisis.””

Thus wrote Marx in his postscript to the second edition of Capital.



Revolution Retrieved .

Today, the bourgeoisie (at least, its politically conscious element)
knows that the instant education provided by the contradictory
movements of the capitalist cycle, and the option of testing their own
practice within the hurly-burly of the crisis, are no longer open to them.
They must organise their practice beforehand, must achieve a
preventive control of the cycle, must get into the position of being able
to pre-determine development. They have no alternative.

Yet theoretical understanding seems to follow only haltingly in the
wake of practical understanding; their mutual requirements are
contradictory and tend to conflict. The normal condition of theory is
that it tends to mystify the pressing necessities of practical politics. The
products of labour are fixed as value magnitudes, all of whose
movements take on, and must take on, “the form of a movement of
things”, the form of “omnipotent natural laws that dominate those
subject to them, reducing them to impotence”.2 Only in the moment of

.crisis does theoretical understanding keep pace with practice,
deciphering the meaning of the social hieroglyphs within which that
practice is sublimated. It is as if only the urgency and immediacy of the
crisis — together with fear, that great concentrator of the bourgeois mind
—are able to reduce the margins of mystification within which theoretical
awareness is generally confined, forcing it to open up to the process of
negative thinking dictated by the raw requirements of practice. A good
theory in theory may turn out to be a bad theory in practice. To use
Marx’s words:

When the crisis is on the march, “by the universality of its theatre and
the intensity of its action it will drum dialectics even into the heads of
the mushroom upstarts of the new, holy, Prusso-German empire.”>

And that is our situation today!

So, what are the fundamental — or at least the most significant and
instructive — points around which capital’s criticalawareness develops its
arguments about development?

In political economy, it seems that our first requirement for a
characterisation of the theme of development is to understand the
context in which it was born. In other words, we need to understand how
it was that development came to occupy such a central position in
economic debate. This happened in the 1920s-1930s, during the great
crisis, a crucial moment of reorientation for bourgeois social thinking,
when development came to be recognised as the alternative to crisis; or
rather, it was recognised that development was, and necessarily had to
be, the new form of the capitalist cycle.

Now, this theoretical and political line emerged from a deep-rooted
change that the crisis had provoked in capitalist thinking. Namely, the
realisation of the dualistic essence of the economic process, and of the
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antagonistic forces operating within it. Capital had to face up to an
irreducible dualism of all the factors involved in the economic process
(such as wages and profits, supply and demand, consumption and
production, savings and investment), a complex and interacting system
which, for the first time, revealed the intensity of its internal tensions
and the contradiction-laden complexity of factors lying outside its
course of operations.

Such tensions were capable of building to a point where they would
explode any equilibrium. In the final event, capital was forced to accept
Marx’s observation:

“This nonsense about the impossibility of overproduction (in other
words, the assertion of the immediate identity of capital’s process of
production and its process of realisation) has been expressed in a
manner which is at least sophistical, ie ingenious, as mentioned
above, by James Mill, in the formula that supply equals its own
demand, that supply and demand therefore balance; which means in
other words the same thing as that value is determined by labour-
time, and hence that exchange adds nothing to it; and which forgets
only that exchange does have to take place and that this depends (in
the final instance) on the use-value”.*

This implies a denial, in principle, of the classical postulate whereby all
the terms of economic analysis resolve themselves at a state of
equilibrium. Nor was this newly defined situation a pathological
deviation; rather, it was inherent to the nature of the economic process.
Thus it became necessary to recognise it, and also to recognise its
consequences — namely that it is as impossible to repress these dynamic
elements as it is not to control and regulate them. Thus the alternative
to crisis came to be seen as development, understood as a dynamic
system geared to regulating the economic process and as a way of
resolving its dual natured movement.

But why does the economic process contain this ineliminable dualism
— a dualism so thoroughgoing that one of its terms is capable,
periodically, of detaching itself, transforming the dualism into
opposition (which means that intervention-activity designed to control
the cycle must, as occasion demands, vary between regulation, incentive
and repression)? This dualism is so deep-rooted as to rule out
hypotheses based on “all things being equal” - since any small variation
in one circuit sends out shock waves that affect the whole system.

The realities revealed by the crisis now required explanation. It was
not enough simply to describe this dualism that exists within the
economic process — capital had to explain why this dualism tends to
present itself in the form of a rigid and expanding opposition both within
the system and against the system. Without an understanding of this
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dynamic, without a precise identification of the subjects active within
this dualistic nexus, it would be extremely hard to envisage any kind of
project for development.

However, political economy’s critical awareness got no further than
mere description of that reality. It was not able to identify the realities
underlying the situations that it had correctly perceived. At best, it
grazed the surface — for example, recognising that the capitalist cycle
was thrown out of gear after 1917; or else declaring that a new series of
unknowns now stood in the way of resolving the problem of equilibrium
- which nonetheless remained the final aim of scientific activity.®

In the event, political economy proved incapable of recognising that
the most fundamental characteristic of the new situation was the
decisive and autonomous emergence of the working class — and that
therefore the whole notion of an economic schema based on equilibrium
had to be retranslated into notions based on a relationship between
forces in struggle; henceforth any description of the cycle had to be
based and grounded in the dynamic of a struggle between classes.

And even when it did come, implicitly, to accept this point of view,
and behaved as if it shared it, political economy still proved incapable of
planning for anything other than ways to reduce this antinomicity, in
order to subsume it within models based on equilibrium. Once again,
bourgeois thought reacted to the discovery of a negative with an
exaggerated determination to eliminate it.

Thus it seems that the furthest limit to which political economy’s
. awareness can be pushed is some sort of neo-Ricardianism: the formin
which the fundamental relationship is perceived is that of the essential
interdependence of wages and profits:

“The rate of surplus value (profit) thus decreases or increases in direct
proportion to the development of the productive force of labour,

because this development raises or lowers wages”.”

But at the same time, a mechanism is developed to integrate these
elements, aimed at restoring equilibrium — so that the dimension of class
struggle can only be understood partially and one-sidedly.®

However, when problems are real, they cannot be suppressed, and
this is the case with political economy. In trying to deal with the problem
of development, it has continually to restate the problem which it had
initially perceived through the experience of crisis; it has to square up to
reality and restate the problem in its real terms. Thus development has
to be seen not as a tendency which can be resolved into a state of
equilibrium, but as a process which is completely open; a development
involving subjects that are in conflict, and not some notion of harmony
imposed by an “invisible hand”. If the schema of development is to offer
any model of equilibrium, then this can only be posed in terms of conflict
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and resolution of the fundamental relationship, in terms of political
tension which takes as given the existence, and the movement, of the
working class. So, best to forget about notions of “economic harmony”
and instead talk about struggle, to be conducted and resolved on a day-
to-day basis.

At this point, we have to look to the two principal economic models
on which political economy constructs its ideology of development: with
some impropriety we could call the one Keynesian, and the other
(equally loosely) Schumpeterian. They each differ in various and
fundamental ways, as we shall see. However, both share the hidden
assumption that the relationship between the elements of the process is
one of antagonism. Both models function as if they knew that the
contradiction had reached breaking point —but the contradiction has to
be contained; it cannot be eliminated. Like it or not, it is the system’s
premiss, and possibly also its mainspring.

Let’s take the so-called Keynesian model first. In Keynes’ General
Theory, the cycle is seen as the oscillation of the marginal efficiency of
capital; its duration is determined by the time-span of existing capital, by
the latter’s technical make-up, and by its relationship to stocks.’
Nothing, so far, of particular interest, and not much is added when the
descriptive vocabulary is widened to include psychological terms
relating to investment expectations and the rate of interest. But the
picture starts to come to life when you realise that this way of presenting
things is premissed on the conviction, or rather the observation that —for
example — investment and savings, in the complexity of their
interrelations, exhibit a relationship between two poles that are
independent, and that at the given level of development (ie stability of
the system and full employment) no self-equilibrating balancing
mechanism exists. '

How, then, can the movement of these independent magnitudes be
controlled? How can the cycle be translated into development? How to
fix a level of development to match a situation of full employment, given
that the level is not automatically given, and nor does it correspond
(considering development in terms of income) to an effectively realised
demand?*!

The various successive attempts to deal with these problems have
involved a quest for a comprehensive set of aggregates covering the
entire complex of elements involved. For example, each multiplication
of investments is expected to bring with it an acceleration in the
mechanism of income formation; or, to take another example, the
overall oscillations of the economic process are expected to proceed
homogeneously for all the variables in question, and so on.'? A large
amount of scientific effort, both theoretical and practical, has been
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expended in this direction.

However, if we look at the model as a whole, we find that the
breakthrough can only go so far, and that it has contradictions. It is a
breakthrough because of the recognition of the fundamental dualism of
the economic process, and because this is not only accepted in principle,
but also reappears repeatedly within the model of development. Thus
the first condition for a critical model of political economy seems to have
been satisfied. And yet the situation is contradictory as regards the
mediation of the process: although we certainly have acorrectdefinition
of the various conditions that are a necessary starting point for analysing
the system, these conditions (and this is a determining fact) have a form
superimposed on them — precisely that equilibrium-form which analysis
of the conditions of the economic process seemed to have eliminated.
We might say that it left by the frontdoor only to come back throughthe
rear window. Metaphysics gives way to formalism.

In this case it is worth asking: is not the set of aggregates arrived at
once again an-attempt to prescribe the future? Do not the final results
conceal the fact that they are already presupposed? Is not the
recognition of the contradiction-laden complexity of the process
(assumed in principle) ruled out by a sleight of hand, whereby the
homogeneity of the process is presupposed from the start?

Let'us see to what extent this can be positively demonstrated. The
contradiction consists in the fact that the formal model, if it is to
function, has to ensure that the relation it postulates corresponds to, and
in the last instance determines, the specific elements involved. Or, to
put it another way, every quantity must be capable of an indefinite
variability, while remaining contained within the model — whether in the
form of development or of equilibrium, whether static or dynamic. In
short, the relation must embrace all the quantitative aggregates, the
specific elements to which it is applied.

But all this runs counter to the initial premiss of a fundamental
dualism. So we find that the whole mechanism, as a formal model,
totters. All that is needed is for one single element of the process to
reveal —evenin just one moment — its irreducibility, and at that point the
process becomes unworkable. Nor can it be maintained that the entire
complex of variables can always be adjusted to take account of the
irreducible element — which can always hypothetically appear. In reality
— precisely because of the way in which the elements of the process are
conceived as having a complete circularity — the opposite is the case: in
other words, the emergence of any irreducibility whatever must
correspondingly induce other irreducibilities.

But if all this is true, then the system’s besthope would be to avoid all
motion and stay static. Otherwise:
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“It is doubtful whether this kind of equilibrium is compatible with
more violent disequilibria in any other sense. And the disequilibria
will assert themselves by changing the given situation, including the
aggregate quantities. ”13

Thus we have a recognition of dualism, which results in proposals for a
mechanism of aggregation; but at the same time we have a formalism
which, in contradictory fashion, reintroduces classical preconceptions.
This indicates the ultimate insufficiency of the Keynesian model of
development.

The inability of Keynes’ model to conceive a development that takes
account of the process’s fundamental dualism is precisely the motivating
force behind the second model considered here — the so-called
Schumpeterian model. This statement should not be seen as odd. It is
true that Schumpeter’s model in fact predates Keynes’ own earliest
formulations. However it is only within (and as the critical completion
of) the new “system”, within the new reality of Keynesianism, that it
moves from being an object of historical interest to functioning as
politics/theory, and becomes effective.!* From this new position, we
come to see that the aggregative model can only function successfully
under much more stringent conditions — in other words, that the unity of
the process must be capable of being constructed without denying the
determinacy and the historical density of its component parts. For
example, in the Keynesian model, the wage is seen as the only element
which, in the last analysis, is an independent variable; furthermore, the
trend of wages is irreversible (and real and monetary wages tend to
converge).’> This represents an irreducible instability in the
relationship, and indicates the key difficulty of making the system
function. If all this is the case (and we know that it is) then other and
different means have to be applied. The characteristic, and the limit, of
the so-called Keynesian model, lies in its recognition that the principle
problem of the cycle is its fundamental dualism, the fact that the
relationship is irreducible because it is a class relation. Thus the
characteristic of the Schumpeterian model has to be an examination of
the link between that relationship and development, based on
recognising that formal considerations cannot, in themselves, open the
way to balanced development.'®

A fundamental intuition underpins Schumpeterian analysis. Namely
that, if crisis is in fact an intrinsic element of the cycle, and not
heterogeneous, and is an active determining element of the category of
profit within the cycle during the phase of a competitive economy, then
crisis must also be intrinsic to the cycle defined in terms of development.
Of course, in this case crisis is no longer to be understood as an
unleashing of spontaneous destructive forces: Schumpeter is assuming
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here a model based on development, and hence within extremely broad
operational margins. Effectively, the violence engendered by the
breakdown (separation) in the organic structure of development!’ is
already, operationally speaking, in the hands of capital. But it is
precisely under these conditions that the development model is not an
alternative to crisis as such, but, qua new form of the cycle, is wholly
congruous with crisis, and has it as one of its elements. Crisis is to be seen
as a possibility of rejigging those free and independently acting elements
of the system which lie outside the possibility of control by the pure
formalism characterising the aggregative model. Crisis becomes a
fundamental stimulus within the system, and is productive of profit.
So, let us return to the critique of Keynesianism. We have seen how,
given the presence of independently acting elements, it is not possible
for the relationship to find within itself the formal key to development.
In fact, Schumpeter adds, if we leave the relationship to itself, if we
follow it by respecting or promoting only the tensions internal to the
reciprocal and formal equilibrium of the magnitudes involved, then, at
best, we shall necessarily end up with a general levelling-off of the
process, a routinisation. All forms of neo-Ricardianism are right in
seeing the process as that moment in which the dualism between labour-
power and capital finds a resolution. But they can never forget the
possibility that — because of that self-same complete restructuring of the
power-relations that underlie the whole problematic — spontaneous
dynamism may give way to a spontaneous levelling-off. Because in fact,
in present-day conditions, where aggregate labour-power is showing
itself to be asirrepressible and powerful a force as capital, the tendency
appears to be the following: in conditions of spontaneity, the economic
process tends to reach a plateau and the contradictory effects arising
from the actions of conflicting forces tend to cancel each other out. The
tendency will be for the factors of the economic process to level off
quantitatively, and for the process to lapse into a cycle that is objectively
-retreating into stasis. But then, in stagnation the cycle is negating the
whole capitalist rationale of the economic process, inasmuch as it
eliminates profit, eliminates the qualitative innovation implicit in profit,
and eliminates capitalist progress.'®
So how are profit, and the qualitative innovatory aspect of the
economic process, to be restored, along with the logic of capitalist
domination implicit in that process? How is the cycle to be set in motion
again without having to make a choice between prosperity and
catastrophe, but also avoiding decline into equilibrium which is in fact
simply stagnation?
In Keynesianism the problem is posed, but then fades from sight.
Development is examined as an alternative to crisis, as an alternative to
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the depressive phases of the cycle; the struggle of antagonistic forces
within the economic process is recognised, but its resolution is sought in
an equalling-out; and the dualism of the process is understood, but then
fudged by approaching it in terms of neo-classical notions of
equilibrium. At no point is development studied and understood as
capital’s project for a new form of the cycle, and, within the cycle, for an
ongoing strengthening of capitalist domination over the whole economic
process. A fresh analysis of crisis is required, if development is to be
advanced - and this takes us back to the Schumpeterian model.

But what does it mean to say that development has to be, first and
foremost, capitalism’s use of the crisis? We have already seen the
implicit answer: it means that capital can only control the aggregate
movement of the various components when it relies on conditions more
efficacious than pure and logically simple models of equilibrium. In
other words, this movement has to be realised on the basis of a general
balance of power-relations aimed at ensuring capital’s domination of the
sphere of profit. And crisis is the context within which, and the means by
which, those power relations are rejigged. There cannot exist a concept
of development which is neutral, or which is sublimated within some
formalist perspective of equilibrium. Development is struggle; it is a
restructuring of power-relations; and it must necessarily pass via a
moment of direct conflict — the crisis —to end with capital’s victory over
its opposing forces. Thus the theory of entrepreneurial innovation, the
notion that the rhythm of the economic cycle is defined by the rhythm of
innovation, the notion of profit as a form of the entrepreneurial process
over against a routinisation, a levelling-off of the process — all these are
emblematic of a capitalistically correct political notion of development
— ie as a means for the enforcement of class domination. Here capital
reveals that the quantitatively new element of development, profit as
the basic driving stimulus of social action, is (and can be) nothing other
than a qualitatively new relationship between capital and the aggregate
elements of production — and crisis is the political project whereby that
requalification of the relationship is to be arrived at. In a completely
Schumpeterian sense, then, innovation is a healthy force, provoking
crisis, and thereby reactivating the economic process, over and a%amst
the action of antagonistic forces bent on the destruction of profit.

Now, it would be easy to identify the serious shortcomings of the
Schumpeterian approach. It is by no means free of the professional
mystifications typical of political economy. A good part of his analysis
claims to move from considerations entirely internal to the economic
process —in other words, excluding reference to factors lying outside the
economic dynamic pure and simple.?° This explains why, precisely at the
moment where he expounds his remarkable vision of capital’s
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movement by great leaps (which locates technology within the rationale
of capitalist development), his sources are, for better or worse, those of
the irrationalism of his day. Thus we have the paradox of an appeal to a
(Weberian?) irrational charisma as the moment of rationality governing
the schema of his economic analysis.?*

This said, the fact remains that, leaving aside its wvarious
mystifications, the Schumpeterian approach has a validity. Its raison
d’étre derives from that obscure premiss that it would prefer not to
reveal. It is when Schumpeter focuses on the nature of crisis (ie on the
most intense and pregnant moment of conflict between the classes in
struggle, on what is, in his opinion, the necessity of crisis as a
fundamental moment of the capitalist process and of capitalist
domination over the cycle) that he achieves his deepest understandings.
It is no accident that Schumpeter, at this point, expresses his sympathy
for Marx, citing his work as: “the one great attempt to solve the problem
of development”.??

Nor is it coincidental that, paradoxically, he advances his analysis by
testing a series of substantially Marxian hypotheses, particularly those
relating to crisis as a mechanism, a fundamental moment, in the
resolution of the contradiction between different rates of profit and the
composition of an average rate of profit. For this is precisely the
significance of Marx’s argument: it is not mere competition, but the
association of capitalists in development, in the struggle against the
working class, that recomposes profit at a social level. Under conditions
of competition, “the theory of value is incompatible with the actual
process, incompatible with the real phenomena of production”.?® It is
only when capital is recomposed within the overall movement at a social
level, in its associated function of exploitation, that profit appears as the
general feature of capitalism, as the true face of how the law of value
functions.?* So the “great elasticity”, that “unexpected capacity for
expansion by great leaps” characteristic of systems based on large-scale
industry,? is shown to be the real mechanism by means of which the
cycle is continually remodelled and reconstituted at a higher level. The
cost of development is the continual disaggregationrequired in order to
be able to reaggregate.

“Capital is just as much the constant positing as the suspension of
proportionate production. The existing proportion always has to be
suspended by the creation of surplus values and the increase of
productive forces. But his demand, that production should be
expanded simultaneously and at once in the same proportion, makes
external demands upon capital which in no way arise out of itself; at
the same time, the departure from the given proportionin one branch
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of production drives all of them out of it, and in unequal

proportions. ”?
This is all the more true in a general situation where the balance of forces
is such that surplus value tends to level off, under the constant pressure
of the working class, and where the rate of profit can only be restored via
a general transformation in the relation between variable capital and
capital-as-a-whole — a deep-rooted alteration, capable of redressing the
general power balance.?’

In the final analysis, this is just a specific case of the general capitalist
law governing the use of capital — or, to be more precise, machinery -
against the working class:

“One could write a whole history of inventions which emerged, after
1830, solely to serve as capital’s weapon$ against the movements of
the working class.”?®

And this specific case has all the greater significance when the mechanics
of the extraction of surplus value operate in ever-more socialised ways,
in a situation where the balance of power is forced to register the
presence of the working class.

So, let me sum up what I have called the most illuminating points of
capital’s theory of the cycle-as-development, and of the use of crisis to
further development. The central moment of the Keynesian analysis is
the attempt to define development as a process of aggregation of the
forces of social production. In Schumpeter, on the other hand, the
central moment is the revelation that any notion of achieving an
aggregative equilibrium of this kind is necessarily an abstraction, and
that such an aggregation can only be achieved in relation to an ongoing
process of disaggregation and reform of the economic process. In
Keynes, then, development seeks to be an alternative to crisis; in
Schumpeter, development is seen in a new way, as subsuming all phases
of the cycle, and thus development includes crisis and uses it to further
the progress of the cycle. In any event, these two views are com-
plementary: they are united in their understanding of the need to make
use of the massified pressure of the working class, to control it, and to
confine it rigidly within the straitjacket of the dynamic processes of
development. Both methods are particularly instructive in helping us to
understand recent capitalist practice.

2. Marx’s Analysis of Cycle and Development

In describing the elements of analysis of the cycle that appear in
Keynes and Schumpeter, I have said that the points raised are
particularly illuminating in theoretical terms, and also that they are very
instructive in terms of capital’s practice. But for all their instructiveness,
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they remain only points, and in making use of them, political economy’s
critical awareness, even when stretched to its fullest capacity, can only
hope to graze the surface of reality.

At this point it would be useful to locate these points in the context of
Marx’s overall vision - if only to remove that image of unexpected
novelty and extraordinariness with which bourgeois mystification tends
to clothe those fragments of truth that it succeeds in grasping.

The problem is that the theorisations of the cycle and economic
development that Marxism offers as a means whereby to test the
discoveries of Keynes and Schumpeter are so encrusted with
superfluous growths that it seems hard to arrive at an adequate
comparison. Moreover, a great deal of publicity has been given to
schools of thought®® that claim that Marx’s schema is completely
incapable of grasping the new characteristics of present day capitalism.
Thus, in order to make a comparison, we are obliged to reconstruct the
schema of Marx’s analysis of the development of capitalunder a series
of main headings. Whether (as I believe is the case) we then find that it
matches up to modern realities, is a question that can only be answered
in the course of an attentive reading. We have to enter into the
complexities of Marx’s reasoning, always bearing in mind what I
consider to be its primary distinguishing characteristic-Marx’s ability to
reconstruct capital’s viewpoint, to take this as the basis of his argument,
to take its implications to their fullest conclusion, and to show how this
capitalism which he describes in such detail is counterposed by the
revolutionary role of the working class. It is here that we find the essence
of revolutionary Marxism - in the process that leads from the
determinate abstraction of the capitalist viewpoint, via a definition of
development as tendency, to the concrete determining factor of
working-class insurgency against capital at its most developed stage.

So, how is Marx’s analysis of the cycle and development articulated?
As I'said: Marx takes the capitalist viewpoint as the starting point of his
analysis, and subjects it to critical elaboration. Now, from this
viewpoint, by definition, capital is presented in the form of the cycle.
The movement of capitalas a whole is cyclical; it is a cyclical whole made
up of interweavings of cycles; it is the cyclical outcome of an overall
movement.?® This is so much the case that it is only the historical
appearance of the cycle that marks capital’s “emergence from infancy”
in the form of large-scale industry.3 The rule governing the movement
of total social capital is thus that it circulates cyclically, via the periods of
“setting itself free” that constitute the very basis of development.?
Cycle is the very life of capital — a perennial transformation of forms and
a circular realisation of wvalue through this transformation;
development, expansion of the base, perfecting of the labour process,
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the deepening of valorisation and of exploitation — all this only became
possible within the form of the cycle.3*> Here, then, we have a definition
of the reality of capital’s process in all its determinacy — in the form of its
own self-justification as development.

This also provides the formal possibility — which may be borne out by
history - of the cycle appearing as periodicity.>* We see that the
individual elements making up capital take on, within circulation, a
rotational movement within which, in particular, fixed capital gradually,
over an average duration, loses its use-value to the product.”
Quantifying the rotation-time of fixed capital is purely a question of
empirical observation: in the phase studied by Marx, it appears to move
through ten-year periods.3¢

“One may assume that in the essential branches of modern industry,
this life cycle now averages ten years. However, we are not concerned
here with the exact figure. This much is evident: the cycle of
interconnected turnovers embracing a number of years, in which
capital is held fast by its fixed constituent part, furnishes a material
basis for the periodic crises. During this cycle, business undergoes
successive periods of depression, medium activity, precipitancy,
crisis. True, periods in which capital is invested differ greatly and far
from coincide in time. But a crisis always forms the starting-point of
large, new investments. Therefore, from the point of view of society
as a whole, more or less, a new material for the next turnover
cycle.”?’

Here, then, we have taken a step forward in our phenomenology of
crisis. Capital isseenas a cyclical movement, but given that it is a cyclical
movement, its development goes hand in hand with ruinous crises.
Cyclical progress is what characterises the movement of capital and
crisis is the characteristic form by which that cycle is periodised. As we
saw above, the length of each period relates to the turnover of fixed
capital. But turnover is not in itself sufficient to be the causal link
between cycle and crisis: crisis arises inasmuch as the terminal-point of
fixed capital’s development period has an effect on the operations of the
various components of the overall cycle, upsetting the mechanism that
enables it to balance out and mediate the economic process. The
terminal-point of fixed capital’s period of turnover is the detonator that
sparks the breakdown of the harmonious mechanism governing the
cycle’s various component parts. Crisis then ensues, as a combination of
turnover and cycle, as a phenomenon inherent in the cycle qua cycle,
even if it is only revealed by the periodicity of the terminal-points
marking the turnover of fixed capital.>®

The system’s mechanisms for compensating between its various
components thus break down when, for whatever reason (and we have



Revolution Retrieved

seen that the periodicity of the turnover of fixed capital is one key
reason), the components of the cycle disengage and separate. A block is
put on capital’s metamorphoses: the cycle’s elements accumulate
disproportionately at its poles. Now the question is: what are the forms
in which these disproportions between the elements of the cycle
determine the crisis?

Fundamentally they are twofold. Horizontal disproportions, as
between productive sectors and between productive and distributive
sectors; and vertical disproportions, as between production and
consumption in general. Thus, crises of disproportion and crises of
realisation.

Let us take crises of disproportion first. Their formal possibility rests
on the fact that the rotating quantities are not homogeneous. Capital
goods compete with each other for a place on the market; capital’s
urgent need for transformation in all its forms of existence is expressed
incoherently and contradictorily.? Thus the simultaneity of forms that
should characterise capitalist development is broken; the economic
process is interrupted; the transmutation through successive forms no
longer takes place in a continuous series; and a stoppage within any
individual cycle soon turns into a stoppage of the entire mechanism.*°

Thus, the anarchic nature of capitalist society (at least in the period
whose phenomenology Marx was studying) shows that any equilibrium
between the rotating parts is effectively only coincidental; the normality
evident as capitalist production develops is always underlain by
developmental abnormalities, is always on the brink of crisis; the
artificiality of the compensatory mechanism governing the component
parts often ends b1y revealing the impossibility of the whole machine
functioning at all.*

This formal possibility of circulational crises and disproportions is
then greatly compounded by various pathological phenomena to be
found in the sphere of monetary and credit circulation.*? Pathological
phenomena which nonetheless have a very real base. Marx says:

“Insofar as purchase and sale, the two essential moments of
circulation, are indifferent to one another and separated in place and
time, they by no means need to coincide. Their indifference can
develop into the fortification and apparent independence of the one
against the other. But insofar as they are both essential moments of a
single whole, there must come a moment when the independent form
is violently broken and when the inner unity is established externally
through a violent explosion. Thus already in the quality of money as
a medium, in the splitting of exchange into two acts, there lies the
germ of crises, or at least their possibility, which cannot be realised,
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except where the fundamental preconditions of classically developed,
conceptually adequate circulation are present.”*3

Marx’s second group of observations on the phenomenology of crisis —
regarding the wvertical disproportion between production and
consumption — is no less important. In the case of circulational mal-
functions arising between sectors, he identified what we might call crises
of overproduction; in the second case we have crises of
underconsumption. Marx notes that the former kind of crisis is most
likely to occur at a high level of unification of capitalist society:

“But as matters stand, the replacement of capital invested in
production depends largely upon the consuming power of the non-
producing classes; while the consuming power of the workers is
limited partly by the laws of wages, partly by the fact that they are
used only as long as they can be profitably employed by the capitalist
class. The ultimate reason for all real crises always remains the
poverty and restricted consumption of the masses as opposed to the
drive of capitalist production to develop the productive forces as
though only the absolute consuming power of society constituted
their limit.”**

And Marx often returns to these observations about under-
consumption.*®

However, it would be wrong to isolate and give undue prominence to
any single element of Marx’s phenomenology of the crisis: in Marx all
these elements have to be considered as a whole.*® The cyclical nature
of development; the way that turnover of fixed capital provides the
detonator that periodises the cycle; the manifestation of crisis in
overproduction of capital deriving from a breakdown of circulation, and
in underconsumption by the masses deriving from the restriction of the
natural limits of their existence — all these function together in Marx’s
analysis:

“In world market crises, all the contradictions of bourgeois
production erupt collectively... Overproduction is specifically
conditioned by the general law of the production of capital: to
produce to the limit set by the productive forces, that is to say, to
exploit the maximum amount of labour with the given amount of
capital, without any consideration for the actual limits of the market
or the needs backed by the ability to pay; and this is carried out
through continuous expansion of production and accumulation, and
therefore constant reconversion of revenue into capital, while on the
other hand, the mass of producers remain tied to the average level of
needs, and must remain tied to it according to the nature of capitalist
production.”*’
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However, having said all this, we should remember that so far we have
outlined only an initial approach to Marx’s analysis of cycle, crisis and
development. We have described them in objective terms, in their
capitalist guise. But phenomenology is not aetiology, and capital’s
viewpoint is not the viewpoint of the working class. Now we have to
move from the abstractness of the capitalistic possibility of crisis, to the
actual way in which that crisis takes effect — from the description of an
objective possibility, to the dialectic of how it comes about. The
descriptive elements thus far noted relate no more than that

“the general abstract possibility of crisis denotes no more than the
most abstract form of crisis, without content, without a compelling
motivating factor... The factors which turn this possibility of crisis
into an actual crisis are not contained in this form itself; it only imples
that the framework for a crisis exists.”

In this case and from this point of view, “these forms contain the
possibility of crises... It is therefore accidental whether or not crises
occur, and consequently their occurrence is itself merely a matter of
chance” — and this remains the case in the absence of an analysis of the
process of reproduction, and the crisis possibilities further developed
within it, in a projected further chapter on “Capital and Profit”.*

Thus the viewpoint of working class science is to be sought and found
beyond the mere objectivity of phenomenological description. Without
this “well-founded content”, Marxian discourse becomes no longer one
of historical necessity. And itis no accident that, starting with Bernstein,
reformism has gone no further than this point in its reading of Marx.*’
It seems obvious to me that any Marxian analysis that does not go
beyond this point inevitably remains at the level of pure description.
Marx himself was completely explicit about this; both his explanation of
underconsumption and the explanation of disproportions between
sectors are — at this stage of the inquiry - tautological, and therefore in
need of a much more radical foundation.

On the one hand, as he says:

“It is sheer tautology to say that crises are caused by the scarcity of
effective consumption, or effective consumers. The capitalist system
does not know any other modes of consumption than effectives ones,
except that of sub forma pauperis or of the swindler... Butif one were
to attempt to give this tautology the semblance of a profounder
justification by saying that the working class receives too small a
portion of its own product and the evil would be remedied as soon as
it receives a larger share of it and its wages increase in consequence,
one could only remark that crises are always prepared by precisely a
period in which wages rise generally and the working class actually



Marx on Cycle and Crisis

gets a larger share of that part of the annual product which is intended
for consumption.”>°

On the other hand, he points out, the explanation of disproportions
between sectors is also tautological, because:

“To say that there is no general overproduction, but rather a dis-

proportion within the various branches of production, is no more than

to say that under capitalist production the proportionality of the

individual branches of ;)roduction springs as a continual process from

disproportionality... ”*!
Thus the foundation of the theory of cycle, crisis and development has
to be sought further beyond and much deeper within Marx’s overall
argument. We have to move from analysis of the cycle’s formal
possibility to the general law of capitalist accumulation; the cycle must
be seen in terms of a cycle of exploitation, dominated by the necessity of
exploitation. :

As we have seen, at the end of the passage where he indicates the
purely formal nature of his analysis of cycle and crisis conducted thus
far, Marx postpones discussion of this “necessary foundation” to a
future eventual chapter on “Capital and Profit”. Now, even if this
“grounding” is not in the projected chapter in Theories of Sur plus Value,
it is nonetheless explicit in Marx as a whole: any formal arbitrariness in
the way the cycle operates is firmly ruled out. This means that the law
governing development must be the same law that governs capitalist
production in general. It also means that development must be shown to
be driven by capitalist profit as an overall stimulus to production,
dominated by the rate of profit and its oscillations — or rather, by the
contradictions that are essential to its nature and its movement. Within
development, the nature of profitmust revealitself to the full, sustaining
growth as well as showing its intrinsic limits, its repressive and
destructive functions. Development, in turn, must be shown to be shot
through with that same antagonism which is congenital to capitalist
production as such. Thus the entirety of the class relation has to be
capable of being read within development.

In the event, such a reading is introduced by Marx inasmuch as he
associates his theory of the cycle to the law regarding the tendency of the
rate of profit to fall.>*> An objection might immediately be raised that
such an association presupposes too many intermediate steps to be
easily used for a complete description of the process. And such an
objection might well appear valid when the law of the falling rate of
profit is seen in the dumb objective terms to which academics like to
consign it. But when one looks at the law from the working-class
viewpoint [il punto di vistadi classe] and therefore sees it —leaving aside
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the related hypotheses it determines — as an index of the overall progress
of the social relationship of exploitation, then things change. But what
does the law in fact say?

It says that the average social rate of profit has a relative tendency to
fall in proportion to the necessary and progressive concentration of
capital, to the extent that — within and because of the antagonistic class
relationship — capital as a whole is forced to increase proportionately
more than variable capital, in the course of development. Now, this
contradiction-laden reality of development has to be seen as a direct
function of exploitation, of the exigencies of the process of exploitation,
and this is precisely how Marx sees it. When, in his analysis of the
tendency of profit to level off, he states that the real limitation to
capitalist production is capital itself, he uses that statement to show that
the moment of crisis in development is neither pathological nor a matter
of chance, but is part and parcel of development’s inner essence and
tendency. All this is based on his definition of the concept of capital as
a relationship, as the reality of class exploitation and of the pressing
requirements of exploitation. What is more, having defined this law,
Marx does not burden it with catastrophist implications. Far from it. In
his accounts, the law describes above all a gigantic process of capitalist
organisation:

“Apart from the terror that the law of the declining rate of profit
inspires in the economists, its most important corollary is the
presupposition of a constantly increasing concentration of capitals,
that is, a constantly increasing decapitalisation of the smaller
capitalists. This, on the whole, is the result of all laws of capitalist
production. And if we strip this fact of the contradictory nature
which, on the basis of capitalist production, is typical of it, what does
this fact, this trend towards centralisation indicate? Only that
production loses its private character and becomes a social process,
not formally — in the sense that all production subject to exchange is
social because ofthe dependence of the producers on one another and
the necessity for presenting their labour as abstractsocial labour —but
in actual fact. For the means of production are employed as
communal, social means of production, and therefore are not
determined by the fact that they are the property of an individual, but
by their relation to production, and the labour likewise performed on
asocial scale.”

Furthermore, the purely tendential character of the law is accompanied
by a series of counter-tendencies which are equally fundamental and
decisive.

So, from our point of view, what is the importance of Marx’s
association of the law of development and the law of the tendency of the
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rate of profit to fall? Its importance is that in this way, within
development, we are able to identify the workings of the fundamental
relationship. Thus the essential form of development becomes that of a
clash between the fact of the working class’s existence within capital,
and capitalism’s contradictory necessity of both containing this presence
and repressing it. The essential mode of this confrontation will be
technological development, the concentration and expansion of capital
as a whole, and - above all - crisis.

Let us examine the situation in greater detail. Capitalist development
is repressive at the same time as it is progressive. In other words, the law
of development is related to the tendency of the rate of profit. Progress
in the labour process and in the process of valorisation, progress in
the organisation of work and in the extraction of surplus value, go hand
in hand — but they do so antagonistically. Now, Marx’s association
between the law of development and the tendency of the rate of profit
means placing this antagonism in pride of place. The process of
concentration of capital reveals how fundamentally important this
antagonism is, inasmuch as it shows the capitalist reorganisation taking
place around the organisation of the extraction of relative surplus value
to be a dialectical situation whose antagonistic poles are respectively the
fact that the working class exists, and capital’s need to contain and
restrict that presence within its own growth. The road from this
objective antagonism to the antagonism that expresses itself in the class
struggle may be long, but it is qualitatively homogeneous.’*

So, indealing with the structure of capital, within thelaw of the falling
rate of profit, Marx’s projection of the contradiction can be seen as a first
approach towards defining a contradiction which affects not only the
objective moment, but the entire dialectical structure of development.
And it is precisely in its understanding of the full-bodied inherence of
the fundamental relationship as an active element within the cyclical
progress of development that Marx’s theorisation reaches its fullness of
expression. Admittedly, the immediate examples that Marx chose to
show how development was linked with the tendency of the rate of profit
were, inevitably, tied to the experience of the times he lived in—in other
words, to the experience of a working class still confined within its
existence as variable capital, to a spontaneously existing entity
struggling to become a political power. The consequences of this can be
seen in his law of population, which foresaw — quite legitimately, given
the conditions of the time — an increase in the industrial reserve army
and in the relative impoverishment of the masses.>> But once again, this
forecast was neither deterministic nor catastrophist:

“An abstract law of population exists for plants and animals only, and
only insofar as man has not interfered with them. ”>
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The important thing here is not so much what Marx says (which anyway
could in part be defended) as, once again, the form in which he poses it.
As I have said, he relates the cycle back to its real foundation, and its
foundation is the class relation. This, because the class relation
constitutes the most basic determinant of the rate of profit, which is the
motive force of development:

“Two entirely different elements — labour power and capital — act as
determinants in the division between surplus-value and wages, which
division essentially determines the rate of profit; these are functions
of two independent variables, which limit one another; and it is their
qualitative difference that is the source of the quantitative division of
the produced value.”’

The class relation is also determinant of the movement of the rate of
profit; because here too the cycle can only be defined in terms of a
dialectical conflict between capital and overall labour-power.® At a
later stage in Marx’s development, when the dimensions and quality of
the class relation have been substantially changed through the
experience of the revolutionary struggle, the full force of this approach
comes out into the open in all its political concreteness. Commenting on
Ricardo, Marx concludes:

“The rate of profit may fall independently of coxhpetition between
capital and labour, but the only competition which can make it fall is
this one.”®

Because when capital, in response to working-class struggle, is forced to
move to very high levels of concentration, and, at that level, to the
furthest point of a general equalisation of its organic composition, then:

“The rates of profit are related to one another as the respective
amounts of surplus value,”®°

The process, in other words, tends to eliminate all the other terms. The
working class will have forced capital to be entirely itself, in order then
to be able to take up total opposition against it.

So, when we consider this cycle-form as the form of a power-relation
between classes in struggle (a power-relation which was originally
described by Marx in a context where capital was extremely powerful,
but which can be and has been modified and overthrown by the course
of working-class struggle) then the elements already described in the
phenomenological phase of the analysis take on new meaning. And on
this new basis, Marx now proceeds to a general reformulation of the
theory of the cycle. No longer does he limit himself to observing formal
elements and partial effects unrelated to a known and understood
foundation: now the working-class viewpoint becomes fully operative.
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The problem becomes that of defining the movements of the variables
within a power relation between classes that is now fully operational.
This certainly applies to the reformulation of the phenomena of
disproportion, but more particularly it applies to the explanation of the
turnover of capital:®! these phenomena cannot be considered as simply
co-existing like cogs in an objective mechanism. Rather they must be
seen as moments in a web of power relations, of tendencies and counter-
tendencies acting simultaneously.

This brings us back to the general notion of a development the cycle
of which functions by, and is articulated in terms of, a conflict between
two strategies: the strategy of the working class, which advances from
the level of mere subsistence to the point of limiting profits by increases
in the necessary wage; and the strategy of the collective capitalist
obliged to respond in strategic terms to this working-class attack, and
thus to mobilise capital’s entire political and economic potential for this
conflict.

“The other side of the crisis resolves itself into a real decrease in
production, in living labour — in order to restore the correct relation
between necessary and surplus labour, on which, in the last analysis,
everything rests.”

From this point of view, we can refer back to our earlier observations in
the first part of this essay, concerning the cycle’s elasticity, its movement
by great leaps, and the need to recompose the elements of aggregation
and disaggregation within the cycle. This point can now be seen in a
clearer hght and located within the real matrix of the overall
movement.®® Thus we see that crisis is both the mode and the specific
function of capital’s process of production — and it is totally necessary.

“These different influences may at one time operate predominantly
side by side inspace, and at another succeed each other in time. From
time to time the conflict of antagonist agencies finds vent in crises.
The crises are always but momentary and forcible solutions of the
existing contradictions. They are violent eruptions which for a time
restore the disturbed equilibrium. ”*

Thus far we have reconstructed the groundwork of Marx’s thinking as he
put together his theory of the cycle. Takingthe path indicated by Marx,
we have moved from mere phenomenology to a theory of class struggle.
It is only by grasping this framework that we can hope to locate
systematically the intuitions that political economy, in its critical
awareness, has succeeded in achieving — the point of departure of this
essay.

Ishall return to the relation of these intuitions to Marx’s theories. For
the moment, suffice it to say thatit is only within this perspective that we
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can understand the meaning of Keynes’ “discovery” that the form of
development is the class relationship, and Schumpeter’s “discovery”
that crisis is functional to development. In Marx, beyond this systematic
framework, there is little more to be found - but the little that there is is
fairly fundamental. We find the full deployment of the working-class
viewpoint, and critical awareness is transcended to become a
perspective for working-class revolution. Because if this is how things
stand for capital, then it is true to say that the existence of the working
class, the class struggle that emanates from it, and the need to control it
represent the absolute limit of capitalist production.

3. Development and Capitalist Ideologies of the State

Let us now move on a step. We have already seen how Marx grasps
the form of the relationship between development and class struggle.
Admittedly, he related it to a particular set of contents that have tended
subsequently to be negated (at least partially) by the historical
movement and by the impact of the working class on the structures of
capitalism - but his conception of development remains valid
nonetheless.

Political economy, in its critical awareness, has taken on the task of
putting Marx’s view of development into relief (in an ideologically
distorted way), by seeking to identify the new set of contents over which
that form of development finds itself operating.

So, what are these new contents, and how does development operate
in the face of these new elements? We already have our answers above:
the new contents are those revealed by that fundamental realisation that
the power-balance within the material base of the capitalist relationship
has been decisively shifted. Consequently, the functioning of the cycle
has to be regulated with a view to encompassing the antagonism within
the schema of development and so as to maintain the basic power
relation; the functioning of the cycle now involves using crisis as a
general moment for testing the power relation and as a means for a
violent and decisive reassertion of the fundamental class relation.

This situation brings to light a number of major consequences: above
all, the dreadful precariousness of the mechanisms of capitalist
development. The normal process whereby capital increases its
productive capacity is constantly placed under threat by the pressure of
the working class — either because the working class makes its presence
felt as a massified unity at the social level, forcing capital to broaden the
base of its investment without increasing its organic composition; or
because, inthose cases where organic composition isincreased (whether
globally or in individual instances), the class launches a series of
demands that contrive to keep pace with increases in the productivity of
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labour. Furthermore, capital itself, in its collective form, is not only
obliged to accept the fact that the working class determines
development, but may also be forced, within certain limits, to solicit this
kind of working-class response to its control over development, to
guarantee the conditions whereby the cycle can be regulated.

Thus increases in capital’s productive capacity are matched by
increases in the value of labour-power, and a situationdevelopsin which
the rate of profit tends either to relative stability, or even to a decline,
brought about (in conditions of stability) by the sheer inertia of
relatively full employment.

Inevitably, capital must realise that this precarious situation is
burdensome and damaging to it, especially when capital’s periodic
recourse to crisis as a means of reasserting the class relation does not
always achieve the desired results. In fact, the technological path to
repression, the revolutionising of organic composition, leads - by its
very nature — to a further lowering of the rate of profit — unless the rate
of surplus value can be increased to more than compensate: but either
this does not happen - or it happens over time spans which are too short
and therefore insufficient, for reasons that we have already seen.

A further effect must also be borne in mind: the crisis-mechanism,
particularly in its manifestation as a revolutionising of technology, may
not only fail to bring immediate (or even medium-term) succour to
profit (the motive force of development); it may also produce a set of
direct consequences that are damaging. Because while, on the one hand,
crisis acts as a flywheel to stabilise the class relation, on the other, it
simultaneously deepens the antagonism of that relationship and draws
into it increasingly wider strata of society.

“A revolution in the forces of production further alters these
relations, changes these relations themselves, whose foundations -
from the standpoint of capital and hence also of that of realisation
through exchange — always remain the relation of necessary to sur plus
labour, or, if you like, of the different moments of objectified to living
labour.”%

In other words, capitalist use of the crisis thus ends up revolutionising
social stratification (or, to define it more correctly, the political class
composition) and laying the groundwork for a deepening, an extension
and a radicalisation of the class antagonism.®” But it has no alternative:
capital is irremediably tied to this dialectic of development and crisis,
within margins that can never become wide enough to eliminate the
fundamental precariousness of the relationship; a dialectic which often
results in that relation becoming even more rigid and constricting.

In this situation, capital attempts to define a new structure for itself,
in order to guarantee the maintenance of its new, precarious conditions
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of existence. The characteristics of the restructured capitalist state are
designed to this end: to guarantee economic development in the
presence (in society) of a working-class power that acts as the
antagonistic and contradictory force within that development.

Marxism has studied, with great intelligence and insight, a similar and
equally intense moment of capitalist restructuring: the way in which
capital became syndicated into monopolies in the latter period of the
great industrial revolution in the nineteenth century. It saw this period
as the operation of a counter-tendency to the classical mechanism of the
falling rate of profit.5® But more particularly, it correctly identified the
contradictions implicit in and induced by the process, and then went on
to define a correct working-class strategy.®® In coming to terms with the
new condition of the working class within this process and with the new
forms of organisation of the labour process, it established the Bolshevik
model of revolutionary organisation, and thereby transformed the
objectivity of crisis and development into an immediate possibility of
conquest of power.”°

The same thing did not happen in the new phase of development
following the great crisis of the interwar period, the period of the new
leap in the organisation of capital, when the capitalist articulation of
society clashed with the massive and decisively politicised presence of
the working class. After 1917, after 1929, what little of Marx’s theory
managed to survive was at best restricted to analysis of the secondary
mechanisms of development, while elsewhere sterile orthodox
scholasticism exhumed models and polemics from the Age of Monopoly
in order to analyse the mechanisms of mature capital. Faced with this
accumulation of theoretical junk, economics, that most philistine of
bourgeois sciences, was able to maintain its hegemony unchallenged
and, in the event, unfortunately, was to prove far more perceptive than
the Marxist orthodoxy!

So, since this is the reality we have to face, let us inquire what kind of
conception capitalist awareness provides (necessarily mystified, of
course) of the reconstructed overall structure of capitalism following the
impact of the October Revolution, the transformation of the class
power-balance and - most particularly — following the early
“Keynesian” understandings and analyses.

It is no accident that the first image that capitalist awareness presents
in relation to the problem of development — both as a self-image, and as
image of development — is that of stagnation. As a self-image, it is fairly
obvious, inasmuch as it refers back to the decline in investment
opportunities and caPital formation characteristic of the earlier phase of
private capitalism.”” We have already seen, in Keynes’ critique of
classical capitalism, the reasons underlying this stagnation.”> These



36

Marx on Cycle and Crisis

reasons were only imperfectly understood by the theory of stagnation,
which (taking a step backwards from Keynes) tended to adduce purely
technical reasons to explain the phenomenon, and then lapsed into a
contradictory nostalgia for that same private capitalism that it was
criticising. As usual, bourgeois theory sees only the effect and not the
cause.

Nor does the analysis gain anything from the positive aspect of the
stagnationist approach. This maintains that the state has to intervene
systematically in support of investment, in order to substitute for the
system’s automatic mechanisms and to provide a stimulus to the rate of
profit — which is presumed, at least in tendency, to be falling.”>

Precisely at this point it should have been possible to go beyond the
mere description of effects and grasp the essential moving principle of
the process. What was the thinking that drove the economists to pose the
necessity of the state’s intervention to guarantee investment and the
economic process in general? Was it perhaps the hope of opening up
larger margins of overall profit, of restoring highly profitable prospects
of development? Certainly not. In both systems, even taking into
account the factors of major variation, the “capitalist essence” of
development remains a “single process”.”* Indeed, the mechanism of
working-class attack works equally powerfully against the social
management of profit and the organisation of society for profit: in fact,
itisprecisely at thislevel that it is able to realise its political quality to the
fullest, to determine a substantial homogeneity in the forms of
behaviour and the political composition of the working class. Nor is state
intervention, no matter how generalised, able to remove that
fundamental precariousness which, at the economic level, is imposed on
development by the presence of working-class power in society. So what
is the point of turning to the state as a solution? The reason lies in the
hope — and here is the new element — of being able to go beyond that
precariousness into something different, in terms of power possibilities
and political guarantees. The dialectic has truly been drummed into
bourgeois heads!

So, here we have the new element: the capitalist “leap” to the planned
social state, via the organisation of social capital, represents a possible
solution for a problem that had become irresolvable at the level of
purely economic practice. Hence the problem is not how to counter the
tendency of the falling rate of profit; the problem is not how to maintain
a cyclicity of economic development which is guaranteed, from within a
revolutionising of organic composition, by a more than proportional
increase in surplus value and thus by new possibilities of controlling
profits. No, the problem is how to go beyond the question of profititself,
or rather, to redefine the form of profit as simply a political function of
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domination and violence.” The new state form corresponding to the
socialisation of capital does not succeed in reactivating mechanisms that
the class struggle had closed off; rather it plays a (necessary and
exclusive) role of political repression, and does so in ways functional to
the new situation of a levelling-out rate of profit. The antagonistic stance
that capital always assumes when faced by the emergence of the working
class as a productive social force here reaches maximum proportions.
“Political violence” has always been “the vehicle of capital’s economic
process”,”® but here the ideal notion of capital as a social mediating force
becorr;c.;,s pure abstraction: it is now represented purely as repressive
force.

Here, then, we have the capitalist conception of development, and of
crisis. The relationship between development and crisis is reformulated
in terms of a relation that is wholly political, with no residual illusions of
objectivism, a relationship with no alternative, dictated by the need to
contain the working-class attack. Once stripped of their romanticism,
Schumpeter’s hypotheses can best be presented in this sense, their force
deriving from the political actions of a capital that is now socially
unified. Development and crisis act in dialectical unison, to present a
picture of a capitalism obliged continually to reinvent and reconstruct
the balance of forces, obliged continually to seek conflict and
confrontation as the means whereby to reactivate the economic cycle.
The mechanisms for regulating the cycle are entirelyat the political level
- and here crisis, the moment of victory over the confrontation, is the
decisive factor. This is how profit is restored; from now on it becomes
dependent only on the political functions of capital. Capital strips itself
back to basics, and attempts to restructure itself by heightening the level
of its own political nature. This politicisation may not be able to
eliminate the precariousness of the relationship, but it demands
exclusive control and domination of it.

Up to this point, we have followed the main lines of capital’s
theorisations of development, as it interprets the central experience of
domination of a society based on development. But this approach moves
and is articulated in a sea of contradictions and mystifications whose
necessity we also need to demonstrate — particularly because, very
often, the path of ideology can be related back to the exigencies of
political practice and thence derives its efficacity as knowledge.

Now, one fact that needs stressing is that the “leap” to the new reality
of social capital, to the superstructure of the social state, does nothing to
remove the precariousness of the fundamental relationship. In fact, it
heightens it, inasmuch as the simplification of the relationship reveals
how far it has been reduced to a situation of violence pure and simple.
The ideological proclivities of capitalist economic science descend on
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this drama-laden situation and polarise into a number of positions
offering a variety of possible results. For example, if the precariousness
cannot be eliminated, and if the use of crisis — the use of class conflict as
a means of advancing development — has become the focal point of the
economic process, then this fact must be kept hidden. This is one
possible outcome of the ideological approach. In this rather crude
instance, the economist’s brave search for truth goes no further than
proposing practical initiatives for the capitalist to take — his eagerness for
truth is not so. apparent in his theory. This explains why so many very
instructive insights that the critical awareness of political economy has
been able to offer capital have ended up masked and reduced to
impotence. For example, the aggregative dynamic of Keynes’ schema
ends up by being reduced to the static neo-classical model of
equilibrium,; it is thus stripped of the innovative potential that was part
of his realistic intuitions regarding the coordinates of aggregation. The
sense of conflict and the creative strength of capital’s use of the crisis that
we find in the Schumpeterian model ends up reabsorbed into more
placid models, sheltered from such unexpected impulses.”®

But beyond this first, rather simple, kind of mystification deriving
from the critical content of political economy, there are others more
effectively connected to the needs of practice (which even determines
their ideological falsity). For example, let us refer back to the way
institutionalism distorted Schumpeter’s conception of entrepreneurial
innovation and crisis. There is no doubt that this is a pure mystification.
Institutionalism expresses Schumpeter’s powerful intuition only to
flatten it out into a historical-sociological continuum in which the sense
of difference is reduced. It is as if the quantitative context, to which
development becomes referred, has been put there to conceal the
qualitative leap behind his analysis. While for Schumpeter change is as
sudden and unforeseen as a pistol shot, the institutionalist view turns it
into an inconspicuous process of continuity, a process of physical
renewal. Clearly, both points of view are extremely partial. But the
advantage of Schumpeter was that at least he expressed his own
partiality for a definition of the innovative nature of the capitalist
process; the institutionalist point of view, on the other hand smacks of
the generic, of formalism, of repetition of the obvious.”

But we should not forget the other side of institutionalist red-
uctionism, and its cognitive efficacity. If it is the case that, not-
withstanding all the ideology, the working class’s opposition reveals
development as being marked by sudden, unforeseen breaks which can |
only be redressed at a high price, then the state’s guarantees against the
precariousness of development require to be dug more deeply into the
heart of the process; they must be completely internalised into it. This
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was the insight of institutionalism.

So institutionalism attempts to translate the development/crisis
relationship into a relation of organisation/violence. It seeks to
compress the problem in its temporal extension into an intensive
problem of institutional organisation. It thus manifests another basic
characteristic of the mature capitalist state: repressive integration and
the articulation of crisis through the decisive use of violence throughout
all levels of society. This is the means by which capital positively
recuperates (through the intensity of organised relations) the negativity
of crisis, harnessing the fact that the working class determines
development. Up until this point, the state had been seen as a guarantor
of the fundamental relationship within development, as the force
promoting a dynamic readjustment of its repressive mechanism. But
now an absolute and decisive state power seeks to establish itself as an
immanent force and to organise the process directly.® Institutionalism
realised that, alongside the dualism of working-class power/economic
development, another more direct and immediate working-class
pressure operates, which articulates the very organisational and
productive structures of capital. Thus the precariousness of the
fundamental relationship is intensive as well as being temporally
extensive. Therefore guarantees over development must also be
guarantees within development; the organisation of development has to
become the development of organisation.

Despite its importance, I do not have the space here to follow up this
aspect of the institutionalist approach. I mention it only in order to show
that the institutionalists’ mystification of political economy’s critique of
development is both necessary and functional. I also wanted to stress —
having emphasised the transcendence of capitalist power, its purely
normative aspect (in juridical terms) — the complementarity of the other
aspect, the organisational aspect, which is internal to the exigencies of
controlling the labour process, and which can be described (to put it in
ideological terms) as realistic and sociological. The bourgeois tradition
likes to present these two moments as irreducible poles of tension in
scientific research, and interminable academic squabbles take up their
positions under one or other banner. I would like to suggest, ironically,
that they are in fact complementary in their repression of the working
class; they are both mutually functional to the bourgeois cult of security;
and are functional to capital’s need to promote and to organise
development.

Having said this, I would repeat that development, and domination/
control over development, remains the prime problemfor capital today.
A space for working-class management of capital might indeed appear,
in such a way that the institutions of labour organisation might seem,
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rather than acting as a medium for repressive integration, to offer a path
for constructive participation: a Utopia that bourgeois radicalism today
seems to be rediscovering, and presenting as the watchword of a possible
socialism! But this again would be the illusion of a self-management
incapable of seeing that it is in fact self-exploitation! It is even
conceivable that working-class articulation of the movements of capital
could succeed in conquering sufficient space to renovate the external
membrane that holds together and intimately connects the labour
process and the process of producing surplus value. But this would still
mean operating at the level of the organisation of work; it would still
mean applying the law of value and the law of the wage -- which, today,
means the law of development. And it is here that capital wins the day,
it is here that it renews itself as the final, necessary and comprehensive
affirmation of profit. Capital’s ultimate condition of existence is that
working-class power must not be permitted to destroy work, and, with
it, society as a productive series of functions, organised according to the
wage system, profit and violence. However, for the time being, as
regards development, not even the appearance of an elimination of that
power is conceded.

Now, let us return to the basic themes of development. We have seen
that capitalist use of the crisis is a token of capital’s political supremacy,
an affirmation — in the last resort, but no less potent for that — of
capitalist power over society. It may be that capital accepts —is forced to
accept —planned and socially organised development, and perhaps even
a working-class management of development; capital may even accepta
levelling of its economic power; but it cannot and will not forget its own
essence as domination and exploitation. On this front it will resist, will
fight to the bitter end, and will destroy. In the last resort, it might even
be prepared to dissociate itself from development and show itself only as
crisis. And all this means that the precariousness of development which
capital felt so dramatically at the moment when it advanced itself as
development, is correlated to the way it manifests itself as violence, as
the decisive moment of political power, to the point of a destructive will,
pure and simple.

As to how to characterise the capitalist state at this level, it appears as
the organisation of and the guarantee for collective capital. But at the
same time, more than simply a superstructure of development, it has to
be seen, within the intensive structure of its relationship with the
working class, as setting the rhythm — through time - of the extensive
structure through which development takes place; on the one hand,
development and crisis; on the other, socialisation and violence. These
are two sides of the same reality, and any distinction between them has
only indicative value. In reality, the state exists within the intensity of
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the institutional relationship in the same way as it exists within the
extensive dimension of the temporal process: it exists as one and the
same — capital’s project for a development that will both contain and
dominate working-class power. So, we have the state as a superstructure
— but, as Lenin showed, a superstructure so perfectly fitted to express
the higher requirements of capitalist development that it becomes its
essential'apex, a form necessary to that development, a casing which is
materially welded to its content.

Paradoxically, the lessons of Keynes and Schumpeter thus find their
correct contextualisation only in Marx and Lenin. It is not the
mystifications and ideologies of mature capitalism that enable us to
grasp the dramatic meaning of their critical intuitions, but the working-
class science of capital and the capitalist state. Let us summarise what
those intuitions amount to, in the distorted form in which they are
presented. They tell us that, at the moment that capital seems to launch
into the adventure of development, and begins to move accordingly, at
this same moment it also reveals the frightening precariousness of its
own project:

“ ...From the fact that capital posits every such limit as a barrier and
hence gets ideally beyondit, it does not by any means follow that it has
really overcome it, and, since every such barrier contradicts its
character, its production moves in contradictions which are con-
stantly overcome but just as constantly posited. Furthermore, the
universality to which it irresistibly strives encounters barriers in its
own nature, which will, at a certain stage of its development, allow it
to be recognised as being itself the greatest barrier to this tendency,
and hence will drive towards its own suspension.”*!

With Marx, therefore, we repeat that only fully-developed capital will
see the working class revolution; and with Lenin we understand the
necessarily totalitarian structure of capital’s state as an essential
moment of its political maturity — and as a fundamental target for
working-class subversion.

4. The Problem of Development and the Alternatives Offered by
Working-Class Science

Bearing in mind the conclusions that we have reached thus far — and
in particular the stress that we have placed on the precariousness of
capital’s domination within development — we can perhaps begin to
draw some positive indications of the tasks posed for working-class
science.

We have described the relation as precarious — but a precarious
relation remains a relation for all that, and the fact that it is precarious
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does not mean that it is not capable of repeating itself indefinitely. We
have also seen that this precariousness reveals a substantial degree of
antinomy and antagonism: but when it is in movement a positive
dialectical process may always remodel itself and survive — especially
when it is guaranteed by a power that is both absolute and absolutely
destructive when it comes to its own self—preservatlon Indeed, the
tendency to organise its own indefinite prolongation is inherent in the
form of the mature capitalist state.

Working-class science recognises this: it understands the planned
social state as an organised structure for the repression of the working
class, as a project for an open-ended relation based on mechanisms of
repression. The antithetical relationship between development and
working-class power is mediated via a continuous process in which crisis
— as an increasingly political function of capitalist power — plays the
dominant part. It is no accident that the more capital is planned and
somally organised, the more it actually needs cr|s1s and a thoroughgoing
purposive restructuring of the entire system.5? Planned capitalism is
characterised not so much by a continuity of the economic process as by
the thoroughness, the globality and the incisiveness of the ways in which
control of that process is exercised, at the various levels determined by
the development of class struggles. For this reason, it is quite incorrect
to cite the existence of economic crisis as indicating a general crisis of the
capitalist system.

“Capitalism and its civilisation may be decadent, and wander
elsewhere or precipitate to a violent death. The author is personally
convinced of it. But the world crisis does not prove it, and, in reality,
has nothing to dowithit. Itis not a symptom of the system’s weakness
or its decadence. If anything, it proves the vigour of capitalist
evolution... ”

It proves capital’s ability to reorganise, in global and collective terms,
the network of power relations that constitute its material base.

So how are we to extricate the working-class struggle, and the power
that it expresses, from the repressive mechanisms of capitalist
development? This question emerges inescapably from the line of
argument pursued thus far. What is the ultimate breaking-point of this
open-ended relation — this dialectical relation (in its temporal extension)
between development and crisis, this dialectical relation (in its intensity
in institutional terms) between socialisation and violence? How can we
determine in a revolutionary perspective the relationship between
capitalist development and working-class power?

In order to answer these questions, we have to guard against illusions
that even a correct initial appreciation of the situation’s real dimensions
may produce. By this I mean that some positions present a correct
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analysis of the initial interrelation of capitalist development and
working-class power, in which capitalist development appears as the
determining factor, whether actively or passively, of working-class
power, while it is permanently subject to its pressure, its erosive activity,
and the overall impact of its presence. But then they go on to suggest a
sort of parallelism between these two functions, a sort of long-term,
secular situation of dual power in which emphasis is laid on the
materiality of the working class’s existence as being the limit to the
capitalist mode of production and as embodying a tendency to
revolutionary subversion in the long run. In this perspective, working-
class revolution appears as the final and necessary outcome of a process
that comes about through the massified material presence of the
working class; the seizure of power appears as a process already within
the grasp of the working-class movement; in that process, capitalist
development itself becomes gradually functional to consolidating the
emerging power of the working class and its necessary revolutionary
hegemony.

This conception of the capital/class relationship derives its force and
appeal from its rigid exclusion of any catastrophist conception of
capitalist development and any Malthusian and underconsumptionist
vision of the capitalist cycle; from a rediscovery of the position advanced
by Marx and Lenin — that capitalist development has an extraordinary
capacity for provoking instances of working-class antagonism. It is a
stinging counterblast to those narodniks that seem to populate every
corner of communist debate nowadays.®*

However, this conception also derives from elements that run a lot
deeper: from an understanding that working-class struggle is a
determining and all-embracing factor in the present phase of capitalist
development; from a minute and highly instructive analysis of the
relationship between massified forms of behaviour of the working class
and the entirety of capitalist development, in its institutional and
economic aspects. In short, its force and its appeal lie in its ability to
recover the meaning of revolution and the determining subjective action
of objective, massified and economic movements of the working class.
Revolution lives in the demand for working-class power — and
confronted with this effective reality, all bureaucratic mystifications and
reformist ideologies practised on the working class simply crumble. As
an approach, it revives some of the best aspects of Rosa Luxemburg’s
thinking — the view that working-class struggles have within them a
continuity of independent power, a vitality of action that cannot be
suppressed. And in the way it stresses struggle, it succeeds in identifying
new contents of revolutionary action; it steers clear of forecasting the
future, but recognises it in the continually self-renewing political
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composition of the working class.

But as I said, we have to guard against a number of extreme positions
that could be deduced from this initial, powerful approach to the reality
of the working class. We have seen how capitalist development verifies
its true nature in crisis and in the use of state violence; we have also seen
how these two moments tend to manifest themselves in tandem as the
massified action of working-class power increases its pressure on the
mechanisms of profit, levelling off the rate of profit, and forcing capital
to become “political”.

It would, though, be possible, from this point of view, to conclude
that capitalist development and working-class power could continue this
parallelism indefinitely, until such point as capital’s strategy of the cycle
—and the role played within the cycle by the state, as the substantial form
of development — is smashed. The precondition for overturning the
reality of capitalist development thus becomes an insurgence of
working-class power that is not only capable of extensive activity of
erosion, but is also intensively capable of breaking the system. If
development is capable of crisis, if it is capable of being state and
violence, and if, in order to be capitalist development, it continually has
to represent itself in these terms, then the revolutionary antagonism of
the working class has, in turn, to rediscover the ability (as stressed by
Lenin) to smash. Otherwise the eternal antagonism of the working class
remains just as sterile as the eternal antagonism of its class adversary —
and is far more dramatic and painful.

For this reason, the working class’s experience of development must
lead it to forms which stress with increasing urgency a violent breaking-
up of the repressive system of capitalist development. This is the only
way to escape from the spiral of eternal and sterile antagonism. And this
requirement of theory becomes all the more pressing as capitalist
development proceeds apace: because if it is true that, in society,
development is confronted with a generalised and continuous pressure
on the part of the working class, then it must follow that the reality of
crisis behind this development is going to come increasingly into
evidence, and overall capitalist power is going to be reduced — sooner
rather than later - to the decisive moment of violence. The October
Revolution was the work of the genius of the Bolsheviks; but today
revolution cannot depend on the brilliantinsights of vanguards — it stems
directly from the daily experience of the masses. Any attempt to
overthrow the complex realities of the capitalist process (a process
which, in order to maintain a continuity of development, combines that
development with a re-equilibratory strategy of crisis, using the-planned
and substantial form of state violence) is going to require a rediscovery
of forms of working-class organisation aimed at forcing this break, and



Revolution Retrieved

“smashing the machine”.

Capital’s expansion by great leaps can only be overthrown by a
matching insurgency — also by great leaps — of the working class. And
once again, ourideas are going to have to return to the experiences and
the line of argument advanced by Lenin, in order to rework his
formidable intuitions regarding the overall (economic and political)
dialectic of capital. This is a project of continual rediscovery.

Lenin teaches that we must smash — smash the weakest link in the
chain. But how are we to take up this strategic proposal nowadays, in
terms of development, in terms of mature capital? A short note on
Lenin’s arguments should suffice in order for us to recover the meaning
and general gist of this statement, and to rescue it from some of the
mystified uses to which his heirs have put it. If Lenin needs revision, it
is certainly not on this point. In fact, the case made by Lenin is a case
generally applicable to development;®® Lenin identifies as the weakest
link in the chain that link which, within a general cycle of capitalism (in
his case, the cycle of monopoly and large-scale concentration of capital),
a particular stage of development (in his case, Russia’s take-off towards
mature capitalism) is beginning to break apart. This is the critical point
— seen in terms of the global dimension of capitalist strategy — that
change has to be induced and capital has to attempt a general
restructuration. At this point development requires crisis; it requires a
direct confrontation of forces, between capital and the working class,
organised by thestate. And this point may be — and undoubtedly was, in
the Russian experience — the weak link in the capitalist chain.

But what does this situation require from the working-class side? It
requires the working class to have developed a general political pressure
on the organisation of capital, capable of reducing its operating margins
and forcing the necessity of a change. Lenin sees the weak link in the
capitalist chain as that moment when capital is forced to recognise the
precariousness of the fundamental relationship, and then to overcome it
by organising itself into a higher level of development, while at the same
time bringing into question its own institutional structure — political and
economic — including the very structure of the state. Not that an even
stronger capitalist structure might not arise from that moment, and not
because capital, at that moment, is predestined to catastrophe; rather,
because this is also the moment when the working class is at its strongest,
having induced that intolerable precariousness of the fundamental
relationship, having forced development on capital, and having obliged
capital to reveal itself as the motor force of crisis, as the root cause of
poverty and destruction, all geared to its own self-preservation. Here
the “smashing” becomes both necessary and possible. Thus we can see
Lenin’s positions on the “weakest link in the chain” as simply a specific
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instance of the general Marxian schema of the development/crisis
relationship, as applied in the particular conditions of the Russian
Revolution. It is translated into a given situation with all the force of a
fully developed working-class point of view. Development is simply the
overall process which passes from one stage to the next; crisis is the
moment of transition, a transition imposed against the impact of the
working class and designed to bring the system back into equilibrium.

Precisely this Leninist experience of “smashing” needs to be fully
recovered and made part of working-class theory; it is in that experience
that working-class struggle becomes entirely political. Certainly, many
years have passed since Lenin’s day, and many things have changed; but
on this particular problem, as regards Marxist analysis and Lenin’s
verification of it, the context of class relations within which it is posed
has changed only in the sense that, from the capitalist point of view, the
precariousness of the fundamental relationship has increased
drastically; while from the working-class point of view, the impact of the
class has become more marked and its hatred of capitalist domination
more acute. Just as in Lenin’s day — but more so nowadays — capital has
no choice but to advance the mechanisms of development via the form
of crisis, and thus through the form of the state: the reality of the state
is now revealed as an institution of decisive violence, internal to, and
necessary to, development during its periodic crisis break-points. Soitis
here that the whole effort of working-class action must be applied; it is
here that the will for revolution must be tested. The project must be to
smash capitalist development at its weakest point, to smash the state-
formthat both organises overall development and stands as the system’s
final bastion of defence in those moments of crisis that capitalist
regulation of the cycle necessarily provokes.

Once again, the theoretical perspectives of the working-class point of
view seem to meet the opposite viewpoint, the hidden agenda of
capitalist economics. This is not surprising, since it often happens that,
during phases of acute struggle, capital’s immediate practical
requirements dictate that it sees things as they really are, that it grasps
the spontaneous theoretical forms of behaviour of the revolutionary
masses, and that it prepares the means whereby to regulate its own
system and contain them.

Capital’s theory of political repression has grasped that development
is made up of an alternation of crises, and has had to base its initiatives
on this perception of the crisis-ridden nature of development. This is
especially true where capitalist awareness has confronted the problem of
underdevelopment. Here it has prioritised, over and above all other
aspects, the necessity of successive phases of “take-off” and economic
transformation, seeing the process as dynamic and crisis-ridden. In
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considering underdevelopment, capitalist science has been concerned
above all with the theoretical and practical problems of establishing
relations of power and political dimensions, in relation to and functional
to development. It has accentuated in the most extreme form the
importance of recourse to means of state (and/or imperialist) violence
with the aim of resolving crises and breakdowns in development.
Certainly, in referring to underdevelopment, these theories have their
own distinguishing characteristic: insofar as underdevelopment is
characterised by large areas which are free from the pressure of
working-class struggle, capitalist crisis-intervention may not be
conceived in merely repressive terms. Capital still has the option of
progressive development models — an option which elsewhere working-
class struggle has closed off, thereby reducing capitalist intervention to
mere repression.

But the fact that this theory has been primarily used to deal with the
problem of underdevelopment does not mean that it is restricted to this.
Far from it. When it nurtures ambitions to establish itself as a general
theory of political intervention into capitalist development, this seems
reasonable enough. As the Leninist approach reminds us, the dialectic
of the stages of economic development is simply one instance of the
dialectic of capitalist development as a whole. Inits formal presentation,
this dialectic is the same in both situations, in both underdevelopment
and economic maturity. As the Marxian model shows, the contents may
alter, as does the balance of forces, and therefore the results of the
process may be modified — but the general form of the process remains
the same and is that characterised by the law of profit and class struggle.
This is true to such an extent, that capitalist awareness of the paramount
importance of intervention at the critical points of the development
process was born (and therefore reformulated for the generality of
circumstances) precisely in response to the crisis of mature capitalism, ie
in the context of that overall rethinking of capital’s social sciences that
took place post-1929.8¢ This is precisely when capital was forced to
realise its collective essence as development, in the form of planning, as
a means of reabsorbing the colossal impact of the working class; and this
is when its awareness of its own repressive capacity became enormously
enhanced.

This awareness (purely practical, distorted, but none the less effective
for that) of the central importance of the link between crisis and
development, of the necessity of intervening in the process, and
enhancing capitalist power within it as a pre-eminently political power —
all this awareness confirms yet again the working-class thesis that an
organisation is needed, an organisation capable of rupture, which takes
as its target precisely that same point of crisis, sharpening its own
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political effectiveness angled at that same point.

This now brings us back to our initial question: how to extricate the
free and emerging power of the working class from the repressive
framework of capitalist development? It is clear that the arguments I
have developed thus far have given only a broad and general
introduction. As always, in order for the working-class viewpoint to be
concretised, it needs to engage with practical activity around problems
of organisation. Within that framework of organisation it has to pose the
question of how to take this working-class power (which has become so
massified as to threaten development and set up conditions of crisis) and
make it function as the organiser of an attack (equally massive, but also
precisely aimed, determined, and of maximum effectiveness) against
the capitalist political system; in other words, directly against the state
as the custodian of capital’s prerogative of decisive violence.

These answers to our initial question willcome only through struggle,
from either victory or defeat in that moment of working-class truth that
is insurrection. Nevertheless, we can still take one thing for certain, and
use it as a basis to define problems and open debate. This certaintyis the
total sterility of any theory of working-class power in a society
characterised by development and the existence of the planned state,
which does not take as its starting point the problem of breaking the
capitalist cycle; at that particular but necessary moment of development
represented by crisis, and in that specific form which is the working
class’s counterpart to the state’s use of violence — in a subversive
understanding of that complex of repressive interrelationships in the
face of which working-class action only acquires meaning insofar as it is
directed precisely to the experience of “smashing”.

In this sense, the more capital becomes organised, and its cycle
planned, the more the Leninist experience, backed by the impressive
newly-massified presence of the working class, becomes real and
relevant.

Given the immediate certainty that “political power comes out of the
barrel of a gun”, we can pose the final definitive problem: how to
articulate mass action along economic/political lines that will undermine
and upset development; and how to develop a mass vanguard action
along political/revolutionary lines capable of intervening in the crisis.
Our problem today is to see in what form this positive duality of
functions already exists within the political composition of the working
class, and to move on and organise it.
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deriving from Schumpeter, can be found in: Il Nuovo Imprenditore, (“The New
Entrepreneur”), ed. Angelo Pagani, Franco Angeli Editore, Milano 1967. For a
broad-ranging comment on these texts, see A. Pagani, La Formazione
dell’ Imprenditorialita: Studi e Ricerche di Scienze Sociali, (“The Formation of
Entrepreneurship: Studies and Research in the Social Sciences”), Comunita,
Milano 1964. But see in particular G. Mori, Premesse ed Implicazioni diuna Recente
Specializzazione Storiografica Americana: la Entrepreneurial History, (“Premisses
and Implications of a Recent Historical Specialisation in the United States:
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81. Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 410.

82. “Hence overproduction: ie the sudden recall of all these necessary moments of
production founded on capital; hence general devaluation in consequence of
forgetting them. Capital, at the same time, (is) thereby faced with the task of
launching its attempt anew from a higher level of the development of productive
forces, with each time greater collapse as capital. Clear, therefore, that the higher
the development of capital, the more it appears as barrier to production”.
Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 416.

83. J.A. Schumpeter, Business Cycles, op. cit., p. 332.

84. In order to counter the present-day narodniks, and in generalthose theses which
deny, or assert, classintegration by working in terms of an analysis of consumption,
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recourse to the structure of production, against these narodniks who forget the
specific nature and centrality of the working-class’s emergence, it is worth re-
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85. Cf. notes 69 and 70 above. One can hardly overstate the value and effectiveness
of the Leninist method, which is characterised fundamentally by a correct utilisation
of the analytical indications offered by Marx, and a direct politicisation — as a
function of organisation — of the analytical context thus identified. A revival of this
method nowadays would be an organisational fact in itself.

86. The activity of Walt W. Rostow, for example, can be located within this cultural
circuit. In general, as regards capital’s growing awareness of the links between
development and crisis, see his Stages o f Economic Growth, London 1958.
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Crisis of the Planner-State: Communism
and Revolutionary Organisation
(1971)

Intro ducﬁ'on

In this essay Negri brought together for the first time perspectives that
were to remain central in his writings as a Marxist militant throughout
the 1970s. Unlike the other essays in this volume, it was written as an
organisational intervention, as a discussion paper for the 1971
conference of Potere Operaio. This was one of the major new
revolutionary extra-parliamentary organisations that arose from the
wave of factory and social struggles that swept Italy in 1969. Negri was
a leading member of Potere Operaio.

The article was first published in the organisation’s journal (Potere
Operaio, no. 45, September 1971) and was subsequently republished,
with the addition of the Preface and Postscript, by Feltrinelli (Milano,
1974). It has been published in several editions outside Italy (French,
German etc).

The value of the essay for the movement lay in the overall problems
and “anticipatory” perspectives it raised, rather than in any specific
organisational solutions. Its scope — the “updating” of Marxist
vocabulary to analyse the originality of the crisis, the new level of
antagonism reached, and the new class subject — ensured that it would be
a focus for debate well beyond P.O. as such.

For Negri and for Potere Operaio, the mass struggles had gone
beyond the Keynesian regulation of the “planner-state”, and beyond the
classic “productivist” perspectives of socialism (the realisation of the
“value of labour”). The egalitarianism of the struggles (“equal wage
rises regardless of productivity”) had undermined the wage-work
relation and the hierarchies of the division of labour in the factory; the
struggle for income and against the enforcement of work was now
extended to the “social factory” as a whole. Slogans such as the “refusal
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of work”, the “political wage” and “appropriation” — evident in the text
— were common political vocabulary in the movement, to indicate the
new communist content of the struggles and hence new objectives for
organisation — the transition to communism. For Negri, all this meant
that a qualitatively new level of class antagonism had been reached, in
which the law of value itself had been thrown into crisis. Hence he turns
to the “other” Marx of the Grundrisse, a text which provides the frame
of reference for this essay, and which remained basic to all of his later
work. (See his Paris seminars of 1978, Marx Beyond Marx, American
edition, Bergin & Garvey, Massachussetts 1984, and the excerpt below,
retranslated for this volume). Through the concept of antagonistic
tendency Marx analyses in the Grundrisse the mature crisis of capitalism
— the crisis of the value-form, the struggle for needs, for the abolition of
wage-work and for communism.

This perspective was clearly at variance with Marxist orthodoxies,
represented in Italy above all by the Communist Party. Their response,
then and since, was to argue that a class politics based on the autonomy
of needs and for communism was a project to be both delegated and put
off to an indefinite future. The new movements were (to quote a PCI
official conference at the time) a “subjective epiphenomenon in the
orderly progression of democratic control over the forces of
production”.

The major theme of the essayis the newstate form, which is no longer
premissed on Keynesian development, and is defined by the term
“crisis-state” (Sections S and 7). This is now seen as alongtermresponse
of capital, to enforce and reimpose command over social labour, a
political determination of value, where “normal” controls through the
market and exchange have broken down; the “suspension of the laws of
economics,” to quote the Nixon administration at the time. (For further
development of this concept, see Crisis of the Crisis-State, 1980, below).
This is coupled with the term “enterprise state”, referring to the
prioritising of supply over demand in the process of restructuring, which
is subordinated to the logic of large-scale, multinational enterprise. The
old cycle of development and crisis (see previous articles in this volume)
now gives way to a global restructuring of the productive cycle. (Further
Negri texts of the period on this are included in Working Class
Autonomy and the Crisis, Red Notes/CSE Books 1979, pp. 23-54.)

Finally, as regards the search for a new form of organisation: the
“updated” Leninism adopted at this stage rapidly proved unworkable,
and in 1973 Potere Operaio dissolved itself into a pluralist network of
autonomous organisations. In view of the later retrospective charges of
terrorism brought against Negri and other ex-militants of Potere
Operaio, it is significant that he here takes issue with “subjectivist”
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tendencies (Section 3) — and specifically with those who advocated an
elitist military vanguardism separated from the mass struggles.
Organisation, like insurrection, is defined as a process arising from and
intrinsic to the mass movement of struggles. He also criticises, on the
other hand, individualist forms of utopian “prefiguration of
communism”, common in post-1968 “movementist” ideology (Section
8); as well as those “incurable optimists” (Section 9) for whom nothing
basically had changed, and who believed that existing political forms of
mediation could still be adequate from a workerist class viewpoint. This
is again a reference to Tronti and other leading workerists of the earlier
period, who were by now in the Communist Party.
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Author’s Preface

The essay that follows was first published on 25 September 1971, as a
supplement to issue No. 45 of the monthly journal Potere Operaio. It
was one of the preparatory papers for Potere Operaio’s “third
conference on organisation”.

The form of the essay reflects the urgency of the situation in which it
was written (in August 1971, immediately following the Nixon measures
on inconvertibility of the dollar). Hence its conclusions may on occasion
appear imprecise, being directed, as they were, more to promoting
political discussion than to providing complete and definitive positions.
For this reason, I have decided to add a Postscript to this reprint of the
essay. This aims, briefly and explicitly, to provide the Teader not so
much with sources for the article (which are intimately tied up with the
author’s experiences of political activity) as with some bibliographical
suggestions for further reading in the areas examined; it also suggests
some topics around which, moving on from this initial set of embryonic
definitions, discussion and analysis might be taken further.

These topics are becoming increasingly central, in terms both of
polemic and of political analysis, in discussions within the revolutionary
movement in all countries with a high level of working-class struggle.
The fact is that the struggle against ideology through the militant
critique of political economy cannot rest content with rehearsing, for
what it is worth, the underlying theme of the anti-marginalist polemic
which we still find being rehashed in the more orthodox schools of
Marxism; sharper lines of thinking have emerged —under the pressure of
struggle ~ from the bourgeois side, in an attempt to confuse and mystify
the working-class science of subversion into a new fetishism of political
economy. Nor, from the working-class point of view, can the struggle for
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the party remain trapped within the confines of traditional thinking: it
has continually to renew its thinking and to come to terms with the given
political composition of the working class and of its struggles. Thus our
task is to win back Marx’s theory, in order to practise it in ways which
increasingly match the given — and diverse — needs of the class struggle
- in both its aspects, as a critique of political economy, and as a theory
of the party.

This is especially true when, at both levels of analysis, we can observe
fundamental changes taking place deep in the heart of production
relations and class relations. Marx made certain predictions regarding
advanced capitalist development; he described lucidly the moment in
which the law of value would come to be extinguished and labour would
be no longer subsumed but formally suppressed within capitalist
command. All thisis now present reality. The working class has imposed
this on capital, and at the same time poses a demand for organisation
which forces our analytic endeavours onto a quite new terrain. It is
around this transition — from the formal suppression of labour within
capital to the real abolition of capital’s command - that we have
collectively committed ourselves to action.

I should stress that the indications contained in this article seek their
verification only within an overall activity of revolutionary practice. It is
possible that the weaknesses of this essay — the fact that it is too
immediately related to problems of organisation, and that it is perhaps
too polemical and summary in its attempt to stay close to the
contingencies of political discussion — may turn out to be virtues; if it is
true that organised revolutionary practice is not only the only way to
understand reality scientifically, but also the only way to bring it closer.

A.N.
August 1972

Quotations in thisessay are taken from:

Karl Marx, Grundrisse: Foundations of the Critiqgue of Political Economy,
translated by Martin Nicolaus, Harmondsworth: Penguin 1973.

V.1. Lenin, Philosophical Notebooks.
Mao Tse Tung, Selected Works.
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and Revolutionary Organisation

1. The Antagonism of the Tendency According to Marx: Present
Relevance of his Analysis.

Towards the end of the Chapter on Money, the first part of the
Grundrisse (op. cit., pp. 227-8), Marx gives us an outline plan of his
entire project, indicating the necessary steps in the argument. This must
proceed, he says, from the analysis of money in its role as equivalent, to
the definition of relations of production, “the internal structure of
production”; thence to the concentration of these relations in the state;
and finally, to the study of the world market, the level at which the
dialectic of the parts and of the whole allows all the contradictions to
come into play, and at which the destructive violence of crisis is
manifested — as “the general symptom pointing beyond the
presupposition, and the urge which drives towards the adoption of a new
historic form”.

This indication of Marx’s procedure should be regarded as basic for
an understanding of Marxist methodology. It allows us to develop our
analysis correctly in terms of historical materialism, and to confront the
problems of crisis, the state and revolutionary organisation in terms of
the critique of political economy. Moreover it allows us to do this in such
a way that the prime importance of what Marx defines as the basic
tendency in the development of contradictions not only gives us general
theoretical guidelines, but also helps us to define specific contradictions
of capitalist development today, as they present themselves from a
working-class viewpoint.

Besides, Marx’s treatment of the problem of money in the first part of
the Grundrisse already shows the inextricable link between the critique
of the economic category “money” and revolutionary politics. Analysis
of the money form develops the irrepressible contradiction of the
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general tendency from its very genesis. Firstly, as a contradiction
implicit in the dual nature of the commodity, which

“exists doubly, in one aspect as a specific product whose natural form
of existence ideally contains (latently contains) its exchange value”

and in the other aspect

“as manifest exchange value (money) in which all connection with the
natural form of the product is stripped away”. (Grundrisse, op. cit.,
p. 147)

This logical contradiction becomes a general historical tendency:

“The need for exchange and for the transformation of the product
into pure exchange value progresses in step with the division of
labour, ie with the increasingly social character of production. But as
the latter grows, so grows the power of money, ie the exchange
relation establishes itself as a power external to and independent of
the producers. What originally appears as a means to promote
production becomes a relation alien to the producers. In proportion
to the producers becoming more dependent upon exchange,
exchange appears to become more independent of them, and the gap
between the product as product and the product as exchange value
appears to widen”.

However, “money does not create these antitheses and contradictions;
it is, rather, the development of these contradictions and antitheses
which creates the seemingly transcendental power of money”.
(Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 146; also numerous other references inthe same
chapter) The contradiction that money represents is that between the
value of labour as general equivalent in exchange, and the conditions of
social production under capitalist domination. On the one hand, we
have money as the specific measure of the value of labour-powersold on
the free market; on the other, we have the increasingly social character
of production which capital has appropriated and turned into its own
power over social labour as a whole, as an independent force above
society and the individual producers. At this point, we already have the
formal condition, the possibility of crisis:

“By existing outside the commodity as money, the exchangeability of
the commodity has become something different from and alien to the
commodity, with which it first has to be brought into equation, to
which it is therefore at the beginning unequal; while the equation
itself becomes dependent on external conditions, hence a matter of
chance.” (Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 148)

At this point we also have the possibility of the state as the regulator/
manager of these “external conditions” — wielding the violence that is
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necessary to establish or restore the unity and stability of capitalist
development over and against the contradictions involved.

Up to this point, the argument may appear too formal (as Marx puts
it: “It will be necessary later, before this question is dropped, to correct
the idealist manner of its presentation, which makes it seem as if it were
merely a matter of conceptual determinations and the dialectic of these
concepts.” [Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 151]). In truth, this first passage of
Marx’s analysis of money is not so much formal, as limited in scope. So
far, only one specified moment in the functioning of money in capitalist
society has been touched upon. Behind the “idealist manner” of Marx’s
exposition, the various ways in which money operates in relation to
production are presented entirely within a given stage of development;
one in which a privatised dialectic between individual costs of
production and the value of social labour has not yet been resolved.
Here, money still fulfils the role of mediator between the cost of labour-
power and the value of social labour; it measures, is indicative of,
changes in the balance of capitalist power over this relation. It formally
validates the functioning of the law of value in a world in which labour
is not yet materially homogeneous. For this reason, money appears at
certain points to function entirely within the contradictions which it
itself determines; hence the fact that circulation seems to have the
priority over relations of production in certain pages dealing with
analysis of crisis in the Grundrisse. And even when Marx goes on to
consider “money in its third quality in which both of the former are
included, ie that of serving as measure as well as the general medium of
exchange and hence the realisation of commodity prices” (Grundrisse,
op. cit., p. 203) and proceeds to define “money as material repres-
entative of wealth” (pp. 203-18), his analysis is still fixed precisely within
this same framework. It is clear from these passages that Marx is
confronting here a world of privatised individual wealth, of pure
capitalist competition, in which money plays its role as “the general
material of contracts” in the Eden of a bourgeois democracy of property
ownership.

“Equality and freedom are thus notonly respected in exchange based
on exchange values, but also the exchange of exchange values is the
productive, real basis of all equality and freedom.” (Grundrisse, op.
cit., p. 245)
However, the development of the antagonism of the tendency takes us
well beyond the specificity of this frame of reference to a particular
capitalist epoch. At this stage, the full radical implications of the critique
come out into the open. The point is stressed at the outset and frequently
repeated: from analysis of the role of money as equivalent in exchange,
we must pass on to the definition of relations of production. The first
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hint of this rupture brought about by the tendency vis-a-vis the nature of
the capitalist epoch to which Marx refers, can already be detected in his
discussion of money as general, material representative of wealth. How
is this presented?

“The money relation is itself a relation of production if production is
viewed in its totality.” (Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 214)

Money is a relation of production because the money relation
throughout all phases of the cycle of capital, is founded upon and
expresses wage labour as the basic and essential element in production;
it becomes a relation of production to the extent that the exchange
between money and wage labour becomes general. (Grundrisse, op.
cit., pp. 224-5) “When wage labour is the foundation, money does not
have a dissolving effect but acts productively”. (p. 224) But if money
itself is presented under such conditions as having a productive role,
then it follows that the abstract existence of money must in turnbecome
articulated in a new way within the development of capitalist prod-
uction. It has to become emancipated from its functions as measure
and mediation of market exchange, and its productive role must now be
founded upon a totality of ever more homogeneous social labour,
compact and existing in the present. The money form cannot anylonger,
under. such conditions, simply act as mediation between costs of
production and the general value of social labour. It must become a
general function of social production, the means of reproduction of the
wage relation in an extended, global dimension. The productive role of
money leaves its imprint on capitalist development in the form of a
continuous struggle to liberate itself from its functions of mediation in
exchange, taking on its true capacity of domination over wage labour,
outside and beyond the petty transactions of the market place. This
historic vocation develops within the dimensions of a general
socialisation of labour with which money, from the very origins of
capitalism, has always had a reciprocal relationship.

This then is the “general tendency”. But today this tendency has
become reality; it is fully present. Financial capital has helped to force
labour to close the gap vis-a-vis the general value of social labour;
capitalist planning has shown that only on this material basis can
capitalist development take place. The social character of production
has been imposed within the capitalist mode of production. And yet it
remains a fact that “on the basis of exchange values, labour is posited as
general only through exchange”, only as wage labour. (Grundrisse, op.
cit., p. 171) Labour time as an element that is quantitatively and qual-,
itatively specific, varying both in terms of its time-measure and the given
division of labour, becomes increasingly irrelevant in the context of a
full socialisation of the productive machine. (Grundrisse, op. cit.,
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pp. 171-1 and pp. 704-12) Immediate labour as such ceases pro-
gressively to be the basis of production. (p. 705) Yet evenin spite of this
extent of the socialisation of production, money still remains to
enforce the capitalist appropriation of commodities. Hence the problem
of money has become merged with the problem of a new and extremely
radical kind of crisis of capitalist domination over the mode of
production. Money represents this form of domination over the mode of
production; to the extent that production becomes socialised, and it is
“in a word, the development of the social individual which appears as
the great foundation stone of production and of wealth”, (p. 705) its
functional rationale is stripped away and reduced to that of class
violence. The law of value, as the law governing the social re-
composition of labour, now exercises its sway entirely at this level of
arbitrariness and force. Nor can this arbitrariness be seen any longer in
terms of disfunctions in the circulation of money, explained in terms of
its dual and contradictory nature. It can only be understood as a radical
antagonism, a function of pure domination, as a powerful enemy force,
which is no longer recuperable to any mere function of mediation. No
longer can it be readjusted to the project of development, no longer can
it serve as a surrogate for social development. In the form of money,
capital, which has created the conditions of a fully socialised production,
reveals itself as the fundamental obstacle to any further development of
the productive forces.

Hence the problem of the state in terms of the critique of political
economy must be posed in a new way. The breaking of the functional
link between money and development is represented, at the political
level, by the obsolescence of bourgeois democracy as a régime of
“equality” and “freedom”. Since this régime was always functional to
the world of exchange, and articulated closely within it, liberty, equality
and democracy become ever more an appearance, a facade — not
representing merely the mystification implicit in market exchange, but
rather a mystification of the dissolution of real exchange relations — a
mystification twice over! The despotism of capital is ever more openly
affirmed, with the ending of money’s role in mediating competition in
the anarchic framework of production. And the state more openly
asserts its monstrous role as the technical organ of domination, as it
presides over the collapse of its rationale as promoter of development.
Itis no longer even the guarantor of bourgeois freedom,; it “freesitself”,
in the sense that its own power becomes more arbitrary, more a matter
of random chance. The fetishism of state power becomes more
pronounced, to the extent that it is based on a belief in functions that
exist no longer; all that remains is class hatred, a desperate will for the
survival of class power. “What holds for machinery holds likewise for
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the combination of human activities and the development of human
intercourse.” (Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 705)

In the Chapter on Money, then, we can follow the development of the
tendency through to the point where money, from its role in mediating
the privatised sphere within the general process of production, becomes
the index of an antagonism arising from the exchange relation itself,
from its function of general mediation. This antagonism is shown to be
insoluble and becomes progressively more critical and violent; between
the socialisation of production and the increasingly arbitrary yardstick
of the representative functions of money; in terms of measure,
equivalence, and representation of wealth. In this process, the dialectic
of the capitalist relation is itself broken; money no longer represents a
moment in the class relation, merely mediating exchange between
labour and capital. It now comes to embody the one-sidedness of the
relation, the unilateral, irresolvable, antagonistic, capitalist will to
domination. It comes to represent, in other words, the final result of a
relation, which, through its historical evolution, leads inevitably to this
one-sidedness. So much for the Utopia of the socialist reformers, who
dream that money can become an exact measure and representation o
social labour: ‘

“It is just as pious as it is stupid to wish that exchange value would not
develop into capital, nor labour which produces exchange value into
-wage labour.” (Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 249; also numerous other
references in Notebooks I and II)

2. A Mystified View of the Tendency according to Marx: the
Economists and the Destruction ofthe Concept o f Capital

The tendency which Marx describes in his Chapter on Money finds
certain mystified parallels at the ideological level today. Bourgeois
economists have grasped this mature development of the tendency, and
have described it in their own distorted way in their theories. But we also
have a series of positions that have emerged in the revolutionary
movement, which draw mistaken and dangerous conclusions from a
confused understanding of capitalist development. In both cases, the
tendency is seen in terms of its result, as a situation already realised and
fulfilled, rather than as a dialectical process. This method is all too
familiar today — the description of development according to the broad
canvas of extreme ideal-type models, which is all the fashion. Let us start
with the positions of the economists.

The economists today have registered, or verified in the negative
sense at least, the realisation of the tendency described by Marx as
regards the role of money in capitalist development. Their realisations
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have been prompted by an increasingly sharp experience of the failure
of the Keynesian project of planned development. The Keynesian
project was an attempt to regulate circulation, the cycle, the overall
process of capital, by intervening to control and mediate the contending
elements, even to the point of dynamically prefiguring the outcome in
the form of continuous planning. This system largely swept away the old
assumption of classical economics, which “focuses only on the end
results, without the process that mediates them; only on the unity
without the distinction, the affirmation without the negation”.
(Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 197) The false appearance of circulation as a
“simply infinite process”, a “spurious infinity”, was broken apart and
recomposed in the Keynesian system by controlling the various
elements that made it up. This effectively eliminated a number of
possibilities of crisis, and also removed the need to have recourse to
external violence to recompose the elements and restore the unity of the
cycle. ’

In the Keynesian system, money was called upon to function exactly
in the intermediary role that Marx outlines: as a dynamic element
pushing towards the further socialisation of production — a productive
role — at the same time acting as the general equivalent; acting both as
the means to measure labour and as the means of controlling
development.

Once again, the contradictory nature of money was harnessed as a
positive force for capital. But this “socialist” resolution of the
contradiction of money has now been blown apart! This historical
rupture has happened due to the refusal of the working class to become
the subject of this planned development; the permanent emergence of a
“wagelabourthatwishesto posit itself asindependent” andacts as such.
The rupture has been brought about by the realisation of the tendency
inherent in development as it affects aggregate labour power,
recomposed, through capitalist development itself, into an increasingly
compact and unified “social individual”.

At this point, the economists’ Keynesian project collapses. It was
premissed on control and planning for development within certain fixed
proportions. Control, in other words, was the condition for money to act
as measure of social labour; as always they remain two sides of the same
coin! There is a parallel here with Marx’s critique of socialist money in
the Grundrisse. The socialists, in their search for a perfect measure of
labour value, never infringed the rule of proportionality which the
production of value imposes on the movement of society as a whole;
they could only establish a spurious unity and equality on the basis of
elements that are divergent. Hence socialism becomes reactionary
insofar as it can only reproduce the conditions of its own existence. As
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against this, the real movement of the proletarian subject, increasingly
socialised, denies this unity and counterposes the conditions of
production to the command of capital. In a parallel way, the apparent
successes of bourgeois economists in cancelling out the “irrationality” of
circulation crises prove to be a Pyrrhic victory. What we have now is no
longer a crisis of disproportion between the various elements in the
cycle, but a disproportion, pure and simple, between the working class
and capital. No longer are we faced with a dialectic which recomposes
the unity of the cycle from these different and divergent elements; we
now have a straight antagonism, one unity against another.

The poverty of ideology is born out of this crisis. From their
experience of the failure of the Keynesian project, the economists have
derived negative and indeed exaggerated conclusions. The emergence
of a massified and socialised working class has led them to abandon and
negate the concept of capital itself. This has become, in their hands, an
indeterminate entity; no longer is it seen as a homogeneous structure,
but rather a “parable”, to quote Samuelson — an “indirect rep-
resentation of reality which does not reproduce the details of the
structure”. (Even though it may still reflect one basic property of capital
in the classic tradition of economics, namely a specific relation to labour
power.) And perhaps no longer even a “parable”, since the elements
that make it up are not only totally heterogeneous and unconnected to
any fixed relation to labour, but are also mutually inconsistent in terms
of the organic composition of capital. The rate of profit is no longer
connected to organic composition. The relation between dead labour
and living labour is no longer determined by technological composition,
and profit is liberated from any of its conditions.

But, having said this, can we not detect here an implicit admission of
the realisation of the Marxian tendency? Instead of merely arguing the
practical-inadmissability of the concept of capital in an accountancy
sense, our economists would do better to consider the real social process
revolutionising the conditions of production, a process that arises from
the relation between capital and the working class. The total “freedom
of capital” from all constraints, which these economists argue, could
then be seen as only a mystified recognition of the historic defeat that
capital has suffered in the class struggle. Capital’s “freedom” in the eyes
of the economists implies a recognition that the freedom and
independence of the labour-power variable is also a determinant and
irrepressible factor in the situation.

Heterogeneity in the composition of capital; the absence of any
determinacy in the technical relation between the extraction of labour
value and profit; the crisis of the concept of organic composition. And
yet is all this so new? When we turn to Marx, we find that more than a
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hundred years ago he wrote:

“To the degree that labour-time — the mere quantity of labour - is
posited by capital as the sole determinant element, to that degree
does direct labour and its quantity disappear as the determinant
principle of production — of the creation of use values — and is
reduced, both quantitatively, to a smaller proportion, and
qualitatively as an, of course indispensable, but subordinate moment
compared to general scientific labour, technological application of
the sciences, on one side, and to the general productive forces arising
from social combination in total production on the other side - a
combination that appears as a natural fruit of social labour... ”
(Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 700)

Hence it is precisely at the stage when labour becomes materially
equalised and socialised that capital is forced to emancipate its
command over valorisation, to assume its own freedom - in total
solitude as it were —in the face of a unified labour-power, the social force
of production. But Marx adds:

“Capital thus works towards its own dissolution as the force

dominating production”. (ibid.)

Whereas, on the contrary, the economists draw from this an apologia for
the freedom of capital. They refurbish the illusion — so effective in
serving the needs of repression as to highlight the absurdity of notions of
a new fascism — of a new kind of development entirely freed of any link
with the class struggle. Their Utopia is totallyunrelated to the behaviour
of collective labour-power as a whole. They argue the over-
determination of capital imposed on the system unilaterally, as the
material basis of development. They have suffered the collapse of
Keynesianism, but have not understood its causes; and as for the
“freedom of capital” they can only grasp its will to survive at all costs.
The capital relation is seen purely as an external one, a pure relation of
power, a project for overall discipline based on the centralised organs of
money supply, a totally subjective project of organisation of
domination. And this new subjectivism among the economists is backed
by a modest but useful contribution from the other social sciences.

Let us turn to the interpretation of the crisis. A whole series of
passages from Marx’s Grundrisse could be cited here, each totally
relevant to the problems that now face science and the economists
directly. Crisis, in Marx, is seen as a necessity for capital, a means of
putting the brakes on development, an outer limit placed on the
expansion of the productive forces, when these begin to upset a certain
level and proportionality in basic class power relations. (See, for ex-
ample, Grundrisse op. cit., pp. 422-3, 442-6, 747-50). Through a sort of
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paradox, “the violent destruction of capital, not by relations external to
it, but rather as a condition of its own self-preservation” (Grundrisse op.
cit., pp. 749-50) is not seen by the economists as the result of a dialectical
development in which the relation between material forces produces
this result. Rather, they insist on seeing crisis as the expression of a
subjective and material will. In the ideology of the new economists, this
subjective “freedom” of capital (which could be seen in terms of a
“socialist” project in the Keynesian system) is transformed into a
permanent plan to block a development of which the only spontaneous
outcome would be the triumph of the collective practice of communism,
the self-realisation of the social individual. Hence the permanence of
crisis from this point onwards, through policies of controlled stagnation
which become the condition for the continued existence of the capitalist
system itself.

However, the new economists realise this full well. Despite the
radicalism of their ideology, in practice they are concerned to roll back
the conflict between social forces of production and the system. They
define and use the crisis as self destruction on the part of capital — quite
contrary to the subjective terms of the ideology with which they are
identified. From the Marxian viewpoint, as can be seen in the Chapter
on Money, this concept of crisis is merely an intermediate one,
corresponding to a low level in the development of the tendency, which
evolves further to a definition of crisis as rooted in a structural
contradiction between the maximum socialisation of labour and the
maximum externality of capital. At this point, the ideology of the
economists, in its desperate blindness, refuses to recognise that what
crisis leads to, inevitably, is:

“the most striking form in which notice is given to the system to be
gone and to give room to a higher state of social. production.”
(Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 750)

On the one hand it is true that “capital cannot confront capital if capital
does not confront labour, since capital is only capital as non-labour in
this antithetical relation”. (Grundrisse op. cit., p. 288) But if this is so,
then every time that capital attempts, at this stage of development, to
resolve the contradictions inherent in its process through its own
independence, putting into reverse the real terrain reached in the class
struggle, positing this as closed and finished, transposing to itself the full
responsibility for development, then at each point the contradiction is
recomposed and becomes deeper-rooted. And this in spite of the
ideological efforts of the economists to mask it! The contradiction
continues to show its antagonistic and insoluble nature. It is not resolved
within the margins of the so-called “freedom” of capital, nor within the
attempt to use the overdetermination of capital to restore a circularity of
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development, a new dynamic recomposition of the cycle. On the one
hand, we may have the totality of the power of capital; but on the other
we have the totality of a recomposed proletariat.

From the ideological dissolution by the economists of the concept of
capital, of organic composition, of the relation between class struggle
and development, we now come to their definition of the state. Here the
total power which they attribute to capital finds its most functional
embodiment; functional because it requires a powerful agency in order
to control a situation in which there is an open field for freedom of
intervention, in the absence of any predictable factors; without
entrusting this power to the state, this open field is arbitrary and risks
failure. Only the subjective force of the state can guarantee the control
over development, that the economists want to establish in terms that
are external to the capital relation. To attribute this power to the state
may be functional, but is it effective? The contradictions of capitalist
science, which seeks always to eliminate the necessity of its opposite, to
liberate itself from the class struggle, become multiplied the more
abstract the reference point for its action.

The state, which they portray as an infinite power, a non-dialectical
essence in relation to capitalist development, has, on the contrary, an
existence that is both capable of precise intervention, but is also
subordinated in an overall sense to all the contingencies of the class
confrontation. Its autonomy and freedom are in reality only means, not
a secure basis. This does not diminish the specificity of the state’s role,
nor the extent of its lucidity in its actions, let alone the solid fact of its
repressive functions, and their effectiveness in development. Nor
should we overlook, above all, the functions of thought and collective
guidance that the state can, and effectively does, fulfil for capital. But,
having said this, the ideology of the economists fails to convince. In
freeing itself from its organic composition, capital above all shows its
precariousness. The subjectivist outlook of the economists only shows
their limitations; it registers in a mystified way the development of the
Marxian tendency, and remains trapped within it.

3. A Disturbing Consequence: the “Subjectivists” and the Contra-
diction Seen as Result, as Catastrophe

So we come to the core of our problem, the question of revolutionary
working-class organisation. One immediate and disturbing way in which
the consequence of Marx’s tendency is grasped is evident in current
debates on organisation within the Left movement. The argument goes
like this: since capital has broken the organic links which tied it to the
development of class struggle, the positive dialectic (from the point of
view of capital) that the state was able to impose on this conflict is no
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longer operable. Rather than harnessing conflict to promote
development, the state is now productive of crisis. And since working-
class struggle now directly confronts the overdetermined level of a social
dialectic which has become, precisely, the state itself, the problem of
organisation now involves a radical break with that tired old tradition
which saw organisation in terms of a simple transposition from the ratio
of the organic composition of capital.

According to the subjectivist view, in other words, organisation must
now be conceived beyond and outside the connections which link the
emergence of the class to the form of the labour process. The
organisational task becomes rather a positive commitment to building a
political vanguard which is outside and beyond any intrinsic relation to
the given composition of the working class; a vanguard that is entirely
political, aimed for a direct assault on the state, and organised for the
military preparation of this attack.

One step forwards and two steps back, asthe old saying goes! And we
cannot deny that a positive step forwards is implied by these positions,
inasmuch as they are premissed on a historical critique of the theory of
organisation elaborated and practised, in substantial continuity, from
the Second to the Third Internationals. This old theory conceived the
problem of organisation on the basis of a given composition of capital
and of the working class which was specific to that historical period:
organisation of the “professionalised worker” as the fundamental
keystone of capitalist production, as the essential ingredient of the mode
of valorisation and exploitation, and hence as the key element in the
revolutionary process. To use the terms developed in the Chapter on
Money in the Grundrisse: this class composition still had as its corollary,
still signified, the possibility of making money function in its mediat-
ory role between the value of labour individually employed in the
production of exchange values and the mechanism of general equi-
valence; in which money still functions as an overall mediation and
control within the system; in which the law of value still functions as the
dynamic element regulating the system. Hence a theory of organisation
that saw as its essential reference point the professionalised worker, and
defined the process of political recomposition of the class as a process
essentially framed within the organisation of the labour process; which
saw the productive role of this working class as paramount; hence also
the ideology of productive work, which was the prime feature of the
programme, slogans and the organisational project itself throughout this
period, defining them, precisely, as “socialist”.

Whatever the extent of tactical diversity between the various
positions put forward at the time, between, say, Kautsky, Luxemburg,
Lukacs or Gramsci, it is difficult to see these differences as significantin
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terms of the basic socialist programme they all share. Indeed, the
analysis is always objectively referred to the professionalised worker as
“producer”; the organisational recomposition of the class prefigured
socialism; these aspects, together with the ideology of work, not only
reflected (in the Marxian sense, as both reflection and transformation)
the specificity of a given class composition, but also pointed to the way
in which, in that situation, socialism was a step ahead in regard to the
general conditions of capitalist domination at the time. Seen in this
perspective, the model of socialist organisation put forward was
revolutionary even when it took up the joint project of democracy and
socialism as its weapon against a capitalism that was stillunplanned, and
defined the “dictatorship of the proletariat” as the highest form of
democracy —as the political form that would realise a perfect functioning
of the law of value.

Hence the critique of this model of political organisation carried
forward by “subjectivist” theories of organisation today, is quite
justified. They grasp, correctly, that the objective basis of that political
composition of the proletariat has been swept away — absorbed and
destroyed by the new structure of the capitalist state which emerged
following the great crisis of the thirties.

It can indeed be argued that the capitalist response to the October
Revolution of 1917, to the movement of workers’ councils, not only
removed the historical possibility of this organisational model, by
destroying the key role of the “professionalised worker” in the
production process; it also set in motion an operation of dynamic
containment of the struggles of the new massified working class, the
“mass worker” that was coming to the forefront. From this point, the
possibilities of basing organisational class recomposition on the organic
relation between the working class and capital were objectively
undermined.

However, at this point it seems to me that the step forwards (ie their
critique of the old socialist model of organisation) starts to take two
steps backwards, and at a tangent. It is one thing to recognise, correctly,
that a given organisational model is outdated, that a specific material
proportionality of class composition, with the professionalised worker
as its key element, has been surpassed. It is quite another thing to
deduce from this that the very concept of organic composition is no
longer relevant, and to turn one’s back on the variety of possibilities for
an “updating” of the concept, which a concrete class analysis today can
offer. While it is true that the concept of organic composition must be re-
examined —since its content has changed - this does not mean we should
throw the baby out with the bath water by jettisoning the method as a
whole.
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By doing just this, the “subjectivist” comrades come to resemble the
bourgeois economists, in that they draw from the realisation of the
Marxian tendency catastrophist and exaggerated conclusions which are
incorrect.

From a correct criticism of the old socialist model of organisation,
they draw mistaken deductions. This impression is further supported
when we turn to another series of problems concerning organisation. In
the organisational conceptions of the Second/Third Internationals, the
relation between the leadership and the movement was articulated and
justified through analysis of the political composition of the class; the
requirement that any organisation be modelled on the material basis of
class composition was again fulfilled in this respect. The political
leadership of the class duplicated in its relation to the mass movement
the dualism that existed in the movement itself: between a mass
vanguard of professionalised workers (the agency controlling
production), imbued with the ideology of productive work, and the
prolétarian masses. The question of the greater or lesser degree to which
leadership should be external to the movement — the issue of contention
between Luxemburg and Lenin, for example — is not to be seen as an
alternative to this general model. Indeed, this debate (when not
interpreted in ideological terms) only confirmed the model; the greater
or lesser “externality” of political leadership depended essentially on
the degree of homogeneity reached by the proletariat of the different
nations —in the case in question that of Germany, for example, certainly
exceeded that of Russia. Hence the socialist model of leadership had a
clear basis within the social composition of the proletariat at that time.
How do our “subjectivist” comrades react to the eclipse of the general
conditions of this model, to the end of any material reference point for
this organisational articulation? They react by theorising the most
absolute dichotomy between the spontaneous mass struggles of the
proletariat, and revolutionary subjectivity; by totally separating the
autonomous struggles of the class from the goals of organisation.
Paradoxically, the notion of an external subjectivity of revolutionary
organisation has been borrowed once again from the hardline, orthodox
theories of the old socialist model; this is now justified by the refusal to
accept any connection, any organic relation between capital and class
political composition. What we have here is a sort of Leninism in the
abstract, divorced from the conditions specified by Lenin in the
Development of Capitalism in Russia, which were the point of departure
for his entire practice.

This is a problem, precisely, of subjectivism, which we can now call
“proletarian”, where formerly it was called “third worldist” or
“studentist”. [t represents a response to the reality of the socialisation of
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production on an unprecedented scale, and the extraordinary extension
of mass struggles in recent years. It avoids, however, coming to grips
with the material specificity of these historical developments, and hence
fails to connect the will to organise with any real and effective content of
a programme.

At this point, we should go back and shift the whole problem to the
theoretical level. Let us return to the Grundrisse, the development of
the tendency according to Marx. How does Marx define the break-point
in the dialectic between the maximum socialisation of the proletariat as
wage labour, and the compléte externality of capital as alienated
command over work? What does this “realisation of the tendency”
signify for Marx? Does it mean the simple emergence of an unavoidable
historical necessity? Or, alternatively, a historical rule of thumb, lacking
any specific content? It is neither. On the contrary: the realisation of the
tendency in Marx is the emergence of a necessity for and within the
masses. It is objective, in that it is constituted in relation to the subject-
agency of the masses, which capitalist development itself creates and is
forced to reckon with. It means the victory of a dialectical movement,
the maturation of a specific, historical situation within the relationship,
which is in turn destroyed through this relationship, by a historical
subject arising from within it. The unity of the elements in Marx’s
discourse confirms here his own methodological premisses; the entire
Introduction (Einleitung) of the Grundrisse spells it out. The tendency
is itself a movement, the movement of a specific relation. Only through
the specificity of this relation does it arise, and is it destroyed.

The tendency towards crisis is only brought about through and within
a determinate, specific overall relationship of capital; of the mode of
production in relation to the conditions of labour, of overall command
in relation to the subjection of the working class — relations which are
determinate and have an immediate prehistory. To break outside this
dialectic, to pose the problem of the destruction of the existing system
outside, without reference to, the movement that creates its chief
precondition — the emergence of the proletariat as “social individual” —
is to remain trapped in a suicidal dualism between subject and object.
And where theory ends up empty-handed, practice must remain blind.

Let it be clear that we are not here attacking subjectivism on the
grounds that it has no place in the Marxist theory of the tendency. On
the contrary, we must criticise it precisely because it cuts itself off from
that class subjectivity that gives body and life to the tendency in Marx,
as specifically constituted through and within this historical phase of
capitalist development. We could, at this point, elaborate further on
this, if space allowed, by tracing back the recent history of Marxism in
the West, showing how through the critique of the crude materialism of
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the Soviet variety, it has fallen back into the dualistic alternative, a
theoretical impasse equally incapable of reading the tendency within the
activity of the class struggle, as the class struggle in action. This impasse
results in political impotence, and hence in the response of terrorism as
the only possible form of effective political struggle, as an attempt to
“free” theory from its subordination. Freed from what? Freedom and
subordination, whether in theory or in practice, can only be determined
from within the movement of the tendency, the specific form of the class
struggle that prepares the terrain for the destruction of the system. As
regards the question of organisation, therefore, what counts is not the
realisation of the tendency as a finished, given result, as a static
stalemate. What counts is the process of its realisation seen as activity.
Hence all forms of subjectivism areillusory, which assume the tendency
as a result, and see the task as simply organising the attack on state
power. Lenin’s April Theses, after all, could only have been written in
April 1917!

This underlines, once again, the need to relate discussionand practice
on the question of organisation back to the real materiality of class
movements today. Along this path, to be sure, many traditional
solutions will have to be discarded. The old economic categories within
which the problem of organisation was posed are certainly suffocating.
On the other hand, the total change in class content and reference points
must in turn imply a change in the theory of organisation, in the way the
categories are developed. But there is no other way. And, above all,
there are no short cuts.

4. Abstract Labour as the Revolutionary Subject: the Basis of the
Communist Programme, and Proletarian Appropriation

Our aim here is to show that communism is the present-day tendency,
an active force operating in the here and now; that any notion of
intermediate stages in the revolutionary process now becomes
irrelevant; and that the class struggle is now immediately and directly
aimed against the state. But, as we have seen, we have to show this from
within the movement of the tendency, because this method of approach
has important implications for defining our model of organisation, and
for the link between organisational form and the programme. This is,
after all, the essential meaning of dialectical materialism; the ability to
understand and to further the growth of the revolutionary historical
subject, through concrete analysis and not just by reference to
generalities.

Hence we mustrefer back again to the tendency as described by Marx
in the Chapter on Money. What is the basic contradiction, and how does
its movement develop? Marx distinguishes two cases, two phases in this



Cerisis of the Planner-State: Communism and Revolutionary Organisation

process. The first is that in which the labour of the individual is posed
from the outset as a particular labour: to reach the level of general
exchangeability, this labour has to be mediated, to become general.
And it is, precisely, money that carries out this operation. Here, then,
we have a contradiction between particular and general social labour
mediated by money; a contradiction, however, which is overcome by
money itself. Hence money fulfils here a productive, dynamic role. In
the second case, that Marx distinguishes from the first,

“The social character of production is presupposed... the labour of
the individual is posited from the outset as directly social labour.”
Therefore “his product is not an exchange value” and “participation
in the world of products, in consumption, is not mediated by the
exchange of mutually independent labours or products of labour. Itis
mediated, rather, by the social conditions of production within which
the individual is active.” (Grundrisse, op. cit., p.172)

This is where the basic contradiction becomes evident: the function of
money becomes antagonistic; its mediatory role in a real productive
sense becomes overdetermined through the development of the social
forces of production. Hence:

“Those who want to transform the labour of the individual (or his
product) directly into money, into realised exchange value, want to
determine that labour directly as general labour, ie to negate
precisely the conditions under which it must be transformed into
money and exchange values, and under which it depends on private
exchange. This demand can be satisfied only under conditions where
it can no longer be raised. Labour on the basis of exchange values
presupposes, precisely, that neither the labour of the individual nor
his product are directly general; that the product attains this general
form only by passing through an objective mediation, by means of a
form of money distinct from itself.” (ibid.)

We have seen how capital, through the long period of its development,
through manufacture and modern industry, advanced through and out
the other side of the first phase, the “first case” that Marx describes.
After the crisis of 1929, the second phase opens; from this point, we see
the ambiguous, equivocal attempt on the part of capital to make money,
as capitalist control over general exchange value, function within a
contradictory relationship, that is openly recognised and acted upon.

Today, finally, we are witnessing the full maturation of this second
phase; the mystifications that hid the contradictory role of money, that
gave it an appearance of continuity in relation to the past, are being
stripped away.

57
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“This economic relation — the character which capitalist and worker
have as the extremes of a single relation of production — develops
more purely and adequately in proportion as labour loses all the
characteristics of a specific art.” (Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 297)

And today, not only is labour materially constituted as the general basis
of social production, but it is explicitly revealed as such:

“As the use value that confronts money posited as capital, labour is
not this or that labour, but labour pure and simple, abstract labour,
absolutely indifferent as to its particular specificity, but capable of all
specificities.”

“Of course, the particularity of labour must correspond to the
particular substance of which a given capital consists; but since capital
as such is indifferent to every particularity of its substance, and exists
not only as the totality of the same, but also as the abstraction from all
its particularities, the labour which confronts it likewise subjectively
has the same totality and abstraction in itself.” (Grundrisse, op. cit.,
p. 296)

It is important to emphasise the critical point that we have reached
today, within this second phase as described by Marx. It has crucial
consequences as regards the movement of the tendency. Specifically:
the crisis from 1929 must be seen as the starting point of this phase. Or,
to put it more precisely, the point at which, in response to the
revolutionary socialist challenge and the October Revolution, the
change towards mass production took place on a general scale, as a
means of undermining the basis of working-class organisation. The crisis
from 1929 led to the recognition and assumption of the reality of this
situation on the part of the state. From this point, production becomes
based on a general, massified labour. The social character of
production, in Marx’s terms, makes the product, from the outset, a
general, social product. But at the stage we have reached today, the
mystifications of this recomposition of capital and the state after 1929
are being torn away, and can no longer operate. The relationship
between the working class and money as the framework of control,
dynamically established by planning, and hence the role of money as the
general equivalent of exchange values, is now recognised, from the
working-class viewpoint, for what it is: a pure semblance, a hoax. Marx
foresaw this latest decisive stage in the following terms:

“When competition permits the worker to bargain and contest with
the capitalist, he measures his demands against the capitalist’s profit
and demands a certain share of the surplus value created by him; so
that the proportion itself becomes a real moment of economic life.
Moreover, in the struggle between the two classes, which necessarily
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arises with the development of the working class, the measurement of
the distance between them, which, precisely, is measured by wages as
a proportion, becomes decisively important. The semblance of
exchange vanishes in this process of the mode of production founded
on capital.” (Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 597)

This means that the movement of the tendency is also the movement of
a revolutionary historical subject; with the disappearance of the
semblance of exchange value, the antagonism of the tendency points to
a movement from wage struggle to the struggle over appropriation. (We
shall return to this later.) Moreover, if this recognition has come about,
and the mystification of exchange value no longer operates, then the
mystification of socialism is also redundant, by the same token!
Socialism, as the realisation of labour value through exchange, can only
operate in a narrowing field of real possibilities; the same is true of any
relation that exists outside the basic, growing antagonism between
labour and exchange value. Or, to put it more precisely, the socialists’
Utopia can only serve (as it did for a period after the 1929 crisis) as an
ideological smokescreen for capitalist control over the antagonism that
has emerged.

In this new context, with this ever more compact and unified basis of
wage labour, and now that the semblance of exchange has been shown
up for what it is, communism has become an historical necessity: both as
a product of, and as the subversion of, the present state of things. The
tendency creates the terms of this opposition: against “the universal
prostitution, which appears as a necessary phase in the development of
the social character, of talents, capacities, abilities, activities”,
(Grunadrisse, op. cit., p. 163) we have “free individuality, based on the
universal development of individuals and the subordination of their
communal, social production, as their social wealth, their patrimony”.
(Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 158)

This analysis of the basic contradiction, however, concerns not Just
the qualitative aspects of labour - that is, the ending of any qualitative
differentiation within social labour as a whole. This socialisation and
unity of wage labour also affects the quantitative question of labour time,
as a dissolving factor; and this in turn introduces a further series of
antagonisms. Marx’s analysis of labour time is obviously fundamental in
this regard; but his observations should also be read in relation to the
related movement towards the dissolution of the division of labour (to
which he refers both implicitly and explicitly).

“To the degree that large-scale industry develops, the creation of real
wealth comes to depend less on labour time and on the amount of
labour employed than on the power of the agencies set in motion
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during labour time, whose ‘powerful effectiveness’ is itself in turn out
of all proportion to the direct labour time spent on their production,
butdependsrather on the general state of science and on the progress
of technology, or the application of this science to production.”
(Grundrisse, op. cit., pp. 704-5)

To the same extent that socially necessary labour time is reduced,
science is immediately incorporated in production:

“Invention then becomes a business, and the application of science to
direct production becomes a prospect which determines it.”
(Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 704)

It is on the basis of these conditions that:

“Real wealth manifests itself — and large scale industry reveals this —
in the monstrous disproportion between the labour time applied and
its product, as well as in the qualitative imbalance between labour,
reduced to a pure abstraction, and the power of the production
process it superintends.” (Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 705)

The contradiction that is brought to a head under these conditions is
both general and specific. It is general, firstly, in that capital, faced with
this process, “presses to reduce labour time to a minimum, while it posits
labour time, on the other hand, as sole measure and source of wealth”.
Secondly, and more specifically, we have the law regulating labour
productivity:
capital “diminishes labour time in the necessary form so asto increase
it in the superfluous form — hence it posits the superfluous in growing
measure as a condition — question of life or death —for the necessary.”
(Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 705-6)

This quantitative contradiction, then, is, if anything, even more
pregnant in its consequences than the qualitative contradiction above,
brought about by the process of abstraction of labour. Here again, the
contradiction reveals the working class as the historical subject behind
the movement of the tendency. Not only is it revealed in all its
antagonistic activity, as the active possibility of subversion of the
system; it is also shown as representing a new principle, a new
subjectivity, which is being constructed at the social level, and which is
communist in its content.

Inthe first place, this movement of the contradiction is an antagonistic
activity:

“On the one side, (capital) calls to life all the powers of science and of

nature, as of social combination and of social intercourse, in order to

make the creation of wealth independent (relatively) of the labour

time employed on it. On the other side, it wants to use labour time as
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the measuring rod for the giant social forces thereby created, and to
confine them within the limits required to maintain the already
created value as value. Forces of production and social relations — two
different sides of the development of the social individual — appear to
capital as mere means, and are merely means for it to produce on its
limited foundation. In fact, however, they are the material conditions
to blow this foundation sky-high.” (Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 706)

In the second place, this movement is seen as an activity of
reconstruction, as the real possibility of communism within the present:

“No longer does the worker insert a modified natural thing
[Naturgegenstand] as middle link between the object [Objekt] and
himself; rather, he inserts the process of nature, transformed into an
industrial process, as a means between himself and inorganic nature,
mastering it. He steps to the side of the production process instead of
being its chief actor. In this transformation, it is neither the direct
human labour he himself performs, nor the time during which he
works, but rather the appropriation of his own general productive
power, his understanding of nature and his mastery over it by virtue
of his presence as a social body — it is, in a word, the development of
the social individual which appears as the great foundation-stone of
production and of wealth. The theft ofalien labour time, on which the
present wealth is based, appears a miserable foundation in face of this
new one, created by large-scale industry itself. As soon as labour in
the direct form has ceased to be the great well-spring of wealth,
labour time ceases and must cease to be its measure, and hence
exchange value must cease to be the measure of use value. The
surplus labour of the mass has ceased to be the condition for the
development of general wealth, just as the non-labour of the few, for
the development of the general powers of the human head. With that,
production based on exchange value breaks down, and the direct,
material production process is stripped of the form of penury and
antithesis. The free development of individualities, and hence not the
reduction of labour time so as to posit surplus labour, but rather the
general reduction of the necessary labour of society to a minimum,
which then corresponds to the artistic, scientific etc. development of
the individuals in the time set free, and with the means created, for all
of them.” (Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 705-6)

This is the level of maturation and expansion of the tendency, which

we must recognise we have now reached. And this leads to a first
conclusion as regards the problem of revolutionary organisation, seenin
relation to the determinacy of class composition in the Marxist and
Leninist theoretical sense. The exchange of labour-power is no longer
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something that occurs, in determinate quantity and specific quality,
within the process of capital; rather, an interchange of activities
determined by social needs and goals is now the precondition, the
premise of social production as such; and sociality is the basis of
production. The labour of the single producer is posed from the outset
as immediately social labour. Hence the product of this aggregate social
labour cannot be represented in the form of exchange value, not even
when the proportionalities of general labour and command are
mediated and controlled by the state in the form of capitalist planning.
Work is now an immediate participation in the world of social wealth.
To recognise this provides a necessary programmatic content to the
question of organisation. It defines the theoretical and practical tasks we
have to develop along the general line of direct appropriation of social
wealth, as the recognition in practice of these social conditions of
production. The mass content of any working-class revolutionary
organisational project today, inasmuch as it extends to the whole of
abstract labour, can only, under these conditions, be based on a
programme of direct social appropriation of the wealth that is socially
produced.

The slogan of working-class appropriation represents the practical
recognition of this. It is a practical recognition that the development of
the social forces of production faces a barrier in the capitalist
appropriation of wealth; and that a new historical revolutionary social
subject can now take upon itself the task of realising communism in the
forms and contents of its struggles, through the very character of its own
social existence.

5. The Crisis of the Planner-State: the Big Enter prise as the
Articulationofthe Tendency and the Subjecto fthe Antagonism from
Capital’s Point of View

We have seen how the tendency in Marx promotes a development
which is first contradictory and then becomes antagonistic.
Contradiction and antagonism imply subjects in a mutual inter-relation,
and we have seen how the historical proletarian subject emerges with
increasing clarity. We must now turn our attention to the other subject,
to capital, inorder to see how it moves within the tendency, and how its
activity develops with a view to closing the antagonism, as opposed to
opening it up. In general terms, class activity is progressive, that of
capital regressive, in the development of the tendency. Both are
affected by the newness and originality of the phase now reached in the
class struggle — a fact which qualifies the strategic goals of the struggle.
But it is only in the determinacy of the actual confrontation that we can
grasp the tactical goals, the specific movements of the struggle, that
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must form part of any discourse on organisation.

At this level of development of the tendency, what then is the
response of capital?

We have already referred in Chapter 2 to the position of the
“economists”. In their eyes, the crisis of the Keynesian state-form
constructed post-1929, the breakdown of the proportionality governing
the division of social wealth set up to contain the new formidable class
subject, this crisis means the end of any possible organic relation
between the working class and the state as the collective representative
of capital. The crisis of this “planner-state” can only lead to a power
relation totally freed of any determination in value terms by the general
equivalent, separated from any link with the organic composition of
capital, and hence premissed on non-intervention in the process of social
production. The separation and unilaterality between labour and
command over labour is thus pushed to the furthest limit; the state can
only take the form of a “crisis state”, in which it enforces and manages
its own freedom of command for the survival of the system as a whole.
“A general devaluation and destruction of capital... a general
devaluation which extends in a generalised crisis to living labour itself.”
(Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 446) Such perspectives, according to the econ-
omists, are unavoidable, if one takes as given a permanence of crisis
as the normal condition of capitalist development and of an adequate
functioning ofthe state. As we have seen, this theoretical position is also
shared by subjectivist tendencies in the revolutionary left, which argue
the consequent need to separate organisational projects from any
reference to the political composition of the class. Both these positions,
we have suggested, represent at best only a partial and one-sided view.

It is obvious and undeniable that this use of crisis in the form of
devaluation which extends to the value of labour-power itself, is the
major immediate path that capital must follow. Equally undeniable, in
a less immediate sense, is the tendency according to which

“labour itself progressively extends and gives an ever wider and fuller
existence to the objective world of wealth as a power alien to labour,
so that, relative to the values created or to the real conditions of value
creation, the penurious subjectivity of living labour-power forms an
ever more glaring contrast.” (Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 455)

Hence to emphasise this aspect of the crisis in a one-sided way means
overlooking the even more powerful tendency, that of communism as an
active force in the real movement of the antagonism. Nor, on the other
hand, should the mechanism of crisis be seen unilaterally in terms of
devaluation of capital and of the value of labour-power. On the
contrary,
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“the destruction of value and of capital which takes place in a crisis
coincides with — or means the same thing as — a general growth of the
productive forces”. ( Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 446)

Hence crisis and restructuration must be seen as simultaneous, as an
attempt on the part of capital, at the same time as the proportions of
necessary labour to surplus labour (“or, if you like, of the different
moments of objectified to living labour”, Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 444)
are altered, to restabilise a different relation, to re-establish levels of
organic composition thatare favourable to capital. It might be objected
that to argue such a simultaneity of crisis and restructuring, given the
present level of the tendency and the power relations determining the
present crisis, can only serve as a mystification. But to be a mystification
does not mean that it is any the less efficacious! The answer to the
subjectivist comrades who argue along these lines can be found in
Lenin’s aphorism: “You include in the ‘semblance’ [Schein] all the
wealth of the world, and deny the objectivity of the ‘semblance’.”
(Philosophical Notebooks) In reality, it is precisely within the efficacity
of the capitalist response, or “if you like” that of its mystification, that
the tendential antagonism can become more or less explosive. It is only
by confronting this activity of capital (however mystified) that the
communist tendency operating at a mass level can assume an effective
subversive potency. Only within the specific and contingent nature of
this relation can the bosses renew their own concept of capital and the
proletariat discover its own new practice of organisation.

And in fact the capitalist class is constructing for itself a new concept
of capital, based, as usual, on the lessons and experience of the workers’
struggles. Only on this basis (as is well recognised, if not scientifically, at
least at the level of capitalist awareness) can theoretical innovation and
renewal at the level of political power be possible: to capitalise the
workers’ struggles, or to “capitalise the revolution” as a Times editorial
recently put it. Capitalist thought and the practice corresponding to it
focus on the causes of the present crisis with the aim of overcoming and
containing them. The domination of the capital relation requires as
always both utilisation and repression of the class struggle.

How then, broadly speaking, has the crisis of the Keynesian state
developed since 19297 The state as planner, based on a dynamically
controlled proportionality, has broken down in the face of an
unprecedented massification of struggles, an enormous extension of
wage demands, which confronted the state with a unification of abstract
labour in a collective movement pushing up the value of necessary
labour. This produced a widening disproportion between necessary
labour and surplus labour, which, translated into exchange value terms,
is called inflation. With inflation, the crisis of accumulation becomes
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first and foremost a crisis of the state. Since the Keynesian state form has
the key hegemonic role in the chain or sequence that runs from the
enterprise to the plan to the state, in balancing and promoting
development, this could hardly have been otherwise. The factory was
subordinate to the state, which guaranteed the basic conditions for the
functioning of the system — of the factory system itself in the first
instance. Through the action of the state, exchange value was
guaranteed in its operation as the general law governing the re-
production of the productive system. But this mechanism has failed to
function. It has been broken apart; starting from the factory itself, and
extending to the conditions of reproduction in society at large, exchange
value backed by the state as its guarantor, has been rendered
inoperative. In the massified struggles of the “mass worker” the link
between labour and the value oflabour was broken. In this situation, the
state could only continue to guarantee a relation of proportionality
based on the value of labour by promoting a dynamic process of
reformist adjustments, measured - according to the necessary pro-
portions for which it stood as guarantor. But the reformist solution,
in these conditions, at this level of working-class pressure, with the fixed
limits broken within which it could positively be effective, only becomes
afurther element of dissolution of the mechanism, upsetting the correct
functioning of the principle of exchange value even more disastrously.
At this point, capital is forced to accept the situation brought about by
the split between labour and the general law of value. The capitalist
attempt to re-establish hegemony over the class relation follows from
this perception. In this attempt to restore the functioning of exchange
value, the basic determination ofthe tendency, the separation implicitin
exchange value, is immediately subsumed and made explicit on the part
of capital; capital becomes openly and exclusively “command over the
labour of others”. The split between labour and labour value in
exchange, once it is accepted on the part of capital, leads to an
inescapable conclusion: command as such, generalised command over
labour, becomes not just what it has always been, the qualifying motive
of capital as such, but the basic element required for its existence, for its
very survival as a system. It becomes the specific determination of
capital for the historical period in question. A second consequence,
which follows from this premise, and which is also becoming apparent,
is that the sequence state-plan-enterprise is overthrown, becomes
reversed. Whereas the state previously fulfilled a hegemonic role,
representing and guaranteeing equivalence of all the factors in the
movement of production-reproduction, the collapse of equivalence now
makes the function of the state subordinate to that of the big enterprise
— which means multinational enterprise as the predominant form of
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today. At the level of the world market, the “crisis-state” thus also
represents a crisis of “national states” in relation to the multinational
enterprise as the dominant form of capitalist command. Whereas
hitherto the state was the organiser of all the conditions of social
production, the working-class offensive has now disrupted these -
conditions and forced capital to fall back on the one condition that
remains paramount: command by the enterprise over the extraction of
surplus labour. At the level of economic theory, this shift is already
registered by the new American economists, following the demise of
neo-Mercantilist and Keynesian theories, who now openly attack
traditions of reformist consensus and push for policies of selective
incentivisation. At the national level, we have the crisis of reformist
politics, to the extent that it is now recognised ~ to quote a phrase that
Marx would have liked — that “the enterprise is the basis of the state”
(Glisenti), while at the international level, in parallel with the end of
Keynesian domestic policies, we have the collapse of the Bretton Woods
system and of agreements on exchange of the general equivalent
between states. This clears the way for multinational enterprise fully to
take over the functions of organising command over the conditions of
development.

Paradoxically, in this phase of profound crisis, capital is forced to
relive the heroism of its own genesis:

“The highest development of capital exists when the general
conditions of the process of social production are not paid out of
deductions from the social revenue, the state’s taxes — where revenue
and not capital appears as the labour fund, and where the worker,
although a free wage worker like any other, nevertheless stands
economically in a different relation — but rather out of capital as
capital.” (Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 532)

But the capitalist project today is not merely a response to the impact of
the working class struggle on the structure of the Keynesian planner-
state. It also seeks to interpret the form and substance of this class
offensive, its class subject, which is the “mass worker”. It seeks to
interpret the mass worker phenomenon in order to both recuperate it
within the productive system and reshape it. Hence the current tendency
towards a fluidification of all moments of the productive cycle,
increasing the productivity of both individual and collective social
labour — the “positive” aspect of restructuration in the true sense of the
word. On the other hand, there is the negative, reactionary aspect: the
attempt to decompose the “mass worker” by inserting new mechanisms
of division of labour now entirely linked to participation in the command
of the enterprise. In this way the overall political scope of the capitalist
project comes to focus on the labour process, and the urgency of
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reestablishing control over development takes the form of attempts to
restructure the organic composition of capital. This now takes a purely
political form, is subjected above all to political imperatives in
redefining and reasserting the relation between massification of
production and the functioning of command within it. The
superabundance of capital, as a result of the emergence of the mass
worker, has removed the possibility of an organic composition
determined by labour time and by varying productivities in different
sectors of the division of labour. The levelling of work to generic,
abstract labour requires as its corollary the continued existence of the
value form, of capitalist command, of the factory extended to the entire
society. From this point of view, the enterprise —seen as a global factory
— is the key concept for capital today, produced by the bosses as a
concept to match their needs in the specific phase of class relations we
are witnessing at present. The combination of fluidification of work
throughout the productive cycle and selectivity in the functions of
control and rule within the cycle — and hence the significance of
automation — has now reached the level of a historic turning point in
capitalist development, comparable to that of Taylorism and Fordism
earlier in the century. Then it was mass production introduced to
undermine the professional and skilled basis of working-class
organisation. Today it is selective participation in command that is the
weapon employed against the massified working-class basis of
organisation.

We can now come to some general conclusions from this discussion of
restructuration. We have seen that capital — as an alternative to, or
better still as part of, its overall use of the crisis — given the level reached
in the development of the tendency, attempts to “capitalise the
revolution”, mystifying and obscuring the emergence of the class
subject, the massified and compact unity of abstract labour, by
developing a fluidand levelled composition of productive work. The key
control mechanism in this transformation is the enterprise, in the sense
that it extends the norms of factory-command over work to the whole of
social labour time. This is the solution that capital is now embarking
upon, through its awareness of the causes of the crisis of the planner-
state, through its attempt to control the class movement which has
destroyed the basis of the Keynesian state. If this, in broad terms,
defines the line that capital has been forced to take through the dialectic
of the class struggle, then our critique of all the current subjectivist
theories of revolutionary organisation is confirmed. The need for
communist political organisation of workers and proletarians, geared to
insurrection, is too urgent, and, as we have shown, all too clearly
justified by analysis of the tendency in Marx, to be left to voluntarist and
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elitist tactical solutions. To subvert the capitalist organisation of
command over social labour, which is exercised by and extended from
the enterprise, is the primary tactical task of revolutionary organisation
today. Not to take up this specific subversive programme would mean
running the risk of the communist movement of the masses being
annulled by repression —not by the law, but by the material means at the
disposal of the system. At any rate, it would mean that there could be no
immediate organisational outcome for the movement as a whole.

I began this chapter by saying that it was not enough to consider the
explosive implications of the analysis of the Marxian tendency; that it
was necessary to grasp the specific behaviours and tactics of the class
adversaries within the antagonism. Now that we have examined the
activity of the capitalist class, we can begin to define the problems and
tasks to be confronted by revolutionary workers’ organisation. The
tasks are: to organise social appropriation at a mass level but also to
break the political hold of the dominant vehicle of capitalist
restructuring today —in other words, the enterprise. The problem liesin
the fact that these are not two tasks, but one. To mobilise the mass
worker against the factory system, to organise the whole of abstract
labour against the imposition of the form of exchange value — both
struggles are against the factory. Here lies the key problem for working-
class organisation today, and it is related to the problem of the organic
composition of capital.

6. Preliminary Reflections on Some Objections Regarding Method:
Tendency, Science and Practice

At this point, a brief digression on questions of method is required. In
the past, two major objections have been raised against the kind of
argument I have advanced thus far. The first is the accusation of
economism: ie of relying on a deterministic view of the Marxian
tendency, postulating an immediate translation of this tendency into
reality (in other words, overlooking the concrete specificity of any given
reality, and the specific ways in which that reality must be grasped and
mastered in practice). The second accusation (complementary to the
first) is that of idealism: that of hypostasising the subjective poles of the
antagonism, isolating contradictions and antagonisms from the series of
practical operations that follow from the identification of any
antagonism if it is to be organised. In which case, clearly, idealism leads
to spontaneism.

At the level of practice, these objections have already been shown to
be quite petty. There would be noneedto dwell on them, were it not that
answering them gives us a chance to examine our own point of view in
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greater depth. Let us take the first objection. In order to answer it, we
have to clarify what we mean by the tendency. The tendency is in no
sense a necessary and ineluctable law governing reality. The tendency is
a general schema; it takes as its starting point an analysis of the elements
that go to make up a given historical situation. On the basis of that
analysis, it defines a method, an orientation, a direction for mass
political action.

The tendency gives us a forecast that is determinate, specified by a
materialist dialectic which is developed by the factors comprising it. The
tendency is the practical/theoretical process whereby the working-class
point of view becomes explicit in its application to a determinate
historical epoch. This means that to pose the tendency, to describe it and
to define its contradictions is a far cry from economic determinism.
Quite the opposite: to pose the tendency is to work up from the simple
to the complex, from the concrete to the abstract, in order to achieve an
adequate overall theoretical perspective within which the specificity and
concreteness of the elements which were our initial starting point may
then acquire meaning.

“The concrete is concrete because it is the concentration of many
determinations, hence unity of the diverse. It appears in the process
of thinking, therefore, as a process of concentration, as a result, not
as g point of departure, even though it is the point of departure in
reality and hence also the point of departure for observation
[Anschauung] and conception. Along the first path, the full
conception was evaporated to yield an abstract determination; along
the second, the abstract determinations lead towards a reproduction
of the concrete by way of thought.” (Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 101)

Thus the tendéhcy method of proceeding is far from being rigid or
deterministic. As a way of proceeding, we can see it as reason’s
adventure as it comes to encounter the complexities of reality. Reason
is prepared to accept the risks of this adventure: in fact the truth of the
tendency lies in its practical verification. You can hardly call this
economism! Mao Tse Tung describes this method, and then notes:

“In this method, we do not distance ourselves from materialism;
rather, rejecting mechanistic materialism, we defend dialectical
materialism.” (Mao Tse Tung, Collected Works)

In fact, if we look at the ways in which classical writers like Marx, Lenin
and Mao overturned the Hegelian dialectic, we see that they were based
on a process of dismantling deterministic perspectives in an attempt to
reintroduce into the critique of political economy an analysis of the
complexities of concrete reality. Their aim was always to translate
theoretical foresight into politics and practice — and, ultimately, always
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to pose (at this level) the problem of organisation. So, if we are to stand
accused, let us be accused not of economism but of a genuine problem
of our backwardness in finding a new solution to the problem of
organisation. We would accept such an accusation critically and set to
work to resolve it, within and through the movement.

But if proof of the validity of the tendency method is to be found in
organisational practice, then the second accusation often levelled
against us — that of idealism and spontaneism — is also misplaced.

Our assumption is that the tendency exists as polarity, that it is
characterised by contradiction, and that it is possible to transform it into
antagonism, into revolutionary process and insurrectional initiative. In
no sense is this an idealistic hypostasis of the reality in question; rather
it is a precondition of any analysis that seeks to be meaningful. There is
no such thing as objective truth given at the outset: truth has to be
constructed in the struggle, through the struggle, through the
transformation of practice. Marxist analysis defines the reality with
which it is concerned by imposing a class point of view from the start; this
is its operative schema; it takes the side of the working class, and its
intentions are revolutionary. It presupposes above all a practical
challenge (act of force) in relation to reality. Its truth lies in the result;
analysis takes as its starting point the political result that is desired. Thus
“human anatomy contains the key to the anatomy of the ape”.
(Grundrisse, op. cit., p. 105) Only a practice thus determined can
constitute an objectivity that is meaningful for us:

“Truth is a process. Man moves from the subjective idea to arrive at
objective truth via practice.” (V.I. Lenin, Philosophical Notebooks)

Nor is this an indeterminate process; it is a determinate practice. Lenin
writes (and is echoed by Mao):

“Practice is superior to (theoretical) understanding, inasmuch as it
has within itself not only the dignity of the universal, but also the
dignity of immediate reality.” (V.I. Lenin, Philosophical Notebooks;
Mao Tse Tung, Selected Writings)

So, if this theory stands accused, let it not be accused of sectarian
subjectivism — after all, this is a characteristic of dialectical materialism,
“anopenrecognition that it serves the people” (Mao Tse Tung, Selected
Whritings). If there is a genuine accusation to be made, it is that of not
having yet brought to bear on our practice the weight of immediate
concrete reality which is needed to build an adequate form of
organisation. And this is precisely the goal towards which we are now
working.

It is on the basis of these presuppositions that analysis of the tendency
can uncover in the past (precisely as their presupposition) those
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objective antagonisms that today we are seeking to maximise from the
working-class standpoint. Thus we can identify in the past the changing
mechanisms of control, the recompositions of the dialectic of capital
which today the class viewpoint seeks to destroy. The existence of the
working class has always produced, and been premissed upon, specific
historical forms of the antagonism.

The various epochs in the history of the working class are marked by
the emergence of specific antagonisms around which the struggle and
the problem of organisation have revolved. It is around these
antagonisms (and to work towards their explosion in a revolutionary
sense) that organisation was built. The specific antagonism in the period
of the Second International was that between working-class control of
the labour process and the capitalist ownership of the means of
production; from the period between the two world wars —and right up
to the 1960s — we had the specific antagonism between the massification
of labour-power and the specific proportion of its dynamic control
within capital’s plan — ie the wage contradiction; today’s specific
antagonism is that between the overall constitution of the working class
into a new political identity and the factory-form of capitalist
domination, between command by the enterprise (comando d’impresa)
and a desire for communism on the part of the masses.

This historical perspective on the changing terrain of struggle and
organisation illustrates well the fruitful outcome of our methodology.
For here we have the paradox that, in following through the
contradictions and specificity of the antagonism present within the
tendency, the result is far from being deterministic and economistic. On
the contrary, the dialectical antagonism between the command of the
enterprise and the communist will of the masses dissolves any merely
sociological definition of the elements in question, any merely economic
definition in terms of value. Here the political relation is paramount.
And this dominance of the political is brought about precisely through
the development of the tendency that the dialectic of the struggle
between classes has produced. This political dominance can in turn be
both verified by and provide the basis for a redefinition — to which we
have already alluded - of several key categories of Marxist analysis.
Firstly, that of capital, which, through the development of the
enterprise-form of command, becomes more and more dissociated from
a purely value definition and operates more and more in a context of
relations of force. Secondly, that of organic composition, which,
correspondingly, no longer consists of arelation of intrinsic factors, but
is politically overdetermined.

Here, in other words, we have a good example of how the new
content gives a new form to the scientific categories of Marxist analysis.
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And this procedure is also in accordance with the indications of method
given by the classical Marxists:

“The activity of man, who creates an objective framework of the
world, in turn transforms that external reality, overthrows its
determinacy (ie transforms its various aspects and their qualities) and
thus removes fromit its characteristics of appearance, of exteriority,
of nullity, and renders it existent in and for itself (ie objectively
true).” (V.I. Lenin, Philosophical Notebooks)

The tendency, therefore, provides the determinate frame of reference
within which the subject produces himself; he places himself in relation
to this determinate framework; and in this process transforms himself
and thereby alters the frame of reference itself. The working-class
struggle is the means and motive force of this transforming, a process
which constitutes both the objectivity against which the struggle is
applied and the subjectivity of the class agency itself:

“The struggle of the proletariat and of the popular revolutionary
masses for the transformation of the world involves the realisation of
the following tasks: transformation of the objective world and at the
same time transformation of its own subjective world; transformation
of its own abilities of understanding; transformation of the nexuses
between the subjective world and the objective world.” (Mao Tse
Tung, Selected Writings)

To be within this process is a fundamental precondition for being able
(a) to pose the problem of organisation; (b) to develop the tendency to
the point of being able to proclaim it in prima persona; and (c) to ensure
the victory of the project contained in the tendency. This method, in
other words, provides us with the key to resolving the problem of
organisation — it implies organisation.

One final note. What I have said so far is useful in the sense of
clarifying our initialstarting point, but not for resolving the problem that
is posed. To suppose otherwise would be idealism pure and simple!
However, while not actually resolving the problem, it does serve to
provide the correct terms of its resolution, and suggests a style of work
which will right away be capable of meeting a fundamental requirement:
namely that what needs to be done is to develop organisation —in terms
of our initiatives and the programme itself — in contact with and in
symbiosis with the mass movement. A correct method of working is
particularly important as regards the problem of timing in revolutionary
work. Given what I have said, it is obvious that the problem of timing
can certainly not be entrusted to a theoretical forecasting of a
predetermined outcome, waiting for the expected result, or to a
conjuncture that depends on forces external to the class relation. The
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timings of the revolutionary process and of the process of organisation
are dictated by, and within, the relationship with the mass movement
that one may or may not succeed in bringing about. To expect or to
believe otherwise is mere opportunism. And the responsibility for
whether the revolutionary process is fast or slow in developing rests with
us, as revolutionaries.

7. Against Enterprise-Command: the Organisation of Insurrection
Within the New Composition of the Working Class

Let us now re-examine the problem of organisation in the light of our
earlier comments about the new composition of capital. I have said
several times that for me it is fundamental — fundamental in order to test
the “objectivity” of our arguments — that we find ways of discussing
organisation that are capable of opening up programmatic possibilities
- in other words, that are able to determine the relationship between
subversive intentions and the reality of that which is to be subverted. For
this we need to go a lot further than the traditional terms in which
organisational questions are generally posed among Marxists. We shall
not, however, abandon the key relationship between organisation and
the composition of capital; firstly because that provides theory with a
negative support, in the sense of a real foundation to be overthrown (the
determination of capital as direct adversary, as subject of the
antagonism); and secondly, a positive support, since it provides us with
a reference point created by capitalist development itself and located
within the composition of capital. It ensures that the proletariat, as a
revolutionary subject, is conceived in its relation to the determinacy of
the capital relation.

Now, as regards the programme, I ha