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PREFACE TO THE
PAPERBACK EDITION

The first edition of this book went to press before the US had
launched its attack on lIrag. But by that time, it had become clear
that the preferred policy of the US, in case of a war, would be to
follow victory with military occupation. | alluded to this in the book.!
Yet | believed then, as | do now, that the occupation of Iraq is not
intended to establish the US as a colonial empire. If anything, this is
confirmed by the mess the US has made of the occupation. US
imperialism remains of a different kind, something which 1| try to
explain in this book.

Critics of the Bush administration typically insist that it repre-
sents a major rupture in US foreign policy since World War Il. There
can be no denying the reckless, and even self-defeating, extremism of
this regime; but a grand imperial vision has been the essence of US
foreign policy since the War. The project of global economic
hegemony, supported by massive military supremacy, formally began
when the US established its economic hegemony with the Bretton
Woods system, and its military supremacy with its atom bombs in
Hiroshima and Nagasaki. The Bush administration is undoubtedly
more unilateralist and certainly more open about its intention to
maintain ‘full spectrum dominance’, with such massive military
superiority that no one, enemy or friend, would think of challenging
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the US as a global or regional power. But surely global supremacy
has been the objective of the US for the past half century.

Some commentators would say that, with the occupation of Iraq,
the Bush administration is reverting to an older colonial imperialism,
which would indeed be a major departure. But this seems to me to
misunderstand the specific nature of US imperialism, then and now,
and, indeed, to misunderstand the specificity of capitalist empire.

The United States is the first, and so far the only, capitalist empire.
This is so not in the sense that it is the first capitalist power to possess
an empire but rather in the sense that it dominates the world largely
by manipulating the economic mechanisms of capitalism. The British
Empire, which had hoped to exploit the commercial wealth of India
without incurring the costs of colonial rule, found itself creating a
tribute-extracting military despotism more akin to traditional impe-
rialisms than to a new mode of capitalist hegemony. On the whole,
the preference, and the practice, of the US has been to avoid direct
colonial rule wherever possible and to rely on economic hegemony,
which is less costly, less risky and more profitable.

It is probably safe to assume that the preference of the US is still
to maintain economic hegemony without getting bogged down in
colonial rule. The occupation of Iraq itself confirms that assumption.
It is now painfully obvious that military action was undertaken in
the vain hope that the regime could be decapitated, leaving the Iraqi
state largely intact but with a more amenable leadership. The imperial
power undoubtedly still hopes that it can extricate itself sooner rather
than later, establishing its economic hegemony, implanting US capi-
tal firmly in the economy and especially in the oil industry, and
allowing Iraq to replace Saudi Arabia as a military base, but without
an overt colonial presence.

Yet there is a fundamental contradiction here, and that contradic-
tion is a central theme of this book: while the objective of US
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imperialism is economic hegemony without colonial rule, global
capital still - in fact, more than ever - needs a closely regulated and
predictable social, political and legal order. We are constantly told -
not just by conventional theories o f‘globalization’ but by fashionable
books like Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri’'s Empire - that the
nation state is in decline.2 But imperial hegemony relies now more
than ever on an orderly system of many local states, and global
economic hegemony depends on keeping control of the many states
that maintain the global economy. There is, of course, nothing like
the kind of global state that could guarantee the necessary order, in
the way the nation state has long done for national capital. Nor is
such a state remotely conceivable. If anything, the territorial state has
become far more, rather than less, essential in organizing economic
circuits, through the medium of inter-state relations.

The capitalist mode of economic imperialism is the first imperi-
alism in history that does not depend simply on capturing this or
that bit of territory, or dominating this or that subject people. It
needs to oversee the whole global system of states and ensure that
imperial capital can safely and profitably navigate throughout that
global system. It has to deal not just with the problem of ‘rogue’
states or ‘failed’ states. It also has to keep subordinate states vulner-
able to exploitation. Moreover, to be really effective, it has to establish
the military and political supremacy of one power over all others,
because, if global capital needs an orderly system of multiple states,
it is hard to see how it can tolerate a system in which military power
is more or less evenly distributed among various states.

So the first premise of the current US military doctrine, with
roots that go back to the end of World War IlI, is that the US must
have such massive military superiority that no other power, enemy
or friend, will seek to challenge or equal it as a global or regional
hegemon. The object is not simply to deter attack but to pre-empt
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any rivalry. On the whole, other capitalist powers have accepted this
arrangement. It is true that, especially since the disappearance of the
Soviet Union, some major allies have not always been entirely
compliant. But, given the needs of global capital, it is not surprising
that the principal allies of the US - who have also been its principal
economic competitors - have generally agreed that the US should
have its huge military preponderance and have more or less conceded
their own military subordination.

Nevertheless, there remains something to be explained about the
behaviour of the United States. It may not be hard to see why global
capital in general needs one preponderant military power to maintain
an orderly and congenial system of multiple states, but it is not
always so clear how the hegemony of the US benefits US capital in
particular. We can certainly see why US capital might be interested
in some direct imperial interventions like, say, involvement in Latin
America. But it is not so easy to find a direct connection between US
military supremacy and any specific advantage in global economic
competition.

What is easier to demonstrate is that, once this kind of military
preponderance exists, it has a dynamic of its own. This is especially
true when it has no specific and self-limiting objectives. And what |
am arguing here is that, by definition, the new militarism cannot
have such objectives, given its wide-ranging and non-specific func-
tions in policing the global state system.

With the kind of unchallenged power it enjoys, we can hardly be
surprised that the US will use its huge military preponderance to
pursue what any given administration, at any given moment, takes
to be its interests, without any constraints - and particularly when
its economic supremacy is no longer as unchallenged as it used to be.
It only takes a George W. Bush to push this use of power beyond all
limits. But what | am suggesting here is that military excesses are
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inscribed in the mission of global capital itself, with or without an
extremist administration in the United States.

Since even the massive power of the US cannot by itself embrace
the globe, the next best thing is regular displays of military force, if
only pour encourager les autres. War in Iraq, for instance, was probably
not so much a prelude to, say, an invasion of Iran but, on the contrary,
an attempt to avoid such a risky venture. lrag was a suitable target
not because it represented a threat to the US and its allies but, on the
contrary, because it represented no real threat at all. The US could
thus ‘shock and awe’ the whole region (and the world), with (or so
the geniuses in the White House thought) little risk to itself.

The fact that military theatre, or the ‘demonstration effect’, has
become a major element in US military policy makes it hard to
predict what will happen next. It was much easier to decipher the
pattern of traditional imperialism, when the objectives really were
direct colonial rule and territorial expansion. US foreign policy is
much more unpredictable because military actions now tend to be
detached from any specific objectives. It is often more a matter of
asserting dominance than achieving any particular goal.

It must remain a matter of conjecture whether the fiasco in Iraq
will cause the US to change course in any significant way. If a
primary objective is simply to exhibit the destructive effects of US
military power, even this disaster has, in its way, been a success. At
any rate, the unseemly spectacle of the US desperately seeking an exit
strategy from the debacle without forfeiting its imperial advantage in
the region is certainly no guarantee that things will change; and we
have, as yet, seen no sign of an alternative to the imperial policy of
endless war - not necessarily continuous war but war without end,
in purpose or time.

Ellen Meiksins Wood
London, March 2004






PREFACE

As this book goes to press, the world is still waiting to learn whether the
US will really launch its threatened war against Iraq. The rhetoric is as
bellicose as ever, and the military build-up in the region goes on. It is not,
of course, impossible that the Bush administration is hoping for face-saving
developments - such as a coup in Iraqg or the voluntary departure of Saddam
Hussein - that will permit it to extricate itself from an increasingly unpopu-
lar and potentially disastrous adventure, and that, contrary to appearances,
the White House welcomes the delays occasioned by UN inspections.

But, whatever the outcome of this alarming episode, the explicitly stated
policy of the Bush administration invites us to fear the worst, with its
emphasis on overwhelming military superiority designed to forestall any
possible challenge or rivalry, from friend and foe alike, and its insistence
on a unilateral right of ‘preemptive defense’ against any conceivable, or
inconceivable, threat.

Since this Bush Doctrine was clearly announced in September 2002, its
liberal critics have typically treated it as a sharp departure from the general
trend of US foreign policy since World War 11. It is certainly true that an
overt commitment to preemptive attack is something different from a pol-
icy of containment and, at worst, retaliation, such as the US professed to
embrace throughout the Cold War and thereafter; and the inclinations of
the Bush regime have no doubt taken US unilateralism to new extremes. It
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is even possible to argue that the Cheney-Rumsfeld-Wolfowitz-Perle axis
represents a distinctively sinister extremism, alien to the mainstream of US
politics - to say nothing of the very immediate and personal interest in oil
on the part of the administration’s principals.

Nor would it be unreasonable to interpret the Bush policy, especially
in the Middle East, as approaching the kind of outright colonial empire
that the US has generally preferred to avoid, if only because that old form
of imperialism has been too risky and expensive, and, indeed, unnecessary
for such an overwhelmingly dominant economic and military power. Cap-
italist imperialism, after all, seeks to impose its economic hegemony without
direct political domination wherever it can; and the Bush regime may be
closer than its predecessors to violating that practical rule.

But even if we look upon the Bush Doctrine as an anomalous historical
detour in the development of US foreign policy, even if we overlook all
previous military interventions by the US, even if we ignore the many ways
in which earlier administrations have stretched the principles of ‘liberal
imperialism’ to their utmost limits and beyond, the Bush phenomenon
cannot be understood except as an extension, however extreme and ulti-
mately self-defeating, of the logic inherent in US foreign policy at least since
World War II. And that foreign policy, in turn, makes no sense abstracted
from the more general logic of the capitalist system, with its complex and
contradictory relations between economic and political/military power.

This book is both a political response to the current situation and an
analytic/historical exploration of capitalist imperialism in general, of what
drives it and has distinguished it from other imperial forms since its incep-
tion. What we are seeing today, as the Bush administration pursues its
reckless policies, may be a special kind of madness; but, ifso, it isa madness
firmly rooted not only in the past half-century of US history but in the
systemic logic of capitalism.

Ellen Meiksins Wood
London, January 2003



INTRODUCTION

Anyone who talks about US ‘imperialism’ is likely to be challenged
on the grounds that the US does not directly rule or occupy a single
country, anywhere in the world.1

And that, indeed, is the difficulty in characterizing the ‘new’
imperialism. While a few colonial pockets still exist, neither the US
nor any other major Western power is today a colonial empire in
direct command of vast subject territories. Although the US has a
military presence in about 140 countries, it cannot even be said that
imperial power unambiguously imposes its rule through the medium
of puppet regimes kept in place by imperial military power. Nor, for
that matter, is there anything today like the commercial empires that
once prevailed because they commanded trade routes by means of
superior force or more advanced naval technology.

There was a time when not only colonial rule but economic
exploitation of colonies by imperial powers was a fairly transparent
business. Anyone observing the Spanish in South America, or, later,
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the Belgians in the Congo, would have had no difficulty understand-
ing the means by which the wealth of the subject was being
transferred to the master. In that respect, traditional imperialism had
much in common with certain domestic class relations. Just as there
was nothing particularly opaque about the relationship between
feudal lords and the peasants whose labour services or rents they
appropriated, or between the absolutist state and the peasants whose
taxes it extracted, the relationship between colonial masters and their
subjects was reasonably clear: the one exerted the force, up to and
including genocide, that compelled the others to forfeit their wealth.

In modern capitalism, the class relation between capital and
labour is rather more difficult to decipher. Here, there is no direct
transfer of surplus labour. The workers pay no rent, no tax or tribute,
to their employers. There is no obvious way of distinguishing
between what workers keep for themselves and what they forfeit to
capital. In fact, far from extracting rent from workers, the employer
pays them, in the form of a wage, and that payment appears to cover
all the work the worker performs: eight hours’ pay, for instance, for
eight hours’ work. It is not so easy to unravel how the workers create
the wealth of capital by means of labour for which they receive no
recompense, or, to put it another way, how capital derives more
benefit, in the form of profit, from the workers’ labour than the
workers receive in exchange in the form of a wage. It may be self-
evident to any reasonable person that capital accumulation could not
take place without a net transfer of surplus labour from workers to
capitalists, but how this comes about is far less clear. The Marxist
theory of surplus value is a persuasive account of how this transfer
takes place, but the fact that such a complex theory is required to
explain what ought to be a fairly straightforward transaction testifies
to the opacity of the relation between capital and labour.2 The
extraction of rents or taxes from a peasant - where it is obvious that
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part of what the peasant produces goes to pay landlords or states,
whether in kind, labour services or money - needs no such compli-
cated theorization.

More particularly, in the absence of direct coercive force exerted
by capital on labour, it is not immediately obvious what would
compel the worker to forfeit surplus labour. The purely economic
coercion that drives workers to sell their labour power for a wage is
very different from the direct political or military powers that enabled
lords or states in non-capitalist societies to exact rent, tax or tribute
from direct producers. To be sure, the propertyless worker has little
room for manoeuvre, when selling labour power in exchange for a
wage is the only way of gaining access to the means of subsistence,
even to the means of labour itself. But that compulsion is
impersonal; and any coercion that operates here is, or so it appears,
imposed not by men but by markets. On the face of it, that still
seems a matter of choice, while the only formally acknowledged
relationship between capitalists and workers - in sharp contrast, for
example, to the juridically recognized relationship of domination and
subordination between feudal lord and serf- is an exchange between
legally free and equal individuals.

This is not the place to go into the intricacies of value theory or
the measurement of the surplus value that represents the exploitation
of labour by capital. The point here is simply that, whether or not
we acknowledge that what passes between the worker and the
capitalist is indeed exploitation, their relationship is not at all
transparent, and the means by which, rightly or wrongly, the capital-
ist appropriates what the labourer produces is by its very nature
obscure.

Much the same can be said about the nature of capitalist
imperialism, and for much the same reasons. Today, it is harder than
it was in earlier colonial empires to detect the transfer of wealth from
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weaker to stronger nations. But even when it is painfully obvious
that such a transfer is taking place, how it is accomplished is no less
opaque than the relation between capital and labour, and this opacity
leaves a great deal of room for denial. Here, too, there is typically no
relationship of direct coercion. Here, too, the compulsions are likely
to be ‘economic’, imposed not (directly) by masters but by markets.
Here, too, the only formally recognized relationship is between legally
free and equal entities, such as buyers and sellers, lenders and
borrowers, or even ostensibly sovereign states.

What makes class domination or imperialism specifically capitalist
is the predominance of economic, as distinct from direct ‘extra-
economic’ - political, military, judicial - coercion. Yet this certainly
does not mean that capitalist imperialism can dispense with extra-
economic force. First, capitalism certainly does not rule out more
traditional forms of coercive colonization. On the contrary, the
history of capitalism is, needless to say, a very long and bloody story
of conquest and colonial oppression; and, in any case, the develop-
ment of economic imperatives powerful enough to replace older
forms of direct rule has taken a very long time, coming to fruition
only in the twentieth century. But, more particularly, capitalist
imperialism even in its most mature form requires extra-economic
support. Extra-economic force is clearly essential to the maintenance
of economic coercion itself.

The difficulty, again, is that the role of extra-economic force, in
capitalist imperialism as in capitalist class domination, is opaque,
because in general it operates not by intervening directly in the
relation between capital and labour, or between imperial and subor-
dinate states, but more indirectly, by sustaining the system of
economic compulsions, the system of property (and propertylessness)
and the operation of markets. Even when direct force is applied in
the struggle between classes - as when police arrest strikers - the
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nature of the transaction is likely to be obscured by the ostensible
neutrality of the coercive power. Especially in liberal democracies,
with universal suffrage and fairly well established civil liberties, the
police are not employed by capital but represent a state that, in
principle, belongs to all citizens. Today, when powerful states launch
military actions against weaker ones, we are given to understand
that, here too, force is operating not imperially but neutrally, in the
interests of an ‘international community’.

To question this is not to say that police action, domestic or
international, can never do anything but operate in the interests of a
dominant class or imperial power. The point is simply that, in
capitalism, even when it does so operate, its purposes are not
transparent, as they were when feudal lords exercised their own
coercive force against their peasants, or when old imperial states set
out explicitly to conquer territory, establish colonies and impose
their rule on subject peoples.

To understand the ‘new imperialism’ - indeed to determine
whether it exists at all - requires us to understand the specificities of
capitalist power and the nature of the relation between economic
and ‘extra-economic’ force in capitalism. It will be argued in what
follows that capitalism is unique in its capacity to detach economic
from extra-economic power, and that this, among other things,
implies that the economic power of capital can reach far beyond the
grasp of any existing, or conceivable, political and military power. At
the same time, capital’s economic power cannot exist without the
support of extra-economic force; and extra-economic force is today,
as before, primarily supplied by the state.

The argument here is not that the power of capital in conditions
of ‘globalization’ has escaped the control of the state and made the
territorial state increasingly irrelevant. On the contrary, my argument
is that the state is more essential than ever to capital, even, or
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especially, in its global form. The political form of globalization is
not a global state but a global system of multiple states, and the new
imperialism takes its specific shape from the complex and contradic-
tory relationship between capital’s expansive economic power and
the more limited reach of the extra-economic force that sustains it.

The conviction that we live in an increasingly stateless world -
or, at least, a world in which an increasingly irrelevant state has been
subordinated to a new kind of global ‘sovereignty’ - belongs not only
to the mythology of conventional globalization theories. A fashion-
able book such as Philip Bobbitt’'s The Shield of Achilles, for all its
claims that the state as such is not dead, insists that the territorial
nation state has been replaced by the ‘market state’, in essence, a
state with no boundaries. This is also the central premise of an
ostensibly radical and iconoclastic work like Michael Hardt and
Antonio Negri's Empire, which argues that the nation state is giving
way to a new form of stateless ‘sovereignty’ that is everywhere and
nowhere.3 The contrasting premise of my book is that such views not
only miss something truly essential in today’'s global order but also
leave us powerless to resist the empire of capital.

This book is not a history of imperialism. Although much of its
argument will be historical, the purpose of its excursions into the
history of empire is to bring into relief the specificity of capitalist
imperialism by observing it against the contrasting background of
other imperial forms. Some major cases, European and non-Euro-
pean, will not appear at all, or only in passing, such as, among
others, the Inca, Portuguese, Ottoman and Mughal empires. The
historical chapters will concentrate on a few important examples that
were marked by one or another characteristic commonly associated
with capitalism - the dominance of private property or the centrality
of commerce - in order to highlight the essential ways in which even
these cases differ from capitalist empire. Nor does the book claim to



Introduction 7

be a comprehensive history of capitalist imperialism itself. Here, too,
readers will no doubt think of cases that could and perhaps should
have been mentioned, or they may object that there is not enough
discussion of US imperialism before it matured into its present form.
But the main objective of the book is not to present a thorough
historical narrative. My purpose is rather to define the essence of
capitalist imperialism, the better to understand how it operates today.

In Chapter 1, | shall briefly outline how the economic power of
capital has detached itself from extra-economic force, sketching out,
in very broad strokes, the relation between economic and political
power in capitalism and what implications this has for the relation
between the capitalist economy and the territorial state. Chapters 2
and 3 will consider several non-capitalist empires, to exemplify what
| call the ‘empire of property’ (the Roman and Spanish), as against
the imperial dominance of a bureaucratic central state (as in China),
and the ‘empire of commerce’ (the Arab Muslim Empire, the
Venetian and the Dutch).

The remaining chapters will deal with the development of capi-
talist imperialism, and the expansion of capitalism’s economic imper-
atives, from the English domination of Ireland to their extension
overseas in America, and from the ‘second’ British Empire in India
to today’'s US-dominated ‘globalization’. The final chapter will
explore the role of military force in the new imperialism and the
contradictions of a system in which a globalized economy is sustained
by a system of multiple states - a system in which the extra-economic
force of military power is becoming essential to imperialism in
wholly new ways, taking new forms in the theory and practice of
war.






THE DETACHMENT OF
ECONOMIC POWER

The new imperialism is what it is because it is a creature of
capitalism.l Capitalism is a system in which all economic actors -
producers and appropriators - depend upon the market for their
most basic needs. It is a system in which class relations between
producers and appropriators, and specifically the relation between
capitalists and wage labourers, are also mediated by the market. This
is in sharp contrast to non-capitalist societies, where direct producers
typically had non-market access to the means of production,
especially land, and therefore were sheltered from the forces of the
market, while appropriators relied on superior force to extract
surplus labour from direct producers. In capitalism, the market
dependence of both appropriators and producers means that they
are subject to the imperatives of competition, accumulation and
increasing labour productivity; and the whole system, in which
competitive production is a fundamental condition of existence, is
driven by these imperatives. The effect is, among other things, a
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distinctive relation between political and economic power, which has
consequences both for class relations and imperial expansion.

Economic and Political Power

In non-capitalist class societies, it is not usually difficult to identify
the locus of power. Find the source of military and political coercion
and you will generally find economic power too. Here, the economic
powers of dominant classes depend on ‘extra-economic’ coercion.
Such classes rely on their superior coercive force, on their political
and military power and privilege, to extract surplus labour, typically
from peasants who, unlike capitalist wage labourers, remain in
possession of the means of production, either as owners or as tenants.
Capitalism is different, and distinct from all other class societies in
this respect. Capitalists - unlike, say, feudal lords - generally need no
direct control of coercive military or political force to exploit their
workers, because workers are propertyless, with no direct access to
the means of production, and must sell their labour-power in
exchange for a wage in order to work and to live.

To be sure, capitalists ultimately depend on coercion by the state
to underpin their economic powers and their hold on property, to
maintain social order and conditions favourable to accumulation. But
there is a more or less clear division of labour between the exploitative
powers of the capitalist and the coercive powers of the state. In
capitalist societies, it is even possible to have universal suffrage without
fundamentally endangering capitalist economic power, because that
power does not require a monopoly on political rights.

There is even a sense in which only capitalism has a distinct
‘economic’ sphere at all. This is so both because economic power is
separate from political or military force and because it is only in
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capitalism that ‘the market’ has a force of its own, which imposes on
everyone, capitalists as well as workers, certain impersonal systemic
requirements of competition, accumulation and profit-maximization.
Because all economic actors depend on the market for everything
they need, they must meet its requirements in order to survive,
irrespective of their own personal needs and wants.

Capitalism’s purely ‘economic’ modes of exploitation, the grow-
ing commodification of life, the regulation of social relations by the
impersonal ‘laws’ of the market, have created an economy formally
separate from the political sphere. The other side of the coin is that
the political sphere itself exists as a formally separate domain.
Although the sovereign territorial state was not created by capitalism,
the distincively capitalist separation of the ‘economic’ and the ‘polit-
ical' has produced a more clearly defined and complete territorial
sovereignty than was possible in non-capitalist societies. At the same
time, many social functions that once fell within the scope of state
administration or communal regulation now belong to the economy.
This applies most particularly, of course, to the organization of
production and distribution. But, as social life is increasingly regu-
lated by the laws of the economy, its requirements shape every aspect
of life, not only the production and circulation of goods and services,
but the distribution of resources, the disposition of labour and the
organization of time itself.

Coercion in capitalist societies, then, is exercised not only person-
ally and directly by means of superior force but also indirectly and
impersonally by the compulsions of the market. The dominant class,
with the help of the state, can and certainly does manipulate those
compulsions to its own advantage, but it is difficult to trace them to
a single source of power.

While capital does require support by state coercion, the power
of the state itself is, or so it seems, circumscribed by capital. Many
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social functions are removed from the sphere of political control or
communal deliberation and put under the direct control of capital
or made subject to the impersonal laws of the market. On the face of
it, although the emergence of an economy also implies a separate
political sphere, that sphere seems impoverished, as much of human
life is removed from its orbit - which, of course, also means that
most aspects of everyday life, those that come within the scope of the
economy, fall outside the range of democratic accountability.

One of the most important consequences of this detachment of
economic power from direct coercion is that the economic hegemony
of capital can extend far beyond the limits of direct political domi-
nation. Capitalism is distinctive among all social forms precisely in
its capacity to extend its dominion by purely economic means. In
fact, capital’'s drive for relentless self-expansion depends on this
unique capacity, which applies not only to class relations between
capital and labour but also to relations between imperial and subor-
dinate states.

We have already noted capital’s ability to dominate labour by
purely economic means and without direct political rule or judicial
privilege, in contrast to dominant classes in non-capitalist societies.
The economic powers of non-capitalist classes could extend only as
far as their extra-economic force, only as far as their political,
military, or judicial powers; and, no matter how much surplus was
actually produced, accumulation by exploiting classes was limited by
what their extra-economic power was able to extract from direct
producers. There is an analogous difference between non-capitalist
and capitalist imperialisms. Old colonial empires dominated territory
and subject peoples by means of ‘extra-economic’ coercion, by
military conquest and often direct political rule. Capitalist imperial-
ism can exercise its rule by economic means, by manipulating the
forces of the market, including the weapon of debt.
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The state remains vital to this kind of domination, in ways that
will be discussed in what follows. But the separation between econ-
omic and political domination creates a very complex relation
between the state and economic power. This has, among other things,
inevitably affected resistance to domination and the conduct of class
struggle. The distinctive relation between economic and political
spheres within capitalism has always posed a problem for anti-
capitalist movements, since the earliest days of socialist opposition.
It is, for instance, significant that modern revolutions have occurred
not in advanced capitalist societies but in societies where the state
has presented a visible target, with a prominent role in direct exploi-
tation. As capitalism develops into its mature industrial form, there
tends to be a growing concentration of class struggle in the work-
place and a growing separation between ‘industrial’ and ‘political’
struggles.

Still, as long as there was some more or less clear connection
between national economies and national states, there remained a
clear possibility of challenging the power of capital not only in the
workplace but at a point of concentration in the state. At the very
least, pressure could be put on the state by organized oppositional
forces, most particularly the labour movement, to undertake policies
that would to some extent ameliorate the worst effects of capitalism.
The division of labour between political and economic spheres could
even work to the advantage of subordinate classes, and the balance
of class forces within the sta