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Introduction

Most of the essays in this volume have been published previously
in German, and in a rather wide variety of contexts. They are,
nevertheless, bound together by a common analytical scheme
concerned with a range of problems usually associated with the
discipline of political sociology. Expressed in the most simple and
general formula, political sociology deals with empirical rela-
tionships between two sets of phenomena: social power and
political authority. The dynamic interactions between these
phenomena become evident if answers to the following question
are sought after: How are relations of social power translated into
political authority, and how, conversely, does political authority
process and transform these power relations within civil society?
In the following introductory remarks, I should like to briefly
explore this issue, to situate the following essays within it, and to
clarify the connotations of the term ‘disorganized capitalism’.!
The first object of attention in political sociology is the matrix
of social power. This is an attribute not of actors, but of modes of
interaction. Not all interactions are relationships of power (in the
sense of dependency), but those which are result in the privileging
of certain partners in the processes of interaction, and the
disadvantaging and exploitation of others. Forms of interaction
can be strictly symmetrical (so as to involve no power differentials
whatsoever), or they may be affected by power in unsystematic
ways. In the latter case, sometimes one category of actors,
sometimes another benefits disproportionately from the interac-
tion, while substantive gains remain variable in kind and social
distribution. To speak of a matrix of social power is to reject such
‘pluralist’ and ‘dispersed’ notions of power. It rather implies the
thesis, developed most clearly within the tradition of Marxist class
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theory, that dominant modes of interaction colnsistend'y fgvour
one category of actors and result in the systematic exploitation of
others.

In “The Political Economy of the Labour Market’, I argue that
the institution of the labour market, which treats labour power as
if it were a commodity, constitutes the most significant feature of
capitalist social structures. It is a power-generating mode of
interaction that leads to a relatively stable and consistent matrix of
social power, which at the same time also serves as a starting point
for the explanation of phenomena of power dispersion. According
to classical historical materialism, the labour market consists of a
simultaneous and yet self-contradictory process of consolidation
and disruption of power, of its crystallization and subversion: the
stronger the power holders become, the more their power is
challenged and undermined. This dynamic is fundamental to the

grandiose scenario of a bipolar struggle between social classes.
However, the conflict component of this scenario does not follow
deductively from the recognition of the fact of exploitative forms
of interaction: even though the market interaction between
workers and capitalists is a relationship of power, the rational
response of participants in this interaction is by no means
restricted to that of engaging in a class-wide collective conflict
centring on the abolition of the commodity form of labour power.
They might also engage in displaced or limited forms of conflict
that produce a secondary dispersion of power: workers can either
be compensated partially for the losses they suffer as a result of the
c}:(?lottam'c production relations in which they are situated, or
:»l::; fﬁ'r: ;rllrg:gi tlcr:- cpnfllcE among themselves, the outcomes of
W mine who pays most for the total costs of this

:’}’:E 0‘1‘:‘;:1?& ?ll-‘:)s\::‘ll :gi x:otﬁmerges. Igiqu this trilateral game as

secondary processes of th ed.posm ility (and reality) of such

theosetical asticipation. of ce 1spe}:'s1oq of social power, the

Al e hOmpre ensive class conflict can be

s e Of the structure and dynamic of relations

ty itis of doubtful validity. Indeed, there are good

ca_so;'sn::\:o it may lf)c rational for individual actors in a class
society actin reference to cla I i '
o iy Sses or in accordance with their

The model of a
collectivities and ¢

multipolar and com
onflicts which are co

ple_x pattern of cleavages,
nstituted by the prevailing
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modes of social interaction and exchange seems to be particularly
relevant and fruitful if we observe the vertical and horizontal
cleavages within the work-force of contemporary capitalist
societies. One of these lines of differentiation is that between
‘productive’ and ‘service’ labour. This structural differentiation
within the work-force evidently has repercussions both on the
level of social-scientific theories (of ‘post-industrial society’, for
instance) as well as on the level of social and political conflict (e.g.
in the ‘new social movements’). The complex and partially
conflicting theories concerning the growing importance of services
in advanced capitalist social structures are explored in ‘The
Growth of the Service Sector’. An even more consequential
cleavage within the working class is the separation of those who
actually participate in labour markets (in that they are both
employed and exploited) from those who are instead involved in
such non-market forms of activity and material subsistence as
private households as well as state-organized institutions such as
schools, armies or prisons. For the foreseeable future, as I argue in
several of the following essays, labour markets in many countries
will continue to exhibit a declining absorption potential, thus
removing or excluding increasing numbers of potential workers
from direct and full-time contact with the supposedly central
power mechanism of capitalist society. It is this separation
between the employed and the non-employed, and the various and
conflicting strategies aimed at solving the problems of the latter,
which form the central themes of “Three Perspectives on the
Problem of Unemployment’ and ‘The Future of the Labour
Market’. The reasons why it is also doubtful whether the matrix of
social power can still be theoretically reconstructed by reference to
the primary categories of work and labour, as has been the
intellectual inclination of not only Marxists, but of the whole of
the classical sociological tradition, are summarized in “Work : The
Key Sociological Category?’

The second central object of attention in political sociology is
institutionalized political authority. An even modestly systematic
treatment of state theory is not to be found in the following pages,
since I have attempted to pursue this type of analysis in some
of the chapters of Contradictions of the Welfare State.* The
social-scientific treatment of state authority seems presently to be
suspended somewhere between the Weberian position (which




4 Introduction

argues that the state has historically performed an unlimited
multitude of goals, and can therefore only be studied by reference
to the varying modes and means of performing these functions),
and the Marxian project. The latter, in its numerous variants,
posits a more-or-less direct, more-or-less open correspondence
between the existing matrix of social class power and the form and
content of state authority. In reconsidering this controversy, and
in attempting to escape its narrowly defined alternatives, I have
attempted to think of the modern state as a highly complex agency
that performs a variety of different, historically and systematically
interrelated functions which can neither be reduced to a mere
reflection of the matrix of social power nor considered as part of
an unlimited multitude of potential state functions. In order to
extend this idea somewhat further, one could draw upon the
modern tradition of normative political philosophy to reconstruct
both the state’s cumulative acquisition of functions and, corre-
spondingly, the criteria of legitimation through which the holders
of political authority have attempted to justify their authority as
such. A schematic outline of this evolutionary sequence of the
functions of legitimate authority would include the following
developments.
First, in the early stages of modernity, the key functional
problem of the state was the securing of peace (whether in the
form of. the capacity of a political community to secure itself in a
hostile international environment, as discussed by Machiavelli or
lwnztreai,h (i)é’hln ‘:adsdgllsn, the capacity to overcome and prevent ciyil
add;tion 5 i Ofprlme col?c‘ern.of _Hobbf‘:s). S.e(:(’)nfi,l and in
. Cgo e pt:iac:t,t e institution of passive’ citizenship
L ke ?w‘; e éaéogertyi,l the separation of political
i tli]ye le s; adde t;) the l}st of normative criteria
S gitimacy of political authority was to be
s ay, legitimate pO.lltICE'ﬂ. rule was thereafter to be
restricted, partial rule from which citizens, and hence a sph
; sphere

state interference defended by suc

, including the ri
process by which po oy

major standard of |

to actively participate in the
constituted, became the

fended (by Tocqueville,

ligigal authority is
egitimacy. It is de
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J.S. Mill and others) through the notion of ‘active’ citizenship —
citizenship understood as the democratic entitlement to political
rights. Finally, and as a direct consequence of this democratic
interpretation of political authority, a fourth criterion has been
added to the universe of legitimate and legitimacy-conferring state
functions. This criterion is associated with the state’s capacity to
manage and distribute societal resources in ways that contribute to
the achievement and securing of prevailing notions of justice, as
well as its apparent prerequisites such as ‘economic growth’. This,
of course, is the focus of the Keynesian welfare state and its
designs for social, economic and industrial policies, which have
become prevalent during the course of the twentieth century.

My aim in listing these four consecutively appearing criteria
related to the development and legitimation standards of the
modern state is neither to demonstrate the comprehensiveness of
this list nor to account for the mechanisms which have led to the
(self- ) transcendence of political authority from one phase to the
next. Both of these important theoretical tasks would require a
much more extended theoretical and historical treatment than I
can offer here. My intention is simply to call attention to the
(limited) variety, the internal complexity and potential incon-
sistency of functions which have been assigned to the modern
state. For this complexity to be maintained, and the manifestation
of incompatibilities between state functions to be avoided,
adequate institutional mechanisms of intermediation and com-
munication must be developed and maintained. Their function is
to regulate the relationship between civil society and its matrix of
social power and the state and political authority.

These mediating links and channels of communication between
social power and political authority, as well as questions concern-
ing their adequacy for maintaining a dynamic balance between
social forces and political functions, have always served as a third
object of attention in empirical research and theoretical develop-
ment in political sociology. One of the models which seeks to
explain (and, in some cases, normatively justify) this type of
mediation is that of ‘organized capitalism’. This model was first
introduced by Rudolf Hilferding in 1910, developed by him and
other German-speaking democratic-socialist theorists in the
1920s, and finally debated as a potentially useful theoretical
concept by modern historians and political scientists.® In this
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model, the competiti i : :
economic actors iiest:elze nt],ar-kﬂ nteraction between individual
: _ to be in the process of being supersed
?)rmally organized collectivities of economic actionp(c:- f(:)(iby
alsrms‘,"u_arte.ls) and interest rePrgsentati_on (tradfa upions, blfsinzzz
sociations). To speak of ‘disorganized capitalism’ is not

propose an elaborate and coherent counter-model against th of
‘organized capitalism’. Rath im i e qf

; pital : €r, my aim 1s to propose a heuristic
perspective that is guided by the following questions: Do th
procedures, patterns of organization, and institutional mechane-
isms that supposedly mediate and maintain a dynamic balance
between social power and political authority (i.e. seek to
coherently organize the socio-political systems of contemporary
welfare state capitalism) actually fail to perform this function? If
s0, what are the symptoms, consequences and potential remedies
of such failures of the process of mediation?

Tl}csg questions concerning the failure or inadequacy of the
mediating links between social power and political authority are
the focus of the essays in the latter half of this volume. ‘Interest
Diversity and Trade Union Unity’ which, as with most of the other
essays, draws its empirical references from the society and polity
of the Federal Republic of Germany, without limiting its diagnosis
to the specific arrangements within that country, examines the
validity of the traditional notion of trade unions as the representa-
tives of unified class interests at the point of production. The claim
of trade unions to comprehensively represent the interests of
wage-dependent persons under capitalist conditions is questioned.
The validity of the model of voluntary collective action on the part
of interest organizations also serves as the key concern of the essay
‘Two Logics of Collective Action’. This tries to link, in an
admittedly speculative manner, class theory with the theory of
collective action and political organization. The theoretical
problem considered here (as in the essay on ‘The Attribution of
Public Status to Interest Groups’) concerns the ‘neutrality’ of
institutional forms and substantive interest content. Only if the
means of political intermediation and the channels of communi-
cation between civil society and political authority are ‘neutral’ (in
the sense that they permit the effective and non-discriminatory
transmission and processing of diverse interests, rather than
selectively privileging some interests at the expense of others), can
these procedural forms themselves be considered as legitimate or
worthy of acceptance. Wherever the adequacy and fairness of
these procedures is questioned, the conflict over interests will be

r—_
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supplemented with a meta-conflict concerning the appropriate
institutional forms for processing and resolving conflicts of
interest. As a consequence, substantive conflicts are transposed —
in ways that are very familiar to any observer of contemporary
politics — into constitutional conflicts. At the very least, these
conflicts erode the binding and legitimacy-conferring capacity of
the institutional forms (e.g. political parties, legislatures, elections)
that aggregate, shape and communicate the will of socio-political
collectivities.

While the following essays mainly emphasize the asymmetries of
representation that are built into voluntary associations and
neo-corporatist arrangements, the critical analysis of the deficien-
cies of existing forms of political mediation (as well as of some of
the consequent responses to such deficiencies) could also be
extended, for instance, to the mechanisms of competitive party
democracy, the mass media, social movements and the electoral
system and its collective decision rules, such as majority rule.*
Problems associated with the latter mechanism are discussed in
‘Legitimation Through Majority Rule?’ In this essay, I argue that,
in order to substantiate claims on behalf of the (apparently
self-evident) fairness of the majority-decision rule, one must make
empirical assumptions about the social and political structures
within which this rule is to be applied. I argue, furthermore, that
there are serious doubts as to whether these assumptions are
actually satisfied in the political processes of Western liberal
democracies.

The essays on voluntary interest associations (trade unions as
well as business and employers’ associations) and majority rule
also attempt to specify a further and related problem of
welfare-capitalist democracies: the problem of the fusion of those
channels of mediation through which actors within civil society
act upon political authority, with those channels of communi-
cation through which, inversely, the state acts upon civil society.
This fusion, or partial reversal, of ‘inputs’ and ‘outputs’ and their
effects has often been observed in the case of political parties.
While their historical roots are certainly to be found within civil
society, where they served originally as ‘mouthpieces’ of the
socio-political will of citizens, contemporary political parties often
act as organs of communication for governments (when the party
is in office) or for party elites aspiring to the office of government.

Bereichshib'iothek WiSo
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A similarly pronounced tendency of collective actors
themselves into organs of (at least) ‘two-way L) o o
not of manipul.ation and ‘nun~dccisi0n-mal;i'ng_:,‘() f?"::}“glcagon’ ut
in rhe_ case of certain voluntary associations \:vhi‘ifo s
filrcralnon from ‘pressure groups’ to ‘pri\'ntc“qovcr&n L)lﬂdf,:rgo
quasi-governmental® associations. Such tendencies cimlr]lkms o
mine tfadltl()na] constitutional notions of ‘thc- se ‘ar;’t‘Uﬂder-
powers’. More recently, they have been studied frén? wétll1('m l?f
corporatism’ paradigm, a most productive and innovatilxlr”'i
sometimes conceptually muddled development in political s o
logy, to _whu:h (as “The Attribution of Public Status to [ -
Groups_’ indicates) my own work is indebted. \ i
ThF' inverse transformation — the usurping of ‘representative’
functions by the executive agencies of the state — has rcceiv‘;i
rather ]css.atrcntinn in the literature of political sociolo ry. Not
only have ‘input’ organizations assumed ‘governmental’ fuﬁ‘c;ions-
t_he state executive and administration, whose function is tradi-
tionally considered as that of bureaucratically imp]vmcntir‘l legal
rules and decisions (or as that of a ‘m()u'thpiccc‘ of fliti%al
aqth.orlt_y)_, has.alsu assumed ‘representative’ functions fo[r) actors
within civil society. To be sure, clientelistic and symbiotic relations
between the ‘sponsoring agencies’ of the state and particular
1nfterest groups in civil society have been studied in a wide variety
E()\:gf;ngal l:‘()ntexts. What seems to be less-well studied,
o 1’, 1s the extent to which these ‘deviations’ from the
havemtahe[;z:ielvcéi bbuer‘caucrat}ic, rational-legal modes of interaction
ek come the normal case, wh_lle the Weberian
o Nl ]rllstratlpn has lost_most of its counterpart in
s by, o t!?ast, .15 thg (ag:.nn speculanye) conclusion
S i\das_t ‘essay in thlls ’volume, ‘I“_he Divergent
ol isn:mlstrat}ive Action ..The v_veltare state ad-
o pararnet:ers * ‘f:asi);” as Il?ecome Increasingly sensitive to
threats, obstructive tactiscls aendp-o icy-making, as well as to the
actors within the respectj N estabh?‘ hed by Power.fUI
e 0[p tive segment of civil society within which
B dugi, angczlmlzatipng operate. T_l'us in turn entails the
o e fg thearrn;la ifying the matrix of social power and
political authority rathere ta}:lOHShlp e e e
mAte’ according t(; L an constituting the latter as_‘legltl-
criteria as peace, freedom, equality and
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justice through ‘fair’ practices of mediation.

Throughout these essays, the normative models and empirical
self-understanding of the ‘official’ system of political institutions
and procedures of welfare capitalist democracies serve as the
‘null-hypothesis’ against which violations of received organiza-
tional forms of political exchange and communication and the rise
of ‘deviant’ or ‘unofficial’ political practices are measured. Such
notions and rudimentary theories as the centrality of the labour-
capital cleavage, the basic homogeneity of interest on the
respective sides of this division, the separability of factual power
and legitimate authority, the universalistic character of the liberal
democratic institutions of participation and representation, the
fairness of the majority rule, the viability and neutrality of
bureaucratic modes of administration, and the possibility as well
as desirability of ‘full employment’ serve as something like a
cognitive map which orients the prevailing perceptions within
contemporary capitalist societies. If these assumptions become
implausible when exposed to a reality test, this will in turn
contribute, at the very least, to the disorganization of not only our
mode of thinking about modern capitalism but also, and conse-
quently, to the political disorganization of the patterns of
organization of welfare-capitalist democracies themselves.
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The Political Economy of the
Labour Market

Economic crises are defined by the fact that they generate
unemployment and underemployment as mass phenomena. Gov-
ernments and trade unions of all developed capitalist countries
agree that the relief of such mass unemployment must be a priority
of government policy. The priority given to full employment is
even more pronounced for governments of ‘welfare states’, which
are subject to a legal obligation to pay unemployment compensa-
tion to a certain extent (earnings-related benefits), as well as to
guarantee the financial viability of social security programmes. A
further factor directly influencing government policy is that
unemployment — and the associated loss of portions of income
earned by the population — directly cuts into the revenue side of
the public budget and consequently affects the state as a ‘tax state’.

The interest of trade unions in full employment is a function of
their role as coalitions of the suppliers of labour power. In this
role, they pursue three broad categories of interests which can, of
course, come into conflict with each other: (i) the interest in the
maintenance or increase of real earned income; (ii) the interest in
good working conditions; and (iii) the interest in a high level of
employment. Very limited strategic means for promoting the goal
of increasing employment are, however, available to these
coalitions, especially if the criterion of the compatibility of those
means with the survival of the trade union organization itself is

Translgred by Karen Grislis and Raymond Morrow. This essay was written with
Karl Hinrichs and published originally in Projektgruppe Arbeitsmarktpolitik and
C. O_ffe (eds), Opfer des Arbeitsmarktes — Zur Theorie der strukturierten
Arbeitslosigkeit, (Neuwied/Darmstadt, 1977), pp. 3—61. This translation is
based on the thoroughly revised and expanded version which appears in Arbeit-

-;é'gessiglscbaft: Strukturprobleme wund Entwicklungsperspektiven (Frankfurt,
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taken into account. The existence of the organization would be
endangered, for example, if in the interest of increasing employ-
ment, trade unions offered to sacrifice wages on a scale (or for a
period of time) that would render it less than worthwhile, in the
eyes of workers, to become or remain union members and to pay
membership dues. Conversely, the existence of the organization
would also be endangered if a suddenly aggravated employment
situation were attributed causally to earlier successful wage
demands and, for this reason, turned away (potential) members
from the organization.! In order to avoid both of these organiza-
tional and political risks, the trade union interest in full employ-
ment consists primarily in attempts to exercise appropriate
political pressure on political parties, governments and parlia-
ments. Both the intensity of this interest and the appropriate
political pressure, however, varies considerably in historical and
comparative terms, depending (among other things) on the
respective prevailing type of trade union organization. The more
extensive the organizational scope of unions (the extreme case
being unified trade unions based on a federation of industry-wide
organizations), the stronger the union’s political motives and
possibilities for advocating employment goals for public policy.
For unions tied to political parties or doctrines, as well as for
occupational, and company-based unions, this is far less the case.

There is, however, no politically and theoretically agreed upon
(and practically applicable) means appropriate to the policy goal
of “full employment’. Even if one begins with the assumption that
the restoration of full employment will not be possible without
economic growth, and therefore not without an increase in the
investment of entrepreneurs, two important complications arise.
First, even if the investment propensity of entrepreneurs were to be
raised successfully, the resulting effect on employment could very
well be insignificant, given the negative employment effect of
rationalizing investment (micro-electronics) in many cases (job-
less growth’). Second, even if a positive effect on employment were
produced successfully, it remains uncertain whether (and if so,
with how much delay) the so-called ‘problem groups of the labour
market’ (see below) would benefit. The contemporary Western
European and North American capitalist economies are faced not
only with high, but also distinctively structured unemployment
which affects different groups in a highly differentiated manner. In





























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































