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Abstract

Anarchist ideas have dominated green political thought since the appearance of the
environmental movement in the late 1960s and 1970s. It is unsurprising, then, that
green theorists have taken a stance towards the state which may be described as
ambivalent at best. The last 15 years, however, have witnessed a shift on the part of
green political theorists 1n the direction of a more accommodating stance towards the
state. This shift in orientation has led to the question of the state becoming a
contested issue within environmental political thought, with greens drawing upon a
variety of existing theories of the state. Despite this, certain concepts and theories —
in particular ecological modernisation and deliberative democratisation — have come
to the fore as focal points, or sites of contestation, in discussions over this question.
This thesis, however, takes a step back from the current trend of green thinking
towards the state. Rather than narrowing the focus of analysis to a particular strand of
state theorising, or promoting a particular blueprint of the green state, its main
contribution to green political theory resides in it being the first work to provide a
wider-ranging critical analysis of the environmental dimensions of various theories
of the state which may be delineated within political theory. This is not to say that
the thesﬁiis does not connect with, and contribute to, contemporary debates. On the
contrary, its more expansive focus enables it to embed its commentaries on
contemporary green positions towards the state within broader analyses of the

theoretical heritage from which they herald. It is an exercise in normative political °

theory that contributes novel and critical insights into the environmental aspects of
each individual perspective on the state, whilst also providing a fuller picture of the

many of ways in which green thought and state theorising intersect.
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Introduction

It would be somewhat misleading to suggest, as some have (Paterson et al. 2006:

135), that the importance of the state has been understated, or that the state has not
received serious attention, in green political theory. Attention has been paid, but it
has tended to be unremittingly critical. Anarchist ideas have dominated green
thought since the appearance of the modern environmental movement in the late
1960s and 1970s. This influence has ensured, as Barry (1999: 77) explains, that:
‘While “soviets plus electrification” equalled socialism for Lenin, it seems that, for
many green theorists, activists and commentators, stateless, self-governing
communities plus solar power equal the “sustainable society””. The state’s
importance has rarely been denied; however, this importance has tended to derive
from the state being viewed as the cause or facilitator of environmental degradation

and thereby as an institutional ensemble which precludes the achievement of

ecological sustainability.

What the last 15 years in particular has witnessed is a shift in orientation towards the
state on the part of green political theorists, Paterson et al. (2006: 135) note that: ‘In
green theory there has been a loss of innocence markeﬁ by a step back from an
anarchist rejection of the state’. Expanding on this, Saward (1998: 345) similarly
comments that: It seems clear that green political theorists now largely accept that
the liberal representative state as we are familiar with it cannot, and probably should

not, be transcended’. References to ‘green states’ (Dryzek 2003 et al.; Paterson et al.
2006; Eckersley 2004; Christoff 2005), ‘eco-states’ (de Geus 1996; Meadowcroft
2005) and ‘ecological states’ (Barry and Eckersley 2005a) — terms which would once
have been considered oxymoronic by greens — are now commonplace within

environmental literature. Rather than asking the question, ‘How do we bypass or
undermine the state?’ green theorists are now increasingly asking the question,

"What sort of state ought the green movement seek to create and engage with[?]’
(Barry and Eckersley 2005b: 255).



There are various reasons why this shift in orientation has taken place. Some cite the
need to move beyond the ‘worthless utopianism’ (Saward 1998) associated with
anarchism. Eckersley (2005: 159) emphasises that: ‘we can expect states to persist as
major sites and channels of social and political power for at least the foreseeable
future’. Indeed, the state has acquired a variety of new environmental functions and
responsibilities in the latter half of the twentieth century. One of the implications to
be drawn from such observations is that greens should formulate a political theory
capable of informing those policymakers and state managers who are dealing with
the immediate practical realities of environmental issues, and who have the resources
to deal with such issues. Eckersley (2004: 11) also notes that the anti-state localism
of much of radical environmentalism °‘sit[s] considerably at odds with the day-to-day
campaign demands of environmental activists, organizations, and green parties for
“more and better” state regulation of economic and social practices in order to secure
the protection of the environment’. The move to a more accommodating stance
towards the state may also be seen, then, as part of an effort to bring environmental

theory back in line with its associated social movement.

Whatever the reason for this shift in orientation, it has led to the question of the state
becoming something of a contested issue within environmental political theory, with
greens theorists drawing upon a variety of existing theories of the state. Certain
concepts and theories have, however, come to the fore as focal points, or sites of

contestation, in discussions over how to answer the above question posed by Barry

and Eckersley. The ideas of ecological modernisation theory, in its various guises,
have permeated the economic thinking of those promoting the ‘greening’ of the state
(see, inter alia, de Geus 1996; Eckersley 2004; Christoff 2005; Meadowcroft 2005).
Deliberative democracy, on the other hand is increasingly being seen as articulating
the participatory 1deals most appropriate for a green state (see, inter alia, Gunderson,
1995; Saward 1998; Barry 1999; Smith 2003; Eckersley 2004; Baber and Bartlett
2005). This thesis, however, takes a step back from the current trend of green
thinking towards the state. Rather than narrowing the focus of analysis to a particular

strand of state theorising, or promoting a particular blueprint of the green state, its

main contribution to green political theory resides in being the first work to provide a
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wider-ranging critical analysis of the environmental dimensions of various theories
of the state which may be delineated within political theory. This is not to say,
however, that the thesis does not connect with, and contribute to, contemporary
debates. On the contrary, its more expansive focus enables it to embed its
commentaries on contemporary green positions towards the state within broader

analyses of the theoretical heritage from which they herald. It is an exercise in
normative political theory that contributes novel and critical insights into the
environmental aspects of each individual perspective on the state, whilst also

providing a fuller picture of the many of ways in which green thought and state

theorising intersect.

Two strands of state theorising — Marxism and anarchism — provide the central focus
for four of the five chapters in the thesis. There are two reasons why these bodies of
thought receive particular attention: first, they provide insights which are especially
relevant to understanding the role that the state may or may not play in a sustainable
society, and in the transition to such a society; and second, they provide ideal
contexts within which to introduce and examine wider debates and theories of the
state. Marxist theories of the state provide insights into the manner and extent to
which the state, situated within a capitalist society, may be incapable of pursuing
sustainable policies, whether this is due to the subjective influence of the capitalist
class, or objective constraints such as the growth imperative. The subjectivist
approach of Marxist-instrumentalism represents the ideal context within which to
examine the extent to which the particular balance of social forces in civil society
impacts upon the state and its position regarding environmental issues, while a
commentary on state imperatives provides the context within which to critically
assess ecological modernisation theory. The various strands of anarchism, on the
other hand, are explored in detail in order that an assessment may be made regarding
the merit of the recent shift away from such ideas, and also so that the criticisms

which have been made by greens against the state in general may be considered. A

focus on anarchism also allows for an exploration of the extent to which empirical
studies of nature may inform social organisation, as this form of argumentation is

most prevalent in anarchist circles.
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As is inevitably the case with any piece of work whose central focus is the state, the
thesis is multidisciplinary. It deals, variously, with issues of political economy,
policy-making, environmental ethics and ontology, social movement theory and
geopolitics. There is also extensive attention paid to the potential for ‘greening’ the
state through its democratisation. As Eckersley (2004: 1) notes, ‘a normative theory
of the state would need to provide an account of the basis of state legitimacy by
developing the regulative ideas that confer authority on, and provide the basis of
acceptance of, decisions made in the name of the state’. In this context, the insights
provided by Marxism and anarchism are used to assess, first, liberal democracy, and

second, attempts to infuse the liberal state with the ideals of deliberative democracy.

Ultimately the thesis produces findings which challenge the current trend of green
thinking on the state. More specifically, it challenges the idea that the state-in-
capitalist-economy is capable of pursuing policies commensurate with ecological
sustainability, and also casts doubt on the likelihood that proposals for democratising
the state in a deliberative direction will fulfil the green potential identified in more
abstract discussions over deliberation as a form of communication. It points towards
the need for a revival of green political theory’s critical edge — its once oppositional
stance towards capitalist structures and the reformist proposals which legitimise them

— and argues that an ecosocialist platform infused with libertarian i1deas represents

the greatest hope for a sustainable society.

The thesis 1s split into six chapters. Chapters 1 and 2 focus on Marxist theories of the
state. They are concerned with theories of the state-in-capitalist-society. The first of
these examines comments made by Marx regarding the state, and the nascent theories
which may be gleaned from such remarks, before going on to focus on the

instrumentalist approach in particular. The chapter explores questions regarding class
formation and looks at the means identified by instrumentalists through which the

capitalist class 1s said to dominate the state. In doing so it examines the extent to

which this class has used its power, and its ability to colonise the state, in order to

shape the content of environmental policies.
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In addition to being relevant as a theory of the state itself, the instrumentalist
approach represents an ideal starting point for the thesis, as it provides a context
within which to discuss the environmental credentials of capitalism; the impact of
globalisation on the state and class formation; and questions of structure and agency.

The chapter concludes by using the Miliband-Poulantzas debate as a lens through

which to explore the limitations of subjectivist approaches to the state.

With chapter 2 the focus shifts from subjectivist theories to those which emphasise
the importance of objective factors in constraining the actions of the state. A
discussion of the manner in which environmental issues may be factored into
traditional Marxist analyses of economic, or ‘first order’, crises, acts as a platform
from which to examine the ways in which these crises are displaced onto the state.
Drawing on the work of Offe, Habermas and O’Connor in particular, an account is
provided of the contradictory nature of the functions fulfilled by the state, and the
manner in which these contradictions manifest themselves in state, or ‘second order’,
crises. Working the environment thread into the analytical weave, an exploration is
undertaken into the manner in which the state has increasingly become accountable
for the protection of the environment as part of its responsibility for the reproduction
of the conditions of production. Following this, the chapter explores the various ways
in which this responsibility places further contradictory pressures upon the state. Of
particular interest is the manner in which the state’s accumulation, or growth,
imperative may militate against its ability to implement sustainable policies. It is
within this context that ecological modernisation (EM) theory is discussed. Its
relevance here revolves around its claims to have ‘uncoupled’ economic growth from
environmental degradation, If this were the case, the state’s accumulation imperative
would no longer represent a barrier to the pursuit of sustainable policies. Finally, the
state-centred approach of organisational realism is critically examined, the premises
of which have been used by Alan Carter (1993; 1998; 2004) to explain an

‘environmentally hazardous dynamic’ within which states are trapped.
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In chapters 3 and 4, the focus shifts to anarchism. It also shifts, therefore, from
critiques of the state-in-capitalist-society to critiques of the state form in general.
And whereas the direction of analysis in this thesis tends to flow from theories of the
state to their environmental implications, with chapter 3 this is, to an extent,
reversed. The focus is primarily on assessing the extent to which ‘lessons’ may be
derived from nature for social and political organisation. In particular, this chapter
examines the ‘naturalistic’ arguments which often underpin the libertarian optimism
of anarchists, and their rejection of the state. For anarchists employing this mode of
justification, studies of nature are deemed to reveal natural laws or tendencies which
substantiate their normative vision. The state, on the other hand, is viewed as
‘unnatural’ or ‘artificial’ on the basis that it runs counter to, and subverts, these
natural laws. Examining the naturalistic mode of justification contributes to an
understanding of the affinity between anarchists and environmentalists by
uncovering several areas of convergence between anarchistic and green thinking,

particularly regarding their ‘monistic’ conceptualisation of the universe.

Naturalistic arguments, however, far from exhaust anarchism’s reserve of ecology-
related criticisms of the state. Chapter 4 examines several non-naturalistic arguments
forwarded by anarchists for viewing the state as anti-ecological, as part of a wider
critical analysis of various stateless visions of the ecological society. Three models of
ecoanarchism are singled out for particular attention: bioregionalism, social ecology

and green syndicalism. The core components of a general, statist critique of

ecoanarchism are gleaned from the various criticisms which may be levelled at these

particular variants. The final sections of chapter 4, however, mount a qualified

defence of ecoanarchism against this critique.

Finally, chapter S looks at the ways in which the social choice mechanism employed
by the state may impact upon the achievement of green goals and values. It critically
assesses the environmental credentials of liberal democracy before going on to
examine proposals for the democratisation of existing state forms. As noted above,
deliberative democracy is increasingly dominating the thinking of statist greens with

regards the political system. For this reason, particular attention is given to
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examining the reasons why green theorists have been attracted to the deliberative
model. This assessment is split into a more abstract discussion of the green potential
of deliberation as a form of communication orientated towards generalisable
arguments and public interests, and an examination of the various proposals for the
institutionalisation of deliberation. After examining barriers to the incorporation of

deliberative mechanisms into representative systems, the focus shifts to John

Dryzek’s ‘discursive’, ‘macro’ conception of deliberative democracy.

A concluding section then draws together the findings of each chapter and outlines
the implications they have for the future direction of green thinking on the state. It

challenges both the notion that statists have secured a decisive victory over
anarchism, and the increasing acceptance of capitalism and the liberal capitalist state
on the part of green political theorists and large sections of the environmental

movement. Comment is also made on the appeal of an ecosocialism informed by

libertarian 1deals.
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Chapter 1: Marxism, the State and the Environment I:

The Instrumentalist Approach

The political dominance of the economic elite, coupled with its class interests, places
substantial constraints on society’s ability to confront and deal with potentially

devastating environmental problems. (Gonzalez 2001: 123)

The Marxist-instrumentalist view of the state rarely gets a mention, if at all, in the
recent spate of green commentaries on the state. Green political theorists, where they
have sought to explicate the environmental implications of Marxist or neo-Marxist
theories of the state, have almost exclusively concentrated on those variants of
Marxism which emphasise structure over agency (see, for example, Eckersley 2004:
54-64; Hay 1994, 1996). This is not to say that instrumentalist ideas have never been
connected with environmental issues. A number of studies have commented on the
corporate community’s ability to dominate environmental policy-making (see, infer
alia, Crenson 1974; Cahn 1995; Ehlrich and Ehlrich 1996; Rowell 1996; Austin
2002; Davis 2002; Beder 2002; Gonzalez 2001, 2005). However, these studies are

rarely embedded within a ‘broader discussion about instrumentalism in its more

comprehensive form, as a theory of the state.

This 1s perhaps due to the indirect nature of the relevance of instrumentalist ideas to
environmental debates. As the quote which introduces this chapter indicates, the
ability of a class to dominate the state only translates into a ‘constraint on society’s
ability to confront and deal with potentially devastating environmental problems’
when the specific ‘class interests’ of the elite in question are deemed to be at
fundamental odds with green aims and values. Demonstrating this to be the case
involves either an ecological critique of capitalism — the economic system which the
capitalist class seeks to use the state to maintain — or a critique of the particular

vision of environmentalism advocated by such a class. However, these critical
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debates — debates which imbue instrumentalism with an environmental relevance,
and in which the environment is at the fore of the discussion - are peripheral to the

core claims of instrumentalism as a theory of the state.

There are, nonetheless, good reasons why the instrumentalist approach is the first
comprehensive theory of the state to be examined in this thesis. The indirect nature
of instrumentalism’s environmental relevance does not detract from the implications
its hypotheses would have, if they are deemed accurate, for green strategies for social
change, and more generally for the state’s potential to act ‘as a facilitator of
progressive environmental change rather than environmental destruction’ (Barry and
Eckersley 2005a: x). Hence, although sections of the proceeding account of
instrumentalism are inevitably short of environmental content, their broader
implications legitimise their inclusion here. Moreover, instrumentalism represents an
1deal starting point, as it provides a state-centred context within which to introduce
and examine several debates of wider relevance to the thesis. In particular, it acts as a
platform from which to examine the ecological credentials (or lack thereof) of
capitalism; the forms of environmentalism advocated by the capitalist class;
questions of structure versus agency; and the impact of globalisation on the state.
And by allowing an early stance to be taken on such issues, instrumentalism enables

several theoretical markers to be put down which set the context for many of the

debates pursued in later chapters.

Due to the wealth of relevant research conducted in the US and UK, the account of
instrumentalism outlined here focuses on these two countries. There is evidence,
however, that the trends it identifies are present in other western states (see Stokman
et al. 1985). The account starts with an examination of the concept of the capitalist
class — a concept central to the instrumentalist case — and details how it has

developed over time. It then outlines the various mechanisms which instrumentalists
believe serve to integrate the capitalist class, and the manner in which such
mechanisms are deemed to assist in the forging of a coherent capitalist class position

on the environment. The chapter then moves on to examine the means through which

the capitalist class is said to ‘capture’ or ‘instrumentalise’ the state. It looks at the
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ability of this class to ‘colonise’ the state and, more specifically, its capacity to
colonise those positions within the state that are central to the formulation of

environmental policy.

Following this, the impact of globalisation is factored into the account. A section is
devoted to looking at the transnationalisation of the capitalist class and its integrative
mechanisms. An account is then given of the rise of transnational environmental
policy networks and the effect this has had in facilitating the convergence of business
around a particular conceptualisation of sustainable development. And finally, within
the context of globalisation, a section examines and refutes the claims of

hyperglobalists regarding the ‘retreat’ or ‘end’ of the state.

As noted above, the key environmental implication of the capitalist class’s capacity
to instrumentalise the state lies in the environmental credentials of the particular
mode of production it seeks to use the state to maintain ~ capitalism. This being the
case, a substantial section is also devoted to outlining the ecological Marxist critique
of capitalism. And finally, the last section of the chapter examines Nicos Poulantzas’
critique of instrumentalism, and Miliband in particular, and questions whether a lack
of structural considerations fatally wounds the instrumental case. It is argued here
that Poulantzas himself goes too far in sacrificing agency on the alter of structural
determinism. However, this does not rescue instrumentalism from the fact that
structuralism limits the claims it can make, that objective structural forces limit the
agency of state elites. This sets the argument for the next chapter which aims to
examine these forces and the limits they place on the ability of the state to pursue
environmental policies within a capitalist society. However, before any of this, a

section dealing with the views of Marx towards the state is necessary as an

introduction to the next two chapters.

1.1 Marx and the Capitalist State

It 1s an oft observed fact that Marx never forwarded a comprehensive analysis of the

state. Through letters to Ferdinand Lassalle (Feb 22, 1858), Engels (Apr 2, 1858) and
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Joseph Wedermeyer (Feb 2, 1859) we know that such a task was planned as part of
an ambitious programme of work to be undertaken throughout the late 1850s and
1860s, but of this only Volume I of Capital was ever completed (Miliband 1977: 1-
2). Instead, as Jessop (1990: 25) points out, ‘his work on the state comprises a
fragmented and unsystematic series of philosophical reflections, contemporary
history, journalism and incidental remarks’. However, Marx’s fleeting remarks on
the subject provide the raw materials from which various nascent theories of the state
can be gleaned. It is therefore useful to examine Marx’s comments on the state in the

early sections of this chapter, as his ideas form much of the battleground upon which

contemporary Marxists are still engaged.

One approach to the state evident in Marx’s work can be extricated from the
deterministic sociology espoused in passages of The German Ideology (1845-46),
The Communist -Manifesto (1848), The Poverty of Philosophy (1847) and the
‘preface’ to A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy (1859). Here the
state, and indeed the entire juridicio-political ‘superstructure’ of society, is viewed as
surface reflections, often distorted, of the economic ‘base’ (See Marx [1859] 1992:
425-426). For example, property and contract law are viewed as legal expressions of
relations of production; political struggles within the state are viewed as obscured
reflections of real class struggle; whilst class struggle outside the state reflect the
contradictions inherent between relations and forces of production (Jessop 1982: 9;
1990: 26). At its most extreme, this position is guilty of the worst form of
economism, implying as it does that the state is a pure epiphenomenon of the
economic base and therefore incapable of any degree of autonomy. As Jessop notes,
such a view ‘implies that there is a perfect correspondence between juridicio-political

relations and economic relations or, at best, some sort of lead or lag between them’
(Jessop 1990: 27).

In Volume 3 of Capital (1893) Marx introduces a more overtly functionalist
language, stressing the coordinating role played by the state in organising the
division of labour. Irrespective of whether the ruling class controls the state, it is

nevertheless structurally designed to ensure the optimal conditions for capital
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accumulation. Such comments anticipate the view that the state functions as a factor
of social cohesion. Evidence of this position can be found in The German Ideology,
where Marx and Engels point out that the existence of the state predates the
development of class antagonism, as it emerges out of the need for an institution
capable of managing the common affairs of the members of the gentile society
(Jessop 1982: 17). Within the ‘classic’ Marxist texts, Engels gives this position the
most attention in The Origins of the Family, Property and the State ([1884] 1942);

however, it is with the work of Nicos Poulantzas (1968; 1978) that it is given its most

comprehensive exposition.

An approach which is more prevalent within Marx’s writings, however, is to view
the state as an instrument of class rule. In its voluntarist form this is taken to mean
that the state serves the interests of the ruling class as a direct result of it being under
the control of that class. Marx and Engels’s ([1848] 1985: 82) claim that ‘the
executive of the modern state is but a committee for managing the common affairs of

the whole bourgeoisie’ is most commonly cited as evidence of their subscription to

this view.

b

A purely instrumental approach tends to view the state as being class-neutral,
implying that it can be utilised effectively by any social class capable of gaining
control of it. It therefore also denies the state any significant autonomy, although this
time economic determinism is swapped for class determinism. Where the wishes of
short-sighted individual capitalists or fractions of capital are a threat to the long-term
interests of capital in general the state may intervene against the former and in favour

of the later. However, this autonomy is only autonomy within the scope of the long-

term interest of the ruling class.

The 1nstrumental approach found favour particularly within the Marxist-Leninist
literature. Lenin himself referred to the state as ‘the instrument for the exploitation of

wage-labour by capital’ and commented that state personnel are bound to the ruling
class by ‘a thousand threads’ (Lenin [1917] 1971:17). However, Lenin at times

moves beyond a pure form of instrumentalism when emphasising that state
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intervention and forms of political representation have an effect on class struggle
itself. For Lenin, the: modern democratic republic represents the ideal shell for
capitalism. Such structural observations led him to reject the neutrality of the state
and instead stress the need to replace it with a direct form of democracy (see Held,
1989). For Lenin the state was an instrument which in its current form could only be

wielded by the capitalist class.

A more subtle but less developed approach to the state can be found in Marx’s
historical writings on French contemporary politics, Class Struggles in France
(1850) and The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte (1852). In these works
Marx introduces the idea that the state is capable of achieving relative autonomy
from any specific class in situations where there is a balance of class forces. In such
circumstances the state can act as the arbiter of class conflict. In The Eighteenth
Brumaire, Marx examines Louis Napoleon Bonaparte’s rise to power and the
attendant centralisation of power with the executive. Crucially, Marx emphasises that
this development saw power wrenched away from both civil society and the
bourgeoisie’s political representatives. In situations such as this the state may

become a ‘parasitic body’, imbued with a degree of autonomy sufficient enough to
allow 1t to pursue its own private interests. However, again putting the ‘relative’ in
relative autonomy, Marx stresses that the capitalist state is always constrained by its
dependence upon the economy for the material resources upon which it survives. It

must therefore generate policies consistent with the continued reproduction of capital

accumulation and therefore the general objectives of the bourgeoisie.

Neo-institutionalists (see in particular Skocpol 1985; and Block 1987) have made
various claims to the effect that Marx never dealt with the various institutional modes
through which power is exercised and therefore the extent to which the state as an
independent variable influences political, social and economic phenomena. However,
a more careful reading of Marx’s more historical works reveals him to have been
keenly aware that the difference between holding nominal and real power within the
state depends upon the particular balance of forces between its various branches. In

order for a particular class to gain decisive control over the state it must control those
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institutional branches of the state within which real power is vested (for an overview

of this debate see Codato and Perssinotto 2002).

As noted above, various theoretical schools have developed from Marx’s remarks on
the state. This chapter and the next chart these strands of thought and question what

relevance they have for green political theory. This chapter concentrates on the

instrumentalist view of the state.

1.2 Miliband and the Instrumentalist Approach

Interest in the instrumental approach to the state was revived by Ralph Miliband in
the late sixties and early seventies (Miliband 1969; 1970; 1973). For Miliband (1977:
66) ‘In the politics of Marxism, there is no institution which is nearly as important as
the state’. As emphasised in the introduction to his The State in Capitalist Society
(1969), Miliband’s original polemical concern was with the pluralist view of the state
which was gaining orthodoxy at the time. Probably the most important theorist in this
movement is Robert Dahl (1957; 1961), whose empirical investigations led him to
view the competition between diverse interests as a source of democratic equilibrium
that ensures power is disaggregated and non-cumulative. Miliband on the other hand,
although using a similar methodology, involving power structure research, positional
analysis and social analysis, used it to generate specifically Marxist results. In what
i1s probably as concise a summary of the instrumentalist position as achievable,
Miliband (1969: 23) states that ‘the “ruling class™ of capitalist society is that class
which owns and controls the means of production and which 1s able, by virtue of the
economic power thus conferred upon it, to use the state as its instrument for the
domination of society’. By breaking this quote down we can identify three areas of
research central to the instrumentalist case. First, instrumentalists must prove the
existence of a relatively unified capitalist class which owns and controls the means of
production; second, they must identify the mechanisms which enable this class to

control the state; and third, they must explain the manner and extent to which state
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policies serve the interests of the capitalist class. The following sections examine

these areas in order to assess instrumentalist claims.

1.2.1 The Capitalist Class

Reports of the demise of class in advanced capitalist societies have become
increasingly prevalent over the last 35 years or so, and there are reasons why one
may be forgiven for viewing such claims as at least plausible. The last few decades
witnessed the contraction and fragmentation of the industrial working class and the
attendant decimation of the traditional labour movement; the marked and mutually
antagonistic division between the dominant and subordinate classes has been blurred
by the growth of the middle-classes; and capitalist class dominance has been
challenged by the rise of a professional managerial stratum. Within the context of the
instrumentalist view of the state, this last claim is most pertinent. Without a coherent
capitalist class to talk of, the instrumentalist view of the state would disintegrate. It 1s
unsurprising then that, for instrumentalists, rumours concerning the death of the

capitalist class have been greatly exaggerated.

This, of course, is not to say that the capitalist class has remained unchanged
throughout the development of capitalism. In Britain the rise of industrial capitalism
in the 19* century removed the centrality of land to economic production and thus
shifted the base from which the capitalist class derived its economic power. Small
industrial companies took the strain until their dominance was itself extinguished by
the trend towards the monopolisation of both industry and finance. Barrow reports
that in the US the vast bulk of capitalist economic activity is now concentrated in the
fifty largest financial institutions, and the five hundred largest non-financial
corporations (Barrow 2002: 14). Similarly, in the UK just 140 companies were
responsible for half of the economy’s manufacturing output in 1970, whereas in 1914
it took 2000 companies to produce the same amount; and in 1976 a mere 87

companies accounted for over half of British exports (Coates 1989: 22). These trends
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are also replicated at the global level, with the Fortune 500, the worlds 500 largest
corporations, responsible for 42% of global GNP in 1990 (Rowell 1996: 74).

It is not without good reason, then, that Miliband, and indeed the vast majority of
those operating within the instrumentalist paradigm, view the corporation as the
point of departure when attempting to define the capitalist class. As Miliband
explains in the above quote, in Marxist terms, the capitalist class is comprised of
those who own and control the major productive resources in society. Given that
corporations clearly qualify as the major productive forces in society, it is reasonable
for Miliband to define the ruling class as those who own and control such companies.
As Barrow explains, the capitalist class is ‘an overlapping economic network of
authority based on institutional position (i.e., management) and property relations
(1.e., ownership) (Barrow 2002: 15).

Barrow’s quote would seem to sum up the concept of the capitalist class nicely.
However, there have been important transformations in the structure of the business
enterprise which have thrown up legitimate questions regarding the continued
conceptual validity of the capitalist class. The replacement of small-scale with
massive-scale business enterprises —~ a symptom of the movement towards monopoly
capitalism — necessitated a change in the traditional structures of ownership. As Scott
explains, ‘as the enterprise grows in size it requires more capital than can be
provided by one individual or family, and the legal forms of ownership become
fetters on its further growth’ (Scott 1997: 24). The requirement of massive capital
investment rendered individual or family ownership unviable. No longer could the
development and expansion of the enterprise be wholly dependent upon the personal
wealth of such a limited group. The solution to this problem was the corporation, or
joint stock enterprise, which by opening up investment opportunities to anyone
willing and able, enabled companies to draw from a wider net of disposable wealth.
Those who invest in the wealth of the company by purchasing a ‘share’ of its total
capital are entitled to a'dividend income in proportion to the level of their
investment. However, whereas with the individually owned capitalist enterprise the

entreprencurial capitalist is the legal owner of all aspects of the business assets,
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‘shareholders’ no longer have effective possession of the means of production.

Rather, the corporation itself attains a legal existence and ownership of the business’s

assets.

Along with the legal separation of share ownership from the effective ownership of
the means of production, there was an attendant break in the direct link between
ownership and effective control due to major transformations in the share ownership
demographic. Share holdings are increasingly dispersed amongst large numbers of
investors with relatively small shares per head. With this dispersal it becomes
logistically 1mpossible for shareholders to play a hands-on role in the day-to-day
running of the company. This job is undertaken by a board of directors and
managers, the composition of which is decided by the majority vote of shareholders.
For Berle and Means ([1932] 1947) and Bell (1961), such developments constituted a
‘'managerial revolution’ in which owners had relinquished their position as the
dominant class to this non-propertied managerial stratum. This came about because
the dispersal of shareholdings also makes it difficult to mobilise the majority of
shares 1nto an organised and coordinated block capable of exercising any effective

control over these directors. As Scott (1997: 31) explains, ‘the mass of shareholders

can no longer be regarded as ‘capitalist’ in the strict sense, as they have merely a
beneficial, and very small, interest in the affairs of the companies of which they are

the nominal owners’. Managers in such situations are able to break from the control

of shareholders and plough their own furrow so to speak.

To recap, then, the managerialist argument states that the diffusion of share holdings
has undermined the validity of ownership of the means of production as an indicator
of class position, and has effectively decoupled ownership from corporate control,
which now resides in the hands of a propertyless managerial stratum. There are a
number of responses instrumentalists make to these claims. Although the decline of
individual and family ownership has been exaggerated somewhat (Bottomore 1989;
Scott 1997), it is clear that such forms of ownership are no longer the norm in a
capitalist economy. However, Bottomore (1989: 5) notes that ‘studies of modern

corporations have shown that although there is diffusion of share ownership a few
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large shareholders are normally able to exert effective control’. Baran and Sweezy
(1966: 35) supplement this with the observation that managers themselves are often

among the largest shareholders (Mills 1956 also arrives at this conclusion).

These observations may be buttressed by a further set of arguments which stress the

more indirect ways in which the propertied class converts its personal wealth into
corporate control. John Scott (1997: 311) emphasises the ability of the capitalist class

to monopolise the benefits of the education system:

Personal wealth allows the purchase of education; and it is education and

the social connections that it brings that are the key to a business career
for executive and financial capitalists. The connection between property
and privilege allows the connection between capital and class to be
sustained, despite the extended separation that exists between the

mechanisms responsible for them. (Scott 1997: 311)

In the UK between 1939 and 1970 the proportion of directors sitting on the boards of

the large clearing banks who had a public school education rose from 68.2% to
79.9%, with 60.4% of these directors being drawn from an Oxbridge background in

1970 (Scott 1997: 293). A similar correlation can be drawn in the US with regards to

the Ivy League universities, which are highly exclusive and act as a gateway to a

corporate career (Soares 2007).

By ensuring their children enter the top educational establishments, the capitalist
class are ensuring that they mix in the appropriate social circles and establish the

contacts necessary for a future in business. Private social clubs also fulfil this

function and allow for the passing on of class values, beliefs and traditions. Their

class-based exclusivity is secured by expensive initiation fees and annual dues, along
with rigorous screening processes involving interviews with membership committees
and often requiring nominations and letters of recommendation from existing

members. Domhoff (2006: 59) reports that a case study of the highly exclusive

Bohemian Club, located 75 miles North of San Francisco, found that, of a list of
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1,144 Californian corporations, 24% had at least one director who was a guest at its
1991 annual two-week retreat. The figure for the top 100 corporations outside of
California was 42% (see also Domhoff 1975). Kono et al. (1998) find that in the US
the recruitment of non-executive directors is similarly mediated by club membership,
a finding also reached by Useem (1984, see Table 1.1).

Table 1.1 Percentage of corporate directors who are members of at least one

exclusive social club, by inner-circle location.

Number of large- British Clubs

company A est. B est. American clubs
directorships

One 24.6% 8.9% 10.9%
Two 41.4% 26.5% 31.5%
Three or more 37.4% 31.8% 46.9%

Source: Useem (1984: 65).

For the managerialist argument to undermine the instrumentalist position would
require the corporate elite to draw its membership from a diverse class background.

This would demonstrate that with the surrender of ownership individual
entrepreneurs and wealthy families have simultaneously surrendered control of the
means of production. What the above arguments demonstrate for instrumentalists,

however, is that the capitalist class retains its control over the means of production,

even if this is now mediated by the use of social mechanisms such as the education

system.

There 1s a common distinction made within Marxist literature between a class-in-
itself and a class-for-itself. The former is deemed to be a group whose members share
a similar objective position in relation to the process of production. The latter, in
addition to this, are conscious of the shared interests that arise from this similarity of
objective position: they have a shared subjectivity or class-consciousness. It is vital to
the instrumentalist case that the capitalist class may be viewed as a class-for-itself — a

class with a consciousness of its shared interests. If this were not the case then the
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coherence of arguments pertaining to capitalist class (singular) domination of the
state would be under threat. It is also vital that it is able to act as a class. It must be
able to formulate and act upon policy positions and strategies which are articulations

of class-wide interests. This section outlines several factors which instrumentalists

believe facilitate this process.

The first factor which some instrumentalists highlight as engendering corporate
integration harks back to the shared educational and social background of these elite
actors. As Matthew Bond (2007: 60-61) notes, a social capital approach explains
how shared social background acts to ‘facilitate trust and allow [corporate actors] to
take coordinated action that benefits each firm, which they would not be able to take
if the directors came from different social backgrounds’. Integration is further
facilitated by the structure of corporate networks. Financial institutions have
Increasingly become major shareholders in other companies. Table 1.2 shows how
such companies have increased their share of the overall US corporate stock from
6.7% in 1900 to 34.7% in 1978; by 1990 this had risen to 53.3% (Scott 1997: 66).

Similar trends are in evidence in the UK where in 1979 58% of listed ordinary shares

were owned by financial institutions (Coates 1989: 26).

Table 1.2 Beneficial ownership of US company shares (1900-1978)
% of corporate stock held by each category

Type of holder 1900 1939 1974 1978
Bank-managed trusts 4.3 12.9 11.1 8.9
Pension funds | - 0.2 9.9 13.6
Investment companies - 1.2 5.4 3.5
Life insurance 0.5 0.6 3.5 3.4
companies

Other financials 1.9 2.1 3.3 5.3
Totals 6.7 17.0 33.3 34.7

Source. Scott (1997: 67)

This allows such institutions to have a direct influence on groups of corporations.

However, this is not the only manner in which they facilitate corporate integration.
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Financial institutions also derive power from their ability to control the flow of
finance capital, without which production companies cannot survive. Indeed, for
Mintz and Schwarz (1985) and Glasberg (1992), the ability of financial institutions to
influence other corporations through the loans system secures them a hegemonic
position within domestic economies. They represent the focal point of a corporate

structure capable of generating a ‘commonality of interest’ (Mintz 1989: 215): the
major regional banks organise capital allocation at the regional level, according to
where their interests are located, while, as Mintz (1989: 218) notes, ‘local
orientations are transcended by the function of the major insurance companies which

link the regions into a coherent whole’.

Another important factor believed by instrumentalists to generate corporate cohesion
is the ‘interlocking directorate’, which exists whenever a stable network of
overlapping directors are identified among a group of corporations. These interlocks
are channels of communication, allowing multiple directors to transmit information
from one board to another. Where there is a capital relation between the companies,
as 18 the case between financial institutions and non-financial corporations, they may
also constitute relations of power, acting as ‘a means through which one enterprise is
able to dbnﬁnate the affairs of ;nother’ E(Scott 1997: 7). This goes some way to
explaining why when there is evidence of a stable interlocking directorate, and

therefore a grouping of corporate enterprises, one or more dominant financial

institutions will normally be central to this group.

Useem (1984) ascribes special significance to these multiple directors, a group which

he calls the ‘inner circle’. As he explains:

Central members of the inner circle are both top officers of large firms
and directors of several other large corporations operating in diverse
environments. Though defined by their corporate positions, the members
of the 1nner circle constitute a distinct, semi-autonomous network, one
that transcends company, regional, sectoral, and other politically divisive

fault lines within the corporate community. (Useem 1984: 3)
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The fact that this group of multiple directors transcends various possible cleavages
within the capitalist class enables it to act as what Mintz (1989: 213) terms ‘an
effective organising element within the elite’. Such a group is able to mediate
between financial and non-financial corporations, between competing intra-regional

non-financial corporations and between owners and directors where the two are
combined in the manner identified above by Baran and Sweezy (1966). It is their
ability to think beyond the narrow interests of the individual corporation that enables

them to lend cohesion to the actions of the corporate elite.

Perhaps the most important mechanism for integrating the corporate elite, though, 1s
the corporate policy-planning network. These networks are composed of think tanks,
foundations and policy-discussion groups, which are, in large part, funded by
corporate interests, and whose directors and trustees are, to a large degree, drawn
from the corporate elite. As Domhoff (1978: 61) explains ‘it is within the policy
process that the various sectors of the business community transcend their interest-

group consciousness and develop an overall class consciousness’.

Policy-discussion groups are the foci of these networks and the key means through
which the corporate elite are able to forge policy stances on national issues — stances
that are more likely to reflect the interests of the elite as a whole rather than the

narrow 1nterests of particular corporations. As Domhoff (2006: 80) explains, policy-

discussion organisations:

are non-partisan groups that bring together corporate executives, lawyers,
academic experts, university administrators, government officials, and
media specialists to talk about such general problems as foreign aid,
trade, taxes, and environmental policies. Using discussion groups of
varying sizes, these organisations provide informal and off-the-record
meeting grounds in which differences of opinion on various issues can be

aired and the arguments of specialists can be heard.
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Think-tanks, on the other hand, are where ‘The deepest and most critical thinking
within the policy-making network takes place’ (Domhoff 2006: 87). They are non-
profit organisations which employ academics amenable to the corporate agenda in
order to generate the policy ideas which will be further scrutinised in policy
discussion groups. Think-tanks are normally involved in identifying and re-
packaging existing research rather than undertaking original research themselves. As
Desai (1994) puts it, referring to the Institute of Economic Affairs’ description of
itself, they are ‘second-hand dealers in ideas’. Their integrative capacity stems from
the fact that, by receiving funding from multiple donors, they are in a sense forced to
produce findings which are in the interests of the corporate community in general
rather than those of a particular company. As Andrew Austin (2002: 79) comments,
“They produce knowledge designed to raise and align the political consciousness of
the capitalist class’. In the US think-tanks are particularly important to the process of
generating policy consensus due to the fact that in the US political parties do not play
as active a role in policy development as in other industrial countries and generally

lack 1deological coherence (Beder 2002: 83). -

Prominent examples of think-tanks which have worked to forge a coherent corporate
position on environmental issues include the Heritage Foundation, the American
Enterprise Institute, the Cato Institute and the George C. Marshall Institute. To take
one of these as an example: the Cato Institute is a libertarian think-tank which,

according to its web-site, is committed to the ‘traditional American principles’ of

limited government, individual liberty and free markets (www.cato.org). It has
produced a variety of anti-environmentalist literature which, for example, questions
the reality of global warming (Michaels 1992), presents the International Panel on
Climate Change’s (IPCC) projections on global warming as a ‘fix’ (Michaels and
Balling, Jr. 2000), argues the benefits of global warming (Moore 1998), attacks the
use of state regulation in ensuring environmental protection (Delong 2002) and

defends the use of free markets in solving environmental problems (Segerfeldt 20035;

Goklany 2007). The Cato Institute is funded by a number of major corporations,
including Amoco, ARCO and Dow Chemical (Hammond 1997).
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1.2.2 Capturing the State

The above discussion outlines the manner in which, for instrumentalists, similarities
in social background, the structure of the corporate network, interlocking directorates
and the corporate policy-planning network serve to integrate the capitalist elite. It is
now vital to outline the means by which this class is able to control the state. Two

broad strategies are outlined in this section: colonisation and lobbying.

The most direct means by which the capitalist class secures its control over the state
i1s through its colonisation of the state. For Miliband, the state is explicitly capitalist
in its class composition. A substantial body of evidence has been generated which
lends credence to this view (see, inter alia, Mills 1956; Burch 1980, 1981; Domhoff
2006). Overlaps between the corporate elite and the legislative, executive and
judicial branches of the state are especially pronounced in the US. Miliband (1969:
53) notes that of the total number of US cabinet members between 1889 and 1949,
more that 60% were businessmen of some form. An update of these figures confirms
the continuation of capitalist class influence. The current president, George W. Bush
comes from a family with intimate connections with the oil industry and was founder
and CEO of the Bush Exploration Oil and Gas Company between 1975 and 1986,
while vice president Dick Cheney was CEO of the oil services company Halliburton
from 1995-2000. Of the 20 remaining cabinet ranking officials, 60% have served
major corporations or financial institutions at board level. The legislative branch of
the state’s governmental apparatus is also heavily colonised by the capitalist class.
As Robert Reich (2001), former labour secretary in the Clinton administration, stated
iIn The New York Times: ‘There is no longer any countervailing power in
Washington. Business is in complete control of the machinery of government. The
House, the Senate and the White House are all run by business-friendly Republicans
who are deeply indebted to American business for their electoral victories’.
Donations to the electoral campaigns of individual candidates and political parties

are a vitally important component of the capitalist class’s strategy for ensuring that

these ‘right people’ get into political office. Julian Borger (2001), writing in The

32



Guardian, notes that for the 2000 US election the Bush campaign received, inter
alia, $25.6 million from bank and credit-card firms, $25.4 million from Oil and Gas
companies, $17.8 million from pharmaceutical firms, $4.2 million from airlines, $3.2

million from timber companies and $2.6 million from the mining sector.

Similar patterns of colonisation can be discerned in the UK. In 1994 135
Conservative MPs held 287 directorships and 146 consultancies between them, with
29 Labour MPs holding 60 directorships and 43 consultancies (Rowell, 1996: 78).
Moreover, the peerage process has acted as a route for corporate leaders to access
parliament’s second chamber; indeed, at the time of writing, the current Labour
executive has recently been subject to a police investigation over claims that 1t
swelled its coffers by swapping cash-for-honours. It must be emphasised, however,
that the peerage system is set to change as a result of the proposed reforms to the
House of Lords (see Kelso 2006). The process can also work in reverse, though: MPs
deemed to be loyal to corporate interests are often rewarded with directorships when
they step down from the legislative assembly. As Rowell (1996: 79) comments, ‘the

revolving door just keeps on spinning in a synergistic relationship that both parties

profit from’.

Shifting the focus to the environment, there is plenty of evidence that corporate elites
have been able to colonise positions of particular relevance to the formulation and
direction of environmental policy. George A. Gonzalez (2001) notes the appointment
of Gifford Pinchot and Stephen Mather — two prominent members of the corporate
elite and active members of corporate policy-planning networks — to director
positions within the US Forest service and the National Park Service at the time of
their inception. In a detailed study of these agencies Gonzalez demonstrates that: “As
a result of Pinchot’s and Mather’s appointments, ideas developed within their
respective networks were incorporated into the public policies of both the forest and
park services’ (Gonzalez 2001: 18). In a more contemporary vein, Bush senior’s
appointment of William Reilly as the head of the Environmental Protection Agency

(EPA), although applauded by ‘official’ mainstream environmentalists, was not free

of corporate influence. Reilly’s environmental stripes were earned through his
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involvement with the Conservation Foundation and its offshoot, Clean Sites Inc — an
organisation considered by more grassroots environment groups to be little more than
a ‘willing cover for corporate interests ... helping corporations minimise their
liability for waste-site cleanups’ (Tokar 1997: 22). He was also director of both the
Environmental Defence Fund and the Conservative Fund, organisations which are
exponents of what Mark Dowie (1995) terms ‘third wave environmentalism’, a
central tenet of which is the notion that ‘all non-fraudulent businesses and industries
deserve to exist, even if their technologies or products are irreversibly degrading to
the environment (Dowie 1995: 108). Similarly, George W. Bush’s appointment of
Gale A. Norton as Secretary of the Interior, a position she held from 2001-2006,
further demonstrates the instrumental linkage which exists between corporate elites
and influential positions within the state. As Austin (2002: 72) notes, ‘Pairing Norton
with the cabinet level post directly concerned with conservation and protection of the
natural environment was a bold and potentially divisive move by the new president’
— bold and divisive because of her connections with the corporate elite. Norton was
senior council at Brownstein, Hyatt, Farber and Strickland, a firm noted for
representing the key petroleum interests. She also received funding from
corporations such as Amoco, ARCO and the CMA during her period as research
fellow at the Political Economy Research Centre; however, it is her position as
founder and former chair of the Council of Republicans for Environmental Advocacy

(CREA) which most solidly demonstrates her corporate connections. The CREA is
funded by mining, chemical and chlorine industries such as the Chemical
Manufactures Association and the National Coal Council, and whose steering group
1s comprised of various prominent lobbyists for these industries (Austin 2002). In the
UK, on the other hand, Gordon Brown has recently appointed Digby Jones as life
peer and minister in the Department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform
— the department responsible for energy policy (Monbiot 2007). Jones was director-
general of the Confederation of Business and Industry from 2001-2006 which, during

this tenure, called for road taxes to be abolished and for the climate change levy to be

frozen.
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A look at the composition of pressure groups also reveals the extent of the overlap
between economic and political elites. For example, The National Wilderness
Institute — a US pressure group founded by the Hardwood Manufacturers Association
— has had several prominent political figures sit on its General Council, including
members of the Senate, such as Steven D. Symms and Larry Craig (both R-Idaho);
and members of Congress, including Charles H. Taylor (R-North Carolina), Richard
Pombo (R-California) and Dan Young (R-Arkansas) (Austin 2002).

Critics of the instrumentalist approach have claimed that its proponents, in outlining
such a close relationship between the capitalist class and the political elite, are
culpable of suggesting that the state is incapable of acting contrary to the interests of
the capitalist class. If this were the case, they would therefore be unable to explain
instances where other classes have made significant impacts on the policy agenda.
However, as Barrow (1993: 26) points out, such a criticism confuses the theory of
Instrumentalism with its empirical findings, and ignores the fact that viewing the
class character of state actors as vitally important presupposes the analytical
separation of class and state. This opens up the possibility that if non-capitalist
parties were able to seize control of the state they would be able to direct its power
towards realising their own goals. This form of critique also over-exaggerates the
empirical claims made by proponents of the instrumentalist approach. It is important
to note the distinction Miliband makes between governing and ruling. Governing
entails the day-to-day decision making and running of the state, whereas to rule is to
have wultimate control. Miliband emphasises that the state is composed of five
institutional clusters, or elements: the governmental apparatus, the administrative
apparatus, the coercive apparatus, the judicial apparatus and sub central governments
(Miliband 1969: 49-53). What is required to gain ultimate control of any state
depends upon its own particular institutional form. In a state where the executive is
particularly weak, for example, governmental power is uncoupled from state power
and needs to be supplemented with control over other elements. Thus, socialist
control over the executive has not necessarily enabled them to control the state as a

whole, with the flip side of this being that the capitalist class has generally not

‘assumed the major share of government’ (Miliband 1969: 55), yet has maintained
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ultimate control of the state. As Barrow points out, it is better to think of state control
as being ‘the degree to which members of the capitalist class control the state
apparatus through interlocking positions in the governmental, administrative,

coercive, and other apparatuses’ (Barrow 2002: 17, emphasis added).

Due to the fact that the capitalist class’s colonisation of the state is imperfect, it is
vital that it operates within the political system to influence state managers.
Lobbying is central to this task; indeed, it is often the case that corporate actors
expend a greater amount of capital on lobbying activities than on campaign finance.
Dombhoff (2006: 174) reports that the top 20 defence contractors in the US spent
$400 million on lobbying between 1997 and 2003, compared with only $46 million
on campaign contributions during the same period. The institutions of the policy-
planning network play an important role here, beyond their integrative function, by
seeking to influence government and the policy agenda. Policy-discussion groups,
“Through such avenues as books, journals, policy statements press releases and
speakers ... influence the climate of opinion in both Washington and the country at

large’ (Dombhoff 2006: 90). Beder (2002: 75) similarly notes that think-tanks:

insinuate themselves into the networks of people who are influential in
particular areas of policy by publishing books, briefing papers, journals
and media releases for policy-makers, journalists and people able to sway
those policy-makers. They liaise with bureaucrats, consultants, interest
groups, lobbyists and others, and seek to provide advice directly to the
government officials in policy networks and to government agencies and

committees, through consultancies or through giving testimony at

hearings.

For example, the Institute of Economic Affairs and the Centre for Policy Studies,
which was founded by Keith Joseph, were particularly influential in shaping the

economic policy of the Thatcher government in the UK.
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With regards to environmental issues, the manner in which the corporate community
in the US was able to mould the 1990 amendments to the Clean Air Act stands out as
an example of its ability to ‘instrumentalise’ the state through lobbying and
colonisation. Over 100 businesses organised themselves into the Clean Air Working
Group (CAWG), which ‘served as a mechanism for business to resolve disputes
among themselves and to present the consensus proposals to the administration and
congress’ (Gonzalez 2001: 102). The substantial resources of its members were then
utilised to lobby Congress — activities which were greatly assisted by the positioning
of business sympathisers to vital roles within the policy-making process. For
example, President Bush’s ‘tribunal’, which was responsible for the formulation of
the clean air legislation, was composed of James D. Watkins, Energy Secretary and
director of power companies, Southern California Edison and Philadelphia Electric;
Richard G. Darman, director of the Office of Management and Budget and director
of the power company, AES Corporation; and the aforementioned William Reilly,
head of the EPA (Gonzalez 2001: 103). The House Energy and Commerce
Committee, on the other hand, which was responsible for formulating those
provisions of the act relating to automobile and fuel emissions, was chaired by John
Dingell (D-Michigan), a known ally of the automobile industry. The Center for
Responsive Politics (CRP) show; Dignali’s top three contributors to be from this
industry, contributing over £100,000 between them (CRP nd.).

The opposition to the CAWG came in the form of another umbrella organisation, the
National Clean Air Coalition (NCAC), which included environmental groups, church
groups, civic groups, public health groups and labour unions. The clean air ‘issue
network’ was therefore not solely composed of business interests, but also public
interest groups. As Gonzalez (2001: 103) notes, ‘Consequently, if the pluralist or
state autonomy/issue network models represent an accurate depiction of the
policymaking process, the final legislative result should represent a meaningful
compromise between the view of these competing organizations’. This, however,
was not the case: ‘the national regulatory regime established under the 1990 Clean

AIr Act reflected strongly the policy preferences of those segments of the corporate

community affected by the new regulatory regime’. For example, with regards
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automobile emissions, rather than demanding increases in the use of alternative fuels
or of gasoline additives — solutions which threaten the oil industry’s lucrative
gasoline market — the Clean Air Act focuses on lowering automobile emissions
through the introduction and development of technologies such as catalytic
converters. This solution is sub-optimal from the point of view of lowering overall
emissions, as it takes some time for new models to replace older, more polluting
ones. Similarly, with regards industrial pollution, rather than employing direct
taxation, the Clean Air Act supports a permit trading system, which is ineffectual
and, in Gonzalez’s (2001: 111) words, ‘conforms to the corporate view of a
regulatory regime’ (see Tokar 1997: 37-41; and Sarkar 1999: 140-147 for a critique
of such methods). Moreover, in addition to being able to significantly influence the
style of regulation advocated, business was able to puncture the legislation with
‘forty pages of exceptions, extensions, and other loopholes’ (Domhoff 2006: 175).
And lobbying activities did not cease with the passing of the bill. The Environmental
Working Group (EWG 1997) reported that, between 1995 and 1997, ‘major
companies that will have to control pollution under newly approved Clean Air Act
regulations contributed $12.2 million to members of the U.S. House of
Representatives’; and that ‘Campaign gifts from polluting companies were nearly
three times greater to House sponsors of a bill to delay pollution controls compared
to House members who do not cosponsor’. Lobbing attention was also directed at the
EPA as business sought to impede effective regulation. As a result, by 1998 the EPA

had managed to issue standards on less than ten hazardous chemicals (Domhoff
2006: 175).

This provides us with a comprehensive account of the core components of the
instrumentalist argument. Thus far, however, the discussion has focused on national
bourgeoisies, and has discussed their actions solely in terms of the impact they have
on the nation-states within whose sovereign boundaries they reside. The following
section, on the other hand, examines the effect globalisation has had on the form and
accuracy of such arguments. It looks at the impact globalisation has had on the

process of class formation and on what some have argued is the appearance of a

transnational capitalist class (TCC). This provides a context within which to examine
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the form of environmentalism propagated by such a class. And finally, the impact
globalisation has had on the sovereignty of the state is explored in order that the

continuing relevance of the state as a subject of analysis may be assessed.

1.3 Globalisation, Class and the State

Any Marxist theory of class starts from an analysis of the economy. As Marx ([1847]
2006) explained: ‘[The] social relations between the producers, and the conditions
under which they exchange their activities and share in the total act of production,
will naturally vary according to the character of the means of production’. In recent
times, this model of class formation has been employed to examine the effects of
globalisation on the make-up of the capitalist class. In a world of national economies
all aspects of the circuit of capital were contained within national borders. However,
in a rapidly globalising world, production practices, the placement of resulting
commodities and the profits generated, are to an increasing degree globally
dispersed. For Robinson, ‘the globalization of production and the extensive and
intensive enlargement of capitalism in recent decades constitute the material basis for

the process of transnational class formation’ (Robinson 2004: 54).

This transnational capitalist class (TCC), as we would expect, is deemed to comprise
the owners of transnational capital, and in particular transnational corporations
(TNCs) and private financial institutions. Sklair (1997: 521) notes that members of
this class tend to have ‘outward-orientated global rather than inward-orientated
national perspectives on a variety of issues’, as befits a class whose interests lie in
global over national accumulation. The mechanisms of class integration highlighted
above are claimed by supporters of the transnational-capitalist-class-thesis to have
been replicated at the international level. Transnationally interlocking directorships
are increasingly prevalent, facilitating communication between owners and managers
of TNCs, and thereby creating ‘mutual trust, the potential [for one company to]

monitor or even to exercise control over another company, and a common identity

that shapes the members’ behaviour more than their national identities’ (Nollert
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2005: 294), Staples (2006: 315) notes that the percentage of companies with at least
one non-national board member rose from 36.2% in 1993 to 75% in 2005. Robinson
(2004: 57-62, 64-67) supplements these findings with evidence demonstrating
increases in cross-border mergers and acquisitions and strategic alliances. Carroll and
Carson (2003), on the other hand, focus on the role played by international corporate-
policy networks — in particular the International Chamber of Commerce, the
Bilderberg Group, the Trilateral Commission and The World Economic Forum.
Borrowing Useem’s (1984) terminology, they report that a relatively small ‘inner
circle’ of corporate directors ‘knit the corporate-policy network together by
participating in transnational interlocking and/or multiple policy groups. This inner
circle creates the interlocks that make the network a transnational formation’ (Carroll

and Carson 2003: 52). In a passage worth quoting in full, they stress the importance

such networks have for elite integration:

Although the practice of interlocking corporate directorates already links
most of the world’s leading corporations into a single network, corporate
policy interlocks make a dramatic contribution to global corporate-elite
Integration. This additional layer of social structure, within which leading
corporate capitalists step beyond their immediate economic interests to
take up matters of global concern, pulls the directorates of the world’s
major corporations much closer together, and collaterally integrates the
lifeworld of the global corporate elite. (Carroll and Carson 2003: 52)

Transnational policy networks organised around specifically environmental issues
proliferated in the 1980s. The International Chamber of Commerce (ICC) founded its
own Commission on Environment, and held a World Conference of Environmental
Management in 1984 which attracted 500 leaders of business. In 1990 the ICC
adopted the Business Charter for Sustainable Development and formed the Global
Environmental Management Initiative to aid with its implementation. The most
influential green business network to result from ICC activity is the World Business
Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD); however, Sklair (2001: 204) is

correct to point out that it is still one amongst many which have sprung up since the
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late 1980s. In particular, the Global Climate Coalition (GCC), formed in 1989 and
representing almost a quarter of a million separate firms, has proved itself an
influential actor as business’s voice on global warming. Rowell (1996) perceived
there to be around 40 transnational business policy networks dealing with

environmental issues in the mid-1990s.

There is evidence that these transnational environmental policy networks have had

the integrative effect predicted by instrumentalist theory. Rutherford (2003: 149)
observes that: ‘Since the 1992 Rio Earth Summit, business messages about the

environment have reached a level of unprecedented sophistication and organisational
commitment ... advocates of business greening “live” in a collective ideology’. As
the names of some of policy networks mentioned above suggest, business’s response
to the environment has largely converged around the concept of sustainable
development. The most widely used definition of this concept is that provided in the
1987 UN-sponsored World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED)
report, OQur Common Future, commonly referred to as the Brundtland report. Here
sustainable development is defined as: ‘development that meets the needs of the
_present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own
needs’ (WCED 1987: 43). However, the WCED deﬁnitioﬁ was kept deliberately
vague so as to facilitate as widespread a subscription to the concept as possible, to
the extent that Pearce et al. (1989: 173-185) were able to disentangle 40 different
interpretations of the WCED definition (see also Jacobs 1999). As a result, to say
that business subscribes to the concept of sustainable development reveals little; what

Is more important is how business interprets the concept.

As Sklair (2001: 206) explains, the corporate community quickly sought to secure
‘ownership, redefinition, and effective monopoly [over] the public appropriation of
sustainable development’, recognising it to be an opportunity to move beyond the
negative, anti-growth and therefore explicitly anti-capitalist forms of
environmentalism which had previously dominated environmental discourse.

Stephan Schmidheiny, honorary chairman of the WBCSD and chief advisor for
business and industry to the secretary general of the 1992 United Nations Conference
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on Environment and Development (UNCED), interprets the concept to entail:
‘meeting the needs of the present without compromising the welfare of future
generations. This concept recognises that economic growth and environmental
protection are inextricably linked’ (Schmidheiny 1992: 4, emphasis added). As
Mebratu (1998: 505) explains, the WBCSD definition of sustainable development
asserts that economic growth is essential ‘for sustaining growing populations, and
eventually stabilizing population’. The traditional tension between economic growth
and environmental sustainability — the central concern of the limits to growth thesis —
is downplayed or reinterpreted as limits to pollution and disposal rather than limits to
supply and consumption. For business, these latter issues are to be resolved by
technological developments and increased energy and resource efficiency; and given
the technological capacity and resources available to business sector, this provides
the basis for their claim to be the ones who should provide leadership in the quest for
sustainable development (Schmidheiny 1992). Sklair (2001: 207) also notes that
business uses its particular conceptualisation of sustainable development, ‘to deflect
attention from the idea of a singular crisis and to build up the credibility of the idea
that what we face is a series of manageable environmental problems. Sustainable

development, then, can be achieved piecemeal by meeting all these separate

problems as they arise’.

Rutherford (2003) derives further insights into business’s interpretation of
sustainable development, and indeed its approach to the environment in general,
from analyses of the discourse employed by business at the 2002 United Nations
World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) (see also Rutherford 2006).
The message of business at the Johannesburg summit was coordinated by Business
Action for Sustainable Development (BASD), a subsidiary of the WBCSD which
was created specifically for the event and therefore disbanded after its conclusion. In
2001, membership of BASD comprised of 161 corporations, and its delegation to the
summit consisted of 71 corporations and 38 CEO’s (Rutherford 2003: 146). It
therefore constitutes a substantial transnational corporate policy network. Rutherford
identifies six main ‘reference points’ which underpin the discourse employed by

business leaders at the summit:
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1) markets must be ‘free and equitable’;

2) effective sustainable development requires the application of international
regulatory frameworks as co-ordination mechanisms;

3) eco(nomic)-efficiency should characterise all production processes;

4) voluntary forms of corporate social responsibility should be extended to the
environment;

5) channels of communication must take place between business and
environmental stakeholders;

6) partnerships are the only means of realising a market driven and judiciously

regulated business environment relationship (Rutherford 2003: 146-147).

In sum, business interprets the concept of sustainable development in a manner
which renders it compatible with established neo-liberal discourse. The boundaries of
the concept are moulded around the boundaries of acceptable interference considered

from the perspective of the requirements of capital accumulation.

A second question of relevance to arise out of a discussion of globalisation concerns
its implications for the nation-state. Various commentators (see, inter alia, Reich
1991; Strange 1996; Ohmae 1996; Gray 1998; Greider 1997) claim that globalising
pressures have led to the retreat or even ‘end of the state’ (Ohmae 1996). According
to such obituaries, in the movement towards a ‘borderless world’ (Ohmae 1996) the
nation-state is forced to cede increasing economic, political and cultural control to
the global market, TNCs and supranational bodies. However, globalisation theorists
— and particularly ‘hyperglobalists’ — tend to underestimate the role played by the
state in the process of globalisation, and to overstate the extent to which changes in
the current, globalised, phase of capital accumulation undermine state sovereignty
and thereby downgrade its importance as an institutional actor worthy of further
analysis. Barrow (2005: 129, 125) convincingly argues that, on the contrary, “The
function of the nation-state has not been diminished as a result of globalization’; the

state remains ‘the guarantor of the political and material conditions necessary for

global capital accumulation’, in that it still plays the vital role of managing the
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contradictory pressures of the process of global capital accumulation and that of
national legitimation (one of the main subjects of the next chapter). Barrow agrees
with Cox (1987) that we are witnessing the internationalisation of the state rather
than its retreat. Glassman (1999: 673, emphasis in original) defines this as ‘a process
in which the state apparatus becomes increasingly orientated towards facilitating
capital accumulation for the most internationalized investors, regardless of their
nationality’. Whereas in previous phases of capital accumulation the state acted in
defence of domestic welfare in the face of external disturbances, this orientation has
shifted, with the state becoming more of a transmission belt from the global to the
national economy. Moreover, for Barrow (2005: 145), rather than being powerless in
the face of globalising pressures, states have acted as the principal agents of
globalisation, ‘by exercising their enormous power to realign the state apparatuses
with transnational capital, to reconstitute property and contract law, and to
implement and enforce the provisions of international trade and investment
agreements’. Indeed, the very structural readjustment policies often interpreted by
globalisation theorists as evidence of the retreat of the state — such as those
concerned with deregulation and the privatisation of state assets — actually require
for their implementation states strong enough to push them through in the face of
significant domestic opposition (see Weiss 1997: 20-26). Moreover, the ‘roliback’ of
the state 1s not a uniform phenomenon. Even in states where there has been a marked
commitment to paring down the public sector, there has tended to be an expansion of
the state’s environmental portfolio as a result of the failure of markets to adequately

protect the environment (Meadowcroft 2005; ch. 3). As Christoff (2005: 50)

explains:

Even 1f the state were capable of retreating from or even shedding its
historically accrued responsibilities for certain allocative and productive
functions — those relating to social reproduction — the intensification of
global environmental crisis means the state is increasingly being pressed
to perform a green welfare function by organizing and funding

remediation, infrastructure provision, research and implementation, and

regulating environmental degradation in the environmental domain.



The important point is that, as Hay (2006: 77) notes, although ‘the
internationalization of capital has rendered (more) porous the boundaries of formerly
closed national economies ... it has not lessened the significance of national
differences or indeed national states in the regulation of capitalist accumulation’.
Indeed, the setting up of a transnational or global state would seem to be contrary to
the long-term interests of transnational capital: ‘it is the political fragmentation of the
globalized economy that makes the threat of capital flight and disinvestment
operative. The structural power of transnational capital can be effective only in a
world where capital has the ability to move from one state to another in search of
competitive advantages’ (Barrow 2005: 136). Robinson’s (2001) claim that a
transnational state (TNS) is emerging from global institutions such as the IMF,
World Bank and WTO is therefore both counter-intuitive and inaccurate. It is
counter-intuitive, as such a move is against the interests of transnational capital; it is
inaccurate because these institutions simply do not have the monopoly on legitimate

violence that is the ‘constitutive essence of stateness’ (Barrow 2005: 137). As Fred
Block (2001: 220) explains:

- A true TNS would need to have an effective monopoly on legitimate
violence. This requires two rather difficult steps — the first is that nations
like the United States would place their troops permanently under the
command of some transnational entity. Second, soldiers from the United
States, Europe and Japan would have to be willing to lose their lives to

impose neoliberal policies on recalcitrant populations in different parts of

the world. Neither of these steps seems imminent.

Narrowing the focus back on to the subject of this particular chapter, Matthias Finger
(2005: 296 emphasis added) is correct in observing that: “TNCs ... have an interest

in a strong state, provided that they can influence its behaviour’. In other words,

there are significant incentives for the capitalist class to ‘instrumentalise’ the state,

despite the changes brought about as a result of globalisation.

"5
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1.4 The Ecological Marxist Critique of Capitalism

As evidenced in the manner that the capitalist class constructs its response to
environmental issues, its interests lie in maintaining the current economic structure.
To put it another way: its interests lie in securing those relations of production which
enable the extraction of surplus value from workers, and thereby capital
accumulation. To be even more specific: its interests lie in protecting the private
ownership of, and control over, the means of production, and the retention of private
control over investment decisions and capital allocation (Barrow 1993: 40). The
implications of the capitalist class’s ability to instrumentalise the state — beyond
those concerning the state’s lack of democratic authenticity — depend, therefore, on
the normative judgements made over capitalism as an economic system. For
Marxists, the capitalist class’s instrumentalisation of the state is a concern primarily
because this class uses the state to maintain an exploitative and alienating mode of
production. Similarly, the reason why Gonzalez (2001: 123), in the quote which
introduced this chapter, believes that ‘the political dominance of the economic elite
... places substantial constraints on society’s ability to confront and deal with
potentially devastating environmental problems’, lies in the fact that the interests of
this class lie in maintaining a mode of production which is antithetical to green goals

and values. It is worthwhile examining the observations ecological Marxists in

particular have made on this point.

One of the basic tasks for any successful economy is to ensure that society’s overall
labour capacity is allocated in need-satisfying production of differing types. This is
done through the management of the division of labour. In pre-capitalist peasant-
family production, the division of labour was consciously planned and regulated
prior to production. However, such an approach is antithetical to the logic of a
capitalist commodity economy, with privately owned, independent enterprises
dominating production. Instead, any given expenditure of labour is socially validated

as being part of the socially necessary labour-time of society, as being need-

satisfying production, by the end product realising an exchange-value on the market.

46



The market therefore regulates the division of labour postproduction (Burkett 1999:
57).

This socially necessary labour time — what Marx calls abstract labour — plays a
homogenising role in that it abstracts from the qualitative differences between
specific labouring activities. All productive activities can be calculated quantitatively
according to the average labour time necessary for their completion. Socially
necessary labour time is the source of value in general, and although such value can

only find expression in the particular exchange-values attached to specific products,

underlying any particular exchange-value is value as socially necessary labour time.

Just as socially necessary labour time abstracts from qualitative differences in the
realm of productive activity, so too does it play a homogenising role in the realm of
exchange. Every commodity must inevitably have a use-value, defined as the real-
world material form in which a commodity’s need satisfying quality is manifested. In
their form as use-values, commodities face each other in a state of qualitative non-
equivalence in that there is no standard measurement by which they can be
compared. However, when represented as an exchange-value, as an expression of
abstract labour expenditure, their existence as qualitatively differentiated use-values
1s abstracted from, allowing them to confront each other as quantitative equivalents.
This abstraction eventually takes the form of money, which acts as ‘the form of
appearance of the value of commodities — that is, as the material in which the
magnitude of their value is expressed’ (Marx [1867] 1976: 184). Money is the

physical representation of value and completes the abstraction from use-value.

With the commodification of labour — the creator of value in production — the
generation of surplus value and profit through exploitation becomes a possibility.
This sets off a change in the character of production. In pre-capitalist societies the
main motivation driving production was the creation of necessary use-values. This is
not to say that exchange did not take place, it clearly did; rather, it 1s to emphasise

that exchange itself remained tied to the goal of use value-attainment. Marx

expressed this pre-capitalist exchange process in the formula C-M-C (C representing
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commodity and M representing money). A commodity is exchanged for money in
order that another use value can be obtained. In capitalist production however, the
circuit of capital is exchange orientated rather than use orientated, following the
formula M-C-M. ‘The capitalist’s ‘person, or rather his pocket, is the point from
which the money starts, and to which it returns’ (Marx [1867] 1976: 254). The
primary motivation behind production and exchange is therefore the attainment of
money. However, as Marx points out, such a process ‘would be absurd and empty if
the intention were, by using this roundabout route, to exchange two equal sums of
money’ (Marx [1867] 1976: 248). Rather, the capitalist throws their money into
circulation for the purpose of generating surplus value or profit: ‘value here is the
subject of a process in which, while constantly assuming the form in turn of money

and commodities, it changes its own magnitude, throws off surplus value from itself’
(Marx [1867] 1976: 255).

As Paul Burkett (1999: 58) points out, for such a system to become the dominant,
generalised form of production, there must be a social separation of workers from the
conditions of production, of which nature is included. Such a separation ensures that
no individual can obtain that which is necessary for his or her subsistence
independent of interaction with the commodity market. It also ensures that, for those
who do not own the means of production, wage-labour becomes the only means of

obtaining the money necessary to be able to undertake this interaction successfully.

This account of the change in the character of production with the advent of

capitalism and its ‘value-form’ of representing wealth helps shed light on the logic
driving some of capitalism’s inherently anti-ecological characteristics. In particular,
two aspects of capitalism combine to ensure its ecologically destructive nature. First,
there 1s the fact that the quantitative logic driving the specifically capitalist value-
form of representing wealth abstracts from, neglects and therefore stands in potential

contradiction with, the qualitative, material basis of wealth. As Burkett puts it:

Money as a representative of value abstracts from the qualitative

variegation of nature, from environmental distinctions and relationships —
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from ecological diversities — insofar as these are not manifested in the
quantity of social labour time required to appropriate and productively

utilise natural conditions (Burkett 1999:84).

Despite this abstraction, though, value must be objectified in some form of material
use-value. Although a commodity’s qualitative, ‘natural’, material-form is not
accounted for in the value-form, it is still the case that this is obviously an essential
element of any commodity; without it, it would have no material existence. However,
capitalism is forced by its central abstraction to assume the commensurability of the
qualitative and material basis of commodity production — its natural aspect — and the
quantitative logic of capitalist accumulation governing the production process.
Nature as an essential condition and instrument of production is therefore expected to

adhere to the dictates of its own abstract quantitative representation.

An 1mportant example of the possible contradiction between a commodity’s value-
form and its material basis is that, as Deleage (1994: 38) notes, ‘from its start
capitalism has treated nature as unlimited’. Money as the general equivalent of value
can expand infinitely; it recognises no limits to growth. However, its material basis
consists of a world of finite natural resources. Before going on to identify in more
detail other ecologically destructive forms this overarching contradiction can take,
however, it 1s essential to explore the second aspect of capitalism which ensures its
anti-ecological nature. Whereas the value-form’s abstraction from the material base
of the commodity provides the potential for contradiction, it is the inherently growth
orientated and expansive nature of capitalism which ensures that this potential is
realised. To take the previous example, the mere fact that the value-form fails to take
into account natural limits, when taken on its own, does not mean that the economy
will inevitably go on to breach these limits. Rather, the inevitability of this breach is
provided by the growth dynamic central to the logic of capitalist accumulation — a
logic which nature is expected to adhere to, and is itself a by-product of the value-
form. As Marx ([1867] 1976: 252) explains, in pre-capitalist production: ‘The

repetition or renewal of the act of selling in order to buy finds its measure and its

goal (as does the accumulation process) in a final purpose which lies outside it,
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namely consumption, the satisfaction of definite needs’. However, with capitalism
‘In buying in order to sell ... the end and the beginning are the same, money or
exchange-value and this very fact makes the movement an endless one’ (Marx
[1867] 1976: 252). The lack of use-value orientation therefore deprives capitalism of
an inherent end-point, as the point of rest is the next point of departure; it is
inherently expansive. Use-value is only a secondary consideration, never entering
into the value equation other than as the depository of value, the material form which
value must be objectified in. Where exchange value predominates over use-value,
therefore, we see production for productions sake; that is, production undertaken for

the very reason that the act itself expands the value invested in it.

It must be stressed, though, that such a cycle is not necessarily motivated by the
greed of the individual capitalist. The competitive streak endemic in the system
ensures that growth is an economic necessity. Enterprises are forced by the
‘accumulate or die’ climate into taking a short-sighted approach in which the
increase not only of profits, but the rate of profits, takes precedence over everything

else. This necessitates the increased objectification of labour in use-values and

therefore accelerates the depletion of the natural resources which form the material

base of these commodities.

On top of this, capitalist production does not restrict itself to appropriating already
existing use-values and meeting already existing needs. Capitalism also broadens the
appropriation of nature by developing new ways of transforming nature into
commodities. The need to innovate and invent new products, diversify old ones and
thereby create new needs is driven by the need to realise surplus value in vendible
use-values and counter the trend of falling profits and overproduction in saturated

industries (Pepper 1993: 92). As ever, the natural resource base is expected to meet

the production requirements these new needs create.

Another of the main potential contradictions between the value-form and its material

base 1n nature stems from the value-form’s abstraction from space and time. Such

notions do not exist in this quantitative ‘pure economics’; however, once again,
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capitalism is required to deal with the commodity’s material existence and, in this
context, what Elmar Altvater calls: ‘the material temporality of socio-ecological
processes’ (Altvater 1994: 76). Ecological processes, whether they are reproducing
the raw materials for labour to work upon, acting as direct instruments of production,
are subject to the laws of nature rather than the laws of capitalist accumulation.

However, again, this does not stop capitalism from attempting to impose the latter on

the former.

The shortening of the time taken to complete the circuit of capital is essential to
increasing the rate of accumulation. Capitalism therefore attempts to remove any
impediments to this circuit, be they natural, cultural or social (Altvater 1994: 77).
Increasing productivity — meaning that a greater amount of raw materials is
consumed in production by a smaller amount of labour time — lowers the value of the
product, giving the producer market advantage over those with lower productivity
levels. Rising productivity and the subsequent lowering of prices leads to an increase
In consumption and thus deepens the appropriation of nature by accelerating material
throughput. However, this is not the only manner in which an increase in
productivity may speed up environmental degradation. The main means by which
productivity is increased is through the development of the forces of production.

Increasing proportions of enterprises’ earned profits are ploughed into fixed capital

in the form of technology and machinery. As enterprises strive to out-compete each
other, the revolutionising of the forces of production increases in its occurrence,
meaning fixed capital has an increasingly short life span. It is also the case that with<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>