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Introduction

In The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte [henceforth EBLB], Marx acknowledged the novelty of the French state headed by Louis Napoleon Bonaparte: 

‘Only under the second Bonaparte does the state seem [scheint] to have made itself completely autonomous [sich … verselbständigt]. The state machinery has consolidated itself vis-à-vis bourgeois society to such an extent that the leader of the society of 10th December suffices for its head, a chancer from afar, raised up by a drunken soldatesca he procures with liquor and sausage, and whom he must continually feed with sausage.’
 

Six years later Marx wrote:

° What then forms the novelty in the regime now openly inaugurated by Louis Bonaparte? … if in all the bygone epochs the ruling class, the ascendancy of which corresponded to a specific development of French society, rested its ultima ratio against its adversaries upon the army, it was nevertheless a specific social interest that predominated. Under the second Empire the interest of the army is to predominate.° 
 

Marx’s assessment invites three inter-related questions. How, more precisely, did Marx describe and explain the French state under Bonaparte, and was this account offered in light of or at the expense of previous materialist theoretical formulations? Can one, in other words, refer to a break between two incompatible theories of the state? 

First of all, I reconstruct Marx’s general account of the state in The German Ideology [henceforth GI]. I then note a general tension between economic and political activity in GI and EBLB. Thirdly, I discuss some of the general features of Marx’s account of the economic and political situation in France leading up to Bonaparte’s triumph. Finally, I answer the three aforementioned questions.

Marx’s Account of the State in The German Ideology 
Marx’s first general account of the state from a materialist perspective is provided by some dense passages in The German Ideology [GI].
 Marx’s account begins with the claim that economic structures characterised by the division of labour are permeated by a contradiction: 

‘Furthermore, with the division of labour the contradiction is also given between the interest of the solitary individual or solitary family and the common [gemeinschaftlichen] interest of all individuals who intercourse with one another; to be precise, this common interest exists not merely in representation [bloß in der Vorstellung] as the “general interest” but first of all in actuality [in der Wirklichkeit] as the mutual dependence of individuals amongst whom labour is divided. And, finally, the division of labour presents us with the first example that, as long as men find themselves in a naturally growing [naturwüchsig] society, as long as, therefore, the cleavage between the particular and common interest exists, as long as activity, therefore, is not freely chosen but divided in a naturally growing fashion, man’s own act [die eigne Tat des Menschen] becomes an alien power confronting him, subjugating him, instead of him controlling it. As soon as labour starts to be distributed, each has a determinate exclusive sphere of activity that is pressed upon him and from which he cannot escape; he is hunter, fisher, shepherd or critical critic and must remain so if he does not want to lose his means of life – whilst in communistic society, …’
 

Economic structures characterised by the ‘division of labour’ contain a ‘contradiction’ between the ‘particular’ interest of an individual economic household or agent (from now on I shall speak of an individual economic agent) and the ‘common’ interest. The division of labour is a distribution of economic ‘activity’ in a way that is ‘not freely chosen’. It is ‘not freely chosen’ by the members of a ‘naturally-growing society’ because economic activity is contingently allotted rather than collectively directed. Marx claims the contradiction between the particular and common interest is ‘given’ with, i.e. is brought about by, such an allocation of labour. 

An economic agent’s ‘particular’ interest is its interest in ‘controlling’ its ‘own act’ as a human being. This is an interest in self-determination, i.e. an interest in acting in accordance with the kind of being one is, rather than simply a ‘vested or special interest’.
 One reason for thinking of an economic agent’s particular interest as an interest in self-determination is that it is the ‘contradiction’ between the particular interest and common interest that Marx specifically links to the division of labour, not the particular or common interest themselves. Agents may have an interest in self-determination regardless of whether or not a division of labour exists, but the same cannot be said of a vested interest. Since the particular interest to which Marx refers does not presuppose a division of labour, Marx can only have in mind an interest in self-determination. 

The common interest in ‘contradiction’ with this particular interest exists ‘first of all in actuality as the mutual dependence of individuals’. It is the interest that each economic agent has in the activity of co-operative production. Each economic agent has an interest in co-operative production because it is the inescapable activity through which the various means they need to live are produced. Human beings must produce if they are to obtain the articles they require to satisfy their needs, and in order to produce the articles they require, they must interact with one another. 

There is a ‘contradiction’ between the particular and common interest because the activity economic agents perform and through which the common interest is met is an activity over which they lack control. Instead, an agent’s share of co-operative activity or ‘own act becomes an alien power confronting him, subjugating him’.
 
The contradiction between the particular and common interests ensures and requires a state that regulates the relationship between economic agents: 

‘precisely from this contradiction of the particular and common interest the common interest takes on an independent shape as the state [selbständige Gestaltung als Staat], divided from the actual single and collective interests, and simultaneously as an illusory communality, but always on the real basis of the bonds present in every familial and tribal conglomerate such as flesh and blood, language, division of labour on a larger scale and the remaining interests – particularly, as we will later develop, of the classes already conditioned by the division of labour which separate themselves out within every such human mass and from which one rules all the others.
A little later Marx adds:

On the other hand, the practical struggle of these particular interests [Sonderinteressen] that constantly actually confront the common and illusorily common interests also makes necessary the practical interception and restraint by the illusorily “general” interest as state [durch das illusorische “Allgemein” Interesse als Staat].’
 

Marx’s argument begins with the thought that, since economic agents exclusively will their particular interests,
 and since the division of labour frustrates these interests, agents do not merely end up co-operating with one another. They also clash with one another in passing-on or competing for tasks, neglect some tasks altogether, and compete for shares in the distribution of material products. Such a ‘practical struggle of these particular interests’ presents a danger for all the agents of an economic structure because peaceful co-operation is required if agents are to satisfy their particular interests, co-operation requires specific drudges to be carried out, and agents are motivated to do these by the prospect of a share in the distribution of material products.
 Moreover, by-standing economic agents cannot as such be counted on to re-assert the common interest against feuding parties since they too are solely concerned to secure particular interests diverging from the common interest. 

Conflicts between economic agents may be settled, however, in so far as Marx allows economic agents to become conscious, ‘in representation’, of the common interest which exists ‘in actuality’. In so far as agents become conscious of a common interest they can claim to protect it and have their claim accepted, although in so far as they act on such claims they are more than simply economic agents, since they are no longer simply performing economic activity. 

Economic agents, who are sufficiently attached to their particular interests that they ignore any conflicting appeal to a common interest, may nevertheless reach agreement on the protection of a common interest in virtue of the way in which their particular interests overlap. If the particular interests of economic agents are not unique but overlap with one another because they may each connect their particular interest with similar economic conditions,
 there is at least a relative sense in which economic agents may jointly seek something that is beyond a purely individual interest. This possibility is, of course, limited by the extent to which particular interests overlap. For Marx, as we have seen, the most important restriction on such overlap is that some agents are placed in a position of economic dominance over others.

Since agents only seek their particular interests and only combine with others to the extent these overlap, the only common interest capable of being asserted is a mode of co-operative production subject to certain particular conditions of unequal benefit to different groups of agents. This common interest must, however, be presented as the ‘“general” interest’ in order to be accepted by all economic agents. In other words, the state must present the common interest it enforces as a state of affairs that allows each economic agent to realise their particular interests.
 

The central reason why economically dominant agents are successful in enforcing their class interest through the state is that the economic conditions with which they identify it really do permit, at least for an initial period, all economic agents to realise their particular interests as best as possible: 
The conditions under which individuals intercourse with one another, so long as the contradiction [between the productive forces and form of intercourse – JF] th the former comments because plies property he production relations those property relations formulate and protechas not yet occurred, are conditions belonging to their individuality, nothing external for them, conditions under which these determinate individuals, existing under determinate relations, can alone produce their material life and what hangs together therewith; they are thus conditions of their self-activation [Selbstbetätigung] and are produced from this self-activation.

For a determinate historical period, during which a given set of conditions are necessary for co-operative production, the interests of all individuals coincide with the particular interests of the economically dominant class. Only when such conditions are no longer necessary will an opposed class be able to succeed in presenting the conditions of its ‘self-activation’ as to the greater advantage of all. To hold political power it must present its interests in such terms, and the interests of all other subordinate classes really must coincide to a certain extent:

For every new class that puts itself in the place of the one ruling before it is required, just to carry out its purpose, to present its interest as the common interest of all members of society, i.e. expressed ideally, to give its thoughts the form of universality, to present them as the solely rational, universally valid ones [allgemein gültigen]. The revolutionising class appears from the outset – already because it confronts a class – not as a class, but as the representative of the entire society; it appears as the entire mass of society vis–à–vis the single ruling class. It can do this because, initially, its interest is actually still more connected with the common interest of all the remaining non–ruling classes; because, under the pressure of relations existing hitherto, it could not yet develop as the particular interest of a particular class.

To come to political power, an economic class must convince the members of other subordinate classes that the system of production it favours will also be ‘more’ advantageous to them than the current system of production.

One can now provide an initial summary of the state. The state is an ‘independent shape’ in so far as it is a particular practical activity distinct from self-seeking economic activity. The purpose of this activity is to guarantee the common interest. To do so, the state must possess the physical resources required for ‘interception and restraint’ and it must justify the common interest it protects by appeal to ‘universally valid’ ideas.
 The eternity of this image is ‘illusory’, however, because the existence of a general interest is dependent on certain contingent historical circumstances.  

The Tension between Economics and Politics in GI and EBLB
Marx’s general account of politics as an activity in which agents pursue class interests in a general form implies a tension between economic and political activity. Economic activity is motivated by particular individual interests whereas political activity seeks to protect an overlapping class interest and has to present this class interest in general terms. This contrast is visible in Marx’s statement that ‘[i]n countries where the bourgeoisie has already acquired political power, and political rule is nothing other than the rule, not of the individual bourgeois over his workers, but of the bourgeois class over the entire society, ...’.
 

In the following passage, Marx describes the tension which results for an economically dominant class in circumstances where economic and non-economic activities are performed by distinct individuals:

‘The division of labour, which we have already seen above to be one of the main forces of history up till now, also manifests itself in the ruling class as a division of intellectual and material labour [geistigen und materiellen Arbeit], so that within this class one part appears as the thinkers of this class (its active conceptive ideologues, who make the cultivation of the illusions of this class about itself into their main source of subsistence), whilst the others relate to these thoughts and illusions more passively and receptively, because they are in reality the active members of this class, and have less time to construct illusions and thoughts about themselves. The cleavage within this class can even develop into a certain confrontation and enmity [gewisse Entgegensetzung und Feindschaft] of both parts, which, however, disappears automatically with every practical collision where the class itself is endangered [Klasse selbst gefährdet ist] …’

For Marx, ‘intellectual ... labour’, as opposed to ‘material labour’, refers to the entire range of professionalised intellectual activity whose product exists ‘in the language of politics, statutes [Gesetze], morality, religion, metaphysics, etc.’
 To claim that a ‘certain confrontation and enmity’ can emerge within ‘both parts’ of the ‘ruling class’ is thus to claim that conflict may occur between those who control the material means of production, and hence form the economically dominant class, and those who control the means of other non-economic activities, i.e. the governing and administrative groups, judges, ecclesiastical authorities and so on. For now I am solely interested in the potential confrontation between the dominant economic agents and the governing and administrative groups holding legislative and executive office. 

Members of the economically dominant class are capable of being antagonised since they are economic agents solely concerned with their own particular interests, and only consent to others’ activities as long as they do not conflict with these interests. The state is capable of antagonising them in so far as the common tasks it performs are justified by principles which can do no more than provide a form of compromise for the members of this class and which must be seen to conform to the general interest. The only absolute limit to this conflict, established by financial dependence, is that economically dominant agents receive the support of the government in ‘every practical collision where the class itself is endangered’, i.e. where the economically dominant class finds its interest threatened by the interest of an opposed subordinate class in rival economic conditions. 

In EBLB, Marx draws on the general accounts of economic and political activity elaborated in GI to outline a general theory of political representation:

The specific character of social democracy is summed up by the fact that democratic republican institutions are demanded as a means of softening the opposition between the two extremes of capital and wage-labour and transforming it into harmony, not of abolishing them. … But one cannot narrow-mindedly imagine that the small burghers [Kleinbürgertum] want on principle to enforce an egoistic class interest. They believe that the particular conditions of their liberation are the general conditions within which alone modern society can be saved and class struggle avoided. Nor can one imagine that democratic representatives are all °shopkeepers° or enthuse [schwärmen] about them. They may be immensely separated from them by their education and individual situation. What makes them representatives of small burghers is that in their heads they do not surpass the limits which the latter do not surpass in life; hence they are theoretically driven to the same tasks and solutions to which the latter are driven practically by material interest and social situation. This is in general [überhaupt] the relation of the political and literary representatives of a class to the class it represents.
 

Here, as in GI, economic agents are divided into classes who share a ‘material interest and social situation’ that encourages them to identify their interest in ‘liberation’ with ‘particular conditions’, i.e. a particular economic state of affairs. These agents interact and formulate their support for such a state of affairs intellectually:

‘An entire superstructure of various and peculiarly formed sensations, illusions, modes of thought and opinions of life is raised upon the various forms of property, the social conditions of existence. The entire class creates and forms them from out of its material foundations and the corresponding social relations.’
 

Furthermore, such conditions must be presented as ‘general conditions’ of benefit to all members of society if they are to be enforced. 

Political actors are political representatives of a class in so far as (i) they ‘do not surpass’ certain ‘limits’ in their ‘heads’, i.e. in so far as they think within the framework provided by the ideas codifying a particular economic state of affairs, thereby eternalising these ideas, and ‘hence’ (ii) execute the corresponding practical tasks. These characteristics do not require political representatives either to share the economic position of the class they represent, or to ‘enthuse’ about those who do, i.e. political representatives need not perform their tasks with the intention of exclusively benefiting a particular class. Political representatives may, therefore, antagonise the class they represent. Since they represent a ‘class interest’, they will not always please the individual agents belonging to the economic class they represent; and since they act in light of the ideas of a class, they need not intend to benefit this class exclusively. The potential for antagonism is less, however, than in the case of the relation between the government and the economically dominant class.

The above passage also implicitly extends Marx’s account of political representation. An extension is introduced by Marx’s claim that particular economic states of affairs require a particular type of state organisation to serve as a ‘means’ of their enforcement. If this is the case, commitment to a particular economic state of affairs is at the same time a tacit commitment to a particular type of state organisation. In order to be enforced, this type of state organisation must also be presented in general terms. Political actors are, presumably, the political representatives of a particular class in so far as they also assert certain principles of state organisation implied by, or at least compatible with, the ideas in which a particular economic state of affairs is eternalised. If this is the case, antagonism between economic agents and political representatives may also occur over political issues. Political representatives may enforce political principles to the displeasure of individual members of the class they represent and without the intention of exclusively benefiting this class.

Marx’s Account of the Economic and Political Situation in France

Marx’s account of Bonaparte’s triumph must be understood in light of the way in which a judgement supported by his general conception of history impacts upon his general account of political activity and political representation. This judgement, made by 1847, was that, in Europe at least, the class interests of the bourgeoisie were already opposed to other subordinate classes. Earlier, during the English and French revolutions, ‘[t]he proletariat and the fractions of burghers [Bürgertums] not belonging to the bourgeoisie were either yet to have interests divided from the bourgeoisie or were yet to form independently developed classes or sub-classes. Where, therefore, they confronted the bourgeoisie, as for example 1793-4 in France, they fought only for the enforcement of the interests of the bourgeoisie, even if not in the manner of the bourgeoisie’.
 Now, however, ‘[t]he German bourgeoisie thus already finds itself opposed [im Gegensatz zum] to the proletariat before it has yet constituted itself politically as a class.’
 If the bourgeoisie and the working-class were already opposed in backward Germany, the same opposition (as well as that between the bourgeoisie and fractions of the burghers and peasantry) was undeniably present in France. This opposition is of political importance in so far as it places additional strain on the relationship between the bourgeoisie and its representatives, for the latter must present economic and political measures in general terms. 
What is more, important sections of the working-class were mobilising politically. Marx described the June insurrection in Paris in 1848 as ‘the most colossal event in the history of European civil war’.
 But the Parisian proletariat could rally ‘no-one other than itself’, i.e. it failed to present its particular interest in general terms. Its political defeat consigned it to the ‘background of the revolutionary stage’.
 With the working-class and democratic republicans defeated, and with the Party of Order dominant in parliament, Marx declared: ‘[n]ever did the bourgeoisie rule more unconditionally’.
 

This was not, however, to be the end of the story. The exercise of political freedoms such as the freedoms of speech, the press, assembly, organisation and suffrage, proclaimed by the constitution as general freedoms to be enjoyed by all individual citizens, still conjured up fear on the part of the bourgeoisie of a return to the events of 1848, a fear in which parliament was itself implicated:
‘It [the bourgeoisie – JF] understood that all so-called civil freedoms and organs of progress attacked and threatened its class rule, both at its social foundation and at its political summit, and had therefore become “socialist”. … But what it did not grasp was the consequence that its own parliamentary regime, its political rule in general, now also had to succumb to the general judgement of damnation for being socialist. … When you play the fiddle at the summit of the state, what else is there to expect than that those down below dance? 

The very existence of parliament legitimated the ‘dance’ or exercise of political freedoms. As a representative body in which ‘the nation raised its general will into law’,
 its very existence sanctioned the exercise of political freedoms that declared the will it represented. If the widespread exercise of political freedoms presented a danger to the bourgeoisie, this was tacit admission of the danger to the bourgeoisie of parliament itself.

It might be thought that parliament could escape damnation by repressing the exercise of political freedoms but – as the first part of the following quote argues – such repression was in fact self-undermining:

‘… whilst the parliamentary Party of Order laid itself to rest through its clamour for tranquillity, whilst it declared the bourgeoisie’s political rule to be incompatible with the bourgeoisie’s security and existence by [indem] destroying with its own hands all the conditions of its own regime, the parliamentary regime, in the struggle against the other classes of society; the extra-parliamentary bourgeois mass invited Bonaparte to suppress and destroy its speaking and writing part, its politicians and scribes, its platforms and press, by its servility towards the president, its insults against parliament and the brutal mishandling of its own press, so that it could then undertake its private business in full confidence under the protection of a strong and unrestricted government.’
 

For the Party of Order to outlaw or restrict political freedoms was for it to destroy ‘the conditions of its own regime’ with ‘its own hands’. These moves were necessary in order to guarantee ‘tranquillity’, but at the same time they undermined parliament, since its authority, vis-à-vis other organs of state, was moral in character, and the strength of this moral authority derived from civil society. Parliament undermined itself by undermining the source of its authority: the ‘three year regime of the gendarme, blessed by the regime of the priests, had to demoralise the immature masses’.
 To curtail civil society was necessarily to weaken parliament, since ‘it is impossible to create a moral power through clauses of statute’.
 

Not only was parliament incriminated by exercise of the very freedoms it was self-destructively repressing; it was also compromised by its relation to the executive:

So, during this entire period, we see the Party of Order compelled by its ambiguous position to dissipate and fragment its struggle with the executive power into petty conflicts of competence, chicaneries, legalistic hair-splitting and demarcation disputes, and to make the most artificial matters of form the content of its activity. It does not dare to take up the collision in the moment where it has principle significance, where the executive power has really compromised itself and the cause of the National Assembly would have been the national cause. It would have issued the nation its marching orders, and it fears nothing more than a nation on the move. … the bourgeoisie outside parliament does not understand how the bourgeoisie within parliament can squander its time with such petty squabbling and compromise public order through such miserable rivalry with the president.’
 

The bourgeoisie asserts its particular class interest in the undisturbed accumulation of capital as the general interest of all individuals under the watchword ‘order’. It thereby commits itself to a type of state in which order may be guaranteed. The apparent superfluity of parliament’s activities, combined with their disadvantageous effect on public order, antagonises the bourgeoisie. Indeed, parliament is both ‘compelled’ to insist superfluously upon ‘the most artificial matters of form’ and to compromise public order through its ‘struggle with the executive power’ in virtue of its ‘ambiguous position’. Parliament is in an ‘ambiguous’ position because it is a ‘National Assembly’, i.e. it purports to represent the will of the nation, and yet ‘it fears nothing more than a nation on the move’. Since the actions of parliament are necessarily nothing but a nuisance for the ‘extra-parliamentary bourgeois mass’, this mass throws ‘insults against parliament’ and invite Bonaparte to ‘suppress and destroy its speaking and writing part, its politicians and scribes’. Thus:

‘… the Party of Order in parliament had fallen out with the Party of Order outside parliament. The spokesmen and writers of the bourgeoisie, their platforms and press, in short, the ideologues of the bourgeoisie and the bourgeoisie itself, the representatives and the represented, stood estranged from one another and no longer understood one another.’
 
The bourgeoisie is estranged from its representatives because its commitment to order is now incompatible with the insistence of its representatives on the parliamentary principles designed to provide the political organisation required in order to allow it to advocate its class interest in general terms, and with which its representatives identify their own interest.

The French bourgeoisie and the Military

Having considered how the bourgeoisie becomes detached from its political representatives, one may now discuss the more positive developments leading to Bonaparte’s rule. There is no space here to investigate Bonaparte’s relation to the peasantry; I shall merely discuss the role of the military. 

Marx makes the following comments both before and after Bonaparte’s coup:

° They [the ‘°middle-class°’, i.e. bourgeoisie – JF] would prefer an Empire or a Dictatorship of Napoleon, to a Democratic and Social Republic, and would, therefore, come to terms with the President. The latter dreading, as much as they, the democratic power, would accept their aid. The army, or a portion of it at least, would have become still more attached to Napoleon by the excitement, peril, and “glory” of strife; and the struggle would then assume a new aspect, that of the army and the bourgeoisie against the People.° 
 

 ‘… - the state of siege. A fine invention, periodically applied in each subsequent crisis in the course of the French revolution. But the barracks and bivouac that were thus periodically deposited on the head of French society in order to compress its brain and keep it quiet; the sabre and the musket which periodically judge and administer, guard and censor, and are used as a police and night-watchman; the military moustache and service uniform periodically trumpeted forth as the highest wisdom and rector of society – must it not finally occur to barracks and bivouac, sabre and musket, military moustache and service uniform, rather to save society once and for all, by proclaiming the supremacy of their own regime and entirely liberating bourgeois society from the trouble of ruling itself? Barracks and bivouac, sabre and musket, military moustache and service uniform, had all the more reason for this as they could then also expect better cash payment for their elevated services, while a merely periodic state of siege and temporary rescue of society, at the behest of this or that fraction of the bourgeoisie, left little behind apart from a few dead and wounded and a few friendly citizens’ grimaces. Why shouldn’t finally the military also for once play the state of siege in its own interest and for its own interest, and at the same time lay siege to the bourgeois purse?
 

On the one hand, the weakness of civil society and parliament left a political vacuum. A new force capable of asserting its interest as the general interest was required. On the other hand, the very measures by which the Party of Order undermined its own authority raised that of the military. By resorting to the military to enforce the general interest for order by coercive means, it raised the army’s confidence to the extent that it could regard itself as ‘the highest wisdom and rector of society’. The army was already attached to Bonaparte by the constitution,
 his support for military adventure abroad,
 the concentration of military authority and disciplinary measures separating it from society at large,
 and his provision of material rewards.
 But it became ‘still more attached to Napoleon by the excitement, peril, and “glory” of strife’. The members of the army identified their particular interest with the role of the army, the glory of its ‘elevated services’ and reward of ‘better cash payment’. Napoleon won their support in so far as he promised such a role. 

Conclusion: Description and Explanation of the Bonapartist state

The French Bonaparte state possesses certain general characteristics: (i) political freedoms and organisations are curtailed, (ii) the executive is free from the control of, and itself controls, all other organs of state,
 and (iii) the military plays an interventionist political role.
 (i) – (iii) are necessary and sufficient to ensure that the bourgeoisie is ‘damned to equal political nullity alongside the other classes’.
 (i) tends to lead to (ii);
 (i) and (ii) each tend to lead to (iii). These characteristics are tendencies: Marx refers to the parliamentary democracy in France as ‘the anonymous terror of class rule which having done its dirty work will always burst into an Empire!’
 They are general features since they may be found in other states apart from the French state. It is unsurprising, therefore, to find commentators using the term ‘Bonapartism’ to refer to states other than that of the French Bonapartist state, although it remains to be shown that Marx ever did so without adopting scare quotes.
 Marx’s preferred terms for referring to such general developments amongst several continental states, including the French Bonapartist state, were ‘reaction’
 or ‘Empire’.
 When he uses such terms in this way, he has in mind the above general characteristics. 

Marx explains Bonaparte’s triumph in the same way as he seeks to explain the state in general. In GI, the political sphere emerges from the economic sphere;
 a ‘contradiction’ within the latter ensures and requires the existence of the former. The political sphere is distinct because it has its own dynamic, the general form of the class struggle. The economic sphere nevertheless retains causal primacy; it fixes the horizon of the possible results of this struggle. In his analysis of contemporary France, Marx provides an account of its economic structure and insists that the various economic classes struggle to enforce upon one another an ‘entire superstructure of various and peculiarly formed sensations, illusions, modes of thought and opinions of life’.
 This struggle has its own dynamic; Marx says of EBLB that: ‘I prove how the class struggle in France created circumstances and conditions which allowed a mediocre and grotesque personality to play the role of a hero’.
 The Bonapartist form of state falls within the horizon of possible outcomes permitted by the economic structure and concomitant class struggles. 

Marx’s explanation cannot, therefore, be elaborated with the Althusserian concepts of determination ‘in the last instance’ and ‘relative autonomy’; nor is it an instance of functional explanation. Marx, contra Althusser and Poulantzas, assigns the economic sphere an importance beyond that permitted by the thought that each structural level is dependent on an uneven combination of specific practices. And, contra Cohen and Elster, Marx does not explain the character of the French state under Bonaparte with reference to its beneficial consequences for the capitalist economy. 
Marx’s description and explanation of the French Bonapartist state proceed from his general conceptions of history and politics. Economic development leads classes to develop interests opposed to one another, putting strain on the political means by which the economically dominant class asserts its interests in general form. The estrangement of the bourgeoisie from its parliamentary representatives and the political intervention by the military are one possible result of this. Consequently, Marx’s account of Bonaparte’s triumph does not license the idea of a break in his theory of the state. A break presupposes two theories which are incompatible with one another. Marx has a single theory of the state even if this theory identifies tendencies, such as the potential for conflict between economic classes and political representatives, which allow significantly different outcomes.
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� MEW8, p.197/Marx 1973, p.238. References are first to the German original(s), then to the official English translation. I accept full responsibility for all translations. ‘Soldateska’ is a collective term referring to a number of soldiers with a particularly reckless or violent character.


� MECW15, p.465. Following Draper (Draper 1977, p.27), all passages, words and phrases originally written in English are marked by the pair of symbols ° … °.


� The following passages are discussed by Draper, Hunt, Maguire and Wippermann. 


� MEJ2003, p.19-20/MEW3, p.32-33/MECW5, p.46-47. In MEJ this passage is not interrupted, as it is in MECW.


� Hunt 1984, p.7; see also Levine 2003, p.154-159. I have two major doubts about Levine’s account. One concerns Marx’s alleged similarity to Hobbes. According to Levine, ‘Marx’s central theoretical claim amounts, unwittingly, to a recasting of the interest-based case for states developed by Hobbes’ on the assumption of individuals ‘maximizing their own utility’ (Levine 2003, p.156). Marx’s account of an individual’s ‘interest’, however, would seem to commit him to a different conception of human nature. A second doubt concerns the way in which Marx is supposed to have re-cast Hobbes’ account. Levine claims that Marx rejects the existence of an inter-class co-ordination problem and instead focuses on the state as a requirement to solve an intra-class co-ordination problem. Levine says: ‘for a state of nature to be a state of war, potential combatants must be, as Hobbes insisted, relatively equal to one another in the amount of force they can bring to bear in pursuit of their interests. This condition does not obtain between classes – thanks to the economic structure’ (Levine 2003, p.156). Hobbes’ response would surely be: ‘[n]ature hath made men so equall, in the faculties of body, and mind … the weakest has strength enough to kill the strongest, either by secret machination, or by confederacy with others’ (Hobbes 1996, p.86-7); and Marx was aware ‘in … Hobbes that all men are equal because each can take the life of the other’ (MEW11, p.272/MECW14, p.247). Levine’s case for restricting the contradiction between particular and common interests to members of the ruling class is therefore unpersuasive.


� Elsewhere Marx says such activity ‘preserves their life only by stunting it’ (MEJ 2004, p.89/MEW3, p.67/MECW5, p.87) or is that through which individuals’ ‘life-expression’ is ‘crippled’ (MEW3, p.245/MECW5, p.262). 


� MEJ 2004, p.19-21/MECW5, p.46-47; MEW3, p.33-34 disrupts the order of this passage.


� Marx claims individuals ‘only seek their particular interest, which for them does not coincide with their common interest’ (MEJ 2004, p.21/MECW5, p.47; MEW3, p.34).


� MEJ 2004, p.20/MEW3, p.33/MECW5, p.47: ‘each has a determinate exclusive sphere of activity that is pressed upon him and from which he cannot escape; he is hunter, fisher, shepherd or critical critic and must remain so if he does not want to lose his means of life’.


� See, for example, Marx’s comment: ‘[i]f, therefore, the bourgeois declares to the Communist: by abolishing my existence as bourgeois, you abolish my existence as an individual, if in this way he identifies himself as bourgeois with himself as individual, then at least the openness and barefacedness is to be recognised. For the bourgeois this really is the case; he believes himself to be an individual only in so far as he is a bourgeois’ (MEW3, p.211/MECW5, p.229)


� See, for example, the type of thought Marx puts into the mouths of the bourgeoisie: ‘[b]ut we deny that we are heartless egoists, exploiteurs, common egoists whose hearts cannot raise themselves to the exalted feeling of making the interests of their fellow–men their own – which, between you and me, is as much as that we assert our interests as those of our fellow–men’ (MEW3, p.234/MECW5, p.252)


� MEJ 2004, p.80-1/MEW3, p.71-2/MECW5, p.82.


� MEJ 2004, p.42-3/MEW3, p.47-8/MECW5, p.60-1.


� See also Marx 1975b, p.97-8.


� MEW4, p.337-8/MECW6, p.318.


� MEJ 2004, p.41/MEW3, p.46-7/MECW5, p.59-60.


� MEJ, p.115/MEW3, p.26/MECW5, p.36.


� MEW8, p.141-2/Marx 1973, p.176-7. Maguire provides a useful account of the difference between the terms ‘Bürgertum [Burgher]’ and ‘Bourgeois’ (see Maguire 1978, p.28-9). In light of this difference, it would be inaccurate to translate ‘Kleinbürgertum’ as ‘petty-bourgeoisie’.


� MEW8, p.139/Marx 1973, p.173.


� MEW6, p.107/MECW8, p.161.


� MEW4, p.351/MECW6, p.332. This passage undermines Maguire’s claim that ‘the setbacks of bourgeois politics in that year [1848 – JF] initiated a “loss of faith in the bourgeoisie”’ (Maguire 1978, p.240). 


� MEW8, p.121/Marx 1973, p.154.


� MEW8, p.121/Marx 1973, p.154.


� MEW8, p.152/Marx 1973, p.187.


� MEW8, p.196/Marx 1973, p.236


� MEW8, p.184-5/Marx 1973, p.224.


� MEW8, p.152/Marx 1973, p.188.


� MEW8, p.128/Marx 1973, p.161.


� MEW8, p.167-8/Marx 1973, p.204.


� MEW8, p.182/Marx 1973, p.221.


� MECW10, p.580.


� MEW8, p.129-30/Marx 1973, p.163.


� MEW8, p.128/Marx 1973, p.161.


� MEW8, p.134/Marx 1973, p.168.


� MEW8, p.147/Marx 1973, p.182-3.


� MEW8, p.162/Marx 1973, p.199.


� For additional evidence of (ii), see MEW8, p.196/Marx 1973, p.236.


� For additional evidence of (iii), see MECW15, p.467.


� For a similar formulation, see MEW8, p.196/Marx 1973, p.236.


� For additional evidence of this tendency, see MEW8, p.150/Marx 1973, p.186.


� MECW22, p.497.


� See, for example, MEW30, p.301/MECW41, p.431.


� See MEW13, p.414/MECW16, p.414.


� See MECW22, p.533-4.


� On the idea of emergence, see Collier 1998 and Collier 2004.


� MEW8, p.139/Marx 1973, p.173.


� MEW8, p.559-560/Marx 1973, p.144.


� I have no space to argue for it here, but I would claim that such seemingly awkward passages as MEW3, p.62/MECW5, p.90 and MEW4, p.464/Marx 1967, p.81-2 are compatible with Marx’s general theory of the state and his judgement of the French state under Bonaparte.





