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To what extent do Marx’s and Foucault’s approaches to power differ?
Introduction
Gellner defines the ‘state’ as an institution ‘specifically concerned with the enforcement of order’ (1983:4). Although not the focus of this essay, it is important to acknowledge the wider scope that this essay resides in; the sense of political order and social control. Marxist and Foucauldian narratives in their approaches to power, although related to nationalism, neoliberalism, and versions of state, are thereby instead covered by examining smaller scale industrial institutions. Indeed, they relate to Marxist and Foucauldian relationships to states and governance and their approaches to power and how their approaches differ. This essay will explore the themes of labour relations, commodification, fetishization, hierarchy and boundaries, alienation, suppression and resistance.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Context
Marx (1887: 30) developed his ideologies in the 1840s; Foucault was a post-modern structuralist, and presented his theories during the 1960s. It is important to understand the periods in which these theories were developed so as to understand what impacted them and informed their approaches to power.
Relating to the concepts of power, Marx (1887: 30) observed the effects of modernity on peasant power dynamics as society’s transition to what he deems industrial capitalism. As a historical materialist, writing empirically in the nineteenth-century, he interpreted factual experience in Marxism as a whole world view and a philosophy. According to Ollman (2003: 168), Marx wrote historical dialectical materialistic account, meaning that he wrote based on factual evidence historically. 	Comment by Melanie  Long: ref	Comment by Melanie  Long: ref
Hierarchy
Marx (1887: 194) invented the metaphor of the capitalist world, concluding that the economically powerful class exploits society for its own benefits. There is a dualistic separation between those that have economic power by owning the means of production and those that have not, thereby creating the proletariat class (1887: 342). 	Comment by Melanie  Long: ref
To Marx, inequalities and boundaries are intrinsic to the capitalist system and are centred round labour relations (Marx 1887: 354, 379, Graeber 2009:520). They reflect and constitute broader social hierarchies of the bourgeois and the proletariat. These are maintained and obscured through the power dynamics created by the capitalist ownership of means of production, and played out within systems creating surplus value, space governance, and the fetishization of money.
Marx (1887:131) argued that power was held by those in control of the means to production; Foucault (1976: 94). saw it as embedded in every part of society, and could be enacted anywhere within the sphere of influence Marx’s (1859: 2) approach to power is narrated through the inequalities from distribution of wealth, which in turn is played out through labour relations. 
Foucault (1976:94), however, saw power as discourse and embedded in society and ‘exercised from innumerable points, in the interplay of non-egalitarian and mobile relations’ (1976: 94). He states that ‘one is always inside power (1976: 94). There is a plurality of resistances which exist in the field of power relations', therefore power is not something that can be acquired but enacted upon, increasing or decreasing empowerment. Foucault, therefore, does not see a proletariat or bourgeois class, for his theory is not classist, unlike Marx.	Comment by Melanie  Long: Power is exercised from innumerable points, in the interplay of non-egalitarian and mobile relations page 94
	Comment by Melanie  Long: One is always inside power. There is a plurality of resistances which exist in the field of power relations. Page 96

Foucault’s (1976: 94) ideas regarding ‘relations of power are not in a position of exteriority with respect to other types of relationships, but they are the immediate effects of the divisions, inequalities, and directly productive role, wherever they come into play’.	Comment by Melanie  Long: Find this quotation and ref it
Marxists (Marx 1887: 164) see power in terms of the apparatus of the state and class.  Marx focused on society, particularly the relationships created by difference, whereas Foucault (1976: 94) focuses on the individual, how power is exercised and what its techniques and tactics were.	Comment by Emily Goddard: ref
Labour theory of value 
Adapted from Locke’s ideas from 1689, (Vaughn 1978: 311-321) Marxism is a system of political economy, it consists of ‘labour theory of value’ and ‘theory of surplus value’. According to Narotsky (1997: 64), Marx drew his conclusions from these two concepts.
As solutions to their perceived societies, they each suggested different approaches. Although Foucault talks about the commodification of the body and labour, Foucault narrates this as a discourse of power between parties. 
From a Maussian (1985) perspective, Carrier (1992: 539- 558) discusses whether or not personal identity is bound or independent to the circulation of objects. This particularly relates to the ‘social organisation of production in capitalist societies, particularly with the regard to the formation of classes and the appropriation of surplus value’ in Britain and America (1992: 540). Mauss states that the ‘economy becomes progressively disembodied from society’ and that economic and social relations become alienated (Carrier 1992: 540). 
He shows in the transition through the cottage industry; ‘production by households as independent economic units’, the putting out system; ‘production by the household under contract with a merchant capitalist’, and the early factory system; ‘production in a central place but with much of the labour sourced relationally’ and finally factory production ‘production in a central place with all labour recruited treated labour as a commodity’ (Carrier 1992: 540, 32).
The organisation of productive and reproductive labour in a cottage industry was ‘embedded’ in the household kinship, creating value placed alongside obligations to this family set up, whether there is ‘love or resentment’ within such relations. This applied to the extra labourers that were not kin related, subsuming them into the family relation. Training passed down through genial lines to create products, and the products produced ‘bore the mark of those relations’ (Carrier 1992: 542). 
The core self, according to Carrier, is inalienable, engaged in what was seen as ‘concrete’ (Barnett & Silverman); kinship, nationality, race and gender. People experience each other autonomously, and are evaluated, commodity-like in their utility to employers (Carrier 1992: 552, Hann and Hart 2011:32).
The contrast between cottage industry and modern factory production shows an increase in alienation. Separation of the workplace and home life illustrates the ‘differentiation of life into purely economic and purely social aspects’. Alongside this concept of place, there is increased tension with the separation of identity with the distinction between work and home life. Objects are separated from self and are understood only in relation to ‘forces’, such as when workers call a product of their labour ‘their own’ (Carrier 1992: 451). 
Manipulation satisfies the need to ‘colonise this alienated realm’ reducing alienated relations (Carrier 1992: 451) to gain control over fellow workers strengthening relations between co-workers and them and their tools. This response to forces of alienation can be seen in capitalist context of resistance.  
This is clear Marxist narrative showing survival is based on transactions with impersonal structures, those that have the means of production, the bourgeois. 
Burawoy’s (1982) work explains the movement from coercive to normative compliance. He argues that capitalists choose among available technologies not only to increase productivity but, in addition, to gain control over the labour process. Operators are defined by the machine they run and are remunerated according to an individual piece rate incentive scheme. 
The remuneration scheme works as follows. Out of a level of effort, where 100% is the benchmark, below this, and workers the numbers equivalent to their produce. Above this, they receive the base rate but also the number of parts in excess of the 100%. 125% is anticipated as normal, which earns the proletariat workers incentive bonuses (1982: 49). These incentive bonuses are fetishized, as money is fetishized. As Burawoy states, he found himself playing the bonus system, ‘spontaneously cooperating with management in the production of greater surplus value’. In Burawoy we see shop-floor culture reproduce capitalist values.
According to Marxism, capitalism enslaves workers. They do not have the means to acquire money and goods, yet they fetishize them. Because of the illusion that money has power of its own, it therefore has agency in its own right; it has exchange value and because the proletariat does not see the process of how goods are acquired nor the labour relations in the fetishized product. The proletariat works to sell their labour, commodifying it, in order to acquire goods.
The sum of the surplus value is of profit to the bourgeois, whereas the proletariat workers are given bonuses as small rewards. They also only see their portion of the labour process, which is central to Marxist thought - that workers have no awareness of exploitation and are ‘bound to a coercive game’ (1982: 65). Because of this ‘terrain’ of making out (1982: 67) any resistance or conflict that would be between the management and the worker is dissipated in competitively. As Burawoy says, this is ‘undoubtedly the reconstitution of hierarchical conflict’ (1982: 67). It is imbued in the whole system, ‘just as the network of power relations ends by forming a dense web that passes through apparatuses and institutions, without being exactly localized in them’ (Foucault 1976: 96).
This ‘game’ of making out, as Burawoy calls it, provides a framework for the bourgeois to evaluating productivity from a Marxist point of view, and with a Foucauldian stance we also this gaze makes the proletariat perform self-disciplinary behaviour to make out while not ‘hitting the ceiling’. The workers also have ‘output restrictions’ and strict regiments keeping the workers in check; disciplining them if they work more than one “hot job” at a time, keeping them dependent upon systems of order (Burawoy 1982:59). 
There are many subtle ways the management manipulates in order to maximise on the commodification of labour and cream the surplus value. Workers are given bonuses dependent upon how much experience they have (i.e.: how long they have worked for the company). This helps to create illusion that labour is participation. Workers work against each other in teams, this game is indoctrinated to the workers to make more product than the others, thereby creating surplus value. ‘Hegemonic’ capitalism co-opts workers according to Marx, however according to Foucault ‘there is a general line of force that traverses the local oppositions and links them together…there are hegemonic effects that are sustained by all these confrontations’ (Foucault 1976: 94).
Discipline
Foucault’s ideas emerged from his study of 18th-19th century discipline in Western Europe.
Although could be said that bargaining between management and unions support the proletariat, to Marx, it merely adds to the illusion. Foucault would disagree: the skill in making out is in the discourse between parties, manipulating the arrangement of relationships from management with advancement the sole aim (Foucault 1976: 94). 
However, the shifting relays of responsibility between teams are negotiated through ‘bargaining strength’ by the individual relationships between individuals and others higher up in the hierarchy (e.g.: worker and superintendent). Or whether they have affective social dynamics with the fellow worker (e.g.: trucker, superintendent) through engaging their agency. 
There is also further discussion surrounding the proletariat’s lack of organisation. As an informant noted, ‘people don’t get to know each other well, so there’s less cooperation’ (Burawoy 1982: 54).  Referring back to Carrier, we see relational alienation at play, alongside economic alienation. They are disempowered according to Marxist theories since autonomy is an illusion.
However there are ways to ‘win power’ (Burawoy 1982: 70) through regaining autonomy and control over their work, as we see in Boroway’s work, an informant ‘monopolized on knowledge’ of particular machinery to gain bargaining power with management.
Resistance
Marx suggests that under capitalism, we sell our labour, which then becomes a commodity in its own right. When said labour is given a price we alienate it for it has become commodified. This means the capitalists treat the worker proletariat as a commodity. However, in ‘The Communist Manifesto’ (1848), Marx views this power dynamic as labour relations; exploitation and struggle between the Proletariat and the Bourgeois as the core truth of power relation. This is structured as an ideology.
 To Marx, (1887: 291) it is the duty of the working class to fight from capitalist revolt, enforcing communism (Vincent, 2002:3). This alone can be the solution. Marx’s chief aim is not simply to analyse the capitalist society, but his assumption is that the proletariat has to change it. Indeed, according to Thrower (1983: 354), on Marx, the throwing off of suppression will conclude with the “realization of freedom, not only from exploitation and political power but from immediate bodily needs. It is the solution to the problem of history and is also the end of history”.
Foucault studied psychiatry and penal institutions. He observes, where there is power, there is resistance (1976: 94), which can never be exterior to power or else it would not be able to enact agency. He speaks of all points of power could enact agency to become points of resistance whether they are adversary or support (Foucault 1976: 96):
 “No soul of revolt, source of all rebellions, or pure law of the revolutionary. Instead there is a plurality of resistances, each of them a special case: resistances that are possible, necessary, but by definition, they can only exist in the strategic field of power relations.”
By Foucault’s reasoning, change is made through discourse rather than with revolution.
Panopticon 
The main example that Foucault (1977: 201) uses here is the “Panopticon,” a surveillance technique by Jeremy Bentham, the utilitarian theorist, for the observation of prisoners. The panopticon consisted of a tower from which, the prisoners down on the ground could be watched at all times (Foucault 1977: 201): 
‘Hence the major effect of the Panopticon: to induce in the inmate a state of conscious and permanent visibility that assures the automatic functioning of power…. participants are caught up in a power situation of which they are themselves the bearers.’
When one knows that one is being watched, one becomes more docile and more “useful.” Thus, discipline is a more efficient instrument of power than repression.  
As ‘the codified power to punish becomes the disciplinary power to observe’ (Foucault 1977: 224), however, all gazes could be seen as disciplinary. This includes workers’ self-regulation as well as management.
Gramsci (1971) defined hegemony as a form of ideological domination based on the consent of the dominated, a consent that is secured through the diffusion of the worldview of the dominant class. Here we see workers allowing these social dynamics and power to be placed upon them for they must work to gain money that they fetishize (Llewellyn 2003 :182). Comparing Marx to Foucault, it is suggested that agency to will to power is discussed by Foucault, although it is from individual action, not classist Marxism.
In contrast to Foucauldian narrative, knowledge and power are instead imbued in society as a method rather than an ideology. Instead of a philosophical perspective, Foucauldian methodology can be likened to Latour’s (1990: 2-3) actor network theory, whereby the social relations of individual human actors have often the character of a network. For instance, Foucault’s analysis of “micro-powers” show enacting technologies of the body ‘through social relations of individual human actors’ (Foucault 1976: 94, Gledhill 1994 :234). 
Ong (1988) studied emergent female industrial workforce from a peasant village in Malaya. They are young female adults and ‘members of a nascent proletariat’ (1998:28). In the 1969s, Malays lived in Rural kampong lived through outbreaks of rioting, which gave expression to deep-seated resentment over the distribution of power. In 1971, 17 cases of ‘hysteria’ were reported, coincided with the implementation of government policy. An influx of young women was employed by manufacturing plants (1988: 29).
Suppression and subjugation
The body is also directly involved in a political field; power relations have an immediate hold upon it; they direct its action. A political body is invested with relations of power and domination; but, on the other hand, its constitution as labour power is possible only if it is caught up in a system of subjection (1988: 25).
Managing conflict and suppression
These events were interpreted as ‘spirit possession’ (1988: 29) rather than distress by the bomoh (spirit healer). Subjecting themselves to their cultural identity knowledge because of their inalienable identity they submit to the knowledge of the bomboh. 
The disruptions caused by spirit incidents seem a form of retaliation against factory supervisors (1988: 32). Women have a loss of control over their bodies as well as their lack of control over social relations in the factory. 
In the 1970s, newspaper reports on the increase in ‘mass hysteria” among young Malay women was interpreted in terms of superstitious belief. They were taken from the shop floor and given sedatives (1988: 32). 
Taboo and knowledge
We see knowledge as power enacted to disempower the self. In Kuala Langat, young factory women felt themselves placed in a situation where, to their knowledge, they unintentionally violated taboos involved with social and bodily boundaries. Their participation of at work is seen by themselves as a threat to the ordering of their Malay identities and here were also reports of sexual harassment by men on the shop floor. Mary Douglas’ (1966) ideas of social boundaries supports the ‘sense of ambiguity and dislocation’ (Ong 1988: 28).  
Referring back to Carrier, the capitalist labels these experiences as a disorder of their own making, separate from the effects of the factory floor. Although they have inalienable identities and are political bodies, they disempower the workers with the illusion that they have alienated them from their agency to enact upon it. 
Resistance
Informants from her ethnography state as operators they will ‘always contest their small wages’ (1988: 38): 
‘They want us to raise production that is what we sometimes challenge’. 
There are expressions of both fear and of resistance calling for a renegotiation of obligations between management and workers. Indeed, it could be in part a rebellion reclaiming their personal agency over the body, or using Carrier’s ideas, they could be expressing their inalienable core identity to empower themselves in the workplace through temporarily disempowering the production line.
Regulation and management of conflict
Foucault states that people ‘subjected to the micro-techniques (1976: 99) of power’ are induced to regulate themselves. The self-regulation contributes to the corporate control they experience over their agency. As factory workers, the shop floor becomes psychologically alienating as well as their products of labour (Ong 1988 :35). 
Foucault opposes the concept of repression because this judicial concept is only about the effect of power as repression that restricts. As Foucault considers power neutrally, repression is a clearly negative connotation and would be detrimental to society, directly opposing Marx. In Power and Knowledge he states that this neutrality means that ‘power [can also] hold good, it produces forms knowledge [and] discourse’ (1980: 59). 	Comment by Melanie  Long: Page 119, knowledge and power.
Through these ethnographic examples illustrating power dynamics, Burawoy, Carrier and Ong have illustrated human struggle, illuminating different angles on what it means to exercise power with the themes of labour relations, commodification, fetishization, hierarchy and boundaries, alienation, suppression and resistance. In this way, both Marxist and Foucauldian theories have value and highlight contrasting narratives, each valuable to the study of power dynamics even in their differing critique.
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