
The State Ideological Apparatuses
* * *

In order to advance the theory of the State it is indispensable to take inte
account not only the distinction between State power and State apparatus:
but also another reality which is clearly on the side of the (repressive) Stat(

concept: the ideological State apparatuses. 9 l .
What are the ideological State apparatuses (ISAs)?
They must not be confused with the (repressive) State apparatus. Remem

ber that in Marxist theory, the State Apparatus (SA) contains: the Govern
ment, the Administration, the Army, the Police, the Courts, the Prisons, etc.,
which constitute what I shall in future call the Repressive State Apparatus.
Repressive suggests that the State Apparatus in question 'functions by vio
lence'-at least ultimately (since repression, e.g. administrative repression,
may take non-physical forms).

I shall call Ideological State Apparatuses a certain number of realities
which present themselves to the immediate observer in the form of distinct
and specialized institutions. I propose an empirical list of these which will
obviously have to be examined in detail, tested, corrected and reorganized.
With all the reservations implied by this requirement, we can for the moment
regard the following institutions as Ideological State Apparatuses (the order
in which I have listed them has no particular significance):

-the religious ISA (the system of the different Churches),
-the educational ISA (the system of the different public and private

'Schools') ,
-the family ISA,I
-the legal ISA,2
-the political ISA (the political system, including the different Parties),
-the trade-union ISA,
-the communications ISA (press, radio and television, etc.),
-the cultural ISA (Literature, the Arts, sports, etc.).

I have said that the ISAs must not be confused with the (Repressive) State
Apparatus. What constitutes the difference?

As a first moment, it is clear that while there is one (Repressive) State
Apparatus, there is a plurality of Ideological State Apparatuses. Even pre
supposing that it exists, the unity that constitutes this plurality of ISAs as a
body is not immediately visible.

As a second moment, it is clear that whereas the-unified-(Repressive)
State Apparatus belongs entirely to the public domain, much the larger part
of the Ideological State Apparatuses (in their apparent dispersion) are part,
on the contrary, of the private domain. Churches, Parties, Trade Unions,
families, some schools, most newspapers, cultural ventures, etc., etc., are
private.

We can ignore the first observation for the moment. But someone is bound
to question the second, asking me by what right I regard as Ideological State



Apparatuses, institutions which for the most part do not possess public
status, but are quite simply private institutions. As a conscious Marxist,
Gramsci already forestalled this objection in one sentence. The distinction
between the public and the private is a distinction internal to bourgeois law,
and valid in the (subordinate) domains in which bourgeois law exercises its
'authority'. The domain of the State escapes it because the latter is 'above
the law'; the State, which is the State of the ruling class, is neither public
nor private; on the contrary, it is the precondition for any distinction between
public and private. The same thing can be said from the starting-point of our
State Ideological Apparatuses. It is unimportant whether the institutions in
which they are realized are 'public' or 'private'. What matters is how they
function. Private institutions can perfectly well 'function' as Ideological State
Apparatuses. A reasonably thorough analysis of anyone of the ISAs proves
it.

But now for what is essential. What distinguishes the ISAs from the
~Repressive) State Apparatus is the following basic difference: the Repressive
State Apparatus functions 'by violence', whereas the Ideological State Appa
ratuses function 'by ideology. I

I can clarify matters by correcting this distinction. I shall say rather that
~very State Apparatus, whether Repressive or Ideological, 'functions' both by
violence and ideology, but with one very important distinction which makes
.t imperative not to confuse the Ideological State Apparatus with the (Repres
;ive) State Apparatus.

This is the fact that the (Repressive) State Apparatus functions massively
md predominantly by repression (including physical repression), while func
joning secondarily by ideology. JTh(:re is no such thing as a purely rf'pressive
.lj2pQIatus.) For example, the Army and the Police als~ function by ideology
)oth to ensure their own cohesion and reproduction, and in the 'values' they
)ropound externally.

In the same way, but inversely, it is essential to say that for their part the
deological State Apparatuses function massively and predominantly by ide
dogy, but they also function secondarily by repression, even if ultimately,
mt only ultimately, this is very attenuated and concealed, even symbolic.
There is no sucE.-thing as ,a purely ideological apparatus.) Thus Schools and
:hurches use suitable methods of punishment, expulsion, selection, etc., to
:liscipline' not only their shepherds, but also their flocks. The same is true
,f the Family .... The same is true of the cultural IS Apparatus (censorship,
lmong other things), etc.

Is it necessary to add that this determination of the double 'functioning'
predominantly, secondarily) by repression and by ideology, according to
vhether it is a matter of the (Repressive) State Apparatus or the Ideological
;tate Apparatus, makes it clear that very subtle explicit or tacit combinations
nay be woven from the interplay of the (Repressive) State Apparatus and
he Ideological State Apparatuses? Everyday life provides us with innumer
ble examples of this, but they must be studied in detail if we are to go further
han this mere observation.


