
^ a t fol lows in in the n t tu rc of i n t e r e s t e d comment o n l y . I h ive no t i ced 

the r e p e t i t i v e flaws t h a t a number of ana lyses of the South \ f r i c i n soc i a l 

formation hav< shown, p a r t i c u l a r l y in t h e i r incomple teness , and s e c o n d a r i l y 

in a tendencr to enslavement to j irgon. This ee#»m* to 0 e r a t o in the m m xt 

of n f i l s e dichotomy of ten " o s i t e d hetween ' t h e o r y ' ann1 ' f a c t ' , and h*-- led 

me to want to e i mine n methodological misconcept ion which -*ar t ia l !v under* ie* 

some of the above. 

I t would he r e t t y well redundant to e n t e r in d e t a i l i n to the grounds of 

the argument agn ins t p o l a r i s i n g " theory 1 and ' t h e r e a l wor ld 1 . B r i e f l y , the 

n o s i t i o n i s t h i s : t he r e i s no r e a l i t y u n s t r u c t u r e d by percep t ion of i t . I f 

we nrotend t h i n i - the c a s e , then we are imposing, u n i u s t i f i e d and une-oniined, 

• fr-unework of "erce t i o n on whatever mug i s f o o l i s h enough to accent such 

•in lv«i i r on i t s own t e rms . The e l u c i d a t i o n of ' t h e o r y ' c o n s i s t s in the 

ttem t to snec i fy the framework of p e r c e p t i o n and s u b j e c t i t to t e s t i n g . 

This t e n t i n g i s both of i t s own i n t e r n a l c o n s i s t e n c y and of i t s e t f e c t i v e n e s s 

in en ro - ' " i s s ing and i n t e r p r e t i n g t h a t which i t WSH designed to i n t e r p r e t * 

This i s a summary of H p o s i t i o n in a debate with wide-ranging impl i ca t ions 

t h a t has a long find a r t i c u l a t e h i s t o r y . More immediately i n t e r e s t i n g to me 

i s i t s p lace in the misuse of va r ious concepts w i th in a body of t h e o r y . 

Cases in point are the no t ions of 'mode of production* and 'hegemony' , 

both of which have r e c e n t l y been enjoying widespread vogue. This i s mildly 

jjur*>risin<- onlv uiHMinirh as they have been aroun'l for about a cen turv and 

h a l f i\ cen turv r e s p e c t i v e l y . 

My impression of the way t ha t these and o t h e r concepts have been employed 

in a n«>"i*'T or nnalvfccs of the South African s o c i a l formation r e l a t e s to 

an Tt.titH'lo to^ i*rt\ t ' l eorv . P«rhans in t» rn t h i s *ttitud<* r e l a t e s to th* 

C*>«t«»*"t in wh"*1* "••" lys is is so of ten undert«k*»n: the ' s e p a r a t i o n of 

(U ' . rmi inpp' . i n - h i ' " the h i s t o r i a n leaves phi losophy to the p h i l o s o p h e r s , 

t!ie no I t i c a ] r:rio;itij»t leaves economy to the econo- i i s t s , the s o c i o ' " 

l e v . ? ; • i .-torv t«> the h i s t o r i c , nl so f o r t h , ywrhans drawing on c e r t a i n 

n i " f c t t ' o* l.h»ir o therwise eng -ged c o l l e a g u e s ' *«rk a t need. 

file:///fricin


-15-

This hab i t i f ^f-hhin** « notion from another d i s c i p l i n e seems Para l le led 

by th" **»y th*»t »»n explanatory concept >« ^patched bv tho hnny empirical 

f*p«v»»rcher from a hodv o** t^oorv, or more usua l lv M second han-l fr^m 

none pr4o»- v«rk in the f i e l d , f»nd t h r u s t among the fact* to Ho i t s worV, 

IVfor tuna t* 'v , conrepts don ' t w«Hr tb«t way. In the f i r s t o l - c e , 

v^Are they h*'v»' t h ^ i r p ' ace in a •»«*io»t. nk i n t l t composed and CO-«»«1OT 

hony of theory, they are s»iH«»rt to methodological ru l e s l sid Horn in 

t ha t body of theory, which give them t h e i r s t r u c t u r e an*» meanng. In 

the second nl*ce , they a re r e l a t e d and a lso r e l i a n t for t h e i r me an ins on 

on other concents with which thev were for»r»ntcd, and, used out of context 

of at l eas t some understanding of how they were derived an«i »hat par t they 

play in an explanatory svstem can r e s u l t in some weird misconceutions 'md 

serve no exnlanatory funct ion. In the t h i r d place , the concepts are not 

OTT»I an- tory in themselves. They are t oo l s of percept ion, not a mp<ric 

c a t a l y s t . Thus i t i s confusing and impermissable to assemble a body of 

evidence according to unknown c r i t e r i a , then attcmptto throw in , for 

example, 'hegemony' as an explanatory coup de g r ace . The concepts as 

a whole ind ica te dynamics to be noted fo r t h e i r re levance , t h e i r bsence or 

presence in the f i e ld or period under cons ide ra t ion . Their explanatory 

function is inseparable from t h e i r place in the body of theory as a 

whole, which s t r u c t u r e s an apnroach with i t s i n t e r l i n k i n g epis temological 

and methodological bas i s and the concents which der ive form them. 

The p r o l i f e r a t i o n of iargon which conceals meanint rn ther than e luc ida te s 

i t stems in na r t from t h i s 'smash and g rab ' approach to theory. Where 

one ' s framework is an in tegra l par t of the ana ly t ica l s t ruc tu re being 

cons t ruc ted , any given point can be expressed in several ways, in worHs 

of one sv l l ab l e i f necessary . I t i s when concepts are uneasi ly superimposed 

and t h e i r d is tance from the ' f a c t s ' more evident than t h e i r re levance , t ha t 

they can only be re fer red to in r i g i d l y dogmatic terminology. 

Equally, the theorv i t s e l f i s not r i g i d , being a tool and not a dogma. 

Cer ta in aspects of i t are b a s i c , which if ignored render i t u s e l e s s ; these 

in the main are methodological , although some cnnce* t s pre b a s i c . I t i s 

d i f f i c u l t to use the notion of he^e^ony outs ide of the nremise of c l* s s 

s t r u g g l e , for example, s ince i t der ives c r u c i a l l y from c l a s s s t r u g g l e . 

T V s has almost been achieved bv some ana lyses , though• 

This i s not to say t ha t a l l soc ia l s c i e n t i s t s must enter into the 

equal ly dubious a rea which n i t s concent against concent * i th no re tcrcnce 

to h i s t o r i c a l a n a l v s i s . Hather, t ha t one must be aware t ha t theory i s 

In tegra l to nna lvs i s , and ignorance of the grounds on which one has 

chosen to base one ' s analysis can deform i t n r t h e t i e a l l y , 
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Since, a t l e a s t with the sc ience under d i s cus s ion , h i s t o r i a n s cannot 

leave theorv to ph i losophers , or v ice v e r s a . Hv the c r i t e r i a of h i s t o r i c a l 

v a t e r i a l i s m . a l l must be s c i e n t i s t s , in the sense of huvio" a c l e a r <rrosp 

of method and ' the e n t i r e t y of the theory , as well as the f ie ld t! ev i n t e r p r e 

s.u. mm. 

.\\ 
- W»Wf' ^ 


