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Editorial

The collapse in 1989 of the regime-states in eastern Europe
constituted an event of world-historical significance. It signalled,
decisively, the end of the world order forged in the aftermath of the
Second World War and the failure of one of modernity’s great — if
most calamitous — experiments in social, political and economic
engineering. The implications of this event range far and wide.
They are expressed in what might be characterised as tectonic
shifts in the shape of the global political economy; and they are also
expressed in the demand closely to interrogate some of the noblest
and most formidable political and intellectual projects of modern
times. For the triumph of the advanced capitalist economies over
the systems of state-socialism registers not only the greater
economic and technological capacities of the former; it also
registers the extent to which the values of efficiency and of
technical and administrative rationality have been indelibly written
into the normative codes by which the contemporary age is
regulated and by which its participants judge the adequacy of the
systems by which their lives are shaped.

The collapse of these authoritarian regimes, while obviously a
cause for celebration, invites us to pause and reflect not only upon
the significance of the more or less obvious or more or less
concealed consequences of the re-organisation of global economic
and political relations which it heralds, but also upon the
challenges that it poses to those people concerned to pursue the
ends of justice, freedom and democracy. The collapse of the east
European regime-states contains its properly tragic moment; for,
deformed though they might have been, these states issued from a
conscious and concerted attempt to give institutional expression to
the promise, first coherently articulated in the European
Enlightenment and then borne by the revolutionary socialist and
democratic movements, of an enlightened, just and emancipated
society. The task, then, is not only to delineate the changing
character of the global political economy — important though this
task is — but also to pose and answer the questions “What went
wrong?’ and ‘How, in the light of the failure of the state-socialist



type regimes might the struggles for justice and democracy best be
prosecuted?’. Finally, and not of the least moment for those in
South Africa, is the need to assess the implications of these events
for the democratic project here.

It was in the recognition of the importance of this event that the
editors of Theoria chose to make its significance the governing
theme for this issue. We have thus attempted to include
contributions that address, as far as possible, each of the themes
adumbrated above.

* * *

Theoria 77, currently in press, explores the theme ‘Ideology and
Aesthetics’. Theoria 78 will be devoted to the theme ‘Ethical
Aspects of Economic Growth’. Contributions to the latter theme
might address, among other things, the following issues:

® How might the requirements of equity and justice be
reconciled with those of economic growth?

® Urbanization and the cultural aspects of economic
development

® Appropriate political and juridical forms to an industrializing
society

® Problems of theorizing development

® Modernization, modernity and beyond in South Africa

This range of sub-themes is not of course exhaustive of the
possibilities raised by the main theme.

Contributions should be sent before August 15, 1991 to: The
Editors, Theoria, University of Natal Press, P O Box 375,

Pietermaritzburg 3200.
THE EDITORS



The End/s of Socialism

Ronald Aronson

Many of us watched the unfolding revolutions against Communism
in eastern Europe with considerable ambivalence. Of course we
were jubilant that oppressive one-party regimes were being
overturned by mass popular movements — often instigated and led
by the Left — and felt confirmed in our deepest hope, which is that
all forms of oppression may eventually be challenged, and ended.
But could we really cheer the fall of social systems which, however
sharply we might criticize them, we had hoped might still permit a
socialist transformation? Not only had they instituted many
positive changes — unemployment was virtually unknown in East
Germany, for example, rents and necessities cheap, education
free, medical care provided by the state — but many of us had
hoped that mass movements motivated by a vision of democratic
socialism contained within these societies’ official outlook might
one day transform their bureaucratic political structures and
liberate socialism from its authoritarian shell. Some of us would
even have said that in certain ways these societies may have
reached a higher social stage than the rest of the world, and by
combining socialist institutions with democratic political
transformations they might still demonstrate socialism’s historical
superiority.

History sometimes deals harshly with hope. Today, events have
made this vision obsolete. What we have known as socialism is
overthrown or in retreat almost everywhere. Only in South Africa,
it seems, do people on the street and in universities and in major
political organizations and unions still talk about socialism as a
desirable direction, does the stock exchange still rise and fall to the
drumbeat of nationalization threats. In eastern Europe, where
they were largely imposed by force, from the outside, ruling
communist parties were unwilling and unable to make their
regimes into deeply popular — that is, democratic — social orders.
And so, in the wake of its patent inability to win majority support,
and consequent collapse, socialism now appears to many in the
East not as a higher order, but, according to the popular joke, as
the longest possible detour between capitalism and capitalism.

In reflecting on the fate of socialism today one would like to be
able to insist that it retains its force, its social base, its economic
validity, and above all, its historical status — as the objective
tendency posed by capitalism’s chaotic development, as
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capitalism’s dialectical alternative, as the solution of the most
fundamental contemporary social problems. With Joe Slovo, one
would like to be able to say that socialists have failed — because of
their mistakes, especially their lack of commitment to democracy
— but not socialism.! Even if unable to say that ‘socialism hasn’t
failed because it hasn’t been tried’, or, ‘the victory of socialism is
assured’ — statements from elsewhere on the Left which are
utterly abstract and dogmatic — one would still like to be able to
show some objective basis for confidence in a socialist future.
Those of us who have called ourselves Marxists and socialists have
a different task than reaffirming the faith. We must ask the hard
questions history has imposed on us. We have ahead of us a
difficult journey, a long dark night of the socialist soul. Has
socialism simply been defeated by a (temporarily or permanently)
superior foe, a ruling class so hegemonic that it has integrated its
own working classes into its highly profitable consumer societies?
Has the class struggle between labor and capital been decisively
won by capital? Or is this very way of framing the question
mistaken? Was it always an error to project that a thoroughly
subordinated class (so unlike the bourgeoisie in pre-capitalist
societies) might rise to hegemony??

We should begin our reflections by admitting that our view of
history has been stood on its head. At the very least we should be
pondering Robert Heilbroner’s argument — dismissed by Joe
Slovo with no mention that Heilbroner himself has long identified
himself as a socialist — that capitalism has won its economic
struggle with socialism. Perhaps with all its contradictions and
faults capitalism is indeed a superior mechanism of production —
then what? Why has it been capitalism, not socialism, that has been
far and away the most productive economic system the world has
ever known? Of course it is necessary to tie the Soviet present to its
past, bureaucracy to its historical origins in the disastrous
aftermath of the Bolshevik seizure of power and the backwardness
of old Russia.? But, as Alec Nove has argued, a system of central
planning has its own logic, stifles the spontaneous dynamism of a
market economy without as adequately regulating the relationship
between supply and demand. In contrast, Nove argues, the need to
compete makes businesses, like politicians, less arrogant, more
solicitous. Nove’s call for a ‘feasible’ socialism of the marketplace
combines a wide variety of economic units — private businesses,
nationalized but competitive ones, nationalized monopolies,
cooperatives — and allows for some democratic controls, where
possible and beneficial, along with marketplace regulation and
specialist control.*

Ernest Mandel has criticized Nove’s capitulation to so much of
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the reality of capitalism.’ But if Nove takes great pains to show how
socialism might be made feasible, Mandel seems to have lost his
connection to real possibility. Critics of Nove are left with a single,
decisive question: What is the alternative? However appealing
might be Mandel’s vision of workers’ control, from a Marxist
perspective this is the question. Over a hundred years after Marx’s
death what can we point to as the socialist alternative? This need to
point is central to Marxism: to point to actual social forces, to real
historical tendencies, to demonstrable alternatives. Not to our
subjective hopes or our moral outrage or to brilliant evocations of
‘socialism of the kind envisaged by Marx and Engels
(democratically articulated and centralized self-management, the
planned self-rule of the associated producers)’.® More important
for us than these concepts is that Marxism, as the scientific study of
society, rejected Utopian thinking out of hand — at issue was not
what kind of society Marx (no less than a few students and
professors) would like to see, or an ideal society, but the actual
social forms in the making, to be constructed as the actual
dialectical product of capitalism’s overthrow by its working class.”

The emerging dominant historical tendency, socialism would be
based on the emerging majority, the industrial working class. Marx
refused to give a blueprint for socialism because the working class
itself would produce it in its struggle. Still, even if he left no
models, Marx assumed that socialism’s economic superiority,
based on the abolition of wage labor and commodity production,
would be part and parcel of its democratic and non-exploitative
nature — the society which, as the dialectical opposite (and thus
outcome) of capitalism would be based on and ruled by the vast
majority, which would no longer extract their surplus labor for the
advantage of a tiny minority. Thus working-class liberation was to
be universal liberation not because it was good or desirable, but
because it was actually emerging within the framework of capitalist
society. Marx’s writings were intended as tools to clarify the
situation in which the proletariat found itself, to illuminate their
path to the transformation they would sight from within their own
struggle.

I recall these basic premises to stress that the hallmark of
Marxism has been its dialectical realism, its claim to be scientific,
its insistence on basing itself on actual historical trends, its self-
rooting in real social classes and their struggles, its rejection of all
idealism. Thus the need to point is essential to Marxism: Marxism
does not present itself as an ideal or a value, but as a description of
the reality unfolding before our eyes, in struggle, and with our
participation.

What can we conclude about the reality that has unfolded in the
hundred years after Marx’s death? What has the class struggle
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produced that we can point to? For example, is there a successful
socialist society that might serve as a model and source of
inspiration, if not material support for the building of socialism
elsewhere, say in South Africa? Where is a prosperous and
democratic alternative to capitalism? We all know the sad answer
to these questions; what needs to be stressed is that the fact that
neither parliamentary nor revolutionary paths have produced a
working alternative that can leave the theory untouched. Because
Marxism is a historically based conception and not an idealism, if
world-historical trends are moving away from, rather than
towards, socialism, this can only undermine Marxism’s claims to
validity.

If not a successful socialism as we near the twenty-first century,
can we at least find a proletarian majority, struggling towards
socialism? Nowhere in the world, with the possible exception of
Belgium for a brief moment, has the industrial proletariat, even
broadly defined, ever been the numerical majority. Moreover,
working classes everywhere are shrinking under the new
techniques of advanced capitalist production. And where can one
point to a working-class movement unifying rather than
fragmenting, and becoming more class-conscious and articulating,
and moving towards, rather than away from, an alternative to
capitalism? At what point do we ask, with Herbert Marcuse,
whether a long-term change in working-class consciousness isn’t
also a ‘corresponding change in [its] “‘societal existence™’?’®

Yes, we all know the responses, our responses — that the
capitalists too have studied the Communist Manifesto and Capital,
and have strategized accordingly; that the prosperity of a (wide or
thin) layer of the working class, in the industrial West, has been
bought at the expense of the absolute immiseration of the vast
majority in the Third World;’ that the Cold War stabilized
capitalism and allowed the creation of a coalition between labor
and capital;'? that successful workers’ struggles, institutionalized in
stable union-management relationships, have drawn a decisive
sector of the working class’s loyalty into the consumer society.
Still, what does it mean to remain a socialist in such conditions?
Doesn’t it entail no longer basing oneself, as Marx insisted, on
objective trends and actual events? Don’t those of us who remain
socialists in such a-situation do so because we are personally
committed to a possible social system we regard as better, rather
than to an emerging hegemonic movement? However painfully,
must we not confess to commitments that are subjective ones,
moral ones, normative ones — but no longer commitments to a
world-historical process that can be pointed to? Marx was able to
explore the logic of that process and decide to serve it; we cannot.

If Marxism was science and vision, the two were joined together
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by history itself; history itself now reveals to us the contingent
character of that unity. Which means that a hard-headed
assessment of the prospects for socialism today, indeed, a Marxist
assessment, calls upon us to be skeptical and critical — of our very
commitments.

But this is not the deepest problem the current situation has
imposed on us. Was what was overthrown in eastern Europe and is
reeling in the Soviet Union ‘really’ socialism? Claims about
socialism’s continued vitality avoid a fundamental question: what
do we mean by socialism? What is it? And what is the status of this
is? After communism, any possible socialist movement will have to
answer these questions. If socialism is not, or is no longer, a one-
party state in which the state controls all economic life through a
system of central planning, then what is it? Many non-communist
socialists will not flinch at this question, because we have always
claimed that the answer lay in more genuinely democratic ways of
socializing the means of production and organizing social life than
under communism — workers’ control, for example, or multi-party
socialism. But haven’t we too, without knowing it, drawn our sense
of possibility from the fact of distorted socialism/communism?
Didn’t its very existence, no matter how ugly, confirm our sense of
a historical alternative to capitalism? If not that one, then another
one, more democratic but sharing some of communism’s
commitments and starting-points, lay behind it, in possibility. We
could look at communism and confidently describe the changes
necessary to transform it into socialism. We were speaking,
following Rudolph Bahro, about ‘the alternative’ to ‘really existing
socialism’. It turns out that a good part of the force of our
commitment to that alternative presupposed ‘really existing
socialism’ as a social form that had already gone beyond capitalism.
Our confidence in this alternative lasted only as long as
communism. Its collapse makes our non-communist socialism
increasingly unconnected to any real world.

Neither we nor anyone else can say of any existing system, ‘This
is socialism,” nor say of any existing movement, ‘They are
demanding socialism.” And, increasingly, neither we nor anyone
else can any longer say, ‘This is bad socialism,” or, “This is not
socialism’. But when ‘it’ exists neither as deformed alternative or
articulated tendency or historical reality, it is only an idea. Self-
confident statements, whether by Joe Slovo or by his critics, or by
Ernest Mandel criticizing Nove’s market socialism, weighty-
sounding statements about what socialism ‘is’, are describing
something that exists nowhere. It is still to be constructed, still to
be agreed upon, indeed, after the debacle in eastern Europe, still
to be imagined and put forward. The status of ‘socialism is’ is
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oracular, not scientific.

The point is not that there may not one day be a society which
may call itself socialism that would be far better than capitalism,
but rather than it exists nowhere, utopia. We are, accordingly,
extremely unsure of any of its main features, and more than ever
before in the long history of socialism, students, intellectuals,
community activists, political militants, trade unionists, will
require enormous discussion and experience before we can even
speak of an alternative to capitalism with any subjective consensus.
Ostensibly self-confident discussions about what ‘socialism is’
really revolve around ideas that groups of people may hold in
common as truths but which have no demonstrable real-world
basis; increasingly they sound like religious discussions, with their
sacred texts, their ministers and priests trained to interpret these
texts. Or they resemble a kind of Platonism — as if the speaker has
grasped the inner essence or idea, or form, that will direct us,
Marxists become idealist philosophers, in reshaping reality. Marx
described religion as ‘the heart of a heartless world’ — meaning
that those human needs and wishes and longings denied in actual
social life were projected out on the heavens and named God, and
satisfied there. Is this what has become of socialism?

Marxism’s critical edge insists that we can no longer say — if it ever
could be said — that socialism is the self-evident movement of
events. We can no longer say that it is the truth coming into being.
We can no longer say that it is happening among us and around us.
Those who do so have become Marxist-idealists. Where does this
leave those of us who have always regarded ourselves as socialists
of a Marxist bent, who have always believed that human
development and struggles, and the development of the productive
forces, have made possible a classless society? One obvious lesson
to be drawn from the experience of eastern Europe is that socialism
without democracy is not worth fighting for or defending, and that
when allowed to choose, virtually no one wants it. It was once
thought by many that ‘socialization of the means of production’
could come first and would solve the most fundamental problems,
that democratic controls, multiparty systems, and what were
dismissed as ‘bourgeois freedoms’ could be postponed, as
superstructural phenomena that followed on changes in ownership
of the economic system. On the one hand, this mode of political
thought — now dubbed ‘Stalinist’ but certainly rooted equally in
Lenin and Trotsky — foresaw nationalization and centralization of
industry as the touchstone of any socialist transformation. The key
was thought to be expropriating the capitalist class.
Democratization would ‘follow’ transformations in the
determining area, economic life which, in any case, might require
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dictatorial force to carry out and might be retarded by respect for
the restraints of bourgeois-democratic institutions. We have all
seen this approach swept into the dustbin of history. We can now
conclude that this is nonsense. There are no structures that can be
built independently of how they are built and controlled.

Second, if we now see socialism not as the logic of events but as
just one goal among others, one norm among others, one project
among others, we must approach it, ourselves, and any possible
interlocutors, with a humility that has been notably absent from
socialist and Marxist discourse. Understandably absent, if history
was bringing our project into fruition. Abandoning such positivism
we must now say that we would like to see certain values realized,
certain structures adopted. Marxist postivism, as the Frankfort
School thinkers knew, collapsed well before the Wall was erected:
perhaps our numbers will grow, perhaps not, perhaps our efforts
will work, perhaps not. If we continue to believe in socialism we
must see how its ontological status has been changed by a
recalcitrant history: now, we must spell out what we have in mind,
argue, as Irving Fetscher has insisted, that socialism is
‘indispensable on moral grounds’,!! defend it in discussion, be
prepared to consider its faults, modify it according to real
experience.

Related to these conclusions, we now know that there is no
single institutional fulcrum that will solve the fundamental
problems of humanity. Marxism drew our minds to core,
underlying structures and activities as the essence of social life. It
was correct to do so, but it would be absurd to continue insisting
that every significant area of social life — and social pain — can be
reduced to its socio-economic basis. Even if we still insist on the
centrality of the mode of production, there is no structural recipe
— ‘the socialization of the means of production’ — which, like the
philosopher’s stone, will transform even the major areas needing
transformation. For example, how will socialism solve the problem
of scarcity that hangs over South Africa? There is no single answer
that will create a world of milk and honey in a land of 35%
unemployment, that will pacify human existence where millions
lack adequate food, will allow the lion to lie down with the lamb
where education is in a shambles. I deliberately contrast visionary
goals, so central to Marxism but never adequately theorized by it
and indeed badly understood by it, with hard realities calling for a
many-sided strategy.

Far better to accept the irreducible complexity and plurality of
such a society as South Africa, its people, and their situations, and
to recognize that major social change requires complex and plural
approaches not reducible to ‘socialism’ as we know it. But will we
still find, among these approaches, the demand to remove any or
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most of the means of production from private hands and bring
them under state control, workers’ control, or cooperative control?
On the one hand, I have said that we simply do not know what
shape such a socialism might have. On the other hand, perhaps
only a revolutionary transformation might spur the depth of social
solidarity and constructive élan that are necessary for the collective
raising-by-their-bootstraps involved in building millions of housing
units, training tens of thousands of teachers, constructing
thousands of schools. Socialization in some form would be an
inevitable part of such a transformation — returning the economy
to the people on whose backs it was built, creating a moral
community, redistributing the wealth, stressing the social and
economic prerequisites of a genuinely nonracial society. But the
inevitable side-effects would include a racial polarization that has
so far been avoided and whose destructive consequences are
unforeseeable, and a major disruption of production.

Of course, the people should decide, and their ability to make a
decision at each stage will reflect the actual balance of class forces.
The point, however, is to see emancipation as a many-sided
process and to avoid fixing on socialization as the only worthwhile
goal. Considering the real-world constraints of a place such as
South Africa, it is necessary to beware of fantasies of total
redemption, which have a way of being authoritarian,
undemocratic, and reductionist. History doesn’t treat kindly those
who get in their way, and in the end, history doesn’t treat kindly
the systems thrown up by these fantasies.

Which brings us to the question of the goal, human emancipation,
and its institutional prerequisites in Marxian theory — the
abolition of commodity production and wage labor, which
presuppose the expropriation of the bourgeoisie as a class. At issue
is the peculiar character of the goal in radical epistemology.
Among most Marxists and socialists the end — the socialization of
the means of production, a classless society, a world governed by
relations of democracy and equality and functioning at the highest
levels of wealth and culture — has come to be the motivating force
— shall we say, the ideal? — even if Marx always insisted on it
growing out of the concrete reality of the struggle. Marxists, as
Mandel reveals so strikingly, have become converted to ‘socialism
of the kind envisaged by Marx and Engels’ as much as, or more
than, to the actual proletariat. Mandel uses this end as his sharpest
weapon against Nove: our distance from it defines our current
situation, how much we may have compromised or been defeated,
and thus allows us to critique limited projects such as Nove’s
according to a ‘pure’ socialist yardstick.

Indeed, the end is a powerful motivating factor of revolutionary
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psychology. But as long as the end is not achieved, all other
victories are only partial, tentative. Rosa Luxemburg’s response to
Eduard Bernstein’s ‘The goal is nothing, the movement is
everything’ was simply the reverse: ‘On the contrary the movement
as such without regard for the final aim is nothing, but the final aim
is everything for us.' In the minds of some, what reason can there
be to cheer the imminent fall of apartheid when South Africa is still
so far from genuine emancipation — socialism? After all, it is
persuasively argued, national liberation cannot be complete under
capitalism: a post-apartheid capitalist South Africa, like a post-
1960s America, will only replace statutory racial oppression with a
self-perpetuating sequel: inherited racial poverty. True as this is, to
say that only socialism can solve the problem means falling victim
to an ‘endism’ which rules out any celebrations short of the final
one. Only then, according to a suppressed (but accordingly more
powerful) Marxist eschatology, will we all emerge from the end of
the tunnel into the light. Only then will history finally begin. In the
meantime, how bleak everything seems, must seem: we are not
there yet.

We must learn to understand, and reject ‘endism’. It was always
incorrect to imagine that socialism would be the ‘beginning of
history’, a total turning point, a veritable moment when humanity
would find itself and become itself. Marx based himself on the
industrial revolution and its quantitative-become-qualitative
explosion of social power. ‘The bourgeoisie, during its rule of
scarce one hundred years, has created more massive and more
colossal productive forces than have all preceding generations
together. Subjection of nature’s forces to man, machinery,
application of chemistry to industry and agriculture, steam-
navigation, railways, electric telegraphs, clearing of whole
continents for cultivation, canalisation of rivers, whole populations
conjured out of the ground — what earlier century had even a
presentiment that such productive forces slumbered in the lap of
social labor?’!? Until the time when humans could, finally, produce
enough to go around, any revolution would simply generalize
scarcity, ‘and with destitution the struggle for necessities and all the
old filthy business [die ganze alte Scheisse] would necessarily be
repeated’ — in other words, classes, domination, privilege,
inequality. And the modern proletariat alone was capable of
bringing the social transformation about, primarily because it
operated the machinery of this industrial transformation.
Producing everyone’s livelihood, it was the universal class. But
however he sought to ground it in history, Marx’s eschatological
vision was also a product of Hegelian sword-swishing — the
concept is Oscar Berland’s'> — the search for a class with radical
chains, the universal class that would overturn all human suffering
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and liberate all of humanity.

For someone wedded to science and modern industry it was
peculiar, indeed self-contradictory, to project this notion in such
an all-redeeming way without developing and arguing on behalf of
a specific and detailed set of proposals. For Marx it was enough to
present socialism as the dialectical negation of capitalism, and to
project the proletarian seizure of power. Everything would change
in a wave of total emancipation . . . and we would see how when we
got there. The positivism of Marx hides his absolute faith in a
sweeping historical redemption carried out (for the first time in
history) by a thoroughly oppressed class.

In fact history has already begun; humanity, little by little, has
been finding itself and becoming itself. Dozens, hundreds of
struggles have taken place in which human dignity has been more
and more asserted, and won. Yes, class domination continues, in
Marx’s sense; we must continue to try to understand the structural
obstacles to the fullest possible liberation. But we should also
realise that, with Ernst Bloch, we have not only been dreaming of
the magical moment when humanity can be happy, but have
mistakenly projected this onto a specific historical movement even
while denying that we are so dreaming.'® Perhaps a society in which
the ‘free development of each is the condition for the free
development of all’ will never be fully realized. Perhaps the
classless society is simply a regulative norm, a way of evaluating
and measuring concrete human relationships in the real world.
Perhaps the concept is only a guide, that is, to minimizing
domination and privilege to what is absolutely inevitable and
necessary. We may be moved to approximate it, our ultimate goal,
but as an ideal it lies outside of history, beyond it. Within history
are only concrete proposals, with concrete strengths and
weaknesses, and limited horizons of foreseeability. We should not
delude ourselves into thinking that we can realize it, or, worse, that
our lives will have been wasted if we do not.

Humility, putting democracy at the center of the socialist project,
accepting plurality, abandoning what I call ‘endism’, clarifying and
critiquing Marx’s un-Marxist and repressed presuppositions —
these may indeed be necessary and appropriate after communism.
But how do we answer the most difficult question of all: What
programmatic direction does this leave for those who still have
socialist commitments? Specifically what socialist politics follow
from such a rethinking?

First and foremost, I am arguing that a certain kind of socialist
self-conception and politics are ended, must be ended. This, in a
very real sense, is the end of socialism as we have conceived it. Is
this the end of revolutionary hope itself? In a sense, Marxism has
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hoped wrongly not by hoping for too much, but by simultaneously
hoping for too much to happen before our eyes and by placing
that hope beyond critical appraisal. Of course hope should be
boundless to be authentic, and this means it is impractical, and thus
visionary. As such it has been chronicled by Bloch in The Principle
of Hope. But any degree of its translation into real life must obey
laws of history and science and limits of human interaction.
Certainly making hope real requires vision, the starting point for
most socialist commitments, especially those influenced by Marx,
has been a grand vision of redemption that simply cannot be
sustained by Marxist tough-mindedness. The century and a half
since the Communist Manifesto has been a hard school for its most
revolutionary hopes, has seen the shipwreck of Marx’s ‘endism’.
Socialism as Marx originally conceived it — as redemptive
transformation springing from actual struggles —is at an end.

But this does not mean the end of socialism as it has been fought
for. I mean far more than the reformist tendencies of workers’
movements. The ‘real end’ of socialism, in the sense of its goals, its
human telos, can and will continue to motivate political struggles.
What is the purpose of the nationalization or socialization of the
means of production? They are after all only means to achieving
certain specific kinds of human relations. ‘Endism’ is not only
demoralizing and covertly idealist, but preoccupation with
structures as ends obscures the actual human content that was
always aimed at by those who have sought these structural
changes.

I am suggesting that if we change the way we look at the problem
— by looking at the human content rather than the structural forms
aimed at by socialism — the problem itself changes somewhat.
What are the goals of socialism? I am speaking historically when I
ask this question — what have been the concrete purposes and
achievements of the socialist and workers’ movements? If we
bracket the question of structural transformation, I think we can
group the many struggles and achievements of socialists around
four rubrics: we have sought greater equality and human dignity;
we have struggled for expanding and deepening the meanings of
democracy; we have been a force for social responsibility and
solidarity; and we have sought the expansion of and realization of
human rights. In these ways socialist movements have gone
beyond, but also have continued, built on, and expanded the
demands, struggles, and successes of democratic struggles that
preceded and continued alongside specifically working-class
struggles. And, without a specifically socialist rubric, in spite of the
waning of workers’ and socialist movements, most of these
struggles are alive today, indeed are present everywhere in the
world in a variety of overlapping mass movements. These



12 Theoria

movements generate themselves naturally, dialectically, in
response to actual lived social conditions. They are class
movements, gender movements, national liberation movements,
and even more universal social movements preoccupied with such
issues as peace, disarmament, and the environment. They lack the
coherency of a single perspective, but the ends of socialism are still
being fought for, will continue to be demanded, within these and
other social forces that will continue to produce themselves. Our
despair at not achieving, and then at abandoning, the single
structural, institutional key to solving the human problem needs to
be confronted with the historical reality of the actual multiplicity of
struggles for the ends of socialism.

Certainly people will continue to develop programs for greater
public — or should we say collective, or workers’, or social? —
control over economic life. Some such change is necessary for the
full realization of any of the ends of socialism. But specifically
class-based socialist politics will require first winning workers to
structural changes — in itself not an easy task today — and second,
demonstrating the need for these changes to the vast majority. But
such steps towards socialism, if they are to be possible, will no
longer succeed as the single, universal project, but only within a
larger, more complex and embracing project of social change. This
project has indeed been taking shape. Let us look at the trends of
that project — in other words, at the multiple and overlapping
projects of emancipation that have emerged over time.

Equality: historically the struggles and their achievements have
spread from one corner of the globe to the next, over hundreds of
years, demanding and winning first formal, then political and
juridical equality, now struggling towards gender and racial
equality, and perhaps, increasingly, social and economic equality.
Democracy: there have been struggles over responsible
government, for bourgeois-democratic governments controlled by
‘the people’, for removal of colonial and racial rule, expansion of
the role workers and others play in making decisions over vital
areas affecting their lives.!” Social responsibility and solidarity: at
the moment, this is the most significant area of regression
worldwide. More and more of social life seems to be becoming
‘privatized’ in much of the world, and the movements are
weakened that have sought to recognize the social character of
wealth, of property, of economic life and to organize cooperative,
collective solutions to common problems. At the same time the
environment has become a collective concern, as has peace and
health care. At issue is a regression from the historically attained
conception of the ‘common good’ (with all its limitations), its
destruction as a conscious collective goal. This new individualism is
riding high in part in response to bureaucratic forms of the
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‘common good’ which, as collective struggles deepen, will have to
be recast in far more democratic modes. But if struggles for
solidarity and the common good are generally in a state of retreat,
the opposite is true for struggles to establish and expand individual
human rights. It has been established everywhere ideologically,
and nearly everywhere as a constitutional matter that every human
being is entitled to certain basic common rights; and history has
seen the slow, determined expansion of those rights to include
wider areas, with no clear limits in sight short of a right to
employment, education, nutrition, housing, and health care.

Taking these as concrete goals of socialist and other movements,
and analyzing the actual achievements of these movements, our
entire way of looking at the problem of ‘socialism’ now changes
drastically. If we drop our preoccupation with the structural end
and examine the past two hundred years, we can register enormous
progress towards achieving the ends of socialism. Yes, it is true,
socialism has nowhere been achieved — the bourgeoisie has not
been expropriated and the means of production have not been
socialized. This means, from a structural point of view, life has only
been improved within capitalism.” Fundamental irrationalities,
exploitation, privilege and domination remain central to human
life today. Still, everywhere we look we can discover significant
accomplishments. In the United States, for example, even after
Reagan, the principle and practice of public control over industry
has only grown in areas concerning health, the environment, and
safety.

I have stressed that there will be no single turning point at which
the precise institutional change has taken place, at which ‘the’
structural problem will be solved. I have suggested that there are a
number of problems that must be addressed, ‘the’ economic one
among them. The future will see a multiplicity of struggles,
overlapping, sometimes contradictory, for a multiplicity of goals,
as the natural product of expanding human aspiration in
increasingly complex oppressive societies — societies that
economically, racially, sexually, or politically restrict what human
beings can become, limit democratic control unnecessarily, create
hierarchies and put them out of reach, deny what have evolved to
be basic human rights. Can these struggles be united? Without
socialism will they have a common theme? Are they doomed to a
pluralistic reformism which never can break through the
fundamental socio-economic and class questions?

In an earlier essay in New Left Review 1 argued for a ‘radical
coalition’ as the appropriate agency for social transformation
today, including, but neither restricted to nor led by, the
proletariat. I spoke of a variety of movements, each attacking a
different aspect or layer of the interwoven fabric of oppression in
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contemporary societies, each needing the others to (at the very
least) make up the majority without which it cannot succeed in
carrying out its transformation.'” Abandoning pretensions to
hegemony, universality, or exclusivity, each movement might be
capable of seeing the others’ needs as central to its own success —
this perspective alone allows the possibility of uniting workers and
the new social movements and oppressed racial groups under a
common umbrella. Only each cause’s recognition of its own
partiality under a larger umbrella would hold the possibility of its
success. To overcome the most important of contemporary
oppressions, the women’s movement is necessary but not
sufficient; so is the gay and lesbian movement; so are oppressed
racial groups; so are the ecological and peace movements; and so is
the working class. So indeed, in the United States and other
colonial societies, is the reintegration of native peoples and their
cultures into the larger social fabric. All are necessary but not
sufficient; each attacks a different layer, a different structure, a
different contradiction. The movement as a whole, if it emerges as
a whole, will have to become socialist, but so will it have to become
feminist: the historical-materialist layer of analysis, strategy,
agency and struggle is as necessary as, but no more necessary than,
the other layers.

In this perspective, it should be obvious that to speak of a
socialist movement as the agency of a change should become as
obsolete in theory as it has actually become in practice. There must
be a socialist layer, or component, of a larger movement, both for
the larger movement to sight, and carry out, its multiple
transformations, and for the socialist movement to sight, and carry
out, socialist goals. But if the movements are not grouping
themselves under socialism, what can unite them? How might they
be able to describe themselves? We do not have to search far to
find an appropriate term. The movements are already grouping
themselves under another time-honoured concept, one that
stretches wider and runs deeper than socialism, within which
socialism fits. I am speaking of Democracy.

In the original Greek — rule by the people, the demos —
democracy historically has also meant a commitment to the people
and to building social institutions and human relations that are
genuinely universdl as well as plural and tolerant. In these last two
ways democracy has recently expanded its meaning. Democracy
today means a social order that is genuinely for all — not part of —
the people; it today means not simply political democracy, as was
true of bourgeois democracy. It means, increasingly, social and
economic rights and power. Remember that the first Marxist
parties called themselves Social Democracy. In adopting this term
Marxists were saying that the bourgeois parties were satisfied with
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the more limited political democracy, but that the parties of the
workers sought economic and social democracy — a clear
expansion, as well as a transcendence of the limits, of political
democracy.

In short, the term democracy has both the meaning, the
historical roots, and the contemporary reach to mark, contain and
absorb the end/s of socialism. And it has the advantage of not
setting out a single, fixed end, but of expanding with people’s
aspirations. It is the appropriate old-new rubric for future struggles
of the Left — for more public control over economic life, including
nationalizations, collectivization and socialization where necessary
and appropriate; for greater democratic control over political and
economic decisions and structures at all levels, from local to
national; for the fullest possible expansion of human rights so that
every person is guaranteed adequate housing, health care, a
genuine education, and employment; and for social, collective
democratic control over the appropriate collective areas of human
life.

In other words, with the end of socialism as the solution to the
human problem, all of its struggles will continue, and they will be
what they always were, struggles for increased, deepened,
expanded democracy on many levels and at many sites. Such
struggles will probably be unending. They have already produced
decisive results — which deserve to be marked and celebrated as
people’s victories like the imminent ending of apartheid, rather
than passed by as only a ‘partial liberation’ (which they all have
been). We will have many such celebrations, testifying to human
tenacity and courage and strength. And each partially achieved
goal will, properly understood, generate renewed energy and self-
confidence and clarity for inevitable further struggles. In the long
run, they may achieve, as far as possible in the real world, what we
have always hoped to achieve under the watchword of socialism.

Does this mean that I am advocating abandoning Marxism?
Personally I remain a communist in decisive ways: I believe in the
goal of a classless society where ‘the free development of each is
the condition for the free development of all’. But I must also say:
as far as this is realistically possible. And I must also stress the
obvious, namely that if communism means a single-party state and
a centrally planned economy wholly under state control then I am
not a communist. I am a Marxist insofar as I believe in the
objective analysis of social events under the broad rubric of
historical materialism, and employ dialectical analysis, with strong
emphasis on the socio-economic level and class struggle, to
determine concrete social trends. But I must stress that racial
oppression is not entirely understandable through the usual
Marxist categories, or gender oppression, or nationalism. And I
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must also stress that I no longer believe in proletarian revolution as
the universal liberation based on a single class. It has not
happened, it will not happen. I remain a socialist in wishing for
democratic, which is to say, collective, ownership of the major
means of production, controlled by workers as far as possible, and
the elimination, as far as possible, of social and economic
inequality. But I stress ‘as far as possible’. And I do not believe in
such goals as if they by themselves will solve the complex welter of
human problems we should be devoted to solving, many of which
must be tackled each in their own way, each for their own sake,
and by a variety of democratic movements. Thus as a communist,
as a Marxist, and as a socialist, I today feel most confident arguing
that the radical longings and the radical projects of the past two
hundred years can best be gathered under the rubric of democracy.

Wayne State University,
Detroit.
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Leninism and Democracy:
Andrew Nash

Leninism Today

The question of Leninism and democracy has been placed on the
agenda by events in eastern Europe. The idea that Leninism is
fundamentally authoritarian and fundamentally hostile to
democracy is no longer found among bourgeois commentators
alone. For tens of millions of ordinary workers, socialism has come
to mean the knock on the door at four o’clock in the morning and
the torture-chamber, the life of luxury and privilege led by the
bureaucrats of the Communist Parties, the prime cuts of veal flown
in each day from Switzerland to feed the 15 poodles of the daughter
of the Rumanian dictator, Nicolae Ceaucescu, while workers
queue for bread.

And if this is the image of socialism, then Lenin stands to be
judged as the author of the most relentless, consistent and
revolutionary pursuit of socialism — in theory and practice — that
history has so far produced. It will come as no surprise then to
read, for example, of the recent renaming of Lenin shipyard in
Gdansk, scene of many workers’ struggles against bureaucratic
tyranny and birthplace of the Solidarity movement: “To shouts and
cheers from a gathered crowd, welders at the weekend removed
the name “Lenin” from above the main gate of the famous
shipyard as part of its transformation into a joint stock company. ™

In South Africa, the question of Leninism and democracy has
been placed on the agenda by Joe Slovo, general secretary of the
SA Communist Party, in his recent discussion paper, ‘Has
Socialism Failed?’ Slovo’s paper is surely the most extensive and
authoritative response from within the liberation movement in
South Africa to recent events in eastern Europe. It will play a
considerable role in determining the coherence of responses to the
question of Leninism and democracy in South Africa.

The central argument of Slovo’s paper is that a ‘great divide’ has
developed ‘between socialism and political democracy’, and that
now ‘the way forward is through thorough-going democratic
socialism; a way which can only be charted by a party which wins its
support through democratic persuasion and ideological contest and
not, as has too often happened up to now, by claim of right.” In
explaining how this ‘great divide’ between socialism and
democracy came about, Slovo has nothing at all to say about the
Stalinist doctrine of ‘socialism in a single country’, and next to

Theoria 76, October 1990, pp. 19-32.
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nothing about the interests of the huge bureaucracies which
developed in all Stalinist regimes. Instead, he turns his attention
largely to the thought of Lenin, and the use made of it in justifying
anti-democratic practices.

Thus, Lenin’s critique of bourgeois democracy is presented as an
‘over-simplification’ which ‘tended to underestimate the historic
achievements of working class struggle in imposing and defending
aspects of a real democratic culture on the capitalist state; a culture
which should not disappear, but rather needs to be expanded
under true socialism.” Then, Slovo argues that Lenin’s idea of the
dictatorship of the proletariat in the period of transition was based
on a conception of the eventual withering away of the state which
was ‘a far cry from what happened in the decades that followed’
(although it is not clear whether Lenin is to blame for this), and
that ‘the choice of the word “dictatorship” to describe this kind of
[transitional] society certainly opens the way to ambiguities and
distortions.’ Finally, the idea of the vanguard party — central to
Lenin’s thought — is made responsible for fundamental differences
within the party being ‘either suppressed or silenced by the self-
imposed discipline of so-called democratic centralism’.*

There is a certain amount of truth in all of these comments. But
what is remarkable about Slovo’s argument is that, although he
complains vigorously of the distortion, perversion and abuse of
Lenin’s thought, and pays tribute to Lenin’s name, he never
attempts to describe the original thrust of Lenin’s work. What were
the real ideas beneath the distortions? At no stage does Slovo
indicate that Marxism has produced any conception of democracy
which is significantly different from bourgeois democracy. Lenin’s
lifelong insistence on the need for the working class to lead the
revolutionary struggle for socialism disappears from view. It is as if
the distortions are stripped away from Leninism, and to all intents
and purposes there is simply nothing left. Faced with this empty
tomb, it is no surprise to find that Slovo’s own arguments for
socialism are cast exclusively in moral terms — appealing to its
‘inherent moral superiority’.’

But the ‘moral superiority’ of socialism is simply not an issue
about which there is any real controversy. Even the most harshly
exploitative of bosses could quite easily agree with Slovo at this
level of abstraction. Such a boss could agree without difficulty, as
long as socialism is to be brought about by the moral conversion of
the capitalists, who can in the meanwhile continue to make profits
until such time when they are satisfied that workers are ‘ready’ for
socialism. The question is not whether socialism is morally
superior; the question is whether or not the working class should
fight for it, should seek to overthrow capitalism in order to create
socialism. Lenin put this clearly at the outset of his political career:
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[Marxism] made clear the real task of a revolutionary socialist party:
not to draw up plans for refashioning society, not to preach to the
capitalists and their hangers-on about improving the lot of the
workers, not to hatch conspiracies, but to organize the class struggle
of the proletariat and to lead this struggle, the ultimate aim of which is
the conquest of political power by the proletariat and the organization
of asocialist society .

Is Leninism — the theory and practice of mobilizing the working-
class for socialist revolution developed by Lenin and the
Bolsheviks — inherently undemocratic or not? This is the question
which events in eastern Europe have placed on the agenda, and it is
the one question which Slovo cannot answer. Indeed, his text
suggests totally opposed answers: on the one hand, by pointing out
how Lenin’s ideas have been used to justify anti-democratic
practices, and by failing to provide any alternative account of
Leninism, Slovo’s text suggests that Leninism is inherently
undemocratic; on the other, by praising Lenin’s name, and by
affirming the very different proposition that socialism is
democratic (even though this proposition is given an entirely
moralistic form), the text suggests, perhaps more weakly, that
Leninism is in fact compatible with democracy. What Slovo means
by democracy, however, remains a mystery.

Whatever Slovo’s intentions, therefore, his discussion paper is
intellectually confused and politically unstable. Its obfuscation of
the fundamental questions it deals with, while suggesting
agreement with all prevailing points of view, itself represents a
mistaken conception of what is involved in democratic discussion,
as we shall see. In the meanwhile, it is enough if this brief
examination of Slovo’s paper shows the need for posing seriously
the problem of Leninism and democracy, without indulging in
hero-worship or being swept along by the opinions of the moment.

In this paper, no more than a beginning can be made in sketching
out some elements of Lenin’s conception of democracy. It tries to
show that there are two distinct conceptions of democracy to be
foundin Lenin’s work:

(i) a revolutionary conception of democracy, which is dominant in
his work, as a process through which the oppressed and exploited
are more fully enabled to clarify their own aspirations, understand
the obstacles standing in the way of these aspirations, and struggle
for them; and

(ii) the embryo of what might be called a bureaucratic conception
of democracy as a means for moving towards ends determined by a
leadership, which often has the task of calling upon the masses to
limit and curtail their aspirations in the interests of broader
‘democratic’ unity.
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It seems to me that the essential contribution of Lenin’s work to
present-day struggles for democracy lies in the revolutionary
conception of democracy which he put forward with unsurpassed
power and precision. Accordingly, the bulk of this paper is devoted
to an exposition — necessarily incomplete — of this conception of
democracy as it was worked out in Lenin’s treatment of the related
questions of: (i) inner-party democracy; and (ii) the relationship
between the vanguard party and the oppressed and exploited
masses.

Initially, I intended also to deal with a third question: the
character of the democratic revolution. That will have to be
postponed until another occasion, however. All that can be done
here — in the final section of the paper — is to indicate very briefly
how certain elements of Lenin’s thought on the question of the
democratic revolution provided a theoretical basis for the
bureaucratic conception of democracy which came to be enshrined
in the official dogmas of ‘Marxism-Leninism’ — the dogmas which
are being shed all over the world, after the fall of the high priests
who upheld them in eastern Europe.

Inner-party Democracy

The question of inner-party democracy takes on a very different
significance in capitalist societies in which the working class has
basic civil and political rights, and those in which these rights are
denied. In societies with universal franchise, for example, it
becomes very difficult for Communist Parties to persuade voters
that the CP offers society a greater degree of democracy than it has
previously experienced, when it is clear to all that CP members
have fewer democratic rights within their party (to dissent, to
publish their viewpoints, to organize, etc.) than they would have in
bourgeois parties, or in society at large. In such contexts, the
question of inner-party democracy is all too often a question of
marketing: the CP cannot win votes if it is seen to be undemocratic.

For Lenin, in a context in which the working class was denied
basic political rights, the question of inner-party democracy had a
very different significance. Democracy was an instrument for
deciding on a course of action, but it was crucial to Lenin that this
action be based -on appropriate theory, argument and analysis —
which was developed through democratic debate and discussion. It
is in the context of his arguments for the importance of theoretical
struggle that Lenin first raises the question of inner-party
democracy in What is to be Done? (1902):

Without revolutionary theory there can be no revolutionary
movement. This idea cannot be insisted upon too strongly at a time
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when the fashionable preaching of opportunism goes hand in hand
with an infatuation for the narrowest forms of practical activity . . .
What at first sight appears to be an ‘unimportant’ error may lead to
most deplorable consequences and only short-sighted people can
consider factional disputes and a strict differentiation between
shades of opinion inopportune or superfluous. The fate of Russian
Social-Democracy for very many years to come may depend on the
strengthening of one or the other ‘shade’.’

Perhaps the most graphic representation of the difference between
the revolutionary and the bureaucratic concepts of democracy, as
these concern the inner-party regime, is to be found in a footnote
in One Step Forward, Two Steps Back (1904), written shortly after
the Congress in which the bolshevik and Menshevik factions of the
Russian Social Democratic Party first split:

I cannot help recalling a conversation I happened to have at the
Congress with one of the ‘Centre’ delegates. ‘How oppressive the
atmosphere is at our Congress!” he complained. “This bitter fighting,
this agitation of one against the other, this biting controversy, this
uncomradely attitude! . ..’ “What a splendid thing our Congress is!’
I'replied. ‘A free and open struggle. Opinions have been stated. The
shades have been revealed. The groups have taken shape. Hands
have been raised. A decision has been taken. A stage has been
passed. Forward! That’s the stuff for me! That’s life! That’s not like
the endless, tedious word-chopping of your intellectuals which stops
not because the question has been settled, but because they are too
tired to talk any more.’ The comrade of the ‘Centre’ stared at me in
perplexity and shrugged his shoulders. We were talking different
languages.®

For Lenin, it is clear, democracy required fearlessly putting
forward arguments and points of view, and even putting them in
extreme form, rather than seeking unity by avoiding controversial
questions, disguising differences and the like.

At the same time as upholding the right of criticism within the
party, Lenin also pointed out the unavoidable limits of inner-party
democracy in an illegal political organization. In such a context, he
argued, ‘any attempt to practise “‘the broad democratic principle”
[of involving the widest number of supporters in elections, etc.]
will simply facilitate the work of the police in carrying out large-
scale raids, will perpetuate the prevailing primitiveness, and will
divert the thoughts of the practical workers from the serious and
pressing task of training themselves to become professional
revolutionaries to that of drawing up detailed “‘paper” rules for
election systems.” It is this position on the need for a compact
party of professional revolutionaries that has led to the charge of
Lenin’s hostility to inner-party democracy. This charge is based,
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however, on a misunderstanding of Lenin’s conception of
democracy. As we have already seen, the essential aspect of
democracy was the right to put forward sharply-defined positions,
and seek support for them; Lenin had no patience with the rival
conception of democracy as a search for compromises intended to
accommodate as ‘broad’ a constituency as possible. It is not
difficult to see that, in conditions of illegality, a more compact and
disciplined party organization would make it possible to put
forward clearer and more definite positions, rather than the
reverse.

Moreover, for Lenin it was essential to defend the rights of
opposing tendencies within the party to put forward their
programmes, not only to ensure greater clarity of standpoint within
the party itself, but also as part of the party’s task in enabling the
masses to clarify their own positions. This is explained by Lenin in
a reply to bourgeois ‘chuckling’ over the split in the Social
Democratic Party and its continuing controversies. Lenin rebuked
the reformists who saw fit to ‘judge’ socialists in this way:

No, gentlemen ‘judges’, we do not envy you your formal right to
rejoice at the sharp struggle and splits within the ranks of Social-
Democracy. No doubt, there is much in this struggle to be deplored.
Without a doubt, there is much in these splits that is disastrous to the
cause of socialism. Nevertheless, not for a single minute would we
barter this heavy truth for your ‘light’ lie. Our Party’s serious illness
is the growing pains of a mass party. For there can be no mass party,
no party of a class, without full clarity of essential shadings, without
an open struggle between various tendencies, without informing the
masses as to which leaders and which organizations of the Party are
pursuing this or that line. Without this, a party worthy of the name
cannot be built, and we are building it. We have succeeded in
putting the views of our two currents truthfully, clearly and
distinctly before everyone. Personal bitterness, factional squabbles
and strife, scandals and splits — all these are trivial in comparison
with the fact that the experience of two tactics is actually teaching a
lesson to the proletarian masses, is actually teaching a lesson to
everyone who is capable of taking an intelligent interest in politics.
Our quarrels and splits will be forgotten. Our tactical principles,
sharpened and tempered, will go down as cornerstones in the history
of the working-class movement and socialism in Russia. '

Quotations from Lenin could be multiplied. Right through to 1920,
we find him constantly defending the right to form factions within
the Bolshevik Party and seek election to its congresses and
committees on the basis of their programmes.!” It would be
possible to cite one incident after another throughout Lenin’s
career in which he made use of this right to oppose the Party — the
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most famous being the publication of his April theses in 1917 — or
encouraged others to do so when they opposed him — for example,
authorizing a printing in May 1918 of one million copies of a
pamphlet in which Bukharin differed with him on a range of
controversial issues. It would be possible to examine the other
conditions, apart from recognition of the rights of tendencies and
factions, which are necessary for real inner-party democracy.
(Marcel Liebman provides the following list: ‘sovereignty of the
Party congress as the body that decides Party policy, and the
resolutions of which are actually put into effect; possibility for the
Congress to check on the activities of the Central Committee;
absence of interference by the central Party bodies in the election
of local and regional committees and in the nomination of
delegates to Congress; free confrontation of points of view, and
information for the rank and file regarding the decisions made by
the leadership, together with the facts on which these decisions are
based.”?) It would be possible also to discuss the difficulties of such
full freedom of criticism for ensuring unity in action within the
party — difficulties to which Lenin returned over and over again,
with varying degrees of success.!?

But more important than any of these possible lines of enquiry,
is to establish the basis on which Lenin’s commitment to the rights
of tendencies to organize democratically within the party rested. It
becomes clear that Lenin’s confidence in the value of free and open
mobilization of support for different points of view was based on
his confidence that the masses would learn from experience and
could be guided in this by the party, provided the party itself had
clear views, and on his belief that it was incumbent on the party to
enable the masses to clarify its views by allowing open and
democratic debate. We can see this from his thought on the
relationship of party and masses, which is dealt with in the next
section of this paper. And we can see this also in the conditions
under which Lenin was to propose in 1921 a temporary ban on
factions within the Bolshevik Party — when it became clear to him
that the revolutionary energies of the masses had been exhausted
by civil war, industrial collapse and famine.

This is not to justify the ban on factions within the Bolshevik
Party, but rather to emphasize how much at variance it was with
Lenin’s thought and practice until then, and how much it was a
product of unprecedented historical circumstance. Anyone who
takes seriously the underlying aspiration of Lenin’s work — to
wage the most determined struggle for the fullest possible
liberation of oppressed people — will not take pleasure in the
tragic choices forced upon it by historical circumstance, but will
seek instead to locate its revolutionary foundations, and build
upon them.
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Party and Masses

Lenin’s best-known account of the role of the vanguard party in
What is to be Done? stresses the need for socialist ideas to be
brought to the working-class ‘from without’: ‘The history of all
countries shows that the working class, exclusively by its own
effort, is able to develop only trade union consciousness, i.e. the
conviction that it is necessary to combine in unions, fight the
employers, and strive to compel the government to pass necessary
labour legislation, etc. The theory of socialism, however, grew out
of the philosophic, historical and economic theories elaborated by
educated representatives of the propertied classes, by
intellectuals.”™* This emphasis on the consciousness of the
intelligentsia rather than that of the masses was to become
increasingly less important as Lenin’s thought developed.
Frequently, however, this emphasis in Lenin’s early text has been
used to charge that Lenin was hostile to the spontaneous initiatives
of the masses; that Lenin was dismissive of the ideas and
aspirations of the masses.

Once again, the charge rests on a misunderstanding of Lenin’s
conception of democracy. For Lenin, the masses could not be
drawn in active efforts to control the conditions of their own lives
— which was the essence of democracy — by a party which
reflected whatever confusions and prejudices existed among them,
rather than proposing to them a definite goal and programme.
Liebman explains:

A number of passages in What is to be Done? show that the author
was above all concerned to make fully effective the spontaneous
activity undertaken by the masses. Whenever he deals with action,
far from condemning spontaneity, he urges the revolutionary
movement to assume the leadership of such movements, even
asserting that ‘the greater the spontaneous upsurge of the masses
and the more widespread the movement, the more rapid,
incomparably so, is the demand for greater consciousness in the
theoretical, political and organizational work of Social Democracy.’
Surveying the historical achievements of the Russian labour
movement, Lenin noted with satisfaction that ‘the upsurge of the
masses proceeded and spread with uninterrupted continuity.” He
regretted only ‘the lag of leaders . . . behind the spontaneous upsurge
of the masses’; ‘the spontaneous struggle of the proletariat will not
become its genuine class struggle until this struggle is led by a strong
organization of revolutionaries’. Here we see already an approach
to a dialectical attempt to transcend the contradiction between the
spontaneity and the organization of the proletariat.

Many problems with the theory and practice of the vanguard party
need to be addressed; but we should rid ourselves of the
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misconception that Lenin’s idea of the party was premised on the
inherent passivity of the masses.

Throughout his life, Lenin retained this faith in the masses — his
faith, that is, not in the conclusions that the masses had drawn at a
specific moment, but rather his faith in the capacity of the masses
to draw the right conclusions when prompted by experience and
guided by clear and definite explanation of that experience. ‘We
don’t want the masses to take our word for it,’ said Lenin in putting
forward his April Theses. ‘We are not charlatans. We want the
masses to overcome their mistakes through experience.’' And the
theme of revolutionary leadership lagging behind the masses
recurred in Lenin’s speeches and writings at every upsurge of mass
activity: in 1905, Lenin held, ‘the proletariat sensed sooner than its
leaders the change in the objective conditions of the struggle and
the need for a transition from the strike to an uprising’; in 1917,
‘“the country” of the workers and poor peasants . . . is a thousand
times more leftward than the Chernovs and Tseretelis [Menshevik
leaders of the Soviets], and a hundred times more leftward than we
are.’’” Tt was on this insistence on the need for the masses to
become actively involved in deciding their own future, and to learn
constantly from that experience, that Lenin’s critique of bourgeois
democracy was based:

In capitalist society, providing it develops under the most favourable
conditions, we have a more or less complete democracy in the
democratic republic. But this democracy is always hemmed in by the
narrow limits set by capitalist exploitation, and consequently always
remains, in effect, a democracy for the minority, only for the
propertied classes, only for the rich ... Owing to the conditions of
capitalist exploitation, the modern wage slaves are so crushed by
want and poverty that ‘they cannot be bothered with democracy’,
‘cannot be bothered with politics’; in the ordinary, peaceful course
of events, the majority of the population is debarred from
participation in public and political life. !

The point of this critique is perhaps best illustrated by the question
of freedom of the press, an essential condition for democracy in the
sense that Lenin intended: ‘What do the advocates of the
bourgeoisie mean by the freedom of the press?’, asked Trotsky, in
presenting the Bolshevik position soon after October 1917. ‘The
same as they mean by freedom of trade. Every man who has some
capital has the right, because he has the means, to open a factory, a
shop, a brothel, or a newspaper according to his personal tastes . . .
But do the millions of peasants, workers and soldiers enjoy
freedom of the press? They do not have the essential condition of
freedom, the means, the actual and genuine means of publishing a
newspaper.’'? It was on this basis that the Bolsheviks proposed to
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nationalize the printing presses and the paper mills, and then
allocate printing facilities and paper to all parties and groupings in
proportion to their strength in elections.

Nowhere in Lenin’s writings — or in all the writings of socialism
— is the sense of the awakening of the possibilities of oppressed
people through revolutionary struggle more clearly and
resoundingly articulated than in a text written on the eve of the
October revolution, ‘Can the Bolsheviks retain State Power’. This
is surely one of the great passages in world literature:

We have already seen the strength of the capitalists’ resistance; the
entire people have seen it, for the capitalists are more class
conscious than the other classes and at once realized the significance
of the Soviets, at once exerted all their efforts to the utmost, resorted
to everything, went to all lengths, resorted to the most incredible
lies and slander, to military plots in order to frustrate the Soviets, to
reduce them to nought, to prostitute them, to transform them into
talking-shops, to wear down the peasants and workers by months
and months of empty talk and playing at revolution.

We have not yet seen, however, the strength of resistance of the
proletarians and poor peasants, for this strength will become fully
apparent only when power is in the hands of the proletariat, when
tens of millions of people who have been crushed by want and
capitalist slavery see from experience and feel that state power has
passed into the hands of the oppressed classes, that the state is
helping the poor to fight the landowners and capitalists, is breaking
their resistance. Only then shall we see what untapped forces of
resistance to the capitalists are latent among the people; only then
will what Engels called “latent socialism” manifest itself. Only then,
for every ten thousand overt and concealed enemies of working-class
rule, manifesting themselves actively or by passive resistance, there
will arise a million new fighters who had been politically dormant,
writhing in the torments of poverty and despair, having ceased to
believe that they were human, that they had the right to live, that
they too could be served by the entire might of the modern
centralised state, that contingents of the proletarian militia could,
with the fullest confidence, also call upon them to take a direct,
immediate, daily part in state administration.

The capitalists and landowners . .. have done everything in their
power to defile the democratic republic, to defile it by servility to
wealth to such a degree that the people are being overcome by
apathy, indifference; it is all the same to them, because the hungry
man cannot see the difference between the republic and the
monarchy; the freezing, barefooted, worn-out soldier sacrificing his
life for alien interests is not inclined to love the republic.

But when every labourer, every unemployed worker, every cook,
every ruined peasant sees, not from the newspapers, but with his
own eyes, that the proletarian state is not cringing to wealth but is
helping the poor, that this state does not hesitate to adopt
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revolutionary measures, that it confiscates surplus stocks of
provisions from the parasites and distributes them to the hungry,
that it forcibly installs the homeless in the houses of the rich, that it
compels the rich to pay for milk but does not give them a drop until
the children of all poor families are sufficiently supplied, that the
land is being transferred to the working people and the factories and
the banks are being placed under the control of the workers, and
that immediate and severe punishment is meted out to the
millionaires who conceal their wealth — when the poor see and feel
this, no capitalist or kulak forces, no forces of world finance capital
which manipulates thousands of millions, will vanquish the people’s
revolution; on the contrary, the socialist revolution will triumph all
over the world for it is maturing in all countries.

Our revolution will be invincible if it is not afraid of itself, if it
transfers all power to the proletariat, for behind us stand the
immeasurably larger, more developed, more organised world forces
of the proletariat which are temporarily held down by the war but
not destroyed; on the contrary, the war has multiplied them.?

The revolution which Lenin foresaw in the advanced capitalist
societies of western Europe did not of course occur. Before
socialist revolution will be ‘invincible’, in the way that Lenin hoped
to make the revolution in Russia, it will be necessary to recover this
sense of the tense and living relationship of party and masses,
constituted in revolutionary struggle and through it.

The Democratic Revolution
and the Bureaucratic Concept of Democracy

The failure of revolution in the West led to the consolidation of
bureaucratic power in the Soviet Union under Stalin, and the
crushing of democracy within the party and the society at large.
Immediately after his death in 1924, the process of distorting
Lenin’s thought into the dogma that would justify the rule of the
bureaucracy began.

Lenin — who had fought for a party and a society in which
cringing and superstition would be banished, and all would put
forward their ideas and arguments freely and fearlessly — was
made into a religious symbol before which all were required to bow
down. It was Stalin who first gave Leninism this form, soon after
his death:

‘In leaving us, Comrade Lenin ordained us to hold high and keep
pure the great title of member of the party. We vow to thee,
Comrade Lenin, that we shall honourably fulfil this thy
commandment. . .. ..

In leaving us, Comrade Lenin ordained us to guard the unity of
our party like the apple of our eye. We vow to thee, Comrade
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Lenin, that we shall fulfil honourably this thy commandment, vo0o0.

In leaving us, Comrade Lenin ordained us to guard and
strengthen the dictatorship of the proletariat. We vow to thee,
Comrade Lenin, that without sparing our strength we shall
honourably fulfil this thy commandment, too . . . .%!

And so the litany rolled on. But it is not enough to point to the
distortions and falsifications of Lenin’s thought and his writings
and the constant revision of Bolshevik history. Lenin’s ideas were
indeed dismembered, but they could not be left like that; they had
to be re-assembled in the form of the official dogma of
‘Marxism-Leninism’. The distortions and abuses of Lenin’s
thought — of which Joe Slovo has recently complained, as we saw
at the beginning of this paper — had to be given a firm theoretical
basis. Only then could these distortions have made sense — no
matter how alien this sense might have been to the original thrust
of Lenin’s work — to very large numbers of Stalinists.

What provided this theoretical basis was, first of all, the doctrine
of ‘socialism in one country’: the doctrine, that is, that socialism
could be built in the Soviet Union alone if socialists in other parts
of the world put their energies into support for Soviet international
policy, agreeing to serve as bargaining chips in the strategy of
protecting Soviet interests from imperialist threats, rather than
pursuing socialist revolution in their own countries and on a world-
scale. For this doctrine to serve as the basis for the distortion of
Leninism into an anti-democratic form of authoritarianism, a
further plank was needed: the doctrine of the two-stage revolution,
which committed socialists to the pursuit of ‘national-democratic
revolution’ before the question of socialism could be put on the
agenda. And this idea of the democratic revolution was taken from
the work of Lenin — above all, from his Two Tactics of Social
Democracy written in 1905.

This is not the occasion for examination of Lenin’s conception of
democratic revolution, and the subsequent development of this
notion in Soviet Marxism.” Let us say simply that it was a
conception given particular emphasis by that generation of Russian
Marxists — above all, Plekhanov — who opposed the voluntarism
of Russian populism and its aspiration to ‘skip the capitalist stage’
with a rigid and mechanical historical stagism: a belief in the
necessity for all countries to pass through a series of pre-
determined historical stages. Scientific socialists, Plekhanov held,
are striving for socialism not because it is desirable, but because it
is the next stage in the ‘magnificent and irresistible forward march
of History’, while the causes of historical development, according
to him, ‘had nothing to do with human will or consciousness’.?

Lenin’s treatment of the democratic revolution had none of the
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passivity of Plekhanov and the Mensheviks, and there is much that
is valuable in his writings on the topic. Above all, he always
insisted on the need for the working-class to put forward its own
democratic demands boldly, without seeking compromise with the
liberal bourgeoisie.?* By the time of Lenin’s return to Russia in
1917, the idea of the ‘democratic stage’ of the revolution had all but
disappeared from his thought, as he sensed the coming of world
socialist revolution.

Let us go on from there to indicate — all too schematically —
how this conception of democratic revolution provided the
theoretical basis for the subsequent distortion of Lenin’s
conceptions of inner-party democracy and the relationship of party
and masses, outlined in the previous sections of this paper. If we
begin from the premise that it is necessary for a society to pass
through its own democratic revolution before seeking the
overthrow of capitalism, then it follows that the aspirations of the
working class must be suppressed in order to avoid frightening the
bourgeoisie by raising prematurely the spectre of socialism.

Once that necessity is recognized, the function of the Leninist
vanguard party changes into the opposite of what Lenin supposed:
no longer does it seek to make possible the fullest expression of the
aspirations of the oppressed, no longer does it seek to show the
oppressed quite how revolutionary the implications of their
aspirations are; instead, the party’s relationship to the masses is
designed to limit and curtail the full expression of their demands,
and to channel their militancy towards tactically appropriate
targets.

And once this has happened, we can see also that Lenin’s
conception of inner-party democracy would have to be abandoned.
Rather than encouraging full freedom of tendencies to put forward
positions within the party, in order to ensure a sharper definition of
its goals, such a party would need to smother debate under a
blanket of calls of unity, in order to ensure that their programme
does not threaten to go beyond the democratic stage too soon.

We should not think that the distortion of Lenin’s ideas on inner-
party democracy and the relationship of party and masses was
primarily a theoretical matter. Some ten years after Lenin’s death,
the Stalinist terror begar in earnest. Of the 140 members of the
Central Committee elected at the 1934 Congress of the CPSU, by
the outbreak of the Second World War 110 had been executed. Of
1827 rank and file delegates to the 1934 Congress, 1108 had met a
similar fate. Up to a million executions took place in the Great
Purge trials of 1936-38, and some six million are estimated to have
died in the labour camps in those years. Such was the state of inner-
party democracy in Lenin’s party; such was the relationship of
party and masses.>
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It could be argued, as Joe Slovo has said, that Lenin’s critique of
bourgeois democracy was an ‘oversimplification’. It is certain that
his vision was ‘a far cry from what happened in the decades that
followed’.? It might be possible to continue the struggle for
democracy without that sense — articulated by Lenin — of how the
oppressed and exploited and might awaken from their impotence,
once given a clear and definite lead by a party with a revolutionary
programme based on free and open struggle, rather than on the
compromises which ensure the broadest possible unity. But if we
are to do without that Leninist conception of the role of the
masses, and the vision of democracy on which it is based, then we
need to know what we are to putinits place.

University of the Western Cape,
Cape Town.
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Eastern Europe and South African
Socialism
Engaging Joe Slovo
Heribert Adam

There must be few political groups who are as misunderstood and
misrepresented as the South African Communist Party (SACP).
While the South African government in the past regularly painted
Communists as militant, KGB-led terrorists, the Wall Street
Journal (5/2/90) recently characterized them as ‘not of the
Gorbachev stripe but more along the lines of fire-breathing
Trotsky of yesteryear’. If anything, the SACP has been an
adherent of Trotsky’s main opponent, Stalin. It regularly endorsed
Soviet policy until 1989 and criticized its detractors as ‘childish
Trotskyite ultraleftists’.

The well-known historical alliance between the ANC and SACP
gives the strategic logic of South African Communists particular
importance for the future of democracy. It is only in the apartheid
state that the hammer and sickle emblem proudly flies at mass
rallies. Fukuyama (1989) naively may proclaim the end of history,
because the ‘principles of liberal capitalism have won’ and ‘cannot
be improved upon’. However, as long as the gross inequality and
historical exclusion of the majority persists, all hopes that Eastern
European developments would also prove infectious in South
Africa remain wishful thinking. Michael O’Dowd (1990) may
invoke the mass migration out of existing socialism or ‘the stifling
of initiative and progress implicit in Slovo’s hatred of profits’, but
the dream of greater equality and non-exploitation will be fuelled
rather than stifled by Anglo-American monopolies. This reality
gives SACP pronouncements a special importance, its quaint
orthodoxy and discredited Stalinist past notwithstanding. The end
of state socialism, many argue, heralds the future of democratic
socialism.

Joe Slovo’s (1990) thoughtful paper, ‘Has Socialism Failed?”,
constitutes the first theoretical attempt by the chairman of the
party to shed the ideological ballast of a Stalinist past. It attempts
to come to grips with its own role in supporting that past.

It will be argued in this article that Slovo describes partial
features of Stalinism but does not explain it. He does not go nearly
far enough in coming to terms with a tyrannical system whose
terror is akin to fascism as well as apartheid. By blaming human

Theoria 76, October 1990, pp. 33—43.
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error rather than fundamental Leninist tenets, Slovo fails to
recognize the intrinsic causes of Stalinist tyranny. Lenin introduced
the one-party state and abolished indeperdent unions. Celebrating
a Leninist vision of the state contradicts the proclamation of
democratic pluralism. Conceiving of itself as a ‘vanguard party’
with ‘moral superiority’ remains incompatible with liberal equality.
Even if the vanguard role is to be earned rather than imposed, as
Slovo now realizes, commitment per se is no criterion of the truth
or higher morality.

In an earlier inteview (Leverkusen, 22 October 1988)! Slovo
honestly admits that the SACP was part of a worshipping
personality cult. He confesses, ‘I was defending the Stalinist trials
of the thirties’ and, to his credit, does not plead ignorance as so
many other converts from tyrannical regimes usually do. ‘It’s not
that we did not know what was going on, but we just rejected
whatever evidence was produced and rationalised our way out of it
... It resulted in a defence in principle of everything Russia did
both domestically and internationally’. Indeed, the party that in
1929 was instructed by the Kremlin to campaign for a black
republic in South Africa subsequently supported the Soviet
invasion in Hungary (1956), Czechoslovakia (1968) and
Afghanistan (1979). Long after Arthur Koestler’s seminal account
of the show trials in Darkness at Noon (1945), long after the
gradual disillusionment with the Soviet Union by most European
intellectuals on the Left, long after Eurocommunism and
Solzhenitsyn, the SACP’s solidarity with the Soviet Union
remained unshaken. Only a few months before the collapse of the
East European client states in 1989, the SACP adopted a
programme that stated:

Socialist countries today represent a powerful international force.
Some of them possess highly developed economies, a considerable
scientific base, and a reliable military defence potential ... A new
way of life is taking shape in which there are neither oppressors nor
the oppressed, neither exploiters nor the exploited, in which power
belongs to the people (The African Communist, 118, Third Quarter
1989).

Why do people with such an acute sense of injustice in their
homeland become blinded to oppression elsewhere? In a
fascinating new study the Canadian sociologist and well-known
contributor to South African revisionist historiography, Frederick
Johnstone (1989), has pointed to the phenomenon of ‘racial
bracketing’, of

putting the ‘racial problem’ into a special category of ‘irrational
evil’. This permits a double standard: the old double standard of the
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Leninist Left (fascism as dictatorship is bad, communism as
dictatorship is O.K.) Domination could be condemned by
domination: racial domination (fascism) by rational domination
(Leninism), ‘irrational evil’ by a rationalist Marxism sitting in
judgement on the privileged throne of enlightenment, reason and
truth.

The admirable early commitment of South African communists to
the cause of liberation feeds from this self-definition of being the
guardians of a universal rationality, of which the Soviet Union was
considered the first realization.

Slovo now claims that he has had his personal doubts since the
middle fifties. However, he remained silent on the subject and the
party continued to endorse subsequent Stalinist practices. When
pressed as to why, the answer amounts to expediency: ‘It became
almost risky and counter-productive to battle this issue out in our
party. It would have caused an enormous split, and it had less and
less bearing on our own work’ (Leverkusen, 22 October 1988).
Such opportunism on a vital issue disproves Slovo’s current claim
that there has always been internal democracy in the party. If the
party cannot take a principled position on Stalinist crimes for fear
of a split (or more likely for fear of being denied Soviet assistance
in case of criticism), then its internal debates on peripheral issues
are meaningless distractions. Choosing between the political goal
of effectively opposing apartheid and the ethical necessity of
denouncing Stalinism, obviously placed the SACP in a
predicament. The Soviet Union construed any criticism as
disloyalty. Under these circumstances, a public stance against the
sole sponsor would have jeopardized the very purpose of the party,
namely the liberation of South Africa. Cut off from financial and
military assistance in the absence of alternative sources of support,
the SACP would have condemned itself to organizational
ineffectiveness and political paralysis. Faced with such a choice,
opting for organizational clout rather than morality becomes
understandable, though the separation of expediency from ethics
must be difficult to rationalize for a party of self-claimed ‘moral
superiority’.

The issue, however, is not so much whether South African
Communists made the wrong choice in favouring politics against
morality but whether the SACP went beyond political necessity
and enthusiastically endorsed Stalinist practices. There is
considerable evidence that this was the case and a majority of party
members identified with Soviet strategy as politically desirable and
ethically justifiable. They glorified and romanticized the Soviet
Union against all criticism and thereby also discredited the anti-
apartheid cause that was their first priority. For this politically
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foolish and also morally reprehensible position, the party ought to
be held responsible in as much as the former apartheid supporters
should not now be let off with the mere lame excuse that the grand
experiment has failed. To be sure, there has been some internal
dissent; some party members left with a troubled conscience,
others were hunted out by the Stalinists themselves. It is also true
that Slovo as an individual must not be equated with the
organization. However, the historical record shows the party in all
its public and official pronouncements speaking with one Stalinist
voice. The party publications did not reflect any debate or even
slight qualms about what had developed at the very least into a
great taboo.

The more striking feature of the renewed socialism versus
capitalism debate, in the light of Eastern European developments,
is the emphasis on performance that both protagonists stress. Slovo
goes beyond this sterile comparison of output but still cannot resist
the usual praise of the Soviet Union and Cuba in terms of material
achievements:

There are more graduate engineers in the Soviet Union than in the
US, more graduate research scientists than in Japan and more
medical doctors per head than in Western Europe. It also produces
more steel, fuel and energy than any other country. How many
capitalist countries can match the achievements of most of the
socialist world in the provision of social security, child care, the
ending of cultural backwardness, and so on? There is certainly no
country in the world which can beat Cuba’s record in the sphere of
health care.

Even if those statistics were taken at face value, one would have
to ask what they mean in broader terms. The Soviet Union
represents the only modern society where life expectancy is
declining. The country has to import food and lacks basic
consumer goods despite its large number of graduates or steel
production. Cuba may have the best health system but it also
quarantines all AIDS carriers. Finally, what does ‘ending of
cultural backwardness’ really mean, when after 70 years of
socialism in the Soviet Union, the country is troubled by ethnic
riots, religious intolerance and virulent anti-semitism? When
Western Europe de-nationalizes, the socialist East re-nationalizes
with the worst kind of 19th century chauvinism. When women
finally approach their equal share and spiritual emancipation in the
capitalist West, the East has not yet spawned a feminist movement
against socialist patriarchy. How is ’cultural backwardness’
measured?

Slovo defines Stalinism as ‘socialism without democracy’. He
repeatedly refers to ‘distortions’ from the top. It is pilot error
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rather than the structure of the plane that is responsible for its
crash. Even pilot faults are referred to in euphemistic terms.
Ruthless purges, including the systematic killing of substantial
sections of the Russian officers corps by a paranoid clique before
the German invasion, are described in functionalist terms as
‘damage wrought to the whole Soviet social fabric (including
its army) by the authoritarian bureaucracy’. There is no
comprehension of Stalinism as ‘internal colonialism’ akin to
apartheid.

Slovo’s phrase ‘judicial distortions’ is tantamount to an unwitting
rationalisation of the show trials. ‘Distortions’ leaves the principle
intact but merely deplores its excesses. Had Stalin killed a few
million less or even only one committed comrade, it would still be a
crime. Yet, nowhere in Slovo’s account does one find proper
conceptualizations, let alone some moral outrage about the
Stalinist holocaust. The paper amounts to a distancing of the SACP
chairman from an embarrassing past without addressing the causes
of the crime. The refusal to trace the tyranny hides behind its
unfortunate effects, the discrediting of socialism. Yet proper
naming remains crucial for overcoming and understanding a
criminal past. Metaphors and euphemisms (distortions) deny it.
Stalinism’s fault was not primarily the discrediting of socialism but
the imposition of tyranny.

Almost alone among the voices on the Left, Johnstone (1989)
insists that the Gulag is about apartheid, that Auschwitz is about
Cambodia. ‘It is certainly no accident that even now, by the end of
the twentieth century, the horrendous fact that the human toll of
Stalinism exceeded Nazi “‘crimes against humanity”” remains in its
deeper implications largely unreflected upon. Or that many on the
Left would dismiss any attempt to think about the Leninist state in
terms of the Apartheid state’. Slovo’s laudatory attempt to reflect
on Stalinism ultimately fails, because he does not draw the obvious
connections.

The victims of Auschwitz, the Gulags and Apartheid are not
concerned in whose name they were killed and maimed. The
present apartheid labour system compares almost favourably with
the Leninist system that prohibits independent trade unions. Both
combat idleness. But forced labour under the exhortations of
discipline for the people’s cause is worse, because of its pretences.
In the genuine Marxian vision alienated labour was to be
abolished. The Leninists glorified higher productivity as the
patriotic duty of selfless brigades. The apartheid labourer at least
knows of his exploitation and grudgingly complies because
alternatives are lacking. The Leninist/Stalinists betrayed their
victims in addition to exploiting them. Hence the magnitude of the
fury for revenge when set free. Blacks in South Africa on the other
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hand always knew that racial rule was for the benefit of the ruling
race. They do not feel cheated as the hardworking party member
did when the luxurious corruption of the people’s representatives
was finally revealed. Hence, most blacks merely desire their
proper share rather than wanting to turn the tables.

Slovo asserts the scientific nature of Marxism. He refers to
Marxism as a ‘revolutionary science’ or a ‘social science whose
fundamental postulates and basic insights into the historical
processes remain a powerful, (because accurate) theoretical
weapon’.? The insistence on the scientific nature of historical
processes, which can only be established by the positivistic
method, has long been abandoned by leading historians and critical
theorists, from Habermas and Giddens to Genovese. Instead they
stress the hermeneutic, interpretative task of analysts. Social
science is a misnomer, in as much as it assumes that human
behaviour is predetermined by some laws similar to the natural
sciences that can be verified or falsified by the proper Marxist
method. Human agency, the essential open-endedness of history,
is denied in this postulate. It usually results in a crude reductionism
or economistic approach that neglects that people not only have
material interests but ideal interests as well. The infinitely varied
subjectivity through which people perceive, interpret and mediate
their world, cannot be reduced to an epiphenomenon, the
powerful attraction of materialist rationality notwithstanding.
Individuals are more than carriers of interests.

Slovo restates the central tenets of ‘Marxist revolutionary
science’: the class struggle as the motor of human history, that ‘all
morality is class-related’ and that ‘working class internationalism’
is the most liberating concept. However, who are ‘the people’, the
‘working class’? Who is ‘society as a whole’, that according to Slovo
should assume control? Mervyn Frost (1988) has rightly reiterated
in the South African debate against Leninists a point made at the
turn of the century by the Italian socialist, Robert Michels, and
later substantiated by Weber:

In modern states control by ‘society as a whole’ means in practice
bureaucratic rule. Those who say organisation inevitably say
oligarchy, asserts Michels. Oligarchic tendencies can only be
counteracted by a democratic culture below not by Leninist
‘democratization from above’ (Frost, 1989).

Slovo, like Marx, conceptualizes an abstract working class. But
the working class is comprised of blacks and whites, women and
men, religious adherents and agnostics, homosexuals and
heterosexuals, skilled and unskilled workers who live in urban or
rural settings. Above all, there are employed and unemployed. By
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ignoring all these faultlines under an abstract category, the
conceptualization misses the crucial social texture. Yet, whether a
group is or can become the leading force in a conflict depends as
much on those differential social conditions as on common
material interests. Women workers may well be more progressive
than males, blacks more politically conscious than whites who are
doing identical jobs. To expect solidarity because of common
exploitation, lingers as a long-standing illusion. Yet it is precisely
such a self-deception on which the ANC and the SACP bases its
strategy. Working class unity and solidarity has failed throughout
the history of the Left around the world. Ever since the German
Social Democrats voted for the Kaiser’s war budget in 1914, the
dream of internationalism has suffered repeated setbacks. It has
nevertheless remained an elusive ideal. In a crunch, however,
organized labour wanted to prove its patriotism against
conservative accusations of disloyalty. Workers participated in the
nationalist euphorias in different political cultures as readily as
their class antagonists — from the World Wars to the Falkland
conflict and Armenian—Aszerbaijani clashes in the Soviet Union.
External enemies diffused internal class conflicts. Ethnic divisions
undermined solidarity. A split labour market — with more
expensive indigenous labour pitted against more exploitable and
immigrant labour in most Western states — proved an ideal
situation to counteract union militancy. Working class racism and
chauvinism remains one of the great taboos among Left analysts.
Given this historical record, it is the more surprising that the
dream of working-class unity still lives on in a society where its
white and black segments are politically and legally furthest apart.
Because an economic recession has also affected the privileged
white working class, the ANC and SACP argue, the prospects of a
common struggle with black workers have opened up. ‘It is
becoming clearer to sections of white workers, faced with growing
impoverishment, that they have to stand up in the face of economic
policies aimed at appeasing big business and strengthening the
apartheid regime’, declares the NEC annual policy statement of 8
January 1989. Despite the long tradition of similar failed strategies,
the left opposition to apartheid hopes that resentment of big
business by white workers would translate into common action
with black unions. “This has opened up some possibilities for these
workers to be drawn into the struggle, and in action, to realise
more clearly that their true interests lie with their fellow black
workers and the democratic trade union movement.” (NEC,
8/1/1989) However, in the eternal conflict between common
interest on the one side and nationalist-racist surrogates on the
other hand, it is a vain hope to bank on the superior rationality of
common interests winning out. Symbolic satisfaction of belonging
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to an imagined community of superior qualities easily defeats the
potential real benefits of practised solidarity. The appeal to
emotional rewards wins over the calculations of material interests.
Rather than joining COSATU or the ANC, the few remaining
white workers flock to the neofascist AWB. Deep resentment over
loss of status and real economic insecurity drives its victims into the
camp of those who hold out the vain hope of the restoration of a
lost past. That was one of the lessons from fascism in Nazi
Germany.

By building its strategy on white-black working-class alliances,
the SACP not only starts from false assumptions but neglects to
address an increasingly significant split in the labour movement:
the competition between employed and unemployed. Neither the
ANC nor COSATU has devised a strategy of how to cope with the
one third of the national workforce who are unemployed. The
unions are increasingly representative of the employed only. Mere
employment in South Africa almost qualifies for membership in a
‘labour aristocracy’. Merely having a job is a mark of privilege. The
whole range of life-chances — from access to housing, medical
care, education and pensions — depends on employment. Those
millions outside of the formal economy — in the backyards of
townships, in the ring of shacks around the cities and in desolate
huts in the barren countryside — form a permanent underclass.
The liberation movements have yet to organize these permanently
marginalized outsiders, the unions have yet to address the relation
between employed and unemployed workers. With the ranks of
the unemployed swelling, the state finds ready recruits for its
various police forces; local warlords organize vigilante groups from
a vast pool of resentment; puritan, fundamentalist church cults vie
with drug pedlars and petty criminals for the souls and pockets of
the downtrodden. Orthodox Marxism has traditionally written off
this Lumpenproletariat that forms a substantial section of the
South African population.

The 1989 SACP programme “The Path to Power’ claims to be
‘guided by the theory of Marxism-Leninism’ as well as own and
others’ experiences of revolutionary struggles. It repeatedly
postulates ‘seizure of power’ as its goal and asserts: ‘We are not
engaged in a struggle whose objective is merely to generate
sufficient pressure to bring the other side to the negotiating table’
(125). Yet barely a year later the SACP officially negotiates with
‘the enemy’. The SACP chairman assures capital that only a mixed
economy guarantees growth. He declares ‘the narrow issue of
nationalization is a bit of a red herring’ (Argus, 28 February 1990).
In Slovo’s sensible, pragmatic assessment the South African
economy cannot be transformed ‘by edict without risking economic
collapse’. Instead of bureaucratic state control along Eastern
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European lines, Slovo now advocates public control through
effective democratic participation by ‘producers at all levels’. This
amounts to a classic social-democratic programme of co-
determination where large firms are held publicly accountable and
union representatives sit on boards. Since such widely legitimate
visions are also considered negotiable, not much of economic
orthodoxy is left among former Leninists. The collapse of Eastern
European state socialism finally has shown its impact on some of its
last fervent adherents.

As a test of reality, classical Leninism betrayed the SACP in
understanding a totally changed constellation. The orthodox world
view of the SACP could not envisage three crucial developments
that did not fit the predetermined constellation of interests: (a) the
ANC/SACP leadership was surprised by the active support that the
sanctions calls received in Western capitals, Margaret Thatcher
notwithstanding. In the SACP theory, Pretoria as the outpost of
imperialism has been and would always be propped up by its
international sponsors. Isolation and pressure on the apartheid
regime would have to emanate primarily from progressive, and
socialist and/or non-aligned countries. In fact, the opposite
occurred: South African trade with African and some other Third
World countries increased; diplomatic contacts between Pretoria
and the Soviet Union or Hungary, for example, improved while
South Africa’s relationship with the US and EEC states
deterioriated. (b) These trends increased the necessity for Pretoria
to seek a negotiated solution, particularly in light of the cut-off
from foreign investment capital which threatened to bypass South
Africa in favour of Eastern Europe. Faced with benign neglect by
its traditional allies without a political settlement, South Africa had
to change course if it aspired to remain part of a global economy
and avoid becoming a future Albania. The SACP, by its own
admission, was caught off-guard by its unbanning on 2 February
1990. After preparing 30 years for liberation, the ANC
nevertheless found itself unprepared. Believing in its own
propaganda of a fascist, racist enemy, most exiles never took the
warnings about the adapting, deracializing capabilities and
modernizing potential of the opponent seriously. Without an
adequate theory of the antagonist, the opposition wasted precious
years with doubtful and ineffective strategies. (c) Finally, the
slavish support for the Soviet Union made the SACP one of the last
foreign parties that understood Eastern Europe. A worker’s party
that backed the Polish government against Solidarity proved
unable to sense the people’s anger that finally swept East
European rulers out of power. Deprived of the Honnecker rituals
of solidarity, the SACP exiles suddenly found themselves searching
for new international allies almost against their will.
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Despite its newly professed anti-Stalinism, the SACP held its 7th
Congress (1989) in one of the last Stalinist redoubts, Havana.
Observers have interpreted the choice of Cuba as ‘perhaps
indicative of the schism between the SACP and the CPSU’ (Africa
Confidential, 12 January 1990) that glasnost and the flagging Soviet
interest in regional confrontations with US allies has brought
about.

Yet the test for the future South African democracy may not lie
in past alliances of the most committed component of the apartheid
opposition, but in its internal practice of a democratic culture in the
new constellation.? The recognition of union independence by the
SACP together with the endorsement of a multi-party system
and traditional liberal freedoms bodes well for South African
democracy, despite the Leninist relics and a repressed Stalinist
past. Because SACP members are the major force that dominates
the theoretical debates and strategies within the broad apartheid
opposition, its own practice of internal democracy influences the
style of the entire movement. Whether the SACP declarations for
democracy should be taken at face value or treated with scepticism
is best tested by the behaviour of the party itself. At present, the
organization remains a self-styled elitist group with secret
membership, apart from the leadership. While security reasons can
be legitimately invoked for this undemocratic tradition in an
authoritarian environment, the time will arrive where a more
democratic climate allows and requires less clandestine behaviour.
Will the SACP, nevertheless, continue with placing its members
into strategic political and union positions in the same vein as
the secret Broederbond infiltrates influential Afrikaner and
government institutions? As long as the party has explicitly to
‘authorize’ its chairman to circulate a discussion paper, as the one
under scrutiny here, it resembles more an authoritarian Jesuit
order for the organic intelligentsia than an open, broad-based
vehicle for the self-critical exploration of feasible socialism.
However, the pressure for democracy from below, particularly in
the unions, may well finally force the SACP to depart from the
relics of Stalinism both in theory and in practice. The self-critical
Slovo account of the failure of socialism constitutes the first
indication of a democratic renewal that may lay to rest Pierre van
den Berghe’s (1989) sceptical comment, that ‘South Africa, which
has already spawned the world’s last official racists, may also see its
last Stalinists’.

Simon Fraser University,
Vancouver
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NOTES

1. A summary of this interview by Hermann Giliomee has been published in
Afrikaansin Die Suid-Afrikaan, no. 19, February 1989.

2. In the same breath Slovo also refers to ‘Marxist ideology’. This plays havoc
with classical Marxism in which ideology means false consciousness.
According to Marx, only bourgeois consciousness is ideological, while the
proletariat as a historically progressive force (not as individuals), does not err.
Marxists who label their belief-system an ideology either display ignorance of
classical theory or admit to the relativity of their world-view.

3. In this difficult task, reformed Leninists must certainly be included, as Eric
Louw (1989) has argued convincingly. In fact, the chances of a future South
African democracy crucially depend on SACP support.

SOURCES
Fukuyama, Francis (1989). ‘The End of History?’, The National Interest, Summer,
3-18

Frost, Mervyn (1988). ‘Opposing Apartheid: Democrats against the Leninists’,
Theoria, 71, May, 15-22.

Johnstone, Frederick (1989). Apartheid and Gulag, Ms.

Louw, Eric P. (1989). ‘Rejoinder to ‘Opposing Apartheid’: Building a South
African Democracy Through a Popular Alliance Which Includes Leninists™,
Theoria, 73, May, 49-62.

O’Dowd, Michael (1990). ‘Yes, Mr Slovo, Modern Socialism has Indeed Failed’,
Business Day, February 14.

Slovo, Joe (1990). ‘Has Socialism Failed?’, Ms.

Moss, Glen (1990). ‘Debating Socialism’, Work in Progress, 64, January, 18-22.

Vanden Berghe, P.J. (1989). ‘South Africa after Thirty Years’, Ms.



Altered States

Structural Change in Contemporary
International Relations

Alexander Johnston

Political developments since 1985 in the Soviet Union and central
and eastern Europe have had many implications for contemporary
international relations. The removal of the threat of Soviet control
from the Warsaw Pact countries has propelled political change
there at a sometimes spectacular pace, and has invested it with
significance beyond that of mere changes of government. Political
change within the USSR itself has greatly diminished the Soviet
military threat to western Europe, and curbed Soviet activism
in the wider world. These developments have an important bearing
on issues like the nature, prevalence and intensity of conflict in
international relations and on specific topics like arms control and
disarmament. They call into question the content and conduct of
foreign policies of a wide range of actors, from the major Western
states, to Soviet clients and allies everywhere. The latter face
change in their domestic political systems as well as in their
-external relations. Political movements like the African National
Congress which have been dependent on the Soviet bloc for
political and military assistance are affected as much as states.!

Of course the circumstances in which the actors in international
relations make their policies, try to influence each other, defend
and promote particular conceptions of their interests, are always
changing. But there are times, like these, when changes are
particularly deep, and extensive in their ramifications. In these
circumstances, it is reasonable to ask whether the changes amount
to changes in the structure of international relations.

The idea of structure in international relations finds its most
common expression in the idea of an international system, an
ensemble greater than the sum of the individual foreign policies
and transactions of conflict and cooperation in the world of states.

The ideas of structure and system pervade writing about
international relations at all levels. Whether they appear as broad
models or metaphors, or extensively elaborated schemes, there are
several central elements. Three of these are particularly useful in
considering the status of changes in contemporary international
relations. Firstly, structure is conferred on international relations
at any given time by a distribution of power among states, which

Theoria 76, October 1990, pp. 45-65.
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imposes a rough and ready framework of freedom and constraint,
of dominance and dependence. States and other actors operate in
and have to contend with this framework. A second source of
structure is a pattern of rules, understandings and institutions, in
and through which relations are conducted. Thirdly, there is a
pattern of values, assumptions, and perceptions — some shared,
many contested, all subject to self-interested interpretation — by
which states (and other actors) interpret the distribution of power
and the pattern of rules and understandings.

These elements of structure give shape to historical periods in
international relations. Although three distinct emphases are
suggested here, they are linked, and important change in one of
them tends to be accompanied by change in the others. If we
review recent political developments in the Soviet Union and its
former sphere of influence in Europe, in terms of the distribution
of power, the framework of rules and the pattern of values, we can
reasonably ask whether these developments amount to structural
change. We can also usefully ask in what direction such structural
change points; whether to the past and recovery of earlier forms of
relationship, or to the future, a new basis and new departures.

The issue of the distribution of power in the international system
since 1945 has been discussed for the most part in terms of two
related ideas, bipolarity, and the existence of superpowers. The
structure of the international system after 1945 differed markedly
from that existing before the Second World War, in that the verdict
of the war confirmed two states as possessing military, geopolitical
and industrial power of a different order of magnitude to the rest.
The complementary idea of bipolarity reinforced the impression
of structural change. Given the disparity in power between
themselves and the rest, the superpowers were able to attract or
enforce allegiance to a variety of bilateral and multilateral
arrangements in security, political and economic fields. This
appeared to confirm them as leaders of blocs marking out the
division of most of the world of states.

If the principal structural features of the post-1945 era in
international relations are generally agreed to be the existence of
two superpowers, and a bipolar division marking the principal axis
of conflict, then it is worthwhile asking whether they still hold good
in the aftermath of political change in the USSR and eastern
Europe. To do this, it is necessary to establish first what the
elements of superpower are.*

Firstly, there are geopolitical and demographic factors. Both the
USA and USSR are states of continental extent, facing both
Europe and Asia, and with very large populations able to be
mobilised for economic and military purposes. Both have been
able to use substantial endowments of raw materials for economic
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growth, which has been propelled respectively by the powerful
organizing ideologies of liberal capitalism and state socialism. Each
has had a domestic political system secure in its ability to reproduce
itself, whether through predominantly coercive means (in the case
of the USSR), or predominantly legitimizing ones (in the case of
the USA). Although the superpowers do not have a monopoly of
nuclear weapons, the great size of their respective arsenals by
compariscn with other nuclear powers is often held to be one of the
defining characteristics of superpower.

Important though these factors are, the essential condition of
superpower is more likely to be found in a group of military and
political attributes, which are partly dependent on and partly
independent of them. Perhaps the phrase ‘global reach’ best sums
up these attributes, covering as it does the ability to project
military force over long distances, as well as the diplomatic and
political capacity to be a factor in any political conflict, whether
directly in overt actions, or indirectly, by providing an inspirational
example and alternative. Global reach is not merely a question of
military power or political influence, however. Even together,
these are not enough to define superpower. Superpowers are able
to articulate convincingly some sense of purpose beyond self-
interest, and the will to power and dominion for its own sake.
Superpowers have to possess ideologies attractive enough to
legitimize unequal relationships in a world hostile to imperialism.
Or if these are insufficiently attractive to do this, at least to be
plausible enough to sustain the dynamic of their own activism in
the wider world.

To global reach should be added the ability to sustain a
favourable order within a sphere of influence. This does not mean
being able invariably to secure compliance by other states, but a
state which does not achieve a high percentage of its desired goals a
high percentage of the time, within a recognized sphere of
influence, can hardly be acknowledged as a superpower. Lastly,
but perhaps most importantly in this group of attributes, is the
possession of freedom of action. Britain’s decline is conventionally
marked by its inability to carry independent military action to a
successful conclusion in the Suez expedition. To possess the
freedom of action worthy of a superpower, a state has to have a
high degree of political and economic self-sufficiency and thus be
able to isolate itself from external pressure.

For much of the post-1945 period, the USSR has cut a less
convincing figure as a superpower than the USA. The sources of
its power have always been much less balanced than those of
America, with military power the only area in which it could
achieve parity and at times superiority. In order to achieve this
status, other areas, notably the civilian sectors of its economy, had
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to be neglected. Its sphere of influence was narrower than that of
the USA, and its geostrategic environment more immediately
threatening. Great or medium powers are close to most of its
borders. Of these neighbours, European states and Japan have
been aligned with America, while since 1960, China has been
hostile in its own right. Despite these problems, and a clear
indication that it was number two, trying to catch up, the USSR did
have a plausible claim to superpower status. Important in this were
the size of its conventional and nuclear forces, the nature of its
political and economic system which allowed for self-sufficiency
and freedom of action, its revolutionary ideology which gave
direction and purpose to anti-colonial and anti-western forces as
well as itself. Important too was the fact that whatever distance
there was between the USA and USSR, there was a greater
distance between the USSR and any other claimants to a powerful
role in world politics.

When by the mid-seventies, ocean-going naval capacity and
long distance airlift capability were added to nuclear parity with
the West, they gave global reach to the attributes noted above.
From then on, the USSR was much more plausible in the role of
superpower.

Although there is little doubt that at the end of the 1980s and the
beginning of the 1990s, the USSR ceased to be a superpower,
certain peculiarities of this transition make it difficult to analyse,
and to draw conclusions from it. Often when states suffer a decline
in power, the process is well signposted, takes a long time and has
many remissions. Examples of this pattern include the decline of
the Turkish and Austro-Hungarian empires. This has not been the
case with the USSR. Both when the process has been long drawn
out and when it has been more accelerated, moreover, some
traumatic passage of events like losing a war, experiencing a
revolution, or both, marks a definite change in status. Again, this
has not been the case with the USSR, whose loss of superpower
ranking has been precipitate and not accompanied by any specific
trauma. Its decline has not even been marked by the sudden rise of
newly powerful rivals in the way that its own and the USA’s
eclipsed Britain. Indeed, the Soviet Union retains virtually the
complete panoply of military power on which its claim to
superpower largely rested in the first place.

Two problems arise from these features. Firstly, the economic
and political remaking of the USSR has to take place on top of all
the vested interests of the existing order, without the fresh start
afforded by the defeat and destruction of a whole system, as
happened in Germany and Japan after 1945. Secondly, the current
status of the USSR is difficult to read. For instance, until quite
recently, the western powers had reason to fear that Gorbachev’s
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policies of glasnost, and perestroika might successfully turn the
USSR into a very greatly strengthened communist superpower.
Even now that decline is unmistakable, the fact is that Soviet
military power remains largely in place, and there is a widespread
concern as to who might inherit it, if Gorbachev falls from power.
Furthermore, there is disagreement among the Western powers as
to what extent, and what type of Western aid to the USSR should
be provided.

Although the USSR retains, for the moment at least, an
enormously formidable concentration of nuclear and conventional
military power, clearly its economy cannot continue to sustain
these forces at this level. The economic crisis of stagnation, caused
in part by the intolerably high level of military expenditure in the
Brezhnev years, has been followed by a political crisis in the wake
of attempts to deal with it. The political crisis is derived from a
virtual abandonment of Marxism-Leninism and a contest between
radicals and conservatives over what is to replace it. This
relaxation of political control has allowed nationalism to threaten
the break-up of the federal union, and it has fuelled popular
discontent over the government’s failure to improve living
standards. It is in this combination of political and ecomomic crisis,
rather than in any secular decline in available forces, or some
convulsive experience, that the USSR’s current position should be
seen. Landmarks in the process have included the withdrawal
of troops from Afghanistan, a well-publicised preference for
negotiation over armed struggle, strenuous efforts to reduce
tension and reach accommodations with the USA, and the decision
not to use force to stifle political change in Eastern Europe.?

These policies have resulted in the loss of the USSR’s sphere of
influence in eastern Europe. The demonstration effect of this
coupled with the loosening of domestic political control, has
produced challenges to the integrity of the Soviet state, of which
Lithuania’s is the most serious so far. Allied to the loss of its sphere
of influence, the USSR has lost a substantial element of the
freedom of action which is the hallmark of a superpower. This is
seen in the way the USSR under Gorbachev has turned away from
seeking security exclusively through military strength and imperial
forward defence.* To seek security through political means is to
acknowledge the security fears and needs of other states, and to
acknowledge the importance of a wider framework of negotiation
and bargaining, than one in which superpowers spoke for their
blocs and to each other. Soviet freedom of action is also
constrained by its government’s need for diplomatic and economic
support from the West. The inevitable encroachments of
cosmopolitan society that will accompany increased contact with
the West, the democratization of eastern Europe and political
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change in the USSR, should also diminish the scope for
assertiveness and activism that distinguish superpowers. Lastly, in
its abandonment of its claim to be the guardian of revolution, and
the vehicle of historical transformation, the USSR has lost its
rationale for being a superpower.

The USSR presents the unusual spectacle of a state abdicating
superpower status with most of its military power intact. Probably
the abdication was meant to be only temporary and tactical,
gaining breathing space for remodelling the domestic economy,
and preserving communist rule in eastern Europe by being more
flexible. In the aftermath of the collapse of communist rule in
eastern Europe, and as political and economic change threaten the
very nature of the Soviet Union, the abdication looks less
voluntary and more permanent.

If the USSR has ceased to be a superpower, it becomes
necessary to ask how best to describe the distribution of power in
the international system. One obvious answer is to deduce that
there is one superpower, the USA, in a class by itself. A number of
problems, however, cloud this apparently straightforward
deduction. Firstly, there is the continuing argument over Paul
Kennedy’s assertions of America’s ‘relative decline’.’ Kennedy
forecast a continuing process in which the USA would subside in
the long term to its ‘natural’ share of the world’s wealth. Only in
the unnaturally favourable circumstances of 1945-1960 could the
USA enjoy a share beyond that which its geographical extent,
natural resources and population apparently entitled it to. Despite
the numerous qualifications® built into Kennedy’s argument, and
his emphasis on relative, rather than absolute decline, he has been
taken to task by critics’ for allegedly overstating his case. In a sense
the controversy has been overtaken by the precipitate changes in
the standing of the USA’s principal rival. Ironically, if Kennedy is
to be taken to task with the unfair benefit of hindsight, it should be
for underestimating Russia’s plight® rather than for overestimating
America’s. But there is a sense in which Russia’s altered
circumstances demonstrate the vitality and relevance of Kennedy’s
arguments about America. There is a degree of hesitancy and
uncertainty in the USA’s reaction for which there are two main
reasons.

Firstly, there.is a recognition of straitened resources which
constrains American choices. This is best illustrated in the question
of a possible ‘Marshall Plan’ of assistance to eastern Europe and
the USSR.? This issue points up the difference in context between
now and America’s years as a superpower after 1945, and it is
significant that the transformation and recovery of eastern Europe
tends to be seen in terms of European responsibilities and
opportunities, rather than American. The question of superpower
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is not solely a question of resource, however. What helped induce
the USA to act as a superpower after 1945, was a situation which
lent itself to simplification in classical foreign policy terms; the
emergence of a rival power strong enough to threaten states whose
security was deemed vital to that of the United States. This
situation seemed to call for the large-scale commitment of military
resources and political will. The principal element in the
circumstances facing US policy makers today, is how best to
interpret the internal political dynamics of the Soviet Union in
terms of American interests, and how best to affect them to
American advantage. These questions are much more ambiguous
and difficult to read than problems which can be cast in terms of
military security, and they are less amendable to the large-scale
activism that characterizes a superpower.

In other respects the recent transformations have made the
world less hospitable to the exercise of superpower. Irrespective of
material power relationships, it is one thing to behave like a
superpower — declare an interest in all regional conflicts, police a
sphere of influence, assume an identity between self-interest and
the general good — in a world divided by ideology and military
preparedness. It is quite another to do so in an increasingly
cosmopolitan society, where the isolationism which has the
distinguishing feature of communist systems has come to an end,
and where (between developed states at least) military
preparedness and the threat of war have sharply diminished. To
the extent that such a society develops, it is possible that
relationships will be less enduring, alignments more fluid, and
coalitions of interests against any preponderant or hegemonic
power could arise.

Lastly, the true exercise of superpower, especially in a country
with free institutions, requires ideological justification in other
than imperialist terms. In the United States, the chief source of
such justification has been anti-communism and the Soviet threat.
US administrations have enjoyed freedom of action appropriate to
superpower status because security issues have dominated foreign
relations. This freedom has been expressed in bipartisanship on
foreign policy, and extensively condoned covert action, both of
them attributable to the warlike atmosphere of the cold war.
Whether or not this will change, depends on how America’s
foreign relations are interpreted. If, as radical critics argue, there is
an inherently expansionist and imperial thrust to American foreign
policy, then new crusades and enemies might be sought, although
one as pervasive and threatening as communism will be hard to
find. If on the other hand the exercise of American power in the
world is seen predominantly in terms of the challenge of Soviet
expansionism, then the need for this power, and freedom from
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domestic constraint in deploying it, will fall away.

This discussion of the nature of American power in the light of
the USSR’s decline seems to point in a particular direction. That s,
that in the contemporary world, the phenomenon of superpower is
only possible when there are two rival claimants to the status, and
when one drops out, the other loses the incentive and opportunity
aswell.

It may be objected that all this amounts to is playing with words.
The USA remains a formidable concentration of political,
economic and military power with widely defined security and
other interests, and will remain so. Can we reasonably alter its
designation from ‘superpower’ to ‘great power’ when its material
forces remain much the same? And if we can, what does it matter
anyway? It has been the argument of this section that the definition
of superpower depends not only on material forces, but also on
political context. A superpower is a leader in a cause, the standard
bearer in a pervasive conflict which does not allow the luxury of
discrimination on grounds of calculated self-interest, and prompts
unilateral action in the common good. However powerful great
powers are, they do not have to, and are not allowed to act like
this. No matter how many security threats the US perceives from
regional dictators and radicals, in the absence of the USSR as
hostile alter ego, it will deal with them as a great power and not as a
superpower, and it does matter how the US understands its own
status, and how it is perceived by others.

If the world of states is entering an era in which there are no
superpowers, and bipolarity has lost its relevance, how best might
the distribution of power in the world be comprehended?

Bipolarity is a phenomenon with which commentators have long
been uneasy, observing its loss of distinctiveness through
developments like the Sino-Soviet split, the recovery of Europe
and Japan, and the emergence of locally powerful actors. Despite
this, until 1989, and the break-up of the Soviet bloc, the idea
clearly retained an explanatory power. In the post-1989 situation,
the most obvious model to reach for is that of a multipolar system,
one in which power and effective membership are distributed
among a group of approximate equals. For some, this may mean a
return to a more ‘natural’ structure of international relations after
the aberrations of the cold war and bipolarity, perhaps even
suggesting that the nature of international relations is cyclical
rather than linear. Although ‘multipolar’ may usefully convey
aspects of the changing distribution of power, however, the word
carries a heavy freight of associations with past international
systems, and unless the altered context is made clear, it could
encourage faulty expectations of states’ objectives and behaviour.

In the first place, the world of states is a much more numerous,
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diverse and unequal collectivity than it was when it could last be
described with any confidence as multipolar. For the majority of
these states, multipolarity in the sense of the mutual adjustment of
the competing claims of approximately equal sovereign states will
not have a great deal of meaning. Their experience has been and
will continue to be of a stratified society in the sense of structured
inequalities in resources, relationships, rights and privileges,
irrespective of formal legal equality. Perhaps the world of states
could evolve into something reminiscent of the colonial era of the
European states’ system with effective participation and decision-
making concentrated in the hands of a group of self-balancing great
powers, and the majority excluded. Despite increasing references
to ‘recolonisation’, however, these patterns of relationship cannot
be replicated exactly in the post-colonial era. The consensus
against formal colonialism is strong, the successor states have vocal
and articulate pressure groups, and some of them are considerable
enough military powers to affect the interests of the great powers.
States will continue to participate in international relations on
terms of formal equality, but in a way too stratified for the idea of
multipolarity to accurately convey the distribution of power in the
whole system.

Even if we confine the idea of multipolarity to an elite group of
great powers (or power blocs) presiding over a stratified world, the
present context must be distinguished from past usage.

The idea of a multipolar distribution of power carries with it
from the past, a number of expectations about the nature of
international relations. These include viewing states as more or less
self-contained, distinct national units, each possessing a balanced
inventory of economic and military assets and ranked in linear
hierarchy according to a crude measurement of these assets. These
states could be expected to form military combinations among and
against each other using the wider world as a theatre in which to
prosecute their conflicts and as a source of privileges and assets
which could be exchanged as bribery or compensation. In the
contemporary international system, states remain distinct national
units, even where (as in western Europe) political and economic
integration has proceeded quite far. But they do so in an
increasingly cosmopolitan society. This is made up of the
dominance of the English language, speedy communications, the
pervasiveness of American popular culture, the universality of
material aspirations associated with capitalist consumerism, and an
agenda of political discourse influenced everywhere and
dominated in most places by democracy understood as popular
participation. Increasingly, at least in the developed and
industrializing world, states are facing the same demands for
consumer goods and political legitimacy, and are trying to provide
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them in similar ways.

The grounds for concern with security and political conflict have
not disappeared and nor will they as long as states remain armed
and sovereign in any real sense, and resources remain scarce. But
not only are they trying to provide the same goods in the same way,
but they are also relying on each other, through trade, investment,
joint production, economic assistance, access to common markets,
and other integrative mechanisms to do so. If states are likely to
remain egotistical and competitive, then the conflict is more likely
to be over influence in negotiations and institutions regulating the
world political economy, than in overt military competition. In this
respect, a reversion to a more multipolar distribution of power,
need not mean a regression to earlier patterns of interaction.

In the emerging multipolar distribution of power, it is not easy to
see a clear hierarchy. Questions of status, and the make-up of
assets which constitute state power contribute to the difficulty. In
the first place, the position of the USA and the USSR as former
superpowers with formidable arsenals of nuclear weapons will
probably take a long time to resolve. The USSR, especially, has to
accustom itself to lowered expectations and status, and integrate
itself on altered terms into institutions and practices to which it has
historically reacted with suspicion or even hostility. It has to do this
not only while facing economic and political crises, but also
without incurring unacceptable humiliations. Both because they
retain considerable military forces, then, and because of the
dangers in too abrupt a transition from the previous order, it is
likely that the USA and USSR will retain some form of special
status within an increasingly multipolar framework. The existence
of nuclear weapons in itself greatly complicates the question of
international security in a multipolar distribution of power. Such
weapons may have only a limited utility as sources of influence, but
they make the stakes of conflict very high. In addition, their
possession by some states and not others dramatises the general
point of a power distribution which is uneven not only in amount,
but also in type. In this way, the predominantly military power of
the USSR can be contrasted with the economic power of Japan and
Germany.

Lastly, the relations between this multipolar system of powers
and the rest of the world will be complicated by the existence of
states which even in a stratified world are capable of at least semi-
independent action and regional influence. Cuba, Vietnam, Iran,
Iraqg, Israel, India, and South Africa all fall into this category,
although for some the ability to do this has been a function of Cold
War leverage. But even in the absence of this quality, some if not
all of them would be difficult to coerce, and several of them have
the ability to embarrass the great powers.
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For these reasons, it would be as well to remember that
distribution of power occur in particular historical contexts, and do
not automatically impose patterns of interaction and behaviour.

Every historical period with its distribution of power among
states, functions according to rules and understandings about how
interstate business should be transacted. These rules and
understandings offer a second element of structure in the
international system, providing the outward manifestations of
order, in the sense of regularity and predictability, in which states
act to defend and advance their interests.!” There are strong
elements of continuity in this. Long traditions of reciprocal
diplomatic usage underlie the elements of order in any given
period; the problems of preserving sovereignty in a world without
overarching authority and security guarantees are endemic to
international relations whatever their specific context. Despite
this, change as well as continuity is evident in the characteristic
efforts of states to make their relations more systematic. One
example is the Concert of Europe, an attempt to regulate the
relations of Great Powers in the nineteenth century through
consultation and compensation, and another is the League of
Nations with its provisions for multilateral problem-solving and
collective security.

Whether successful or not, these and other clusters of
groundrules are efforts to bring coherence to the problems
of matching power to power, as they arise in any given period.
The importance of such ground-rules can be deduced from
periods when important actors did not share the prevailing
version. An essential dimension of the revolutionary instability
brought by Nazi Germany (and Fascist Italy) to the international
system, was a contempt for prevailing understandings of
diplomacy. The shock value of this was a key ingredient in Hitler’s
pre-war coups.!!

The Cold War was no exception to the prevalence of the rules
and procedures, and it is often argued that the rules of superpower
competition not only regulated bilateral conflicts, but brought
stability (albeit sometimes violent stability) to the whole system.
The rules and procedures of superpower competition were
numerous and extensive, but in the light of changing patterns of
international relations, a useful focal point is the co-existence of
two types of special relationship; that between the superpowers
themselves, and those within each bloc.

Among the principles governing superpower relations was an
acknowledgment of the necessity for hostile competition at all
levels of the relationship, along with the need for controls and
boundaries to that competition. These included the need to avoid
direct military confrontation in pursuit of a shared interest in
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avoiding nuclear war; a respect for each other’s spheres of
interest’? and wide latitude for proxy conflict in ‘grey areas’, in
which neither could claim effective hegemony. Central to the
whole idea of a special relationship was the strategic dimension
with its principal components: deterrence, the arms race, and arms
control. A further principle was that each recognized the other’s
status in the importance accorded to the relationship, and re-
assessed its contours from time to time in periods of sharpening or
easing conflict. These aspects of the relationship were formalized
and symbolized in the status accorded to superpower meetings,
and their designation ‘summits’.

Within blocs, special relationships revolved for the most part
around the issue of security. As long as the Cold War ensured that
problems of military security loomed large in the foreign policy
concerns of Western states, there are strong grounds for a special
relationship between Britain and the United States. Britain’s
above-average (for western Europe) defence expenditure, and
role as ‘unsinkable aircraft carrier’ in the United States
commitment to the defence of Europe ensured that. Similarly, the
dependence of Japan and Germany on the USA’s nuclear umbrella
and world-wide deployment of conventional forces allowed them a
competitive economic edge in that they devoted a significantly
smaller proportion of GNP to defence. On the other hand, this
dependence meant that they were politically circumscribed in their
range of choices and objectives.

By defining its own security in terms of forward defence and
military superiority, the USSR committed itself to a complicated
structure of special relationships. To legitimize its security belt in
central and eastern Europe, it sponsored communist regimes
there, and under the Brezhnev Doctrine called into being a
socialist commonwealth whose collective security needs allegedly
justified the Soviet military presence, and Soviet control of
political change there. In a sense it is the redefinition, and then
collapse of these special relationships which has been the principal
agent of change in international relations in the last twelve months.
When (as proved the case first in Poland) these relationships could
no longer be sustained by coercion, the USSR hoped that a
reformed version, based on popularly legitimate communist
regimes in the region would emerge. Not only did this not happen,
but the demonstration effect of the fall of communism in central
and eastern Europe helped turn perestroika and glasnost into
movements of popular initiative, as well as reform from above.

If the structure of rules and understandings through which the
Cold War offered a framework for international relations is rapidly
disappearing, how might the special relationships which made it up
be redefined?
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The relationship between the USA and the USSR has already
gone through one phase in which an alternative order appeared
possible. For a while after Gorbachev’s accession to power, it
appeared that greater flexibility in Soviet foreign policy would
allow the USA and USSR to act as joint arbitrators of more
pressing regional problems. The process leading to the
independence of Namibia is illustrative of this phase, which would
keep many of the rules and structures of the Cold War period
intact, but operate them in a much more relaxed and benign way,
tending towards condominium rather than rival empires. This
phase, which offered to retain the regularities and predictability of
the Cold War period without its attendant dangers, proved short-
lived, and did not survive the collapse of the Soviet bloc, and the
USSR’s own internal confusions. Although the USSR is now too
weak to support a special relationship which covers all aspects of
world politics, in narrower terms, the closeness will survive. The
strategic relationship is an obvious realm in which this will happen
and the USSR will have to balance the obvious benefits of nuclear
disarmament, with the problem of negotiating away the only assets
which make it a power worthy of special status and consideration.
Another possible asset is the personal political credit built up by
Mr Gorbachev in the West, although it is not easy to predict how
enduring this will be.

Despite the decline of the USSR, it seems that in the short term
at least, US policy-makers are unwilling to jettison the structural
features of US/Soviet relations. Summit conferences continue to
play an important role in the diplomacy of both sides,* and now
they have an urgent additional function in buttressing Gorbachev’s
domestic policies;'* US handling of issues like the Lithuanian
crisis morever, has been circumspect and supportive.’ Some
commentators go so far as to warn of the dangers of too precipitate
a flight from Cold War patterns,'® and the difficulties of shaping
fresh ones are formidable. One possibility is to reanimate the
United Nations system as a structural framework. For the first time
since the founding of the League of Nations there is no revisionist
great power to complicate and subvert the workings of
international organization, and there is no security problem (like
resurgent Germany in the 1930s, or US/Soviet antagonism) so
acute that the great powers are bound to seek security outside a
world body. Against these promising indications, it should be
noted that as long as states remain sovereign in any way that is
important and meaningful to them, any international organizations
will operate under closely circumscribed limits. It will be difficult
also to accommodate American power without allowing it to
dominate, while on the other hand (past eperience suggests), if the
USA does not have its status and leadership recognized, it may
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again regard the UN as a hopeless collection of hostile Lilliputs. In
any case, as the long and frustrating negotiations over a new
international economic orders confirm, even in the absence of
threatening security problems, it is difficult to make any progress
on contentious issues between weak and strong.

While strong traces of the special relationship between the USA
and USSR are surviving into the post Cold War era, the special
relationships within the former blocs have fared differently. Those
within the former Soviet bloc are in the process of being severed
completely, although such is the disparity in power between the
successor states to communism and the USSR even in its reduced
state, that some sort of special relationship will doubtless emerge,
especially since some of them will come to feel the need for a
balance to German domination of the region. In the West, the
triangle of relations between the USA, Germany and Japan will
come to dominate attention, at the expense of ‘hostile
partnerships’, like the USA and USSR, and special relationships
like the USA and Britain. Germany, Japan and the USA account
for 9% of the world’s population, but produce 40% of the world’s
wealth.'” This triangle will be complicated by America’s self-
perception of relative decline, historical suspicions of a reunited
Germany'® and antagonism to the policies on which Japan’s
economic success is founded. "

Changes in the distribution of power in international relations,
and in the framework of spoken and unspoken rules which give
shape to interactions, are usually accompanied by changes in the
pattern of values and assumptions by which states make sense of
the conditions under which they exist. All states have to interpret
and explain these conditions, in order to make policies, justify
them to other states and often, their own populations. Sometimes
this pattern of values and assumptions is quite widely shared,
in what Raymond Aron called a ‘homogeneous’ international
system,”’ and sometimes it is bitterly divisive; sometimes its
components help lay the basis for stability and civility, sometimes
they are ideological weapons in power struggles.

The central characteristic of the pattern of values and
assumptions which sustained the Cold War era, was what Kenneth
Waltz described as ‘second image’ thinking on the nature of
conflict and war.?! Waltz classified thinking about war and peace
into three images. The first and third interpreted war in terms of
the nature of humankind, and the nature of the system of sovereign
states respectively. The second image explained it in terms of the
nature of the state. The variant of this image which has been
influential this century, and especially since 1945, is that often
associated with Wilson and Lenin.? In this version, conflict is best
explained in the nature of particular states (not, as it was for
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Rousseau for instance, in the nature of the state as a
phenomenon), whose social, economic and political characteristics
made them inherently aggressive. Thus, for Wilson, the roots of
conflict and war lay in the denial of representative democracy.
Where autocracies denied freedom of expression to inherently
pacifist public opinion, and suppressed nationalism, unaccountable
élites had a free hand to practise secret diplomacy, and pursue
quarrels in which the population had no interest. For Lenin, it was
the internal contradictions of capitalism forcing a predatory quest
for advantage across the globe, and a merciless competition
between capitalist states, which explained conflict and war.

These two versions have important qualities in common. Both
postulate an end to conflict if the transition (to liberal democracy,
or socialism respectively) of all states can be made. Both are
literally subversive in appealing over the heads of governments to
populations, encouraging political transformation not only in
parochial terms but in the cause of world peace. By challenging
all aspects of states’ make-up, both greatly broaden the scope
and the means of conflict in international relations, combining
with developments in communications and weaponry to blur
distinctions between domestic and international politics, and war
and peace.

The collapse of communist rule in central and eastern Europe,
and its questionable ability to survive even in Soviet Russia, have
meant the abandonment of the Leninist version of international
relations in all important centres where it was formerly the official
ideology. This means the demise of a whole range of values and
assumptions; proletarian internationalism, the dual system of
international relations (government to government, and party to
party), wars of liberation in the Third World, the special status of
relationships within the socialist commonwealth, and the exclusive
association of capitalism with imperialism and war. On the western
left, too, the idea that capitalism is the primary threat to world
peace (once its most potent organizing and mobilizing idea)
scarcely survives. One writer, rallying the left in the wake of the
eastern bloc’s collapse, warns of capitalism’s continuing failures
and iniquities, its ‘formidably divisive and destructive potential’:
‘extremes of wealth and poverty’, ‘reckless exploitation of
populations and natural resources’, ‘tremendous, unlimited
momentum’ causing ‘new antagonisms and threatening the
habitability of the globe’. In all of this, in a remarkable departure
for a left wing critique of capitalism, neither imperialism nor war
are invoked.?

Like China, the USSR has been forced to improvise a temporary
framework on which to base its foreign relations, one shaped by
the imperatives of economic and political modernization and
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restructuring at home. While such pragmatism might suffice in the
short term, some wider value framework will be necessary for
Soviet foreign policy makers in the long run. In this context it is
instructive to note that twice before, in periods of uncertainty and
weakness, the makers of Russian foreign policy have turned to
international cooperation; in 1899 much to the consternation of
Europe’s chancelleries, Tsar Nicholas called the first Hague
Conference; between the USSR’s admission to the League of
Nations, and the Munich agreement, under Litvinov, Soviety
policy was to work throughout and support the League’s collective
security system.?* The built-in status of permanent membership of
the Security Council might be a useful incentive for the USSR to
define its interests and goals in a multilateral and institutional
context.”

In the West, not only was second image reasoning pervasive
among policy makers in the Cold War years, it was also quite
widely ramified. ‘Gains’ for the USSR (typically the accession to
power of a communist government anywhere) were held to be
irreversible.?® On these grounds right wing authoritarianism was
preferable to that of the left, since the former was allegedly more
susceptible to liberalisation. The ideas of totalitarianism and
appeasement were central to the image. They linked the pre- and
post-war years, appearing to confer on contemporary policy
makers the salutary ability of learning from history and
characterizing today’s antagonist in terms of yesterday’s foe.
Together these elements produced the domino theory which
encouraged far-flung definitions of national security.

Of course, not all of this was believed by all western policy
makers with the same intensity all of the time. But it was out of this
repertoire that the most characteristic responses of Western states
were fashioned in the Cold War years, and from its lowest common
denominator the outlines of a theory of conflict emerge with
reasonable clarity.

The sudden contraction of Soviet influence, and the collapse of
communism as principal external (and internal) antagonist has
forced a moment of truth on second image thinking in the West.
The most important aspect of this crisis comes from the element of
‘endism’ in second image thinking. A strong, if often implicit
assumption of this mode of thinking is that an end to conflict and
war is possible if the transformation of states to liberal democracy
is extensive enough. This transformation is far from complete, and
it might be argued that it will make no spectacular advance in the
near future; China and most of the Third World are likely to
remain inhospitable to liberalism in any strong sense of the word in
this time frame and the outcome of political change in the USSR is
hard to predict at this stage.
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Nevertheless, the transformation has gone far enough to require
redefinition and re-interpretation of conflict in international
relations. Despite the collapse of communism, the world remains
in Western eyes too dangerous and unstable a place to take the
implications of Wilsonian doctrine too literally. One possibility
would be to accept that conflict is endemic in a system of sovereign
states and is not the responsibility of any one ideology or political
system; that there is no natural harmony between people waiting to
be liberated by the correct set of social and political relations, and
that conflict cannot be terminated but only managed by states
intelligently and prudently following their national interests.

Whatever its merits, this is not a characterization that would be
easy to fit into the discourse of mass democracies. Its realism, its
acknowledgment of limits, its pessimism and its lack of a moral
framework within which to dramatize issues would make it
awkward to use in legitimizing drastic (perhaps morally dubious)
actions and in justifying sacrifices. Indeed just such a
characterization has been an important strand in isolationist
sentiment in the USA, reckoning if that is the nature of
international conflict, merely an adjustment of power to power in
pursuit of selfish interest, then the proper thing to do is to stay out
of it.

Another possiblity would be to acknowledge that some degree of
demonology is necessary to justify preparations for those occasions
when force is regarded as the only way to resolve disputes and to
defend or promote interests. The rich variety of undemocratic
regimes in the Third World and the phenomenon of international
terrorism lend themselves to revised versions of second image
thinking, while suspicions recently expressed in Britain about
Germany and in America about Japan, suggest that historical
antagonisms and national stereotypes may re-emerge to replace
ideological conflict.

Summary

When changes take place as momentous as those which have
marked Russia and eastern Europe over the past eighteen months,
there is an understandable urgency about placing them in some
sort of pattern. One way of doing so is to hypothesize about the
structure of the post-Cold War order in international relations,
some of whose features look back to earlier patterns of
relationship, but in an altered context which looks forward to novel
developments. An interim estimation of the likely shape of the
post-Cold War world might look as follows: changes in the relative
distribution of power, in the political context of the balance of
material forces, and in the changing emphasis of what makes up
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these forces, have brought us to a world without superpowers; in
place of superpowers and bipolarity, there is a world which is both
multipolar and stratified, in some ways reminiscent, but in others
markedly different from the pre-Cold War system of international
relations; some of the understandings and special relationships
which characterized the Cold War are likely to persist at least for a
time into the new dispensation, while others, notably involving
Japan and Germany, will develop; whatever form conflict takes
under these circumstances, it has lost its inter-systemic features,
those of competition between social, economic and political
systems.

Conclusion

The Gulf crisis caused by the invasion of Kuwait by Iraq in August
1990, poses a challenge to any conception of structural change in
international relations, or of any ‘new world order’. Not
surprisingly it is being labelled, ‘the first post-Cold War crisis’, and
any attempt to generalize about change in contemporary
international relations has to take it into account. Until the crisis is
resolved by peaceful or warlike means, however, any verdict has to
be tentative.

The most important issue raised by the Gulf crisis is that of the
distribution of power, and specifically the nature and extent of
American power in a situation where the USSR has ceased to be a
superpower. As the crisis develops, the evidence is contradictory.
In the first place, America has been able to deploy strong, mobile
and well-equipped forces in a short time. Within six weeks of the
invasion, American forces in the Gulf were 155000 in number,
with most estimates of the final target being around 250000.*” On
the other hand, at that stage, these forces were without their main
battle tanks which would arrive later by sea, so that British
assistance in the form of an armoured brigade had to be
summoned.” Estimates varied as to whether these forces would be
enough. One report argued that: ‘Under textbook rules of
engagement, the United States and its allies would need at least
350000 troops in Saudi Arabia to launch a counter attack into
Kuwait’ and claimed that: ‘Interviews indicate that the Baghdad-
based military experts of the major Western powers have strongly
advised their governments against a military solution to the
problem’.? On the other hand, optimistic estimates stressed the
higher quality of US equipment and air superiority.*’ As evidence
of American vulnerability, the Pentagon’s own estimate (in late
September) of likely American casualties in retaking Kuwait, was
30000.% It is worth noting in this context that in warning America
against involvement, President Hussein told the US ambassador
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that America was not a country which could tolerate 1000
casualties in a day, while Iraq could.®> America’s economic
vulnerability has been noted too. An early estimate of the likely
extent of the American budget deficit in tax year 1991, was $300
billion, more than four times the maximum set down by the
Gramm-Rudman law.*

Whatever the conflicting evidence about America’s military,
political and economic strengths and weaknesses, it is clear from
the success of American diplomacy — a mixture of judicious
summitry with the USSR, special relationships with allies ranging
from Britain to Egypt, and the cultivating of once and future
antagonists like Syria — that the USA is capable of assuming
leadership in the way that marked its days as an unequivocal
superpower. It is unlikely however that this leadership will carry
over into more stable times and be as permanent a fixture as
before.

Perhaps it is not in the relative strengths of Iraq and the
American-led coalition (important as this information might be)
that the principal significance of the Gulf crisis lies. The crisis
underlines how complex the relations of power, interest and
ideology are, and how difficult it is even for the most powerful to
claim freedom of action. The crisis impinges on the Palestinian
question, the security of Israel, and the availability of oil. Among
the important players are Syria, Israel, Iran and Saudi Arabia.
Among the long-term influences on the region are socialism,
Zionism, Islamic fundamentalism, and western-style
modernization.* This is not a world which lends itself to the simple
description ‘multipolar’ and it is not a world which allows any
power the freedom of action that goes with the title ‘superpower’.
Evidence of wholesale international involvement in arming Iraq
during the Iran/Iraq war,® and the degree to which the US
administration tried to propitiate Saddam Hussein in the months
leading up to the invasion®, indicate how the lines of conflict in the
post-war world are not clear-cut and the difficulties of a major
power confronting a well-armed regional power.

The Gulf crisis has shown above all that there is no quick and
clean break with the past. It is the product of many factors,
including past support of the USA and USSR for Iraq, arising from
Cold War rivalries and the fear both felt for Iran’s brand of Islamic
fundamentalism. If there is a new world order — in the Middle
East at any rate — it has its roots firmly in the old.

University of Natal,
Durban.
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Eastis East, and West is West*

Jack Spence

A [Warsaw] Pact Summit in Moscow last month offered the sight of
defence matters being discussed by a Czechoslovak playwright
jailed four times under Communism, a Hungarian historian active in
the 1956 uprising, a Polish Catholic newspaper editor, and a
bearded Lutheran pastor who serves as the East German Defence
Minister. (The Independent on Sunday, 1 July 1990).

Spain approved a project to link Africa with Europe by a bridge or
tunnel, a ten year old brainchild of Spain’s King Juan Carlos and
Morocco’s King Hassan. (The Independent, June 1990).

Ban McDonalds and similar abnormal garbage-makers (Ernst
Doerfler, East German politician). (The Independent, 28 July 1990).

These three news snippets neatly encapsulate themes that have
dominated public discussion since the collapse of the ancien
regimes just a year ago: the relevance of traditional military
alliances in a world where the Berlin Wall — that potent symbol of
the Cold War — no longer exists; the precarious future of the Third
World as Europe becomes more introverted, self-conscious and
euphoric about the prospect of a ‘Common Home’ (Gorbachev’s
phrase) uniting East and West; the romantic belief among some
Eastern Europeans that the new post-Communist regimes might
provide a “Third Way’, a method and style of politics free of both
Marxist social engineering and the impersonal values of the
capitalist marketplace.

Historical Perspectives

This paper acknowledges the hazards of speculation about events
which completely surprised a generation of politicians and
generals, steeped in the comforting certainties of the Cold War
era, not to mention academic commentators whose textbooks now
require radical revision! One thing is clear: the abrupt termination
of Communist rule in Eastern Europe has intensified a debate in
Western states between ‘federalists’ and ‘anti-federalists™ about

* This paper is based on a College Lecture given at the Pietermaritzburg Campus of
the University of Natal on 7 March 1990. I was delighted to accept Mr Raphael de
Kadt’s invitation to revise and expand the text for publication in Theoria. My
pleasure was all the greater as an earlier editor, the late Professor Christina van
Heyningen, had kindly published the first article I ever submitted to a learned
journal (Theoria, 13, 1960), and her encouragement was much appreciated.

Theoria 76, October 1990, pp. 67-88.
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the future shape and substance of the European Community (EC).
This debate is as old as — indeed some would say older than — the
Community itself, orginating in the battle-scarred capitals of the
West as the political survivors of 1945 attempted to build a new
European order designed to make internecine war unthinkable.
The ‘federalists’ wanted to re-structure the political map of
Western Europe by the immediate creation of the United States of
Europe in which the sovereignty of individual states would be
yielded to a federal structure responsible for the formation and
conduct of policy with respect to foreign affairs, defence, and
economic strategy. A dramatic, decisive move from the anarchic
society of states to a federated Europe would — it was argued —
serve as a catalyst to break down European particularism — in
other words, the ‘top down approach’ to European unity. But
despite some ambiguous encouragement by Churchill in his Zurich
speech of 1946, the federalists were unable to match the political
skills and the more subtle vision of their functionalist, anti-federal
opponents.

Christian Democrats, such as the Italian Alcide de Gasperi and
the German Konrad Adenauer, combined with their French and
Belgian Socialist counterparts, Jean Monnet, Robert Schuman and
Paul-Henri Spaak, to further the cause of European integration.
They — and their supporters in the original six founder states
(France, Germany, Italy, Holland, Belguim and Luxembourg) —
put their faith in functionalism, i.e. the piecemeal establishment of
supra-national institutions responsible for a specific area of state
activity. This was a more moderate, and hence more acceptable,
mode of procedure than that advocated by the federalists, and was
first exemplified in the establishment in 1952 of the European Coal
and Steel Community, responsible for the production, pricing and
marketing of coal and steel. In effect, the ‘sinews of war’ were put
under international control. The assumption was that success
in integrating one such activity would encourage member
states to integrate with one another; gradually over time one
function of the state after another would be integrated into a
complex set of community-style institutions involving, inter alia,
the establishment of a European Council of Ministers, a
Commission of Bureaucrats, a Parliamentary Assembly, and a
European Court to adjudicate conflicts of interest. The end result
would be the creation of European unity by stealth: over time the
states of Europe would be locked together into a tight network of
functional institutions. Thus sovereignty would surreptitiously
diminish as bureaucrats in Community institutions became
responsible for decision-making over an ever-increasing range of
issues that had once been the prerogative of the state. Thus, the
political unity of Europe would be the product of a slow, pragmatic
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transfer of power and authority to a European community.

Few in the heady days of the late 1940s and 1950s were prepared
to speculate about the final shape of a united Europe; that — it was
felt — in good Burkean tradition — was best left to time and
circumstance to unfold. Indeed, there were dangers in trying to
accelerate the process as the failure to establish a European
Defence Community demonstrated in 1954: the vision of a
European Army and a common defence policy proved too much to
stomach for the French, who feared the impact of a resurgent
Germany and its political domination of weaker, poorer
neighbours. Thus, in this context, nationalism (and the recognition
— to paraphrase that great French nationalist, George
Clemenceau — that war was too dangerous to be left to
cosmopolitan bureaucrats) proved too strong for those who wished
to ‘Europeanise’ defence. In any case — as their opponents argued
— functionalizing defence was to invert priorities, to misinterpret
the time honoured proposition, that defence policy could not be
made in a political vacuum without agreement on what constituted
a common European foreign policy. Europe in the 1950s was
not ready for that degree of subordination to supra-national
authority.

Nonetheless, this setback and the concession it made to
particularist feelings did not halt the progress of European
integration in less sensitive areas. The result was the establishment
of the European Atomic Energy Authority and the European
Economic Community, via the Treaty of Rome, in 1957. The
latter, in effect, established a common external tariff against the
import of goods and services from without the Community, but
thereafter integration appeared to lose momentum in the 1960s.
This was in large part because of General Charles de Gaulle and his
vision of a ‘Europe of the Fatherlands’ and his assertion of French
greatness beyond the narrow confines of Europe. Thus, he and his
supporters fought a sustained rearguard action against the
‘centralisers’ in Brussels and their surrogate allies in Washington.

In this period — the late 1960s — European statesmen were
preoccupied with defence issues: the Soviet Union’s acquisition of
an inter-continental ballistic missile capability called into question
the validity of the American guarantee of Europe’s security.
Would an American president risk the destruction of Los Angeles
and New York to safeguard Paris and Bonn from a similar fate?
Was the American strategy of flexible response — matching a
Soviet attack at the same level of force with which it was initiated
— anything more than desire to keep global war ‘limited’ with
respect to military means and political objectives while
condemning Europe as the primary battlefield to ‘unlimited’
destruction? The Bonn-Paris axis symbolized by the Treaty of
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Friendship signed by De Gaulle and Adenauer in 1963 appeared to
herald a return to traditional balance-of-power politics with this
difference, that Britain was left impotent on the sidelines. Its half-
hearted requests for entry into the EEC were bluntly vetoed by a
French government concerned with pursuing traditional national
interests, and in particular a global role, rather than seeking new
co-operative arrangements by greater integration with its partners
in the EEC. Thereafter, the 1970s brought economic recession as
the OPEC states used the oil weapon to deadly effect.

Only in the 1980s, as a new generation of politicians came to
power in Western Europe, did the debate about Europe’s future
revive. This was in part the consequence of a revival of
conservative political fortunes: Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher
in the United Kingdom, Chancellor Helmut Kohl in the Federal
Republic, President Ronald Reagan in the USA, were all
advocates of the free market as the best means of wealth creation.?
Even the French under Francois Mitterand promised one thing,
but practised another. In Britain, for example, the corporate state
— that bipartisan creation of earlier Labour and Conservative
governments — came under attack from a government determined
to roll back the frontiers of the state. Nothing was sacred — trade
unions, doctors, lawyers, schoolteachers, academics — all were
told to modernize their traditional practices; nationalized
industries and council houses alike were sold off to the public. All
this was done in the name of cost effectiveness and greater public
accountability via the pockets of the consumer, be he patient,
client, shareholder, parent, or undergraduate. Privatization, value
for public money, self-help, the primacy of the marketplace as the
most appropriate mechanism for — in David Easton’s phrase —
‘the authoritative allocation’ of economic and social goods: these
were the political values of Thatcherite Britain.

Subjecting the great corporations of British society to intense
public scrutiny as a prelude to their radical reconstruction was a
departure from the traditional Burkean belief that institutional
change should be undertaken with caution, on a pragmatic basis,
and only when it was clear that no other alternative was available.
By contrast, Mrs Thatcher’s government thought and behaved
quite differently when the issue of European political integration
surfaced once more in the mid-1980s. The catalyst in this context
was the passing of the Single Europe Act in 1986 by the member
states of the EC. This provided for the creation — by 1992 — of a
genuinely free market for the flow of goods, services and peoples
across national boundaries. The prospect of European monetary
union, implying the creation of a central bank, a common
currency, and entrenched influence and power for community-
wide institutions revived the debate about the likelihood of
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political union which many of its supporters — most notably
Jacques Delors, the President of the European Commmission —
saw as the inevitable and logical consequence. Indeed, were
monetary union achieved, European governments would, in
effect, by yielding sovereignty over the conduct and formulation of
their domestic and international economic policies. (This would be
— to quote a famous Thatcher phrase — ‘federation through the
back Delors!”) What then would remain of the state’s prerogatives?
Not much, say the anti-federalists; hence the antipathy of
European ‘nationalists’, and most notably the right wing of the
British Conservative Party, led by Mrs Thatcher until her downfall
in late November 1990. True, she has gone, but to paraphrase
Irving Berlin, her strident song may have ended, but a discordant
melody lingers on to inspire not just her erstwhile supporters in the
House of Commons, but many of their constituents as well.’

For these the subordination of specifically British interests to
Brussels, the possibility that conflicts between such interests and
those of Britain’s EC partners — either unilaterally or collectively
— would be adjudicated by community-style institutions, is simply
unacceptable. Far better — it is argued — to retain sovereignty and
co-operate where necessary on an orthodox state-to-state basis. If
political union is to be the inevitable consequence in the very long
run, let that be the product of a slow, historical evolution rather
than a decisive break with past and present practice by the self-
conscious creation, via rigid timetables, of a federal union.

However, even this reluctant acceptance of European union as &
possible long term outcome is rarely, if ever, defended in terms of
orthodox, ‘functional’ theory with its emphasis on evolutionary
rather than dramatic change. If time and circumstance produce this
result, then so be it, but the short run is what counts. In the long
run — as Lord Keynes remarked — we are all dead, and
presumably absolved from all responsibility for whatever mistakes
were made in responding to short term pressures. Hence the clear
preference of the right wing of the Conservative Party and some
elements in the Labour Opposition for a Gaullist solution — a
Europe of the Fatherlands, involving no significant loss of
sovereignty, reinforced by a profound sense of national identity
and a passionate commitment to preserve a particular way of life
and cultural particularity.® This is not to deny the appeal of
functional, step-by-step integration for senior Conservatives such
as Geoffrey Howe, Douglas Hurd, and Michael Heseltine, but
their public references to it are heavily coded, recognizing as they
do the political risks involved in opposing their right wing
colleagues’ visceral appeal to nationalist sentiment.

Edmund Burke could no doubt be invoked to support this
reassertion of the traditional faith in empiricism rather than grand
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constitutional theory, but the irony is that sovereignty has already
been eroded in a host of areas precisely in terms of the gradualist
approach (‘let the future take care of itself’) so assiduously
defended by British supporters of the sovereignty of parliament.
Unbeknown to many of their constituents, MPs — often in the
small hours of a late sitting — have found themselves, after
perfunctory debate, incorporating directives from Brussels into
British law. Thus EC law takes precedence over domestic law in a
wide variety of areas varying from ‘economic and health matters,
safety at work, food labelling’ to ‘motoring legislation, e.g.
seatbelts, alcohol limits and tyre tread depths’.’ These examples
may seem trivial, but they illustrate how Britain and its partners in
the EC have steadily become enmeshed together in a single legal
system which — for many committed Europeans in Brussels and
elsewhere — can only be an ultimate precursor to a political one.
And in this context, the clause (Article 100A) of the Single Europe
Act extending the principle of qualified majority voting on the
Council of Ministers for measures relating to the implementation
of the Act represents an erosion of the veto power of individual
states and, by definition, a partial abrogation of sovereignty.

And the ‘closet’ functionalists in the Conservative Party can
fairly claim that the Delors vision of a united Europe is based on
the recognition of an idea ‘whose time has come’ precisely because
the functional integration of the EC has followed the evolutionary
course which its early protagonists in the 1950s predicted it would.
Where they part company with Delors et al. is in the latter’s
penchant for timetabling decisions on these crucial issues, in their
insistence that European governments would have to decide self-
consciously what the logical political consequences of decades of
economic and social co-operation will be. Hence the importance of
1992 for supporters and opponents alike of closer European union.
Hence the fear that a single currency (the ECU), and an
independent central European bank are but short steps to political
union.

The Polarization of the European Debate

The collapse of communism — both as creed and political
instrument — has been cited in support of competing visions of
Europe’s future. For Delors and the crypto-federalists, a tightly-
knit political union would have five advantages:

(1) a unified Germany would be easier to contain and help allay
fears of a new, powerful state playing a maverick role within
the present loose ‘confederal’ structure of the EC, and
perhaps beyond its boundaries;
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(i1) a United States of Europe would be able to hold its own more
effectively as a major global actor — especially in a world
where the superpowers appear no longer able or confident
enough to manage the maintenance of international order.
Equally, the more subtle exercise of economic power by Japan
and its attempts to penetrate local economies could be kept at
bay;

(iii) Europe united would be better placed to absorb those states
of Eastern Europe which ultimately qualified for admission
and, at the same time, provide the concerted effort required
to rejuvenate their economies after decades of communist
misrule;

(iv) the claims of a disaster-ridden Third World could be resisted
or, alternatively, appeased more efficiently;

(v) environmental issues could be better handled on a multilateral
basis rather than leaving their resolution to the caprice of
individual governments.

These are powerful arguments, but one does not have to adopt a
Gaullist position to entertain reservations about their cogency.
True, the new united Germany, with a population of 78,4 million,
outstrips its major partners in the EC by some 20 million. (As
R.W. Johnson has pointed out, before unification on 3 October
1990, ‘European harmony [was] ... favoured by the happy
coincidence that there were almost equal numbers of Spaniards,
French, British, West Germans and Italians’.® True, success in
developing the resources of East Germany within the framework
of a united state would produce a GDP of $1,54 trillion, dwarfing
the performance of other EC countries. But will the new Germany
want to become a mere province in a federal Europe, committed to
subsidizing poorer counterparts? In the present confederal
structure, the Bundesbank, for example, dictates British interest
rates and those of its EC partners.” Why, then, swap that degree of
influence for subordination to a European executive in which
German interests would be thwarted, or their representatives
outvoted on major issues of economic and political concern by
majorities combining British, French and Italian votes?

This outcome could, of course, only be avoided if coherent and
centrally-organized pan-European parties developed to replace the
nationally-elected groups that currently sit in the European
Parliament at Strasbourg, and which align themselves in a loose
and informal co-operative mode. And this in turn assumes a much
greater coincidence of interest between, say, British Conservatives
and German Christian Democrats, on such crucial issues as, for
example, the level of subsidy for European farmers.® This
outcome, even the most committed federalist in either country
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would have to concede, is very distant indeed. Peter Jenkins is,
therefore, correct in his assertion that what the Germans and the
French want in the medium run is ‘to maximize their influence
through the pooling of sovereignty that has already occurred and
within the limits of their interdependence ... France seeks to
obtain maximum purchase over Germany as the dominant
economic power, and Germany to wield its power within an
acceptable international framework’.® This does not rule out
‘further integration’. But it is likely to occur on ‘functional’ rather
than ‘federal’ lines, and the stress throughout is likely to be on a
cumulative interdependence of the states concerned — what the
French Foreign Minister, Roland Dumas, has called paradoxically,
‘a federation of sovereign states’! This suggests that both the
‘federalists’ and the ‘nationalists’ are misreading the likely course
of European developments over the next decade.

Furthermore, the immense task of restructuring the East
German economy and raising the living standards of the East
German population will tax the energies and resources of the Bonn
government and conceivably dull the current enthusiasm for
absorption into a federal Europe, at least until that goal is
achieved.!’ Even then, success may well promote a profound sense
of national pride and perception of a more active role in world
politics, albeit from the base of a European framework which does
not constrain a capability to mount unilateral initiatives.

Equally, the proposition that a federal Europe could aspire to
super power status as the relative power and influence of the
United States and the Soviet Union declines requires severe
qualification. True, super power behaviour in the 1990s no longer
reflects the ‘glad, confident morning’ of the 1950s and 1960s when
both Washington and Moscow appeared free of domestic
constraints and possessed abundant economic and military
capabilities to pursue and defend their global interests. Both have
learned bitter lessons in the paddyfields of Vietnam and the arid
wasteland of Afghanistan respectively about the utility of military
intervention in pursuit of ill-defined political objectives. Both no
longer have the advantage of a Cold War enemy to which each can
point as a foolproof reason for domestic mobilization. Now each
faces severe domestic problems which seem to defy solution; for
the United States, drugs and the parlous state of inner cities defy
the best efforts of both liberal and conservative solutions: federal
subsidies to armies of social workers or ‘benign neglect’ by the state
on the twin assumptions that those who can will ‘make it’, and
those who cannot will be condemned to be a hopeless,
irredeemable lumpenproletariat. For the Soviet Union there is the
immense difficulty involved in deconstructing a society based on
decades of central planning, and at the same time raising
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expectations of a new economic and political order which
ultimately threatens to outstrip the state’s capacity to meet them,
andin the process encourage ethnic revolt.

Yet President Bush’s prompt response to the Iraqi invasion of
Kuwait suggests that it is too soon to write off the United States as
a super power capable of asserting global interests and projecting
military force in their defence. And this despite a soaring budget
deficit and the need to persuade states like Japan and Germany to
help pay the costs involved in restoring Kuwait’s sovereignty. (The
German contribution alone is 1,6 billion DM.)

Moreover, the notion that Europe might in time have the
capability and — more important — the will to ‘go it alone’
assumes a much greater degree of consensus than currently exists
as the record of European Political Co-operation (EPC) amply
demonstrates over the last decade. French ambivalence on the use
of force to resolve the Gulf Crisis and its attempts to promote
unilateral diplomatic initiatives is yet another manifestation of the
traditional belief that France still nurses the desire to pursue la
glorie in world affairs because the alternative is to leave these
matters to crude super power manipulation. Yet another example
is the difficulty Britain encountered in keeping the EC united on
sanctions against Argentina during the Falklands Crisis; finally, the
uneasy compromise reached over sanctions against South Africa
illustrates how difficult sustained day-to-day co-operation can be.

What these cases demonstrate is not that political co-operation is
impossible, but rather that when agreement is reached it is often a
compromise based on the lowest common denominator of what
twelve EC states can stomach without unduly damaging their
national interests in a particular context. This is hardly the basis for
a vigorous, dynamic common European policy: that requires a
transfer of power and authority to a presidential-elective style
institution enjoying independent legitimacy in the eyes of
European citizenry. It also requires a profound dilution of that
nationalism which still informs societies as diverse as Spain and
Britain, and which — in the latter case — finds its most blatant and
simple-minded expression in the headlines of The Sun
newspaper.'!

Nor should it be forgotten that what in part promoted the idea
and the execution of European integration in the 1940s and 1950s
was the recognition that the European powers — both victor and
vanquished — could no longer aspire to great power status and —
more important — the need to make a concerted effort to present a
united front in the face of a perceived Soviet threat. But the
solution to that problem could not be defined exclusively in terms
of European unity; the United States, via the mechanism of
NATO, had to be called in to redress an unfavourable balance of
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power. Moreover, successive American administrations actively
encouraged the growth of the EC, and Europeans — at least until
De Gaulle’s challenge in the 1960s — were content to follow the
American lead on Cold War issues, e.g. in the Korean War
(1950-53), the stand taken in successive crises over the status of
West Berlin, and the embargo on exporting goods to the Soviet
bloc which might enhance military capability.

It is arguable, therefore, that the absence of a Soviet threat
removes a major incentive for closer political unity and constrains
the establishment of institutions capable of rapid and decisive
crisis-management. As presently constituted, the Council of
Ministers is a cumbersome instrument for co-ordinating policy in
time of crisis as the response to Iraq’s annexation of Kuwait
illustrates: sanctions were agreed, but each state reserved the right
to make its own military response, and these varied from a major
British contribution to token forces from several EC governments,
and a reluctance by the Germans (sanctified by the Bonn
constitution) to allow their troops to serve ‘out of area’. Thus a
common foreign defence policy for Europe assumes a high
coincidence of interest in threat perception and willingness to share
military and economic burdens whenever and wherever a crisis
looms. That Europeans have a long way to go to achieve that
degree of consensus underpinned by an appropriate decision-
making infrastructure is, therefore, notin doubt.

Why, then, did Mrs Thatcher, for one, object so profoundly?
This outcome — it could be argued — is so far distant as to be
almost unimaginable within the career span of many of those
currently holding office. One cynical interpretation is that she, and
those of her colleagues who supported her (and the Conservative
Party — despite her departure from 10 Downing Street — remain
divided on the issue), were deliberately exaggerating the likely
achievements of political union because of short term political
expediency, measured in terms of electoral support. More
charitably, perhaps she was doing (and his supporters claim John
Major, the new prime minister, will follow her example) what so
few politicians seem capable of doing — namely genuinely trying to
think and act on the basis of a long term interpretation of the
state’sinterests and commitments.

Critics of Britain often cite, for example, Mrs Thatcher’s sturdy
defence of British interests in the long drawn out negotiations over
national contributions to the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)
in the 1980s. Demands for the return of ‘my money’ (i.e. alleged
British overpayments to the Agricultural Fund) were successful,
and won plaudits at home. But she clearly angered European
politicians by the tone adopted in the negotiations, and that, in
turn, encouraged Delors et al to be less sympathetic to her fierce
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resistance to the creation of European Monetary Union.
Nevertheless, the bureaucratic muddle and financial waste
associated with the CAP (and in particular the unedifying spectacle
of beef mountains and wine lakes) may legitimately be interpreted
as a foretaste of what might follow in other contentious areas of
European policy, if and when political union is achieved. To this
extent, then, Mrs Thatcher’s downfall might be interpreted by
future generations as the paradoxical result of superior courage
and foresight, wilfully disregarded by naive and blinkered
opponents. Whatever the reason for Britain’s objections, the fact
remains that Mrs Thatcher’s bitter and ‘undiplomatic’ opposition
to ‘creeping’ federalism polarized the debate in European capitals.

Indeed, one consequence of Mrs Thatcher’s removal from office
may well be the emergence of opposition to a ‘Gaderene rush’ to
political union by states such as Denmark, Ireland, Portugal, Spain
and Greece.'? Their collective view was muted on this issue in the
late 1980s, precisely because their governments did not wish to be
identified with a style of diplomatic negotiation which so obviously
irritated their more powerful neighbours in the EC. Thus, a more
subtle, pragmatic approach by her successor might well suit the
interests of some of the smaller European states, delighted to find a
strong ally more in tune with the tone, if not the substance, of
European diplomacy and all the more effective, therefore, in
halting, or at least blunting, the thrust of ‘federal’ ideology.

To conclude: the debate about Europe’s future will certainly
intensify during the remainder of the decade. True — as we have
seen — sovereignty has been whittled away, but the consquences
have not always been immediately visible to ordinary citizens. Yet
the issue of a single currency is far more politically ‘visible’ than,
say, uniform tyre tread depths, especially when it is publicly
castigated — in Britain at least — as an obvious and dangerous step
towards political union. John Major appears to share Margaret
Thatcher’s conviction that sovereignty is indivisible (although
Britain’s record, as remarked earlier, suggests that practice belies
ideological assertion).” The issue is, therefore, likely to be
electorally contentious, although the Labour Party (divided — as it
is — on Europe) will be reluctant to argue that the pass on
sovereignty has already been sold, given the emotive appeal that a
Conservative government can make to ‘nationalist’ sentiment. Of
course, Conservative emphaisis on the sovereignty of parliament
can be defended — despite, for example, the impact of the
Bundesbank on British interest rates or the steady incorporation of
EC directives into British law — on the grounds that sovereignty
ultimately means the right to say no. Britain, indeed any EC state,
still retains that right, but critics argue that this is a largely
theoretical right, that in practice the United Kingdom parliament is
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increasingly subordinating itself to decisions taken elsewhere. Nor
can the consequences of this process be escaped by describing it as
the ‘pooling of sovereignty’ — a phrase which conveniently
disguises the clear abrogations which have occurred and will, no
doubt, continue.

Finally, British opponents of ‘federalism’ have one key short
term advantage: those allegedly in favour of closer union — in
France and Germany, for example — are divided on the
constitutional means required to give substance to the concept. As
Isabel Hilton perceptively remarks:

It was the German institutional commitment to etat de droit — the
legal order by which fundamental rights are guaranteed — and to
federalizin that became the basis for the Community’s political
development.!*

Thus German leaders express support for the principle of
‘subsidiarity’: ‘the idea that the centre does not take decisions that
can be made at national, regional, or local level’.”® In addition,
Helmut Kohl et al. favour strengthening the powers of the
European Parliament rather than accelerating the current process
by which the competence and jurisdiction of the Council of
Ministers (i.e. the representatives of national governments) have
already been enhanced in the recent past. By contrast, the French
want the reverse: transformation of the Council of Ministers into a
European Council ‘with its own secretariat and generalised
qualified majority voting’ to ‘harmonise European policy with
national policies’. This, in effect, is what is meant by the notion of a
‘federation of sovereign states’, what President Mitterand means
when he argues for ‘finalite federale’.*¢

There are also differences over the shape of the economic union
which has to precede and ultimately underpin whatever political
union emerges: the southern states — especially Italy — fear a
model that stresses ‘deregulation, free trade and competition’, that
contradicts their traditional emphasis on protectionism.!” Yet
Italy, in principle, favours a federal structure as the institutional
climax to political integration, despite the fact that its record with
respect to incorporation of EC directives into its national
legislation is poorer than several of its Community partners.

Given these different perspectives, it could be argued that
Britain and some of the smaller states are well placed to resist
headlong incorporation into a union of states. In this context, the
rule of Douglas Hurd, the British Foreign Secretary, is pivotal: his
subtle brand of diplomacy, based on a sensitive appreciation of
Burkean principle in the realm of foreign affairs (the ‘step-by-step’
approach involving a reluctance to posit final solutions) will
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complicate the calculations of the committed federalists in Britain
and elsewhere.!® Britain might then gain that influence on
European developments which Mrs Thatcher refused on grounds
of narrowly defined national self-interest based on instinctive
hostility to things European.

Pragmatism, like patriotism, may not of course be enough; but
the anti-federalists can at least count on the sheer unpredictability
of international politics confounding the long term aspirations
of their opponents. Much can go wrong to damage or at least
delay a ‘federal’ outcome: a war in the Gulf with incalculable
consequences for the stability of the Middle East might well divide
European states on the issue of how to cope with the aftermath;
economic recession could reduce incentives to find ‘European’
solutions, especially on the difficult question of mass immigration
from Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union.! Instability in Eastern
Europe and the Soviet Union could well provoke disagreement
among EC states about the appropriate tone and substance of
response. Finally, the enlargement of Europe to, say, twenty-one
states (to include, for example, Austria, Switzerland, Finland,
Sweden, Norway, and Turkey) by 1995 or, say, twenty-four
(Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and Poland) may well weaken the
thrust towards federation as many more national interests enter the
equation to hinder aggregation into a single and coherent pan-
European policy. Thus, ‘widening’ Europe might not achieve the
objective of ‘deepening’ it at the same time. All that can be said
with any degree of certainty is that European outcomes in the early
years of the twenty-first century will probably be different from
those expected as we enter the last decade of the twentieth.

Eastern Europe and the EC

The status to be accorded the newly-liberated states of Eastern
Europe has been seized upon by anti-federalists as justifying their
unwillingness to be rushed into closer economic and political
union. Both sides of the debate share common ground in two
important respects: (i) that European unity — if it comes at all —
will take at least a decade; (ii) that Eastern European states will
not meet the traditional criteria for membership of the EC easily or
quickly. These criteria are three in number: (1) the aspirant
member state must demonstrate a sustained commitment to
parliamentary democracy; (2) economic activity must be based on
market principles, though there is provision for a public sector, the
precise strength and contribution of which will vary from one state
to another; (3) the rule of law must underpin the theory and
practice of government. (It is significant in this context that Spain,
Portugal and Greece, for example, had to jettison dictatorships
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before each was eligible for membership of the Community. )

At this stage of their development, few East European states are
equipped to meet these criteria speedily. Czechoslovakia is
perhaps better placed than most, while East Germany has
managed to do so by stepping through the ‘back door’ produced by
unification with its rich and powerful Western counterpart. As for
the rest, each is beset by profound difficulties as newly-elected
governments attempt to transform their societies into mirror
images of their western neighbours. Their history reveals decades
of inefficient, centralized economic planning, and the absence —
with the exception of Czechoslovakia between the wars — of a
democratic political tradition, despite the best efforts of Wilsonian
idealism in 1919 to make the world ‘safe for democracy’. Then, as
now, the fledgling states of East and Central Europe were ‘plagued
with territorial disputes, strident nationalism, ethnic and class
tension, and weak economies’.?

Space will not permit a detailed exegesis of the woes betiding
the region, but the newly-elected governments in Hungary,
Czechoslovakia and Romania are all floundering as disputes arise
over the scope and pace of liberalizing their economies, while in
Romania and Bulgaria the influence of ex-communists in office has
prevented the emergence of stable democratic regimes. Ethnic
opposition in Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia is only the most
recent manifestation of a problem which troubles the entire region.
Poland, too, despite taking a longer and more difficult route to
political reform under the dynamic leadership of Lech Walesa and
achieving a stable currency and trade surplus by radical market
reforms, faces the inevitable crisis of expectations as farm workers
are faced with unemployment as the price of these reforms.

Indeed, most East European governments recognize that things
will have to get worse before they begin to get better, if only
because the much vaunted institution of the free market does not
create wealth, let alone its distribution overnight. Striking a
balance between stimulating economic growth (the beneficial
effects of which are felt over the long term) and legitimizing the
political system in the short term is difficult enough. The dilemma
is all the more acute when the ‘nation’ is threatened with
fragmentation by minorities who view the state as the agent of ‘big
battalions’ bent.on solidifying their collective identity. (The
contrast with nineteenth century nation-state building is instructive
in this context: in Britain, for example, the state preceded the
creation of the ‘democratic’ nation, providing a relatively stable
framework for industrial growth. Political and economic
expectations, therefore, maintained a rough symmetry no longer
possible in a world where individuals demand satisfaction of their
political and economic needs immediately and simultaneously.)
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Finally, East European states have lost whatever benefits they
received from the Soviet Union; the latter can, for example, no
longer meet their oil requirements, and all have been badly
affected by the higher energy costs produced by the Gulf Crisis.

In a recently published volume, Misha Glenny argues
perceptively that the West ‘assumed that popular hostility towards
the communists was motivated by a desire to establish strong
democracies. In fact, the desire for independence and national
supremacy has always been more powerful’. His prescription for
the long term is that ‘the solution to economic problems must be
accompanied by a fundamental revision of the state system in
Eastern Europe. As long as the nation state is considered a noble
goal, nationalism will provide an effective weapon for those who
wish to bind the region to the politics of the first half of this
century. In place of the nation state, the republics of Eastern
Europe must develop federal or confederal structures in order to
render the myriad regional disputes harmless’.

This is asking a lot: the ‘long term’ for Western Europe was a
40 year period during which functional integration prepared the
ground for at least some prospect of political union (whether
federal or confederal is still unclear). Eastern European states,
however, are less well prepared than were their Western
counterparts in 1945 to embark on the functionalist route. The
latter — despite, or indeed because of, the ravages of war — had
learned the lesson that narrow nationalism was a dangerous and
inadequate basis for the construction of a new European order. It
is by no means clear that Eastern European ‘nationalism’ will be so
readily diluted to support supra national co-operation within the
region along functional and ultimately ‘federal’ or ‘confederal’
lines. After all, it was pecisely because their national identities had
been ruthlessly suppressed by Moscow’s grip that explains their
revolt (and its success) against local manifestations of Communist
rule.? (See Misha Glenny, The Rebirth of History: Eastern Europe
inthe Age of Democracy, London, Penguin Books, 1990).

The hard question to answer is whether accelerating the pace of
Western European monetary and ultimately political union is
likely to enhance or diminish the prospects of absorbing Eastern
European states (if and when their governments quality) into the
Community. The pragmatic school argue that the loose confederal
structure that currently exists should be preserved for as long as
possible, if only to ease the path of East European governments
into full membership. Alternatively, progress towards closer union
— whether monetary or political — should be made on a step by
step basis, avoiding strategies designed to timetable such progress.

Thus the incorporation of these states into a single market (post-
1992) would — it is claimed — be easier than admitting each into a
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fully operational political union, especially if their political systems
had some way to go before reaching democratic maturity —
although the ultimate promise of meeting that criterion would have
to be evident to those making decisions for incorporation. That it
will be some considerable time before even the more modest
objective of entry into the EC as presently constituted is met (or,
for that matter, as it will be in the immediate aftermath of 1992) is
not in doubt, given the parlous state of their economies. Moreover,
much will depend on how rapidly, therefore, Europe itself achieves
first monetary union and then its counterpart in political terms.
The first objective is more likely than the second during the
remainder of this decade, and even when achieved — despite the
erosion of sovereignty over monetary issues entailed for all the
member states — national governments will still cling fiercely to
what remains over other areas of state jurisdiction.

Thus the pragmatist believes that Europe can be ‘widened’ to
include Eastern Europe, assuming that its economic difficulties are
overcome. Furthermore, that this can and should only be done by
not simultaneously attempting to ‘deepen’ Europe, that is by
overhasty, self-conscious attempts to create a federal super state.
And, the anti-federalists claim, rushing hell-bent into political
union on the grounds that this would make East European
absorption easier is, to paraphrase T.S. Eliot, ‘to do the wrong
thing for the right reason’, to sacrifice national identity and interest
for the spurious object of incorporating states which will probably
remain ill-prepared for ‘provincial’ status in a federal Europe long
after the latter has come into being. Thus, for the sceptic,
federalistis are mistaken in believing that they can get the timing
right: that absorption of Eastern Europe can be contrived to
coincide neatly with the creation of a federal Europe (or, at least,
with clear evidence that the latter is well on course) is to place
undue faith in man’s capacity to plan a future in which the
‘contingent and unforeseen’ do not confound expectations and
outcomes.

Far better — the pragmatists argue — to ‘wait and see’, to offer
economic assistance and investment on a selective basis to those
governments of Eastern Europe where these instruments of
development have some prospect of helping them acquire the
substance of democratic statehood. Thus the West must brace itself
for a long haul — a new Europe will emerge, but it would be folly
to anticipate what shape it will take, or be too emphatic in advance
about the institutional structure appropriate for dealing with the
claims of Eastern Europe for participation in its economic and
political development. In other words, the political future of the
EC should — in the eyes of sceptics — be separated from the issue
of Eastern Europe’s potential for membership of a federal
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structure, however defined.

In any case, it is by no means clear that these states want to be
absorbed into such a structure; their leaders have just emerged
from subordinate status in the Soviet empire. Is it certain that they
would wish to exchange that subordination for another in Brussels,
however benign? Their newly-awakened nationalism (despite the
challenge from ethnic minorities), the heady sense of freedom
from alien rule, suggests that their vision of pan-Europe may be
closer to that proposed by both De Gaulle and Gorbachev — a
Europe of the Fatherlands, a Common European Home —
without the constraining structure of a super state. For their
governments what is important is attracting aid and investment
from the West, and in the medium term — at least — that means a
multiplicity of bilateral deals with governments and multinational
corporations, and the benefits that arise from, first — associate
status with the EC and then full membership of the Community as
presently constituted.

Europe and the Third World

The jubilation that greeted the collapse of the Berlin Wall in
Western Europe in November 1989, and the resulting euphoria
about the ending of the Cold War,? has effectively pushed Third
World issues well down the foreign policy agendas of Western
governments. This development was hardly unexpected and,
indeed, its origins can be traced back to the late 1980s when both
the United States and the Soviet Union gave notice of their
intention to promote mutual disengagement from competition in
areas such as Afghanistan, Namibia/Angola and the Horn of
Africa. There was, in addition, in Western capitals (and Moscow) a
growing mood of disillusion about the efficacy of solutions for the
new states’ difficulties via the traditional mechanism of aid,
massive injections of aid and loans from public and private sources,
and technical assistance for the seemingly intractable problems of
Third World development. This is reflected in the tough posture
adopted by the World Bank, for example, in insisting that
governments in Africa, in particular, accept rigorous programmes
of structural adjustment to help meet the ever-increasing burden of
debt accumulated over two decades. This has been estimated at
$688 billion over the period 1982-87, and the servicing of the debt
($172 billion) in 1987, for example, represented “23 % of their
aggregate exports”.?> Moreover, in many cases ‘anywhere between
half and the totality of new loans are taken to pay off old ones,
setting up a continuing, self-debilitating cycle’.?*

The reasons for the economic and political ills that affect so
many Third World states as they struggle to modernize and
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emulate their counterparts in the affluent West, lie outside the
scope of this analysis. Some, of course, — the so-called Newly
Industrializing Countries (NICs) which include states such as
Singapore, Hong Kong, Taiwan and South Korea — have pulled
themselves out of traditional Third World classification by a
combination of authoritarian government and, inter alia, intense
economic specialization. Their productive example is often cited
by Western observers and governments as a model to be followed
by those who still languish at the bottom of the economic league.
Indeed, some go further to argue that the attractions of political
pluralism and the free market economy for Eastern Europe
demonstrate the utility of these concepts for the Third World as
well. Certainly, events in Eastern Europe made their impact —
even in Africa — where socialist governments find themselves
under increasing pressure from their peoples and Western aid
donors to liberalize their economic and political systems.?

Yet, however appropriate the strategy might be in principle, its
acceptance in practice will be increasingly difficult for governments
which have failed so far to create the crucial bond between nation
and state which is part cause and part effect of the process of
modernization. And even allowing for the political and economic
obstacles that currently face East European states in their efforts to
westernize their societies, there is a sense in which they are better
placed than the poor states of Africa and Asia to meet the criteria
for development which Western governments claim are
appropriate. Russia’s former satellites have, at least, the advantage
that they have the ‘benefits of a well educated population and
skilled labourers™ as well as a reasonable expectation of economic
assistance from the West in investment and new patterns of trade.
For many Third World governments the choices that they face are
acute: if they adopt a repressive mode, donor governments are
tempted to cut their economic links; the consequence of internal
authoritarianism and external hostility is, therefore, to stifle ‘the
very domestic resources most needed for economic growth within
an increasingly integrated and inter-dependent world system’.?’ If
they liberalize under pressure from external agencies impressed
with the pioneering example of Eastern Europe, the consequence
is the possibility of ‘complete economic and political restructuring
within the country, with no assured or well-defined end result’.?®

It is this expectation and the enthusiasm in Western circles for
concentrating their resources on helping to bring the states of
Eastern Europe into line with their richer and stabler counterparts
in the West that disturbs decision-making elites in the Third
World. For them, European euphoria about the prospects of
establishing a continent-wide prosperous and democratic group of
states (whether federal or con-federal) reduces their claims on
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overseas aid and investment. Europe — from a Third World
perspective — appears introverted, preoccupied with establishing
a new political order and Third World concerns seem distant and
intractable.

Nor can these states take refuge in the time-honoured foreign
policy device of ‘neutralism’, trying to play off one cold war
protagonist against another and aspiring — in the process — to get
benefits from both. That political doctrine had already begun to
lose its significance as a means of acquiring arms and economic aid
in the 1980s and, in any case, was only applicable to those states or
revolutionary movements perceived to be the proxies of the super
powers in the traditional struggle to assert and defend global
interests against each other. (Certain Middle Eastern states, for
example, Iran, Syria, Israel and Egypt, still contrive to benefit
from superpower assistance, and the maverick role of China in the
current Gulf Crisis will probably maintain that interaction between
superpower and client state.) But as the Soviet Union retreats
from an assertive role abroad, and American incentives
for demonstrating countervailing power in Third World disputes
are reduced, the bargaining position of many Third World
governments will decline still further.

Overall, then, the outlook for much of the Third World remains
gloomy: even for those states with links to the EC via the Lomé
Convention (some 69 in Africa, the Carribean and the Pacific —
the so-called ACP countries) the last decade has ‘resulted in the
spread, not the contraction of acute poverty, starvation and need

..’® Overpopulation, rapid urbanization, communal conflict
coupled with declining food resources and rapid contraction of
natural non-renewable wealth (leading to long term environmental
damage) seem to be the present lot of millions scattered across the
globe. Not surprisingly, many try to escape to the more affluent
West; Europe, for example, currently hosts some 4-5 million
workers from the Maghreb region, and Western concern with this
trend will be reinforced by the possibility that several million
Russians et al. will— once free movement is allowed by Moscow —
wish to seek their futures in the West. Indeed, the treatment of
Hong Kong Chinese by the British government, and the latter’s
refusal to allow Vietnamese boat people to take up residence in
Hong Kong is perhaps a portent of things to come, as governments
in the West create barriers to fence off Europe from massive
penetration by Third World peoples. At the risk of sounding
apocalyptic, it is not inconceivable that the twenty-first century
may see the emergence of a rich pan-European enclave with the
member states co-ordinating their economic and foreign policies
on an inter-governmental level, if not beneath the rubric of close
political union and co-operating, in global terms, with regional
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blocs in North America and a Japan-led Pacific rim. Whether some
part of the wealth created within these groupings, and by their
mutual interaction, will be syphoned off to help Third World states
keep at bay the triple spectres of famine, political instability and
economic chaos can only be a matter of speculation at this stage.

Alternatively, Western Europe’s political and economic
energies may be stretched to cope with the consequence of a
disintegrating Soviet Union and a turbulent Eastern Europe driven
by ethnic tension and a failure to fulfil the promise held out by their
liberation from communist rule. The choice then will be between
the needs of a collapsing Third World or using whatever resources
are available to stabilize nearer neighbours in the Soviet Union and
Eastern Europe respectively. The desire to maintain the security
gains made by the end of the Cold War, and memories of how the
destabilization of the Balkans by the great powers before 1914 led
to war will — I believe — incline Europeans to give priority to
building and maintaining a new political order — probably at the
expense of helping Third World states cope with what appear to be
intractable problems of development.

Thus, Francis Fukayama, who, in his well known article “The
End of History’ predicted a decline in ideological competition in
relations between East and West as the benefits of a seemingly
endless national cornucopia became available may well be right.
Yet the Gulf Crisis is a potent reminder of how militant
nationalism and the West’s dependence on Middle Eastern oil
supplies can so easily undermine his rather cosy prediction about
the future state of international relations. And there are, too, the
long-term consequences of global environmental damage to be
entered into the equation: it is ironic that just as the benefits of free
market economics seems to have wuniversal applicability,
governments and peoples in the West have been forced to
acknowledge that national, even supra-national, regulation may be
required to avoid the worst effects of letting the market rip without
adequate, indeed revolutionary, thought being given to the
implications of resource depletion and environmental destruction.
(Acid rain, after all, does not respect the boundaries of the
sovereign state!)

But most politicians and bureaucrats — whether in Brussels,
London or Third World capitals — live in the short run, inhabiting
E.M. Forster’s world of ‘telegrams and anger’. Planning for the
long term is foreign to their nature, indeed their political systems
are so overloaded, their attention spans so limited that real concern
for the environment will probably only manifest itself when it is
virtually too late to do anything very much about it. Indeed, in the
debate about the future of Europe, only the Green minority seems
alert to the problem, but its prescriptions for a ‘Middle Way’ are
hardly likely to impress electorates for whom an endless supply of
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material goods has become a symbolic manifestation of ‘the way
we live now’.*¢

University of Leicester,
Leicester.

NOTES

1. These terms are short-hand synonyms for a variety of intellectual positions on
the issue of European political union, but they do convey the profound
difference between those who believe that some form of union is both
inevitable and desirable, and those who are either sceptical about its likelihood
or downright hostile to the idea in principle. Indeed, many of those who today

supﬁort political integration try to avoid being labelled ‘federalists’ (in contrast

to their counterparts in the 1940s) if only because the term carries pejorative
overtones and can be employed to damning effect by opponents.

2. This bold assertion requires qualification: West German capitalism involves a
degree of partnership with the state (as does its Japanese counterpart), but the
message was clear enough — socialism, whether the Democratic or Marxist
variety — had significantly failed to deliver the goods!

3. John Major, the new British Prime Minister, has been emphatic in his
opposition to monetary union. In a BBC interview on 23 November 1990 he
said: ‘I am certainly against a prescribed single currency, or a single currency
in any circumstances in the foreseeable future. As I have said before on a
number of occasions, I believe the economic case for the whole of Europe
against a single currency is very compelling. It would have very damaging
effects, quite apart from the political and sovereignty issues which are also of
great concern.” Quoted in The Independent, 24 November 1990.

Opinion polls taken in November 1990 indicate significant Conservative
support for Mrs Thatcher’s opposition to monetary union (51 % to 35 %),
although the balance was more even when a sample of all voters was taken
(42 % t0 40 %). On the issue of political union, the breakdown was as follows:
among Conservative voters, 54 % were hostile; 34 % were in favour in varying
degrees. Among all voters, the figures were 45 % against, 41 % in support,
although only 8 % favoured political union ‘as soon as possible’. As for giving
decision-making power on particular issues to the EC, a sample of all voters
indicated that only on pollution was there a clear but substantial majority
(71%) in favour of the idea. (Information culled from NOP for The
Independent and BBC2.)

4. N.B. Mrs Thatcher’s farewell speech to the House of Commons on 22
November 1990; castigating the Labour Party opposition, Mrs Thatcher said
‘Do they want a single currency? Are they prepared to defend the rights of this
United Kingdom Parliament? For them it’s all compromise, “‘sweep it under
the carpet”, “leave it for another day”, in the hope that the people of Britain
will not notice what is happening to them, how the powers are gradually
slipping away ... Are we then to be censured for standing up for a free and
open Britain in a free and open Europe? No, our policies are in tune with the
deepest instincts of the British people . .. I believe we now have a policy on
Europe around which we can all unite. Many people in other countries believe
in a Europe of nation-states, and in co-operation between those states.” (The
Independent, 23 November 1990.)

5. Quoted from an unpublished manuscript commissioned by the Royal Institute
of International Affairs and written by Dr Michael Clarke on British foreign
policy. I am grateful for the author’s permission to cite from this work.

6. R.W. Johnson, ‘Enlarged EC will be a very German affair’, The Independent
on Sunday, 21 October 1990.

7. As the Belgian Foreign Minister emphasized during a BBC television
interview: ‘Britain follows suit within 30 minutes; sovereign independence
lasts, therefore, exactly half an hour!”

8. This issue has bedevilled efforts to get agreement between EEC states under
pressure from the United States et al. to reach agreement in line with the so-
called Uraguay Round proposals for multilateral tariff reductions.
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Pgeé%r Jenkins, ‘Multiple views of one Europe’, The Independent, 18 October
1990.
During the November 1990 all-German electoral election campaign,
Chancellor Kohl stressed his commitment to greater European integration and
to what has been described as the ‘Europeanization of Germany’. Yet many
commentators believe that what won him an overwhelming victory was his skill
and determination in uniting Germany within a time span well in advance of
most predictions about how long it would take, and despite scepticism (and
fears in some quarters) on the part of some of his EC partners.
Two particularly chauvinistic examples come to mind: ‘Gotcha’, celebrating
the sinking of the Belgrano during the Falklands War in 1982, and the two-
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‘Brushing History Against the Grain’

Oppositional Discourse in South Africa*

Tony Morphet

Our first concern this afternoon is with connection and continuity.
This is a formal lecture whose first term is the recalling to the
public memory of the significance of the life of Richard Turner. I
am conscious of the honour done to me by the invitation; and of
the responsibility which it entails.

Poetry, from classical times, has had its formal procedures for
such moments — for linking individual recollection and the public
memory. [ am speaking of the elegy, whose form and function
permits the poet to recall his subject from death, and, out of the
resources of his art, to give back the lost life; and then, at the
formal moment of closure, to return the dead one to his proper
place in the public memory.

The poem I want now to read will do this for us. Its author is
Peter Sacks — a student of Richard Turner’s in the early 70s now
living in the United States and teaching literature.

FOR RICHARD TURNER

Assassinated in Durban, South Africa, 8 January 1978

You wrote on the back page
of my last essay (‘Political
Education in The Republic’)
‘Good ideas, but style

too literary. Use of images
evades the final point.’

When I left,

you thought me still evasive,
trying to pass off

my own fear of suffering

as a form of wisdom.

I’dsaid, “There’s nothing left
forus, noteven martyrdom.’
Yousmiled:

* The Richard Turner Memorial Lecture, delivered in Durban on 27 September
1990.

Theoria 76, October 1990, pp. 89-99.
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‘Atleast stick to political
philosophy. Remember,
literature’s too easy’.

You’d smile again to see me
seven years later,

wintering in Florida
between a set of Eighteenth
Century novels and the sea.
A morning swim,

aday of marginalia,

lazy ambles on the shore

in the late afternoon;

eight thousand miles

from where, last night
alittle after twelve,

a gunman called you to the door.

* * *

This morning, when I came in
from the beach, a neighbor asked,
“You’re from South Africa,

did you catch the news

about a doctor killed there,
Richard Tanner; the name

mean anything to you?’

Sorapid the flood of it —

not medical doctor, Turner,
Richard, you.. . . and the voice
from somewhere in the sudden
darkness, ‘Yes, Turner.

Did I upsetyou?” —

the premonition

must have gathered here for years.

You sat among us on the floor
translating Althusser,

barefoot, jeans, a pale blue shirt,
your black-rimmed lenses doubling
the light, the red shock of your hair.
Atsome slight turn of argument
your freckled hands followed

the actual phrasing in the air.

‘I know it’s difficult in this country,
but we’ve got to think more clearly
than the State allows.’
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Three years later, you were banned;
neither to be published

nor quoted in any form.

Forbidden to teach.

Long after midnight,
walking through the pines
into a thin sea wind,

startled as each line of water
shattersin the dark,
Ihalf-prepare to meet you
further up the shore;

as though your dying meant
they’d only driven you out
tolead a half-life

here in the wind, this walk
between the water and pines
of another country.

Richard, if  keep to words,

believing nothing in our history

will make this right,

will what I say at last

be difficult enough

for you?

(Peter Sacks, In These Mountains, London, 1986)

Lying obliquely in the poem is a second strand of the theme of my
lecture. In his reference to the debate between Rick and himself on
the relative claims of political philosophy and literature, Sacks
accurately reflects Turner’s position that literature was ‘too easy’.

Turner privileged philosophy because, as Michael Nupen has put
it, ‘he never wavered in his belief that a transparent consciousness
was possible’. For him philosophical self-reflection could, and
would, give unmediated access to material reality. The real
question was how to uncover the dialectic of relations between
reflective subject and the materiality of history. He had no doubt
that this could be done. The Eye of the Needle was his first,
avowedly popular, attempt along this path: the later unfinished
and unpublished papers mark a much more serious endeavour in
the same field. The claim to privilege by philosophy has, however,
over the last 15-20 years, largely been lost. The general ground on
which the challenge to its pre-eminence has been constructed
(from Wittgenstein and Saussure onwards) has been the so-called
‘turn to language’.

Language, the argument goes, not only masks for ever, behind
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its interpretative veil, the materiality of history; it is also the
constructive medium through which individual and collective
subjects are produced. ‘Texts’, ‘discourses’ and ‘narratives’
become the sites and activities through which we come to know not
only where we are but who we are and what we are doing. So I
think Sacks wins the debate — even if only for now. And he gives
me my justification for approaching Turner not as a philosopher
would, but through cultural criticism.

The question I am asking about Turner in this lecture is not
about the truth of his ideas but about their cultural authority. My
procedure will be to identify and examine (however briefly) the
very unusual construction of meanings which we find in Turner’s
writings and to trace, in a highly truncated way, their contribution
to our own present. My title, as many will have recognized, comes
from Walter Benjamin— in the theses on the idea of history.

There has never been a document of culture which was not at one
and the same time a document of barbarism. And just as such a
document of culture is not free of barbarism, barbarism taints also
the manner in which it is transmitted from one owner to another. A
historical materialist therefore dissociates himself from it as far as
possible. He regards it as his task to brush history against the grain.
(W.Benjamin, 1973: 258-9)

There were many reasons prompting the choice of this text to focus
the perspectives of cultural criticism. Not the least was its impact
here in the period when Turner was at work. Another was its
continuing influence on local cultural discussion but the most
important was the sense that this formulation caught (or
‘textualized’) the ‘structure of feeling’ (to use Raymond Williams’s
phrase) which was making itself felt here in the early 1970s. It
provides, I think, a critical point of entry to the questions of
oppositional discourse because it identifies and signals a moment
when there was a new sense of ‘the grain’ of South African history
and a new perspective of the possibilities of ‘brushing against that
grain’. This was the moment between 1970 and 1974 when here, at
this University, at least four major intellectual projects were being
constructed. I think it neither nostalgic nor pretentious nor
grandiose to speak of a ‘Durban’ moment. There is plenty of
popular anecdote which will bear this out but consider the simple
formal evidence:

® Turner was at work on The Eye of the Needle and after that on
the much more far-reaching philosophical work; as well as on his
numerous practical political projects.

e Steve Biko was in the process of formulating not only the
intellectual core, but the political discourse and practical
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programmes of Black Consciousness.

® Dunbar Moodie was busy with a major reinterpretation of
Afrikaner power.

® Mike Kirkwood produced the first terms for a thoroughgoing
reinterpretation of South African English literature.

To mention only these inevitably misses the atmosphere of
intellectual ferment and the countless details signalling a structural
shift in the received intellectual patterns of the social world.
Moreover, the things I have mentioned refer only to an intellectual
élite — both white and black — and what was going on beyond the
limits of the élite was still more surprising. The unpredicted,
unexpected and revelatory 1973 Durban strikes alone suggest that
the Durban moment was more than a small eddy in a muddy pool.
When we look back and ask what it was that was taking place, it is
then that Turner becomes an important source — and it is
Benjamin’s formulation that lets us see just how important.

Benjamin poses a dialectic of civilization and barbarism — each
in and of the other. Turner, working along a completely different
route reached, in 1972, a similar point:

The word civilization has long bedevilled rational thought about
relationships between Europe and Africa. The polarization of the
issue into a civilized/uncivilized dichotomy has prevented a clear
analysis of the differences and similarities between African and
European culture. Furthermore, by describing European culture as
civilization one unconsciously tends to see it as unchanging, as final.
One takes the greatest cultural achievements and the most lofty
sentiments of the age and then tends to assume that everybody in the
period was involved in those achievements and practised that ethic.
(R. Turner, 1972: 23-4)

This is written in Turner’s patient, teacherly style but the point he
is constructing is not far from that of Benjamin — although he had
no knowledge of him at the time. Turner is on the way towards the
dialectic because his effort is to overcome the false dichotomy
which lay at the heart of conventional liberal discourse.

But there is a still deeper linkage between the Benjamin text and
Turner’s work, and, complicated as it is, it is here that we can
identify the critical point in what I have loosely termed the Durban
moment. The linkage turns on the notions of Utopian thinking and
critique.! The first chapter of The Eye of the Needle was titled, ‘The
Necessity for Utopian Thinking’. It was the part of the book which
caused most difficulty — at least to liberals for whom Dr Verwoerd
exemplified the Utopian thinker. The issue is deeply constructed in
the Benjamin text but it is there nonetheless. The document of
culture is also at the same time a document of barbarism — great
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creators and forced labour are both present in the text. The task of
the historical materialist (or in the terms in use in this lecture, ‘the
cultural critic’) is to see both — to maintain distance and to reveal
the meanings of both. These seem to be the implications of the
phrase ‘To brush history against the grain’.

In Benjamin’s terms the cultural text exposes within itself both
the Utopian impulse and the ideological construction of denial and
oppression. The Utopian impulse is a figuration of the vision of
human solidarity in the face of necessity; the ideological
construction is the vesting of the Utopian figure in a social
particularity — a particular class or group, who are affirmed and
secured, and whose domination is thereby carried forward. In
thinking through the Benjamin text two cardinal points declare
themselves. The first is that his perspective on historical transition
is very, very long. His notion of ‘transmission’ is virtually timeless
— the spoils pass from one victor to another. The struggle for and
against domination does not reach any easy or quick end. The
second is the evenness of his attention to culture and to barbarism.
The critique of domination requires for its claim to historical
illumination the validation of the Utopian impulse within the
barbarism — and vice versa. These are the conditions of dialectical
thought.

The central paragraph of the first Chapter of The Eye of the
Needle captured precisely these concerns and expressed them in
Turner’s own unique clarity and simplicity:

To understand a society, to understand what it is, where it is going,
where it could go, we cannot just describe it. We need also to
theorize about it . . . Theory is not difficult. What is often difficult is
to shift oneself inte a theoretical attitude, that is to realize what things
in one’s experience cannot be taken for granted. (R. Turner, 1972: 5)

The final phrase loses some of the power of Benjamin’s
formulation but the central point is secure. The theoretical attitude
meant, for him, being able to hold together simultaneously a
double perspective or (to use Paul Ricoeur’s terms) — a double
hermeneutic: the hermeneutic of hope (‘where it could go’) and the
hermeneutic of suspicion (‘what it is and where it is going’?) In the
final chapter of The Eye of the Needle called ‘The Present as
History’ we can see Turner putting his double hermeneutic to
work. It was the presence of the double hermeneutic, or dialectic,
in the work of Turner, and of Biko, that gave the definitive
intellectual energy, to what I have tried to identify as the Durban
moment. And it was this in the praxis of both men that ‘brushed
history against the grain’. The deaths of both, showed with all too
brutal a clarity, just how hard their brush against history had been.



Oppositional Discourse 95

There is a sense that the Durban moment which I have been
trying to describe occurred in a gap in the flow of history —
something in the nature of a break between the boom conditions of
the repression in the 60s and the reorganization of resistance in the
70s. This is perhaps why it is so visible. Andrew Nash, whose
regrettably unfinished essay on Turner is the best commentary on
his work, argues that the major weakness in both Turner and
Biko’s thought is its strangely a-historical character. The issue is
critical no matter from what perspective one starts. At one level it
poses the questions: ‘how could these two men, breaking the
moulds of conventional thought, fail to see the power of the
historical context?’ and ‘what consequence did this have for their
subsequent direction and influence?’ For this lecture the issue is
important because it throws the discussion forward towards 1990.

In pursuing these issues towards the present, I want to try to
maintain the cultural perspective on Turner by posing the question
Alasdair Maclntyre puts in this way:

The key question for men is not about their own authorship; I can
only answer the question, ‘What am I to do?’ if I can answer the
prior question, ‘Of what story or stories do I find myself a part?” (A.
Maclntyre, 1981:201)

In this lecture the question becomes: ‘Of what story or narratives
was the Turner, or the Durban moment, a part?’ The immediate
answer is simple — and somewhat disconcerting. The narrative line
into which Biko and Turner entered in 1972 was the intellectual
disintegration and defeat of the late 19th century liberalism of the
élite. And yet, whatever the tendential directions of their
arguments, their grounding category was the traditional
conceptual bastion of liberalism — the individual consciousness:
the view that the inner intentionality of people counted, in the end,
for more than their public meaning. In this sense both men were
still liberals. This goes some way to answering the question I asked
earlier about their failure to grasp the power of context. -

But South African liberals, they argued, no matter whether they
were Christian, white and rich, or the opposite, and many of them
were, had failed to value consciousness properly. Trapped within
the false dichotomies of civilization and barbarism they could be
neither radical, nor critical, nor reflective enough. White liberals
were white first and liberal later, was the way Turner put it.
Develop a critical and radical consciousness, they said, of the
conditions of exploitation and repression. Social change would
follow. At this point they began their fierce break with liberalism
and opened the way towards new forms of discourse.

The broad outlines of the narrative of liberal disintegration and
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defeat in the 1970s have been rehearsed sufficiently often to
require no repetition here. What are perhaps slightly less often
given salience are the terms, conditions and grounds of the newly
hegemonic discourse of materialism which followed in behind the
intellectual break produced by Turner and Biko. The shift in the
key terms is clear enough. The preoccupation of the liberal
discourse with the problems of secular individual moral witness
was replaced by the concern with political agency. Whom you
worked with became more important than what you stood for. And
equally in turn the concern with private intentionality — with
motive — was replaced by the notion of theoretical awareness. It
was your intellectual framework and not your good heart that
counted.

The principal intellectual grounds on which these decisive shifts
took place were the materialist reinterpretations of South African
history, and the structuralist theorizations of the State. The
intellectual authority of materialism was established on its capacity
to remake the past and to reveal the present in terms of the master
category of class struggle. This was an attempt to place South
Africa as a part of the long world historical struggle as formulated
by Hegel and Marx.

The interpretative power of this discourse became clearly
evident in the period after 1980 when it demonstrated its capacity
to elicit, focus and direct the aspirations and experience of the vast
mass of black South Africans. People became aware of themselves
as different actors, on another stage in a different drama. In the
narrative of white domination the central figure was no longer
Afrikaner nationalism. Capital and its state apparatus was placed
in the leading role. In the narrative of black resistance the leading
role passed from defensive communal solidarity against oppression

-to offensive class solidarity on the road to power.

These were crucial shifts with critical consequences for us all
today, and in the time available I can do little but sketch some of
the most obvious features. The first, and possibly the most
decisive, was the transformation of the meanings of the word
‘struggle’. In the philosophical formulation of materialism
‘struggle’ held world historical connotations, and it was
teleological. It was about man, necessity, production, exploitation
and the unfolding towards reason and freedom. Its end was the
Utopia of classlessness. In the oppositional discourse of South
Africa, struggle was about the defeat of white domination by black
resistance. The key transformation took place when these two
meanings of ‘struggle’ were conflated within the oppositional
discourse. The consequence of this conflation was to give the
struggle over power in South Africa a dramatic historical and
symbolic dimension. Both black and white people were subsumed
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as unified entities within historically given roles. The direction,
duration, leadership and end point of the struggle between them,
could all, in a manner, be taken for granted — the end of apartheid
would be freedom, the triumph of reason and the fulfilment of
history. South African history gained its own teleology. The
freedom of black South Africans from white rule was conflated
with the classless Utopia.

In a recent paper Johan Muller and Nico Cloete describe this
period (intensifying through the 80s) as ‘hyper polarized by the
unmediated antagonism of “the State” and ‘‘the people” where
“the state represented the simple denial of the needs of the
people” and in which the polarized antagonism “had the effect of
justifying absolutely the legitimacy of the struggle for liberation
fout court, as well as all means of achieving it™’.

Muller and Cloete go on to reflect on the position of intellectuals
during the period as follows:

There was literally no social space that could have been occupied
outside the camps of the ‘people’ or the ‘state’. The question of
being ‘with the people’ was further sharpened in terms of whether
intellectuals were ‘aligned’ to the movement or not, which meant, at
least for whites, whether intellectuals belonged to small frequently
vanguardist organizations, ideologically committed to the
movement, or not. The question of intellectual contribution could
be raised only after the question of political membership had been
settled. Many of the best progressive intellectuals, refusing this
implicit blackmail, were rendered socially invisible during this time.
(J. Muller & N. Cloete, 1990: 7)

In their description, the position of black intellectuals was even
worse. I expect their description to find responsive echoes among
many here in the audience. Their reference to intellectual
contribution can serve to recall us to the work of Turner.

Examining our recent experience in the framework of ‘the
theoretical attitude’, or of Benjamin’s dialectic, two things are
immediately evident. The first is the drastic foreshortening of the
historical perspective. Benjamin’s counsel of ‘dissociation’ has
been lost. The second is the collapse of the double hermeneutic.
The projection of hope finds itself caught within the limits of the
Freedom Charter. The work of critique is confined to the
obligatory recapitulation of the crimes and failures of the state.
The terms and conditions of the struggle are to be taken for
granted. What has gone is dialectical thought. What has emerged is
intellectual activism. One of the goals of intellectual activism is
narrative closure. Its means are the coercive imposition of a closed
symbolic order on the unfolding meanings of narratives. It
generates a fixed format of representations and positions in the
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struggle. Any form of dialectic is suppressed. The theoretical
attitude is exiled. ‘Desks’ speak. Lines are given. Intellectual
borders are patrolled. Thought is put under a state of emergency.
The spectre of totalitarianism begins to show itself.

But, to return to broader questions of discourse, all narratives
resist closure. And the dangers of symbolic closure imposed upon
materially realized discourses is nowhere more evident than in the
events of February this year. February 2nd made us witness to the
rupture of the oppositional symbolic order. The state refused its
‘historically assigned’ role and assumed another, returned in fact to
the buried and displaced terms of liberal pragmatism. And, more
surprisingly, the opposition leadership did the same. The
reconstruction of rule replaced the struggle — but where the power
lay was always less than clear. In the coup de theatre activism
turned to pragmatism in a day. Yesterday’s mobilizers became
tomorrow’s ‘marshalls’. Yesterday’s critique became tomorrow’s
policy. Policy is the dominant word in the current discourse of
opposition intellectuals. It is the word which has replaced
‘struggle’. The end of apartheid and the arrival of liberation are
neither as synonymous nor as unambiguous as they had seemed. It
is worth recalling that the father of policy was neither Mill nor
Marx but Machiavelli; and the Prince, as Muller and Cloete,
speaking of the ANC, remind us, has little time for the ‘theoretical
niceties of critique’.

But to suggest that the oppositional discourse as a whole has
closed its accounts with power — and with theory, is to go too far
altogether. The Prince may not have a need for theory but there
are others who do. Andrew Nash, discussing the current position
of Marxist discourse in South Africa — particularly in relation to
destalinization and the oppositional access to power — speaks of
the

historical task of building a Marxist tradition in South Africa which
is both rational and militant, which seeks the greatest possible
degree of theoretical rigour and coherence, and also addresses itself
as directly as possible to the concerns and aspirations of the
oppressed masses. None of us can tell in advance how the masses
will make use of the resources of Marxism which are at their
disposal. We know only that their struggle against exploitation and
oppression will continue, and we can expect it to intensify, and that
they will have need of these resources. No Marxist should be scared
of putting their ideas to the test of free and open debate, and
eventually to the test of mass struggle itself. (Nash, 1990: 16)

This is a long way from policy positions and scenarios. It
recovers the conceptual language of Turner and Biko and puts it to
work in the thick of the ‘present as history’. It opens up once more
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the dimensions of the historical struggle and it returns the
theoretical attitude to the centre of action. It also shows us, or lets
us see once more, the long, dangerous, interrupted, narrative to
which Benjamin gave the terms “To brush history against the
grain.” It is in that narrative that Turner’s cultural authority
becomes evident.

University of Cape Town,
Cape Town.

NOTE

1. Much of my argument on the Utopian impulse in Benjamin’s formulation is
derived from Frederic Jameson’s The Political Unconscious.

REFERENCES

Benjamin, Walter. llluminations, Penguin, Harmondsworth, 1973.

Jameson, Frederic. The Political Unconscious, Methuen, London, 1981.

Maclntyre, Alasdair. After Virtue, Duckworth, London, 1981.

Muller, J. and Cloete, N. ‘To Outwit Modernity’, paper presented at the
international sociology conference, Madrid, July 1990.

Nash, Andrew. ‘What is Revolutionary Consciousness and How Does it Develop
Among the Masses?: Aspects of Trotsky’s Legacy’, a paper presented at the
Marxist Theory Seminar, Univesity of the Western Cape, 1990.

Turner, Richard. The Eye of the Needle, Ravan, Johannesburg, 1972 (1980).



Shaping Democracy in a Future
South Africa:

Ralph Lawrence

I must say how greatly honoured I feel at being called on to deliver
this year’s Richard Turner Memorial Lecture. I am delighted to
assist in rekindling his memory. Many, it is often mentioned,
remember the exact moment when they heard of President John F.
Kennedy’s assassination. I do too. But just as vividly do I recall my
horror at being given the news of Rick Turner’s slaying, a political
murder as is commonly believed. It was early 1978. I was crouching
rather woebegonely at the desk in our room at the University of
London residence, whereupon my wife burst through the door and
blurted out the shocking facts. I hurried down to the common-
room in search of The Times which had carried the story. The
numbness lingered . . . It reinforced my abhorrence of things South
African at that time, largely precipitated by the Angolan invasion,
and by my anticipated contribution to it.

Rick Turner would not have counted me among his friends. |
was just another Durban undergraduate muddling through his
political science classes in the years immediately prior to the
banning order. This happened at the beginning of 1973, effectively
outlawing him from campus life, and much else besides.
Nevertheless, his impact on me — and countless others, I suspect
— was quite extraordinary. My abiding impressions remain equally
strong today. There are various reasons why.

First and foremost for me, Rick Turner embodied the spirit of
1968. Hippiedom (and surf mania) had hit the Berea, and I was a
joyful consumer (and still am, though in muted fashion). Rick’s —
and everyone called him Rick — outward appearance smacked of
flagrant bohemianism: the wild red locks, periodically a ferocious
Castro-like beard; utilitarian Woolworths polyesters, functional
chocolate brown and lime green; scuffed suedes, or Dr Scholls in
the sweltering heat. He marked such a radical departure from the
prevailing norm. Most academics stuck to dowdy formalism,
looking like retreaded FBI agents. And don’t forget the safari
(‘saf’) suits. Turner appeared the rebel incarnate; Iloved it.

Secondly, Rick Turner’s discursive teaching style, his powerful
critical bent and his readiness to challenge received wisdom proved
remarkably stimulating. A dominant ethos was captured by the
heady combination of Marcuse, marijuana and mini-skirts.

Theoria 76, October 1990, pp. 101-114.
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Although admittedly faddish, often downright superficial we were
(fuelled by vegetable stew), there was nonetheless a strong streak
of social seriousness among the students within Turner’s orbit. The
Vietnam war impinged greatly on our minds; so did Allende’s
shortlived experiment with socialism in Chile. Nixon’s
administration was crumbling in the wake of The Pentagon Papers;
Britain under Edward Heath was at loggerheads with the trade
unions, especially the coal miners. Students on King George V
Avenue cultivated a European mentality, yet at the same time they
willingly delved into the bowels of South African politics. The
rugged Vorster era was then with us. How to make sense of the
greyness, the bleakness? People flocked to hear Turner, who
eschewed pronouncing, but instead dissected events, intent as he
was on leaving his audience to wrestle for themselves with the
mental components he identified.

Finally, what really struck home was Turner’s intellectual rigour.
It was this which initially propelled me towards the sanctity of
academic life. I admired his structured lecturing habits, especially
his determination to pursue any perspective ruthlessly to its logical
limits without copping out. He encouraged students to stretch their
minds in a way I seldom encountered at university. Reading there
was aplenty; the more eclectic the better, he urged. And a political
education extended daringly to literature, plays and films.
Periodicals which Rick then pushed our way, The New Statesman,
Encounter, The Economist, thereafter have remained part of my
stock reading. Being led to the frontier of ideas was extraordinarily
fulfilling; to me it typified the essence of academe. His imparting
that is a lifetime gift for which I am eternally grateful. In spirit,
Rick Turner has always remained my intellectual exemplar.?

Thinking about Participatory Democracy

One book prescribed for a section of the second-year
undergraduate course focusing on political sociology, taught by
Rick Turner, was Carole Pateman’s newly minted Participation
and Democratic Theory.® Obviously this fine piece of work left its
imprint on Turner, for it looms large in the background of his own
contribution, The Eye of the Needle, sub-titled ‘An Essay on
Participatory Democracy’, composed and published that same
year, 1972 .4 It seems fitting, therefore, for me to take the Pateman
text as my launch-vehicle. The purpose is primarily illustrative, in
order to arrive at a general set of remarks. Thereafter, I shall apply
these more fully in the South African context.

Precisely, what illustrative purposes? The word ‘shaping’, which
sets this article in motion, was chosen deliberately because of the
ambiguity it invokes. The active and the passive intermingle — one
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shapes whilst simultaneously being shaped by ... Consider
participatory democracy here. Integral to Pateman’s account is a
chapter on ‘Workers’ Self-Management in Yugoslavia’. What
initially intrigued me was the prospects for market socialism
inspired by the Yugoslavia of Tito. This was fundamentally
different from the USSR’s bureaucratic authoritarian model being
implemented by Brezhnev.’ Alexander Solzhenitsyn’s The First
Circle disabused me of any vestiges of optimism I might have
entertained about that Communist Party’s potted road to
socialism.®

Carole Pateman exposed the connections between market
socialism and participatory democracy. The key is workers’
control. Every enterprise managed by its workforce, in an inclusive
and collective style, would supposedly enhance economic
performance nationwide, whilst also spreading democratic
practices on a much wider scale than occurred in capitalist
societies. Thereby a democratic culture would eventuate,
permeating all significant societal institutions. The upshot would
be a truly democratic society, not just democratically elected
government. Yugoslavia was far from this idyllic state, but self-
management was well ensconced there by the 1970s, the only case
ofits kind. Whither, then, participatory democracy?

Let me isolate two lines of reasoning, which are by no means
mutually exclusive. The one advances the proposition that
workers’ control is morally desirable as an end in itself. Guild
socialists and syndicalists immediately prior to World War I
mooted as much. G.D.H. Cole was to the fore, together with
kindred Fabians, including the Webbs, Sidney and Beatrice, apart
from Bertrand Russell.” Workers, G.D.H. Cole avers, are
legitimately entitled to orchestrate the affairs of the enterprises
employing them: through their investment of time, effort and skill,
employers and employees regardless have a genuinely vested
interest in getting a fair return on their output. Furthermore, there
are instrumental benefits, too, since inculcating participatory skills
at the workplace will help nurture experienced democrats, to the
betterment of the citizen body in general. Practice makes perfect is
clearly the underlying theme. Moral realism, if you like, informs us
that workers’ control, the key to a properly democratic society, is
an optimal, yet attainable, goal. We should strive to realize it, so
the argument runs.

The second kind of reasoning produces the selfsame conclusion.
Here, however, the route is inductive, whereas the prior one
principally utilized deductive methods. Reflect on the slogan,
‘WORKERS’ CONTROL: LOVE IT — YOU’RE GETTING IT
ANYWAY.” That’s the copy that could be extracted from this
second approach. Emile Durkheim, the renowned French
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sociologist, beavering away in tandem with the guild socialists, is a
main protagonist here.® There is a logical inevitability to workers’
self-management, Durkheim stresses. It stems from the dominance
of industrialism sweeping across the northern hemisphere. The
locus has shifted irreversibly: the factory typically has replaced the
home as the major sphere of endeavour. In these circumstances,
one should expect corporative democracy to emerge, with the firm
ultimately supplanting the domicile as the constituency, the unit of
representation. For this to be feasible, all aspects of the enterprise
will have to be governed democratically. In other words,
democracy at the workplace is intermeshed with democracy within
the firm. Besides, says Durkheim, workers’ participation should be
embraced enthusiastically — for much the same convictions
espoused by G.D.H. Cole — with the further pragmatic
observation that the nascent labour movement could hardly be
anything other than disruptive in industrial society were democracy
denied behind factory walls. Thus the purported rise of
participatory democracy is determined primarily by empirical
investigation, then subsequently advocated on moral grounds.

Neither approach I have sketched is wholly satisfactory. Why?
Rigid arguments from first principles as in the case of the deductive
mode can all too easily become doctrinaire, smacking of
fundamentalism. This happens when an originally historical view
lapses into a historicism: changed circumstances are wished away,
the principles are transformed into fixed belief. On the other hand,
the trouble with inductive reasoning if taken to extremes is that it is
thoroughly deterministic. Here morality does not infuse choice.
Instead, ‘what is” becomes ‘what ought to be’. By definition, reality
is optimal. Dedicated inductive thinking does not allow us to raise
our heads and scan the horizon in search of oases. Why be plagued
by mirages? Yet need we?

No. Surely in political life the wise course would be to embrace
inductive and deductive reasoning simultaneously. And explicitly.
For, as I have attempted to illustrate, when dealing with specific
issues confronting society, the deductivist bolsters his claim by
resorting finally to implicit inductive deliberations. Likewise the
inductivist grasps for deductions in order to clinch an argument.
Neither approach alone is good enough if one is seriously trying to
round off any political analysis. We have to move consciously
backwards and forwards between inductive and deductive claims,
beginning it matters not where, though testing all the while as the
analysis builds.

We shape political conditions exactly as they shape us. Synoptic
planning, assuming endless possibilities, is foolhardy unless we
take cognizance of historical trends. A broad comparative
perspective is essential. The alternative strategy, making
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incremental adjustments, has to be guided by imaginative thinking,
otherwise who knows the best route forward. When considering
political change, the question of what is morally desirable and the
question of what is really feasible are inseparable. Dismissing the
one and concentrating solely on the other yields fatally flawed
reasoning. Current South African political discourse demonstrates
this to a worrying extent, which is surprising for a society normally
predisposed towards social engineering.

Two Images of Democracy in South Africa

Over the past few years, the struggle for countrywide political
power in South Africa has been underwritten by two competing
images of democracy. I carefully say ‘image’ thus alluding to their
shadowy, fluid, ill-defined character. One image encapsulates the
Charterists, whose inspiration is the Freedom Charter of 1955,
which lies at the heart of the African National Congress’s political
stance. It was also the rallying force behind the United Democratic
Front during the 1980s. The other is what I call the ‘Governing
Image’, that projected by the Nationalist administration in office.

What about further contenders, you might properly ask. The
Democratic Party, the Conservative Party, the Pan-African
Congress, the Inkatha Freedom Party, to list the most obvious, are
secondary players on the national stage. While hardly insignificant,
their roles are increasingly reactive in nature. Neither do they write
the script nor do they set the pace of the ongoing drama. The locus
of power revolves around the National Party in government and
the most prominent voice of the unenfranchised, the ANC.
Accordingly, my emphasis will be on the images of democracy just
they project.

Giving identity to the Charterist Image is a participatory ethic,
for the aim is an inclusive, active polity with the ANC at the helm.
Hope is held out for a clearcut goal. By comparison, the Governing
Image stems from an administration after four unbroken decades
in charge adapting to concerted pressure for the eradication of
all vestiges of apartheid. Therefore, the ethic at work here is
managerial, since the Governing Image represents a series of
approximations to a near past when apartheid was the lodestar.

Both images are out of kilter. Charterists, by adhering grimly to
deductive reasoning from first principles, at the moment face the
rude necessity of refashioning their ideas in the light of practical
conditions which over the years have barely made an impression on
their conceptions of governance. Deductive analysis goes by fault
in the Governing Image, where pragmatic deliberations hold sway,
given the leadership’s inductive efforts to lend coherence to a
future built on the collapse of apartheid as an ideology. To date,
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then, the Governing Image is morally bankrupt. Seeking heaven
on earth, the National Party cultivated the unpromised land
instead. Now it asks, ‘What on earth ...?" Let me explicate these
assertions. I'll be fairly brief.’

The Charterist Image

‘The people shall govern.’ This terse sentiment associated with the
UDF especially, but the ANC too, gets to the nub of the Charterist
position. As a slogan it conveys an ambiguous quality: a promise to
the faithful, a threat to opponents. More pertinent here, however,
is the very idea itself. There is no starker means of articulating a
preference for direct democracy. The people governing themselves
amounts to self-government. On what grounds?

Underpinning direct democracy is the basic notion of equality:
all human beings qua human beings are entitled to equal respect.
And such equality should flow as a matter of course to embrace
major societal arrangements, particularly processes of governance.
This implies an inclusive demos. All members of society — the
citizenry — should have the right to participate, barring minors
and maybe institutionalized state mental patients. And all citizens
should participate as equals on equal terms. No-one’s opinion
should formally count any more or any less than anyone else’s.
Without these stipulations the necessary conditions for democratic
rule cannot be fulfilled. ‘One person, one vote’ is the extract
familiar to most readers, I suspect. That’s indeed a true aspect of
the Charterist Image; nevertheless, it’s just a single aspect. We
should bear that in mind.

In the South African context, though, rights to citizenship, let
alone rights of citizenship, hitherto have been denied to the vast
majority who live under its internationally recognized jurisdiction.
Naturally, therefore, actual membership of society is not blithely
assumed by Charterists. Hence the more complex notion of ‘one
person, one vote, one country’, which they commonly espouse
nowadays. Put differently, the South African citizenry should
enjoy equal political rights. It is the right to participate as South
Africans which is obviously at issue here. For the call is to reunite
what has been cast asunder, to reverse the alienation of territory
whereby South Africa would be the preserve of whites, with this
rump surrounded by a host of putatively homogeneous states, each
a bastion of ethnic homogeneity. A unified South Africa would
extirpate the grandiose design of apartheid.

To combat any tendencies towards fragmentation, Charterism
entails not only a unified state but also a unitary one. Common
statehood would best nurture common nationhood, create a South
Africa proper and develop a South African citizenry. Thus
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sovereignty must be undivided, with central government
expressing the will of all South Africans. A ‘People’s Assembly’
must logically embody the people, one infers.

Irrespective of the devices used, direct democracy cannot be
sustained on a national scale. The impracticalities are legion.
Accordingly, the Charterist Image, without conceding any
principle whatsoever, conceives of the next best application. This
is indirect democracy, moreover, an indirect representative
democracy. Instead of every citizen governing all the time, as a
direct democracy demands, representatives regularly elected by
the citizenry to office do so in the interests of society as a whole. In
order to ensure that the spirit of direct democracy prevails, basic
equality among South African citizens cannot be compromised,
and the links between rulers and the ruled must be based strictly on
representativeness and accountability. Governors must act out
the preferences of the citizenry; they should be bound to be
answerable to the people for their public activities.

If the Charterist Image as I have rendered it is to be regarded as
a programme of intent, then various policy guidelines follow. The
subscribing organizations have long recognized this. Consider the
following three key features alone, simply to gain an inkling of the
mammoth obstacles in translating the image into social fact.

In the first place, basic equality is far from realization. The
greater South African territory is fragmented with putative
‘independence’ conferred on four areas, thus also affecting
entitlements to common citizenship; the polity is highly exclusive;
and civil and political rights have long been assigned by
governments on a differential basis, leaving most individuals not
totally rightless but certainly inferior in status. Remedying these
social injustices challenges the labour of a lifetime. Secondly,
treating citizens as equals in the political arena depends on
curtailing the disparities in wealth between them. The image of
direct democracy, remember, still the Charterist beacon, conjures
up a community of equals. Although the goal is unattainable in
contemporary society, nevertheless a democratic society cannot
remain properly democratic once actual political equality erodes.
How to proceed? This is a tall order, trying to provide for healthy
life after birth in a democratic order. Finally, since basic equality
appears indispensable to the Charterist Image, should not society
wield collective control over its precious assets and resources?
The spectre of nationalized enterprises looms large in debate
nowadays, yet this is merely a highly emotive and narrow response
to this far wider and more telling question whose political
connotations warrant cool investigation away from the hustings.
The objectives of common ownership and collective control by the
citizenry admit varied means. Quite. The crucial point to grasp,
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however, is that once Charterists wholly abandon the principle of
commonality in orchestrating the South African economy their
image of democracy will be severely distorted. Hard choices would
then have to be thrashed out.

As T have indicated, the Charterist Image leads to key policy
guidelines delineating the optimal nature of democracy for a future
South Africa. Were such a course followed in practice, one could
predict what patterns of governance could reasonably be
anticipated to emerge. Essentially three sources feed into this
simulation exercise: a logical extrapolation of elements inherent in
the Charterist Image; South Africa’s character of political rule
which any new regime would inherit; and trends detectable in
comparable Third World societies.’® Here’s what one may
conclude.

A strong, centralized state would emerge, with a powerful
democratic presence, capable of both formulating and overseeing
ambitious developmental policies which would serve as the
facilitating instruments of social justice. There is an overwhelming
tendency globally towards inexorable growth in the state apparatus
of industrialized societies, including advanced Third World
societies. This happens irrespective of any particular government’s
resolve to shrink the state sector. The Reagan administration is a
prime indicator, as indeed is the period of British Thatcherism."
Charterist rule, then, may transform the character of the South
African state, but would probably not reduce its scope, because
this would be neither desirable nor feasible.

Considerable latitude would be granted the upper echelons of
the political executive, at the expense of any popular assembly. A
complex public policy programme which requires constant
management yields this particular profile. The combined demands
of economic policy and foreign policy have accentuated such a
tendency. As commonly occurs in these circumstances, corporatist
decision-making evolves, where the government reaches consensus
on central issues with organized labour and business.

A painful dilemma can be foreseen. Democracy depends on
social justice; yet the practical implementation of a system of social
justice undermines the very character of democracy it was designed
to promote. Of course, a balance can be struck, but only if the
participatory impulse is weakened. Regional and local government
can be deployed consciously as bridging structures, widening the
extent of the citizenry’s role in public affairs. Frequently, this
panacea delivers less than was originally hoped, since centripetal
forces, primarily political and financial, unleashed by the leading
executive bodies cause the central government to become ever
dominant over its subordinate counterparts.

In such a scenario, citizens feel progressively alienated from the
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political mainstream. Frustration, apathy, cynicism can very
readily take root. And the legitimacy of the existing order can be
further undermined once the sacrifices turn out to be worthless, if,
in other words, the government cannot fulfil its brief. There is
nothing more perilous to a rejuvenated society than if all that is
supposedly real is just so much verbiage. Subsequently, state and
civil society could drift apart.

From my sketch, I come to the rather sobering prognosis that the
Charterist Image will recede into the distance should the attempt
be made to inject the participatory ethos into the veins of
governance. Should the problem be unravelled in advance, then an
acceptable compromise can be attained which militates against
neither social justice nor democracy. This can only transpire when
the language of politics reflects a proper realization of what
contemporary political rule involves. And this realization is only
now dawning on a few in the vanguard of Charterism.

The Governing Image

If Charterists are perhaps soft-hearted to a fault, the Governing
Image overcorrects this by projecting unrelenting hard-
headedness. Until very recently, the message has been ‘The
National Party Shall Govern a White South Africa’.'? Curiously,
the doctrine of apartheid began to shed its pedigree at the precise
moment when a major objective hoved in view. Transkei’s so-
called independence in the mid-1970s signalled a victory for
Nationalist social engineering, sloughing off part of South African
territory for the sake of racial purity. Yet, a little earlier, a bold
retreat had already been sounded with blacks being authorized to
fill job categories from which they were previously outlawed. So
what of the “White South Africa’?

The vision of classic apartheid has become increasingly tenuous
over the past two decades. Lapses from orthodoxy prompted splits
in National Party ranks, giving rise to the Herstigte Nasionale
Party in 1969, and the Conservative Party thirteen years thereafter.
With the idea of apartheid losing relevance to latterday
Nationalists, the notion of simply remaining in political office
so as to protect essential interests has seemed the pre-eminent
strategy. In pragmatic fashion, apartheid has been watered down
to ever weaker doses of neoapartheid, although the cloak of
authoritarianism has never been lifted, but, in fact, descended with
a vengeance during the four to five years of states of emergency
that saw out the 1980s.

The current trajectory of the Governing Image was cast in the
debates of 1983. At that stage, the electorate delivered its verdict
on the mooted new constitutional setup. The irredentist Dr
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Treurnicht was absolutely right when he warned before the
referendum that widening the basis of participation in government,
which the schema proposed, would fan the fires for still further
rights. Patently unwieldy from the start, the government saddled
itself with a foredoomed arrangement, yet passed it off under
the guise of ‘democratization’. The enthusiasm for fostering
bantustans waned markedly. Instead, the administration tinkered
with provisions for blacks in urban regions, but could not devise
forms of local government acceptable to the residents. Peering
through the welter of proposals and counterproposals that sloshed
about thick and fast, all one can discern is the managerial ethic at
work — the resolute grip on power and the never ending quest to
control the processes of change. And the dominant motive?
Control for its own sake, no more imaginative than that. The
government lacked will and leadership under most of P.W. Botha’s
tenure.

Considerable impetus to the governing elite has been imparted
by the arrival of President de Klerk. At his bidding, South Africa’s
political climate altered dramatically in 1990. Proscribed political
organizations regained legal standing, some political prisoners
were freed, notably Nelson Mandela, of course, and the fabric of
apartheid is being shredded. In these circumstances, one has to
reappraise the currency of the Governing Image.

As I have already intimated, the Governing Image has been
dynamic, subject to refocusing at unpredictable intervals. By
comparison, the Charterist position seems fixed in stone. It has
taken De Klerk’s unprecedented leadership for Nationalists to
accept that apartheid, of whatever ilk, is irredeemable. Apartheid,
as a doctrine and as a mode of governance, has suffered a logical
implosion. Many factors, both internal and external have
precipitated this, piling up the contradictions, yet apartheid was
always going to founder when it could no longer sustain the weight
ofitsinherent demerits.

Operating pragmatically, however, the De Klerk government is
trying valiantly to refocus the Governing Image once more. The
managerial impulse dictates the rhythm of business throughout
the highest ranks of officialdom. A holding strategy is being
conducted. It is negative in nature, for the De Klerk
administration’s modus operandi aims at modest incremental
adjustment to the political order. The delicate task, in its eyes,
requires constructing a more participatory and competitive model
of political rule than hitherto, whilst preserving as much autonomy
as possible for the white citizenry. The reform process has gone
far enough when the measures introduced endow the new
dispensation with legitimacy. This will be conferred by South
Africans as a whole, and by the international community at large.
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The reasoning here is the converse of the Charterists. According
to Charterist logic, the issue of legitimacy comes first: ‘in order for
legitimacy, perform steps a, b, ¢ ...” In terms of the Governing
Image, ‘perform steps a, b, c ... only insofar as they are required
to bring about legitimacy’. The government, therefore, cannot
predict exactly how high it will have to raise the stakes to remain
still the orchestrator of the game. Surely De Klerk’s National Party
will do its utmost not to forsake political power entirely. To avoid
this, the government shows signs of being prepared to relinquish
the monopoly of control it has exercised for forty odd years.

Will the Governing Image prevail? Let me highlight two
variables in the equation. To begin with, formidable resources
buttress the Governing Image, thus sustaining its power of
credibility. The National Party has the confidence and might of
staying at the helm ever since 1948, accustomed to shaping South
Africa’s policy profile. This longevity alone has inbuilt advantages.
Hence secondly, Nationalists have at their disposal an imposing
state apparatus, which for policy purposes is effectively their
creation. The resources of party and state, together with the
National Party’s own severe hierarchical form and dictatorial style
of command, as well as the might of the state executive, add up to
quite a package. It is in the same league as, for example, the Soviet
Union’s Communist Party, or better still, the ruling Liberal
Democrats in Japan. The package enables the Nationalist
government to refocus the Governing Image, thereby mastering
the flow of political change in Pretoria without being consumed by
opposing currents.

One cannot claim, however, that the government trundles along
unchallenged, nor that it will always be placed to direct
programmes of reform, nor indeed that the Governing Image is
destined to remain firmamental. The great imponderable in
political life is the unintended consequence: and this buffets the
pragmatist far more than the ideologue, for the latter plods on no
matter what. Through President de Klerk’s supremely pragmatic
style of leadership the South African government has been capable
of shepherding the course of political change from on high, and
always from the front so far. The government has assumed the role
of trend-setter and pace-setter.

What is noticeable, though, is that the concessions wrung out of
Nationalist administrations over the previous fifteen years or
thereabouts have become ever more substantial, ever more
fundamental. The pace from one concession to the next is also
quickening all the while. If a concession produces an unanticipated
result, it can yield yet a further unexpected concession. The
present South African constitution is a case in point, as I indicated
earlier. But there may come a moment when the forces let loose
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consequent upon opening up the polity will topple the governors.
The British in India, in Nigeria experienced this; so did Brazil’s
military rulers a decade ago; and Mikhail Gorbachev is imperilled
by the selfsame difficulty right now. Therefore, the Governing
Image could crumble. It may lack the allure to hold the opposition
at bay. Or its focus may become so blurred that it blends
indistinguishably with other, formerly rival images.

The strength of the Governng Image lies in the resources, both
party and state, it presently enjoys. But the Image itself is
increasingly elusive; its essential is barely discernible. Charterists
start out with a very clear understanding of what they mean by
democracy — the closest possible approximation to self-
government. For South Africa’s rulers, by contrast, democracy is
construed as the least permissible competitive struggle over the
means to political authority. From this perspective, Charterists are
maximimalists, Governors minimalists. By just reacting to
prevailing circumstances and adjusting accordingly, the Governing
Image is at the total mercy of a managerial impulse. The
preoccupation with inductive reasoning is so complete that the
Governing Image has not replaced the pure ideology of apartheid
with any alternative moral vision. Incremental political change,
pragmatic renderings of events, an obsession with political power
— these are all strategic considerations. But whither the
Governing Image eventually? We cannot tell. Nor can the De
Klerk government. This may prove a mixed blessing.

Concluding Remarks

Although to my reckoning, the Charterist and the Governing
Images of democracy alike are flawed, I see no grounds for
despondency on this score alone. Quite the contrary. South Africa
seems in the midst of a transitional phase, where one political order
is slowly giving birth to a new form. Confusion and contradiction
abound. This is unsurprising, and far from unusual if one examines
the general history of social change. By being forced to sharpen
their thinking as the political game alters and the bids are upped,
Charterists will, one would imagine, devote considerably more
attention to the problems of governance, just as the search for the
true identity of the Governing Image will properly be on in ruling
circles.

At the moment the two Images do not overlap. They may never.
What is more important is that each is examined self-critically in
order to encourage a measure of intersection. Contact between the
images is imperative; the conversion of either to the other is a
relative, perhaps unwarranted luxury.

Take heart, too, in the significant role the state plays in
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Charterists’ and Governors’ conceptions of the South African
polity. Both agree on the necessity for a strong and well-articulated
state. This really is indispensable. Without a resilient institutional
framework, South African society will not be able to withstand the
rigours of a concerted period of social transition. Without a state
apparatus directing resources, and without considerable state
capacity, democracy and development cannot advance hand in
hand. I fully realize these assertions are contentious, but I wish to
voice such thoughts, rather than gliding silently over them. I am
planning on a detailed explanation elsewhere.

If ever there is a time in South Africa for political scientists to
put their shoulder to the wheel this undeniably is it. Many of us
have limped along in the shadow of Leviathan, often at a
comfortable distance away, brandishing our arguments in mute
defiance. This is no longer enough — and it probably never was.
Here Rick Turner’s courage, wisdom and integrity are sorely
missed. This surely should have been his hour.

University of Natal,
Pietermaritzburg.

NOTES

1. This article is a fairly faithful rendering of the Richard Turner Memorial
Lecture I presented at the University of Natal, Pietermaritzburg on 30 May
1990. The pattern of reasoning remains identical, but certain points which had
to be discarded as the minutes flew by have now been reintroduced; and I have
also sought to disentangle the rather muzzy concluding remarks that spilled
out of my mouth at the death. I have, however, resisted the temptation to
upgrade the content in any way. There has been no pressing need to do so, I
believe. The manner in which the South African political scene has unfolded
these past six months has, if anything, perhaps reinforced whatever integrity
my account may possess.

2. Two qualifications at this juncture. The first is that, rather ruefully, I should
keep the record straight. As an undergraduate, I observed Rick Turner’s
example more in the breach than the contrary. I did read with gusto, but was
never the budding undergraduate in the orthodox sense. Still, as I wound my
way on the postgraduate trail moving from university to university, so Turner’s
beacon shone ever brightly the further Durban receded into the distance.

The other point worth emphasising is that Rick Turner waved no magic
wand. His efforts, understandably, are romanticized today. Yet even he had
his fair share of consumers sliding out mid-stream in his lectures. And students
evading assignments, in time-honoured fashion. I vividly recall him one early
morning storming out of a seminar because our group was woefully
unprepared, not even having identified the reading, let alone cobbled together
a presentation.

And in striving for hedonism, not a few students found Rick Turner the
person daunting and forbiddingly ascetic. Thus I make no pretence at knowing
himin the round; I can only speak for what I drew from him as a student.

3. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press. I still have the dog-eared hardback,
with the price-sticker — R3,45! Some students, I well remember, struck, they
smirked, a fervent blow against capitalism, by ‘liberating’ copies from the local
bookseller. Such a tactic was integral to the revolutionary riposte. Excesses of
youth are cloaked in multiple guises. Shortcomings too.

4. SPRO-CAS 2. Johannesburg, Special Programme for Christian Action in
Society, 1972.
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The literature on market socialism has gathered steam steadily over recent
decades, but it is rare indeed to come across any interpretation that does not at
least pay lip-service to Carole Pateman’s pioneering effort. For a recent,
splendidly fulsome analytic exercise, see David Miller, Market, State and
Community: Theoretical Foundations of Market Socialism, Oxford, Clarendon
Press, 1989.

Permit a further reminiscence, if you will — it’s that kind of piece thus far. I
ploughed through The First Circle in April 1972 whilst lying flat on my back,
virtually immobile, in hospital recovering from a motor accident. The book
depressed me so much I pleaded to be transferred from the private ward where
I then was to a general one. Ward and cell had merged chillingly in my
imagination.

Months later, of course, The Gulag Archipelago, Solzhenitsyn’s stupendous
chronicle, started to roll off the English-language presses. And the Soviet
Union even now, but now more than ever, is stil%looking for mechanisms to
cope with the legacies of Stalin’s dictatorship.

See, for example, G.D.H. Cole, ‘Conflicting Social Obligations’, Proceedings
of the Aristotelian Society XX (1914-1915), pp. 140-159; Guild Socialism
Restated, New Brunswick, Transaction Books, 1980; and Self-Government in
Industry, 1972. More convincing advocacy for self-management has come
latterly from Robert Dahl, Democracy and Its Critics, New Haven, Yale
University Press, 1989.

The best source is probably the lectures published posthumously as
Professional Ethics and Civic Morals, London, Routledge and Kegan Paul,
1957. Durkheim’s The Division of Labour in Society, New York, The Free
Press, 1933, is an indispensable companion volume if one is attempting to
tease out the full argument I have just sketched.

This was not the occasion to flesh out complete explanations. That task is still
in the formative stages. For instance, subsequent to the lecture, I developed
the next section for presentation at a conference hosted by the University of
Transkei in September. This will be published as ‘The Charterist Image of
Democracy in the South African Context’ in a collection edited by James
Chipasula, provisionally entitled Democracy in Post-Apartheid South Affrica.
It has also appeared under the heading ‘Charterists and Democracy in South
Africa’, Reality 22(6) (1990), pp. 5-11.

This is an enormous undertaking. I have undertaken a few preliminary
skirmishes in print. Apart from the previously cited ‘Charterists and
Democracy in South Africa’, I might mention several others: ‘Soldiers and the
Struggle Towards Democracy in South America’, UNISA Latin American
Report 4(1) (1988), pp. 92-94; ‘The Scope for Democracy in South America’,
UNISA Latin American Report 4(2) (1988), pp. 4-12; ‘Comparing Patterns of
Governance in Argentina, Brazil and South Africa’, UNISA Latin American
Report 6(1) (1990), pp. 4-17; ‘South Africa on the South American Road to
Democracy’, South Africa International 21(3) (1991), pp. 173-181, ‘Transition
to Democracy: South America and South Africa’, UNISA Latin American
Report7(1) (1991).

See especially, however, three outstanding examples of scholarship which
are highly relevant: Guillermo O’Donnell, Philippe C. Schmitter and
Laurence Whitehead (eds), Transitions from Authoritarian Rule, Baltimore,
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1986; Joel S. Migdal, Strong States and Weak
States: State-Society Relations and State Capabilities in the Third World,
Princeton, Princeton University Press, 1988; and Larry Diamond, Juan J. Linz
and Seymour Martin Lipset (eds), Democracy in Developing Countries, 4
Volumes, Boulder, Lynne Rienner, 1989.
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Foucault on Discourse and Power

Seumas Miller

Introduction

In this paper I wish to focus attention on the notion of discourse
and on a cluster of other notions which have become closely
associated with it; in particular, the notions of knowledge and
power. The concept of discourse has been imported into literary
studies from what used to be — and, I contend, still ought to be —
considered non-literary disciplines. The notion of discourse has
come largely from a complex amalgam of history, historiography
and cultural studies that is associated with the work of Michel
Foucault. I shall consider some aspects of Foucault’s work
presently. First, however, it will be necessary to consider a little
further the relation of discourse to two other notions that have
gained currency in literary studies, namely, the notion of ideology
and that of non-referential signification.

Historically, discourse is the last of the three to achieve the kind
of formalization that was to impact upon literary studies. Claims
about the arbitrary relation between signifier and signified
crystallized first in Russian Formalism and then in the early
structuralism of the fifties and sixties. The conception of the
autonomy of the signifier is associated with the post-structuralism
of the early seventies and beyond. Similarly, Althusserian notions
of ideology became widely current in the early seventies. The
notion — or one of the notions — of discourse had a more delayed
impact on literary studies. Indeed, the notion has really only come
into its own in literary studies in the 1980s.

Conceptually, the notion of discourse! has been complexly
related to the other two notions: in some areas it has been virtually
identical in force and intent with one or both of them; in other
areas, by contrast, it has diverged significantly and has performed a
distinctive, albeit a more diffused, function — or rather set of
functions. Regrettably, the most widespread of these functions is,
at least in the realm of literary studies, also the most naive and
implausible. Thus, for example, it is common now to hear (a) that
everything is discourse; (b) that anything discursive in nature is by
definition fictive or without foundation; and (c) that, therefore,
everything is fictive and without foundation.

What, then, are the similarities and differences to which I have
referred? The most striking similarity is the one reflected in the
syllogism above: namely, that in its crude form the notion of

Theoria 76, October 1990, pp. 115-125.
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discourse has been assumed, and of course used, to deny that we
have access to any independently existing reality or world. This
idea involves two claims, both of which are by now familiar in
respect of ideology and constructivist theories of the sign. The first,
which is unexceptionable, is that discourse is not, and can never be,
a transparent medium that ‘mirrors’ the world. The second is that
we cannot get ‘outside’ of discourse and gain access to anything
beyond it. And thus follows the methodological premise (of which
more anon) that, ultimately, discourse is all that we can discuss or
know.

A second salient similarity concerns the individual subject. This
subject is construed as an ideological aberration by the
Althusserians and as an ‘effect’ of language by the post-Saussurean
constructivists. For the proponents of the notion of discourse, the
subject is equally fictitious, though here the claim tends to be that
the subject is simply a ‘function’ of the rules of discourse. Thus
Foucault: “The subject is a plurality of possible positions and
functions’.? In other words, the subject is constituted by the rules
of discourse in the same way in which the pawn is constituted by
the rules of chess, and one has (allegedly) fully described the
subject when one has elaborated the rules of discourse just as one
has fully described the pawn when one has elaborated the rules of
chess.

Thirdly, the notion of discourse shares (again in its crude form)
with the other two notions a denial of both the desirability and the
feasibility of evaluation, be it aesthetic or moral. This is because
value itself is construed as being essentially discursive and
therefore as relativized to this or that particular discourse or set of
discourses. There is (it is claimed) no external standard to which
one might have recourse in performing evaluations.?

Very broadly, the distinctive contribution of the notion of
discourse has resided in two things. First, and notwithstanding my
comments about ‘reality’ above, it has maintained some concept of
the ‘world’. Granted, this concept has been extremely attenuated,
but it is there nevertheless. It is there, for instance, in the
preoccupation with power that marks the later work of Foucault
and so much work done under his influence; a preoccupation that
is, for all its much contested ambiguities, concerned with the way
the world is and has been for actual historical individuals. In this
sense, discourse theory is more worldly, more directly concerned
with the real institutions of social life, than (say) Derridean post-
structuralism. Moreover, since some notion of an objectively
existing world is (at times) conceded, the entire conception, and
indeed the style, of this kind of theorising is less metaphorical than
Derrida’s.

The second distinctive feature is intimated in the reference
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above to real historical individuals. At some level it is clear that
more sophisticated notions of discourse involve countenancing
some fairly substantive notions of historicity. Prime examples here
are Foucault’s studies of punishment (Discipline and Punish) and
sexuality (History of Sexuality).’ In such works Foucault is clearly
attempting to write real histories. However, the notion of
historicity involved distinguishes discourse theory from, on the one
hand, conventional work in the History of Ideas and, on the other,
from structuralist and Marxist accounts.® Its distinction from the
History of Ideas resides in its emphasis upon the conditions of
possibility for thought in a given epoch; its distinction from
structuralism, on the other hand, is apparent in its more dynamic
conception of cultural and expressive forms; unlike the
structuralist who sees culture as a static and a temporal set of
structures, the Foucaudian discourse theorist sees any epoch as
entailing a dynamic and conflicting miscellany of discourses. The
chief difference from Marxism is clearly that discourse theorists are
not wedded to Marx’s historical master-plot of class oppression and
emancipation. Indeed, as we shall see, they pointedly refuse to
specialize their pivotal notion of power into the notion of class.

Discourse and Knowledge

In addition to the action of power, the other key notion in
discourse theory is that of ‘knowledge’. Here, however, the notion
of knowledge is often ambiguous. At times these theorists make
claims that seem predicated on a commonsensical conception of
knowledge which construes it as being the state human beings
attain when they discover some objective truth about the world.
But this conception is an instance of de facto commonsensicality
and the official doctrines of discourse theory assert something
quite different. First, they conceive knowledge not as something
internal to the agent, but rather as an externally given and
structured set of ‘claims’, or as Foucault would have it,
‘statements’.” Secondly, this structured set of claims is conceived as
being neither true nor false in an objective sense, but simply as
being the perspective that is definitive of some society, group,
institution or whatever. Thirdly, these perspectives — or
‘knowledges’ or ‘epistemes’ — are held to be a function of the
power relationships into which the group in question enters. Thus
Foucault: ‘Every point in the exercise of power is a site where
knowledge is formed. Conversely every established piece of
knowledge permits and assures the exercise of power’.®

It should be noted that whilst the chief modern proponent of this
conception of knowledge is Foucault, many of its key elements
derive from Nietzsche. The Althusserean Marxists see this
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commonsensical notion of truth as an example of ideological
expediency, and something very similar holds for the discourse
power theorists. Their claim is that the very conception of
objectively true knowledge is itself an ‘effect’ of power. As one
such theorist observes: ‘If epistemological guarantees are
worthless, we have no need to evaluate knowledges in terms of any
general idea of truth or falsity. We can question knowledges in
other ways, as Althusser and Foucault do, by questioning their
historical conditions, their effects, what interests they serve, what
relations of power they uphold.”

I will consider the relation between power and knowledge in
more detail in the next section. Here I shall concentrate on the
other two alleged properties of knowledge: its lack of objectivity
and its externality to the agent. First, objectivity. Now there are all
manner of objections to relativist theories of truth. However, in
relation to discourse theory relativism is especially problematic.
This is because, as we have seen, discourse theorists do in fact wish
at some level to posit the existence of a real world and, moreover,
to characterize it in definite ways. Thus, Nietzsche is emphatic that
social reality is ubiquitously characterized by the operations of
power, and that this recognition is the key to understanding social
reality. Similarly, Foucault provides an account of the history of
the conceptions and institutions of insanity,’® an account,
moreover, loaded with empirical evidence, and, notwithstanding
his disclaimers to the contrary, he is implicitly committed to the
view that his accounts are both true and superior to the accounts he
seeks to correct. Foucault is of course far too sophisticated to be
unaware of this contradiction, but his attempts to negotiate and
overcome it are revealingly hapless and unsatisfactory. Thus, for
example, he wants to characterize his own material as fiction even
while rejecting suggestions that it is devoid of truth:

I am fully aware that I have never written anything other than
fictions. For all that I would not want to say that they are outside
truth. It seems possible to me to make fiction work within truth.!!

Such debonair mystification, d la Barthes and Derrida, sounds
more profound than it is and in fact leaves the contradiction it
addresses unscathed.

A less debonair but revealingly representative attempt to deal
with this problem occurs in Diane Macdonell’s recent book on
discourse theory, Theories of Discourse.> Thus, Macdonell
contends that no form of knowledge is objective or neutral® (she in
fact uses the terms neutrality and objectivity interchangeably); yet,
at the same time she wants to insist (rightly) that there must be a
distinction between a real object and thought about that object
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and claims that her (post-Foucaudian) position can tell us how that
real object is. How is this blatant contradiction to be resolved?

Macdonell’s tactic is to suggest that we need to distinguish
between knowledge of the world and philosophical claims about
that knowledge. We can, she argues, have (so to speak) first order
objective knowledges of the world but not second order knowledge
about that order knowledge. So, for example Foucault is entitled
to claim that the fundamental relationships in the world are power
relationships. This, Foucault’s doctrine, is an instance of first
order, objectively true knowledge. However, if either we or
Foucault himself were to say of Foucault’s doctrine that it is
objectively true or false, that would amount to making a second
order philosophical claim (about Foucault’s first order claim); and
according to Macdonnell this second order (philosophical) claim
can neither be objectively true or false. Clearly, this is wholly
inadequate since it assumes that in respect of truth the first and
second order claims are independent of one another. But this
cannot be: if it is objectively true that the fundamental relations in
the world are power relations (first order claim), then it necessarily
follows that the (second order) claims that this claim is true is itself
objectively true.

The more general point here, then, is that as soon as the
discourse power theorist introduces the notion of reality at some
level, and as soon as he/she distinguishes between reality and
discourse about or knowledge of that reality, then objective truth
and falsehood necessarily enter the picture. That is, discourse will
be objectively true if the world is as the discourse says it is;
conversely it will be objectively false where the world is not as it
saysitis.

Let us now turn to externality and the agent. Here again it is
important to stress that our concern is with discourse understood as
communicative practice (for example, speech acts), and not with
the institutional settings within which discourse may be embedded.
Thus, in the case of, say, a hospital, there is clearly an embedded
medical discourse in place; but there are also other features and
practices characteristic of a hospital which are non-discursive: for
instance, the practice of amputating limbs. Now, in respect of
communicative practices we need to distinguish between meaning
and truth. It is obviously a defining condition of discourse that it
possess meaning. However, it is not a defining condition of
discourse that it be true. Thus, it is perfectly meaningful to say that
the world is flat; but it is also false to say this.

The importance of this distinction is that just as the notion of
truth brings with it the notion of an objectively existing world, so
the notion of meaning brings with it the notion of a subject. This is
because there is no such thing as meaning per se; there can only
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ever be meaning for some person or persons. Meaning, in other
words, is inherently subjective: unlike trees and grass, it could not
exist in a world without subjects. It follows, therefore, that the
attempt to characterize discourse, and therefore meaning, as
something wholly objective and external to subjects is mistaken.

Having read back into the picture objective truth and the
subject, we are now in a position to take a closer look at the
relation between discourse and power.

Discourse and Power

The notion of power, so central to discourse power theory, is, in
league with other notions, potentially very useful for the
understanding of diverse cultural phenomena, including literature.
However, as is the case with Althusserian notions of ideology,
discourse power conceptions of power suffer from a gross lack of
specificity. Just as the Althusserians would have us believe that
everything is somehow ideology, so the discourse power theorists
see power as characteristic and indeed constitutive of everything.
The result of this undifferentiated and ubiquitous conception is
that the notion of power loses all explanatory force since on this
account there is nothing that is not power.

Now, clearly the notion of power alone will not do, for power in
itself presupposes an array of phenomena which are not themselves
power. For example, it presupposes something that is exercising
the power; properties in virtue of which it is possible for that thing
to exercise power; another thing over which the power is exercised,
and this would necessarily include changes in the thing as the result
of the exercise of power upon it; and indeed all manner of other
relationships which are not reducible to power relations. For, it is
surely obvious that all manner of relationships can obtain between
persons and between groups which are not in themselves power
relationships, even though they may be associated in various ways
with power relationships. So, for example, being someone’s sister
is not essentially a power relationship, though the gender roles
assumed in many families may have the consequence that sisters
compete with one another and seek to exercise power over one
another in certain limited ways. Again, take the example of
relationships of love. Here once again, there may be elements of
dominance and submission, but to say that X loves Y does not
necessarily entail that X dominates, or is dominated by, Y; nor
would the notion of power permit anything like a comprehensive
account of the relationship of love. Of course, this is not to deny
that power is a pervasive relational and social phenomenon. It is
just to say that though power is something, and a very important
thing, it is not everything. Similarly, though discourse may possess
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or arise from power it itself is not power. Given that discourse is
not itself power, we need to ask to what extent discourse is
implicated in relations of power. The discourse power theorists,
whilst often conflating the notions of power and discourse, also
seem generally to believe that discourse is wholly determined by
power relationships. And here the contention is not just that all
discourse exists in order to control some person or group, or as a
form of submissive activity —extreme though this contention is, for
they also contend that the very meaning and hence nature of
discourse — as distinct from the reasons for, or effects of, its
production — is something wholly determined by relations of
power. Thus that some speech act is to be understood as meaning x
rather than y, is a matter of what one’s power position is: the
speech act means one thing to the master and another to the slave.

Now no doubt the significance, as opposed to the core meaning,
of a speech act, and therefore discourse more generally, changes
from one context to another, from person to person, and indeed
varies depending on the nexus of power relationships in which it
was produced and the position of power of the interpreter and
speaker, but the contention here is that meaning as such is wholly
determined by these power positions and relations. This strong,
claim, however, must be false. The problem here is that, whatever
its other properties, discourse must and does have a
communicative function. If discourse is wholly determined by
power position, it is not at all clear how this communicative
function could be fulfilled. Thus, if the plethora of power
relationships into which one group enters is distinct from that of
another group, it would (on this account) follow that the discourse
and therefore communicative structures of one group would
be different from those of the other. And it would follow from
this that one group could literally not communicate with another.
The master would literally be unable to talk to the servant,
the bourgeoisie to the proletariat. Now, such a denial of
communication in fact runs counter to another of the chief claims
of the discourse theorists, namely that discursive communication is
itself a mode of repression. Clearly, such communication could not
repress if it were not at some level understood. Moreover even the
earlier contention that discourse is always and only an activity of
dominance and submission is far too strong. And this is simply
because, as we have noted above, power relationships are not the
only relationships possible between persons, and thus do not
constitute the only possible reasons for communicating and hence
for the existence of discourse.

Such extreme formulations of discourse power theory are clearly
untenable. However, weaker and more plausible accounts are
feasible and are in fact implicit in some of the applied work by
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discourse power theorists, not least Foucault himself. Thus
Foucault: ‘Power is everywhere; not because it embraces
everything, but because it comes from everywhere’.” The first
thing to note about such applied work is that it attempts to
articulate the operation of what might be termed impersonal social
power; that is, the exercise of power upon individuals but power
exercised not by particular individuals, but rather by institutions,
social groups etc. Thus Foucault: ‘Power is not . . . one individual’s
domination over others or that of one group or class over others. . ..
Rather power must be analysed as something which circulates . ..
which only functions in the form of a chain. It is never in anybody’s
hands’.’® A characteristically Foucaudian example here is the way
in which the institution of psychiatry coercively categorises certain
individuals as being insane. This mode of power involves a process
Foucault and others term ‘normalization’. Normalization is the
process where the individual is not just categorized, but also
controlled and even constructed by the power vested in institutions
and antecedent social practices. Foucault insists that the power
involved here is not merely coercive but constructive: it does not
just compel certain forms of behaviour; it actually produces a
certain kind of being. Thus Foucault: ‘The individual which power
has constituted is at the same time its vehicle’.!” Once again, the
notion of individuals being literally and wholly constructed is as we
have seen in other contexts untenable. This is just another version
of the reduction of the subject. Nevertheless, Foucault’s positing of
impersonal and coercive forms of normalization is an important
and valid insight. But here again it is important to give a more
balanced account than Foucault in fact offers; in” particular, we
must note that not all conformity to social forms is the
consequences of coercion. Clearly, there are all manner of social
practices, conventions and institutional participation which arise
from voluntary and rational decision making. Examples here
would be driving on the left hand side of the road in countries
where this is the legal requirement, or casting a vote in a country
where one is not legally constrained to do so. In such instances,
what is at issue is the participation in mutually beneficial social
arrangements, not domination and submission.

In the light of these observations about the exercise of power in
the social sphere, what more sophisticated account of discourse
and its relation to power can be offered? Such an account would
have to begin by acknowledging that, as I take myself to have
demonstrated, discourse cannot be wholly a function of power.
And it now becomes apparent why this is so. In the first instance, it
is so because the functions of many of the institutions and social
practices in which discourse is embedded is at least in part one of
social facilitation. This in turn means that one of the functions of
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discourse within such institutions is to achieve mutually beneficial
social arrangements. Thus, much of the medical discourse
conducted in hospitals is for the benefit of patients. A second
reason that discourse cannot be wholly a function of power is that
the very rules that are in part constitutive of discourse, and which
to some extent render discourse autonomous from extra-discursive
social structures and institutions, are themselves of a mutually
beneficial type. An example here would be the convention of
telling the truth. This, to put it mildly, is of great benefit to people
participating in discourse; indeed, without this convention any
discursive enterprise would collapse. A third reason for the above
is that the totality of socially given rules, procedures etc.,
discursive and non-discursive, is not sufficient to determine
discourse. Here that analogy with a game of chess might again be
helpful. In playing chess one can conform to the totality of the rules
of the game; yet this conformity does not wholly determine the
moves one makes. On the contrary, at any given time there are
always many legitimate moves available and the agency of the
player resides in his/her being able to make rational choices among
the possibilities. Just so, the speaker-subject in discourse can
always make rational choices among a vast array of possible speech
acts. Contrary to the findings of structuralist and discourse power
theory, the subject in the practice of discourse is not a pawn in the
game but rather a player.

We have established, then, that discourse is not wholly
determined by social power, and that in fact a key determining
factor is the mutual benefit accruing to agents. In addition to this,
there will of course be moves — that is, speech acts — performed
because they are in the interests of the individual speakers
concerned. Here we can plausibly talk about power; but it is a form
of personal rather than social power we are talking about. An
example here would be that of a speech act involving self-serving
flattery. It is clearly false to claim that all instance of self-serving
flattery can be accounted for with recourse only to the totality of
social, institutional, discursive and non-discursive rules and
practices. Clearly, there are many instances in which such speech
acts can only be fully accounted for in terms of the agent’s
individual psychology and circumstances. Thus, one person may
flatter in order to allay personal insecurity and another to gain
personal advancement. In other words, psychology does not
reduce to sociology. Moreover, the psychology of particular
individuals and groups has a reciprocal impact on social institutions
and practices. A further important point in this connection is that
in virtue of their capacity for rational deliberation and imaginative
construction, agents are able to make judgements and perform
speech acts which are not fully determined by the totality of
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sociological or psychological factors adumbrated above. This is
because there are discernible rational connections and possible
alternative conceptions of ways of proceeding in the realm of both
thought and action which are neither socially given nor determined
by personal self-interest.

We saw earlier that the claim that discourse is wholly determined
by relations of power is false. But it now seems clear that even a
weakened version of this thesis is untenable. This is because
anything wishing to identify itself as discourse-power theory
would have at least to hold that the principal determinant of
discourse was necessarily what I have called impersonal social
power. But it is clear that impersonal social power is but one
amongst an array of determinants; and even if in some contexts it
may turn out to be the most important of these determinants, this is
by no means necessarily the case.

If we ask why it is that in the hands of discourse-power
theorists the notion of power has assumed such grandiose
proportions, one answer (aside the French penchant for
intellectual hyperbole) is surely that such theorists have allowed
themselves to be dazzled by the glamour of the notion itself.
Consequently, they have not sufficiently troubled themselves — or
indeed their readers — over certain fundamental questions relating
to the origin and basis of power. Instead, they have become fixated
upon the sui generis notion of impersonal social power; a notion so
amorphous and all-encompassing that it obscures precisely those
questions that need to be asked if a proper understanding of social
power relations is to be attained. Were they to ask these questions,
it would surely become apparent that power is embedded, either
directly or indirectly via institutions and other social arrangements,
in specific individual persons and groups of persons, and that,
moreover, such persons and groups exercise power, either directly
or indirectly, on the basis ultimately of their own desires, interests,
beliefs, needs, ends and so on. Once it is recognized that power is
so variously implicated in human and social dispositions, ends etc.,
two things follow. First, that the notion of power only has
explanatory force when linked to other notions such as interest,
belief, need etc.” Second, that some other social phenomena are
on occasion explicable without recourse to the notion of power at
all, or with only limited recourse to it. Thus we often adduce
mutual interest, together with appropriate beliefs, as the basic
explanation for the action of groups — actions like driving on the
left hand side of the road — without any recourse to the notion of
power. It needs also to be said that in some quarters amorphous
and undifferentiated notions of power (like those of ideology) have
gained acceptance because the theorists in question have
characterized their enterprise as ‘scientific’ and have aggressively
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contrasted it to what they see as the methodological imprecision of
‘humanist’ scholarship. But in fact, there is nothing ‘scientific’
about the proposition that power is a malevolent presence in
everything and everywhere. Indeed, such a proposition is a close
approximation to some extreme theological notions of evil, and
belongs more in the realms of superstition than it does in those of
science.

Rhodes University,
Grahamstown.
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Are People Social Abstractions?
The Case of Procrastination

Lance Lachenicht

Introduction

Traditional psychological accounts of how action originates — for
example, value-expectancy theory — centre on the notions of:
preferences (values), which are based upon psychological
dispositions and experience; beliefs (expectancies), which are
based upon experience and social information; and opportunity or
the current circumstances in which a person is located. The
traditional model may be fleshed out with an account of the
cognitive processes which underlie decision-making (e.g. Kuhl,
1985) and with more detailed accounts of ‘motivational dynamics’
— how preferences may arise, fluctuate and conflict (e.g., the
work of Freud, or Atkinson and Birch, 1970). Recent European
psychology has come to reject this model, looking instead ‘towards
social structures and processes for the explanations of
psychological matters’ (Harré, 1984, p. ix). Harré expresses this
new view very clearly when he states:

The fundamental human reality is a conversation, effectively
without beginning or end, to which, from time to time, individuals
may make contributions. All that is personal in our mental and
emotional lives is individually appropriated from the conversation
going on around us and perhaps idiosyncratically transformed. The
structure of our thinking and feeling will reflect, in various ways, the
form and content of that conversation. The main thesis . .. is that
mind is no sort of entity, but a system of beliefs structured by a
cluster of grammatical models. The science of psychology must be
reshaped accordingly. (Harré, 1984, p. 20)

In this new view not only must preferences be construed as a form
of belief (for they cannot be grounded in psychological
dispositions) but ‘sub-personal’ cognitive processes must be
rejected as reflecting the fallacy of individualism — the idea that
human action is the product of individual mental processes. Harré
adamantly rejects the recent use of artificial intelligence or
computer models in analysing mind. Indeed he rejects all models
based upon processes within a person. Instead from his picture of a
socially constructed mind Harré derives a theory of absolute
agency, in which human willing is unconstrained by ‘sub-personal’

Theoria 76, October 1990, pp. 127-146.
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psychological processes. Harré states: “To be an agent is to
conceive of oneself as (hold a theory that one is) a being in
possession of an ultimate power of decision and action’ (Harré,
1984, p. 29).

The purpose of the present paper is to explore Harré’s account
of the origination of action, and test its generality by applying it to
the topic of procrastination — a topic chosen by Harré himself to
illustrate his views. To begin with, some of the sources for social
constructivist thinking in general will be outlined, and then Harré’s
theory will be developed in detail. Thereafter, Harré’s account
of procrastination will be contrasted with more traditional
psychological accounts.

Sources of Modern Social Constructivism

Modern social constructivists are drawing upon two different
intellectual traditions, which have independently converged upon
the view that the psychological realm, if it exists at all, is merely a
reflection of social processes, and that, therefore, to believe that
psychological processes are causaily effective (for example, to
believe that there are internal motivational processes which cause
us to act) is to fall victim to an illusion — perhaps a necessary
illusion — arising from misconceptions about the real nature of
psychological phenomena. Both intellectual traditions from which
modern social constructivists draw have been strongly shaped by a
rejection of Cartesian dualism, the distinction between a conscious
inner self and a lawful outer physical reality. The problems
generated by Cartesian dualism are well known: How can the
mind, conceived as an inner self, act upon the body to produce
physical action and speech; and how can I know what you are
thinking and feeling when all I have to go on are what you are
doing and saying? One of the intellectual sources for modern social
constructivism, the revival of Aristotle’s view of the mind as
filtered through Wittgenstein, rejects Cartesian dualism by
locating the mind squarely in language games indulged in by
different communities, while the other intellectual source of social
contructivism, the Russian psychological tradition begun by
Vygotsky, follows Marx in its view that the mind is the product of
the material forces operating in society. We will very briefly review
these intellectual traditions as a foundation for presenting Harré’s
social constructivist views.

Aristotle, as part of a comprehensive biology, created a three-
fold classification of intellectual abilities. At the lowest level are
animals which only possess sensory capabilities as well as a limited
and rigid range of movements. More advanced animals have what
Aquinas called ‘estimative powers’, the ability to use their sensory
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capabilities to imagine a bodily movement and its result before it is
carried out, as a cat anticipates the result of its pounce upon a
mouse and is surprised when that result is not achieved. Aristotle’s
third level of intellectual achievement — intellectual
representations — is restricted to humans. Of course people also
possess both sensory and estimative powers, but they add to these a
largely linguistic capacity to represent the world in propositions.
For Aristotle, propositions are not sensory, and do not depend
upon estimative powers. Rather propositions have the novel
properties that (1) they can be true or false (a sensory image cannot
be true or false), and (2) that people can relate to them in a variety
of ways. Bertrand Russell, one of the revivers of Aristotle’s views,
suggested the term ‘propositional attitudes’ for the various ways in
which people can relate to propositions. If we call a particular
proposition, say the proposition that ‘All men are mortal’, x, then
people may believe that x, hope that x, fear that x, desire that x,
and the like. All of these relations between people and x are
propositional attitudes. The essential element of Aristotle’s view is
that thinking is representational and that representations are
propositional in character.

But what are propositional attitudes? Bertrand Russell had no
doubt that they were psychological occurrences of a certain sort,
and this view remains strong both in psychology and in philosophy.
But Wittgenstein, while retaining the elements of Aristotle’s
views, rejected Russell’s psychological interpretation. Instead
Wittgenstein adopted an extreme form of linguistic realism,
arguing that propositional attitudes are really features of certain
language games which linguistic communities play. For
Wittgenstein, propositional attitudes arise in language games and
not in people’s heads, and it is a mistake to think that they are
psychological. Since propositional attitudes, according to the
Aristotelian view, are the distinguishing property of human
mentation, it is clear that Wittgenstein was putting forward the
radical claim that people are essentially social, that the inner
psychological realm is an illusion created by misinterpreting the
meaning of particular terms, abstracted from the language games
in which they arose. Harré’s work lies squarely within the
philosophical tradition originating in this radical Wittgensteinian
claim.

Vygotsky’s psychology, on which the second intellectual
tradition from which modern social constructivism is drawn, is
based upon two main ideas. First, reflecting its Marxist origins,
is the claim that an individual’s consciousness reflects the
organization of activity in society. Secondly, reflecting the
influence of American pragmatism, is the claim that it is in activity,
not passive reception, that the mind is shaped. Putting these two
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ideas together leads to the developmental claim that the individual
‘appropriates’ his mind from the society in which he lives.
These developmental ideas are synthesized into two general
developmental principles: first that consciousness can only grasp a
skill that is already possessed and practised in action, so that
consciousness is always derivative; and secondly, what Vygotsky
referred to as his genetic law, that any psychological function
appears first on the social level and thereafter on the psychological
level. These claims, taken together, assert that intellectual
functioning first exists on a societal level, that society progressively
includes the infant as a participant in its intellectual functioning,
and as an infant acquires and masters essentially social skills so
they are gradually grasped by the developing infant on the level of
consciousness. Notice that for Vygotsky the inner psychological
world really exists, but that it arises from and depends upon social
processes. !

Harré’s Social Construction of the Mind

Harré has not always been a social constructionist. He began as a
realist philosopher of the natural sciences, particularly concerned
with the notion of ‘powers’ (Harré, 1970, 1988), a notion which he
gradually came to apply to the human sciences (Shotter, in press).
Construing agency in terms of powers allowed Harré to separate
the difficult task of describing the whole of an agent’s nature from
the much more manageable task of describing what the agent will
and can do while leaving open the question of how the powers are
to be constituted. Harré was also inspired by Chomsky’s generative
grammar, and believed that self-directed behaviour performed by
reference to rules ‘is the prototype of behaviour in ordinary daily
living’ (Harré and Secord, 1972, p. 9). Harré has spent much time
elucidating the social rules embodied in the rituals of everyday
life, a process facilitated by his adoption of the ‘dramaturgical’
perspective, where people are seen as actors living out a social
script.

Over the years Harré has moved from this realist model of action
towards social constructionism by studying (1) the role of
negotiation and moral orders in the analysis of action, and (2) the
problem of how people acquire a mastery of a skill from the people
around them — a problem which naturally leads to the work of
Vygotsky (see Shotter, in press). The first concern, dealing as it
does with moral orders and negotiation, suggests that rules
(Harré’s earlier realist foundation for action) are not merely
followed but created and negotiated in social interaction. This line
of argument led Harré to the Wittgensteinian suggestion that mind
may arise from ‘language games’, and that ‘the fine grain of human
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psychological functioning is a product of the language that a person
has acquired’ (Harré, 1986b, p. 288). The second concern, dealing
with the acquisition of skills leads naturally to Vygotsky’s laws of
development (see above). From these laws Harré (1986) has drawn
the conclusion that the psychology of each individual is created by
‘appropriating’ the conversational forms and strategies available to
each individual in the surrounding everyday conversational
activity. People, as it were, construct a personal discourse on the
model of a public discourse, and by doing so, they become complex
mental beings which possess ‘inner worlds’ (Harré, 1986).
Individuality, in this social view of the mind, is largely a matter of a
person’s biography and of the ‘personal projects’ that he or she
takes up.

In his book Personal Being Harré (1984) sets out some of his
conclusions about the nature of the ‘fundamental human reality’
(i.e. conversation) in which people are embedded and from which
they draw their inner lives. To begin with, conversation constructs
a reality which provides a ‘referential grid’ or moral and political
‘space’ in which a person functions. In this Vygotskian moral and
political space pronouns such as ‘I’ and ‘you’ do not refer to
empirical people but index momentary locations (occupied by the
person) in the moral and political space. Other anchoring
(indexical) expressions such as ‘there’, ‘here’ and ‘now’ anchor the
conversation in a larger linguistic reality, and such anchoring of the
conversation forms the basis of later ‘accounts’ of the conversation.
Any entities and states created by a conversation are therefore
really specific locations within the conversational space, which in
turn is located in a larger social, moral and political space. (Entities
and states created by a conversation may include emotions, rights,
duties, and the like.) Within the moral and political space created
by the conversation, any actions or utterances can either refer to
entities or states created by the conversation, or can change the
nature of these entities and states. Changing the nature of
conversational entities may involve, for example, changing the
range and distribution of conversational rights and duties available
at that time to the participants in the conversation. Examples of
conversational rights include who may particpate in the
conversation (e.g. a secretary taking notes at a meeting is not
usually entitled to participate in the conversation, but this may
change if her opinion is explicitly solicited), and whose turn it is to
speak (e.g. the rules of meetings lay down procedures for
determining who may speak). Entities created by conversations
include rights, duties, obligations and emotions.

Harré (1984) has attempted to clarify his picture of social space
by defining two contrasting polarities: (1) One dimension he terms
a mental activity’s mode of display or its manifestation, and
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distinguishes between whether its performance is publicly
available, or whether it occurs privately, i.e., whether we make it
accessible or inaccessible to others; and (2) the other dimension he
terms the activity’s location, and distinguishes whether it is located
in a collection of people or in the individual. The two dimensions
together form what Harré refers to as a ‘“Vygotskian’ space of four
quadrants (depicted in figure 1).

Display
public
v I
individual collective
Location
111 II
private

Figure 1 Harré’s social space

The public/private dimension of Harré’s social space is explicitly
contrasted with the Cartesian distinction between inner-subjective
and outer-objective worlds. For Harré all thoughts and
psychological phenomena can be made public, and there is nothing
intrinsically private about psychological phenomena. In Harré’s
words:

... the private/public continuum is not the same as the inner/outer
dichotomy. One way of doing things privately is to hide your cards
behind your hand, another way is to hide your emotions behind your
face. From the point of view of the philosophy and practice of
psychology, I do not think there is all that much difference. (Harré,
1984b, p. 129)

Examples of thoughts and psychological processes that are publicly
displayed include writing and talking and jumping up and down
with rage. Harré’s other dimension — the individual or collective
location of thought — refers to the fact that more than one person



Are People Social Abstractions? 133

may be required to complete a mental act. Some decisions, for
example, can only be taken by committees, and some bodies of
knowledge transcend their representation in any one individual but
exist in a collective. For example, Harré (1984b) cites studies
showing that individual football hooligans do not have a complete
representation of football violence, and these people therefore
make use of a body of knowledge which exists only in a collective.

Harré’s depiction of social space (in figure 1) can elucidate the
Vygotskian notion of ‘appropriation’, the developmental process
whereby the child internalizes public mentation to create a
potentially private mind. Appropriation involves the transfer of
rules and conventions that govern public conversation from
quadrant 1 (both public and collective) through quadrant 2
(collective but private) to quadrant 3 (individual and private). The
child initially only participates in publicly displayed collective
activities, but gradually comes to be able to reproduce these
activities privately whilst participating in a collective. Eventually,
however, the child will be able to reproduce these activities outside
the collective activity, at which point the rules and conventions
have been thoroughly privatized. Thereafter, the child is in a
position to publicly display these privatized appropriations
(quadrant 4), and the cycle is complete. Clearly, Harré’s social
space allows us to understand how mind arises from society, but
even more, it ‘allows us to think of the mind of another person as
spread out over all four quadrants’ (Harré, 1986a). A mind, says
Harré, ‘is a partially fenced off area of the vast prairie of human
conversation, an area in which a little farming goes on, with a few
animals taken from the vast herds that roam the prairie.” (1987,
p. 42).

It is important to realize, as Shotter (in press) notes, that for
Harré, whilst involved in conversations, people are essentially
simple beings only able to ‘move’ and be ‘moved’ by the talk and
activities of other conversational participants. (The word ‘move’
should be taken literally since Harré thinks of conversation as a
kind of space in which people mark specific locations.) People
change from such simple beings when the conversational activity
breaks down so that they must provide an account of their doings,
i.e., when they must justify their conduct. The need to provide
accounts of conduct within conversational structures allows a
larger social order to intrude into the personal. When conversation
breaks down repairs may be necessary, and it is the nature and
negotiation of the accounts of the breakdown together with the
publicly agreed upon social and moral order which determines the
nature of the repairs that are necessary. In this way personal
activity comes to be rooted in the social.?

One important topic remains: How does Harré, the social
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constructivist, account for the deeply entrenched belief that we
have a self? Harré’s (1987) analysis of the self begins with a firm
distinction between persons and selves:

By ‘person’ I will mean a human being as a social individual,
embodied and publicly identifiable, while by ‘self’ I will mean that
inner unity to which all personal experience belongs, as attributes of
a subject. There could be persons without selves. (Harré, 1987,

p.42)

Persons are easily and publicly identifiable, but selves are
mysterious entities which have no immediately observable
psychological properties. Harré wishes to assert that selves are in
fact theoretical entities, created on analogy with the public concept
of ‘persons’, by social processes. He bases these claims on an
analysis of indexical terms in conversations. Indexical terms are
such words as ‘I’, ‘me’, ‘you’, ‘he’ and ‘they’ — a set of terms which
anchor a conversation to a social context, or as Harré puts it, ‘label
the conversation with the occasion of its utterance’. Third person
indexical expressions, such as ‘He is sad’ or “They are jealous’ are a
kind of description which can be tested against the observable
evidence, but first person statements such as ‘I am in pain’ or ‘I
wish he would come’ are avowals and not descriptions. In making
this claim Harré is following Wittgenstein, who pointed out that
saying, ‘I wish he would come’ does not involve setting up a
hypothesis which might turn out to be true or false, but rather
functions as an avowal which can be judged to be sincere or
insincere. Wittgenstein argues that first person statements of this
kind lack criteria and therefore could never be true or false. The
sincerity or insincerity of avowals is a matter for moral appraisal
rather than a matter for scientific investigation. All of this
is, of course, standard Wittgensteinian analysis, no matter how
obscure it may seem to non-Wittgensteinians. The standard
Wittgensteinian analysis really shows that first person indexicals
are not referencing an inner self but merely serve to attach an
utterance to a speaker, a socially constituted person. The point of
the analysis is to render the idea of a self superfluous.

However, Harré points out that the standard Wittgensteinian
analysis is inadequate because first person avowals may be used
reflexively to create second order avowals like ‘I believe I ...  or ‘I
am not quite sure, but I think I ...". Here Harré asserts that the
embedded sentence in the second order avowal has ‘a logical
grammar modelled on that of third person psychological
statements’ (1987, p. 46), as though I were assessing the quality of
my avowals as I would assess yours. Recall that third person
indexicals are treated as descriptions and not avowals. Harré
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remarks that:

It could have been the public person, the very same being which is
indexed by the outermost ‘I which locates the second order avowal
of belief, doubt, etc. in the array of persons. But I believe that in our
culture the embedded ‘T’, behaving like ‘He’ or ‘She’, is taken to
denote the unobservable centre of our experience, that which I have
called the ‘self’. Second order avowals make a ‘space’, so to speak,
for a theory of our ‘selves’ to get a purchase on our psychology, and
so on our mental structure. (Harré, 1987, p. 46)

In other words, Harré’s argument is basically this: we have no
inner selves, as the social constructivist psychology presented
earlier implies. However, because embedded first person avowals
seem to function in the same way as third person statements for
which real criteria exist, a theory has been created on an analogy
with the social concept of a person, which suggests that we have a
hidden inner self which is referenced by the embedded indexical.
The idea of a self is therefore, according to Harré, a bit of folk
science which is, unfortunately, wrong. Perhaps one can say that
the idea of ‘self’ is comparable to the early notion of phlogiston, the
fluid theory of heat. The fact that the theory is false, of course,
does not imply that it does not influence our psychology (of course
it does) any more than the fact that phlogiston did not exist did not
mean that it did not influence the behaviour of chemists and
physicists of the eighteenth century. The theory of ‘selves’ is an
illusion which causes western people to become particular kinds of
socially constituted persons different from other persons created
by other cultures. But the fact that this theory changes the kind of
socially constituted beings we are does not make us anything else
but socially constituted beings, in Harré’s view. And this point is
supported by ethnographic investigations which reveal different
ways in which people can be socially constituted. For example,
Harré is at pains to point out that other cultures — such as the
Eskimo (Harré 1987, p. 50) — have not indulged in this bit of
pseudo science and have no concept of an inner self. Harré states
that:

The Eskimo language, Inuit, admits only of indexical reference to
persons, a pronomial suffix, directing attention towards or away
from the speaker. And the ethnography [of Eskimos] reveals a
complementary doctrine of collective moral responsibility, a theory
of art in which the craftsman is merely a passive releaser of the
potency of the material, and so on. (Harré, 1987, p. 50)

Harré’s Account of Agency and the Will

Within the general framework sketched above Harré offers a
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specific account of agency and human willing which can be applied
to procrastination and other instances of weakness of will. To
begin with, people are agents because they have appropriated a
theory from the social realm that they are agents:

To be an agent is to be something more than a creature with a
subpersonal psychology formed of active components like drives,
motivations, intentions and desires. To be an agent is to conceive of
oneself as (hold a theory that one is) a being in possession of an
ultimate power of decision and action. A pure agent is capable of
deciding between alternatives, even if they are equally attractive or
forceful. A pure agent is capable of overcoming temptations and
distractions to realize its plans. It can adopt new principles and it can
curbits own desires. (Harré, 1984, p. 29)

The theory which people have swallowed in order to become
agents is not to be confused with the psychological idea of a ‘self-
concept’, which is a set of beliefs that a person holds about him or
herself. Rather, it is to be thought of in a Kantian sense as
constitutive of agency, as that without which agency would not be
possible. Harré rejects all ‘subpersonal’ constraints upon this
agency, though an agent is always ‘accountable’ to the moral
orders in which he or she is embedded.

Harré’s analysis of agency draws upon his work on the concept of
‘powers’ and the use of this concept in science (e.g., Harré, 1988).
He suggests that there are two ‘action schemata’ commonly used in
science, one of which corresponds with agency. In the first schema
a being is a ‘patient’ for it is quiescent unless it receives an external
stimulus which sets it into motion:

Being + Stimulus— Action [Patient Schema]

The patient schema should be familiar to psychologists from its use
in ‘stimulus-response’ psychology. It is to be contrasted with an
‘agent schema’. A being is an agent if it needs no stimulus in order
to act, but only needs to be released from restraining conditions.
This yields the following agent schema:

Being — Restraint— Action [Agent Schema]

Physical examples of this agent schema would include a tightly
wound spring, which simply needs to be released in order to
produce action. However, in this physical example, it is obvious
that the spring must first be wound before it can be released. Harré
refers to this fact (the winding of the spring) as the being acquiring
an action tendency which can be released.
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Being (+ Tendency) — Restraint— Action

Harré thinks that human action can be partially modelled
according to this modified agent schema. The ‘tendencies’ to action
which people acquire are to be analysed as intentions, which are
hierarchically organized patterns of means-ends reasoning. If a
person (say) wishes to write a book he must construct a hierarchy
of intentions, beginning with such high level intentions as the aim
to write clearly, and proceeding down to such low level intentions
as pressing the keys of a type-writer. As Harré remarks ‘each
superior level [of intention] serves to define a means for achieving
a task defined in a formulated intention in an inferior level’ (Harré,
1984, p.191). Naturally, for Harré, the power to formulate
intentions is ‘appropriated’ by a child from the ongoing
conversation in which the child is embedded. As with many
Wittgensteinian philosophers, Harré would view intention as made
possible by the possession of a language (see e.g., Kenny, 1975).

For Harré, then, a person’s freedom of action arises from his
capacity to move up or down or across hierarchies of intention.
(Intentions are seen as ‘multi-nested’, giving a person ample scope
for freedom of action.) Sartre’s claim that ‘to be a human being is
to be capable of negating everything I have been’ is cited with
approval, for ‘hierarchies of shifts from principle to principle are
the structural mark of mentation organized as a person’ (Harré,
1984, p.195). People are seen as choosing between principles
operative at one level of intention by taking account of the
principles operating at another level in the hierarchy, ‘and this
explains why on one occasion we choose one course of action and
on another, another’ (Harré, 1984, p.192). Harré does not say
much about the ‘restraints’ which prevent the release ot human
action, but it seems that he would analyse these in terms of
the constraints arising from the interrelationship of different
hierachies of intentions, though lack of social and physical
opportunities for carrying out an action are also mentioned.

But Harré does not regard this analysis as sufficient: multi-
nested intentions cannot ‘do justice to two features of common
experience: trying before succeeding, and failing through laziness
and procrastination’ (Harré, 1984, p.191). Here Harré is worried
about cases where someone has formulated an intention, for
example, to go on diet, and knows that this will involve refusing
pieces of cake at tea time, but who still accepts the piece of cake
when the time arrives. Procrastination clearly presents a similar
problem, for the procrastinator has formulated an intention which
he does not carry out. To account for mental effort and
procrastination Harré produces a still more complex agent schema:
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Being (+ Tendency) — Restraint + ACTIVATION — Action

activation in this revised schema corresponds to the
traditional ‘act of will’, though of course Harré emphatically
rejects any such mentalist idea. Instead, Harré argues that
activation corresponds to the foundational theory that an
agent has appropriated from the social order, namely that he or she
is an agent and can therefore act as he or she pleases.

In trying to give an account of the foundational theory which a
peson has appropriated in order to become an agent, Harré refers
to Kenny’s (1975, 1979) ‘imperative theory of the will’. Essentially
Kenny’s theory is based upon the Wittgensteinian notion that
mental acts and states are to be analysed in terms of their linguistic
expressions, and upon (what Kenny takes to be) the successful
application of this doctrine to acts of judgement by Geach (1957).
Such an analysis is very suitable for Harré’s purposes because
private and individual mental acts are seen as being based upon
public or collective acts. Kenny suggests that there is an almost
exact parallel between Geach’s analysis of acts of belief and
judgement, and acts of will and volition, and he draws up a table to
illustrate the parallel (Kenny, 1975, pp. 42-43).

Cognitive Affective
Assertion Fiat

Believe Volit

Judge Decide

Perceive Will

Knowledge a priori Idle wishing
Testimony Command
Inference Practical reasoning

Table1 Parallel between acts of will and acts of belief

Notice that Kenny introduces a general affective word ‘volit’ to
correspond with the general cognitive word ‘believe’. Kenny’s
analysis suggests that testimony stands in the same relation to
belief that commands do to ‘volits’, and that perception is related
to judgement in the same way that will is related to decision. The
only difference between the cognitive and affective expressions is
the ‘mood’ (assertoric versus imperative) of their expression: the
content of the mental acts is the same.

In ‘appropriating’ Kenny’s theory, Harré (1984, p. 194) remarks
that, once again, public-collective models make individual mental
acts possible as ‘privatized appropriations’. Importantly, they
include the example that ‘to act voluntarily is to command oneself
to do’ (ibid.). The activation ingredient in Harré’s agent
schema can now be explained as
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... a complex of beliefs about my own nature with a repertoire of
speech acts to go with them. There is no more (and no less) mystery
in coming to understand how I can obey myself than in coming to
understand how I can obey you. In general, my obedience to your
commands is explicable in terms of our relative location in one or
more moral orders . .. Precisely the same must be said of personal
agency. There is a moral order in which I stand in various relations
to myself, expressed in remarks like “You owe it to yourself’, ‘Don’t
let yourself down’ and so on. To understand agency (and its sibling
akrasia) is to have a grasp of this moral order as it is differently
realized in various cultures. (Harré, 1984, p. 195)

Before turning to Harré’s account of procrastination a few critical
remarks are in order. First, Harré’s unlimited account of agency
leaves no room for indirect rationality (i.e., the attempt by a weak-
willed agent to pre-commit his behaviour so that temptations may
be resisted, as Ulysses pre-committed his behaviour so as to both
allow himself to hear the sirens and not succumb to their lure), for
indirect rationality (with its roots in the internal limitations of
humanity) is simply not necessary. Ulysses knew that he could not
resist the siren’s song, so he had himself bound to the mast of his
ship and he had his sailors’ ears stuffed with wax, and in this way he
overcame the limits of his powers. Yet in Harré’s account it is
difficult to see how Ulysses could have had a problem (or at least, a
problem which could not have been overcome by a change of
beliefs). In a similar vein, Harré’s socialized account of the will
makes it difficult to understand why temptations occur, for a
person’s tendencies (intentions) as well as their activation (will), is
drawn from the social realm. It seems, if Harré’s account of will is
correct, that all instances of indirect rationality in human affairs
must be construed as resting upon a mistake about the limits of
rationality.

A second point is to notice that Harré’s chosen term for the
manner in which an individual obtains material from the social
world (the individual is said to ‘appropriate’ from the social realm)
conceals a certain amount of complexity. In fact the relationship
between the individual and the social (in the form of other people)
can take many forms, of which coercion, persuasion, commands,
and seduction are but a few examples. If ‘commands’ can be
appropriated as internal acts of will, and ‘coercion’ presents special
problems (for there is no internal counterpart to force), what of
‘persuasion’ and ‘seduction’? The very idea of seduction, for
example, is to coerce (by small tempting steps) someone into doing
something not initially desired, and by so doing to change his or her
mind. Yet it is difficult to understand how seduction can occur
except by postulating desires which are relatively independent of
belief (and of moral orders), a position which would warrant
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indirect rationality (i.e., self-management strategies — see
Ainslie, 1986). Further, if seduction is construed as a public-
collective act which can be ‘appropriated’ then we have a social
model for indirect rationality, for a person can attempt to shape his
own desires by setting up a series of small tempting steps (much as
a smoker attempts to wean himself from his destructive habit). In
general, it seems to the present writer that the term ‘seduction’
(and its various counterparts in child rearing, such as ‘weaning’ and
‘training’) may offer a better characterization of what occurs
between children and adults in development than does the term
‘appropriation’, at least in so far as desires are concerned.

Finally, it is worth following Shotter (in press) and Gergen
(1988) in pointing to the tension in Harré’s work between his
realism and his social constructivism. Realism essentially involves
two claims: (1) That we can warrant our claims to knowledge by
appealing to structured entities which exist independently of our
knowledge or of our experience of them: and (2) that there is no
essential difference between conducting investigations and
warranting claims to knowledge in the natural and in the social
sciences. Social constructivism seems to imply the denial of both of
these claims. That Harré’s picture of the mind draws on his realism
can be casily demonstrated. Firstly, the notion of ‘powers’ is
introduced into psychology by Harré with the understanding that
powers depend upon underlying generative mechanisms, which
can, for the moment, remain unspecified. But this move is
only legitimate if it is possible, perhaps at some future time, to
specify underlying generative mechanisms, a claim which the
thoroughgoing social constructivist is likely to deny. Secondly,
Harré constantly assumes that the methods of the natural sciences
-— which traditional psychologists have badly misunderstood —can
and should be applied to psychological and social phenomena.
Indeed, his primary rationale for introducing such notions as
‘powers’ is that these are notions which natural scientists have
found useful, and which may therefore be useful in the social
realm. Harré has also written a book (Harré, 1986) defending
realism in the natural sciences against the relativism of
thoroughgoing social constructivists. However, Harré’s own social
constructivism seems to undermine his realism. On the one hand
we have a picture of underlying generative mechanisms justifying
the ascription of powers to people and on the other we have a
theoretical system which suggests that the primary human reality is
a conversation. Consider also Harré’s commitment to the notions
of accountability and the negotiation of social reality which, when
taken seriously (see Shotter, 1984), suggest that psychology is a
moral science which cannot legitimately appeal to any underlying
realities which either lie outside of the conversational and moral
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order, or which constrain the openness of human behaviour.
Clearly, the tension between realism and social constructivism in
Harré’s work has not been satisfactorily resolved (Gergen, 1988).

Harré on Procrastination

Harré’s account of agency emphasizes the role of moral orders
in the evaluation of action. With respect to procrastination
Harré is obviously right. Procrastination takes place against the
background of the ‘work ethic’ which dominates our culture, and
which renders students and others who procrastinate
reprehensible.

Apart from pointing to the moral orders against which
procrastination is evaluated, Harré offers a number of different
explanations for procrastination. These include: (1) proofs of
autonomy; (2) procrastination as a choice disguised by a self-
serving alibi; (3) Aristotle’s idea that one may possess knowledge
without applying it; and (4) a special kind of ignorance. The
explanation most prominently featured in Harré (1984) is the idea
that procrastination is a proof of autonomy. Since Harré has
defined agency in such absolute and unlimited terms, no internal
limits or conflicts could prevent a person from acting, so that a
failure to act becomes inexplicable. Harré claims that such acts are
indeed inexplicable except as proofs that an agent really has
absorbed the theory which makes him an agent and is offering a
socially defined proof that he can act as he pleases. In Harré’s
words:

The argument for an ultimate source of agency above, as it were,
subpersonal powerful particulars, such as desires and intentions,
depends upon treating akrasia (‘weakness of will’) and bloody-
mindedness as socially defined proofs of autonomy, inexplicable by
reference to structures of subpersonal mental components. Both
sorts of failing are instances of public acts of personal defiance of the
imperative to action usually represented in the means-end pairs like
intention-rule sets that are taken as mandatory forms of cognition,
atleast in contemporary Western societies. (Harré, 1984, p. 29)

Such ‘proofs of autonomy’ do not involve defying other people (ihe
negativistic explanation of procrastination), but rather the very
‘imperative to action’ which lies at the base of our culture. It seems
that rather little can be said about them, except to point out that it
would be difficult to find evidence against the idea, that the idea
does not make much sense apart from Harré’s (and perhaps
Sartre’s) philosophies, and that alternative (and seemingly more
plausible) explanations can be offered for any particular instance
of procrastination (as a review of literature on procrastination
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demonstrates — see Lachenicht, 1989). In this regard consider the
difficulty of reconciling psychological research findings that
procrastinaors tend to be very anxious (and frequently depressed)
people who are often mystified by their own inability to act with
the assertive and conscious character of Harré’s ‘proofs of
autonomy’.

A second approach to procrastination involves the suggestion
that it can always be construed as a deliberate choice disguised by
means of a socially acceptable alibi. (Harré argues that all motive
talk involves putting forward, and negotiating the acceptability of
alibis; he is inclined to reduce motives to excuses). Harré (1984,
p. 198) suggests the following alibi schema as being appropriate:

(a) A knows he/she should (moral imperative) do x

(b) Afailstodox

(c) A searches for a Y, the doing of which would provide an alibi
to self or others for not doing x

Various examples of this schema are said to be offered by Sabini

and Silver (1982). If we turn to Sabini and Silver we see that they

describe four ‘strains’ of procrastination:

(a) ‘The illicit division of time.” A person has a certain amount of
time (say four hours) to complete an assignment. A particular
distraction (say a pop song on the TV) takes up only a very small
amount of time (e.g., five minutes). The procrastinator compares
the small amount of time taken up by the distraction with the large
amount of time available for the assignment, and concludes that so
little time is at stake that it will not produce any substantial harm to
watch the pop song. The trouble is that the procrastinaor repeats
this reasoning chain at the end of the distraction (and again at the
end of each subsequent distraction), thus ensuring that no work
gets done.

(b) ‘Recipes versus criteria.” A person has some assignment to do
for which there is no recipe, though the actor knows what will
count as a good performance of the assignment. Because the actor
does not know how to set about the task, and does not want to
abandon it, he or she will find some trivial task which will keep him
or her on the spot, and thus able to take up the task, as soon as
inspiration strikes. The procrastinator therefore finds himself
rearranging the books on his shelf, or performing some other
trivial task, instead of doing the major assignment.

(c) ‘Substituting merit.” The procrastinator is faced with some
onerous task the performance of which will carry a certain amount
of merit. Because the procrastinator wants to think of himself or
herself as meritorious, he or she looks around for some other less
onerous task which will also carry a certain amount of merit,
irrationally substituting the merit of the first task for the merit of
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the second task. Thus instead of writing a term paper, a student
may industriously clean his or her flat. The irrationality of this
procrastinator arises from the failure to sort out his or her
priorities, to choose between being a housewife/husband or
obtaining a qualification.

(d) ‘Dramatizing commitment.’ In attempting to perform a task,
the procrastinator goes through all the motions of commitment to
the task, for example, turning down invitations to the beach in
order to work, or taking suitcases full of books with him on holiday
intending to use them, but all the while failing to perform the task.
Here Sabini and Silver suggest that the procrastinator is
dramatizing commitment to the task in order to convince him or
herself and others that he really intends to perform the task.

Reflection upon these four strains suggests that only the last two
can be made to fit Harré’s alibi schema. The ‘illicit division of time’
seems to refer to a variety of internal bargaining which does not
make much sense in the context of Harré’s account of agency,
while ‘recipes versus criteria’ points to the intrinsic difficulties
some tasks pose as the source of the procrastination. Even the
third strain of procrastination (‘substituting merit’) has to be
manoeuvred to fit the alibi schema, for when explicitly spelt out,
few people can seriously claim that (say) the merit of cleaning one’s
house can replace the merit of writing a term paper. Thus only the
fourth strain (‘dramatizing commitment’) really fits Harré’s alibi
schema. And even here we may note that the alibi schema need not
be a complete explanation. The point of the schema is to suggest
that the procrastination arises from choice, yet it cannot rule out
other explanations. If, for instance, we suppose the procrastination
to have arisen from some internal (subpersonal) difficulty, a
person may still choose to dramatize commitment in order to
salvage something from a difficult situation. The alibi itself says
nothing about the cause of the procrastination.

Harré merely sketches the last two explanations he offers for
weakness of will, and does not apply them to procrastination. He
suggests that Aristotle’s account of akrasia in which a man
possesses knowledge but does not apply it is compatible with his
position. Aristotle’s understanding of akrasia

... 1s not developed in terms of some mental force overpowering the
desire for the good. It depends rather on the distinction between
knowing something (particularly) and exercising that knowledge.
The akratic is a cognitive failure, but suffers only a temporary
incapacitation since he has the knowledge, though he did not
exerciseit. .. (Harré, 1984, p. 198)

It seems doubtful, however, that Harré would accept any account
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of the mental processes (such as Kuhl’s) which would lead to a
cognitive failure, since such theories must necessarily deal with
subpersonal processes. In a sense then this explanation must
always remain post hoc for the causes of the cognitive failure
cannot be investigated. For most of us the puzzle is precisely why
someone should be temporarily incapacitated and unable to act.

The last explanation for weakness of will Harré sketches is to be
found in a brief comment in his bibliographical notes, where he
comments upon Hare’s idea of a ‘psychological impossibility’
preventing action:

I interpret this ‘impossibility’ in one of two ways. In one, it lies
within a moral order orthogonal, so to speak, from that which
engenders the self-injunction, a moral order of will. In the other, it
springs from a kind of ignorance, from an absence of a belief in the
theory that one can do whatever it is that one is calling upon oneself
todo. (Harré, 1984, p. 202)

For Harré, then, psychological impossibility involves either failing
to realize that one must do something (a falure of the tendency to
action) or failing to realize that one can do something. Whilst there
are obviously many cases where people fail to act because they do
not realize that it is in their power to act, there also seems to be
hubris in the idea that confidence (other things being equal) will
always ensure the ability to act. Further, the psychological
evidence conflicts with this explanation: procrastinators usually
know what they should be doing, say they want to carry out the
task, and acknowledge that they could carry it out if they got down
to it, but still fail to act. It is for this reason that internal conflict
theories are so popular as explanations for procrastination.

When assessing Harré’s account of procrastination and
comparing it with a review of literature on procrastination
(Lachenicht, 1989), we can come to the following conclusions:
(1) He has failed to account for the most general symptoms
of procrastination, such as anxiety, depression, cognitive
disorganization, and the like. (2) Most of the accounts of
procrastination which he offers seem arbitrary and implausible,
turning upon strange theoretical events such as ‘proofs of
autonomy’, because he will not accept that there are any (internal)
limits upon a person’s power to act. (3) His theory, by aligning
emotion and desire with belief and searching for the origin of both
in the social world, makes motivational accounts of procrastination
unavailable (except, perhaps as fake alibis), and therefore rejects
the most common explanations of procrastination. (4) His
unlimited view of agency makes indirect rationality unnecessary,
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and therefore makes it difficult to account for the kinds of internal
bargaining discussed by Sabini and Silver.

University of Natal,
Pietermaritzburg.
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NOTES

1. See Van der Veer & Van IJzendoorn (1985) and Wertsch (1979) for general
accounts of Vygotsky’s theory. Van der Veer & Van IJzendoorn (1985)
elaborate upon Vygotsky’s distinction between higher and lower psychological
processes — a distinction which is surprisingly similar to that of Aristotle
between representative and estimative powers.

2. Harré (1982) suggests that human action is primarily accounted for in terms of
one of two dominant social orders: a practical order and an expressive order.
Harré arrived at this insight by reflecting on the pictures of social reality
offered in the sociological writings of Marx and Thorstein Veblen. For Marx
actions are defined by their practical and material effects, while for Veblen
actions are defined by their expressive content. People may perform an action
either because it will yield some material advantage 1n the community to which
the person belongs, or because it will bring honour, respect or status to the
actor, or because it will do both.



