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Introduction

Left-wing thought today stands at a crossroads. The ‘evident truths’
of the past — the classical forms of analysis and political calculation,
the nature of the forces in conflict, the very meaning of the Left’s
struggles and objectives — have been seriously challenged by an
avalanche of historical mutatiens which have riven the ground on
which those truths were constituted. Some of these mutations
doubtless correspond to failures and disappointments: from Buda-
pest to Prague and the Polish coup d’etat, from Kabul to the sequels
of Communist victory in Vietnam and Cambodia, a question-mark
has fallen more and more heavily over a whole way of conceiving
both socialism and the roads that should lead to it. This has re-
charged cntical thinking, at once corrosive and necessary, on the
theoretical and political bases on which the intellectual horizon of the
Left was traditionally constituted. But there is more to it than this. A
whole series of positive new phenomena underlie those mutations
which have made so urgent the task of theoretical reconsideration:
the rise of the new feminism, the protest movements of ethnic,
national and sexual minorities, the anti-institutional ecology
struggles waged by marginalized layers of the population, the anti-
nuclear movement, the atypical forms of social struggle in countries
on the capitalist periphery — all these imply an extension of social
conflictuality to a wide range of areas, which creates the potential,
but no more than the potential, for an advance towards more free,
democratic and egalitarian societies.

This proliferation of struggles presents itself, first of all, as a
‘surplus’ of the social vis-a-vis the rational and organized structures
of society — that is, of the social ‘order’ Numerous voices,
deriving espedially from the liberal-conservative camp, have insis-
tently argued that Westem societies face a crisis of governability and
a threat of dissolution at the hands of the egalitarian danger. How-
ever, the new forms of sogjal conflict have also thrown into crisis
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theoretical and political frameworks closer to the ones that we shall
seek to engage in dialogue in the major part of this book. These
correspond to the classical discourses of the Left, and the charac-
teristic modes in which it has conceived the agents of sodal change,
the structuring of political spaces, and the privileged points for the
unleashing of historical transformations. What is now in crisis is a
whole conception of socialism which rests upon the ontological
centrality of the working class, upon the role of Revolution, with a
_capital’r’, as the founding moment in the transition from one type of
society to another, and updn the illusory prospect of a perfectly
-unitary. and homogeneous ccllective will that will render pointless
the moment of politics. The plural and multifarious character of
contemporary social struggles has finally dissolved the last founda-
tion for that political imaginary. Peopled with ‘universal’ subjects
and concgptually built around-History$n the singular, it has postu-
late "sodeti?as 4n intelligible stRicHire that could be inteltectually
mastered 6 thebasis of certain class Ppsitions and reconstituted, as a
rational, transparent order, through a founding act of a political
character. Today, the Left is witnessing the final act of the dis-
solution of that Jacobin imaginary.

Thus, the very wealth and plurality of contemporary social strug-
gles has given rise to a theaggtical crisis. It is at the middle point of
this two-way movement betweeh the theoretical and the political
that our own discourse will be located. At every moment, we have
‘tried to prevent an impressionist and sociologistic descriptivism,
which lives on ignorance of the conditions of its own discursivity,
from filling the theoretical voids generated by the crisis. Our aim has
‘been the exact opposite: to focus.on certain discursive categories
which, at first sight, appeared to be privileged condensation-points
for marfy-aspectsof-the crisis; and vo unravel the possible meaning of
a history in the vanous facets of this multiple refraction. All discur-
sive eclecticism or wavering was excluded from the very start. Asis
said in an inaugural ‘manifesto’ of the classical period, when one
enters new territory, one must follow the example of ‘travellers.
who, finding themselves lostin a forest, know that they ought not to
wander first to one side and then to the other, nor, still less, to stop in
one place, but understand that they should continue to walk-as
straight as they can in one direction, not diverging for any shght
reason, even though it was possibly chance alone that first deter-
mined them-in-their choice. By this means if they do not go exactly
where they wish, they Wil at least arrive somewhere at the end,
where probably they will be better off than in the middle of a forest.”*
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The guiding thread of our analysis has been the transformations in
the concept of hegemony, considered as a discursive surface and
fundamental nodal point of Marxist political theorization. Our prin-

cipal conclusion is that behind the concept QWCS hidden
something more than a type of political relatfon complementary to the.
basic categories of Marxist theory. In fact, it introduces a logic of the'
social which is incompatible with those categories. Faced with the.
rationalism of classical~Magdsm, which presented history and
society as intelligible totalities constituted around conceptually ex-
plicablelaws;-the logic of hegemony presented itself from the outset

as awimﬂg%%w_pﬁam; required for canjunctural
imbalances Wwithin an evolufionary paradigm’ whose essential or

‘morphological’ validity was not for a moment placed in question.
(One of the central tasks of this book will be to determine this
specific logic of contingency.) As the areas of the concept’s applica-
tion grew broader, from Lenin to Gramsdi, the field of contingent
articulations also expanded, and the category of ‘historical neces-
sity’ < which had been the cornerstone of classical Marxism —
withdrew to the hornizon of theory. As we shall argue in the last two
chapters, the expansion and determination of the social logic implicit
in the concept of ‘h onx’ — in a direction that goes far beyond
Gramsci — will p\f’ovfgg ith an anchorage from which contem-
porary social struggles arq thinkablefin their specificity, as well as
permitting us to utline a new politics for the Left based upon the
project of a radical democracy: ™

One question remains to be answered: why should we broach this
task through a critique and a deconstruction of the various discursive
surfaces of classical Marxism? Let us first say that there is not one
discourse and one system of categories through which the ‘real’
might speak with6ut Tnédiations. In operating deconstructively
within Marxist categories, we do not claim to be writing ‘universal
history’, to be inscribing our discourse as a moment of a single,
linear process of knowledge. Just as the era of ngrmative epistemo-_
logies has come to an end, $o tgo has the era of universal discotirses.
Political conclusions similar to those set forth in1 this book could ave

been approximated from very different discursive formations”’— for
. ™ 3 s P —— R .
example, from certain forms”of stianity, or fform libertarian

dlsqourscs alien to the sodialist tradition — none of which could
aspire to be the truth of sodiety (or ‘the insurpassable philosophy of
our time’, as Sartre put it). For this very reason, however, Marxism
1S one gf the-traditions. through which it becomes possible to formu-
late this new conception of i)élitiés. For us, the validity of this point
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of departure is simply based on the fact that it constitutes our own
past.

Is it not the case that, in scaling down the pretensions and the area
of validity of Marxist theory, we are breaking with something
deeply inherent in that theory: namely, its monist, aspiration to
capture with its categories the essence or uriderlying meaning of
History? The answer can only be in the afﬁr%}agve Only if we
renoun ologi ¢d upon the ontolo-
gically pnvﬂcged position of a ﬁ__y_c:'n_-s‘g]w1:1113.3, -will it be possible
seriousty to discuss e present deégree of vahdlry of the Marxist
categories. At this point we should state qulte plainly that wé are
now situated in a post-Marxist terrain. It is no longer possible to
maintain the conception of subjectivity and classes elaborated by
Marxism, nor its vision of the historical course of capitalist deve-
lopment, nor, of course, the conception of communism as a trans-}
parent society from which antagonisms have disappeared. But if our
intellectual project in this book is post-Marxist, it is evidently also
post-Marxist. It has been through %e Jevé[opment of certain intui-
tions and discursive forms constituted within Marxism, and the
inhibition or elimination of certain others, that we have constructed
a concept t of hegemony which, in our view, may be a useful instru-
ment in the struggle for a radical, libertarian and plural democracy.
Here the reference to Gramsai, though partially critical, is of capital
importance. In the text we have tried to recover some of the variety
and richness of Marxist discursivity in the era of the Second Inter-
national, which tended to be obliterated by that impoverished
monolithic image of ‘Marxism-Leninism’ current in the Stalin and
post-Stalin eras and now reproduced, almost intact though with
opposite sign, by certain forms of contemporary ‘anti-Marxism’
Neither the defenders of a glonious, homogeneous and invulnerable
‘historical materialism’, nor the professionals of an anti-Marxism i la
nouveaux. phﬂQsoph;:s, ‘realize the extent to which their apologias or
diatribes are equally rooted in an ingenuous and primitive concep-
tion of a doctrine’s role and degree of unity which, in all its essential
determinations, is still tributary to the Stalinist imaginary. Our own
approach to the Marxist texts has, on the contrary, sought to recover
their plurality, to grasp the numerous discursive sequences — to 2
cMMtent heterogeneous and contradictory — which con-
stitute their inner structure and wealth, and guarantee their survival
as a reference point for political analysis. The surpassing of a great
intellectual tradition never takes place in the sudden form of a
collapse, but in the way that river waters, having originated at a
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common source, spread in various directions and mingle with cur-
rents flowing down from other sources. This is how the discourses
that constituted the field of classical Marxism may help to form the
thinking of a new left: by bequeathing some of their concepts,
transforming or abandoning others, and diluting themselves in that
infinite intertextuality of emancipatory discourses in which the
plurality of the social takes shape.

Note to Introduction

1. Descartes, ‘Discourse on Method’, in Philosophical Works Vol. 1, Cambridge 1968,
p. 9%.
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Hegemony: the Genealogy of a
Concept

We will start by tracing the gengalogy of the concept of *hegemony’
It should be stressed that this will not be the genealogy of a concept
endowed from the beginning with full positivity. In fact, using
somewhat freely an expression of Foucault, we could say that our
aim is to establish the ‘archaeology of a silence’ The concept of
hegemony did not emerge to define 2 new type of relation in its
specific identity, but t iatus that had opened in the chain of
historical necessity. ‘Hegemony’ will allude to an absent totali
and to the dmggc_a_tiéggms a)il recomposition : and_rEaTtTc_\il'ﬁl%’n
which, in overcoming this original absence, made it possibie Tor
struggles to be given a meaning and for historical forces to be
endowed with full positivity. The contexts in which the concept
appear will be those of ;L@_I_J_@(m the geological sense), of a fissure that
had to be filled-up, of a contingency that had to be overcome.
‘Hegemony’ will be not the majestic unfolding of an identity but the
response to a crisis.

Even in its humble origins in Russian Socjal Democracy, where it
is called upon to cover a limited area of political effects, the concept |

of ‘tiegemony’ already alludes to a kind of contingent intervention'’
required by the crisis or collapse of what would have been a ‘normal’
historical development. Later, mh.l&r%% itisa keystone in the
new form of polmcal calculation required by the contingent ‘con-
crete situations’ in which the class struggle occurs in_the age of
impenalism. Finally; wplil_m_c_l‘the term acquires a new type of
centrality that transcends its tactical or strategic uses: hcgcmony
becomes the key concept in understanding the very unity existing in
a_concrete $6cial Tormation. Each of these extensions of the term,
however, Wis accompanied by an expansion of of what we could
prov:snonally call a loglc of the Wﬂ its turn, this expres-

sion stemmed from the fracture, and withdrawal to the explanatory
horizon of the social, of the category of ‘historical necessity’ which
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had been the cornerstone of Second Intemational Marxism. The
alternatives within this advancing crisis — and the different
responses to it, of which the theory of hegemony is but one — form
the object of our study.

The Dilemmas of Rosa Luxemburg

Let us avoid any temptation to go back to the ‘origins’. Let us simply
picrce a moment in time and try to detect the presence of that void
which the 1 logic of hegemory will attempt to fill. This-esbitrary
beginning, projected in a variety of directions, will offer us, if not the
sense of a trajectory, at least the dimensions of 3 crisis. It is in the
multlple meandering reflections in the broken mirror of *historical
necessity’ that a new logic of the social begins to insinuate itself, one
that will only manage to think itself by questioning the very literality
of the terms it articulates.

In 1906 Rosa Luxemburg published The Mass Strike, the Political
Party and the Trade Unions. A brief analysis of this text — which
already presents all the ambiguities and critical areas important to
our theme — willprovide us with an initial point of reference. Rosa
Luxemburg deals with a speaﬁc themei the efficacy and significance
of the mass strike as a political tool., But for her this implies con-
sideration of two vital problems for the socialist cause: the unity of
the warking class and the path to revolution in Europe. Mass strike,
the dominant form of struggle in the first Russian revolution, is dealt
with in its specific mechanisms as well as in its possible projections
for the workers’ struggle in Germany. The theses of Rosa Luxem-
burg are well known: while debate concemning the efficacy of the
mass strike in Germany had centred almost exclusively on the poli-
tical strike, the Russian experience had demonstrated an interaction
and 2 mutual and constant enrichment between the political and
economic dimensjons of the mass strike. In the repressive context of
the Tsarist state, no movement for partial demands could remain
confined within itself: it was inevitably transformed into an example
and symbol of resistance, thus fuelling and giving birth to other
movements. These emerged at unpreconceived points and tended to
expand and generalize in unforeseeable forms, so that they were
beyond the capacity of regulation and organization of any political or
trade union leadership:-This is the meaning of Luxemburg’s ‘spon-
taneism’. The unity between the economic and the; political
struggle — that is to say, the very unity of the working class —isa
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‘consequence of this movement of feedback and interaction. But this
movement in turn is nothing other than the process of revolution.

" If we move from Russia to Germany, Rosa Luxemburg argues,
the situation becomes very different. The dominant trend is the
fragmentation among diverse categories of workers, between the
different demands of various movements, between economic
struggle and political struggle. ‘Only in the sultry air of the period of
revolution can any partial little conflict between labour and capital
grow into a general explosion. In Germany the most violent, most
brutal collisions between the workers and the employers take place
every day without the struggle over-leaping the bound of the indivi-
dual factories ™ =, None of thése cases changes suddenly into a
common class action. And when they grow into isolated mass
strikes which have without question a political colouring, they do,
not bring about a general storm.”’ This isolation and fragmentafidn
is not a contingétit event: it is astructural effect of the capitalist state,
which is only overcome in a revolutionary atmosphere. "As 2 tatter
-of fact the separation of the political and the economic struggle and
.the independence of each is nothing but an artificial product of the
parliamentarian period, even if historically determined..On the one
hand, in the peaceful, “normal” course of bourgeois soeiety the
economic struggle is split intd 3 thultitude of individual struggles in
every undertaking and dissolved in every branch of production. On
the other hand, the political struggle is not directed by the masses
‘themselves in a direct action, but in correspondénce with the form of
the bourgeois State, in a representative fashion, by the presence of
legislative representation.”

In these conditions and given that the reVolutienary outbreaks:in
Russia could be explained by factors such as the comparative back-
wardness of the country, the absence of political liberdes, or the
poverty of the Russian proletaniat — were not the perspectives for
revolution in the West postponed sing di¢? Here Rosa Luxemburg’s
response becomes hesitant and less convincing as it assumes a charac-
teristic course: namely, an attempt to minimize the differences
between the Russian and the German proletariat, showing the areas
of poverty and the absence of organization in various sectors of the
German working class, as well as the presence of inverse phenornena
1n the most advanced sectors of the Russian proletariat. But what of
those pockets of backwardness in Germany? Were they not residual
sectors which would be sweépt away by capitalist expansion? And in
that case, what guaranteed the emergence of a revolutionary situa-
tion? The answer to our question — Rosa Luxemburg does not at
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any point formulate it in this text — comes to us abruptly and
unequivocably a few pages later: ‘(The social democrats) must now
and always hasten the development of things and endeavour to
accelerate events. Thjs they cannot do, however, by suddenly

proletariat the tnemmble advent of this revolunonary Period, the inner
social factors making for it and the political consequences of it.”* Thus,
the ‘necessary laws of capitalist development’ establish themselves as”
a guarantee for the future revolutionary situation in Germany.
Everything is now clear:¢as there were no more bourgeois-
democratic changes to be-achieved iiy Geritrarty (si¢y, the coming of a
revolutionary situation could only be resolved in a socialist direc-
tion; the Russian proletariat — struggling against absolutism, butin
a historical conitext dorinated by the maturity of world capitalism
which prevented it from stabilizing its own struggles in a bourgeois
stage — was the vanguard of the European proletariat and pointed
out to the German working class its own future: The problém of the
differences between Eist and West, so important in the strategic
debates of European socialism Ttom Bemstein to Gramsci, was here
resolved by being discarded.* o

Let us analyse the various moments of this remarkable sequence.
Concernmg the constitutive mechanism of class unity, Rosa Luxem-
bur sition is clear: in capitalist socigty, the workmg class 1s-
nccegssag]y fragmeénted and at'ﬁ'é'\%@'u\{h§s};\1"t1on of its unity only
occurs through the very process of revolution. Yet the form of this
revolutionary recomposition consists of a specific mecharism which
has little to do with any mechanistic explanation. It is here that,
spontaneisin comes jntQ One could think that the ‘spontaneist’«
theory simply affirms the 1mpossnb1hty of foreseeing the direction of a-
revolutionary process, given the complexity and variety of forms
which it adopts /Nevcrthelcss this explanation is insufficient. For
what is at stake is not merely the complexity and diversity inherent
in a dispersion of struggles — when these are seen from the point of
view of an analyst or a political leader — but also the constimtion of
the unity of the revolutionary subject on the basis of this complexity
and diversity, This alone shows us that in attemptmg to determine
the meaning of Luxemburgist.‘spo ekFl we must concentrate
not only on the plurality of forms of struggle but also on the relations*
which they establish among themselves and on the unifying effects
which follow from them. And here; the mechanism of unification is
clearina rcvolunonary situation, it is imipossible to fix the literal sense
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of each isolated struggle, because each struggle overflows its own
literality and comes to represent, in the consciousness of the masses,
a simple rriomentof a more global struggle against the system. And
so it is that while in a period of stability the class cansciousness of the
‘worker — as a gioba consciousness constituted-around his ‘his-
‘torical interests’ — is ‘latent’ and ‘theoretical’, in a revolutionary
situation it becomes Jactive* and “praceical’ Thus in a revolutionary
situation the meaning of every ; mobi]»:zanon AppAATs, so to speak, as
split; aside from its specific literal demands, each mobilization repre-
sents the rgxohmonary processias a whole; and these totalizing
effects are visible in the overdétermimation”of some struggles by
others. This is, however, nothing other than the defining charac-
teristic of thes.ymhnl the overflowing of the signifier by the sig-
nified.*iThe uinity of the clmwmmﬁm Undoubtedly
this is the’ highest point in"LuXéfnbtifg's amalysis; orle which estab-
lishes the maximum distance from the orthodox theoreticians of the
Second International (for whom class uiiity i simply laid down by
the laws of the economic base). Although in many other analyses of
the period a role is given to the contingent — exceeding the moment
of ‘structural’ theorization — lew texts advance as much as Rosa
Luxemburg’s in determining the specific mechanisms of this contin-
gency and in recognizing the extent of its practical effects.® '
Now, on the one hand, the analysis of Rosa Luxembu

multiplied the points of antagonism and the forms of stm‘—%
which we will from now on call the subject positions = up to the
point of exploding all capacity for control or planning of these
struggles by a trade-union or political leadership; on the other hand,
it has proposed symbolic overdetermination as a concrete
mechanismi for the unification of these struggles. Here, however, the
problems begin, since for-Rosa fuxemburg this process of over-
determination constitutes a very precise unjty’.'w. Yet there
is nothing in the theory of spontaneism which logically Supports her
conclusion. On the contrary, the very logic of spontaneism seems to
imply that the resulting type of unitary subject should remain largely
indeterminate. In the case of the Tsarist sta tg, if the condition of
overdetermination of the points of arftagonism and the diverse
struggles is a repressive political context, why cannot the class limits
be surpassed and lead to the construction of, for example, partially
unified subjects whose fundamental determination is popular or
democratic? Even in Rosa Luxemburg’s text — notwithstanding
the dogmatic rigidity of thé duthor, fer whom every subject has to be
a class sulz_lgst — the surpassing of classist categories appears at a

—

[———
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number of points. “Throughout the whole of the spring of 1905 and
into the middle of summer there fermented throughout the whole
empire an uninterrupted economic strike of almost the entire pro-
letanat against capital — a struggle which on the one hand caughtall
the petty-bourgeois and liberal professions, and on the other hand
penetrated to the domestic servants, the minor police officials and
even to the stratum of the lumpen proletariat, and simultancously
surged from the towns to the country districts and even knocked at
the iron gates of the military barracks.”

Let us be clear about the meaning of our question: if the unity of
the working class were an infrastructural datum constituted outside
the process of revolutionary overdetermination, the question con-
cerning the class character of the revolutionary subject would not
arise. Indeed, both politi%ag?/qggnp@g/s;mgg!e would be sym-
metrical expressions of a class subject constituted prior to the
struggles. themselves. But if the 1 is this process of overdeter-
mination, an independent explana has to be offered as to why,
there should be a necessary overlap between political subjectivity
and class positions. Although Rosa Luxemburg does not offer such
an explanation — in fact, she does not even perceive the problem —
the background of her thought makes clear what this would have
been: namely, an affirmation of the necessary character of the objec-
tive laws of capitalist development, which lead to an increasing
proletarianization of the middle sectors and the peasantry and, thus,
to a straightforward confrontation between bourgeoisie and prole-
tariat. Consequently the innovatory effects of the logic of spon-;
taneism appear to be strictly limited from the beginning.®

The effects are so limited, no doubt, because the area in which they
operate is extremely circumscribed. But also because, in a second

and more important sense, the logig of spontaneistivand the logic of
necessity do not converge as two distinct and positive principles to
explain certain historical situations, but function instead as anti-
thetical Iogics which only interact with each other through the

reciprocal limitation of their effects. Lef us carefully examine the
careiul

point-where they diverge/The logic of Spontaneisti is 3 logic of the
symbol ifiasmuch as it operates precisely through the Hﬁ;%?ggp of
every literal meaning. The logic ofmetessitgis a logic of the [iteral: it
operates through fixations which, precisely because they are neces-
sary, establish a meaning that eliminates any contingent variation. In
this case, however, the relation between the twa logics is a relation of
frontiers, which can expand in one or another direction but never
overcome the irreducible dualism introduced into the analysis.
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In reality, we here witness the emergence of a double void. Seen
from the category of necessity, the duality of logics merges with the
determinable/indeterminable opposition: “that is to say, it only]
points to the operational limits of that category. But the same thingx
occurs from the point of view of spontaneism: the field of ‘historical
necessity’ presents itself as a limit to the-working of the symbolic.
The limits are, in actual fact, dimitations. If the specificity of this
limitation of effects is not immediately evident, this is because it is
‘thought of as a confluence of two positive and different explanatory

. % Cge - AT )
principles, each valid in its own area, and not as what eachof them is:
the purely negative reverse of the other. The double void created by
dualism hereby becomes invisible. Howéver, to make a void
invisible is not the same as to fill it up.

Before we examine the changing forms of this double void, we
may for a moment place ourselves within it and practise the only
game it allows us: that is, to move the frontiers separating the two
opposed logics. If we broaden the area corresponding to historical
nécessity, the result is 2 well-known alternative: either capitalisry
leads through its necessary laws to proletarianization and trisis; or
else these necessary laws do not function as expected, in which case,
following the very logic of Luxemburgist discourse, the fragmen-
tation between different subject positions ceases to be an ‘artificial
product’ of the capitalist state and becomes a permanent reality. It is
the zero-sum _game _intrinsic to all economistic and reductionist
conceptions. ‘If, on the contrary, we move the boundary in the
opposite direction, to the point where the class nature of politi
subjécts Toses 1ts necessary character, the('s‘f)'ectacg that appears-
before our eyes is not at all imaginary: it is the original forms of
overdetermination assumed by sodal struggles in the Third World,
with the construction of political identities having little to do with
strict class boundaries; it is the dse of fascism, which would brutally -
dispel the illusion of the necessary character of certain class articula-
tions; it is the new forms of struggle in the advanced capitalist
countries, where during the last few decades we have witmessed the
constant emergence of new forms of political subjectivity cutting

across the ¢ ies_of the social and economic structure. The
concept of ‘aegemony’ will emerge precisely in a context dominated
by the experien raEIntlgntation and by the indeteriunacy.of the

artlcﬂanqn;bcﬁgj_i fferent struggles and subject _positigns. It
will offer a sQcialist answer in a politico-discursive universe that has
witnessed a withdrawal of the category of ‘necessity’ to the honzon
of the social. Faced with attempts to tackle the crisis of an essentialist .

———— - —_—




14

monism through a proliferation of dualisms — free-will/determi-
"nism; science/ethics; individual/collectivity; causality/teleology
— the theory of hegemony will ground its response on a displace-
ment of the terrain which made possible the monist/dualist alter-
native.

One final point before leaving Rosa Luxemburg. The limitation of
effects which the ‘necessary laws’ produce in her discourse also
functions in another important direction: as a limitation of the
political conclusions capable of being derived from the ‘observable
tendencies’ in advanced capitalism. The role of theory is not to
elaborate intellectually the observable tendencies of fragmentation
and dispersion, but to ensure that such tendencies have a transitory
character. There is a splihbetween and ‘practicg! which isa
clear symptom of a cnisis. Thy to whiéﬁ the emergence of
Marxist *orthodoxy” represents only one answer — is the starting-
point of our analysis. Yet it requires that we place ourselves at a point
prior to this beginning, in order to identify the paradigm that entered
into crisis. For this we can refer to a document of éxceptional clarity
and systematicaity: Kautsky’s 1892 commentary to the Erfurt Pro-

gramme, the seminal manifesto of German Social Democracy .’

Crisis, Degree Zero

The Class Struggle is a typical Kautskian text which puts forward an
indissociable unity of theory, history and strategy.'® From our

present-day perspective, of course, it appears extremely naive and
simplistic. Yet we must inquire into the various dimensions of this
simplicity, for they will permit us to understand both the structural:
characteristics of the paradigm and the reasons that led to its crisis at,
the turn of the century.

The paradigm is simple, in a primary and literal sense that Kautsky
quite exFH'cTﬂ?'pTesﬁ?E? theory of the increasing simplification of the
social structure and the antagonisms within it.»E?FRitalist sociefy
'advances towards an increasing concentration 6f property and
wealth in the hands of a few enterprises; and aZrajgid_;pggj_e_;atiani_
zation of the most diverse social strata and occupational categories is
combined with a growing impoverishment of the working class.
This impoverishment, and the necessary laws of capitalist develop-
ment that are at its origin, hinder a real autonomization of spheres
-and functions within the working class: the economic struggle can
have only modest and precarious successes, and this leads to a de facto
subordination of trade-union to party organization, which alone can
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substantially modify the position of the proletariat through the
conquest of political power. The structural momeiits or instances of
capitalist society also lack any form of relative autonomy. The state,
for example, is presented in terms of the most crass instrumentalism.
Thus, the simplicity of the Kautskian paradigm consists, first of all,
in a simplification of the system of structural differences constitutive
of capitalist society.

Yet the &wgg\k’i\awdi m is also £imple)in a second and less
frequently mentioned se sé/,g\?hich is of crucal importance for our
analysis. Here, the point is not so much that the paradigm reduces
the number of pertinent structural differe but that it fixes them
through the attribution to each of a siEg!e meanin®, understood as a
precise location within a totality. In the first sense, Kautsky's
analysis was simply economistic and reductionist; but if this were the
only problem, the corrective would merely have to introduce the
‘relative autopomigs’ of the political and the ideological, and render
the analysis more complex through the multiplication of instances
within a topography of the social. Yet each one of these multiplied
instances or structural moments would have an identity as fixed and singular
as the instances of the Kautskian paradigm.

In order to illustrate this unicity of meaning, let us examine how
Kautsky explains the relationship between economic and political
striiggle’ ‘Occasionally someone has attempted to oppose the
political struggle to the economig, and declared that the proletariat
should give its exclusive attention to one or the other. The fact is that
the two_cannot be separated. The economic struggle demands
political rights and tHE;eL\a-vﬂT not fall from heaven. To secure and
maintain them the most vigorous political struggle is necessary. The
political struggle is, in the last analysis, an economic struggle’ "'
Rosa Lliﬂ:'ﬁﬁ)u_rg‘ also affirmed the unity of the two types of
struggle, but she began from an initial diversity, and unity was a
unification, the result of an overdetermination of discrete elements
without any forms of fixed, a priori articulation. For_Kautsky,
however, uhity is the starfing-poiab the working class struggles in
the field of politics by virtu€ of an economic calculation. Itis possible
to pass from one struggle to the other through a purely logical
transition. In the case of Rosa Luxemburg, each struggle had more
than one meaning — as we have seen, it was reduplicated in a second
symbolic dimension. Nor was its meaning fixed: for it depended
upon vagiable articulations which, from her spontaneist perspective
repelled any a prion determination (within the limits we have sig-
nalled). Kautsky, on the other hand, simplificd the meaning of every
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social antagonism or element by reducing it to a specific structural
location, already fixed b ic of the capitalist mode of produc—
tion. The hxstory of capitalism set out in The Class Struggle consists
of pureelations of interiogity. We can pass from working class to
capitalists, from the economic sphere to the political sphere, from
manufacture to monopoly capitalism, without having to depart for
one instant from the internal rationality and intelligibility of a closed
paradigm. Capitalism is, no doubt, presented to us as acting upop-an
external social reality, yet the latter simply dissolves upon entering
irito contact with the former.! Capitalism changes, yet this change is
nothing more than the uanldmg of its enaogenous tendencies and’
contradictions. Here the logic of necessity is not limited by anything:

this is what makes The Class Struggle a pre-crisis-text.

Finally, simplicity is present in a thgﬂTHi’mens: — that which
refers to the role of theory itself. If this early Kautskian text is
compared with others belonging to an earlier or later Marxist tradi-
tion, we find that it contains a rather surpnsing feature: it presents
itself not as an intervention to unravel the underlying sense of
history, but as the systemanzanon and generalization of a trans-
parent experience which is there for all to see.”As there is no social
hieroglyph to decode, there is 3 perfect correspondence between
theory and the practices of the workers movement. With regard to
the constitution of class unity, Adam Przeworski has pointed out the
peculiarity of Kautsky s textwhereas Marx, from the tme of the
Doverty o , presented the unity of the econamic insertion
and poh‘pc:.l Zafi'cm of the working class as an Ly}@,mgpgd
process.— this was the hiatus which the digtinction between ‘class in
itself’ and ‘class for itself” tried to fill — Kautsky argues as if the
working class has already completed the formation of its unity. ‘It
seems that Kautsky believed that by 1890 the formation of the
proletariat into a class was a fait accompli; it was already formed as a
class and would ternain so in the furure. The organized proletanat
had nothing left to do but to pursue is hjstori ‘mission, and the
party could only participate in its realization.’'* Similarly, when
Kautsky refers to growing proletarianization and impoverishment,
to the inevitable crises of capitalism, or to the necessary advent of
socialism, he seems to be speaking not of potential tendencies
revealed by analysis, but of empirically abservable realities in the
first two cases, and of a short-term transition in the third. Despite the
fact that ncccssn:yns the dominant category in his discourse, its
function is not to guarantee a meaning beyond experience, but to
systematize experience itself.
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Now, although the combination of elements underlying this
optimism and simplicity is presented as part of a universal process of
class constitution, it merely represented the crowning of the very
specific historical formation of the Gennan working class. Firstly,
the political autonomy of the Gertnan working ctaés was the resylt of
two failuml{a—Gcﬁnan bourgeoisi®, after 1849, to set itself

——— - T T 2y .
up as the hggemonic force of a liberal-democratic movement; and
that of the l?ag§§§l!gggs' corporatist t to integrate the working
class into the Bismarckian state. Secondly), the great depression of”
1873-96, and the accompanying econdtiic insecurity which affected
all social ‘strata, nurtured a general optimism about the imminent
collapse of capitalism and the advent of proletarian revolution.
Thirdly, the workigg\ class had a low degree of structural com-
plexity: the trade unions were incipient and subordinated to the
party both politically and financially; and in the context of the
twenty-year depression, the prospects for an improvement in th
workers’ condition through trade-union activity seemed extremely
limited. Only with difficulty was the General Commission of the
German trade unions, established in 1890, able to impose its
hegémony over the Workers movement, amid the resistance of local
trade union powers and the overall scepticism of Social
Democracy."

Under these conditions, the unity and autonomy of the working
class, and the collapse of the capitalist system, virtually appeared as
facts of experience. These were the reading parameters which gave
the Kautskian discourse its acceptability. In reality, however, the
situation was—steictly-German — or, at most, typical of certajng
European countries where the liberal bourgeoisie was weak — and !
certainly did not correspond to those processes of warking-class
formation in countries with a strong liberal (England) or
democratic-Jagqbin tradition (France), or where ethnic and religious -
identities predominated over those of class (the United States). But *
since, in the Marxist Vylgate, history advanced towards an ever
greater simplification of social antagonisms, the extreme isolation
and confrontation course of the German workers movement would
acquire the prestige of a paradigm towards which other national
situations had to converge and in relation to which they were merely
mmadequate approximations. '

The end of the depression brought the beginning of the crisis of
this paradigm. The transition to ‘orgamized capitalism’, and the
ensuing boom that lasted until 1914, made uncertain the prospect of
a “general crisis of capitalism’. Under the new conditions, a wave of
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successful trade union economic struggles enabled the workers to
consolidate their organizational power and influence within Social
Democracy. But at this point, a steady tension began to assert itself
between the trade unigns-and the political leadership within the
party), so that the unity and socialist determination of the working
.class became increasingly problematic. In all areas of sodety, an
autonomization of spheres was taking place — which implied that any
type of unity could only be attained through unstable and complex
forms of rearticulation. From this new perspective, a serious
question-mark appeared over the seemingly logical and simple
sequence of the vanious structural moments of the 1892 Kautskian
paradigm. And as the relationship between theory and programme
was one of total implication, the political crisis was reduplicated in a
theoretical one. In 1898 Thomas Masaryk coined an expression that

soon became popular: the ‘crisis of Marxism -
* This énisis;; which served as the background to all Marxist debates
from the tum of the century unul the war, seems to have been

dominated by gwo basic moments:"ﬁle new awareness of the opacity
. S gy - : i

of the social, of the co \'L(?;s/&“ resistances of an increasingly

organized capitalism;Zand thg tragmentatich of the different posi-

tions of social agents. which..according to the classical paradigm,
should have been united.'* In a famous passage of a letter to
Lagardelle, Antonio Labriola stated at the beginning of the revi-
sionism debate: ‘“Truly, behind all this rumour of controversy, there
is a serious and essential problem: the ardent, lively and precocious
hopes of some years ago — those expectations of over-precise
details and contours — are now running up against the most
complex resistance of economic relations and the most intricate
meshing of the political world.’*®

It would be wrong to see this as a merely transitory crisis; on the
contrary, Marxism finally lost its innocence at that time. Tn so far as
the paradigmatic sequence of its categories was subjected to the
‘structural pressure’ of increasingly atypical situations, it became
-ever more difficult to reduce social relations to structural moments
internal to those categones. A proliferation of caesurae and dis-
continuities start to break down the unity of a discourse that con:
sidered itself profoundly monist. From then on, the problem o
Marxism has been ta think those discontingitigs and, at the same time,
to find forms reconstitusing the unity of scattered and heterogeneous
elements. The transitions between different structural moments
have lost their originary logical transparency and reveal an opadity
pertaining to contingent and laboriously constructed relations. The
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specificity of the different responses to the crisis of this paradigm
resides in the way of conceiving this relational moment — whose
importance increases to the extent that its natire becomes less
evident. This is what we must now analyse.

The First Response to the Crisis: the Formation of Marxist
Orthodoxy

Marxist orthodoxys, as it is constituted in Kautsky and Plekhanov, is

not a simple continuation of classical Marxism. It involves a very

particular inflection, characterized by the_new rale assigned to

theory. Instead of serving to systematize observable historical ten—;
dencies — as it did in Kautsky’s text of 1892 — theory sets itself up

as a guarantee that these tendencies will eventually coincide with the

type of social articulation proposed by the Marxist paradigm. In

other words, orthodoxy.is constituted on the ground of a growing

disjuncture béﬁ‘?éé’r?’ﬁ%fxist theory and the political practice of
Social Democracy. It is the laws of motion of the infrastructure,

guaranteed by Marxist ‘science’, which provide the terrain for the

overcoming of this disjuncture and assure both the transitory

character of the existing tendencies and the future revolutionary

reconstitution of the working class.

Let us examine, in this regard, Kautsky’s position on the relation-
ship between party and unions, as expressed in his polemic with the
theoreticians of the trade union movement.'” Kautsky is perfectly
aware of the strong tendencies toward fragmentation within the
German working class: the rise of a labour aristocracy; the opposi-,
tion between unionized and non—unib‘rii’iéH‘W(/)?l?efrs; the counter-*
posed interests of different wage categories; the conscious policy of
the bourgeoisie to divide the working class; the presence of masses of
Catholic workers subjected to a church populism which distances
them from the Social Democrats, and so forth. He is equally con-
scious of the fact that the more immediate material interests predomi- -
nate, the more tendencies toward fragmentation assert themselves;
and that hence pure trade-upion.action cannot guarantee either the
Aunity or-the sacialist determination of the working class.'® These can
be consolidated only if the immediate material imerests of the work-
ing class are subordinated to the Epdzjel, the final socialist objective,

the subordinatien—of-

and this presupposes economic. struggle 1o~

political struggle, and thus of the trade unions to the party. ' But the |

party cam Tepresentythis totalizing instance only insofar as it is the
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defmsupg of scierice — that is, of Marxist theory. The obvious fact
that the working class was not following a socialist direction —

English trade unionism was a resounding example of this, and by the
turn of the century could no longer be ignored — led Kautsky to
affirm a new gnivi ged rolc for intellectuals which was to have such
an important influence on Lenin’s What is to be Done. Such intellec-
tual mediation is limited in its effectQVYeifr"}féé\fm\n/Ex to the Spinozist
formula, its sole freedom consists in being the consciousness of
necessity. However, it does entail the emergence of an articulating
nexus that cannot simply be referred to the chain of a monistically
conceived necessity.

The fissure that opened up in the identity of the class, the growing
dissociation between the different subject positions of the workers,
could only be surpassed by a future movement of the economic base
whose advent was guaranteed by Marxist science. Consequently,
everything depends on the predictive capacity of this science and on
the necessary character of suEH\EFca/n\cAn:)%s It is no accident that the
category of ‘necessity’ has to be affirmed with ever increasing
virulence. It is well known how @ was understood by the
Second International: as a na necessity, founded on a combina-
tion ofy/Marxism and Darwinism. The Darwinist influence has
frequently been presented asa vulgar Marxist substitute for Hegelian
dialectics; but the truth is that in the-orthodox conceptio AFIEge—
lianism and Darwinism combined to form a hybrid capable of satis-
fymg strategic requirements. Darwinism alone does not offer

‘guarantees for the future’, since nat selcctlon does not operate in
a direction prcdctermmcd from the beginning.?° Only if a Hegelian
typc;of.tcl_e_oL)gv 1s added to Darwinism — thch is totally incom-
patible_with it — can an evolutionary process "bé presented as a
guarantee of Tuture transitions.

This(conception of f3ss unitydas a fut __g_r_;_]m.l.tygassured by the
action of ineluctable laws, had effects at a number of levels: on the
type of articulation g;mbu;gd to_diverse_subject positions; on the
way of treating differences which could not be assimilated to the
paradigm; ;mag ‘on the stra strategy for analysis of historical events.
Concerning the first point, it 18 evident thit'if the Tevolitionary
subject establishes its class identity at the level of the relatons of
production,*"its’ presence at ather levels can only be one of exteriority -
and it must adopt the form of ‘representation of interests’ The terrain of

palitics. can only be a superstructure, insofar as it is a terrain of
strugglc between agents whose identity, conceived under the form
of ‘interests’, has set itself up at another level. This essential 1dent1ty
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was thus fixed, once and for all, as an unalterable fact relating to the
various forms of political and ideological representation into which
the working class entered.? )

Secondly, this reductionist problematic used two types of reason-
ing — which we may call the argument from appearance anid the argu-
merit_from _contingency — to deal with differences that could not be
assimilated to its own categories. The argument from appearance:
everything presenting itself as different can be reduged to identity.
This may take two forms:%ith@r;q:peamncelswvm of
concealmenty or it is a necessary form of the manifestation of
essence. (An example of the first formJ*nationalism is a screen which
hides the interests of the bourgeoisie’; an example of the second: ‘the
Liberal State is a necessary political form of capitalism’ )*The argu
ment from contingency: a social category or sector may not be!’

reductble to the central i elgggg of a certain form of society, but in"
that case its very marginality vis-i-vis)the fundamental line of his-

torical development allows us to discard it as irrelevant. (For
example: ‘because capitalism leads to the proletarianization of the
middle classes and the peasantry, we can ignare these and concen-
trate our strategy on the conflict between the bourgeoisie and-the
proletariat’.) Thus, in the argument from contingency, identity is_
rediscovered in a diachionic totality: an inexorable succession of ¢

stages allows existing social reality to be divided into phenomena-

that are necgssary or contingent, according to the stage of that
. Iy S ! . . - ~

society’s approac?':mg matunty. History is ffierefor® a continuous

congretization of the abstract, an 39%95’;“!?@9!‘, to a paradigmatic ’

purity which appears as both sense and direction of the process.

ina

Ily the ofthodox paradigin, qua analytic of the present, postu-
lates a strategy of recognifion. In as much as Marxism claims to know
the unavoidable course of history in its essential determinations, the

understanding of an agtual event can only mean to identify it as a
moment in a temporal succession that is fixed a priori. Hence dis-
cussions such as: is the revolution of year x in country y the
bourgeois-democratic revolution? Or, what forms should the tran-
sition to socialism assume in this or that country?

The three areas of effects analysed above present a common
characteristic: the concrete is reduced to the abstract. Diverse subject
positions are reduced to manifestations of a single position; the
plurality of differences is either reduced or rejected as contingent; the
sense of the present is revealed through its location in an a priori
succession of stages. Itis precisely because the concrete is in this way
reduced to_the abstract, that history, society and" social agents have,
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for orthodoxy, an essence which operates as their principle of unification.
And as this essence is not immediately visible, it is necessary to
distinguish between a sygfagg or appearance of society and an quq«
lying reality to which the ultimate sense of every concrete presence
must necessarily be referred, whatever the level of complexity in the
system of mediations.

It is clear which strategic conception could be derived from this
vision of the course of capitalism. The subject of this strategy was, of
course, the erg. Kautsky vigorously rejected the
revisionist notion of 2" ‘popular party’ because, in his view, it
involved a transference of the interests of other classes to the interior
of the party and, consequently, a loss of the revolutionary character
of the movement. However, his supposedly radical position, based
on the rejection of any compromise or alliance, was the centrepiece
of a fundamentally ervative strategy.” Since his radicalism
relied on a process which did not require political initiatives, it could
only lead to quictism and wajting. m anization
were the two basic — 1n fact the only — fasks of the party] Prop-
aganda was geared not to the creation of a broader ‘popular will’,
through the winning of new sectors to the socialist cause, but above
all to the reinforcing of working—class identity. As to organization,
its expansion did not involve greater political participation in a
number of fronts, but the construction of a ghetto where the work-
ing class led a self-focused and segregated existence. This progres-
sive institutionalization of the movement was well suited to a per-
spective in which the final crisis of the capitalist system would come
from the bourgeaisie’s own [abours, while the working class merely
prepared for its intervention at the appropriate moment. Since 1881

Kautsky had stated: ‘Our task is not to organize the revolunion but o

organize ourselyes for the reyolution; not to make the revolution but
to take advantage of j5.’**

Obviously, allianges did not represent for Kautsky a fundamental
strategic principle. In concrete circumstances, a variety of alliances
were_possible at the level of “m but in the long term,
just as the revolution would have a purely proletarian character, so
did the working class occupy an isolated position in the anti-
capitalist struggle. Kautsky’s analysis of intemal contradictians in
other sectors precisely demonstrates the impossibility of ¢stablishing
long-term democratic and anti—capitalist alliances with them. In the
case of the peasantry, He attempts to prove that it is a disintegrating
sector, so that workingclass defence of its interests is a reactionary
policy opposed to the general line of economic progress. Similarly,




Hegemony: the Genealogy of a Concept 23
in the Kautskian analysis of imMgljgnii the middle classes are

increasingly united under the ideological domination of finance
capital and militarism. Charactenistically, Kautsky is never for one
moment aware that this political and ideological hold dangerously
accentuates the workers’ isolation, and that, faced with the offensive
of capital, the working class should respond with a counter-.
offensive to win over these middle sectors to the anti-capitalist cause.
This Tifie of toOght Tdosed-tetatse, in his analysts, Theirrereas-
ingly reactionary character of the middle sectors corresponds to
objective 'aria'\ﬁ’fl;xart’;ra‘m'e processes. For the same reason, the isola--
tion~of the—work&fs is not a threat to socialism, because this is'
guaranteed by historically given laws which in the long term will,
prove the powerlessness of all bourgeois machinations.

A good example of how Kautsky conceived the proletarian
struggle may be found in his concept of ‘ywarof atEgition’. This refers
not to a special tactic but to the totality ofpoekitical-aetions under-
taken by the working ¢lass since the 1860s. Three aspects are in-

volved in @ar of attrition2(1) the preconstituted.identity of the
working class, which increasingly undermines the opponent’s
power but is not significantly modified in the course of the struggle;
(2) an cqually preconstituted identity of the haurgeeisie, which
increases or reduces its_capacity for domination but under no cir-
cumstances_altess. its. own. nature; (3)_a prefixed line o P-
ment — once again the finexorable law9’ — which gives a direc-
tional tendency to the war of attrition. This strategy has been com-
pared to Gramsd's ‘war‘g,(,?Qsngp’,” but in reality the two are
profoundly different. War of position presupposes the concept of
hegemony which, as we shall see, is incompatible with the idea of a
linear, predetermined development and, above all, with the pre-
constituted character of Kautskian subjects.

The role assigned by orthodox Marxism to theory confronts us
with a paradox. On the one hand, its role increases as the widening
gap between ‘present consciousness’ and ‘histoxical mission’ of the .
class can only be externally bndged through political intervention. -
On the other hand, since the theory underpinning political interven-
tion is presented as consciousness of a necessary and mechanical
determination, the analysis becomes ever more determinist and
economist to the very extent that the composition of historical forces
depends more on theoretical mediation. This is even more evident in
Plekhanov than in Kautsky. The indpient development of capi-
taliSA 1 Russia failed_to create a bourgeois civilization, with the

result that the meaning of Russian reality_could only be unravelled
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through a comparison with Western capitalist development. For
Russian Marxists, therefore, the social phenomena of their country
‘were symbols of a text which transcended them and was available for
a full and explicit reading only in the capitalist West. This meant that
‘theory_was incomparably mere important in Russia than in the
West: if the ‘negessarylaws of histary’ were not universally valid, the
fleeting reality of a strike, of a demonstration, of a process of
accumnulation, threatened to melt away. A reformist like Gugliclmg
Ferrero?® could wax ironic about the orthodox claim that Marxism
constituted a coherent and homogeneous theoretical field. In the
end, if the doctrine was eclectic and heteroclite, this scarcely affected
the materiality of a social practice sanctioned by the ensemble of
proletarian institutions — a pracnce which, in the reyisionism-con-
troversy,-began to establish its own relations of exterionty with
theory. This, however, could not be Plekhanov’s position, for he
confronted phenomena which did not spontaneously point in a
precise direction, but whose meaning relied on their insertion within
an interpretative system. The more the meaning of the social
depended upon_theoretical formulation, the more the defence of
orthodoxy turned into a political problem.

With these ponts in mind, TEMorsarprising that the principles of

l}r?‘ai?ggvg;gm% were given a much more rigid formulation in
ckhanov than in Kautsky. It is well known, Tor exampie, that he
coined the term ‘dw “But he was also responsible
for the radical naturalism which led to such a strict separation
between base and superstructure that the latter was considered to be
no more than a combination of necessary expressions of the former.
Moreover, Plekhanov’s concept of economic base allows for no
intervention by sodial forces: the economic process is completely
detérmined by the prodictive forces, conceived as technology.?’
This rigid determination enables him to present society as a strict
hierarchy of instan&, with decreasing degrees of efficacy: ‘1) the
state ef ¢ ugtive ; 2) the economic_relations these forces
condition; 3) the soq_g—pohtlcal system that has developed on the given
economic ‘“‘basis’’; 4) the mentality_ of spcial man, which is deter-
mined in part by the economic conditions obtaining, and in part by
the entire socio-political system that has arisen on that foundation; 5)
the various ideologies that reflect the properties of that mentality.’®
In Socialism and Political Struggle and Our Differences, Plekhanov
formulated s equally Yigid sugcession Sf stages through which the

Russian revolutionary process had to pass, so that any ‘uneven and
combined development’ was eliminated from the field of strategy.
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All the early analysis of Russian Marxism — from Peter Struve’s

‘legal Marxism’, through Plekhanoy as the central moment, to
Lenif's ‘ﬁgje:lépment of Capitalism in Russia — temé'd'mil:erate
the study of-specifieities; Tepresenting thesc as nothing other than
outwardly apparent or contingent forms of an essential reality: the
abstract development of capitalism through which every society
must pass.

Let us now make a final observation on orthodoxy. As we have
seen, theory maintained that the growing disjuncture between ﬁna}]
objective and current political practices would be resolved at some ¢
future moment, which operated as a coincidentia oppositorum. As this -
practice of recomposition, however, could not be Teft entirely to the
future, a struggle had somehow to be waged ip the present against

the tendencies towards fragmentation. But since this struggle
entailed forms of articulation which did not at that time spontanegusly

result from the laws of capitalism, it was necessary to introduce-a
social logic di t from mechanical determinism — that is to say,

a spgce Phat would restore the qufonomy of political initiative. Although
minimal, this space is present in Kautsky: it comprises the relations
of exteriority, between the woméhaass and socialism, which~
require the political mediation of intellectuals. There is a link here -
which cannot simply be explained by ‘qbjective’ historical deter-
mination. This space was necessarily broader for those tendencies
which, in order to overcome the split between day-to-day practices
and final objective, strove hardest to break with quietism and to
achieve current political effects.?” Rosa Luxemburg’s spontaneism,
and, more generally, the political strategies of the Newe Linke con- '
firm this. The most creative tendencies within orthodoxy attempted
to limit the effects of the ‘logic of necessity’, but the inevitable
outcome was that they placed their discourse in a permanent duglism
between a ‘logic o S it_!’/producing ever fewer effects In terms
of political ‘practice, and a/ﬂ_o_&i_c_of conﬁngen@' which, by not
determining its specificity, was incapa Tizing itself.

Let us give two examples of the dualism created by these partial
attempts to ‘open the game’ The first is the concept of morphological
prediction in [3briclg, He stated: ‘Historical foresight (in The"
Communist Mam'?esto) does not imply, and this is still the case, eithera -
chronological date or an advance picture of a social configuration, as
was and is typical of old and new apocalypses and prophecies . In
the theory of critical communism, it is the whole of society which, at
a moment in the process, discovers the reason for its inevitable
course, and which, at a salient point in its curve, sheds light on itself
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and reveals its laws of motion. The prediction to which the Manifesto
‘alludes for the first time was not chronological, of an anticipatory or
promise-like nature; it was morphological, a word which, in my
opinion, succinctly expresses everything.”*® Labriola was here
waging a twofold battlg. The first was directed against tendencies

cal of Mar — Croce, Gentle*' — who, basing the unpre-
dlctabl ty ot history on the non-systematic character of events,
found a unitary ordcr only in the consciousness of the histonian. For
his part, Labriola stressed the objective character
However, these were mégphologicaly— that is, their area of validity
was restricted to certain d‘ir{menta.l tendencies. Labriola’s second
battle, then, was against the forms of dggmatism which converted
general tendencies into immediately legible facts on the surface of
historical life. It is now clear that the way in which this twofold battle
was waged could not but introduce a dualism which, in Labriola,
found expression in the caunterpasition of historical development as
narration and as morphology; and, more generally, in the decreasing
capacity of Engels’s dialectical Wpar;d;gm to explain history.** More-
over, this dichotomy presents the same double void that we found in
Rosa Luxemburg. For, the ‘narrative’ glements are counterposed to
the ‘morphological’ ones not as something positive, with its own
mtcmal necessity, but as the contmgent reverse of morphologlcal

Fdedr - wrircy

(for Labnola) ive rise to j te an . Vi .
Nonetheless, what_counts is that the understanding of these vicis-
situdes should occur within the genetical hypothesis {class contradic-
tion and its progressive simplification). Thus, ﬁurolcmna 1S
Jocated not in an indeterminate historical time, but in that peculiar
historical time which is dominated by the crisis of the bourgeois
social formation.’* In other words, morPhoL£1cd necessity’ con-
stitutes a theoretico-discursive terrain which comprises not only its
own distinctive territory but also what it excluﬁes from itself —
contingency. If an ensemble of are conceptualized as ‘con-
tingent’, they are not conceptualized at all, except in their lack of
certain attributes existent in the morphological tendencies opposed
to them. However, since the life of society is ever more complex
than the morphological categories of Marxist discourse — and this
complexity was Labriola’s starting point — the only possible con-
sequence is that theory becomes an increasingly irrelevant tool foﬂg
the understanding of concrete social processes. -
Thus, to avoid falling into complete agnosticism, it is necessary at

some point to introduce other explanatory Categorigs. Labriola does
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this, for example, in his concrete analyses, where diverse social
categories are not simply conceptualized in their ‘contingency’, but
are each endowed with a certain necessity or lawfulness of their own.
What is the relationship between these ‘factual’ structural ¢
and the structures which are the object of morphologmal prcdlctlon’
A first possible solution would be, ClAga)A to maintain a monist
perspective which conceives complexity as a system of mediations. > s
Labriola could not adopt this solution, however, because it woul
have forced him to extend the effects of necessity to the surface of
historical life — the very area from W ¢ wanted to displace
them. But if the dialectical solution is rejected, it is not possible to
pass logically from morphological analysis to the distinctive lawful-
ness of partial totalities. The transition therefore assumes an external
charagter — which is to say that the conceptualization of these legali-
ties is external to Marxist theory. Marxist theory cannot, then, be the -
‘complete and harmonious world-system’ presented by Plekhanov
and thinkable only within a closed model. The necessity/contin-
gency-dualism opens the way to a pluralism of stoucihur
whose internaldogics and mutual. relations have | tp.,b,e.dptg,:mmcd.
This can be seen even more clearly if we cxammc Austro-
Marxism, our second example of an ‘open orthodoxy’. Here we find
a more radical and systematic effort than [abriola’s to JxverS}fy- the
starting pomts to mulnply the theoretical categories, and to auto-
nomize areas of society in their specific determinations. Qtto Bauer,
in his obituary on Max Adler, referred to the beginning of the school
in the following terms: ‘Whereas Marx and Engels began from
HgggL and the later Marxists from materialism, the more recent
“Austro-Marxists” had at their point of departure Kant and
Mach.’** The Austro-Marxists were conscious of the obstacles t©
workmg-class unity in the dual monarchy, and of the fact that such
unity depended upon constant political initiative. They therefore
understood well what, from the different perspective of the Leninist
tradition, was termed ‘uneven and combined development’ “In the
Austro—l—lungarian monarchy there are examples of all the economic
forms to be found in Europe, including Turkey ,.. The hight of
socialist propaganda shines everywhere in the midst of these diver-
gent economic and political conditions. This creates a picture of
extreme diversity What exists in the International as a chrono-
logical development — the socialism of "~ artisans, journeymen,
workeérs i mmaniifacture, factory workers, and agncultural workers,
which undergoes altcratlons with the polmcal the social, or the
intellectual aspect of the movement predominating at any given
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moment — takes places contemporancously in Austria.”*

In this mosaic of social and national situatigns, it was impossible to
think of naticiial identtties 35 “sdpéxstructural’ or of class unity as a
necessary consequence of the infrastructure. Indeed, such a unity
depended on a complex political construction. In the words of Otto
Bauer: ‘It is an intellectual force which maintains unicy
““ Austro-Marxism” today, as a product of unity and a force for the
maintenance of unity, is nothing but_the ideology of unity of the
workers movement, ™’ o

The moment of class, unity, is, thus, a folitical moment. The

. constitutive centre o’f’WMight call a'socety’s relational con-
figuration or articulatory form is displaced towards the field of the
superstructures, so.that the very distinction between economic base
and superstructure becomes blurred and problematic. Three main
types of Austro-Marxist theoretical intervention are closely linked
to this new strategic perspective:.the attempt to limit the. area of
validity of ‘historical necessity’; the suggestion of new fronts 6f
struggle based upon the complexity of the social that was charac-
teristic of mature capitalism; and the effort to think in a non-
reductive manner the specificity of subject positions other than tidse
of class. The first type of intervention is mainly connected with Max
Adiler’s philosophical reformulation and his peculiar form of neo-
Kantianism. The Kantian rethinking of Marxism produced a
number of liberating effects: it broadened theaudience f jalisrp,
insofar as the justness of its postulates could be posed in terms of a

_universality transcending class bounds; it broke with the naturalist
conception of social relations and, by elaborating concepts such as
the ‘social a priont’, introduced a strctly discursive element into the
constitution of social objectivity; and finally, it allowed Marxists to
conceive the infrastructure as a terrain whose conformation
depended upon forms.of consciousness, and not upon the naturalis-
tic movement of the forces of production. The second type of
intervention also placed the base/superstructure distinction into
question. In the discussion regarding Kautsky's Road to Power,
Bauer, for example,* tried to show how wrong it was 5 oticéive

- the economy as a hornogeneous field dominated by an endogendus
logic, given that in the monopoly and imperialist phase political,
technico-organizational and scientific transformations were increas-
ingly part of the industrial apparatus. In his view, if the laws of
competition previously functioned as natural powers, they now had
to pass through the minds of men and women. Hence the emphasis
on the growing interlock between state and economy, which in the
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1920s led to the debate about ‘organized capitalism’. Views also
changed about the points of rupture and antagonism created by the
new configuration of capitalism: these were now located not solely -
in the relations of production, but in a number of areas of the sodial,
and political structure. Hence too, the new importance attributed to
the very dispersion of the dg,y-m—da:f -straggle (revclutiondre
Kleinarbeit), conceived in neither an evolutionary nor a reformist
sense,*® and the fresh significance acquired by the moment of poli-
tical articulagon. (Thus is reflected, among other things, in the new
way of posing the relationship between party and intellectuals.*?)
Finally, with regard to the new subject positions and the ensuing’
break with class reductionism, it is sufficient to mention Bauer's
work on the national question and Renner’s on legal institutions.

The general pattern of the theoretico-strategie-intervention of
Austro-Marxism should now be clear: insofar as the practical
efficacy of autonomous political intervention is broadened, the dis-
course of ‘historical necessity’ loses its relevance and withdraws to
the horizon of the social (in exactly the same way that, in deist
discourse, the effects of God’s presence in the world are. drastically
reduced), This, in turn, requires a proliferation of new discyrsiye
forms to occupy thé terriin left vacant:: TheAuStro-Mams , how-
ever, failed to reach the point of breaking with dualism and eliminat-
ing the moment of ‘morphovlogical’ necessity. In the theoretico-
political universe, of fin-de-siécle Marxism, this decisive step was
taken only by Sorel, xthrough his contrast between ‘mélange’ and .
‘bloc’.. We shall return to this below.

The Second Response to the Crisis: Revisionism

The orthodox response to the ‘crisis of Marxism’ sought to over-
come the disjuncture between ‘theory’ and ‘observable tendencies of
capitalism’ by intransigently affirming the validity of the former and
the artificial or transitory character of the latter. Thus it would seem
very simple to conclude that the revisionist fésponse was symmetri<’
cally opposed, especially since Bernstein himself insisted on many
occasions that he had no major disagreements with the programme
and practices of the SPD as they had materialized since the Erfurt
Congress, and that the only purpose of his intervention was to
realize an aggiomamento adapting the theory to the concrete practices
of thc_,mg_gm[,_chcrﬂnPaEs such a conclusion would obscure
important dimensions of Bemstein’s interven n particular, it
would lead us into the error_of jdmﬂm_ng_mwm revision-

A
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ism.*! The trade union leaders, who were the true spokesmen for a
reformist policy within the SPD, expressed little interest in
Bernstein’s theoretical propositions and remained strictly neutral in
the ensuing controversy — when they did not openly support
orthodoxy.** Moreover, in crudal political debates on the mass
strike®? and the attitude to war, Bemstein’s position was not only
different from but strictly opposed to that of the reformist leaders in
the trade unions and the party. Thus, in attempting to identify the
precise difference betwgen JTeformism,and revisionism, we must
stress that what is essential in a reformist practice is political quietism and
the corporatist confinement of the working class. The reformist leader
attempts to defend the gains and immediate interests of the class, and
he consequently tends to consider it as a segregated sector, endowed
with a perfectly defined identity and limits. But a ‘cgvisionist? theory
is not necessary for this; indeed, a ‘revolutionary’ theory can — in
many cases — better fulfil the same role by isolating the working
class and leaving to an indeterminate future any questioning of the
existing power structure. We have already referred to the conserva-
tive character of Kautskian revolutionism.! Reformism does not
identify with either term of the revisionism/orthodoxy alternative
but cuts across the two.,

The basic issue confronting revisionist and orthodex theoreticans
was not, therefore, the qggsggﬁfﬁfjﬁfilrmism. Neither was it the
problem of peaceful or violent transition™from capitalism to
socialism — in relation to which the ‘orthodox’ did not have a clear
and unanimous position. The main point of divergence was that, whereas
‘orthodoxy considered that the fragmentation and division characteristic of the
new._stage of capitalism would be overcome through changes.in. the.infra-
structure, revisionism held that this was to be achieved through autonomous
political _ jgéc(g;ag_ig\n;\ MMWH@ from the
econémic base is the true novelty of Bemstein’s argument, In fact, it
has been pointed out* that behind each of Bémmnstein’s critiques of
classical Marxist theory, there was an attempt ta recover the political

initiative.in_particular spheres. Revistorism, at its best moments,

Tepresented a rea) effoct to break with the corporative isolation of the
working class. It is, also true, however, that just as the political was
emerging <as an autonomous instance, it was used to validate a
‘reformist’ practice which was to a large extent its opposite. This is
the paradox that we must try to explain. It refers us to_certain
limitations in Bernstein’s rupture with economism _which would
only be rigorously overcome in Gramsg. Autonomy of the political
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and its limits: we must examine how these two moments are struc-
tured.

It is important to recognize that Bernstein, more, clearly than any
representative of orthodoxy, zi%@f"/}f\the changes-.affecting
capitalism as.it entered the monopoly era. His analyses were, in this
sense, closer to the problematic. oﬁ‘HiIferdmg or a Lenin than to the
orthodox theorizations of the time.** Bernstein also grasped the
poliucal copsequences of capitalist reorga apization. The three main
changes =} a-symmetry between the, concentration of enterprises
and the concentration of patnmome@e subsistence and growth of
the middle stratagthe role of economic plannmg in the prevention of
crises — could only involve a total chang&in the assumptions upon
which Social Democracy had hitherto been based. It was not the case
that the evolution of the economy was proletarianizing the middle
classes and the peasantry and heightening the polarization of society,
nor that the transition to socialism could be expected to follow from
a revolutionary outbreak consequent upon a serious economic crisis.
Under such conditions, sggalism had to change its terrain and
strategy, and the key thcorencil moment ‘was the break ' With the
rigid b ba;clsupe:s:mctyrc dlsuncpon that had prevcnted any con-
ception of the autonomy of the polmca It was this latter instanceé to
which the moment of recomposition and overcoming of fragmenta-
tion was now transferred in the revisionist analysis. ‘Sciences, arts, a
whole series of social relations are today much less dependent on
economics than formerly, or, in order to give no room for mis-
conception, the point of economic development attained today
leaves the ideological, and especially the ethical, factors greater space
for independent activity than was formerly the case. In consequence
of this the interdependency of cause and effect between technical,
economic evolution of other social tendencies is becoming always
more indirect, and from that the necessities of the first are losing”
much of their power of dictating the form of the latter.’*

It is only this aummmnmoﬂthﬁ_pohnmmme
dictates of the economic base, that permits it to play this role of
recomposition and reunification against infrastructural tendencies
which, if abandoned to themselves, can only lead to fragmentation.
This can clearly be seen in Bemstein’s conception of the dialectic.of.
workmg-class umty and d1v1;mn Economically, the working class
always appeifs fore and more divided. The modern proletariat is
not that dispossessed mass of which Marx and Engels wrote in the
Manifesto: ‘it is just in the most advanced of manufacturing industries
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that a whole hierarchy of differentiated workmen are to be found,
between those groups only a moderate feeling of identity exists.™’
This diversification of interéstsy— which was most apparent in the
English ¢ise — was not simply the residue of a guildist past, as
Cunow had argued, but was the result of the establishment of a
demgggt\i;_ﬁm. Although, under conditions of political répres-
sion, umty in struggle placed sectoral interests on a secondary level,
these tended to blossom once again in a context of freedom.

Now, if the tendency towards division is inscribed in the very
structure of modern capitalism, what is the source of the opposite
moment, the tendency towards unification? According to Bemnstein,
it 1 party JLhus, he speaks of the ‘necessity of an-organ of the
lass sttuggle which holds the entire class together in spite of its
fragmentation through different employment, and that is the Social
Democracy as a political party. In it, the special interest of the
economic group is submerged in favour of the general interest of
those who depend on income for their labour, of all the under-
privileged.”*® As we saw carlier, in Kautsky the party also repre-
sented the universal moment of the class; but while in his case
political unity was the scientific prefigiiragon.of a real unity to be
achieved by the movements of the infrastructure, in Bernstein the
moment, of political articulation could not be reduced to such move-
ments. The specificity of the political link escapes the chain of
necessity; the irredugible space of the palitical, which in Kautsky-was
limited to the mediating role of the intelligentsia, appears here
considerably enlarged. .

Howeéver, In Berfistein’s analysig of political mediation as consti-
tutive of class unity, a barely perceptible ambiguity has slipped
through to vitiate his entire theoretical construction. The ambiguity
is this:<if the working class appears increasingly divided in the
economic sphere, and if its unity is aytonomously constructed 3t the
political level, in what sense is this political unity a class unity? The
problem was not posem%ﬁa&? “as ond

Xy, as"thé non-correspondence
between economic and political identity was ultimately to be
resolved by the evolution of the economy jtself. In Bernstein’s case,
the logical conclusion would seem to be that political unity . can be
constituted ongyogxb,gn overcoming of the ¢lass limitations of the
different Fractons of workers, and thit there should thus be a perma-
nent structural hiatus between economic and political subjectivity,.
This is, however, a conclusion which Bernstein never reaches in his
analysis. On the one hand, he insists that Social Democracy must be
a party of all the oppressed and nat only of the workers, but on the
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other he conceives this unity as that of an ensemble of sectors which
‘accept the point of view of the workers and recognize them as the
leading class’. As his biographer Peter Gay indicates,* Bernstein
never went beyond this point. Consequently, a link is missing in his-
reasoning. The class character of the umﬁ_;gnon between the political
and the econoftiic is ot produced in either of the two spheres, and
the argument remains suspended-in-axoid.

This conclusion may perhaps be excessive, because it assumes that
Bernstein’s reasoning moves on the same level as that of Kautsky or
Rosa Luxemburg — that he is referring to necessary subjects of an
ineluctable historical process. The truth is, however, that by deny-
ing that history is dominated by an abstract determinist logic,
Bernstein precisely shifted the debate Q_c_m;;hmpla.ne In his concep-
tion, the centrahty of the workers seems instead to refer to a his-
toncally contingent | line of argument — for example, that the work-

ing class is better prep_a_xcﬁ’tha.n other sectors.taful

given ven its degree of concentration and organization. Yet the problem
remains of why Bernstein presented these advantages — which
were at most con_]unctural — as, arrevers:ble achieyements. The same
ambiguity can be found in Bemnstéin’s dicturn that ‘the path is every-
thing and the goal is nothing’ Traditionally, this has been consi-
dered a typical ‘gradualist’ §sl6gan.*° However, in some of its mean-
ings, which produce both theoretical and political effects within. the revi-
sionist discourse, gradualism is not Iogtcally entailed. The only neces=
sary implication of this statement is that the working class can obtain
concrete gains within the capitalist system, and that revolution
cannot therefore be considered as an absolute moment in the passage

sible advances, although it is true that Bernstein’s line of argument
concerning democratic advances links them to a gradualist perspec-
tive. Once again, we must therefore pose the problem of the terrain
where these logically distinct structural moments unite.”

This brings our investigation to the concrete forms of Bernstein’s
ruptarewith orthgb)(\&gt}gmm, and to the | type of concepts he
deploys in order to fill the space opened by its collapse. When
Bernstein questions whether any general mechanism can validly
explain the course of hlstory, his argument assumnes a characteristic
form: he does not criticise the type of historical causality proposed
by orthodoxy, but attempts to create a space where the free play of
subjectivity will_be.passible_in_history. “Accepting the orthodox
identification of objectivity and mechanical causality, he merely tries
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to limit its effects.®' He does not deny the scigntific character of a part
of Marxism, but he refuses to extend it to the point of creating a
closed systemn that will cover the entire field of political prediction.
The critique of the_dogmatic rationalism of orthodoxy takes the
formofa Kantiﬁ dualism For Bemstein, there were three particular
objections to the conggtration of Marxism as a closed scentific
system. First, Marxism had failed to show that socialism necessarily
followed from capitalism’s collapse. Secondly, this could not be
demonstrated because histary was not a simple objective process:
will'also played a role in it. Hence, history could only be explained as
the result of an interaction betwveegn objective and subjective factors.
Thirdly, as socialism was a §arty programme and therefore founded
upon ethical dedision, it could not be entirely scientific — could not
be based upon objective statements whose truth or falsehood had to
be accepted by all. Thus, the autonomy of the ethical subject was the
basis of Bernstein’s break with determinism. -

Now — and this point is crucial — the introduction of the ethical
subject cannot dispel the ambiguities we found earlier in Bernstein’s
reasoning. The ethical.subject’s frec decision can at most create an
area of indeterminacy in history, but it cannot be the foundation fora
gradualist thesis. It is here that a new postulatée — the progressive
and ascending character of human history — 1ntervenes to provide
the terrajn, on which the political and the economic combine, im-
parting a sense of direction to every concrete achievement. The
concept of evolution> Enfwicklung,** plays a decisive role in the
Bernsteinian discourse: in fact, his entire schema obtains its
coherence from it. The npificaton-of the politcal apd econamic
spheres takes place not on the basis of theoretically defined articu-
lations, but through a tendential movement underlying them both
and dictated by the laws of evolution. For Bertistein, thése laws are’
not at all thé same as i1 the orthodox system: they include not only
antagonistic but also harmonious processes. Yet in both cases they
are conceived as totglizing contexts which fix a priori the meaning of
every event. Thus, although ‘the facts’ are freed from the essentialist
connections which linked them together in the orthodox concep-
tion, they are later reunited in a general theory of progress uncon-
nected to any determinable mechanism. The rupture with mechanist
objectivism, which considered classes as transcendent subjects, is
achieved through the postulation of a new transcendent subject —
the cthigg}(,sthgg;,—— which imposes ascendancy in a humanity
increasingly freed from economic necessity.*> From here, it is
impossible to. move towards a theory of articulation and hegemony.
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This clarifies why, in Bemstein, the autonomization of the poli-
tical can be linked to acceptance of a reformist practice and a

gradualist strategy \ For if CVW versible — given the

Entwicklung postulate — its consolidation no 10nger & depends upon
a of fe ases ¢t polifical problem’

on the other hand, the ensemble of democratic advances depended'
upon a contingent correlation of forces, then abg;agpcons1dc;atlon
of the justness of each demand would not "be sufficient reason to
assert its progressiveness. For example, a negative realignment of
forces might be brought about by an ffa-Jck demand or its oppo-
site, an absence of radical political initiatives ina catical conjuncture.
But if the ensemble of democratic advances depends solely upon a
‘law of progress, then the progressive character of any struggle or
conjunctural demand is defined independently of its correlation with
other forces operating at a given moment. The fact that the demands
of the workers movement are considered just and
judged separately from their correlation with other forces, erases the
only basis for criticism of the corporative confinement of the work-
ing class. Here lie the premises for a coincidence between theoresical
revisionism and practical reformism: the broadening of political
initiative to a number of democratic fronts never enters into contra-
diction with the quietism and corporatism of the working class.
This can be clearly seen if we consider the revisionist theory of the
State. For orthodoxy, the problem was straighttorward: the State
was an instrument of class domination, and Social Democracy could
only participate in its institutions with the purpose of spreading its
own ideology, and defending and organizing the working class.
Such participation was therefore marked-by-extegasity. Bernstein
sees this problem from the opposite perspective: the growing
economic power of the working class, the advance in social legxsla-
tion, the ‘humanization’ of fa;maj_;sm m, all lead to the ‘nationalization’
of the workmg Class; the. worker 1s ‘QQEEICW prg_lgma&mas
also become. 2. ditizen. Consequently, according to Bernstein, the"
functions of social organization have a greater influence within the
State than do those of class domination; its democratization trans-
forms it into a State ‘of all the people’ Once again, Bernstein has
understood better than ortﬁodo Xy the basic | truths that the,wo;kmg
class is alr,gggx, on the terrain of the State, and that it is stenle
doghiatism to seck to maintain with it pure relations of exterionty.*
In his discourse, however, this is immediately transformed into a-
totally illegitimate predlcnon namely, that the State will become
Increasingly democratic.as_a_ necessary consegum—ml

et PRy
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cyolution’,;

Having reached this point, we may now apply the test we used for
Rosa Luxemburg: to follow the logical lines of Bernstein’s argu-
ment, while élifinating the essentialist presuppositions (in this case,
the postulate of progress as a unifying tendency) which limit its
effects. Two conclusions immediately anise from this test. First,
democratic advances within the State cease to be cumulative and
bégin to depend upon a relationship, of forces that cannot be deter-
mined a priori. The gbject of struggle is not simply punctual gains,
but forms of articulati rées ‘that will allow these gains to be
consolidated. And these forms are always reversible. In that fight, the
working class muststruggte-from-whiere it réally is: both within and
outside the State. But — and this is the second conclusion —
Bernstein’s very clearsightedness opens up a much more disquieting
possibility . If the worker is no longer just proletarian but alsb.avzeny
‘consumer, and participant in a plurality of positions within the
country’s cultural and institutional apparatus; if, moreover, this
ensemble of positions is no longer united by any ‘law of progress’
(nor, of course, by the ‘necessary laws’ of orthodoxy), then the
relations between theth become an opeq asticulation which ofters no
a priori_guarantee that it will adopr a.givgn form. There is also a
possibility that contradictory and muwally neutralizing subject
positions will arise. In that case, more than ever, democratic advance
will necessitate a proliferation of political initiatives in different
social areas — as required by revisionism, but with the difference
that the meaning of each initiative comes to depend upon its relation
with the others.. To think this dispersion of elements and points of
antagonism, and to conceive their articulation oiitside any a priori
schema of unification, is something that goes far beyond the field of
revisionism. Although it was the revisionists who first posed the
problem in its most general terms, the beginnings of an adequate
response would only be found ini the Gramscian conception of ‘war
ofposidon' L SV g L EAR L N SN N
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The Third Response to the Crisis: Revolutionary Syndicalism

Our inquiry into revisionism has brought us to the point where
Bemstein, paradoxically, faces the same dilemma as all orthodox
currents (including his arch-enemy Rosa Luxemburg): the economic
base is incapable of assuring class unity in the present, while politics,
the sole terrain where that present unity can be constructéd, is unable
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convmcmgly to guarantee the clgss character 9_ﬂ_he umtary sub_Lccts

This antinomy can be perceived more clearly in rgvalutio
dicalism, which constituted aﬁgrd type)of response to thie “crisis of
Marxism’ In Sorel the antinomy 15'3';2wn ‘with particularly sharp
lines, because “he Was more consdous than _Bernstein, or any
orihiodox theoretician, of thé trae dl;nensxeqs of the crisis and of the
price theory had to pay in order to overcome 1t/in @ sat:sfactory
manner. We find in Sgr_e_l\rgt/_on,ly\the _postulation of an_area of
‘contingency’ and ‘freedom’, replacing the broken links in the chain
of necessity, butalso an effott toEt_fu.:;EEthe speaificity of that ‘logic of
contingency’, of that new terrain on which a field of totalizing effects
is reconstituted. In this sense, it_i1s instructive to refer to the key
moments of his evolution.*

Even'in the relatively orthodox beginnings of Sorel’s Marxist
career, both the sources of his political interest and the ‘Theoretical
assumptions behind his analysis showed a marked onginality and
were considerably more sophisticated than those of a Kautsky or a
Plekhanov. He was far from keeping to the established idea of an
underlying historical mechanism that both unified a given form of
society and governed the transitions between diverse forms. Indeed,
Sorel’s chief focus of interest — and hence his frequent reference to
V1co — Wwas the type of-moral qualma which allowed a society to
rétmain united and in a process of ascension, Having no guarantee of
posmvuy, social transformations were penetrated by negativity as
one of théir possible destinies. It was not simply the case that a given
form of society was opposed by a different, positive form destined to

“replace it; it also faced the possibility of its own decay and disintegsa-

tion, as was the case of the ancient world. What Sorel found attrac~

“Vf—wr}'{lﬁn\ was not in fact a theory of the necessary laws of
historical evolition, but rather the tlgggmgf_t@gn_@gog_gﬁg new
agent — the proletar%— capable of operating as an agglutinative
force that would téconstitute around itself a higher form of civiliza-
tion and supplant declining bourgeois society. ‘

This dimension of Sorel’s thought is present from the beginning.
In his writings prior to the revisionismi-controversy, however, it is
~-combined with an acceptance of the tendencies of capitalist deve-
lopment postulated by orthodoxy In these writings, Sorel sees
Marxism as a ‘new real met ap hysics’. All real science, he argues, is
constituted on the basis of an ‘expressive support’, which introduces:
an artificial element into analysis. This can be che ongin o _Jo,pmno,:
mythical errors, but in the case of mdpstnal sogiety there is a grow-
m_gm of the sodal terrain around the image of the
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mechanism. The expressive_support of Marxism — the social
character of labour and the category of ‘commodity’, which increas-
ingly eliminates qualitative disctinctions — is not an arbitrary base,
because it is the moulding and constitutive paradigm of social rela-
tions, Socialism, qua collective appropriation of the means of pro-
duction, represents the necessary culmingtion .of the growing
socialization and homogenizatioii of labour. The increasing sway of
this productivist paradigm telies on the laws of motion of capitalism,
which are not questioned by Sorel at this point of his career. Buteven
so, the agent conscious of it 6Wii intereses)— the one that will shift
society to a higher form — is not constituted by a simple objective
movement. Here another element of Sorel’s analysis intervenes:
Marxism is not for him merely a sgentific analysis of society; it is
ah(\)/\the ideology ,ng,m{lg?glg ,RWLCREE‘_E, anq giving a sense of direc-
tion to it \s}-négglcs,\'l"he expressive supports”; théréfore, operate as
elements aggregating and condensing the historical forces that Sorel
will call blacs. It should be clear that, vis-i-vis orthodox Marxism,
this analysis already shifts the terrain on a crucial point: the field of
so—called ‘objectiv s, has lost its character as the rational sub-
stratum of the social, becoming instead the ensemble of forms
through which a class constitutes itself as a dominant force and
imposes its will on the rest of society. However, as the validity of
these laws is not questioned, the distance from orthodoxy is ulti-
mat 1 .

The separation begins when Sorel, starting from the revisionism
debate, accepts erl_@%ﬁ\emstein's and Croce’s critiques of Marxism,
but in order to extract very different conclusiops. What is striking in
Sorel is the radicalism with which he accepts the consequences of the
‘crisis of Marxism’ Unlike Bernstein, he does not make the slightest
attempt to replace orthodoxy’s historical rationalism with an alter-
native evolutionist view, and the possibility that a form of civili-
zation may disintegrate always remains open in his analysis. The

totality as a founding rational substratum has been dissolved, and
what now exists iséaélang®, Under these circumstances, how can one
fHink the possibility of a process of recomposition? Sorel’s answer
centres on social classes, which no longer play the role of structural
locations in "an objective system, but are rather poles of reaggre-
gation that he calls ‘blocs’ The possibility of unijty in-seciety is.thus
referred to the will.of certain groups to impose their conception of
economic orgdapya' giori. Sorel’s philosophy, in fact “—'ihﬁi.xéﬁcéﬂ by
Nietzscheand in part‘?cular by Bergson — is one oka.cggn_ and W;IJ,
in which the future is unforeseeable, and hinges on will. Furthéi-
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more, the level at which the forces in struggle find their unity is that
of an ensemble of images or ‘langua > — foreshadowing
the theory o thy However, the Consohdation of classes as his-
torical forces cemented by a ‘political idea’ is reliant upon their
confrontation with opposing forces. Once its identity ceased to be
based on a process of infrastructural unity (at this level there is only
mélange), the working class came to depend upon a rom the
capitalist class which could only be completed in struggle against it.\‘
For Sorel, ‘war”thus becomes the condition for working—class iden-
tity, and the search for comman areas with the bourgeoisie aonly
lead to its own weakening. This conscious f a split is a juridical
consciousness — Sorel sees the construction of revolutionary sub-
jectivity as a process in which the proletariat becomes aware of a set
of rights opposing it to the class adversary and establishes a set of
new institutions that will consolidate these rights.** Sorel, however,
an ardent Dreyfusard, does not see a necessary contradiction,
between the plurality of working-class positions within the political
and economic system: e 1S a partisan .of democracy and. of the
political struggle of the proletariat, and even considers the possibility
that tﬁEVWG&giﬂg class, while in no way economically linked to the
middle sectors, could become a pole for their political regroupment.
We see a clear pattern in Sorel’s evolution: like all the tendencies
struggling against the quietism of orthodoxy, he is compelled to
displace the constitutive moment of class unity to the political level;
but as his bre&%@@g@y of ‘histlcit:fi:nr_e:ca_gs,?hyﬁm more
radical than in other tendencies, he also feels obliged to speafy the'i
founding bond of political unity. This can be seen even more clearly-
when we move to the third stage of his thought, which corresponds
to the great disillusion following the triumph of the Dreyfusard
coalition. Millerand’s brand of socialism is integrated into the
system; corruption spreads; there is a continuous loss of proletarian
identity; and energy saps away from the only class which, in Sorel’s
eyes, has the possibility of a heroic future that will fémodel déclining
bourgeois civilization. Sorel then becomes a degided enemy of
democracy, seeing it as the maip_gul\@it/%%}at_dispcrsjon_ and
fragmentation_of subject positions with whic “Marxism had to
grapple at the turn of the century. It was therefore necessary, at
whatever cost, to restore the split and to reconstitute the working
class as a_mnwm%iﬂ known, this led Sorel to reject
political struggle and to affirm the syndicalist myth of the general
strike. ‘(We) know that the general strike is indeed what I have said:
the myth in which Socialism is wholly comgriscd,:_\f./e. a body of
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images capable of evoking instinctively all the sentiments which
correspond to the different manifestations of the war undertaken by
Socialism against modern society. Strikes have engendered in the
proletariat the noblest, deepest and most moving sentiments that
they possess; the_general strike groups them all in a co-ordinated
picture, and, by bringing them together, givés to each one of them
Atsmaximum qf Intensity; appealing to their painful memories of
particular conflices, it éolours with an intense life all the details of the
composition presented to consciousness. We thus obtain that intui-
tion of Socialism which language cannot give us with perfectclear-
ness — and we obtain i a¢'a whole, perceive it instantaneously, s
The syndicalistgeneralstrite’, or the ‘exdlution’ i Marx, is a
myth in that it furictions as an ideological point of condensation for
proletarian identity, constituted on the basis of the dispérsion of
subjéi’:‘t’]x)‘s'iﬁ'an—s?ﬁ’is the one type of recomposing link that remains

‘once political struggle has been dis¢arded, and once it is thought that
the economy of monopolies and imperialism — seen by Sorel as
involving a process of refeudalization — is_heightening the tend-
encies toward disintegration. More generally, one recognizes the old
theme of dﬂ[i.-gﬁ]_sgg, in Sorel’s affirmation that societies have a
‘natural’ tendency to decay, and that the tendency to greatness is
‘artificial’. Thus,@'olence 3s the only force which can keep aliye the
antagomsm described by Marx. ‘If a capitalist class is energetic, it is
constantly affirming its determination to defend itself; its frank and
consistently reactionary attitude contributes at least as greatly as
proletarian violence towards keeping distinct that cleavage between
classes which is the basis of all Sodalism.”’!_f:rom this perspective, it
matters little whether or not the general strike can be realized: its role

is tham‘an’ which allows the proletariat to think
thc‘mélgige\czéﬂc_i_:r_clations as organized around a clear Tine of
demarcation; the category of totality, elirmnated—as—am objective
“description of reality, is reintroduced as a giythical clementesta-
blishing the unity of the workers’ consciousness. As de Paola has
pointed out,*® the notion of ‘cognitive _mst%%u" — or expressive
support — whose artificiali as fecognized from the beginning,
has been broadened to include-fictions.

For Sorel, then, the possibility of a dichotomous division_of
society. is given-not 3s a datum. of the spaal. structure, but as a
construction at_the level of the ‘meral factors® governing group
conflict. Here 'we come face to face with the problem that we have
found whenever a Marxist tendency has attempted to break with

‘economism and to establish class unity at some other level. Why




Hegemony: the Genealogy of a Concept 41

does this politically or mythically reconstituted subject have to be a
class subject? But whereas the inadequacy of Rosa Luxemburg’s or
Labriola’s rupture with economism created the conditions for the
invisibility of the double void that appeared in their discourses, in
orel’s casethe very tadicality of hisantiecondrnism made this void-
clearly visible. So much so that some of his followers, having
abandoned hope of a revolutionary recovery of the working class,
gave themselves to a search for some other substitite m ﬂ_}%ﬁ@;&c
of assuring the struggle against bour _13%?:@?::&"]%15 own
that they fourid it 1 -ratioflall$in. JThis was the avenue through
which a part of Sorel’s intellectual Tegacy contributed to the rise of
fascism. Thus, in 1912 his disciple Edouard Berth was able to affirm:
‘In fact, it is necessary that the two-sided nationaljst and syndicalist’
movement, both parallel and synchronic, should lead to the com-
plete expulsion of the kingdom of gold and to the triumph of heroic
values over the ignoble bourgeois materialism in which present-day
Europe is suffocating. In other ‘words, it is necessary that this
awakening of Force and Blood against Gold — whose first
symptoms have been revealed by Pareto and whose signal has been
given by Sorel in his Réflexions sur la violence and by Maurras in Si le
coup de force est possible — should conclude with the absolute defeat of .
plutocracy.’®
Of course, this is merely one of the possible dervations from
Sorel’s analysis, and it would be historically false and analytically
unfounded to conclude that it is a necessary outcome.*® Historically
false, because Sorel’s influgnce made itself felt in a number of direc-
tions — it was, for example, crucial in the formation of Gramsci's
thought. Analytcally unfounded, because such a teleological inter-
pretation assumes that the transition from ¢lass to nation es-
sarily determined by the very structure of Sorel’s thought, whereas
the latter’s most specific and original moment was precisely the
indeterminate, non-apriori character of the mythically constituted

subjects. Furthermore, this i@wwﬁe
th_gp_qa,_for it affirms that sogial reality itself is_indeterminate
(mélange) and that any unification turns on the recomposing practices
of a bloc. In this sense, there is ng Teoretical reason why the mythical
reconstitution should not move in the direction of fasgism, but
e NN . . - .
equally nofe to exclude its advance in another direction — such as
Bolshevism, for example, which Sorel enthusiastically welcomed.
The decisive paint — and this is what makes Sorel the most pro-
found and original thinker of the Second International — is that the

very identity of social agents becomes indeterminate and that eve
y iden Ssoc. ccomes ind te L cvery
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m thical’. fixation of it depends upon a struggle. The concept of
as it emerged in Russian Social Democracy — which,
as we shall see, also supposed 2 logic of contingency — was from
this point of view much less radeW Trotsky was’
capable of questioning the necessity for social agents to have a class

character. Only with Gramsdi did the twg traditions converge in his
concept of ‘hi Wc where the concept of “Hégermony’
1sm

derived from dets in a new synthesis with the concept of
¢ yn P
bloc’ derived from Sorel.
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Hegemony: The Difficult
Emergence of a New Political
Logic

It 1s necessary at this point 0 clarify the relationship between the
m void that emerged in the essentialist discourse of the Second
International, and the peculiar dislocation of stages to which the
problematic of hegemony will constitute a political response. Let us
begin by specifying those characteristics of the double. vo1d which
make possible its comparison with the hegemonic suture.' Firstly,
that void appears in the form of a dualism: its founding discourse
does not seek to determine differential degrees of efficacity within a
topography. of the. social, but to set limits on the embracing and
determining capacity of every topographical structuration. Hence
such formulations as: ‘the infrastructure does not determine every-
thing, because consciousness or will also intervenes in history’; or
‘the general theory cannot account for concrete situations, because
every prediction has a morphological character’ This dualism is
constructed through a hypostasis of the indeterminate qua indeter-
minate: entmes Wthh _escape structural determination are under-
stood as the negative reverse of the latter. This is what makes
dualism a relation of frontiers. If we observe closely, however, this
response does not break at all with structural determinism: it merely
comes down to a limitation of its effects. For example, it is perfectly
possible to argue both that there are vast areas of social life which
escape economic determinism, and that, in the limited area in which
its effects are operative, the action of the economy must be under-
stood according. to a determinist par. . Nonetheless there is an
obvious problem with this argument: in order to affirm that some-,
thing is absolutely determined and to establish a clear line separating it
from the indeterminate, it is not sufficient to establish the specifici
othcdctcrrmm.tmm necessary character must also be asserted. For

2 30 -.-._M._.,..-_.«__\_

not at the same level. Thc deteumnatg,\ n cstabllshmg its specificity
as necessary, sets the limits of variation of the indeterminate. The
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indeterminate is thus reduced to a mere supplement® of the deter-
minate.

Secondly, as we have already seen, this apparent dualjsm responds
to the Tact that strucmral detéfinination cﬁ)fspﬁgg%)rov1de the fo?l(:xda-
tion for a political logic in which a struggle can be waged here and
now against tendencies towards fragmentation. It is immediately
apparent, however, that the only terrain permitting the specificity of
such a logic to be thought has been erased from the picture: as every
theoretically determinable specificity is referred to the terrain of the
infrastructure and the resulting class system, any other logic dis-
appears into the general terrain of contingent variation, or is referred
to entities escaping all theoretical determination, such as will or
ethical decision.

Thim'l}) and finally, in the Second International’s discourse, the
class unity of social agents rested upon the ever weaker base of mirror
play economic fragmentation was unable to constitute class unity
:and referred us on to political recomposition; yet political recom-
position was unable to found the necessary class character of social
agents. -

Combined Development and the Logic of the Contingent

Let us now compare this ensemble of fissures, present in the theo-
retical discourse of the Second International, with the dislocations
that the concept of hegemony will attempt to suture. Perry
Anderson® has studied the emergence of the concept of hegemony in
Russmn.Socml Democracy — the theoreticians of the Cominte

took it from there; and 1t reachad Gramsai through ¢ them — and f
results of his investigation are clearf the concept of “hegemony fills a
space left vacant by a crisis of what, according to Plekhanov’s
‘stagist’ conception, should have been a normal historical develop-
ment: For that reason, the hegemonization of a task or an ensemble
of political forces belongs to the teﬁfxﬁofhmmcﬂén?nm/bllﬂ
Eumpcan Social Democracy, the main problem had been the dis-
persion of working—class positions and the shattering of the unity
postulated among these by Marxist theory. The very degree of
maturity of bourgeois civilization reflected its structural order
within the working class, subverting the latter’s unity. By contrast,,
in the theory of hegemony as it was posed in the Russian context, the
limits of a nsufﬁcnently developed bourgeois civitization forced the’
working clas$ to come out of itself and to take on tasks that were not
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its own. The problem, then, was no longer to assure class unity, but
to maximize the political efficacity of working-class struggle in a
histodcal,terxajh'cv/ﬁ“efr\eréf)f{tﬁ{g@ﬁpcy arose from the structural weak-
ness of the bourgeoisie to assume its own tasks.

Let us examine how the steps leading to. the emergence of the
concept of ‘hegemony’ were strictured. In the wridngs of
Plekhanov and Axelrod, the term ‘hegemony’, was introduced to
describe the process whereby the impotence of the Russian bour-
geoisic to carry through its ‘normal’ struggle for political liberty
forced the warking class to intervene decisively tq achieve it. There
was thus 4 splith theclass nature of the task and the historical
agent carrying it out.; This ¢feated a space of indetermjnacy whose
dimensions would vary considerably — they ‘were minimal in
Plekhanov, and expanded to a maximum in Trotsky. But at any
event, this space was to be the crucial point from which the various
revolutionary onentations divided. The Russian revolution — the
revolution ‘against Capital’, as Gramsci called it — had to justfy its
strategy by b%cs){al%is;rlﬁ"né to the maximum the space of indeterminacy
characteristic of the struggle for hegemony. Consequently, an
opposition arose between a netéssary interior (corresponding to the
tasks of the class in a ‘normal’ development) and a contingent exterior
(the ensemble of tasks alien to the class nature of the social agents
which they had to assume at a given moment).

There are sigmficant differences/becween these historical disloca-

tions of the orphodax paradigm and those we found'in the, case of

Western Eucape. [n both the dislocition prodiiced x displatement; but
whereas in Western Europe this involved a displacement of levels™
from the economic to the political within th{'sgﬁ]e clasy, the dis-
placement was much greater in Russia because it occurred between
different class®. In Western Europe — with the exception of
Austro-Marxism, where a multipliaty of national situations was
presented as a dislocation of stages — we were confronted with a
dissociation of the structural momepts-of 3 synchronic paradigm.
Hence the thinking of the dissociation could not, 35 Tn Russiar Social
Democracy, take the form of a narrative-Finally, whereas the dis-

location and crisis of the Baradi:gm was a nggative phenomenon in
the othier cases) in Russia it became a jpositive -pheom en_ggj the

disharmony between bo;,ggsgw and the bourgeoisic

to carry them out was the stepping-stone for the seizure of political
power by the proletariat. For the same reason, the Eyropean forms
of dislocation could be conceptualized purely through reference to
negative categorics — transience and contingency — which had to
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be overcome; but in the Russian case; since the dislocations ex-
pressed themselves as positive conjunctures permitting the advance
of the working ¢lass==1-ceéttiin way of infiltrating itself into
history — it became necessary to characterize the new type of
relationship between the working class and the alien tasks it had to
assume at a given moment. This anomalous relation was called

We must now examine the specificity of the hegemonic relation in

the discourse of Russian Social Demiocracy. In fact, ‘hegémony’ here
designates, more than a rélation, a space dominated.by_the tension
between two very different relations: a) that of the hegemonized gask
and its ‘natural’ class agent; and b) that of the hegemonized task and
thecclass hegemonizing it. If the coexistence of these two relations
under imprecise conceptual forms is sufficient to give the term
‘hegemony’ a referential space, the precise determination of their
logical articulation is a sine qua noy for the conversion of “hegétiismy’
into a theoretical category. In this case, however, one has only to
examine the ¢Wo relations with caré) in order to observe that they are
not logically articulated at any point.

First of all, in the&truggle against absolutismi, none of the Russian
Social Democratic analyses suggests that bourgeois tasks cease to be
bourgeois when they are assumed by the proletariat. Class identity is
consututed on the basis of the relations of production: for ortho-
doxy, it 1s within that primary structure that the antagonism
between working class and bourgeoisie arises. This prsmary struc-
ture organizes itself like a narrative — we may call itfirst narrative —

....... -

given that its movement is contradictory and tends to its self-
elimination. In the structufing of this narrative, the laws of capitalist
development are the plot,] while the chargacters,/ with perfectly
assigned roles, a@ etarian and capitalist classes. Now, the
clanity of this history is marred by the emergence of an anomaly: the
bourgeois class cannot fulfil its role, and this has to be taken over by
the other character. We may call this role substitution_the secorig
narrative — in Trotsky’s terms, the permanent revolytion. What is
the structural relation between thesetva narrafives? It is sufficient to
read briefly through the strategic debate, to convince ourselves that
their articulation occurs in 3 theoretical terrain marked by the domi-
nance of the first. Thiee considerations are enough to prove the
point. (1.) The order of appearance 6f thg charatlery is not altered by
zhe second narrative; if the bourgeoisie is incapable af fulfilling ‘its’
tasks, these ecgssarily pass tothe proletariat— yet the necessity of
this transfer is only evident if one takes for granted the totality of the
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evolutionary schema constituted at the level of the first narrative.
(2.) The class hatureof the tasks is not altered by the fact that they are
assumed by one class or the other — thg"deniocrati ks remain
bourgeoisgven when their historical agent is the working class. (3.)
The very identity Qf; the\sg(qg‘l _agents is determined by their struc-
tural positions in the first narrative. Thus there is an unequal relation
between the two narratives: hegemonic relations supplement class
relations. Using a distinction of Saussure’s, we could say that hege-
monic relations are-always facts of parole, while class relations are
facts oflangue; A
The sense and identity of the hegemonic task and the agenits which
put it into effect are totally containéd-within telation (), as defined-
above. Hence the relation between the two components of relation
(b) can only be one of exterigrity) Now,a eliﬁl%?émvcan
ects! as a relation of extenorityynd as a
pect presents iffichlty: a rela~-

tiof is one of exteriority 4f the identity of its components i entirely’
constituted outside the relarion. As to the relational moment, in
order that the relation may be one of essary
that no conceptual specificity should be attributable 1o it. (Other-
wise, such specificity would become a structurally definable
moment. And since this would require a special theory of its forms
of articulation with other structural mom{;l?mmi'ﬂ'g‘lﬁﬁ'ﬂiss
as such, the identity. of the class would inevitably be modified.) In
OWC relation of exteriority can only be thothg of as pure’
contingency. This explains why the spurious dualism found in the
discourse of the Second International is, for the same reasons, re-
produced in the theory of hegemony. Relation (a) and relation (b)
cannot be conceptually arriculated, simply because the latter has no
positive conceptual specificity whatsoever, and is reduced to a con-
tingently vanant-terrain of relations between agents constituted

outside itself. But, it could be argued, in Russian Social Democracy,
from Plekhanov and Axelrod to Lenin and Trotsky, there was a

positive and increasingly complex theory of hegemony! This is true,
but it is not an objection to our argument. For such positivity and
complexity refer to the typology of situatians making passible hege=

monic relations among classes, and to the variety of relations among
social groups acting in a given conjuncture. Yet, the speWe’
hegemonic link as such is never discussed or, rather, there is a subtle
sleight-of-hand making it invisible.

In order to see how this sleight-of-hand occurs, we should not

focus on those approaches for Which ‘normal’ forms of development
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dominate the course of history and the hegemonic moment occupies
‘a clearly marginal place. (This is the case with Plekhanov, who saw
intervention by the working class as a means of pressing the bour-
geoisie to fulfil its own tasks.) More pertirent are those other
approaches in which the h jetrapsference of tasks constitutes
‘the very substance of revalution, so that it is comparatively more
difficult for the specificity of the hegemanic link to be made in-
visible. In this sense Trotsky’s texts are of exemplary clarity, since
they place extreme em Tlasm on the peculiarities of Russian develop-
ment as opposed to 5 the cotirse of Western European capitalism. As is
well known, in a number of writings published before and after the
1905-Russian- -Revolunon,* Trotsky raised the possibility of a
working-class government that would undertake a direct transition
to socialism, as against the Menshevik perspective for a bourgems—
democratic repubhc following the collapse of. Tsarism, and thé
Bolshevik notion of a2 workers’ and peasants’ government that
would restrict its reforms to a bourgeois-democratic mould. This,
possibility was inscribed in the very peculianities of Russia’s his-
torical development: weakness of the bourgeoisie and urban civili-
zation; disproportionate growth of the State as a miht"aryiburcau-
cratic apparatus .becaming autonomous fioin ¢lasses; insertion” of
advanced forms of capitalism. rcsulm‘rg from the ‘privilege of back-
wardness’; freshness of the-Russian proletanat‘ due to the absence of
traditions tying it toa complex civil society; and so on. As the

bourgeoisie ha istarical tasks of the
struggle against absolutism, the proletariat became
their realization. This dislocation in the stagist paradigm, and the

supersession of the resulting hegemonic transference, were the very
axis of Trotsky’s theory of the revolution.

It would seem that no greater centrality could have been given to
the hegemonic relaton, as the very- possibility of revolution
revolved around it. However, we should loo ﬁ ore closely at the

forms which this centrality assumes in Trotsky’ s.discourse.'On two
fundamental points his analxsxus.conﬁ:gntcd, wlmﬁfﬂ/ﬁq{ko{
al relations that seem to resist strict class reductionisnd— thatis
the ncccssa% character of relation (a) — and on both oints he
shrinks from a theoretical advance that would determine this speci-
ficity. The firstpoint concerns the correlation betwecn thc structural
weakness of the Bourgeoisie and the exceptic tional T r6T ed|by the
State in the historical formation of Russxan sodiety. Faced with the

theoretical challenge posed by the Bolshevik historian Pokrovsky —
who, from a crudely economist viewpoint, insists that to grant such
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importance to the State would be to detach it from its class bases —
Trotsky fails to reply with a theoretical analysis of relative State
autonomy in different capitalist social formations, appealing ifistead
to the greenness of life against the greyness of theory: ‘Comrade
Pokrovsky’s thought is gripped in a vice of rigid social categories
which he puts in place of living historical forces Where there are

no ‘‘special features”, there is no history, but only a sort of pseudo-
matenahst geometry. Instead of studying the living ad Thinging
matter-6f” c\fbﬁéﬁﬁ development, it is enough to notice a few”
outward symptoms and adapt them to a few ready-made clichés.’
With this, the /speciat featargh constituted by the autonomization of
the State from social classes is hereby placed on a terrain which
severely limits its effects from the beginning: we are now dealing
with circumstances, which belong to an eminently factual order and
are capable of being incorporated into a story.— hence the predomi-
nantly narrative tone of Trotsky’s analysis — but which cannot be
grasped conceptually.

This would not necessarily be negative if ail social determinations
were subjcctcd to the same treatment, because Trotsky would then
have to n3frate =it the same level of Russia’s sj specificicies — the
processes through which the economy manages to determine, in the
last instance, all other social relations. This, however, does not
happen; although there is a narration of the spca.ﬁ.a.ncs_, the features
considered common “tp every capitalist social formation are hot
subjected toa ‘Tarrative treatment. That the ec det es in
the Tast instance the processes of history is something wh:cht for
Trotsky, is established at a level as extra-historical as Pokrovsky's,
and in as dogmatic a manner. An order of  essgnces inescapably

LR N

confronts an orde ‘gdrcumstances’, and bSth Yre reproduced
within the safne socal ageMms. What is lable in them to historical
variation is reduced to that ensemble of characteristics which makes

them deviate from a normal paradigm — the weakness of the bour-
geoisie in Russia, the freshness of its proletariat, etc. These ‘special
features’, however, do not in any way undermine the validity of the
paradlgm this continues to produce its effects msofar as the social
agents define their basi InSofar as the
‘special features’ present themmsélves merely as empmcal advantages
or disadvantages for the attainment of class objectives pre-
established at the level of ‘essences’

This is clearly revealed in the second fundamental point where
Trotsky’s analysis touches the limits of the he reductignist conception
of classes: in the analysis of hegemony. AmW‘e;;l'}\fér — and this
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can also be applied to Trotsky’s analysis — there is aisplit‘between
the “natural’ class agent of a historical task and the concrete agent that
puts, wffe(;; But we also saw that, Tor the agent w under-
takes it, the glassriature of a task is not a,lteredby 15 S t; he agent
does not, theretore xdenn[z with the task undertaken; its relation
wgh\that task remains at the level of a circumstantial calculation —
even when this may involve ‘circumstances’ of epochal dimensions.

The splitting of the task is an empitical phenomenon that does not

affect its nature; the agent’s connection to the :EQFEE also empmcal
and a permanent schlsm develops between an ‘insidg, and an out—
side’ of the agent's identity. Never for a momént do we find in
Trotsky. the idea that the democratic and anti-absolutist identity of
the masses constitutes a spcaﬁc subject position which different
classes ¢an articulate and that, in doing so, they modify their own
nature: The unfulfilled demacratic tasks are simply a stepping-stone
for the working class to advance towards its strictly class objectives.
In this way, the conditions are created not only for the specificity of
the hegemonic link to be systematically conjured away (given that its
factual or circumstantial character eschews any conceptual construc-
tion), but also for its drsappesrance to be made invisible. Indeed, the
insertion of the hegemqqtc/{gla,m into a mmmﬁgf__gi_]ustments
and recompositions, into a succession which cannot be subsumed
under the princple of repetation, seems to give a meaning to that
conceptually evanescent presence. Thus, the historico-narrative
form in which Russian specifiaties are presented, plays an
ambiguous. role: if, on the one hand, itlimits themn to the terrain of
thcmmms;antlal on the other, the fact t,har: thgy can be thoug/]ft
even under. ;hc wgg,hfo:m,o( a.parrative, gives them 4 principle of
organization, a certain discursive presencé Yet this is an extremely
ephemeral presence, since the saga of hegemony concludes very
quickly: there is no specificity, either for Trotsky or for Lenin,
which can assure.the.surviyal of a Soviet State unless a sodialist
revolution breaks out in _Europe, unless the Victorious working
classes of the advance mt countries come-to the ASsispinee of
the Russian revolutionanes. Here the ‘abnormality’ of the dis-
location of stages in Russia links up with the _llormal development
of the West; what we have called a ‘second narrative’ is reintegrated
into the ‘first narrative’; ‘hegemony’ rapidly finds its limits.
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‘Class Alliances’: Between Democracy and Authoritarianism

This conception of the hC.ESiES’\")\&% as external to the class iden-

tity of the agents is not, ot course, exclusive to Trotskyism but
characterizes the whole Leninist tradition. For Leninism, W
political”

involves prship within a class alliance. The
character of the hegemoni¢ Tik'{s Tandsirental, implying as it does
that the terrain on which the link establishes.itself is.differenc-fram
that on which the social agents are constituted. As the field of the
relations of production is the specifi¢ terfain‘of class constitution, the
presence of classes in the political field can only be understood as a-
représéitation of interests. Through Yﬁé}r representative parties they
unite er_the leadership of one class, in an alliance against a
common enemy. This, drcunistantial v-unity';idoes not, however,
affect the identity of the classes comprising the alliance, since their
identity is constituted around ‘interests’ which are in the end strictly
incompatible (‘strike togethcr{u‘?ﬁirch separately’). The identity
of the socjal agents, rationalistically conceived under the form of
‘integgsts’, and the transpatericy, of the means of representation in
refation to What is représented, are the two conditions WHicH permit
the exteriority of the hegemonic Tink to be &stablished. This-ex-
teriority was at the root o%'tfldse paféﬁéxica]js-i%;atlbn”s‘ in which the
communist militant typically found himself. Often in the vanguard
of a smuggle\fog,.@’;mgga%b_?ﬂmgs, he nevertheless could not
identify with them since he would be the fir i em once
the ‘bourgeois-democratic’ stage was completed.

At this point, it 1s important to note the yity and the
contradictory effects that stem from th€ centrality 5T hegemony in
Leninist discourse. On the one hand, the concept is undoubtedly
associated with the more authoritarian and negative tendencies of the
Leninist tradition, for it postulates a clear separation within the
masses_hetween the leading sectots.and those which are.led. (This
separation is cvidentrf‘igs"ent in the revolutionary strategy of
AKautskian orthodoxy, in which a complete coincidence between
political leadership and social base leaves no necessity for hegemonic
recompositions.) But, on the other hand ‘the hegemonic relation
entails a conception of politics which is, gftentially \nore derToTT?
than anything found within the tradition of the Second Inter-
national, Tasks and demands which, in classist economism, would
have corresponded to different stages are now seen to coexist in the
same historical conjuncture. This results in the acceptance of current

political validity for a plurality of antagonisms and points of rupture,
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so that revolutionary legitimacy is no longer exclusively concen-
trated in the working class. A structural dislocation thus emerges
between ‘masses’and-_classes’, given that the IWQBQ the
former from the dominant sectors is not juxtaposed with class
exploitation. Combined and unevem~-davelopmgnt becomes the
terrain which for the first time allows Marxism to render more
complex its conception of the nature of social struggles.

How, then, are we to account for this_pagadox: that at the very

moment when, the democratic.dimension. of the mass struggle was
being enlarged, an ever more vanguardist and anu-d mrp,gﬁqag*c:'_‘c:c;ﬁ-
ception red TESETE in soqalist polinical practice? Quite simply, by
the fact that the ontolagical privilegg granted t6 the warking.class by
.Marxism was transferred from the sodial base to the political leader-
ship of the mass movement. In the Leninist conception, the working

class and its vanguard do not transfoem their class identity by fusing
pased. by, the hegemonic practices; instead, théy regard these
demands as stages, as necesiry yettransitory steps in pursuit of their
own class objectives. Undér such conditions, the relations between
‘vangyatd’ and “massgs’ cannot but have a predominantly external
and- manipulative.character. Hence, to the extent that democratic
demands become more diverse and the terrain of mass struggle more
complex, a vanguard that continues to identify with the ‘objective
interests of the working class’ must increasingly broaden the hiatus
between its own identity and that of the sectors it $¢eks t&Tead. The
very expansion of the democratic B_g_t_cptial of the mass movement
gives rise, in a strictly classist eonception, tG airinereasingty atithori-
tarian practice of poliics. While democratization of the mass
struggle depends upon a proliferaton of points of rupture which
overflow class boundaries, political authoritarignism emerges at the
moment.when, in order.to ground the necessity of class hegemony, a
distinctionis established between leaders.and led within mass move-
‘ments. If this distinction were based'{pdn a greater practical capagi
for self-organization in the stryggle for objectives shared by the
entire “THovement, the consequerices” would not necessarily be
authoritarian. But, as we haye seen, it is actually pased.in..very
different_terms: one sectok, knows the underlying movement of
history, and knows therefore the temporary chatacter of “the
demands uniting the masses as-a whole, The centrality attribyted to
the working classis not a practical but an ontological centrility, which
is, at the same time, the seat of an episteidfogical pnivilege: as the
¢ : ’ . NS vE e hwy A
universal’ class, the .proletariat — or rather 'its party’ — is the
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depository of science. At this point, the schism between class iden-
tity and the identity of the masses becomes permanent. The-passi-
bility of this alw was, in some way, present from the
B'E_nTﬁm s of arxist ofthodoxy; that is to say, from the momentin
which a i

’. If none of the theoreticians of the Second

International advance in this authoritarian direction, this was
because for them the political centrality of the working class had to
coincide with the proletanamzatron of the other social strata, and
there was thus no ro6 HisTT s. All that
was necessary for the authoritansn “turn to become inevitablg, how-
ever, was that the seizure of power should be conceived as an act of
masses broader than the working class, while the latter’s political
centrality was upheld as a principle in cIa.ss:caI terms.

Let us now brng together several finks in_our argumeqt._ It has
become clearer why tl}etensu?_j:)e‘tween the two relations embraced
by the cegnTept ot Hegem_wl 7~ the relation between the hege-
i - and the relation betw¥¥h
the hegemonized tagk and the class that is its ‘natural’ ageirt — could
never %e résofved in an effective conceptual articilation.
tion for the maintenance of working-class unity and identty on the
terrain of economr/;r»s;ag{sm — the only terrain capable of constitut-
ing it as a ‘uniiversal class” — was that the hegemonized tasks should"
not transform the identity of the hegemonic class, but enter into a.

merely exss:mal.and.&cm.d_mlanmwuhn Moreover the only way’

of affirming the external chagactgr of this relation was to tighten the
bond begwm&ﬂ:%ﬁmmml class af?’f“fhe
terrain of hegemonic, relations was, therefore, ong

pragmatic discourses.>All the terminological innovations which
Lenifisim and the Comintern introduce to Marxism belong to mili-
tary vocabulary (tactical alliance, strategic line, so many steps
forward and so many back); none refers to the verystuctuong.of the
social ¢ which Gramsa would later address with his con-
cepts of historical bloc, integral State, and so forth.

Now, tm between the two relations embraced by the
concept of hegemony is not distinct from the ambiguity we have
located between a demacratic and an authoritanian practice of hege:
mony. The relation between a hegertionic class d a démacratic task;
or demand assumes an external, manip ative character on.l.y,x,nsafar
as this task is bonded to a drfferent class, and to a necessary stage
within the evolutionist paradigm. Conversely, the..demagratic
Potential can be developed only if 1f thrs bond is broken, only if the

I S it

Pk

tgr — the working class — was raised to the
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conditions disappear which permitted the emergence of a rigid
separation between leaders and led within the masses. At this point,
we must present th g,gwwhnc'ﬁ would allow the original
amblgulty to be overcome in ecither a democratic or an authoritarian
practice of hegemony.

Danw As we have indicated, the terrain of heggmomc
recompasition carrics a potential for the democraué"eﬁf)i‘nSJQn and
deepening of socialist political practice. Without hegemony,
socialist practice can focus only on the demands and THterests of the
working class. But insofar as the ggjpcgmpn of stages compels the
wor‘u.nga%lgg to act on a mass ferraig, it must abandonits class ghetto-
and transtorm itself int6 thé articulatqz of a multiplicity of anta-
gonisms and demands stretching beyond itself. From everything we
have said, it is evident that the dgepening.afa mass democratic.prac-

ice.— which shuns vanguardist manipulation and an external
characterization of the relation Jbetween clags-hegemony and demo-
cratic tasks — can be achieved only if itis recognized that these tasks
do not have a necessary class character and if stagism is ‘renounced in
a thoroughgoing manner. It is necessary to break with the view that
democratic tasks are bonded to a bourgeois stage — only then will
the obstacle preventing a permanent articulation between saciakism
and democracy be. gliminated. Four fundamental consequences
follow from this:.First, the very identity cffa:a?»scs i5 transférmed by
the hegemonic tagks they take on themselves: the rigid line of demar-
cation between the internal and the external has fallen. S&cor
inasmuch as the demogratic demangs of the masses lose their neces-
sary class character, the field of hegemony ceases to involve a maxi-
mization of s-based on a zero-sum game among classes; the
notion of * jange? 1s also clearly insufficignt, since hegemony
supposes the construction of thﬁ:;iﬂl-y—idﬂn.m.)ho,[_sgaal-agents and
not just a rationalist coincidence of ‘interests’ among preconstituted
agents. Tﬁlrwil)a the field of politics can no longer be cansidered a
‘representation of interests’, given that the so-called * rcprescntatlog
modifies the nature of what is represented. (In fact, the véﬁ'\nbnon
of representation as transparency becomes untenable What is
actually callgﬂmto question here, is the base/superstructure model
itself.)sFinally’ insofar as the 1dent1ty of social agents ceases to be
exclusively constituted through their insertion in the relations of
production, and becomes a precarious articulation.among a number
of subject positions, what is being implicitly challenged is the identi-
fication between social agents and classes.

Authoritarian practice. Here the conditions are the gppasite. The
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class nature of-every demand or task has to be fixed a priori. There
are bourgeois-democratic demands, pétty-bourgeois demands, etc.,
and their relative progressiveness is established through a political-
calculation which analyses every conjuncture in terms of the tradi-
tional model of stages and the changes introduced by their uneven~
combination. There is, obviously, a camplete separation between
the hegemonic tasks of the working class and its class idéntity "The
military, .CQngggflon _of_politics dgmingges_;~thc..v.wrb'bl"e" range of_
strategic ¢ilcutations™But sirice theé réat working class'is, of course,
far from fully identifying with its ‘historical Mterésts’, the dissocia- -
tion becomes permanent between the materiality of the class and the -
political instance representing its ‘true identity’ From Lenin’s What
is to be Done to the Bolshevization of the Communist parties under”
the Comintem, this line of demarcation becomes increasingly rigid
and 1s- reflected-in-the-geawing authoritarian tumn of Communist
politics. It 1s important to clarify what makes this turn inevitable. We
do not seek to deny the need for political fiédiation in thé socialist
determination of the working class; even less, to oppose it with a
workensm based upon the myth of a spontaneously socialist deter-
mination of the class. What is decisive, however, is jow the nature of
this political link is undecst00d; and Leninism evidently makes no
attempt to construct, through struggle, a mass identity not predeter-

------- i "

mined by any necessary law of history. On the contrary, kai#iRtains

that there is a ‘for itself” of the class accessible only to.the enlightened
vanguargl__f__vyhglsg__aﬁt__t_i_ﬂc@_q towards the working class i ore
purely-.pedagogl .

Jagogical. The roots of Juthomtanian.polisics lie in this
interweaving ot science-and politics. As a consequence, there is no
longer any problem in considering the party as representative of the
class — not of the class as flesh and blood, of course, but of that
entelechy constituted by its ‘historical interests’ Whereas the demo-
cratic practice of hegemony increasingly calls into question the
transparency of the process of representation, the authoritarian prac--
tice has laid the ground for the relation of representation to become
the basic political mechanism. Once every, polifical relation is con~-
cetved as a relation of representation, a progressive substitutionism
moves from clags 1q party (represéntation of the objective interests of*
the proletariat) and from party to Soviet.State (representation of the
world interests of the Communist movement). A martial concep-
tion of class struggle thus concludes in an eschatolpgical epic.

As we have seen, the roots of this transference of clasgamity, to the
political sphere~go back to Second International orthodoxy. In
Leninism as in Kautskyism, the constitutive character of the political
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‘moment does not entail that a major role is attnbuted to super-
structures, because the privilege granted to, the party is not ‘topo-
graphical’ but ‘epistemological’: it is founded not on the efficacy of
the pohtlcal levcl in constructing social relations, but on the sgentific

,,,,,,

between thc visible tendencies of capltahsm and its underlying
evolution. The. d;fferencé between Kautskyism and Leninism is that
for the former the split is purely temporary and internal to the class,
and the process of overcoming it inscribed in the endogenous ten-
dencies of capitalist accumulation; while for.Leninistp, the spht is the
terrain of a structural dislocation between ‘class’ and ‘masses’ which
permanently defines the conditions of political struggle in the
imperialist era.

This last point is decisive: hegemonic tasks become increasingly
central to communist strategy, as they are bound up with the very
conditions of dgvelopment of the world capitalist system. For Lenin,
the world gconomy is not a mere economic Tact, but a political
reality: it is an impepialist chaim The breaking points appear not at
those links which are most advanced from the point of view of the
contradiction between forces and relations of production, but
instead, at those reatest nu of contradictions have
accumulated; and where the greatest number of tendencies and
antagonisms — belonging, in the orthodox view, to diverse
phases — merge into a ruptural unity.® This implies, however that
the revolutiona gcess can be understood only as a political
articulation of dissimilar €lements: there is no revolution without a
social complexity external to the simple antagonism among classes;
in other words, there is no_revolution without_hegemony. This
moment of political articalation becomes more and more funda-
mental when one encounters, in the stage of monopoly capitalism, a
growing dissolution of old solidarities and a general politicization of
social relations. Lenin clearly perceives the transition to a new bour-
geois mass politics — labelled by him Lloyd Georgism’ — which is
profoundly transforming the historical arena of class struggle. This
possibility of unsuspected articulations, altering the social and poli-
tical identities that are permissible and even thinkable, increasingly
dissolves the obviousness of the logical categories of classical
stagism. Trotsky will draw the conclusion that combined and
uneven development is the historical condition of our time. This can
only mean an unceasing expansion of hegemonic tasks — as
opposed to purely class tasks, whose terrain shrinks like a wild ass’s
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skin. But if there is no historical process which does not involve a
‘non-orthodox’ combination of elements, what then is a2 normal
development?

Communist discourse itself became increasingly dominated by
the hegemonic chjtjcterwhich every political initiative acquired in
the new historical terrain 6fthe tnperialist era. As a result, however,
it tended to oscillate in a contradictory manner between what we
have called a democratic and an authoritarian practicg of hegemopy.
In the 1 Wi“ stagism was everywhéré i command, and as
the prospect o revoldtisN téceded the class lines grew stll more
rigid. Since the European revolution was conceived purely in terms’
of working-class centrality, and since the Communist parties re-
presented the ‘listorical intérésty’ of the working class, the sole
function_of_ these parn 5°t6 maintain ‘the revolytionary con-
sciousnéss of the proletatiat in opposition to the integrationist
tendencies of social democracy. In periods of ‘relative stabilization’,
therefore, it was necessary to strengthen the clasﬁmﬁm
greater intransigence. Hence, the slogan launched in 1924 for the
Bolshevization of the Communist parties. Zinoviev explained it as
follows: ‘Bolshevization means a firm will to struggle for the hege-
mony of the proletanat, it means a passionate hatred for the bour-
geoisie, for the counter-revolutionary leaders of social democracy,
for centrism and the centrists, for the semi—centrists and the pacifists,

for all the miscarriages of bourgeéois ideology . Bg(if,ll_e}ri;gmna's
Marxism in_acton; it is dedication to the idea of the dictatorship,of
the proletatiat, to the idea of Leninism.’® As a renewal of theYévolu
tionary process would inevitably follow upon a worsening
economic crisis, political periodization was a mere reflection of
economics: the only task left to the Communist parties in periods of
stabilization was to accumulate forces around a wholly classist and
‘rupturist’ identity which, when the crisis arrived, would open the
way to 2 new revolutionary initiative. (Characteristically, the
‘united front’ policy was reinterpreted as a united front from below
and as an opportunity to expose the social democratic leaders.)
Under these conditions a manipulative approach to other social and
political forces could not fail to gain ascendancy.

The break ywith this reductionist and manipulative conception —
or the beginnings of a break, as it has never been overcome in the
communist tradition — was linked to the experience of fascism in

Europe and the eycleofanti=glenial revolutions. In the first case the
crisis of the M@W@tc, and the emergence of radical-
popular ideologies of the Right, ciillenged the conception of demo-
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cratic rights and freedoms as ‘bourgeois’ by nature; and, at the same
time, the anfk-fq is{ struggle created a popular and democratic mass
subjectivity V‘d)ﬁl <could. potentially be fiised With 2 socialist
ideptity. In the terms of our earlier analysis, the link uniting the
hegemonized task to its ‘natural’ class agent began to dissolve, and it
becitite possible to fuse that task with the identity of the hegemonic
class. In this new perspectlve-—ﬁegemony was understood as the
democractic reconstruction of the nation around a new class core.
This tendency would later be reinforced by the varied experiences of
national resistance-against the Nazi occupanm( Bt Mnn
communist policy started with” Dimitrov's report to the Seventh
Congress of the Comintern, where the Third Period line of ‘class
against class’ was formally abandoned and the policy of the popular
fronts first introduced.? hile implicitly retaining the notion of
hegemony. as a merely external alliance of classes; the new strategy
conceived demmm..mugrmd‘whlch was not open to
exclusive absorption.by.any.one social sector.- Under these condi-
tions, it became more and more difficult to maintain-a-strict separ-
ation between hegt:monlcb tasks and.eless-identity. A number of
formulas — ranging from Mao’s ‘new demoaacy’ to Togliatd’s
‘progressive democracy’ and ‘national tasks of the working class’ —
attempted to locate themselves on a terrain that was difficult to
define.theoretically- within Marxist parameters, since the popular
and the ‘democratic’ were tangible realities at the level of the mass
struggle but could not be ascribed to a strict class belonging. Revolu-
tons in the peripheral world which took place under a communist
leadership present us with a similar phenomenon: from China to
Vietnam or Cuba¢the papulac.mass identity was other and broader
than class identity. . The structural split between ‘masses’ and *class’,
which we saw insinuating itself from the very beginning of the
Lemnist tradition, here produced the totality of its effects.

At this point, communist discourse was confronted by a pair of
crucial problems, How should one characterize that plurality-of
antagonisms emerging on a mass terrain different from that of
classes? And how could the hegemonic force retain a strnctly pro-
letarian character, once it had incorporated the democratic demands
of the masses in its own identity? The main response to the frst
question was to implement a set of discursive s;rateg;\e;\whercby the
relationship established between classés wént beyond their specifi-
cally class character, while. formally. remaining on a dassist terrain.
Consider, for example, the use QLQRU?N;\&,{\ n in communist dis-

courses. To enumerate is never an infiocent ‘Operation; it involves
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major displacements of meaning. Communist enumeration occurs’
within a dichotomic space that establishes the antagonism between
dominant and popular sectors; and the identity of both is constructed
on the basis of enumerating their constitutive dass sectors. On the
side of the popular sectors,, for example, would be included: the
working clas_LEc _peasantry, the petty bourgeoisie, progressive
fractions of the national bourgeoisie, etc. This enumeration, how-
ever, does not merely affirm the separate and literal presence of certain-
classes or class fractions at the popular pole; it also asserts their
equivalence in the common confrontation with the dominant pole. A
relation of equivalence is not azelarion of identity among-objects.
Eqm\zalew /glc cal, as the substitutability it establishes
among ~ certaii dbjects "is only valid for determinate posi-
nons within a given structural context. In this sense, equivalence
displaces the identity which makes it possible, from the objects
themselves to the contexts of their appearance or presence. This,,
however, means that in the relation of equivalence the identity of the
object is split: on the one hand, it maintains its own ‘hteral’ sensg; on’
the  other, it symbolizes the contextual position f&”v"vﬁfﬁ‘iftﬂ' is a
substitutable element. This is exactly what occurs in the communist
enumeration: from a strictly-elassist_paint.of view, there is no
identity whatsoever among the sectors of the popular pole, given.
that each one has differentiated and even-astagonistic interests; yet,
the relation of equivalenge cstabhshcd among them, in the context of
their opposition to the dominant pole, constructs a ‘popular’ dis-
cursive position that is irreducible to class posiions. In-thg Marxist
discourse of the.Second Intgmational, there were no equivalential
enumerations. For Kautsky, each class sector occupleg a spedfic
differential position within the logic of capitalist development; one
of the constitutive characteristics of Marxist discourse had been,
preciscly, the dissolutien~af the “peaple’ as an argg{p/l'eus and
umprecise category, and the reduction of ev agoiism to a das
confrontation which exhausted itself in its own literality, 1thout
any equivalential di ion;As to the discourse of ‘combirvlh?u_ﬂ'
unevenﬂ@W%e seen that the dislocation of stages and’
the hegemonic recompositions were merely thought of as_a_ more
complex movement among classcs, whose factual character made
room for a narrative of exceptionalities but not for i “Conceptuali-
zaton of specificities. In Rosa-Luxemburg we come closer to a
symbolic-equivalential split which subverts the literal sense of each
concrete struggle; but as we saw, her attribution of a necessary-class
character to the resulting social agent places a rigid limit on the



64

expansive logic of equivalences. Only-irthe enumeratve practices
of the popular fronts period does the ‘people’ — that agent central to
the political and social struggles of the nineteenth century — re-
emerge, timidly at first, in the field of Marxist discursivity.

From what we have said, it is clear that the condition for the
‘emergence of the ‘people’ as a political agent in communist discourse
has been the relation of equivalence which splits the identity of
classes and thereby constitutes a new type of polarization. Now, this
process takes place entirely within the field of the hegemonic prac-
tices. Communist enumeration is not the confirmation of a de facto
‘'situation, but has a performative character. The unity of an ensemnble
of sectors is not a datum: it is a project to be built politically. The
hegemonizaton of such an ensemble does not, therefore, involve a
simple conjunctural or mioifientary agreement; it has to build a
structurally new relation, different from class relations. This shows
that the concept of ‘class alliance’ is as inadequate to characterize a
hegemonic relation as the mere listing of bricks would be to describe
a building. Nevertheless, given its internal logic, the relation of
equivalence cannot display its presence simply through the ind-
dental substitutability of its terms; it must give rise to a general
equivalent in which the relation as such crystalhzcs symbolically. It is
at this point, in the political case we are examining, that national-
p\p'uhr or popular-democratic symbols emerge to constitute
subject positions different from those of class; the hegemonic
relation then definitively loses its factual and episodic character,
bécoming instead a stable part of every politico-discursive
formation. In this sense Mao’s analyses of contradiction — despite
their near-to-zero philosophical value — do have the great ment of
presenting the terrain of social struggles as a proliferation of contra-
dictions, not all of them referring back to the class principle.

The other series of problems facing communist discourse con-
cerned the question of how to maintain the class identity of the
hegemonic sector. Formulated in-ies-mmost general terms, the issue is
the-fotlowifig: if in the new conception the hcgcmomc reladon
transforms the ldentnty of the hegemonic sector, and'if the condition
of social struggles in the imperialist era entails that these occur in an
increasingly complex terrain dominated by recomposing practices,
does it not follow that the class identity of the hegemonic subjects is
put into question? Up to what point can we continue to refer to a
class core as the articulating principle of the various subject posi-
tions? Two answers — or rather, two ways of arriving at an
answer — are possible here. And in the end they depend on the two
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conceptions of hegemony — democratic and authqgiagian — that
we described earlier. For on€ of ¢hémm, charactcnzmg most of the
communist tradition, the solution is found in an ad nauseam-cxten~
_s:on_of.thc_model.oti:epm:manon Each instance is the represent-
ation of another, until a final class core is reached which supposedly
gives meaning to the whole series. This response evidently denies all
opacity and density to political relations, which are a bare stage on
which characters constituted beyond them — the classes — - wage
their struggle. Furthermore, the class represented i this Way cannot
but be the class ‘for itself’, the finalist perspective incarnated in the
‘scientific’ cosmovision of the party; that is, the ontologically pri-
vileged agent. In this way, all concrete problems concerning the
practice of representation are simply eliminated. The other response
accepts the structural diversity of the relations in which social agents
are immersed, and replaces the principle of representation with that
of articulation. Unity between these agents is then not the expression
of a common underlying essence but the result of political construc-
tion and struggle. If the working class, as a hegemonic agent,
manages to articulate around itself a number of democratic demands
and struggles, this is due not to any a prioti'stractural privilege, but
to a political initiative on the part of the class: Thus, the hegemonic
sub_]ect is a.class suBJect only in the sense thdt, on the basis of class
positions, a certain hegemonic formation is practically articulated;
‘but, in that case we are dealing with concrete workers and not with
the entelechyq constituted by their lﬁ;_tonca n . In the world
of the Third International, there was only one  thifikér in whom the
notion of politics and Eegemony as articulation found soiriflyal its-
ambiguities and imitations’ — 42 theoretically ‘mature expression. ¢
We are, of course, referring to Antonio Gramsci. E

The Gramscian Watershed

The specificity of Gramscian thought is usually presented in two
different and apparently contradictory ways. In one interpretation,
Gramsci was an eminently Italian theoretician whose conceptual
innovations were related to the particular conditions of Italy’s back-
wardness: failure of the Risorgimento project to construct a unified
national State; strong regional split between industrial North and
agranan Mezzogiomo; lack of i mtegranon of the Catholic masses
into the political life of the country, as a result of the Vatican
question; insufficient and contradictory development of capitalism;
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etc. In short, Gramsc was an original theoretidan and a political
strategist of ‘uneven development’, but his concepts are scarcely
relevant to the conditions of advanced capitalism. A second, diver-
gent reading presents him as a theorencian of revoludon in the
West,'* whose strategic conception was based upon the complexity
of advanced industrial civilizations and the density of their social and
political relations. One of his interpreters goes so far as to see him as
the theoretician of the capitalist restructuring which followed the
1929 world crisis, and of the complexity acquired by mass struggle
within the context of a growing intertwining of politics and
economics.'! In fact, Gramsci’s theoretical innovation is located at a
more general level, so that both of these readings are possible — and
partially valid. More than any other theoretician of his time,
Gramsci broadened the terrain of political recomposition and hege-
mony, while offering a theorization of the hegemonic link which
clearly went beyond the Leninist category of ‘class alliance’ As, in
both the advanced industrial countries and the capitalist periphery,
the conditions of political struggle moved further and further away
from the ones imagined by orthodox stagism, the Gramscan cate-
gories applied equally to both cases. Their relevance should there-
tore be situated at the level of the general theory of Marxism, and
cannot be referred to specific geographical contexts.

The starting point was, however, a strictly Leninist approach. In
Notes on the Southerm Question (1926), the first Gramsdan text in
which the concept of hegemony is used, he states: “The proletariat
can become the leading and the dominant class to the extent that it
succeeds in creating a system of alliances which allows it to mobilize
the majority of the working population against capitalism and the
bourgeois State. In Italy, in the real class relations which exist there,
this means to the extent that it succeeds in gaining the consent of the
broad peasant masses. TTHe prccond:tlon of this leading role is that
the working class should not remain confined to the narrow defence
of its corporative interests, but should take up those of other sectors.
However, the logic is still only one of preconstituted sectoral
mterests, which is perfectly compatible with the notion of a dass
alliance. As in Lenir leadership is merely political and not ‘moral
and intellectual’ / !

"It 1s in this movement from the ‘political’ to the ‘intellectual and
moral’ plane, that the decisive transition takes place toward a
concept of hegemony beyond ‘class alliances” For, whereas political
leadership can be grounded upon a conjunctural coinddence of
interests in which the participating sectors retain their separate
identity;('glomhnd intellectual leadership requires that an ensemble
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of ‘ideas’ and *values’ be shared by a number of sectors — or, to use
our own terminology, that certain subject positions traverse a
number of class sectors. Intellectual and moral leadership consa-
tutes, accordmg to Gramsdi, a hlgher synthe hesis, af_gg]_lg:gve will Iy
whlch through ideology, becdrités the orgamc cement unifying a
‘historical bloc’ All these are new concepts having an effect of
displacement with regard to the Leninist perspective: the relational -
specificity of the hegemonic link is no longer concealed, but on the
contrary becomes entirely visible and theonzed. The analysis con~
ceptually defines a new series of relations among groups which
baffles their structural locauop “within the revolutionary and rela—
tional schema of economism.’At the same time, ideology is signalled
as the precise terrain on which these relations are constituted.

Thus, everythmg depends on how ideology is conceived. 15 Here
Gramsci brings abou¢ fwo niéwrand fundamental displacements with
regard to the classical problematic. The first is his cgnq:,pjmn of the
materiality of 1dcoIogy Idcology is not identified with a ‘system of
ideas’ or with'the ‘falsé conis&Giishess’ of social agents; itisinstead an
organic and relatonal whole, embodied in insttutions and appara-
tuses, which welds togcfhcr a historical bloc around-a number of
basic articulatory principles. This precludes the possibility of a

‘superstructuralist’ reading of the ideological. In fact, through the .
concepts of histarical bloc and of ideology as organic cement, a new
totalizing category takes us beyond the-old base/superstructure dis-
unction. This is not sufficient, however, because moral and intel-
lectuaﬂéadershlp could still be undcrstoo‘dsas the ideoidgi¢al inculca-
tion by i hégemonic class of a whole range of subordinate sectors.~
In that case, there would be no subject positions traversing classes,
for any that seemed to do so would in fact be appurtenances of the
dominant class, and their presence in other sectors could be under-
stood only as a phenomeng alse consciousness. It is at this
crucial point that Gramscidntroduceg his third and most important
displacement: _the \I_)-Eeak with the E&ipsgggls_ugrobICMUC _of
1deology For Gramscy, political sabjects ate not — strictly speak-
ing — classes, but complex! ‘collective witls?, similarly, the ideo-
logical elements articulated by a hcgemomcZ class do not havé™i-
necessary class belonging. Concerning the first point, Gramsdi’s
position is clear: the follective~wil} 1s a result of the politico--
ideological articulation"of dispersed and fragmented historical
forces. ‘From this one can deduce the importance of the “cultural
aspect’’, even in pracncal (collectrve) acnv:ty An historical act can”
only be performed by “collective man”, and this presupposes the
attainment of a “cultural-social” unity through which a mulaplicity
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of dispersed wills with heterogenous aims, are welded together with
a single aim, on the basis of an equal and common conception of the
world.’'* Nothing more distant from this ‘collective man’, ‘welded
together with a single aim’, than the Leninist notion of class alliance.

With regard-to the. second point, it is equally evident that for
Gramsci the organic ideology does not represent a purely classistand
closed view of the world; it is formed instead through the articu-
lation of elements which, considered in themselves, do not - have any
necessary class bclongmg ‘Let us examine, in this connection, the
following critical passages: ‘What matters is the criticism to which

p b A e

such an ideological complex is subjected by the first representation
-diffetrentiation and change in the relative weight that the elements of
‘the old ideologies used to possess. What was previously secondary
and subordinate, or even incidental, is now taken to be primary —
becomes the nucleus of a new ideological and theoretical complex.
The old collective will dissolves into its contradictory elements since
the subordinate ones devefop socially.’** ‘How, on the other hand,
should this theoretical consciousness, proposed as autonomous con-,
sciousness, be formed? How should everyone choose and combine.
the elements for the constitution of such an autonomous conscious
ness? Will each element imposed have to be repudiated a priori? It
will have to be repudiated inasmuch as it is imposed, but not in itself;
that is to say that it will be necessary to give a new form which is
specaific to the given group.’'¢
We can thus see the central point which demarcates. Grasmci fram
other anti-economistic positions formulated within the communist
movement of that period. Both Lukics and Korsch, for instance,
also reproportioned the terrain classically attributed to the super-
structures; but they did this within the parameters af a_class-
rcducnomstcLspectlvc which identified the revolutionary subject
with the workin cl s, such that hegemony in the sense of arti-
culation was smgry dnthinkable. It was precisely Gramsai’s intro-
duction_of this latter concept which radically subverted the original
conditions for the emergence of Second International dualism, and
its reproduction on an extended scale in the discourse of the Third.
On the one hand, the field of historical connngency has penetrated
social relations more thoroughly than in any of the previous dis-
courses: the social segments have lost those cssennal gonnccnons
¢m. mcg,momcnts of | the st: tagist para
ed upo nonic articulationd whose success
was not guaranteed by any law o 'storythrms of our earlier
analysis, we might say that the dnvcrse ‘elements’ or ‘tasks’ no longer
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had any identity apart from their relation with the force hegemoniz-
ing them. On the other hand, these forms of precarious articulation
began to receive names, to be theoretically thought, and were incor-

porated into the \Yci‘f;fi;aenti_ty__g_f the social agents. This explains the

importance attributed by Gramsci to the ‘nagopal-popular’ and to

the formulation of a concept such as ‘integral State’, in"which the

dominant sector modifies its very nature and identity through the

practice of hegemony. For Gramsci a class does not take State power,

1t becomes State.

All the conditions would seem to be present here for what we have
called the democratic practice of hegemony. Nonetheless, the entir%
construction rests upon an ultmately ijpcohgrent congeption, which'
is unable fully to overcome the dualism of classical Marxism. For
Gramsdi, even though the diverse social elements have a_merely
relational identity — achieved through articulatory practices —
there must always be mifyin iple in every hegemonic

formation, and this can only be a fupdamental class, Thus two
principles of the social order — the unjgify of theUnifying principle, -
and its necessary class character — are not the contingent result of
hegemonic struggle, but the necessary structural framewark within
which every struggle 9émmlﬁmﬁ§ﬁn‘j is not a wholly prac-’
tical result of struggle, but has an ultimate ontological foundation.

—m . fere—re,

The economic base may not assure the ultimate victory of the

Loy

working class, since this depends upon its capacity for hegemonic

leadership. However, a failure in the hegemony of the working class

can only be followed by a reconsatution of bourgeois hegemony, so

that in the end, politicgl struggle is stll a zero-sym game among

classes. This is the inner essentialist core which continues to be,
present in Gramsci’s thought, setting a limit to the deconstructive’
logic of hegemony. To assert, however . must

always correspond to a fundamental economic class is not merely to

reaffirm determination in the last instance by the economy; itis-also_
to predicate that, insofar as the economy constitutes-an insurmount-

able limit to society’s potential for hegemonic recomposition, the

constitutive logic of the economic space is not itself hegemonic.

Here the naturalist prejudice, which sees the economy as a homo-

geneous space unified by necessary laws, appears once again with all

its force.

This fundamental ambiguity can clearly be seen in the Gramscian
concept of ‘waraf position’. We have already noted the function of
military metaphors in classical Marxist discourse, and it would be no
exaggeration to say that, from Kautsky to Lenin, the Marxist con-
ception of politics. rested upon an imaginary owing a great deal to
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Claysewitz.'” The chief consequence was what might be called a

segregation effect — for, if one understands relations with other

social forces as military relations, then one will always kccp one’s

own separate identity. From Kautsky’s ‘wac-of attrition’ to the

extreme militansm of the Bolshevization drive and ‘clgss. against

class' ~the establishment of a 3 was considered the

very condition of politics — ‘politics; bemg conceived simply as one

of the terrains of class struggle. For Gramsa by contrast,”‘war of
position’ involves the_progressive disaggregation of a_civilization

and the construction of aHEEEE around 3 new ¢lass core,’ e Thus, the

identity of theapponerts, far frofi beinig Tixed from the begmmng,

constantly changes in the process. It is clear that this has little to do;
with ‘war of position’ in the strict military sense, where enemy

forces are not continually passing to one’s own side. Indeed, the

military metaphor is here metaphonze_d_m_[hc_ggposnte direction: if
1n Leninism there was a mlllta\nzatlon of politics, in Gramsa there is

a demlll,banzquqn qf 1""Nevertheless, this transition to a non-

military conception o polmcs reaches a limit precisely at the point

where it is argued that'the class core of the new hegemony ~— and, of
course, also of the old — remains constant throughout the cntire

pjg_gs «In this sense, there isan cszcnt of ¢ c%yln the confron-

tation, and the metaphor of the two afmiies it struggle can retain part

of its productivity.”

Thus, Gramscy’ s/thought appears suspended around a basic am-
biguity concerning the status of the working class which finally leads
it to a contradictory position. On the one hand, the politicel-cen-
trahty of the working class has a historical, contmgent character: it
requires the class to come out of itself, to transform its own identity)
by articulatung toita plurahry of struggles and democratic demands. .
On the other hand, it would seem that this articulatory role is
assigned to it by the economic base — hence, that the centrality hasa
necessary character. One cannot avoid the feelmg that the transition
from a morphological and essentialist conception i Ja Labriola, to a
radical historicist one,'® has not been coherently accomplished.

- Atany event, if we compare Gramsdi’s thought with the various
classical tendencies of Second International Marxism, the radical

of his concept of hegemony is quite evident. After the war,
K;auwﬁ)/r‘0 formulated a_demogratic.conception of the transition to

socialism which. used the Bolshevik experience as a counter- \g;odel
responsible — in his view — for dictatorial practices that were in-
evitable if an attempt was made to bring about a transition to
socialism in Russian-like conditions of backwardness. However, the
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alternative he proposed was to wait until the mythical laws of
capitalist development simplified social antagonisms: the conditions
would then exist for the dislocation between ‘n;l_als’se/s'_md_'dzss:s’ to
disappear, and with it any possible split between leaders and Jed. The
Gramsaap theory of hegempony, on the contrary, accepts social
complexity as the very condition of political struggle and —
through its threefold displacement of the Leminist theory of ‘class
alliances” — sets the basis for a democratic practice of politics, com-
patible with a plurali istorical subjects. ™'

As to Bernstein, Gramsci shares his affirmation of the primacy
of politics, and his acceptance of a plurality of struggles atid demo-
cratic. demands irreducible to class b%ﬁﬁiﬁg. But unlike Bernstein,
for whom these separate struggles and demands are united only at an
epochallevel, through the intervention of a general law of progressy;
Gramsci has no room for a principle of Entwicklung. Struggles derive
their meaning from their hegemonic articulation, and their progres-
sive character — from a socialist point of view — is not assured in
advance. History, therefore, 1s regarded not as an ascendant con-
tinuum of democratic reforms, but as a discontinuous series of hege-
monic formations ot historjcal blogs. In the terms of a distinction we
drew earlier, Gramsc might share with Bernstein his ‘revisionism’,
but certainly not his ‘gradualism’. o

With regard to S the situation is more complicated. Un-
doubtedly, in his concepts of ‘bloc’ and ‘myth’, Sorel breaks more
radically than Gramsci with the essentialist vision of an underlying
morphology of history. In this respect, and this alone, Gramsai’s
concept of historical bloc represents a step backwards. At the same
time, however, Gramsci's perspective marks a clear advance on
Sorel, for his theory of héggifiany as articulation entails the idea of
democratic f;&mxh‘tx, while the Sorelian myth was simply destined to

e unity of the clgss. Successive versions of this myth sought;,

recreate t i ‘
to secure a radical hne of partition within society, and never to_
construct, through a process of hegemonic reaggregation, a new
integral State. The idea of a ‘war of positign’ would have been
radically alien to Sorel’s perspective.

Social Democracy: From Stagnation to ‘Planism’
The political and theoretical_void which the turn to a hegemonic”

politics tried to fill, can also be found in the practice of the sadial--
democratic_parties after the First World War. In their case, the
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dislocation between strictly class tasks and the new political tasks of
the movement took a characteristic form: that of a contradiction
between the limited list of demands and proposals coming forth
from the labour movemerit, ¥nd thé diversity and complexity of the
politieal-prablems confronted by a so“'ircj\_glocracy thrown into
power as a result of the post-war crigis. This new and peculiaf f6rm
of ‘unéven and combined’ development could not but set up paralys-
ing political ettects in social forces which had placed all their bets on
the progressive development of the productive forces, with the
proviso that this would lead to power only when the ‘ohjective
conditionsmatured-~The narrowly classist M;y of the social-
democratic parties would here produce all its negative consequences.

ThJs was evident i in the limited capacuy of the soqal-_dcchw;lc
antagonisms resulting fr &omdaepos&-mr.cﬁsis. ‘From the turn of the
century until the end of the First World War, the European Socialist
movement, under its cloak of a revolutionary party, was thus a mere
parhamcma:y instrument. of trade-uriomsin. Its real activity was
restricted to trade union problems, its constructive action to ques-
tions of wages and tiours, social insurance, tariff problems and, at the’
most, suffrage reform. "The strugglc,agmnst_ml.l.u.znsm and the
prevention of the war, important as it was, was “‘ipgdental” to the
main work of the party.’?? This mentality was to dominate social-
democratic activity as a whole between the end of the war and the

Great Depression. In Germany, for example, from November 1918
onwards, most of the decrees passed by the Soaalist Co g].ci] of

People’s Commissars referred almost exclusively to trade union
démands and reforms io the suffrage system; no attempt whatsoever
was made to face up to key political and economic problems. This
narrow classist mentality was also reflected in the total absence of a
policy of mdrtfl’déﬁﬁﬁ'&qn;atlou in those societies where the social
demioefats Came to govérnment. The classist mentality — reformist
or revolutionary, it matters little — ¢losed the road ta the construc-
tion of a-cellestive-willarticulating a vazicty of democratie-demands
and antagonisms within a new popular hegemonic bloc. Neither the
Army nor the bureaucracy was subjected to any reform whatsoever.
And as for fo__r_gi_gg__pgh;y, the social-democratic governments —
and, above all, socialist ministers participatmg in cabinets dominated
by other pohtlcal forces — restricted themselves to following the
dominant tendencies without formulating any political alternative.
In the strictly economic field, the dominant policy of the pos post-war
social democracies was one of nanonahzauons {called ‘socializa-
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tions’). In Der Weg zum Sozialismus,”> Otto Bauer proposed a gra-
duated senes of natonalizations together with democratic manage-
ment of the enterprises. Projects for nationalization appeared in a
number of other countries, and in some of them like Germany,
Britain and Sweden, commyssions were set up to study socialization

plans. Yet nothing came of this activity. ‘Although social democrats
formed or entered government in several countries, the global result
of the first attempts at socialization was nil: with the exception of the
French_armament_industry in 1936, not a smgle company_was
nanon,ahzcg in Wcstern Europe by a social-deriiocratic government
during the entire inter-war period.’?* After the socialization fiasco,
social democracy did not have the least alternative econoniic project
until the Great Depression.

There are various reasons for this failure, but they all come down
to two main factors. First, there was a lack of.a hegemonic project:
having renounced any attempt to articulate a broad front og
cratic struggles, and aspiring instead merely to represent, workcrs
interests, social democracy found itself powerless ta alter-the soeial
and political logic of the State apparatuses. At this point, an option
clearly emerged: either to participate in bourgeois cabinets in order
to obtain the maximum niimber of social measures favourable to
workmg—class sectors; or else, to enter into opposition and thereby
to double oné’s impotence. The pressure-group character of trade
union interests, typical of social democracy, nearly always imposed
the first altcm.amzc

There was, however, a ggcond reason for the paralysis of social
democracy with regard to any structural change: and this was the
persistence of the Second Intematonal’s gconomism, the view that
the economy constituted a homogencous_spacc.dnmmated by neces-
sary laws, not susceptible to conscious regulation. A. Sturmthal
perceptively comments: ‘Oddly enough, the Radical Marxist tradi-
tion, still alive in Herman Miiller and other right-wing leaders,
increased their stubborn support of laissezfaize. The belief that
“capitalisg cannot be, reformed” was part of the Marxist credo,
designed at the beginning of the Socialist party to separate it from all
middle-class reform movements. Capitalism _was..supposed to
follow its own laws; only a Sodialist re gn . would permit
banishment of the evil soaal?gnsequenccs of the old system. The
obvious implication of this theory was the helief in _revoludonary
tather than democratic methods, but even when the socialist move-
ment accepted democragy it did not completely abandon the basic
ideology of 1ts ongmal theory. Capltaﬁst goverimméiit ad to be




74

administered according to this view, within the traditional frame-
work of capitalist economy Thus Herman Miiller had the sup-
port of the Radicals, who otherwise held him in deep mistrust.'**

It was the Grgag Depression which forced a change in this perspec-
tive_ and, at the same time, gave a new basis 'E)Ti‘il?:\rédeﬁmhon of
social-democratic politics. The planism’ of the 1930s was the first
expression of the new type of attitude. While creating a new welfare-
allowed a unjversalist status to be granted to the interests of the
workers, inasmuch as a hxgh—wages policy became a stimulus for
economic growth by contributing to the expansion of aggregate
demand.?®

Planism at its height.— as it was formulated in the works of its
main exponent Henri De _Man?” — was, however, more than a
simple economic proposal: it was an attempt to recast the objectives
of the socialist movement in a radlcally new, anti-economist ver-
sion. All the elements we saw emerging in the crisis of the economist
and reductionist version of Marxism are present in De Man: the
‘critique of the rationalist conception of subjectivity based on
economic ‘interests’ — he was one of the first socialists seriously to
study psychoanalysis; the critique of class reductionism; the ncces-
sity of a mass bloc broader than the workmg class the need to put
forward soaahsm asa nananal alternagve as an organic reconstitu-
tion of the nation on a new basxs the requirement of 3 myth — inthe
Sorelian sense — which would cement the diverse components of a
collective socialist will. The ‘ﬂguas__;hg;;fgw_a-ﬂmple
-eCONOMISHC InStaMNent; it was the very axis for the reconstitution of
a historical bloc which would make it possible to combat the decline
of bourgeois society and to counter the advance of fascism. (The
pro-fascist position which De Man Rcrsonally adopted after 1938,
and the similar evolution of Marcel Déat’s socialists in France,
should not make us forget the significance of planism as a real effort
to regain the political initiative for socialism in the transformed
social climate following the war and the Depression. Many of its
themes became the common patrimony of social democracy after
1945 — particularly its economic-technocratic aspects; while its
more radical and renovating political insights tended in the main to
be cast aside.)

In this respect, it is instructive to recall a frequently noted ambi-
guity®® which goes to the heart of the limitations of social-
democratic politics after World War II. The project of the left-wing
supporters of planism was to establish a mixed economy in which
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“the capitalist sector would gradually disappear; thus, it was in effect a
road of transition to socialism. For a more technocratic, variant,
however, the point was merely to create an area of st n
which would correct — pmmTT_mmoof
credit="the& Tribalances mhcrent in the course of capitalism. The
terms of this alternative show ve very yeléirly that both the left and right
alternatives related to economic policy; while projects for radical
democratization and the construction of a new collective will were'
either absent or occupied a marginal positign. Before 1945 it was the”
inveterate classism of the social-democratic movements which
barted’ any attempt at hegemonic articulation. Aff er 1945 — with
the creation of the Welfar ¢ — this "Classism slackened con=
siderably, not of course in the direction of a deepening of the demo--
cratic process, but simply through the expansion of a Keynesian
State in which the interests of the different sectars were no longer
defined along clear-cut class lines. In this sense, social democracy
became a politico-cconomic alternative w:thu_pla given State.

and not a radical alternative to that form. (Here we are ev1dent]y
referring not to a ‘revolutionary’ alternative, involving the violent
overthrow of the existing State, but to a deepening and articuletion
ofa. maWsmwx@nMMﬁy,
which allows a ‘war of position’ against the dominant hegemonic
forms.) As a result of this absence of 2 hegemonic alternative,secial
democracy reduced .itself_to 2 combination of, on the one hand,
privileged pragmatic_relations with the trade unions and, on the
other, more or less left-wing technocratic policies, whichin any case
made everythmg dependent upon solutions implemented at a State
level. This is the root of the absurd notion according to which the
degree of ‘leftness’ of a programme is gauged by the numher of
companies i:g‘prqpose_s to nationalize.

The Last Redoubt of Essentialism: tlli&g‘;l{g{ﬂj

Our earlier analysis can be seen from two different perspectives -
which are, strictly speaking, complementary. From a first point of.
view, the picture we have prcscntcd is of a process of splits and
fragmcntanons through which the disaggregation o

paf-ad-lgmioof_ﬁ]ic:, But the J—’PESF‘Q cupied by this paradigm does
not rernain empty: from a second point o view, the same process can
be seen as the emergence and expansion of the new articulatory and

recomposing logic of hegemony. We saw, however, that this expan-
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sion met a limit. Whether the working class is considered as the
political leader in a class alliance (Lenin) or as the articulatory core of
a historical bloc (Gramsdi), its fundamental identity is constituted in
a terrain different from that in Mmonic practices
operite.” Thus, there is a threshold which none of the strategic-
hegemonic conceptions manages to cross. If the validity of the
economist _paradigm is maintained in a certain instance — last
though deasive, as 1t is the rational substratum of history — it is
accorded a necessity such that hegemonic articulations can be-con-
ceived only as mere contingency. This final rational stratum, which
-gives a tendential sense tgvéﬂ‘h.istorical processes, has a specific
location in the topography of the social: at the economic level.

The economic level, however, must satisfy three very prease
conditions in order to play this role of constituting the subjécts of
hegemonic practices. (Firstly} its laws of motion must be strictly
-endogenous and exclude all indeterminacy resulting from political
or other external interventions — otherwise, the constitutive func-

tion could not refer exclusively to the economy. Secondly, the unity
and homogeneity of socia) ageuls, constituted at the economic level,

must result from the very laws of motion of this level (any frag-
mentation and dispersion of positions requiring an instance of re-
composition external to the economy is excluded). Thirdly, the
position of these agents in the relations of prodyction must endow
,them with ‘historical interests’, so that the presence of such agents at
"other social levels — through mechanisms of ‘representation’ or
‘articulation’ — must ultimately be explained on the basis_of
economic _interests. The latter are, therefore, not restricted to a
determinate social sphere, but are the anchorage for a globalizing
perspective on society.

Even those Marxist tendenciey which struggled hardest to_over-
come economism and reductionism mantained, in one way or
another, that essgntialist coanception of the structuring of economic
space which we have just described. Thus, the debate between
-economist_and anti-economist>tendencies within Marxism was
‘necessarily reduced to the secondary-problem of the weight that
should be attached to the superstructures in the determination of
historical processes. Yet the most ‘superstructiralist’ of conceptions
retained a naturalist vision of the economy — even when it
attempted to limit the area of its effects. In the remainder of this
chapter we will probe this last redoubt of orthodox essentialism.
Referring to certain contemporary debates, we will attempt to
demonstrate that the space of the economy is itself structured as a
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pol‘iticalugpace, and that in it, as in any other ‘level’ of sodiety, those

practicés w&tharacterized as hegemonic are fully operative. Before

we embark on this task, however, it is necessary to distinguish two

very different problems which have frequently been confliSgd n the

critique of economism: the first refers to the nature and (;ngt;ip{tj(\m '
of the oIDi jpace; the second, which has no Felation whatsoever-
with the first, concerns the relative weight of the economig space in

the determination of social processes external to itself. The first is the

decisive roblem, and constitutes the ground for a radical break with

essentialist paradigms. The s¢cond, for reasons we will attempt to

clarify in this book, cannot be determined at the level of a general

theonzation of the social. (To assert that what occurs at all levels of
society in a given conjuncture is absolutely determined by what

happens at the level of the economy, is not — strictly speaking —

logically incompatible with an anti-economist response to our first

question.)

Our three conditions for the ultimate constitution of hegemonic

subjects by the economic Jevel correspond to three basic theses of
classical Marxist theory: the condition regarding the“¢ndogenous
character of the laws of motign of the economy corresponds to the

thesis of the neutrality of the productive forces; the condition of the
unity of social agents at the economic level, to the thesis of the
growing homogenization and impoverishment of the working class;
and the condition that the relations of production should be the locus
of ‘historical interests’ transcending the economic SRBHEIE, to the
thesis that the working class has a fundamental interest in socialism.
We will now attempt to demonstrate that these three theses are false.
For Marxism, the development of the productive forces plays th

key role in the historical evolution towards socialism, given that ‘the
past development of the productive forces makes socialism possible,
and their future development makes socialism necessary.’?® They are
at the root of the formation of an ever more numerous and exploited
proletariat, whose historical mission is to take possession of, and-
collectively manage, highly socialized and developed productive
forces. At present, the capitalist relations of production constitute an
insurmountable obstacle to the advance of these productive forces.
The contradiction between bourgeoisie and proletariat is, therefore,
the social and political expression of a primal economic contradic-
tion, one which combines a general law of development of the
productive forces with the laws of development specific to the
capitalist mode of production. According to this view, if history has
a sense and a rational substratum, it is due to the general law of
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development of the productive forces. Hence, the economy may be
understood as a mechanism of society acting upon objective pheno-
mena independently of human action.

Now, in order that this generallaw of development of the produc-
tive forces may have full validity, it is necessary that all the elements
intervening in the prod uctLve process be submitted to its determina-
tlons To ensure this, had to resort to a fiction: it conceived
o lahggr —power as a cmggty Sam Bowles and Herbert Gintis
have shown hiow this fiction would make Marxism blind to a whole
series of characteristics of labour-power as an element of the process
of capitalist production. Labour-power differs from the other neces-
sary elements of producnon in that the capitalist must do more than
simply_purchase_it; he must also make 1t produce labour. "This
essential aspect, however escapes the conception oflabour-poweras
a commodity whose use-value is labour. For if it were merely a
cqommadity like the others, its use-value could obviously be made
automatically effective from the very moment of its purchase. ‘The
designation of labour as the use-value of labour-power to capital
obscures the absolutely fundamental distinctign between productive
inputs embodi eca ractices and all those remain-
ing inputs for whom ownership by capital is sufﬁcncnt to secure the
“consumption” of their productive services.”*® A large part of the
capitalist arganization of labour can be understood only as a result of
the necessity to extract labour from the labour-power purchased by
the capitalist. The evolution of the productive forces becomes un-
intelligible if this need of the capitalist to exercise his domination at
the very heart of the labour process is not understaod. This, of
course, calls into question the whole idea of the development of the
produetive.forces as a natural, spontaneously prégréssive pheno—
menon. We can therefore see that both elements of the economist
viewpoint — laboyr. power as a commodity, and the development
of the productive forces as a neutra] process — reinforce each other.
Little wonder that the study of the labour process was for long
depreciated within the Marxist tradition.

It was the publication of Braverman's Labour and Monopoly
Capital aubich fially triggered off the debate. It defends the thesis
that the guiding principle of technology under. Capitalism is the
scparation of conception and execution, producing ever more
degraded and ‘deskilled’ labour. Taylorism is the deaisive moment
in this struggle of the capitalists to dominate the workers and control
the labour process. Braverman postulates that it is the Jaw of capital
accurnulation which lies behind the need of capital to wrest control
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-of the labour process from the direct producer; he, however, fails to

provide a real explanation why this is expressed through an unceas-
_ing effort ta destroy-the-skills of the workers and to reduce them to
mere performers. Above all, he presents this logic of domination as’
an omifiipotent force — operating apparently without trammels —
as 1if the economic forces available to capital did not permit the
wnthng—dass—coms_t and influence the course of development.
Here, the old notion of labour-payser.as commodity, entirely sub-
ject to the logic of capital, continues to produce its effects.

Contrary to Braverman'’s argument, the critique of the-notion of
labour-power as a commodity whose use-value is labour allows us
to undeérstand capital’s need to control the labour process. The fact is
that once labour-power is pyrchased, the maximum possible labour-
has to be extracted from it, Hence the labour process cannot exist
without a series of relations.of. domination. Hence, too, well before
the advent of mongpoly capitalism, the capitalist organization of
labour had to be both 3 ;ecﬁg ique of production and a technique of;
dowmjpatap. This aspect has been stressed in a number of works,-
such as those by Stephen Marglinand Katherine Stone,*? who argue
that the fragmentation and specialization of labour bear no relation
whatsoever to a supposed need for efficiency, but are instead the
effect of capital’s need to exercise its domination over the labour
process. Since the worker is capable of social practices, he could
resist the imposed control mechanisms and force the capitalist to use
different techniques. Thus, it is not a pure logic of capital which
determines the evolution of the labour process; the latter is not
merely the place where capital exerts its domination, but the ground

of a seruggle.

A number of recent studies, undertaken in Western Europe and”
the United States, have anaTyscd the evolution of the labour process
from the point of view of the relation of forces between workers and
capitalists, and of the workers' resistarice. These reveal the presence
of a ‘politics-ef-production’, and challenge the idea that the deve=
lopment of capitalism is the effect solely of the laws of competition;
and the exigencies of accumulation. Richard Edwards, in Contested

Terrain;?* distinguishes three main forms af control: simple control
based on ﬁgﬂanga ;ngbq.lﬂcal contrgl, corresponding to the subordi-

nation of the worker to the rhythm of the machine as found on the
assembly line; and finally, bureay ratic goptrol — manifesting itse
through the institutionalization of hierarchical power — by which
control depends no longer on the physical structure of the labour
process, as in the previous case, but on its social structure. He
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maintains that the workers’ resistance explains the need for capital to
experiment with new forms. Similarly, Jean-Paul Gaudemar isolates
four cycles of technological domination in the case of France: ‘a
‘ Tghe ; cle of-extensiv JW}Q\I% (in the factory and
outside the factory); a cycle founded on a twofold process involving
internalization of discipline within a labour proeess—remodelled on
mechanization, a cycle which | propose to call cycle of mechanist
discipline; finally, a cycle of contractual discipline, in which the internali-
zation of discipline proceeds by formal and real modes of a partial
delegation of power.’* For its part, the Italian operaista current of the
sixties demonstrated how the dW f capital, far from
blindly imposing its logic on the Working class; is subordinated to
the latter’s struggle. Mario Tronti,**foréxample, points out that
working-class struggles have forced capital to modify-—ts—internal
composition and_forms of domipation — for, by imposing a limit
on the working day, they have compelled capital to pass from
absolute to relative surplys yalye. This leads Panzieni to uphold the
thesis that production is a ‘political mechanism’, and that it is neces-
sary to analyse ‘technology and m&%?gagjzation of labour as estab-
lishing a relation of forces among classes.*® The idea common to
these works is that specific historical forms of capitalist control have
to be studied as part of overall social relations, given that the chang-
ing organizational forms of the labour process cannot be understood
merely in terms of the difference between absolute and relative
surplus value. Moreover, a comparative historical analysis reveals'
important differences among the various countries. The strength of
trade unions in Britain, for ggm&]c, has made possible a greater
resistance to change than elsewheze.
. Workers’ struggles, understood in these_terms, obviously cannot
be explained by an endogenous logic of capitalism, since their very
dynamism cannot be subsumed under the ‘commeodity’ form of
labour-pawer. But if this split between a logic of capital and a logic
of workers’ resistance influences the organization of the capitalist
labour process, it must also crucially affect the character and rhythm
of expansion of the productive forces. Thus, the .thesis- that the
productive forces-are newral,-and-that their-devel
conceived as natyral and unilinear, is entirely unfounded. This also
removes the only ground on which the economy could be under-
stood as an autonomous and self-regulated universe. The first con-
dition, therefore, of the exclusive privilege granted to the economic
sphere in the constitution of social agents, is not fulfilled.

This conclusion should already make us suspect that the second
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condition 1s also not fulfilled, as the economy could hardly constitute
subjects unified by a single logic which it does not itself possess.
Nevertheless, it is important to explore the vanegated decentring of
the diverse positions of the ‘warking class’ subject. In the first place,
the very concept of working class in Marx coversgtwo distiftr
relations with their owh [¥ws of mnotion; the wage relation ésta.
blished through the sale of labour-power — whicﬁ'gifn\/s\&%gxﬂvog_lgg
into a proletarian; and that resulting from the worker’s location in
the labour process — which makes him a manual worker. This
dichotomy underpins the pregnant distinction drawn byﬁ\dichael
‘Burawoy”’ between relations of production and relations/n produc-
tion. If for Marx the distinction is not evident, it is not only because
the two sets of relations tendéd-to coiricide in his immediate his-
torical €xperience; but also because, seeing labour-powet as a simple
commodity; K€ tended to withdraw all autonomy and relevance
from the relations established in the labour process. It does, how-
ever, remain clear that both relations have evolved in a different
manner, making problemanc the common ‘working class’ label.
which united them: whereas the wage formhas become generalized
in advanced capitalism, the class of industrial workers has declined in-
. iy .
numbers_and importance. Tl]J;§,, Jysymmetry is at the root of the
ambiguities which have dominated recent debate on the limits of the
working class.

Once the theory ofiimpoverishment proved unterablé as a specific
mechanism for the constitution of working-class unity, two new
attempts were made to find an_economic basis for such unity: one
centred on the phenomenon of ‘deskilling’ (Braverman), while the
other sought to identify 3 Titore festrited core of workers who
would constitute the ‘true’ working dass (Poulantzas). Braverman,
starting from his analysis of Taylorism, argues that the degradation
of labour resulting from the separation between conception and
execution brings ever broader strata of workers — be they em-
ployed by the commodity-producing sectors or not — within the
category of the proletarianized working class.*® According to him,
the polarizatien foreseen by Marx is therefore in the process of
fulfilment, and the ongoing degradation of its labour conditions will-
push the working class to organize itself and struggle politically
against the system. However, few studies dealing with the North-
American working class share Braverman's homogenization tHesi
On the contrary, the general tendency is to insist on the division and
fragmentation of the working class. The works of Edwards, Gordon
and Reich®® demonstrate, for example, how the forms of control in

T
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the labour process, combined with racism and sexism, have created a
segmentation of the labour market which has crystallized in the
fractioning of the working class.** Similar work in Western Europe®!
also vitiates the thesis of a progressive simplification of the socal
structure and confirms that the current general tendency is towards a
olanization, bepween swo sectors of the economy: a well-pald and
i}rl\é\ctcd general sector, and a pcn;;heral sector of unskilled or
semi-skilled workers for whom no security exists. If we add a third.
sector, that of the structurally unemployed whose number is con-
tantly-growing, it becomes apparent that the thesis of homogeniza-
tion truly cannot be sustained. Furthermore, deskilling does not
display the general character attributed to it by Braverman: although
It is increasing in some sectors, there is also a parallel process of the
creation of new skills.

Furthermore, the creation of a dual labour-power market must be
related to the different ca\g\ahst strg\tsg/\es to combat shopfloor
resistance and canndt bé séen’as asimple effect of capitalist deve-
lopment. Thus Andrew Friedman has shown how in the British
case, capitalists employ various strategies according to the capacity
‘of the different groups of workers to resist their authority.** Within a
given country and within the same company, a distinction may be
drawn between central and peripheral workers, belonging to dif-
ferent labour markets, whose wages and working conditions reflect
their unequal capacity for resistance. Women and immigrants are
generally situated in the unprotécted market. Friedman, however,
sees this segmentation not as the-result of 2 conspiracy-te.divide the
working class, but as the consequence of relations of force in which.
the unions themselves play an important role: The divisions within!
the working class are therefore more * deeply rooted than many wish
to allow; and they are, to a certain extent, %{1

e result of the workers’
own practices. They are political, and not merely economic divi-
sions.

It 1s impossible to talk today about homogeneity of the working
class, and a fortion to trace it to a mechanism inscribed in the logic of
capitalist accumulation. In order to maintain _the idea of a warkers’
lantlthn_tm derived from a class insertion in
the relatiofis of producton, the second tendency we mentioned
earlier has therefore attempted to [ocat€ the true working class by
means of a meré resiricted definition: The reality of fragmentation is
fully accepted, and the unitary identity is attributed to one-of-the
fragments. In this respect, it is instructive to examine the debate

whitﬁ"b‘ﬁ'ﬁosed__l\i/x\'i/k\Ql_ig_ Wright to Nicos Poulantzas.** According
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to Poulantzas, productive labour is the criterion for identifying the
limits of the worliing class,* and unproductive-waged workers
constitute a ‘new. pc\tf)gvbg)uu' isie'. The heterogeneity of the
sectors included'th this category does not create a special problem for
Poulantzas. Since, in his view, classes cannot be defined oenlyat the
economic level, and since the old and the new petty bourgeoisie
occupy the same ideological position with regard to the proletariat’
and the bourgeoisie, he feels quite justified in bracketing them in the
anht - who re_|ects not only Poulantzas’s definition of productive:
labout, but also the very idea that such a criterion could serve to
define the limits of the working class. His argument is that the
distinction between productive and unproductive labour does not in
any way imply that unproductive workers have different class
interests and are not concerned with sodalism. He states: ‘For two
positions within the social division of labour to be placed in different
classes on the basis of economic criteria implies that they have
fundamentally different class interests at the economic level.”* The
solution he offers is to make a distinction between ‘ambiguoys’ and
‘non-ambiguous’ class positions. The latter characterize the pro-
letariat, the bourgeoisie and the petty bourgeoisie.*® Together with
these three non-ambiguous positions, Wright distinguishes what he
calls contradxctorr class locations’, half-way between the two non-
ambiguous ‘positions. Where the economic criteria are_contradic-
tory, ideological and polltlcal strgggle will playa determmant role in
the definition of €lass interests.

The reason for this Diogenes-like search for the ‘true’ working
class is, of course, polifica: the object is to determine that category of
workers whose economic interests. link them. direetly-£o a socialist
perspective, and who are therefore destined to lead the anti~capitalist
struggle. The problem, however, with these approaches which start
from a restricted definition of the working class, is that they are still
based on the concept of ‘objective interest’ — a concept which lacks
any theoretical basis whatsoever, and involves little more than an
arbitrary attribution of interests, by the analyst, to a certain category
of social agents. In the classmal view, class unity was constructed
around interests, but it was not a datum of the social structure; it was
a process of pmﬁcatlon resulting from the impoverishment and
proletarianization which went hand in hand with the development of
the productive forces. Braverman’s homogenization through deskil-
ling belongs to the same explanatory level. The objective interests
were historical interests, insofar as they depended upon a rational and
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necessary movement of history accessible to scientific knowledge.
What cannot be done is to abandon the eschatological conception of
history, and to retain a notion of ObJCCtIVC intergst’ which only has
sense within the former. Both Poulantzas and’ Wright seem to
assume that the fragmentarion of the workirig class i§'a fragmenta-
tion of positions among diverse social agents. Neither pays heed to a
more subs%ﬂ of which classical | Marxism was well aware:
‘namely, th ragmentation of positions exists within the social
agents themselves, and that these therefore lack an ultimate rational
identity. The tension between economic and political s rugsle —
and theoretical analyses of working-class ‘embourgeoisement’ or
Bemnstein’s assertion that through the progress of democracy the
worker ceases to be a proletarian and becomes a citizen, etc. —
implied that the working class was dominated by a plurality of
weakly integrated and frequently contradictory subject positions.
Here, the alternative is clear: either one has a theory of history
ac_cording to which this contradictory plurality will be eliminated
-and an absolutely united working class will become transparent to
itself at the ‘moment-ef -proletarian chiliasm — in whichi case its
‘objective interests’ can be determined from the very beginning; or
clse, one abandens that theory and, with it, any basis for privileging
certain suchct positions over ‘others in the determination of the
‘objective’ interests of the agent as a whole — in which case this
latter notion becomes meaningless. In our view, in order to advance
in the determination of social antagonisms, it is necessary to analyse
the plurality of diverse and frequently contradictory positions, and
to discard the idea of a perfectly unified and homogenous agent, such
as the ‘working class’ of classical discourse. The search for the ‘true’
working class and its limits is a false problem, and as such lacks any
theoretical or political relevance.

Evidently, this implies not that working class and socialism are
incompatible, but the very different statement that fundamental
interests in socialism cannot be logically deduced from determinate
positions in the economic process. The opposite view — that sucha
dink is provided by the workers’ interest in preventing capitalist
absorption of the economic surplus — would only be valid if one
further assumed (a) that the worker is a homo oeconomicus who tries
to maximize the economic surplus just as much as the capitalist; or b)
that he is a spontaneously cooperative being, who aspires to the
social distribution of his labour product. Even then, however,
neither of these barely plausible hypotheses would supply the
requisite proof, for there is no logical connection whatsoever
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/between positions in the relations of production and the mentality of
the producers. The workers’ resistance to certain forms of domina-
“tion will depend upon the position they occipy. within the ensemble:
of—soqal{elaueﬂs-md-notonryj_m those of production. At this point, -
1t is obvious that our last twg conditiens for the agents of hegemony
to be exclusively constituted by the economic sphere — that they
should be fully constituted as subjects within that space, and that
they should be endowed with ‘historical interests’ derived from their

class positions — are not fulfilled either.

Facing the Consequences

Let us draw the conclusions. It is not the case that the field.of the

economy is a sclf-rcgu]a.tﬂispag_guh;ccup_gpgogenous laws; nor
does. _ﬁgrc exista conshtugy_g_gumglgﬁqu agents which can be

fixed in an ultimate.class core; nor are class positions the necessary
location of-historical in iterests. From this point, the implications’
quickly follow. Since Kautsky, Marxism knew that the socialist
determination of the working class does not arise spontaneously but
depends upon the political mediation of intellectuals. Such media-
tion, however, was not conceived as articulation — that is tosay, asa
- political construction from dissimilar elements. It had an epistemolo-
gical basis: socialist intellectuals read in the working class its objective
destiny. In Gramsp t}];tlcs 1S Tinally conceivedas articulation, and
through his coﬁtep\f Ristorical bloc a _profound 2 and radical’com-
Gramsdi, the ultimate core of the hegcmomc subject s identity is
constituted at a point external to the space it articulates: the logic of
“hegemony does not unfold all of its deconstructive effects on the
theoretical terrain of classical Marxism. We have witnessed, how-
cver, the fall of this last redoubt of class reductionism, insofar as the
very unity and homogeneity of class subjects has split into a set of
precariously integrated positions which, /once-- -the_thesis of the
neutral character of the productive forces is abandoned cannot be
referred to any necessary point of future Unification. he logic of
hegemony, as a logic of articulation and contingency, has come to
determine the very identity of the hegemonic subjects. A number of
consequences follow from this, representing as many starting points
for ou ent analysis.
1 LUnfixuy as become the condition of every social identity. The
fixity of évery social element in the first theorizations of hegemony
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_proceeded, as we saw, from the indissoluble link between the hege-
monized task and the class that was supposed to be its natural agent;
while the bond between the task and the class which hegemonized it
was merely factual or contingent. But{insofar as the task has ceased
to have any necessary link with a class, its identity is given to it solely
by its articulation within a hcgem icformation. Its identity, then,
has become purely r’HﬁcinMas this system of relations has
itself ceased to be fixed and stable — thereby making hegemonic
practices possible — the sense of every social identity appears con-
stantly deferred. The moment of the ‘final’ suture never arrives.
With this, however, not only does the very category of necessity fall,
but it is no longer possible to account for the hegemonic relation in
terms of pure contingency, as the space which made intelligible the
necessary/contingent opposition has dissolved. The idea that the
hegemonic link could be grasped theoretically through a mere pat-
rative exercise proves to have been a mirage. The link must instead
be defined in terms of new theoretical categories whose status,
insofar as they atteript to apprehiéiid a type of relation that never
manages to be identical to itself, constitutes a problem.

2. Let us briefly refer to'the di which this unfixity of the
social produces its effects. Tht'ﬁ'rst belongs to the terrain of political
subjectivity. We have seen that in Rosa Luxemburg, the symbolic
dimension im' king the different antagonisms and political points of
‘rupture was the matrix of new social forces — the ones Gramsci was
to call ‘collective wills’ This logic of the symbohc constitution of the
social encountered precise limits in the persisténce, at a morpho-
logical level, of the economist conception of history. Once this has
been dissolved, however, the gverflowmg-ef class bounds by the
various forms of social protest can freely operate. (Freely, that is, of
any a priori class character of struggles or demands — obviously not
in the sense that every articulation is possible in a given conjuncture.)
If this is the case, however, three important consequences can be
derived for our analysns The first refers to the lin etween
socialism_and -COSTELE S social agents. We have demonstrated that
there is no logical and necessif?fof tion between socialist objectives
and the posmons of social agents in the relations of production; and
that the articulation between them is external and does not proceed
from any natural movement of each to unite with the other. In other
words, their artxaﬂano‘r_l,_m@;_bimga:d:d.as_a_hcgcmam;;_[ﬂgﬁgn.
It follows that, from the sogialist point.of view, the direction of the
workers_struggle is not umformly progressive: it depends, just as
with any other social struggle, upon its forms of articulation within a
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.given hegemonic context. For the same reason, a variety of other-
points of rupture and democratic antagonisms can be articulated to a
socialist ‘collective will” on an eiual Jooting with workers’ demands.
The era of privijeged.s bjects’ — in the ontological, not practical*
sense — of the anti-capitahist struggle has been definitively super-
seded. The second consequence refers to the nature of the * new
social movements’, which have been so much discussed durin
last decade. Here, the two dominant tendencu:s“ﬁf"'ﬂ:I/VTlg are
incompatible with our theoretical position. The first approaches the
nature and efficacy of these movements within a problematic of the
privileged subject of socialist change: thus, they are considered either
as margmaL or, peripheral with regard to the working class (the
fundafnental sub_]ect in the orthodox view) or as a revqlutiona
substitute for a working class which has been integrated into tEe
system [Marcuse). Everything we have said so far, however, indi-
‘cates that there are _no privileged points for the unlgashing of a
socialist. political practice; this hinges upon a ‘collective will} that is
laboriously constructed from a number of dissimilar points. Nor can
we agrec, therefore, with the other dominant tendency in the dis
cussion of new social movements, which consists in a priori affir--
mation of their progressive nature. The political meaning of a local
community movement, of an ecological struggle, of a sexual
minority moveément, is not given from the beginning: it crucially?
depends upon its hcgemomc articulation with other struggles and-
demands. The third consequence refers to the form of conceiving
the relation among different subject positions, which our analysis
has tended to de:totalize. However, were ere the decentring operation
to be concluded at this point, we would only have managed to affirm
a new form of fixity: that of the various decentred subject positions.
If these themselves are not fixed, it is clear that a logic of de-
totalization cannot simply affirm the separafioirof different struggles
and demands, and that the articulation cannot just be conceived as
the linkage of dissimilar and fully constituted elements. It is here that
the radicalization of the concept o §0v'€ractcrmma ion’ will give us

the key to-the specific logic of social articilations”

- i 7 e

3. The logic of our analysis would seem, however, to imply that
the very notion of mshould be put into question. The

discursive areas of the emergence and va]1d1ty of this category were
originally limited to the theoretical terrain of a split. A class con=:
stituted at the level of essences was confronted with historical con—
tingencies forcing it to take on tasks alien to its own nature. But we
have seen, on the one hand, that this split could not survive the
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collapse of the distinction between these two planes; and, on the
other, that insofar as there was an advance in a democratic direction,
the hegemonized task altered the identity of the hegemonic subject.
Does this mean that ‘hegemony’ was merely a transitional concept, a
moment in the dissolution of Yhe essentialist discourse, and unable to
outlive it? In the next two chapters we will attempt to show that this,
is not an adequate answer, and that the tensions inherent in the.
concept of hegemony are also inherent in every political practice
and, strictly speaking, every social practice.

Notes to Chapter Two

1. The concept of ‘suture’,, which we will be using frequently, is taken from
psychoanalysis. [ts explicit formulation is attributed to Jacques-Alain Miller (‘Suture
elements of the logic of the signifier’, Sceen, Winter 1977/78, vol. 18, no. 4, pp.
24-34), although it implicity operates in the whole o(/ Lacanian theory. It is used to
designate the production of the subject on the basis of the chain of its discourse; that is,
of the non-correspondence between the subject and the Other — the symbolic —
which prevents the closure of the latter as a full presence. (Hence, the constitution of
the unconscious as edge operating the junction/division between the subject and the
Other.) 'Suture names the relation of the subject to the chain of its discourse; we shall
see that it figures there as the element which is lacking, in the form of a stand-in, For
while there lacking, it is not purely and simply absent. Suture, by extension — the
general relation of lack to the structure of which it is an element, inasmuch as it implies
the position of a taking-the-place of (Miller, pp. 25-6). This moment of lack is,
however, only one aspect. In a second aspect, suture implies a filling-in. As Stephen
Heath points out, ‘suture names not just a structure of Jack but also an availability of
the subject, a cerain closure . Itis notsurprising ., therefore, that Lacan’s own
use of the term “suture” gives it sense of a “'pseudo-identification”, defines it as
“function of the imaginary and the symbolic” . . The stake is clear: the “I" is a
division but joins all the same, the stand-in is the lack in the structure, but nevertheless
simultaneously, the possibility of a.coherence, of the filling in’ {S. Heath, ‘Notes on
Suture’, Screen, pp. 55-6). It is this double movement that we will attempt to stress in
our extension of the concept of suture to the field of politics. Hegemonic practices are
suturing insofar as their field of operation is determined by the openness of the social,
by the ultimately unfixed character of every signifier. This original lack is precisely
what the hegemonic practices try to fill in. A fotally sutured society would be one
where this filling-in would have reached its ultimate consequences and would have,
therefore, managed to identify itself with the transparency of a closed symbolic order.
Such a closure of the social is, as we will see, impossible.

2. In the sense in which Jacques Derrida has talked about a ‘logic of the supplement’.
The supplementary of the ‘indeterminate’ disappears, of course, if the link between
the speaficity and the necessity of the ‘determinate’ is broken. We have seen that this is
what happens with Sorel’s myth. In that case, however, the only terrain that made
possible the emergence of the dualism, also disappears.

3. P. Anderson, pp. 15ff.

4. Conceming the initial formulation of Trotsky’s thesis of permanent revolution,



Hegemony: the Difficult Emergence of a New Political Logic 89

see A. Brossat, Aux origines de la révolution permanente: la pensée politigue du jeune
Trotsky, Paris 1974; and Michael Lowy, The Politics of Combined and Uneven Develop-
ment, London 1981, chapter 2.

5. L. Trotsky, 1905, London 1971, pp. 333, 339.

6. ‘There are no miracles in nature or history, but every abrupt tum in history, and
this applies to every revolution, presents such a wealth of content, unfolds such
unexpected and specific combinations of forms of struggle and alignment of forces of
the contestants, that to the lay mind there is much that must appear miraculous
That the revolution succeeded so quickly and — seemingly, at the first superficial
glance — so radically, is only due to the fact that, as extremely unique historical
situation, absolutely dissimilar currents, absolutely heterogeneous class interests, absolutely
contrary political and soqal strivings have merged and in a strikingly **harmonious”
manner.’ Lenin, Letters from Afar, First Letter. The First Stage of the First Revolution’,
Collected Works, vol. 23, pp. 297, 302.

7. *The mechanics of political democracy works in the same direction. Nothing in
our times can be done without elections; nothing can be done without the masses.
And in this era of printing and parliamentarism it is impossible to gain the following of
the masses without a widely ramified, systematically managed, well-equipped system
of flattery, lies, fraud, juggling with fashionable and popular catchwords, and
promising all manner of reforms and blessings to the workers right and left — as long
as they renounce the revolutionary struggle for the overthrow of the bourgeoisie. |
would call this system Lloyd-Georgism after the English minister Lloyd George, one
of the foremost and most dexterous representatives of this system in the classic land of
the “‘bourgeois labour party” A first-class bourgeois manipulator, an astute politi-
cian, a popular orator who will deliver any speeches you like, even revolutionary
ones, to a labour audience, and a man who is capable of obtaining sizeable sops for
docile workers in the shape of social reforms (insurance, etc.), Lloyd George serves
the bourgeoisie splendidly, and serves it precisely among the workers, brings its
influence precisely to the proletariat, to where the bourgeoisie needs it most and where
it finds it most difficult to subject the masses morally.’ Lenin, ‘Imperialism and the
Split of Socialism’, Collected Works, vol. 23, p. 117-8.

8. Pyatyi vsemimyi Kongress Komunisticheskogo Internatsionala. 17 iuniya-8 iuliya 1924
£ Stenograficheskiiotchet, Moscow-Lcnmgrad 1925, I, pp. 482-3. Quoted in M. Hijek,
‘La bolscevizzazione dei partiti comunisti’, in E.J. Hobsbawm et al., eds., Storia,
Turin 1980, vol. 3, p. 468.

9. Cf. E. Laclau, Polmcs and Ideology in Marxist Theery, London 1977, pp. 138(f.

10. Cf. especially Ch. Buci-Glucksmann, Gramsci and the State, London 1980.

11. B. de Giovanni, ‘Lenin and Gramsci: State, Politics and Party’, in Ch. Mouffe,
ed., Gramsci and Marxist Theory, London 1979, pp. 259-288. For a critique of de
Giovanni’s conception, sec Ch. Mouffe’s introduction to that volume.

12. A. Gramsci, ‘Notes on the Southern Question’, in Selections from Political
Writings 1921-26, ed. and trans. Q. Hoare, London 1978, p. 443.

13. With regard to the relationship between hegemony, ideology and state in
Gramsa, see Ch. Mouffe, ‘Hegemony and Ideology in Gramsci’, in Gramsci and
Marxist Theory, pp. 168-204; and Ch. Mouffe, ‘Hegemony and the Integral State in
Gramsci: Towards a New Concept of Politics’, in G. Bridges and R. Brunt, eds.
Silver Linings: Some Strategies for the Eighties, London 1981.

14. A. Gramsci, Quademni dal Carcere, ed, V Gerratana, Turin 1975, vol. 2, p. 349.

15. Ibid., p. 1058.

16. Ibid., vol. 3, p. 1875.

17. See the essays contained in the volume Clausewitz en el pensamiento marxista,
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Mexico 1979, in particular the work by Clemente Ancona, ‘La influencia de De la
Guerra de Clausewitz en el pensamiento mandsta de Marx a Lenin’, pp. 7-38. These
essays refer, however, more to the relationship between war and politics than to the
political metaphorization of military notions.

18. In a literal sense, which includes armed confrontations themselves. From Mao
onwards, ‘people’s war’ is conceived as a process of constitution of a mass ‘collective
will’, wherein the military aspects are subordinate to the political ones. *War of
position’, therefore, transcends the altemnative armed struggle/peaceful struggle.

19. Althusser has wrongly assimilated Gramscian ‘absolute historicism’ to the other
forms of ‘leftism’ of the twenties, such as the works of Lukics and Korsch. Elsewhere,
we have argued (see E. Laclau, ‘“Togliatti and Politics’, Politics and Power 2, London
1980, pp. 251-258) that this assimilation rests on a misunderstanding, insofar as what
Gramsai calls ‘absolute historicism’ is precisely the radical rejection of any essential-
ism and of any a priori teleology, and it is, therefore, incompatible with the notion of
*false consciousness’ On the specificity of Gramsci’s intervention in this regard, see
C. Bua-Glucksmann, op. cit.

20. An adequate study of the positions adopted by Kautsky after the war, particu-
larly with regard to the October revolution, can be found in A. Bergounioux and B.
Manin, La social-démocratie ou le compromis, Paris 1979, pp. 73-104.

21. This is why the critique undertaken by M. Salvadori (‘Gramsci and the PCI:
Two Conceptions of Hegemony’, in Gramsci and Marxist Theory, pp. 237-258) to the
theoreticians of the Italian Communist Party, is so unconvincing. According to this
critique, Euroccommunism could not legitimately claim the Gramscian tradition as the
source of its democratic strategy, for Gramsa's thought continues to attribute an
essential importance to the moment of rupture and seizure of power. Gramsci would,
thus, constitute the highest moment of a Leninism adapted to the conditions of
Western Europe. There is no doubt that for Gramsd ‘war of position’ is merely a
prelude to ‘war of movement’; yet, this does not justify talking about a ‘structural
Leninism’ in Gramsci. This would only be justified if the alternative reform/ revolu-
tion, peaceful/violent road, was the only relevant distinction; but, as we have seen, the
totality of Gramscian thought moves in the direction of withdrawing the importance
and eliminating the absolute character of this alternative. In more important aspects,
neither the Gramscan conception of political subjectivity, nor its form of concep-
tualizing the hegemonic links, is compatible with the Leninist theory of ‘class
alliance’

22. A. Sturmthal, The Tragedy of Europeant Labour, 1918-1939, London 1944, p. 23.
This early work is a highly penectrating attempt to establish a relation between the
limits of Social Democratic politics and the corporative mentality of the unions.

23. Vienna 1919.

24. A. Przeworski, ‘Social Democracy as a Historical Phenomenon’, New Left
Review, no. 122, July-August 1980, p. 48.

25. A. Sturmthal, pp. 39-40.

26. A. Przeworski, ‘Social Democracy’, p. 52.

27. Cf. particularly Au-deld du marxisme (1927) and L'Idée socialiste (1933).

28, See, for example, A. Bergounioux and B. Manin, pp. 118-120.

29. G.A. Cohen, Karl Marx's Theory of History, Oxford 1978, p. 206.

30. 5. Bowles and H. Gintis, *Structure and Practice in the Labour Theory of
Value', Review of Radical Political Economics, vol. 12, no. 4, p. 8. This idea had already
been criticized by Castonadis in a 1961 article, ‘Le mouvement révolutionnaire sous le
capitalisme modeme’, Capitalisme modeme et révolution, Paris 1979, vol. 1.

3. H.B. Braverman, Labour and Monopoly Capital. The Degradation of Work in the
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Twentieth Century, New York 1974.

32. S. Marglin, ‘What do Bosses Do?’, Review of Radical Political Economics, vol. 6,
no. 2, 1974; K. Stone, “The Ongins of Job Structure in the Steel Industry’, Review,
vol. 6, no. 2, 1974.

33. R. Edwards, Contested Tervain: the Transformation of the Workplace in the
Twentieth Century, New York 1979.

34. Jean P. de Gaudemar, L’ordre et la production. Naissance et formes de la discipline
d'usine, Panis 1982, p. 24.

35. M. Tronti, Quvriers et capital, Paris 1977, p. 106.

36. Panzien, quoted by B. Coriat, ‘L’operaisme italien’, Dialectigues, no. 30, p. 96.

37. M. Burawoy, ‘Terrains of Contest: Factory and State under Capitalism and
Soaialism’, Socialist Review, no. 58.

38. Braverman, passim.

39. D. Gordon, R. Edwards and M. Reich, Segmented Work, Divided Workers,
Cambridge 1982.

40. They distinguish the existence of three labour markets corresponding to three
different sections of the working class. The first includes most occupations of a
professional type. It is the domain of the middle sectors who enjoy stable employment
with possibilities of promotion and of relatively high salaries. These charactenistics
can also be found in the first subordinate market, with the difference that the workers
of this sector — the ‘traditional’ working class together with the semi-skilled workers
of the tertiary sector — only possess specific skills acquired in the enterprise, and that
their work is repetitive and tied to the rhythm of the machines. Thirdly, we encounter
the ‘secondary market’ with its unskilled workers, having no possibilities of promo-
tion, without employment security and with low wages. These workers are not
unionized, the turnover is quick and the proportion of blacks and women is very high.

41. See, for example, M. Paci, Mercato del Lavoro e classi sociali in Italia: Ricerche sulla
composizione del proletariato, Bologna 1973. For 2 more general perspective on indus-
trial societies, see S. Berger and M. Piore, Dualism and Discontinuity in Industrial
Societies, Cambridge 1980.

42. A.L. Friedman, Industry & Labour. Class Struggle at Work and Monopoly
Capitalism, London 1977.

43. N. Poulantzas, Classes in Contemporary Capitalism, NLB, London 1975; E. Olin
Wnight, Class, Crisis and the State, London 1978.

44. The concept of ‘productive labour’ is more restricted in Poulantzas than in
Marx, as he defines it as ‘labour that produces surplus-value while directly reproducing
the material elements that serve as the substratum of the relation of exploitation: labour that is
directly involved in material production by producing use-values that increase material wealth’
(p- 216).

45. Wright, p. 48.

46, The criteria for belonging to the proletariat are: 1) absence of control over the
physical means of production; 2) absence of control over investments and the process
of accumulation; 3) absence of control over other people’s labour-power. The bour-
geoisie is, on the contrary, defined by its exercise of control over the three items,
while the petty bourgeoisie controls investments, the process of accurnulation and the
physical means of production — it does not exercise control over other people’s
labour-power.
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Beyond the Positivity of the
Social: Antagonisms and
Hegemony

We now have to construct theoretically the concept of hegemony.
Our analysis has so far provided us with something more and
something less than a precise discursive location from which to-
embark. Something more, inasmuch as the space of hegemony is not~
merely that of a localized ‘unthought’: it is rather a space in which
bursts forth a whole conception b?tﬁe social based upon an intelli-
gibility which reduces its distinct moments to the interiority of a
.closed paradigm. Something less, inasmuch as the diverse surfaces of
emergence of ‘thié hegemonic relation do not harmoniously come
"together to form a theoretical void that a new concept is required to
fill. On the contrary, some of them would seemm of7
dissolution of the concept: for the relational charaeter of every social -
identity implies a B}EE%'rg-up of the differentiation of planes, of the
unevenness between articulator and articulated, on which the hege-

monic link is founded. To construct the concept of hegemony
therefore involves not a simple speaWMcm‘?
context, but a more complex suwmi
tion among mutually contradictory discursive surfaces.

From everything said o far, it follows that the conceps of hege-
‘mony supposes a theoretical field dominated by the category of
articulation; and hence that the articulated elements can be separately
identified. (Later, we will examine how it is possible to specfy
‘elements’ independently of the articulated totalities.) In any case, if

‘articulation is a practice, and not the name of a given relational
complex, it must imply some form of separate presence of the

CIETP_@EE.EWMGM@ In the type of
theonization we wish to analyse, the elements on whichatuculato
practices operate were originally specified as fragments of a ost”
structural or organic totality. In the eighteenth century, the German

Romantic generation took the experience of fragmentation and divi-

sion as the starting-point of its theoretical reflection. Since the seven-

———
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teenth century the collapse of the view of the cosmos as a meaningful
order within which man occupied a precise and determined place —
and the replacement of this view by a seLf:dg@ canception of the
subject, as an ¢atity maintaining'relations of extenority with the rest
of the universe (the Weberian disenchantment of the world) —
the Romantic generation of the Stifiti itid Dang to an eager search
for that lost unity, for a new synthesis that would permit the division
to be overcome. The notion of man as the expression of an integral‘
totality attempts to break with all dualisms — body/soul, reason/
feeling, thought/ senses — established by rationalism since the
seventeenth century.' It is well known that the Romantics conceived
this experience of dissociation as strictly linked to Furictional dif-
ferentiation and the division of society into classes, to thie growing
complexity of a bureaucratic State establishing relations of ex-
teriority with the other spheres of social life.
Given that the elementsito be rearticulated were specified as frag-
ments of a lost unity, it was clear that any recomposition would have
n{gg ificial character; as opposed to the natural organic unity peculiar
reck culture. Holderlin stated: *There are two ideals of our
existence: one is the condition of the-greatest simplicity, where our
needs accord with each other, with our powers and with everything
we are related to, just through the organization of nature, without any
action on our part. The other is a condition of the highest cultivation,

and strengthened needs and powers, through the organization which
we are able to glve to ourselves.” Now, everythmg depends on how
we conceive this ‘organization which we are able to give to our-
selves’ and which gives the elements a new form of unity: either that
organization is contingent and, therefore, external to the fragments-
themselves; or else, both the fragments and the” b‘rgamzatme
necessary moments of a totality which transcends them’ Tt 1s clear
that only the first type of ‘organization’ can be concéived as an
articulation; the second is, strictly speaking, a medigtion. But it is also
_ev1dent that, in philosophical discourses, the distances between the
onc>and theé other have been presented more as a nebulous area ok
ambxgumes than as a clear watershed. J

From our present perspective, this is the ambiguity which Hegel’s
thought presents in its approach to the %@Qﬂgnm&ag—
mentation. His work is at once the highest_moment-of Gegnan
Romanticism and the first moderq that is to say, post-Enlighten—
ment — reflection on sodiety. It is not a critique of society from
utopia, nor a description and theorization of the mechanisms which
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make possible an order that is accepted as certain and given,; rather,
Hegel’s reflection starts from the opaqueness of the social vis-a-vis
elusive forms of a rationality and intelligibility detectable only by
reference to a cunning of reason which leads separation back to
unity. Hegel thus appears as located in a_watershed between two.
epochs. In a first sense, he represents the highest point of rationalism:
the moment when it attempts to embrace within the.fig]d of reason, .
without duglisms, the totality of the universe of differences. History
and society, therefore, have a ratiomlaud_iggiligil)lc_mc But,
in a second sense, this ;gm; sis contains all the seeds of its dissolu-_
tion, as the rationality of history can be affirmed only at the price of
introducing contradictio inro-the ficld of ) rc?th It would, there--
fore, be sufficient to show that this i ssible_operation
requiring constant violation of the metho t 1t itself gos ates —
is was :ﬂreaﬂy defitonstrated in” thé nineteenth Century by Tren-
delenburg® — for the Hegelian discourse to become something very
different: a series of contingent and not logical transitions. It is
precisely here that Hegel’s modemnity lies: for him, 1dentity is never
positive and closed in itself, but is constituted as gransjtion, relation,
difference’ If, however, Hegel’s logical relations become contingent
transitions, the connections between them cannot be fixed as*
moments of an underlying or sutured totality. This means that they
are articulations. In_the Marxist tradigion, this area of ambiguity is
displayed in the contradictory uses of the concept of ‘dialectics’ On
the one hand, this has been ugg;;tlcallllntro uced whenev
attempt has been made to escape the logic of fixation — that is, to
think articulation. (Consider, for example, Mao Tse-tung’s pic-
turesque notion of dialectics: his very incomprehension of the logical
character of dialectical transitions enables a logic of articulation to be
introduced, in a dialectical disguise, at the politico-discursive level.)

On the other hand, ‘dialectics’ exerts an effect of closure in those
cases where more wef\ﬁt is sttached tothehiccessary chafacter 6fan a
priori transition, than to the discontinuous moment of an open
articulation”“We should not reproach Marxists too much for these
ambiguities and imprecisions if, as Trendelenburg already pointed
out, they were present . in'Hegel himself;

Now,J;Ls area Qﬁgmb_lg_mglconsurqut_c[b_y the dlscurswe uses of

ourselves firmly withirr the field of amcﬁlahtm we must bcgm by
renouncing the conception of ‘societyd-as foundmg totality of its
partial processes. We must, therefore, consider the openness of the
social as the consttutive ground or ‘negative esaence’ of thmng,
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and the diverse ‘social orders’ as precarious and ultimately failed
attempts—te—domesticate the field of differences. Accordingly, the
multiformity of the social cannot be apprehended through a system
of mediatigns, nor thet*sGcial order) understood as an underlying
principle. There is IBELME_SWL;W the
social itself has no essence. Three remarks are important here. First,
the two conceptions imply different logics of the social; in the case of
r?dﬁd'o_ﬁs’) we are dealing with a sm transitions i
which relations between objects are conceived as following a relation
between_concepts; in the second sense, we are dealing with con-
tingent relations whose nature we have to determine. Secondly, in
criticizing the conception of society as an ensemble-united-by-neces-
sary Jaws, we cannot simply bring out the non-necessary character
of the relations among elements, for we would then retain the neces-
sary character of the identity of the elements themselves. A concep-
tion which denies any essentialist approach to sodial relations, must
also state the precarious character of every 1dcnury and the impossi-
bility of fixing the sense of the ‘elements’ in any ultimate literality.
Thirdly, it is only in contrast to a discourse postulating their unity,
that an ensemble of elements appears as fragmented or dispersed.
Outside any discursive-structure, it is obviously not possible to
speak of fragmentation, nor even to sgga elements. Yet, a discur-
sive structure is not a merely ‘cognitive’ or ‘contemplative’ entity; it
is an articulatory practice which constitutes and organizes social
relations. We can thus talk of a growing complexjty and fragmenta-
tion of advanced industrial societies — not in the sense that, sub
specie aetemitatis, they are more complex than earlier societies; but in
the sense that they are constituted around a fundamental asymmetry.
This is the asymmetry existing between a growing proliferation of
differences — a surplus of meaning of ‘the social’ — and the diffi-
culties encountered-by~any discourse attempting to fix those dif-
ferences as moments of a stable articulatory structure.

We must, therefore, begin by analysing the category of l -
tiop,. which will give us our starting-point for the elaboration o
concept of hegemony. The theoretical construction of this catcgory
requires us to take two steps: to establish the possibility of specifying *
the elements which enter into the articulatory relation; and to deter-
mine the specificity of the relatiopalmoment comprising this arti-
culation. Although this task could be broached from a number of
different points, we prefer to begin with a_défour. We shall first
analyse in detail those thearetical discourses in in which some of the

concepts we will elaborate are present, but in which their develop-




Beyond the Positivity of the Social: Antagonisms and Hegemony 97

ment is still inhibited by the basic categories of an essentialist dis-
course. Let us, in this sense, consider the evolution of the Althus-
serian school: by radicalizing some of its themnes in a way that will
explode its basic concepts, we will attempt to constitute a ground
that will allow us to construct an adeguate concept of ‘articulation’

Social Formation and Overdetermination

Althusser began his theoretical trajectory by trying drastically to
differentiate his conception of égbs a ‘complex structured
whole’, from the Hegelian notion of totality. The Hegelian totali
could be very complex, but its conﬁ% was always that ofqaq
plurality of moments in a single process of self-unfolding. ‘The "
Hegelian totality is the alienated development-of the Idea; so, strictly
speaking, itvi?ﬁ'le phenomenon, the self-manifestation of this simple
principle which persists in all its mamtfestations, and therefore even
1in the alienation which prepares its restoration.’ This conception,
which reduces the real to the concept by identifying differences with
necessary mediations in the self-unfolding of an essence, is of a very
different order from the Althusserian complexity, which is the one?
inherent in a process of overdetermination. Given the indiscriminate -
and imprecise use subsequently made of this key Althusserian con-
cept, it 1s necessary to specify its original meaning and the theoretical
effects it was called upon to produce in Marxist discourse. The
concept comes from psychoanalysis, and its extension had more
than a superficially metaphoric character. In this regard, Althusser is
very clear: ‘I did not invent this concept. As I pointed out, it is
borrowed from two existing disciplines: specifically, from lin-
guistics and psychoanalysis. In thesé disciplines it has an objective
dialectical *“conngtation”, and — particularly in psychoanalysis —
one sufficiently related formally to the content it design cre for
the loan not to be an arbitrary one.” For Freud (Oyerdeterminatiod is
no ordinary process of ‘fusion’ or ‘merger’ — which would at most
be a metaphor established by analogy with the physical world,
compatible with any form of multi—causality; on the contrary, itis a

v ecise e of v,ﬁ;ﬁqq,gu&aiﬁgg_{:a\w@gﬁ@eg&ip\n }d a
pluu,u;uﬁ?glpiggs. The concept ot overdetermination is consti-t
tuted in the tield of the symbolic, and has no meaning whatsoever -
outside it. Consequently, the most profound potential meaning of

Althusser’s statement that everything existing over-
determined; is the assertion that the social constitutes itself as a
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symbolic order. The symbplic — i.e., overdetermined — character

of social relations therefore implies that they lack an ultimate
literality which would reduce them to necessary moments of an
immmanent law. There are noLmLQ_glirl_s one of essences and the
other of appearances, since there is no b111ty of fixing an ultimate
literaksenge_for which the symbohc would be a second and derived
plane of signification. SotHely ny essence, and
their regularities merely consist of the relative and precanious forms
of fixation which accompany the establishment of a certain order.
This analysis seemed to open up the possibility of elaborating a new
coneeptof articulation, which would start from the overdetermined
character of social relations. But this did not occur. The concept of
overdetermination tended to disappear from Althussenan discourse,
and a growing closure led to the installation of a new vanant of
essentialism. This process, already started in ‘On the Materialist
Dialectic’, was to culminate in Reading Capital.

If the concept of gverdetermination was unable to produce the
totality of its deconstructive effects within Marxist discourse, this
was because, from the very.beginning, an attempt was made to
render it compatible with another central mo erian
discourse that is, strictly speaking, incompatible with the first:
namely, determination in the last instance by the economy. Let us

consider the implications of this concept. If this ultimate determina-
tion were a truth valid fézevery sociefy; the relationship between such
determination and the conditions making it possible would not
‘develop through a contingent historical articulation, but would
constitute an a_pnon necessity. It is important to note that the
problem under discussion is not that the economy should have its’
conditions of existence. This is a tautology, for if something exists,
it 1s because given condmons render its existence possible. The

problem is that if the ‘economy’ is th or
jevery type of socigty, it must be defined independently of any speaﬁc
type of society; an and the conditions of existence of the economy must
-also be defined separately from any concrete social relation. In that
case, however, the only reality of those conditions of existence

would be that of assuring the e)g;;gx!_gc and détermining role of the
economy — in other words, they would d be an m@mﬁ_mnmmg_of
the €conomy. as.such; the dlffcrence would not be constitutive.®
“TReére is, however, something iofe. Kl‘t‘husscm—l;;y affirming
the need not to hypostatize the abstract, given that there is no reality
which is not overdetermined. In this sense, he approvingly quotes
both Mao’s analysis of contradiction and Marx’s rejection, in the
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1857 Introduction, of abstractions like ‘production’, which only
have meaning in terms of a concrete system of social relations. Yet,

“Althusser lapses into the very defect he criticizes: there is an abstract

"universal object, the ‘economy’, which produces concrete effects'{
(determination 1n the last instance here and now); and there is-
another equally abstrac ject (conditions of existence) whose

forms vary historically, but which are ynified by the pre-established
essential role of assuring the reproduction of the economy; finally, as
the economy and its centrality are invarniables of any possible social
arrangement, the possibility opens up of providing a definition of"
society. Here the analysis has tumed full circle. If the economy is an -
object which can determine any type of society in the last instance,
this means that, at least with reference to that instance, weare faced
with simple determination and not overdetermination, If society has
a last ins i ines its laws of motign, then the relations
between the overdetermined instances and the last instance must be conceived .

deduce from this thatcthe field of overdetermination is” extremely
limited: it is the field of contingent variation as opposed to essential
determination,, And, if s_gggtxﬁdoes have a Igst and essential deter-
mination, the difference is not constitutive and the social is unified in
the sutured space of a rationalist paradigm. Thus, we are confronted
with exactly the same dualism that we found reproduced since the
end of the nineteenth century in the field of Marxist discursiveness.
This is the point where the disarticulation of Althusser’s
rationalism will begin. It is important to note that the inconsistent
dualism of the starting-point will be transmitted to those very
theoretical forms which will preside over the disaggregation of the
original schema. In effect, two possibilitics arose: the first was to
develop all the implications of the cor‘n_ggpthof_ao_wzr_d_et_er_rgmmgn,
showing the impossibility of a concept such as "determination in the
last instance by the economy’ and affirming the precarious and
relational character of every identity. The second possibility was to
demonstrate the logical inconsistency of the necessary links postulated
among the elaments of the social totality, and thus to show, by a
different path, the impossibility of the object ‘society’ as a rationally
unified totality. The course actually Tollowed was the latter. In
consequence, the critique of the initial rationalism took place in a-~
terrain which accepted the analytical assumptions of rationalism, -
while denying the possibility of a rationalist conception of the social.
The result of this deconstructive escalation was that the concept of
articulation became strictly unthinkable. It is the critique of this line
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“of thought which will provide us with a different basis for construct-
ing our concept of articulation.

The attempt to break the logical .connectiens-garrrong the different
moments of the Althusserian rationalist paradigm started with a
self-eriticism. by Balibar,” and it was carried to its ultimate con-
sequences in certain currents of British Marxism.® The pattern of
-Balibar’s self=criticisin involved the introduction of hiatuses at
vanious points in the argument of Reading Capital — hiatuses in
which the logical transitions were shown to have had a spunous
character. He filled these, however, by diversifying the entities
which were supposed.to.effect the transition f from abstract to con-
crete.Thus, the understanding of the transition from ope mode of
production to anothe pecessitated an expansion of the mof
class_struggle, whose unevenness prevented its reduction to the
simple logic of a 8 mode of production. It was argued that
reproduction required superstructural processes which could not be
reduced to that logic; and that the unevenness of the diverse aspects
of a conjuncture had to be understo&fmzm_,uﬂzmmbmat;On in
which the abstract unity of the participating elements dissolved. It is
«clear, however, that these analyses only succeeded in reproducing on
an enlarged scale the difficultiés of the initial formulation. What
actually are these classes whose struggles must .account_for_the
processes. of transition? If they are social agents constituted around
interestsdetermined by the relations of production, the rationality of
their action and the forms of their political calculation can be deter-
mined by the logic of the mode of production. If, on the contrary,
this does not exhaust the idenfity of classes, then where is their
identity constituted? Similarly, to know that the superstructures
intervene in the process of reproduction does not lead us very far, if
we also know from the start that they are superstructures, that they
have a place assigned to them within the topography of the soaal. A
further step along this deconstructive line can be found in the work
of Barry Hindess and Paul Hirst, where the concepts of ‘deter-
mmg_g_qn_g_{h;lasun.suucc and ‘structural causahty were sub_pected
to a devastating critique. Having g established "the non-necessary
character of the correspondence berween productive forces and rela-
tions of production, they concluded that the concept of mode of
production had to be discarded as a legitimate object of Marxist
discourse. Once any totalizing perspective was abandoned, the type
of articulation existent in a concrete social formation was posed in
the following terms: “The social formation is not a totality governed
by an organizing principle, “determination in the last instance, struc-
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-tural causality, or whatever. It should be conceived as consisting of a
definite set of relations of production together with economic, poli-
tical and culwural forms in which their conditions of existence are

-secured. But there is no necessity for those conditions of existence to
be secured.and no necessary structure of iak-formation in
which those relations and forms must be combined. As for classes

if they are conceived as economijc classgs, as categories of

economic agents occupying definit€ | fioi’i’rciﬁrﬁ of possession of or
separation from the means of production, then they cannot also be
conceived as, or represented.by,. political forces.and—ideelogical
former=

We are here presented with a conception of soglal farmation-which
specifies certain objects of classical Marxist discourse — relations of
production, productive forces, etc. — and reconceptualizes the arti-
culation between those objects in terms of ‘securing the conditions of
existence’ We will attempt to prove: a) that the criterion for speci-
fying objects is illegitimate; b) that the conceptualizagon of the
relation among them in terms of mutually ‘securing their conditions
of existence’, does not provide any concept of articulation.

Regarding the first point, Cutler et al. start with the unobjec-
tionable statement that — unless we fall into a dogmatically-
rationalist attempt to determine at the conceptual level a general
mechamism of reproduction of the social formation — it is impos-
sible to derive from the conditions of existence of a certain con-
ceptually specified relation, the necessity that those conditions be
fulfilled or that specific forms be adopted by them. This is followed,
however, by an entirely illegitimate assertion: namely, that the
relations of production of a given social formation can be specified
separately from the concrete forms securing their conditions of
existence. Let us examine the problem with attention. The-eendi-
tions--of - existence—of—capitalist relations of production — for
example, the legal condigops @/\Eﬁﬁseggrs private property — are
logical conditions of existence, 150 far as it would be contradictory
to affirm the possibility of existence of those relations of production
if such conditions were not fulfilled. It is also a logical conclusion that
nothing in the concept of ‘capitalist.relations of production’ implies
that they should secure their own conditions of existence. Indeed, at
the level of the_seg;c,di;,cnge which constitutes the former as an
object, it follows that the latter would be extemally secured. But,
precisely because of this, it is inappropriate to say thatitis not known
how, in each case, these relations of production are to be secured,
given that the distinction relations of production/conditions of exis-
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tence is a logical distinction within a discourse about the abstract
concept of relation of production, which does not diversify into a
variety of concrete cases. Thus, if it is stated that in Britain the
conditions of existence of capitalist relations of production are
secured by these or those_institutions, a doubly illegitimate dis-
cursive transposition is brought into play. On the one hand, it is
asserted that certain concrete discourses and institutional practices
secure the conditions of existence of an abstract entity — the
capitalist relations of production — belonging to another discursive
order; on the other hand, if the abstract term ‘capitalist relations of
prod.uc.n.cm is used to designate the relations .of production in
Britaig, it is evident that an object speaﬁed in 2 certain discourse is
being used as a name to point out, as referents, the objects constituted
by other discourses and practices — those comprising the ensemble
of British producnve relations. In this case, however, as these are not
merely ‘capitalist relations of production in general’ but the locus of a
multiplicity of practices and discourses, there is no longer any terrain
in which the exterionity of the relations of production to their
conditions of existence can be established a priori. Moreover, as the
possibility of specifying distinctions among objects was based op a
loglcal criterion, what 1s in question is the very pertinence of this
criterion. If, as Cutler et al. argue, a relation between concepts does
not imply a relation between the objects specified in those concepts,
nor is it the case thata separ@pn between objects can be derived from
a separation between concepts. “Cutler et al. maintain the specific
identity and separation of the objects, but only by specifying one of
the objects in a certain discourse and the other in a different dis-
course.

Let us now move on to our second problem. Can the link called
‘securing the conditions of existence’ be understood as an articu-
lation of elements? Whatever conception one might have of a
relation of articulation, this must include a system of differential
positions; and, given that this system constitutes a cog_{ugum_w , the
problem necessarily arises of the relational or non-relational
character of the identity of the elements invalved. Is it possible to
consider that the ‘securing of the conditions of existence’ constitutes
an adequate analytical terrain for posing the problems raised by this
relational moment? Evidently not. To secure a condition of existence
is to fill a logical requirement of an object’s existence, but it does not
constitute a relation of existence between two objects. (For example,
certain juridical foxrmg ¢an contribute the conditions of existence of
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certain relations of production, even if the latter do not actually
exist.) If, on the other hand, we consider the relations — and not
simply the logical compatibility — existing between an object and
the instance or instances that secure its conditions of existence, it is
‘evident that those relations cannot be conceptualized on the basis
that these instances secure the object’s conditions of existence,
simply because the securing does not constitute a relation. Con-
sequently, it is necessary to move to a different terrain, if one wishes
to think the specificity of the relation of articulation.

Hirst and Wooley contend: ‘He (Althusser) concgives soeisd rela-
tions as tatglities,’as a whole governed by a single determinative’
principle. This whole must be consistent with igself and must subject
all agents and relationships within its purview to its effects. We on
the other hand consider social relations as aggregates of institutions,
forms of organization, practices and agents which do fiot answer to
any single causal principle or logic of constistency, which can and do
differ in form and which are not essential to one another.”’® This
paragraph reveals all the problems posed by a purely logicist decon-
struction. The notion of totality is here rejected by reference to.the
non-essential character of the links uniting the elements of the pre-
sumed totality. In this, we have no disagreements. But, once
elements such as ‘institutions’, ‘forms of organization’ or ‘agents’
have been specified, 2 'question immediately arises. If these aggre-
gates — by contrast with the totality — are_considered legitimate
objects of social theorization, must we conclude that the relations;
among the internal components of each of_them are essential and’
necessary? If the answer is yes, we have clearly moved from an
essentialism of the totality to an essentialism. of the elements; we
have merely replaced Spinoza wftﬁﬁ;bnitz, cxm&\tﬁ'grolc of
God is no longer to establish harmony among the elements, but
simply to sequre their independencg. If, on the contrary, the relations
among those internal elements are neither essential nor necessary,
then, besides having to specify the nature of relations characterized
in a purely negative manner, we are compelled to explain why these
non-necessary relations. among .interal components of the ‘legiti-
mate’ objects cannot exist among the legitimate objects themselves.
Should this prove possible, a”certain notion of totality could be
reintroduced, with the difference that it would no longer involve an
underlying principle that would unify ‘society’, but an ensemble of
totalizing _effects in an open relational complex. But if we move
solely within the alternative ‘essential relations or non-relational
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identities’, all social analysis will involve a pursuit of the infinitely
receding mirage of logical atoms irreducible to any subsequent
division.

The problem is that this entire~debate concerning the separation
amerg--elements and objects has evaded a prior and fundamental

issue: that Qﬁ-&bﬁ)mzvﬁ\gcm separation occurs. In this way, a
very classical alternative has surreptitiously crept into the analysis:

%Eithcr the objects are separated as conceptually discrete elements —
'in which case we are dealing with a logical separation; or else, they
care separated as empircally given objects — in which case it is
impossible to elude the caiegory of ‘expedence’ Thus, by failing to
specify the terrain in which the unity or separation among objects
takes place, we once again fall back into the ‘rationalism or empiri-
cismn’.alternative which the Hindess and Hirst current tries by all
possible means to avoid. This unsatisfactory situation was, in fact,
predetermined from the beginning: from the moment when the
critique of Althusser’s rationalism adopted the form of a critique of
the logical connections postulated among different elements of the
‘tatality’ For, a logical deconstructian can only be implemented if
the disconnected ‘clements’ are conceptually specified and fixed; that
is, if a full and unequivocal identity is attributed to them. The only
path that is then left open is a logical pulverization of the sodial;
coupled with a theoretically agnostic descriptivism of the ‘concrete
situations’
In the onginal Althusserian formulation, however, a very_dif-
ferent theoretical undertaking was foreshadowed: that of a break
with orthodox essentialism not through the logical disaggregation
of its categories — with a resultant fixing of the identity of the
disaggregated elements — but through the critique of every type of
fixity, through an affirmation of the incomplete, open and politically
négotiable character of every identity. This was the logic of over-
determination. For it, the sense of eyery identity is gverdetermined
inasmuch as all literality appears as constitutively subverted and
-exceeded; far from there being an essentialist fgt«qrggan'—q?i, or ano less
essentialist separation among objects, the presence of some objects in
the others prevents any of their identities from being fixed. Objects
appear articulated not like pieces in a clockwork mechanism, but
because the presence of some in the others hinders the suturing of the
identity of any of them. Our examination of the history of Marxism
has, in this sense, shown a very different spectacle from that depicted
by the niive positivism of ‘scientific’ socialism: far from a rationalist
game in which social agents, perfectly constituted around interests,
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wage a struggle defined by transparent parameters, we have seen the
difticulties of the working class in constituting itself as a histoncal
subject, the dispersion and fragmentation of its positionalities, the
emergence of forms of social a T‘ﬁoﬁncal reaggregation — ‘histori-
cal bloc’, ‘collective will’, ‘masses’, ‘popular sectors’ — which
define new objects and new logics of their conformation. Thus, we
are in the field of the overdetermination of some.entities by others,
and the relegation of any form of paradlgmanc fixity to the ultimate
horizon of theory. It is this specific logic-of-asticulation tharwe must
now attempt to determine.

Articulation and Discourse

In the context of this discussion, we will cy practice

establishing a relation among elements such that their identity is
modified as a result of the articulatory practice. The structured
totality resulting from the articulatory practrse, we wi

The dlffer;nﬁpgglw insofar 3s they appear articulated within a
disesurse, we will call moments, By contrast, we will call @ any
difference that is not dlscurswe]y articulated. In order to be correctly
understood, these distinctions require three main types of specifica-
tion.. with regard to the characteristic caﬁejéncc of the discursive
formation; with regard to the duneq51ons and extensions of the
discursive; and with regard to the openness or closute exhibited by
the discursive formation.

1. A d§curswe formanoﬁ““)s not unified either in the logical
coherence of its elements, or in the a priori of a transcendental
subject, or in a meaning-giving subject 3 la Husserl, or in the unity of
an experience. The type of coherence we attribute to a discursive
formationis,— with the differences we will indicate later — close to
that which characterizes the concept of ‘discursive formation’ for-
mulated by Foucault: regulanty in dispersion. In the Archaeology of
Knowledge, Foucault rejects four hypotheses concerning the unifying
principle of a discursive formation — reference to the same object, a
common style in the production of statements, constancy of the
concepts, and reference to a common theme. Instead, he makes
dispersion itself the principle of unityy insofar as it is governed by
rules of formation, by the complex conditions of existence of the
dispersed statements.'' A remark is necessary at this point. A dis-
persion governed by rules may be seen from two symmetrically
opposed perspectives. In the first place, as dispersion: this requires
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determination of the point of reference with respect to which the
elements can be thought of as dispersed. (In Foucault’s case, one can
evidently speak of dispersion only by reference to the type of absent
unity constituted around the common object, the style, the concepts
and the theme.) But the disqyrsive formatiop can also be seen from
‘the perspective of th
sense, as an ensemble of differential posmons This ensemble is not
the expression of any underlying principle external to itself — it
cannot, for instance, be apprehended either by a hgrmeneutic read-
ing or by a structuralist combinatory — but it constitutes a con-
ﬁmn_;-whwh In certain contextsgfmmanymbeagugﬁeda
a m_:allty "Given that our princi
practices, it is this second aspect which interests us in particular.
Now, in an arficilated disciisiveigtalisy, where every element
roccuples a differential position — in our terminology, where every
element has been reduced to a moment of that totality — all identity is
relational and all relations have anecessacycharacter. Benveniste, for

example, states with reference to Saussure’s principle of value: ‘To
say that the values are “relative” means that they are pelativeta.gach
other. Now, is that not precsely the proof of their necessity?
Whoever says s system says arrangement or conformity of parts in a
structyre which transcends and explainsits “elements. Everything is
so ﬁecessary\n it that misdifications df the whole'and ofthe details
reciprocally.condition ‘one another: The felativity of values is the
best proof that they depeﬁT closely upon one another in the
synchrony of a system which is always being threatened, always
being restored. The point is that all values are values of opposition
and are defined only by their difference Iﬂanguage is some-
thing other than a fortuitous conglomeratlon of erratic notions and
sounds uttered at random, it is because necessity is inherent in its
structure as in all structure.’'? Necessity derives, therefore, not from
an underlying intelligible prinéiple but from the regularity of a
system of structial positions. In_this sense, no relation can
continge ' £.th, : ;
be specified outside the relation itself. But thls is no more than to
affirm that in a discursive-structural formation constituted in this
way, the practice of articulation would be impossible: the latter
involves working on elements, while here we would be confronted
only w1th@_;n?rlg!})of a closed and fully constituted totality where
every moment is subsumed from the beginning under the principle

of repeution. As we shall see, if contmgcncz and articulation are
possible, this is because no discursive for ormation is a sutured totality
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and the transformation of the elements into moments is never

complete.
2. Our analysis rejects the distinction between and

nan-discursive practices. It affirms: a) that every object is constituted’
as an object of dis€ourse) insofar as no object is given outside every
discursive condition of emergence; and b) that any distinction
between what are usually called the linguistic-and_behaviourial
aspects of a social prattice, is either an incorrect distinction or ought
to find its place as a differentiation within the social production of
meaning, which is structured under the form of discursive totalitites.
Foucault, for example, who has T%litiiﬂ?_d_a_diiﬂﬂﬂion — in our
opinion inconsistent — between_discursive and non-discursive
practices,'* attempts to detérmine the relational totality that founds”
the regularity of the dispersions of a discursive formation. But he is
only capable of doing this in terms of a discursive practice: ‘[Clinical
medicine must be regarded] as the establishment of a relation, in
medical discourse, between a number of distinct elements, some of
which concemed the status of doctors, others the institutional and
technical site from which they spoke, others their position as sub-
jects perceiving, observing, describing, teaching, etc. It can be said
that this relation between different elements (some of which are
new, while others were already in existence) is effected by clinical
-discourse: 1t is this, as a practice, that establishes between them all a
system of relations that is not *really” given or constituted a priori;
and if there is a unity, if the modalities of enunciation that it uses, or
to which 1t gives place, are not simply juxtaposed by a series of
historical contingencies, it is because it makes constant use of this
group of relations.””* Two points have to be emphasized here.
Firstly, if the so-called non-discyrsive complexes — institutions,
techniques, productive orgariizatibri, ahd G oh ™= are #halysed, we
will only find more or less complex forms of differential positions
among objects, which do not arise from a necessity external to the
system structuring them and which can only therefore be conceived
as discursive articulations. Secondly, the very logic of Foucault’s
argument concerning the articulatory nature of clinical discourse
implies that the identity of the articulated clements must be at least
partially modified by that arficﬁfatio'ﬁif‘fhaf‘ﬁ"{l?efcategory of dis-
persieﬂ"-r'ﬁriﬁi”'\ﬁﬁr‘tﬁﬁ'y permits us to think the specificity of the
regularities. The status of the dispersed entities is constituted in some{
intermediate region between the elements and the moments.'* -
We cannot eng€t here mityall the complexities of a theory of
discourse as we understand it, but we should at least indicate the
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following basic points in order to obviate the more common mis-

understandings.

course has nothing to ‘do with whether there is a world external to

thought, or with the realism/idealism opposition. An earthquake or

the falling of a brick is an event that certainly exists, in the sense that

it occurs here and now, independently of my will. But whether their

specificity as objects is constructed in terms of ‘natural phenomena’

or ‘expressions of the wrath of God’, depends upon the structuring

of a discursive field. What is denied is not that such objects exist-
externally to thought, but the rather different assertion that they

could constitute themselves as objects outside any discursive condi~
tion of emergence.

(b) At the root of the previous prejudice lies an assumption of the
mgntal character of discourse, Against this, we will affirm the material
charactcr of every discursive structure. To argue the opposite is to
accept the very classical dichotafiY betweéen an objective field con-
stituted outside of any discursive intervention, and a discourse con-
sisting of the pure expression of thought. This is, precisely, the
dichotomy which several currents of contemporary thought have
tried to break.'¢ The theory of speech acts has, for example.
lined their performative character. Language games, in Wlttgen—‘
stein, include within an malssoluble totality both language and the’
actions interconnected with it: ‘A is building with building-stones:
there are blocks, pillars, slabs, and beams. B has to pass the stones,
and that in the order in which A needs them. For this purpose they
use a language consisting of the words “block”, “pillar”, “slab”,
“beam” A calls them oug; B brmgs the stone which he has leamt to
bring at such and sucha call.”"” The conclusion is inevitable: ‘I shall|
also call the whole, consisting of language and the actions into which

it is woven, the “language-gamg..’'® It is evident that the very

matemalprapamiss-of objects. ase-part.of what Wittgenstein.calls
language game, which is an example of what we have-called dis-

course,, What constitiites a diffefential position and therefore a
relational identity with certain linguistic elements, is not the idea of
building-stone or slab, but the building-stone or the slab as such.
(The connection with the idea of ‘building-stone’ has not, as far as
we know, been sufficient to construct any building.) The linguistic
and non—lmgulsnc elements are not merely Juxtaposed, blL_QQD&Il

tute a_differeng red system of positions — that is, a
djw%‘ The differential positions include, therefore, a dispersion

of very diverse material elements. "
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It might be argued tha, in this case, the discursive unity is the
teleological unity of a project; but this is not so. The objective wopld
is structured in relational sequences which d5 not nec:.'fc arily have a
finalistic sense and which, in most cases, do not actually require any
meaning at all: it is sufficient that certain regularities establish dif-
ferential positions for us to be able to speak of a discursive formation.
Two important conclusions follow from this. The first is that the

material character of discourse cannot be unified in the experignce or
consciousness of a founding subject; on the contrary, diverse subject
positions appear dispersed within a discursive formatioii: The second
consequence is that the practice of articulatiorr; as fixation/disloca-
tion of a system of differences, cannot consist of purely linguistic
phenomena; but must instead pierce the entire material density of the
multifariqus institutions, rituals and practices through which a dis-
cursive formation is structured. The recognition of this complexity,
and of its discursive character, began to beat an obscure path in the
terrain of Marxist theorization. Its characteristic form was the pro~
gressIve aff*rnia‘tiOh" fro?n ‘Gramsal to Althusser, of the matenal

hese are not simple systems of
ideas but are émbodxcd n mstltutlas‘i rituals and so forth, What did,
however, become an obstacle for the full theorétical unfolding of this”
intuition was that, in all cases, it was referred to the field of ideglogic3,
that is, to formatlons whose identity was thought under the concept
of ‘superstructure’. It was an a priori unity.yis-a-vi the dispersion of
its materiality, so that it required an appeal either to the unifying role”
of a class (Gramsdi), or to the functional requirements of the logic of
reproduction (Althusser). But once this essentialist assumption is
abandened, the category of articulation acquites-adifferent theo-
retical statys: articulation is now a discursive practice which does not
have a plane of constitution prior to, or outside, the dispersion of the
articulated elements.

(c) Finally, we must consider the meaning and productivity of the
centrality we have assigned to the category of discourse. TErough
this centrality, we obtain a considerable enlargement of the field of
objectivity, and the conditions are created which permijt us fo think
numerous relations placed before us by the analysis of the preceding
chapters. Let us suppose that we attempted to analyse socalrelations
on the basis of the Bob)c,cnmmma:d by the discourse of

natural sciences. This immediately sets strict limits both on the;
objects that it is possible to construct within that discourse, and on
the relatxons that can be estabhshcd among them. Certain rglanons
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is impossible as an objective relation between two entities. But this
excludes the possibility of conceptually specifying a wide range of
relations among objects in the socal and political field. What we
charactenized as ‘communisteoymgration’, for example, is based on
a relation of equivalence among different class sectors within a social
space divided iftd two antagonistic camps. But this equivalence
supposes the operation of the principle of analogy among literally
diverse contents — and what is this but a metaphorical transposi-
tion? It is important to observe that the onstituted
through communist gnumegratian is not the discursivgg{r/egi}m ofa
real movement constituted outside discourse; on the contrary, this
enumerative discourse is a real force which contributes to the mould-
ing and constitution of social relations. Something similar occurs
with a notion such as ‘contradicsien, — to which we will return
below. If we consider social relations from the perspective of a
natura}jst paradigm, cantradiction s xcluded. But if we consider
social elations as discursively constructed, contradigtion becomes
possible. For, whereas the classical notion of ‘rcf;gect%xcludes
contradiction, a relation of contradiction can”éxist Between two
objects of discourse. The main consequence of_a break with_the
discursive/extsaediseursiyg dichotomy is the abandonment of the
thought/reality opposition, and hence a major enlargement of the
field of those categories which can account for socal relations.
Synonymy, metonymy, metaphor are not forms of thought that add
a second sense to a primary, constitutive literality of social relanons;
instead, they are part of the primary terrain itself in which the social
is constituted. Rejection of the thought/reality dichotomy must go
together with a rethinkigg and interpEREtratioh of the categongs
which have until nGW been considered gxglusive of one or the other.
3. Now, the transition to the relational tqtaljﬁ)hat we have called
~disc ., would hardly be able to solve our initial problems if the
relational and differential logic of the discursive totality prevailed
without any limitation. In that case, we would be faced with pure
relations of necessity, and, as we earlier pointed out, %%u.r_tiﬂlaﬁnn
would be impossible given that every ‘element’ would ex definitione
be ‘moment’ This conclusion can impose itself, however, only if we
allow that the relational logic of discourse be carried through to its
ultimate consequences, without limitation by any exterior.? If we
accept, on the contrary, that a dj@g%;gygaqgéhgy_lneﬁé‘ﬁgi,gtg in the
form of a simply given and delimited positivity, the relational logic
will be incomplete and pierced by contingency. The transition from
the ‘elé—n'l-é.ﬁ:t?) ta the ‘moments’ is never entirely filfilled. A no-
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man’s-land thus emerges, making the articulatory practice possible.
In this case, there is no social identity fully protected from a disy
cursive exterior that deforms it and prevents it becoming fully
sutured. Both the identities and the relations lose their necessary
character. As a systematic structural ensemble, the relations are
unable to absorb the identities; but as the identities are purely rela-
tional, this is but another way of saying that there is no identity
which can be fully constituted.

This being so, all discourse of fixation becomes petaphorical:
llterallty 1s, in actual fact, the first of metaphors.

“Here W™ iFrivé it a degg;vgm in our argument. The incom-
plete character. of every torality necessasily-teads-wyto-zbandonras a
terrain of analysis, the ,p_remlsg pwaMwmmLmd_mlf

defined totality, oaety’ 1s not a v t of discougse. There is

no single underlying principle fixing — and ence constituting —
the whole field of differences. The irresoluble interiority/exteriority
tension is the condition of any social practice: nccessity only exists as
a.partial. hmntaugnnL;lg_ﬁﬁ‘ | of contingencyalt is in this terrain,

where neither a total interiority nor a total exteriority is possible,

that the social is constituted. For the same reason that the social
cannot be reduced to thc interiority of a fixed system of differences,

pure cxw m}osmb!e In order to be la{gﬂx MO
each othér) teentines woufu d have to be totally internal with reg regard
to themselves: that s, to have a fully constituted identity which'is not
subverted by any exterior. But this is precisely what we have just
rejected. This field of identities which never manage to be fully fixed, is the
field of overdetermination.

Thus, neither absolute fixity nor absolute non-fixity is possible.
We will now consider these tWa succe ents, beginning
with non-fixity. We have referred to m;ﬁ as a system of
differential entities — that is, of moments. But we have just seen
that such a systemn only exists a5 partlal limitation of a ‘surplus of:
meaning’ which subverts it. Being inherent in every discursive
situation, this ‘surplus’ is the necessary terrainfos theconstisution of
every social practice. We will call it the field of discursivity. This term
indicates the form ofits relation-with every concaete discousse: it
determines at the same time the ncccssanly discursive character of
any object, and the impossibility of any given discourse to imple-
ment a final suture. On this point, our, analysis meets up with a
number of contemporary currents of thought which — from
Heidegger to Wlttgcnstcm — have insisted on the impossibility of
fixing ultimate meanings. Derrida, for example, starts from a radical
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break in the history of the concept of structure, occurring at the
moment in which the centre — the transcendental signified in its
multiple forms: eidos, arché, telos, energeia, ousia, alé"igﬁcii, etc. —
is abandoned, and with it the possibility of fixing a meaning which
-underlies the flow of differences. At this point, Derrida generalizes
the concept of discourse in a sense coincident with that of our text. ‘It
became necessary to think both the law which somehow governed
desire for a centre in the constitution of structure, and the process of
signification which orders the displacements and substitutions for
this law of central presence — but as a central presence which has
never been itself, has always already been exiled from itself into its
own substitute. The substitute does not substitute itself for anything
which has somehow existed before it, henceforth, it was necessary to
begin thinking thit there was no centre, that the centre could not be
thought in the form of a present-being, that the centre had no natural
site, that it was not a fixed locus but a function, a sort of non-locus in
which an infinite number of sign-substitutions came into play. This

was the moment when language invaded the universal problematic,
the moment when, in the absence of a centre or ongin, everything
became discourse — provided we can agree on this word — that is
to say, a system in which the central signified, the onginal or
transcendental signified, is never absolutely present outside a system
of differences. The absence of the transcendental signified extends
the domain and the play of signification infinitely.’? =~

Let us move on t6 our sécorid dimension. The impossibility of an
ultimate fixity of meaningifipfies that there have to be partial
fixations — otherwise, the very flow of differences would be im-
possible. Even in order to differ, to subvert meaning, there has to be
a meaning. If the social does not manage to fix itself in the intelligible
and instituted forms of a gfciéty; the social only exists, however, as an
effort to construct that impossible object. Any _discourse_is. con-
stituted-as anattempt to dominarte the field of discursivity, to arrest
the flow of differences,-to--construct. a..centre. We will call the
privileged. discursive-points. of this partial ixation; nodal pidikss.
(Lacan has insisted on these partial fixations through his concept of
points de capiton, that is, of privileged signifiers that fix the meaning
of a signifying chain. This limitation of the productivity of the
signifying chain establishes the positions that make predication
possible — a discourse incapable of generating iny fixity of mean-
ing is the discourse of the psychotic.)

Saussure’s analysis of language considered it as a systen of differ-
ences without positive terms; the central concept was that of value,
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according to which the meaning of a term. was purely. relational.
and determined only by its opposition to all the others. But this shows
us that we are presented with the conditions of possibility of aclosed
systa, only within it is it possible to fix in such a manner the
meaning of every element. When the lingujsg del was intro-
duced mtm gcncral field of human scignges, it was this effect of
systematicity that pr“‘&ommate& so that structuralism became a new
form of essentialism: a search for the underlying structures consti>
tuting the inherent law of any possible variation. The critique of:

TR gy

umties"WHose demarcatlon was given, like a nomenclature, by its
reference to an object, the resulting conception was of a relational
space unable to constitute itself as such — of a field dominated by
the desire for a structure that was always finally absent. The sign is
the name of a split, of an impossible suture between signified and
signifier.??

We now have all the ncccssaryWSﬁLdﬂWf%t_hc
concept of artlculanon Since all _ld_Q[l_(Lty is ,[;lamml -even if the
systém STrelitians does.not reach the point. of being fixed as.astable
system. of differencgs — since, too, all discourse is subvertcd by a
ﬁeld of dlscur51v1ty which overflows it,” g Jram
“%o ‘moments” tan neves be complet, The status of the
‘elements’ is that of floating signifiers, incapable of being wholly
articulated to a discursive chain. And this floating character finally
penetrates every discursive (i.e. social) identity. But if we accept the
non-complete charicter of all discursive. fixation and, at the same
time, affirm the relational character of every identity, the ambiguous
character of the signifier, its non-fixation to any signified, can only-
exist insofar as there is a proliferation of signifieds. It is not the
poverty of signifieds but, on the contrary, polysemy that disarticu-
lates a discursive structure. That is what establishes the overdeter-

mined, symbolic dimension of cvery.sacial identity. W never
manages to be identical to itself, as every nodal point 1s constituted™
within an mtcrtc}lmmf(\tﬁt}glverﬂows it. The practice of articulation, {
therefore, consists in the which_partial
meaning. and the partial character of this fixation proceeds from the openness
of the social, a result, in its tum, of the constant overflowing of every
discourse by the mfrmtude of the _fleld of discursivity.

Every social g;agng;us_;hcmfnzg,,_‘ in_gne of its dimensions —

articulatory. As it is not the internal moment of a scll-defined
totality, it cannot simply be the expression of something already

r
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acquired, it cannot be wholly subsumed under the principle of repeti-
tion; rather, it always consists i:uhg_ggg_stiuction of new differences.
The sogial js articulation insofar as socncty 1S 1mp0551ble Earlier we
said that, for thecessnty ‘only exists as a partial effort to limit
contmgency implies that the relations betweers ‘necessity’ and
‘contingency” cannot be conceived as relations between two areas
that are delimited and external to each other — as, for example, in
Labriola’s morphological prediction — because the contingent only-
exists within the necessary. This presence of the contingent in the
necessary is what we earlier called subversion, and it manifests itself as
symbolization, metaphorization, paradgx, which deform and ques-
tion the literal character of every. necessity. .Necessity, therefore;-
exists not under the form of an underlying principle, of a ground,
but as an effort of literalization which fixes the differences of a
relational system. The necessity of the social is the necessity proper
to purely relational identities — as in the linguistic principle of
value” — not natural ‘necessity’ or the necessity of an analytical
judgement ‘Necessity’, in this sense, is simply equivalent to a
‘system of differential positions in a sutured space’

This way of approaching the problem of articulation would seem
to contain all the necessary elements to resolve the apparent anti-
nomies with which the logic of hegemony ‘confronted us:on the one

hand, the open and incomplete characiéi, SF. very soqal jdentity-
permits its articulation to different h:stonco—dnscu?!vc forma-
tions — that is, to ‘blocs’ in the sense of sramiscinon the
other hand, the very identity of the amculatory force is constituted
in the general field of discursivity — this eliminates any reference to
a transcendental or originative subject. However, before formu-

lating our concept of hegemony, we need to tackle two further
qugg_ggns_The ﬁrst concerns the precise status in our analysns ome

whose i 1mportance stems from the fact that, in one of its key dlmen-
sions, the specificity of a hegemonic artlculatory practice is given by

its con.f;gptanon with other aruculam:yga.cuces-aﬁan_gggmnc
character,

The Category of ‘Subject’

Discussion of this g;;egoﬁl_y requires us to distinguish two very
different problems, which have frequently been confused in recent
debates: the problem of the discursive or pre-discursive character of
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the category of subject; and the problem of the relationship among
different subject positions.

The first pro emn has received more consistent attention, and has
led to a growing questioning of the ‘censtitutive’ role that both
rationalism and empiricism attribute to ‘humariﬁfﬁd‘i_\;jdlnls’ This
critique has essentially bome upon three conceptual targets: the view
of the subject as an agent both rational and transparent to itself; the
supposed unity and homogeneity of the ensemble of its positions;
and the conception of thé subjéct as origin and basis of social rela-
tions (the problem of constitutivity in the strict sense). We do not
need to refer in detail to the main dimensions of this critique, as its’
classical moments — Nietzsche, Freud, Heidegger — are well:
enough known. More recently, Foucault has shown how the ten='
sions of the ‘analytic of finitude’, characteristic of what he has called
the ‘}g;ﬁ-ﬁaﬁ;\ir\cfys\c\)ﬁed into a set of oppositions — the
empirical/the transcendental, the Cogito/the unthought, with-
drawal/return of the origin — which are insurmouptable insofar as
the category of ! " is maintained as a @nified subject)** Other

T
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gory of ‘originative subject’, which continues to creep into the very
conceptions that seek to implement the rupture with it.?

With regard to this altermative, and to its diverse constitutive
elements, our position is clear. Whenever we use the category of
. g . e T T R .
subjecy’ in this text, we will do so in the sense of ‘subjéctpositions’
within a discursive structure. Subjects cannot, therefore, be the
origin of soqal relations — not even in the limited sense of being
endowed with powers that render an experience possible — as all
‘experience’ depends on precise discursive conditions of possibi-
lity 2° This, however, is onlyan answer to our first problem, which
in no way anticipates the solution that will be given to the second.
From the discursive character of all subject positions, nothing
follows concerning the type of relation that could exist among them.
As every subject-position is a discursive positian, it partakes of the
open character of every discourse; consequently, the various
positions cannot be totally fixed in a closed systemn of differences. We
can see why these very different. problems were confused. Since the
affirmation of the discursive character of every subject position was
linked to the rejection of the notion of subject as an originative and
founding totality, the analytic moment that had to prevail was that
of dispersion, detotalization or decentring of certain positions with
regard to others. Every moment of articulation or relation among
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them broke the cognitive effects of the dispersion metaphor, and led
1o the suspicion of a retotalization which would surreptitiously
reintroduce the category of subject as a unified and unifying essence.
From here, it was but one step to transform that dispersion of subject

into-an effective separation among themi. However, the
transformation of dispersion into separation.obwviously creates all the
analytical problems we signalled earlier — espedially those inherent
in the replacement of the essentialism of the totality with an essen-
tialism of the elements. If every subject position is a discursive
position, the analysis cannot dispense with the forms of overdeter-
mination of some positions by others — of the contingent character -
of all necessity which, as we have seen, is inherent in any discursive .
difference.

Let us consndet tWo case§'which have recently given rise to impor-
categories (above all, ‘Man’); and that relating to the ‘subject’ of
ferminiSp. "The first is at the centre of the entire recent-debace’on
hurfianisti. If the status of ‘Man'?” were that of an essence, its location
with regard to other characteristics of ‘human beings’ would be
inscribed on a logical scale proceeding from the abstract to the
concrete. This would open the way for all the familiar tricks of an
analySIS of concrete situations in terms of ‘alienation’ and ‘misrecog-
nition’ But if, on the contrary, ‘Man’ is a discursively.constructed
subject position, its presumed abstract character in no wa?’a\n’ffa-
pates the form of its articulation with other subject positions. (The
range is here infinite, and it challenges the imagination of any
‘humanist’ For example, it is known how, in the colonial countries,
the equivalence between ﬁghts of Mai and ‘European values’ wasa
frequent and effective form of discursively constructing the accepta-
bility of imperialist domination.) The confusion created by E.P.
Thompson in his attack on-Althusser®, rests precisely on this point.
When referring to *humanism’, Thompson believes that if humanist
values are denied the statusof an essence; then they aze deprived ofall
historical validity. In reality, however, what is important is to try to
show how ‘Man’ has been produced in modern times, how the
‘human’ subject — that is, the bearer of a2 human identity without
distinctions — appears in certain religious discourses, is embodied
in junidical practices and is diversely constructed in other spheres. An
understanding of this dispersion can help us to-grasp the fragility of
‘humanist’ values themselves, the possibility of thcir*pcr‘fé%m

ough equivalential articulation with other values, and their re-
striction to certain categories of the population — the property-
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owning class, for example, or the male populaton. Far from con-
sidering that ‘Man’ has the status of an essence — presumably a gift
from heaven — such an analysis caii show us the historical condi-
tions of its.emergence and the reasons for its current vulneétability,
thus enabling us to struggle more efficiéntly, and without illusions,
in defence of humanist values. But it is equally evident that the
analysis cannot simply remain at the moment of dispersion, given that
‘human identity’ involves not merely an ensemble of dispersed
positions but also the forms of overdetermination existing among
them. ‘Man’ is a fundamental nodal point from which it has been’
possible to proceed, since the eighteenth century, to the ‘humaniza-
tion’ of a number of social practices. To insist on the dispersion of the
positions from which ‘Man’ has been produced, constitutes only a
first moment; in a second stagy, it is necessary to show the relations’
of overdetermination and totalization that are established among
these, The noti-fixation or openness of the system of discursive
differences is what makes possible these effects of analogy and
interpenetration.

Something similar may be said about the ‘SUbJC}?!:,Qfm fmn.
The critque of feminist essentialism has been cartied oui i part-
cular by the English journal mi/f:;a number of important studies have
rejected the notion of a precoristituted category ‘women’s oppres-
sion’” — whether its cause is located in the family, the mode of
production or elsewhere — and have attempted to study ‘the parti-
cular historical. moment, the institutions and practices through
which the category of woman is produced’.?® Once it is denied that

-there is a single mechanism of women’s oppression, an immense
field of action opens up for feminist politics. One can then perceive
the importance of punctual struggles against any oppressive form of
constructing sexual differences, be it at the level of law, of the
family, of sodal policy, or of the multiple cultural forms through
which the category of ‘the feminine’ is constantly produced. We are,-
therefore, in the field of a dispersion of subject positions. The
difficulty with this approach, however, arises from the one-sided
emphasis given to the moment of dispersion — so one-sided that we
are left with only a heterogeneous set of sexual differences con-
structed through practices which have no relation to one another.
Now, while it is absolutely correct to question the idea of an orginal
sexual division represented a posteriori in social practices, it is also
necessary to recognize that overdetermination among the diverse
sexual differences produces a systematic effect of sexual division.>
Every construction of sexual differences, whatever their multplicicy
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and heterogeneity, invariably constructs the feminine as a pole sub-
ordinated to the masculine. It is for this reason that it is possible to
speak of a sex/gender system.*' The ensemble of social practices, of
institutions and discourses which produce woman as a category, are
not completely isolated but mutually reinforce and act upon one
another. This does not mean that there is a single cause of feminine
subordination. It is our view that once female sex has come to
connote a feminine gender with specific characteristics, this
‘imaginary signification’ produces concrete effects in the diverse
social practices. Thus, there is a close correlation between ‘subordi-
nation’, as a general category informing the ensemble of significa-
tions constituting ‘femininity’, and the autonomy and uneven deve-
lopment of the diverse practices which construct the concrete forms
of subordination. These latter are not the expression of an immutable
feminine essence; in their construction, however, the symbolism
which is linked to the feminine condition in a given society, plays a
primordial role. The divers¢ forms of concrete subordination react,
1n turn, by contributing to the maintenance and reproduction of this
symbolism.>? [t 1s therefore possible to criticize the idea of an original
antagonism between men and women, constitutive of the sexual
division, without denying that in the various forms of construction
of ‘femininity’, there 1s a common element which has strong over-
determining effects in terms of the sexual division.

Let us now move on to consider the different forms which the
determination of social and political subjects has adopted within the
‘Marxist tradition. The starting-point and constant leitmotiv is clear:
the<subjects are social classes, whose unity is constituted around
intere3ts determinizd by their position in the relations of production.
More important than insisting on this common theme, however; is
to study the precise ways in which Marxism has pohtically and
theoretically responded to the diversification and dispersion of
subject positions with regard to the paradigmatic forms of their
unity. A first type of response — the most elementary — consists of
an illegiimate passage through the referent. It involves, for
example, the assertion that the workers’ political struggle and
economic struggle are unified by the concrete social agent — the
warking class — which conducts them both. This type of reason-
ing — commion not only in Marxism but also in the social sciences
as a whole — is based on a fallacy: the expression ‘working cJasy’ is
used in two _different ways, to define a specific subject position in the
relations of produttion, and to name the mm that
subject position. The resulting ambiguity allows the logically illegit-
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imate conclusion to slip through that the other positions occupied by
these agents are also ‘workin ‘g-clas.i%psmqns (They are obviously
NN
‘working-class’ in the second sénse; but not necessarily in the first.)
The implicit assumption of the unity and transparency of the con-.
sciousness of every social agent serves to consolidate the ambiguity
— and hence the confusion.

This subterfuge, however, can only operate when one tries to
affirm the unity among empirnically given positions; not when one tries.
to explain — as has been most frequently the case in the Marxist

tradition — the essential heterogeneity of some positions with
regard to the others (that is, the characteristic splits of ‘false con-
sciousness’). In this case, as we have seen, the unity of the class is
conceived as.a-future unity; the way in which that unity manifests
itself is through the category of representation, the split between real
workers and their objective interests requiring that the latter be
represented by the vanguard party Now, ucry_relangmof_rcp.re-
of somethmg whlch,,stnctly spcakmg, 1s aBsanuse
it is at the same time a fiction and a principle organizing actual social
relations, representation is the terrain of a game whose result is not
predetermined from the beginning. At one end of the spectrum of
possibilities we would have a dissolution.of the fictitious character of
representation, so that the meansﬁ_and the field of representation
would be totally transparent vrﬁ—a—vxs\what 1s represented; at the,
other end, we would have total Qgﬁggpbctwecn represeniatilve
and _u:pmscn:cd the fiction would become a ﬁcx{on ina stnctly literal
sense. It is important to note that neither of these extremes consti-
tutes an impossible situation, as both have well-defined conditions
of possibility: a representative can be subjected to such conditions of
control that what becomes a fiction is the very fictitiousness of the
representation; and, on the contrary, a total absence of control can
make the representation literally fictitious. The Marxist conception
of the vanguard party shows this peculiarity; that the party repre-
sents not a concre;ejgcnlbutmhmncﬂmm:s and that there is
no fiction since representative and represented are constituted by the
same discourse and on the same plane. This tautological relation,

however, exists in its extreme form only in tiny sects whichy
proclalm themselves to be the vanguard of the proletariat, without'
the proletariat ever realizing, of course, that it has a vanguard. In
every political struggle of a certain significance, there is on the
contrary a very clear effort to win the alkgla.nce af concrete social
agents to their supposed ‘historical interests’. If the tautology of a
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single discourse constituting both represented and representative is
abandoned, it is necessary to conclude that represented and repre-
sentative are constituted at different levels. A first temptation would
then be to make total that separation of planes, and to derive the
impossibility of the relation of representation from its fictitious
character. Thus, it has been stated: “To deny economism is to reject
the classical conception of the economic-political-ideological unity
of classes. It is to maintain that political and ideological struggles
cannot be conceived as the struggles of economic classes. There is no
middle way .  Class “interests” are not given to politics and
ideology by the economy. They arise Within the political practice,
and they are determined as an effect of definite modes of political
practice. Political practice does not recognize class interests and then
represent them: it constitutes the interests which it represents.’?
This assertion could, however, only be upheld-if political-practice
was a perfectly delimited field, whose frontiers with the economy
could be dtawn more geomerrirs— that is, if we excluded as a matter
of principle any overdetermination of the political by the economic
or vice versa. But we know that this separation can only be esta-
blished .a priori.in.an essentialist conception, " which' derives a real
separation among elements from a conceptual separation, trans-
forming the conceptual specification of an identity into a fully and
absolutely differentiated discursive position. Yet, if we accept the
overdetermined character of every identity, the situation changes.
There is a different way which — although we do not know whether
itis middle — is in-ary'é4%e a third way.The ‘winning over of agents
to their historical interests’ is, quite simply, an articulatory practice
which constructs a discourse wherein the concrete demands of a
group — the industrial workers — are conceived as3tépstoWards a
total liberation involving the overcoming of capitalism. Undoub-
tedly, there is no essential necessity for these demands to be articu-
lated in this way. But nor is there an essential necessity for them to be
articulated in any other way,.given that, as we have seen, the relation
of articulation is not a relation of nécessity: What the discourse of
‘historical interests’ does is to hegemonize certain demands. On this
point, Cutler et al. are absolutely right: political practice constructs
the interests it represents. But if we observe closely, we will note
that, far from being consolidated, the «iggxa}_ahtpp‘_bc\tgw_ccn the
economic and the political is herebycelifiiinafed. For, a reading in
socialist terms of immediate economic struggles discursively articu-
lates the political and the economic, and thus does away with the
exteriority existing between the two. The altemnative is clear: either
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the separati etween the political and the economic takes place on
an extra-discursive plane whach secures it a priori; or else that separ-

ation is the resule of discursive practices, and 1t is not possible to
immunizeita pﬁoﬁmr'yﬂ?s?&%si constructing their unity. If-
the dispersion.of positions is a condition of any articulatory practice,
there is no reason why that dispersion should necessarily take the
form of a separation between the political and the economic identity

of social agents. Were economic identity and political identity to be
sutured, the conditions of any relation of representation would

evidently disappear: we would have returned to the he tautological
situation in which repsesentatiyg and rcpxcscmcaarc moments of a
single relational identity. Let us accept instead that neither the poli-
tical identity nor the economic identity of the agents crystallizes as
differential moment of a unified discourse, and that the relation
between them is the precarious unity of a tension. We already know
what this means: the subversion of each of the terms by a polysemy’
which prevents their stable articulation. In this case, the econesaie-is
and is not present in the political and vice versa; the relation is not one
of literal differentiations but of unstable analogles between the two
terms. Now, this form of presence through metaphorical trans-
position is the one that the fictio iuris of representation attempts to
think. Represeatatianis therefore constituted not as a definite type of
relation; but as the field of an unstable ostillatiop whose vanishing
point is, as we saw, either the literalization of the fiction through the
breakmg of every link between representative and represented, or
the disappearance of the separate identity of both through their
absorption as moments of a single identity.

All this shows us that the specificity of the category of subject
cannot be established cnther through the abso]utnzanon on_of a dis-
persion of “subject | gosmog; or" cthrotgh the “équally 2 absolutlst
unification of these around 2 ‘transcendental subject’ The cat
of subject is penetrated by the same ambiguous, incomplete and
polysemical character which overdetermination assigns to every_
discursive identity. For this reason, the moment of closure of a
discursive totality, which is not given at the ObJCCthC level of that
totahty, cannot be established at the level of a ‘meaning-giving
subj ject’, since the subjectivity of the agent is penetrated by the same
precariousness and absence of suture re apparent at any othef poiit of
the discursive totality of which it is part” TObjéctivism’ and ‘sub-
jectivism’; ‘holism’ and ‘individualism’ are symmetrical expressions-
of the desire for a fullness that is permanently deferred. Owing to this
very absence of a final suture, the dispersion of subject positions




122

cannot constitute a solution: given that none of them manages
ultimately to consolidate itself as a separate position, there is a game of
overdetermination among them that reintroduces the horizon of an
impossible totality. It is this game which makes hegemonic articu-
lation possible.

Antagonism and Objectivity

The &mposilbllxty of clostire .., the impossibility of ‘society’) has
up to this pomnt been pre prcsented as the precaniousness of every
identity, which manifests itself as a continuous movement of differ-
ences. We must now, however, ask ourselves: are there not some
‘experiences’, some dlscurswe forms in which what is manifested is
no longer Filie continuous deferment of the ‘tran scendental signified’,
but the very vanity of this deferring, the ﬁ}\rlmposmblr ity of'any
stable difference and, thus, of any ‘objectivity’?. The answer is yes.
This ‘experience’ of the 11m1t of all objectivicy- dees have a form of
precise discursive presence, §nd this is ar HEGgoRisHT)

Antagonisms have been widely studied in historical and socio-
logical literature. From Marxism to the various forms af ‘conflict
theory’, a whole range of explanations have been given as to how
and why antagonisms emecrge in society. This theoretical diversity
does, however, display 2 common feature: the discussionhas centred
almost exclusively on the description of antagonisms and their
original causes. Only rarely has an attempt been made to address the
core of -our problem: what is an antagonistic refation? what type of
relation among objects does it suppose? Let us begin with one of the
few discussions which have broached this question: namely, that
initiated by Lucio Colletti’s analysis of the specificity of social anta-
gonisms, and of the claims which the categories ‘real opposmon "and
‘contradiction’ can make to account for that specificity.**

Colletts starts from the Kantian distinction between real oppo-
sition (Realrepugnanz) and loglcal contradiction. The first coincides
wﬁH"the principle of contrariety and responds to the formula ‘A —
B’: each of its terms has its wn positivity, independent of its relation
with the other. The second is the category of contradiction and
responds to the formula ‘A-— not A?: the relation of each term with
the other exhausts the reality of both. Contradiction occurs in the
terrain of the proposition; it is only possible to enter into con-
tradictions at a logico-conceptual level. The first type of opposition
occurs, on the contrary, in the terrain of real objects, for no real
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object exhausts its identity by its opposition to another object; it has
a reality of its own, independent of that opposition.** Colletti then,
concludes that whereas Hegel, as an idealist philosopher who
reduced reality to the concept, could introduce contradictioninta the
real, this is incompatible with a matcnallst phJ.Lo y like Marxism
which starts from the éxtra-mental chafacier of the real. According
to this view, Marxists fell into a lamentable confusion by consider-
ing antagonisms as contradictions. Colletti’s programme is to re-.
interpret the former in terms of real appositions.

Let us note that Colletti starts from an exclusive alternative: gither

sg_;ncg;mg Js,a.wt;al_gppg;mon oritisa gontraclchgon This denives
from the fact that his universe ha§"rdom for only two types of
entities, real obwd concepts; and that the startmg-pomt and
permanent assumption of all his“analysis is the separation between
thought and reality. There follow a number of consequences which,-
as we shall try to show, dcsuome,qrcdenngls of both ‘real opposi-
tion” and ‘contradiction’ as categories “capable of accounting for
antagomsms “First of all, itis clear thatan antagonism cannotbea real’
opposition. There is nothing antagonistic in 3 “crash between two
vehicles: it is a material fact obeying positive physical laws. To1pply
the safrfé-principle to the social terrain would be tantamount to
saying that what is antagonistic in class struggle is the physical act hy
which a policeman hits a worker militant, or the shouts of a group.in
Parliament which prevcnt a member of an opposing sector from
speaking. ‘Opposition’ is here a concept of the physical world which
has been metaphorically extended to the social world, or vice versa;
but there is evidently little point in pretending that there is a
common core of meaning which is sufficient to explain the type of
relation implicit in both cases. This is even clearer if, in order to refer
to the social, we replace ‘opposed forces” with ‘enemy forces’ — for
in this case, the metaphorical transposition to the physical world, at
least in a post-Homeric universe, has not taken place. It may be
objected that it is not the physical character of the opposition that
counts but only its extra-logical character. But it is even less clear how
a theory of the spedificity of social antagonisms can be grounded
upon the mere opposition to logical contradiction that is shared by a
clash between two social forces and a collision between two stones.>®
Furthermore, as Roy Edgley*” and Jon Elster™ have pointed out,”
two different assertions are mixed together in this problem: (a) that
the.real is co t;g;éjctor and (b) that:contradictions eRistin reahl;y
Regz?rﬂ/r!)g the first, there can be ne-doubr that the statement 1s
self-defeating. Popper’s famous critique of the dialectic® is, from
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this point of view, unobjectionable. The second assertion, however,

1s undeniable: it is a fact that in reality there are situations which can
anly be described in terms of logical contradiction. Proposmons are
also a part of the real anid, insofar as contradictory propositions exist
empirically, it is evident that contradictions exist in the real. People
argue and, inasmuch as a set of social practices — codes, beliefs,

etc. — can adopt a propesitional structure, there is no reason why
they should not give rise to contradlctory propositions. (At this
point, however, Edgley falls into the obvioiis fallicy of believing
that the possible real existence of contradictory propositions proves
the correctness of the dialectic. The dialectic is a doctrine about the
essentlally contradictory nature of the real, not about the empitical
existerice of contradictions in reality.)

It would thus seem that the category of contradiction has an
assured place within the real, and that it provides the basis from
which to account for social antaganisms. But a moment’s reflection
is sufficient to convince us that this is not so. We all participate in a
number of mutually contradictory belief systems, and yet no antag-
onism emerges from these contradictions. Contradiction does not,
therefore, necessarily imply an antagonistic relation.* But if we
have excluded both ‘real oppositian’ and ‘contradiction’ as cate-
gories accounting for antagonism, it would seem that the latter’s
specificity cannot be apprehended. The usual descriptions of antago-
nisms in the sociological or hjston'cal literature confirm this impres-
but not the antagonisms as such. (The descnpnon proceeds through
expressions such as thjgproyoked areaction’ or ‘in that sit@ation X or
Z found itself forced to react’ In other words, there is a sudden j  jump.
from explanation to an appeal for our common sense or experience
to complete the meaning of the text: that is to say, the explanation is
interrupted.)

Let us attempt to unravel the meaning of this interruption. First,
we must ask ourselves whether the impossibility. of assimilating
antagonism to real opposition or to contradiction, is not the impos-
sibility of assimilating it to something shared by these types of
relation. They do, in fact, share something, and that is the fact of
being objective relations — between conceptual objects in the second
case, and between real objects in the first. But in both cases, it is
something that the objecwkgqugrle\ which makes the relation
intelligible. That is, in both cases we are concerned with full identi-
ties..In the case of contradiction, it is because A~js Ju %A that

being-n6t-A isa contradiction — and therefore an impossibility. In
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the casc of real opposition, it is because A is also fully A that its
_relation.with B produces an objectively determinable effect. But in
the cas¢ of antagoriism, we are confronted with a differentsiguation:

the presence df'the‘%%%wm»clﬁ
The relation arises not from Tull'tdtafiney, but from the impossibility
of their copstitution. The presence of the Other is not a logical
impossibility: it exists; so it is not a contradiction. Biit neither is it~
subsumable as a-positive differential moment in a causal chain, for in
that case the relation would be given by what each force is and there
would be no negation of this being. (It is because a physical force is a
physical force that another identical and countervailing force leads to
est; in contrast, it is because a peasant cannot be a peasant that an
-dntagonism exists with the landownét expélling him from his land.)
Ansofar as there is antagonism, I cannot be a full presence for myself.

Butnor is the force that antagonizes me such a @iggb;:mve
being is a sym f my non-being and, in this way, it is overflo

by a_plurality of meanings which prevent its being fixed as full
positivity. Realgp.pqg’igi@,i&m‘,nbjgggivggslgjq‘n — that is, deter-
minable, definable — among things; “contradiction is an equally
definable relation among concepts; antagonism constitutes the limits
of every objectivity, which is revealed as partial and precarious
objectification. If language is a system of differences, antagonigm is r.h%g_
failure of difference: in that sense, it situates itself wi the limts o
language_and can only exist as the disruption, of jt — that is, as
fetaphior. We can thus understand why saciological and historical
‘narratives must interrupt themselves and c%l'l upon an ‘experience’,
transcending their categories, to fill their hiatuses: for every
language and every society are constituted as a repression of the
consciousness of the impossibility that pengtrates them. Antage-
nism escapes the possibility of being apprehended through language,
since language only exists as an attempt to fix that which antagonism
subverts.

tagonl far from being an objective relation, is a relation
wherein the limits of eve Jectivg n — in the sense in
which Wittgenstein used to say that what cannot ﬁ/,@y_cm be
‘Showm But if, as we have demonstrated, the social only exists as a
partiat-effort_for constructing sodety — that is, an objective and
closed system of differeqees — dntagonisin, as a witness of the
impossibility of a final suture, is the ‘experience’ of the limit of the
social. Strictly speaking, antagonisms are not intemnal but extemal to

—_—

society; or rather, they constitute the lirmisnf society, the latter’s

impossibility of fully constituting itself. This statement may seem
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paradoxical, but only if we surreptitiously introduce certain assump-
tions which must be carefully excluded from our theoretical per-
spective. In particular, two such assumptions would make absurd
our thesis concerning the ?eefeac\al location of antagonism. The
first is the identification of’'society’) with an ensemble of physically
existing-agents who live within a given territory. If this criterion is

accepted, it is obvious thag antigonisms occur among those agents
and are not external to them. But im follow, from
the ‘empirical, coexistence of the agents, that the relations among
them should be shaped according to an objective and intelligible
pattern. (The price of identifying ‘society’ with the referent would
be to empty it of any rationally specifiable content.) However,
accepting that ‘society’is-aa-intelligible and adjective ensemble, we
would introduce another assurnption mcompatlﬂjlc with our analysis
if we attributed to that rational totality the character of an underlying
principle of the social concrived as an /@mipificat fotality. For there
would then no longer be any aspect of the second which couldaiot be
reabsorbed as a momgnt of the first. In that case antagonisms, like
everything else, would have to be pésitive i ﬁ moments of
society, and we would have returned to the Hegelian cunning of
reason. But if we maintain our conception of the socal as a non-
, as a field in which all positivity is metaphorical and
subvertible, then there is no way of réferring the negation-of an
objective position to an underlying positivity — be it causal or of
any other type — which would account for it. Anfagonist as the
negation of a given order is, quite simply, the limitof that order, and
not the moment of a broader totality in relation to which the two
poles of the antagonism would constitute differential — i.e. objec-
tive — partial instances. (Let us be understood: the conditions
which made the¢ antagonism possible may be described as positivi-
ties, but the antagonism as such is aotreducible to them.)
 We must consider this ‘experienge, of the limit of the social from
two different points of view. On the one hand, as an experience of
failuie, Af the subject is constructed through language, as a partial and
metaphorical incorporation into a symbolic order, any putting into
question of that order must necessarily constitute an identity crisis.
But, on the other hand, this experience of failure is not an access to a
diverse ontological order, to a something beyond differences,
simply because .  there is no beyond. The .limit of the social,

cannot be traced as a frontier separating two terrtaries — for the,

perception of a frontier supposes the perception of something"
beyond it that would have to be objective and positivé—=~that is, a
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new difference. The limit of the social must be given within the
social itselfas ‘something subverting it, destroying its ambition to
constitute a-full presence. Sodiety never manages fully to be society,
because everything in it is penetrated by its limits, which prevent it
from constituting itself as an objectwe rcallty We must now
consider the way in which this subversion is discursively con-
structed. As we have seen, this will require us to determine the forms
assumed by the presence of the antagonistic as such.

Equivalence and Difference

How does this subversionaccur? As we have seen, the condition for-
a full presence is the existence of a closed space where each differ-
ential position js fixed as a specific and irreplaceable moment. So, the
first condition for the subversion of that space, for the prevention of
closure, is that the specifiaty of each position should be dissolved. It
is at this point that our earlier remarks about the relation of eqni-
valence acquire all their relevance. Let us give an example. In a
tolonized country, the presence of the detfiinant powepis every day
made emgh a variety of contents: differences of dress, ofy
language, of skin colour, of customs. Since each of these contents is-
equivalent to the others in terms of their common differentiation
from the colonized people, it loses its condition of differential
moment,_and acquires the ﬂoatmg ‘character of an ¢ Thus,
equivalence creates a second meaning which, though parasitic on the
first, subverts it: the differences cancel one other out insofar.as they
are used to express something idennical underlying themra. The
problcm is to determine the content of that ‘identical something’
present in the various terms of the eggij';ﬂerrc; If, through the chain
of equivalence, all the differential objective determinations of 1tﬂ
terms have been lost, then identity can only be given either by a.
positive determlnatlon underlying them all, or by their common
reference to something external. The first of these possibilities is
excluded™a common positive determination is expressed in a direct
-way, without requiring a relation of equivalence But the common
‘external reference cannot be to something positive, for in that case
the relation between the two poles could also be constructed in a
direct and positive way, and this would th
complete cancellation of differences implied by a relation of total;
equivalence. This is the case, for example, in Marx’s apalysis of the
relation of equivalence. The non-materiality of labour as substance of
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value is expressed through the equivalence among materially diverse
commodities. However, the materiality of commodities and the
-non-materiality of value are not_equivalent to each other. It is
because of this that the use-value/exchange-value distinction can be
conceived in terms of differential and, hence, positive positions. But
if all the differentia) features.o \}n\/lye_qt hl,gbecomje equivalent, it
is impossible to express anything positive concerning that object; this
can only imply that through the equivalence something is expressed
-which-the-objeet-is-at. Thus, a relation of equwa]encc absorbing all
the positive determinations of the colonizer in opposition to the
colonized, does not create a system of positive differential positions
between the two, simply because it dissolves all positivity: the
colonizer is discursively constructed as the anti-colonized. In other
-words, the identity has come to be p purer/negm/f; because a
negative identity cannot be represented in a direct manner — i.e.,
positively — that it can only be represented indirectly, throngh an
‘equivalence between its differential moments. Hence the ambiguity
penetrating every relation of equivalence: two terms, to be equiva-
lent, must be differens — otherwise, there would be a simple
identity. On the other hand, the equivalenge exists only through the
act of subvcrggg,xhgdlfferennal character of those terms. This is
exactly the point where, as we said carlier, the contingent subverts
the necessary by preventing it from fully constituting itself. This
non-constitutivity — or contmgcncy — of the system of differ-
ences is revealed in the unifiity which equivalences introduce. The
ultimate character of this un ﬁxnl? the uitimate precariousness of all
difference, will thus show itselt in a relatioti of_,o_m T

where the differential positivity of all its terms is dissolved. This i is
precisely the formula of antagonism, which thus establishes itself as
the limit of the social. We should note that in this formula it is not the
case that a pole defined as positivity confronts a negative pole: as all
the differential determinations of a pole have disgGlvedyhrough their
negative-equiyvalential reference to the other pole, zich one of them
shows cxcluswely what 1S not.

Let us insist once again: to be something is always not to be
something else (to be A implies not to be B). This banality is not
what we are asserting, as it is situated in a logical terrain cntxrely
dominated by the principle of contradiction: 1
simply the logical conscquence of bein somethj g different; the
positivity of being dominates the totality of the discourse. What we
affirm is something different: that certain discursive. fonms,. through
equivalence, annul all positivity. of the object aud give a real existence to
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negativity as such. This impossibility of the real — negativity — has-

attainéd a form of presence. As the social is penetrated by negati-
yigy o~that is, by antagonism — it does not aMf
transparency, of full presence, and the objectivity of its identities is

. From here onward, the impossible relation
-between objectivity and negativity has become constitutive of the
social. Yet the impossibility of the relation remains: it is for this
reason that the caexistengce of its terms must be conceived not as an
objective relation of frontiers, but as reciprocal subversion of their
contents.

This last point is important: if Esg@i{g_md_qbiccﬁmenly
through their_reciprocal subversion, this means that-neither-the
conditions of total equivalence nor those of total differential objec-
tivity arc ever fiilly achi¢yed. The condition of total equivalence isi
th3t the discursive space should strictly divide fto-t®6 Camps. :
Antagonism does not admit tertium quid. And it is easy to see why.
For if we could differentiate the chain of equivalences with regard to

{something other than that which it opposes, its terms could not be
-exclusively defined in a negative manner. We would have adjudi-
cated to it a specific positan_in 3 system of relatans: that is, we
would have endowed it with a new_objectivity. The logic of the
subversion of differences would here have found a limit. But, just as
the logic of difference never manages to constitute a fully sutured
spag¢s, neither does the lo_g‘i@_‘p“_f;ég@@'évei/a\cﬁéve this. The
dissolution of the differential character of the social agent’s positions

through the equivalential condensation, is never complete. If society
is-not totally possible, ncither.js it totally impossikle. This allows us

to formulate the follawing conclusion: if society is neyer transparent
to itself because it is qrﬁ__éje to cc_mstitut_gggg!ﬁés an objectiVe field,
neither is antagonism entirely transparent, as it does not manage
totally to dissolve the objectivity of the social.

At this point, we must move on to consider the structuring of
political spaces, from the points of view of the opposed logics of
equiyalence and difference. Let us take certain polar examples of
situations in which one or the other predominates. An extreme

example of the logic of equivalence can be found in WA%%"JBPQ"

movements. Here the world divides, through a system ot paratac-"

tical equivalences, into two camps: peasant culture representing the
identity of the movement, and urban cultyre incarnating evil. The
second is the negative revers@of the first. A maximurn $éparation has
been reached: no element in the system of equivalences enters into

relations other than those of opposition to the elements of the other
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system. There are not one but two socigies. And when the millen-
narian rebellion takes place, the assault on the city is fierce, total and
indiscriminate: there exist no discourses capable of establishing
diffg;_cnces.\ui.r.hin.an.cqj.l.iy\a_ljﬂgl chain in which each and every one
of its elemcn:&;.xmbo lizes £vil.~ (The only alternative is massive
emigration towards another region in order to set up the City of
God, totally isolated from the corruption of the world.)
Now let us consider an opposite example: the polit

olitics of Disraeliin
the nm_;gg__h_c;nm_y Disraeli as a novelist had started from his

conception of the two nations, that is, of a clear—cut division of
society into the two extremes of-poverty and wealih, To this we
‘must add the equally clear—cut division of European political space
between the ‘anciens régimes’ and the ‘people’. (The first half of the
nineteenth century, under the combined effects of the industrial
revolution and the demeecratic revolution, was the era of the frontal
chains of equivalence.) This was the situacon Disraeli wanted to
change, and his first objective was to oyercome the paratactical
division_of social space — that is, the impossibility of constituting
society. His formula was clear: ‘one . For this it was necessary
to break the system of equivalences Wh.lCh made up the popular
revolutionary subjectivity, stretching from republicanism to a
varied ensemble of social and political demands. The method of this
rupture: the differential absorption of demands, which segregated
them from their chains of equivalence in the popular chain and
transformed them into objective differences within the system —
that is, transformed them into @ositvitiesd and thus displaced the
frontier of antagonism to the periphery of the social. This consti-
tution of a pure space of differences would be a tendential line, which
was later expanded and affirmed with the development of the
Welfare State. This is the moment of the pesitiuist illusion that the
ensemble of the social can be absorbed in the intelligible and ordered
framework of a society.

We, thus, see that the Iggic of equivalence is a logic of the simpli-
ﬁmtian.%mgﬁﬂe the Togic of differei;c;_ig_am_?f its
expansion _and_ _ingreasing complexity. Taking a comparative
example from | linguistics, we could say that the logic of difference
tends to expand the syntagmatic pole of language, the number of
posmons that can enter into a relation of combination and hence of
continuity with one another; while the logic of equivalence expands
the paradigmatic pole — that is, the elements that can be substituted
for one another — thereby reducing the number of positions which
can possibly be combined.
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Until now, when we have spoken of antagonism, we have kept it
n tht}&;ngu}ar in order to.simplify pur argument. But it is clear that
antagonism does not necessarily emerge at a single point: any
position in a system of differences, insofar as it is negated, can
become the locus of an antagonism. Hence, there are a variety of
possible antagonisms.in the sogal, many of them in opposition to
cach gther. The important problem is that the chains of equivalence
will vary radically according to which antagonism is involved; and
that they may affect and penetrate, in a contradictory way, the
identity of the subject itself. This gives rise to the following con-
clusion: the more unstable the social relations, the less successful will
be any definite system of differences and the more the points of
antagonism--will- proliferate. This proliferation” will make more
difficult-the- ¢enstruction of any centrality and, consequently, the
establishment of unified chains of equivalefice. (This is, approx1-
mately, the situation described by Gramsd under the term ‘organic
crisis’. )

It would thus seem that our problem may be reduced, in the
analysis of the political spaces which are the foundation of antago-
nisms, to one of determining the points of rupture and their p0551ble
modes of articulation. But here we enter a dangerous terrain in
which slight displacements-in our-reasoning .can. lead to radically
mistaken conclusions. We shall therefore start from an impres-
sionistic description and then attempt to determine theeonditions of
validity of that-descriptive pietuce. It would appear that an important
differential charactenistic may be established between advanced
mdustna/l\ggg\gﬁl‘gs and the.periphery of the capitalist world: in the-

former, the proliferation of points of antagonism permits the multi-*
plication of democratc struggles, but these struggles, given their
diversity, do not tend to constitute a ‘people’, that is, to enter into
equivalence with one another and to_divide the political space 1gto
two antagonistic fields. On the contrary, in the countries of the
Third World, imperialist exploitation and the predominance of
brutal and centralized forms of domination tend from the heginning
to-endaw the popular struggle with a centre, with a single and-elearly
defined enemy Here the division of the political space into two fields?
1s present from the outset, but the diversity of democratic struggles
is more reduced. We shall use the term popular subject position to refer
tothef posmon that is consttuted on the basis of MMJLQI
space nto two antagonistic camps; and Qemocmuc to
refer to the locus of a clearly delimited antagonism-which does not

divide society in that way.
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Now, this descriptive distinction confronts us with a serious
difficulty. For if a democratic struggle does not divide the palitical
space im);.:wg”gamp;, into two paratactical series BTEal’Jivalences, it
follows that the democratic aptagonism occupies a precise location
-in a system of relations with Mnts; that a system of positive
relations i1s established among them; and that there is a lessening of
the charge of negativity attaching to the antagonism. From here it is
but one step to affirm that democratic struggles — feminism, anti-
racism, the gay movement, etc. — are secondary struggles and that
the struggle for the ‘seizure of power’ in the classical sense is the only
truly radical oné_ds it sipposes fust such a division of the political
space.inta two camps. The difficulty anises, however, from the fact
that the notion of ‘political space’ has not been given a precise
«definition in our analysis, so that it has surreptitiously been made to
.coincide with the empirically given social formation. This is, of
course, an illegitimate identification. Any democratic struggle
emerges within an ensemble of positions, within a#élativelp sutured
political space formed by a multiplicity of practices that do not
exhaust the referential and empirical reality of the agents forming
part of them. The relative closure of that space is necessary for the
discursive construction of the antagonism, given that the delimita-
‘tion of a certain interiority is required to construct a totality per-
-mitting the division of this space into two camps. In this sense, the
autonomy of social movements is something more than a require-
ment for certain struggles to develop without interference: it is a
requirement for the antagonism as such to emerge. The political
space of the feminist struggle is constituted within the ensemble of
practices and discourses which create the different forms of the
subordination of women; the space of the anti-racist struggle, within
the overdetermined ensemble of practices constituting racal dis-
crimination. But the antagonisms within each of these relatively
autonomized spaces divide them into two camps. This explains the
fact that, when sadial struggles are directed not against objects
constituted within their own space but against simple empirical
referents — for example, men. or white people as biological
referents — they ﬁn,d_tggmsefvés ml-difﬁ/qﬁﬁi‘e}s)?'?:%r, such strugggles
1gnore the specificity of the political spaces in which the other
.democratic antagonisms emerge. Take, for example, a discourse
which presents men, qua biological reality, as the enemy. What will
happen to a discourse of this kind when it s necessary to develop
antagonisms like the struggle for the freedom of expression or the
struggle against. the monopolization of economic power, both of
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which affect men and women? As to the terrain where those spacesy
become autonomous from one another, in part it is constituted by
the discursive formations which have institutionalized the various.
forms of subordination, and in part it is the result of the struggles
themselves.

Once we have constructed the theoretical terrain which permits
the radical antagonistic character of democratic struggles to be éx-
plained, what remains of the speaificity of the popular camp7Does
not the non-correspondence between ‘political space " and ‘society;
an empirical referent annul the sole differential criterion between the
popular’ and ‘the democratic’? The answer is that the political space
of the popular emerges in those situations where, through a chain of
democratic equivalences, a political logic ter tends to bridge the gap
between political space and society as an empmcal referent. Con-
ceived in this manner, popular struggles only occur in the case of
relations of extreme exteriority ‘between the dominant groups and
the rest of the community. In the case of millenarianism, to which
we previously referred, the paint is evidept: between the peasant
community and the dominant urban community there are practi-/
cally no elements in comman; and, in this sense, all the features of
urban culture can be symbols of the anti-community. If we tum to_
the cycle“’f'éxiii'nsnon and constitution of popular spaces in Western'
Europe, we notice that all such cases_have-coincided--with the.
phenomemrLQ&xtemahmor externalization of power. The begin-
nings of popu list patriotism in France appeared during the Hundred
Years War, that is, in the midst of a division of the political space’
resulting from something so external as the presence-of-
power. The symbolic construction of a natignalspace through the
action of a plebeian figure like Joan of Arcis, in Western Europe, one_
of the first moments of emergence of the ‘people’ as a historical”
agent. In the case of the anammaand.nhe.&ench.ﬂﬂahmm the
frontier of the popular has become an internal frontier, and its
condition is the separanon and Lrasmsme'EEe:{KEthy and_the

monarchy vis-a-vis the rest of the nation. Biit] through'the process
we have pointed out, in the countries of advanged capitalism since
the middle of the nineteenth century, the mMoﬁm
development’ of dem i i
simple and automatic unity around a popular pole. Partly because of
their very success, democratic struggles tend less and less to be
unified as ‘popular struggles’ The conditions of political struggle in

mature capitalism are increasingly distant from the nineteenth-
century model of a clear-cut ‘politics of frantiers’ and tend to adopt a
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new pattern which we will attempt to analyse in the next chapter.

The productlon of ‘fronnier effects” — which are the condition of
expansion of the negativity pertaining to antagonisms — ceases thus
to be grounded upon an Wscparation, in a referential
framework acquired once and for all. "The production of this frame-
work, the constitution of the very identities which will have to
confront one another antagonistically, becomes now the first of
political problems. This widens immensely the field of articulatory
practices, and transforms any frontier into somethmg essentially
ambiguous and unstable, subject to constant displacements. Having
reached this point, we have all the necessary theoretical elements to
dctcrmme the specificity of the concept of hegemony.

Hegemony ™~

We must now see how our different theor_c tical categories link up to
produce the cong;p_t,@f':b?g{g@g The general field of the
emergence of hegemony is that of articulatory practlces that is, a
field where the ‘clements’ have not crystallized into ‘moments’. Ina
closed system of relational identities, in which the meaning of each
moment is absolutely fixed, there is no place whatsoever for a
hegemonic practice. A fully successful s | system of differences, which
excluded any floating ggnlﬁcr would not make possible any articu-
lation; the princple of repetition would dominate every practice
within this system and there would be nothing to hegemonize. It is
because hegemony supposes the incomplete and open character of
the sacjal, that 1t can ta)Ee Pﬁcc _oply in a ﬁelc[

culatory practices. -

This, however, immediately poses the problem: who is the articu-
lating subject? We have already seen the answer that the Marxism of
the Third International gave to this question: from Lenin to Gramsci
it maintained — with all the nuances and differences we analysed
carlier — that the ultimate core of a hegemonic force consists
fundamcnj;a,l_da;a. The difference between Hegemoni¥ and hcge—
mopized forces is posed as an ontological difference between the
planes of constitution of each of them. Hegemonic relations are
syntactic relations founded upon morphologigal E;EEEE ies. which
precede them. But it is clear that this cannot be our answer, for it is
precisely that differentiation of planes which all our previous
analysis has attempted to dissolve. In point of fact, we are once again
confronted with the interiority extenorualtc_magve and with the
two equally esseatialist solutions” which we would face if we
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-accepted it as exclusive. The hegemonic subject, as the subject of any
‘articulatory practice, must be partiallly exterior to what it arti-
culates — otherwise, there would not be any articulation at all. On
the other hand, however such exteriority cannot be conceived as
that existing between two different_antological .levels. Conse-
quently, it would seem that the solution is to reintroduce our dis-
tinction between digcourse and general field of discursiwiky: in that
case, both the hegemonic fargs and the Ehsqmblcmm
elements would constitut iofmsclvcs on the same plant — the
general field of discursivity — while the exterionty would be that
corresponding to different discursive formations. No doubt this is
so, but it must be further specified that this exteriority cannot
correspond to two fully constituted discursive formations. For,

what characterizes.a discursive formation is the regularity in dis-
persion, and if that exteriority were a reguilar feature in the relation-
between the two formations, it would become a new difference and
the two formatjons would not, strictly speaking, be external to each
other. (And with this, once again, the possibility of any articulation
would disappear.) Hence if the extenpRty~ supposed by the
articulatory practice is located in the general field of discursivity, it
cannot be that corresponding to two systems of fully constituted
differences. It must therefore be the exteriority existing between
subject positions located within certain discursive formations and
‘elements’ which have no precise discursive articulation. It is this
ambiguity which makes possible articulation as a practice instituting
nodal points which partially fix the meaning of the social in an
organized system of differences.

We must now consider the specificity of the hegemonic practice
within the general field of articulatory practices. Let us start from™
two situations which we would not characterize as hegemonic arti-
culations. At one extreme we could refer, as an example, to a
reorganization of an ensemble of bureaucratic administrasive func-
tions according to critena of efﬁacx‘lgy\_,or ranoga],my Here are
present central elements of any articulatory practice: constitution of
an organized system of differences — of moments, therefore —.
starting from disaggregated and dlspersed elements. And here,
however, we would not speak of hegemony. The reason is that in
order to speak of hegemony, the articulatory moment.is not suf-
ficient. It is also necessary that the articulation should take place
through a carifrontation:with antagonistic. amculatog practices —
in other words, that hegemony should emerge in a field criss-crossed
by antagonisms and therefore suppose phenomena of equivalence
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ind frontier effects. But, conversely, not every antagomsm supposes
hegemomcpracuces In the case of mﬂlennanamsm‘ﬁ’ﬁéﬁmﬁé"we
have an antagonism in its most pure form, and yet there is no
hegemony because there is no articulation of floating elements: the
distance between the two cdmmyiiities is somethmg immediately
given and acquired from the beginning, and it does not suppose any
articulatory construction. The chains of equivalence do not con—
struct the communitarian space; rather, they operate on pre-existing'
communitarian Spaces. Thus() the two conditio c
articulation are the presence of rces and the instability
of the frontiers which sepirat mlﬁ}raq;’prcsencc of a vastaréa
of floatin ~_g___elcmc:nts" and "the possibility of their articulation”to
opposite_camps ips — which implies a constant redéfinition”of the;
latter — is what constitutes the terrain permitting us to define a’
practice as hegemonic, Without equivalence and without frontiers, it
is impossible-te-speak strictly of hegemony.

At this point it is clear how we may recover the basic eoncepts-of
Gramscian analysis, although it will be necessary t6 Tadicalize them
in a direction that leads us beyond Gramsci. A conjuncture where
there is a generalized weakening of the relational system defining the
identities of a’given social or political space, and where, as a result
there is a proliferitien of floating elements, is what we will call
following Gramsci, a conjuncture of orgagiccgisis. It does not emerge
from a single point, but it is the result of an gverdetermin ation_of
circumstances; and it reveals itself not only in a proliferation of
AMTIGoNISMS but also in a generalized crisis of social identites. A
social and political space relatively unified through the instituting of
nodal points and the constitution of tendentially relational tdentities,
is what Gramsci called a historical bloc. The type of link j joining the
different elements of the historical bloc — not unity in any foritf of
historical a priori, but regulanj;w_\’d}_ ersign — coincides with our
concept of discursive formaud‘g Insofar as we consider the historical
bloc from the point of view of the > antagonistic terrain in which it is
constituted, we will call it Fcfgmemomc fomm

Finally, inasmuch as the hegeémionic formation implies a pheno-
menon_of frontiers, the_concept of war of position reveals{m
significance. Through this concept Gramsai brings about
porm alg;. The first is to confirm the impossib f
any closure of | the sodial: since the frontier is internal to the sodial, it is.
impossible to subsume the social formation as an empmcal referent
under the intelligible forms_of .a spgety. Every‘society’ constitutes.
its own forms of rationality and intelligibility by dividing itself; hat
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is, by expelling outside itself any surplus of meaning subverting it.

But"ﬁn the other hand, insofar as that frontier varies with the
fluctuations in the ‘Wat of position,, the identity of the actors in
confrontation also changes, and it is therefore impossible to find in
them that final anchorage not offered to us by any sutured totality. .

Earlier we said that the ngep_; of warof: position led to a demilitari-
23 w&gf waL, it acrual];%oes something more: it introduces a radical
ambjguity inte the sacial which prevents it from being fixed in any
transcendental 51gn1ﬁed. This is, however, the point at which the
concept of war of position d1splays its limits. War ot position.
supposes the division of the social space into two camps and presents

the hg&qu as a logic of mobility of the frontier
separating them. However, it is evident that this assumption is_
illegitimate; the existence of two camps may in some cases be an effect
of the memonlc articulation but not itsa priori m —for, if
it were, the_ferrain in which the hegemonic articulation operated
would not itsélf be'the’ prbcﬁlct "of that articulation. The Gramscian’
Wwar of position supposes the fype of division of the political space
which earlier we charactenzcdy as specific to; popular identities. Its
advance over the nineteenth-century concepnon of the pcople
consists in the fact that for Gramsd such a popular identity is no
longer something simply given, but has to be constructed — hence
the artculatory logic-of hegemony, there still 1 remains, however,
from the old conception, the idea that such a cofistruction alwa
operates on the Basis 6f expanding the frontier w1tluﬁ"m®{rh)ﬁ
cally diyided political space.. This is the point where the Gramsciar,
view becomes unacceptable. As we pointed out earlier, the proli-£
feration of these palitica] spaces, and the complexity and dlfﬁculty of-
their articulation, are a central charactenistic of the advanced
capltahst social formations. We will th rom the Gramscian
view the logic of articulation and m].mga.l centrahty of Ehc

frontier effects, but we will eliminate the assumption of a single
political space as the necessary frameworkfor-those. gneno'mena to
arise. We will therefore speak Qf democratic struggles* where these
-of political spaces, and of papulerstzuggles where
certain discourses’ tendentm?hconstruct the division of a single-
political space in two opposed fields. But it is clear that the funda-
mental concept is that_oft ‘democraucTruggld and that populaL_
struggles are merely. specific conjunetures resulting fram the mulgi-
plication of equivalence effects among the democratic struggles.

It is clear from the above that we have moved away from two key
aspects of Gramsa s tho ught; (a) his m515tcncc that hegcmomc

RN
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sulglegtia)c,_pecessaljl nistituted-on the plane of the fundamental

—classes:-and (b) his postulaty that, with the exception of interregna
constituted by organtectises, every social formation structures itself
around a single hegemonic centte. As we pointed out earlier, these
Aare the -eleinents 6f essentialism remaining in Gramscian
thought. But, as a result of abandoning them, we must now
confront two_successive series of problems that did not arise for
Gramsci.

The first problem concerns the separation of planes, the external
moment which hegemony, like any articulatory relation, supposes.
As we have seen, this does not present any problems for Gramsdi, as
the final class core of a “collective will’ is not, in his analysis, the

‘result of hegemonic articulations.. But how do things stand once the
ontological privilege of this final core has been dissolved? If, in the
case of a successful hegemony, the articulatory practices have
managed to construct a structural system of di es, of relational’
identities, does not the exgemal character of the hegemonic force also
disappear? Does it not become a new difference within the historical
blgg_?_ﬁe answer must undoubtedly be affirmative. A situation in
which a system of differences had been so welded together would
imply the end of the hegemonic form of politics. In that case there’
would be relations-qf subardination or_power, but not, strctly
speaking, hégemonic relations, For, with the disappearance of the
separation of planes, of the moment of exterority, the field of
articulatory practices would also have disappeared. Thecﬁ_ege'rﬁé?ﬂ}'
dimension of politics only expands_as the open, non-sutiired’
character of the social increases. In a medieval peasant community-
the area open to differential articulations is rhinimal and, thus, there

re no hegemonic forms of articulation: there is an abrupt transition
from repetitive practices within a closed system of differences to
frontal and absolute equivalences when the community finds itself
threatened. This is why the hegemonic form of politics only
becomes dominant at the beginning ofmodern times, when the
reproduction of the different social areas takes place in permanently
changing_conditions which constantly require the construction of
new systems of differences. Hence the area of articulatory-practices is

1m ned. Thus the conditions and the possibility of a
pure fixing of differences recede; &very soqal identitp becomes the
. \ R : ractices, many of

them aptagonistic. In these circumstances, it is not possible to arrive
at a complete interiorization that totally bridges the gap between
articulated and articulator. But, it is important to emphasize, neither
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-is it possible for the identity of the articulating force to remain

separate and unchanged. Both are subjected to a cor)_s_tﬁq;np.w@ of
subversian and redefimtion. This is so much the case that not even a

system of equivalences is immune to the danger of being trans-
formed into a new difference: it is known how the frontal opposition
of many groups to a system can cease to be exterior to it and become
simply a contradictory but intemal location within that system —
that is, another difference. A hegemonic formation also embraces
what opposes it, insofar as the opposing fo force a accqpts the system of
basic articulations of that formation as something it negates, but the
place_aof the negation is defined by the mtcmal parameters of the
formation itself. So, the theoretical determination of the conditions
of extinction of the hegemonic form of politics, also explains the
reasons for the constaiit expansion of this form in modern times.
The second problem refers to the singleness of the hegemanic
centre, Once we reject the ontological plane, which waﬂglfn[:;nbe
hegemony as/centre of the social and hence as its_essence, it is
evidently not possxble to maintain the idea of the singleness of the
nodal hegemonic point. Hegemony is, quite simply, a political ¢
of relation, a form, if one so-wishes, of polmcs. but not a_d:cemuﬁﬁe
“location within a topography of the social. In a given social forma-
tion, there can be a variety of hegemomc nodal points. Evidently
points of condensation of 2 number of socxal relations and, thus,
become the focal point of a multiplicity of totalizing effects. But
insofar as the social is an infinitude not reducible to any underlying
unitary principle, the mere idea of a centre of the social has no
meaning at all. Once the status of the concept of hegemony and the
characteristic plurality of the social has been redefined in these terms,
we must ask ourselves about the forms of relation existing between
them. This irreducible plurality of the social has frequently been
conceived as an autonomization of spherés and farms of struggle.
This requires that we b‘heﬂy ‘analyse some of the problems related to
the concept of ‘autonomy’ In recent years there has been consider-
able debate concerning, for_example, the concept of ‘relative
autonomy of the State’,* but it has mostly been posed in terms thar
have led 1t intg a dead end. In general, such attempts to explain the
‘relaiye_autonom _1“9{ the State’ were made in a framework that
accepted the assumption of a sumred society — for example,
through determination in the last instance by the economy — and so

the problem of relative agutonomy, be it of the State or of any other
entity, became insg,lyﬂlg,l_g. For, either the structural framework con-



140

stituted by the basic determinations of society explains not only the
limits of autonomy but also the nature of the autonomous entity —
in which case that entity is another structural determination of the
system and the concept of ‘autonomy’ is redundant; or else the
autonamous entity is not dctél;{rﬁ\'n/le\é\by the system, in which case it
is necessary to explain where it is constituted, and the premise of a
sutured society would also have to be discarded. It is precisely the

wish to combine this premise with a concept of autong con-
sxstmm most conmtt‘&porary\ﬁﬁln_dghn
on+theState — the work of P W lar. If, however, we
renounce the hypothesis of a final closure o tﬁg‘ ocial, it is necessary
to start from a plurality of political and social spaces which do not
refer to any ultimate unitarian basis. Plurality js not the phenomenon
to be explained, but the starting point of the analysis. But if, as we
have seen, the identity of eac of these spaces is always precarious, it
is not possnblc simply to affirm the equation between autonomy and
dispersion. IEETLM nor total, subordination is,
consequently, a plausible solution. This clearly indicates that the
prablem cannot be resolved in the terrain of a stable system of
dlffercnces that Both _autonomy and_subordinatioin— and their
different degrees of relativity — are concepts_ which only acquire
their-meanimg-in- ] d, insofar as
these operate in political fields crisscrossed by antagonisms, of
hegemonic—practices, Articulatory practices take_place—not oaly
within given social and political spaces, but between them. The
autono — assuming for a moment that we
can speak of it as Zupity — de lepends on the construction-ofa-political
space which can only be the tesult of hegemonic articulations. And
something similar can be said for the degree of unity and autonomy
existing among the different branches and apparatuses of the State.
That is, the autonomization of certain spheres is not the necessary
structural effect of anything, but rather the result of precise articu-
latory practices constructlng that autonomy. Autonomyhﬂr r_from
being incompatible with hegemony, is a 1 form of hegemonic conglryction.
SomeTng similar can be said for the other i important use made of
the concept of autonomy in recent years: autonomy linked to the
pluralism required by the expansion of the new social movements.
Here we are in the same situation. If the identity of the subjects or
social forces that become autonomous was constituted ongce and for
all, the problem would be posed only in terms of autonomy. But if

these identities depend on certain pregise social and political condi-
tions of existencg, autonomyitself can only be defended and
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expanded in terms of a wider hegemonic struggle. The femimist or
ecological political subjects, for example, are up to a certain point,
like any other social identjty, ﬂo:!tén?gas}gljlﬁﬂs, and it is a dangerous
illust 1 at they are asstitédonce and for all, that the terrain
which has constituted their discursive conditions of emergence.
cannot be subverted. The question of a hegemonz which would
come to threaten the autonomy of certain mGvement ore,a
badleqblcm Stnictly speaking, this mcompanblhty would

only exist if the social movements were monads, disconnected one
from another; but if the identity of each movement can never be

acquired once and for all, then it cannet.be indifferent to what takes
place outside it. That, in certain circumstances, the class political
subjectivity of white workers in Britain is overdetermined by racist
or anti-racist attitudes, is evidently important for the struggle of the
immigrant wggkexs This will bear upon certain practices of the
trade union movement, which will in turn have consequences in a
number of aspects of State policy and ultimately rebound upon the
political identity of the immigrant workers themselves. Here there
clearly is a hegemonic struggle, insofar as the articulation between
the trade unioﬂ‘lﬁﬂffn’c??fﬁvéﬁite workers and racism or anti-racism
1s not defined from the beginning; but the forms of this struggle
undertaken by anti-racist_ movements will in part pass through the
autonomization of certain activities and organizational forms, partly
through systems of alliances with other forces, and partly through
the construction of systems of equivalence among contents of the”
different movements. For, nothing can consolidate anti-racist strug-

gles more than the construcw e forms overdetermina-

tion among such uc_ontgﬁﬁ AS_anti-facism, anti-sexism and-antis
capitalistr which, léft to themselves, do_nc

converge. Once again, autonomy is not opposed to hegemony, bur
is an internal moment of a wider hegemonic operation. (Evndently,
this operation does not necessarily pass through the ‘party’ form, nor
through a single institutional form, nor through any other type of a
priori arrangement.)

If hegemony is a K of political relatiomand not a topographical
concept, it is clear that it cannot either be conceived as an irradiation’
of effects from a privileged point. In this’sénse; Wwe could say that
hegemony is basically metonymical; its effects always emerge from ay
surplus of meaning whith results from an operation of displacement -
(For example, a trade union or a rellglous organization may take on
organizational funcuo,ns in a community, which go beyond the
traditional practices ascribed o them, and which are combated and
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resisted by opposing forces.) This moment of dislocation is essential

to any hegemonic practice: we have witessed it from the very
emergence of the concept in RWQQﬂQﬁm&cracy, under the
form of the exreriaziry of classidearity to the hegemonic tasks; and
our conclusion is that no socxal‘rdeﬂtrry‘u—ewfértomlly\acqu ed — a
fact which gives the articulatory-hegemonic moment the full
measure of its centrality. The condition of this centrality is, there-
fore, the collapse of a clear demarcation line between the internal and
the external, between the contingent and the necessary. But this
leads to an inescapable conclusion: no hegemonic logic can agcount
for the totality of the social and constitute its centre, for in that case a
new suture would have been praduced and the very concept of
hegemony would have eliminated itself. The openness of the social
is, thus, the precondition of every hegemonic practice. Now, this
necessarily leads to a second conclusion: the hegemonic formation,

as we have conceived it, cannot be referred to the specific Togic of a
single social force. Every histarical bloc — or hegemonic forma-
tion — is constructed through regularity in dispersion, and this
dispersion includes-a pealiferation of very diverse elements: systems
of differences which partially define relational identities; chains of
equivalences which subvert the latter but which can be trans-
formistically recovered insofar as the place of opposition itself
becomes regular and, in that way, constitutes a new difference;
torms of overdetermination which concentrate either power, or the
different forms of resistance to it; and so forth. The ymportant point

is that every form of power is consgructcd in a pragmatic way and
internally to the sagial, through the opposed loglcs of equivalence and
difference; power 1s never ﬁnﬁgﬁ The problem of power
cannot, therefore, be posed in terms of the search for the class or the

dominant sector which constitutes the centre of a hegemonic forma-
tion, given that, by definition, such a centre will always elude us.

But it 1s equally wrong to propose as an alternative, ¢ithei pliralism
or the total dlﬁusaon-e-ﬂ-pow(znpv.wmﬁbc social, as this would blind
the analysis to the presence of nodal paints and to the partial con-
centrations of power existing in every concrete social formation.

This is the point at which many of the concepts of classical
analysis — ‘centre’, ‘power’, ‘autonomy’, etc. — can be reintro-

duced, if their status is redefined: all of them are contingent social
logics which, as such, acquire their meaning in precise con-
junctural and relational contexts, where they will always be limited
by other — frequently contradictory — logics; but none of them
has absolute validity, in the sense of defining a space or structural
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moment which could not in its tum be subverted. It is, therefore,
impossible to arrive at a theory of the social on the basis of
absolutizing any of those concepes. If saciety is not sutured by any
single unitary and positive logic, ‘our understandmg ‘of 1t cannot
provide that logic. A ‘scientific’ approach attempting to determinc-
the ‘essence’ of the social would, in actual fact, be the height of,
utopianism. j

One important point before we conclude. In the foregoing

argument we spoke of ‘s ’ as_an. cmpipical-sefesent,
and of hegwmn as an artlculated totality_of_dif-

ferences, The same'te formauor‘b— is used, therefore, in
two totally different senses, and we must attempt to elimipate the
resulting ambiguity. The problem in its more general form may be
formulated as follows: if an ensemble of empirically given agents (in
the case of a social formation) or an ensemble of discuxsive moments
(in the case of a hegemonic formanon) are included in the totality
implied by the notion of formation, it is because through that totality
it is possible to distinguish them with regard to something external
to the latter. Thus, it is on the basis of its own limits thar a formation
is shaped as a totality. If we pose the problem of the construction of
these limits 1n the case of a hegemonic formation, we will have to
distinguish twg_ leyels: that related to the abstract _conditions of
possibility of every ‘formation’, and that related to_the specific
difference which the logic of hegemony introduces into it. Let us
begin from the internal space of a formation as a relativ

system of differences.. It 1s clear that the logic of difference is not;
sufficient to construct limits, for if it were exclusively dominant,
what lay beyond it could only be other differences, and the regularity
of these would transform them into a part of the formation itself. If
we remain in the field of differences, we remain in “in the ficld of an”
infinitude which makes it impossible to think any frontier and
which, consequently, dissolves the concept of *formation’ That is,
limits only exist insofar as a systematic ensemble of differences can
be cut out as fotality with regard to something beyond them, and it is
only through this cutting out that the totality constitutes itself as
formation. If, from what has been said, it is clear that that beyond
cannot consist in something positive — in a new difference — then
the only possibility is that it will consist in something negative. But
we already know that the logic of equw\a'lirflgﬁ_i]g_gns__;hﬂ_igtro-
duces negativity m;o_r.b.c_ﬁj_drof the social. This implies that a
formation manages o signi ‘__ﬁm(that is, to constitute itself as such)
only by transforming the Timits into frontlers by constituting a
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chain of equivalences which constructs what is beyond the limits as
that which it is not. It is only through negativity, division and
antagonism that a formation can constitute itself as a totalizing
horizon.

The logic of equivalence, however, is merely the most abstract
and general condition of existence of every formation. In order to be
able to speak of h ic for tiop, we have to introduce angther
condition provided by oift f:revmus analysis: namely, that con-
tinuous_redefinitton..af. the-soeial-and-paoliical spaces-and.those
constant processes of displacement of the limits constructing social
division, which are proper to contemporary societies. It is only
under these conditionsg that the totalities shaped through the logic of
equivalence acquire hegemomc onic charaere}. But this'would seem to
imply that, insofar as this precariousness tends to make unstable the
internal frontiers of the social, the category of formation itself is
threatened. And this is exactly what occurs: if every—frontier
disappears, this does not simply mean that the formation is more
difficult to recagnize. As the totality is not a datum but a con-
struction, when there is a breaking of its constitutive chains of
equnvalcnce the totality does somcthmg more than cornceal itself if
dissplues.

It follows from this that the term s,ogal form?ﬁ'm when used to
designate a referent, is meaningless. Social agents do not, as
referents, constitute any formation. If the term ‘sQcial fQ:mznon
attempts, for examplc in an apparently neutra] way, to designate the
social agents living in a given territory, the problcm is immediately
posed of the limits of that terptory. And here it is necessary to define
political boundaries — that is, ‘configurations constituted at a levet
different from that of the simple referential entity of the agents. Here
there are two options: either the political limits are considered. as a
simple external datum — in WhJCE case terms such as ‘French social
formation’ or Engllsh social formation’ designate hardly more than
‘France’ or ‘England’, and the term ‘formation’ is clearly excessive;
or else the agents are reintegrated into the various formations consti-
tuting themn.— and in that case there is no reason why these should
coincide with national froptigrs. Certain articulatory practices will
make them coincidé with the limits of the formation as such. But in
either case this is an open process which will depend on the multiple
hegemonic artculations’ shaping 3 given space, and operating within
it at the same time.

Through this chapter we have attempted to show, at_several
points in our argument, the openness and indeterminacy of the
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social, which gives a primary and founding character to negativity
and antagonism, and assures the existence of articulatory and
hegemonic practices. We must now once again take up the line of our
political argument of the first two chapters, and show how the
indeterminacy of the social and the articulato ﬁi}j@h@h‘ﬁpﬂgws
from it, allows the questioﬁb‘(tﬁé}e‘ﬁ\non Wweéen hegemony and
demacraty to be posed in new terms.
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Hegemony and Radical
Democracy

In November 1937, in exile in New York, Arthur Rosenberg was
concluding his reflections upon contemporary European history
since the French Revolution.' These reflections, which brought to a
close his life as a militant intcllcctuaf were centred upon a funda-
mental theme: the relationship between sogialism and democracy,
or, better, the failure of attempts to constitute organic forms of unity
between the two. This double failure — of democracy and of
socialism — appeared to him as a process of progressive estrange-
ment, dominated by a radical bresk. Initially ‘democracy’, con-
ceived as a field of popular action, is the great protagonist in the
historic confrontations which dominate the life of Europe between
1789 and 1848. It is the ‘people’ (in the sense of plebs rather than
populus), the barely organized and differentiated masses, who domi-
nate the barricades of 1789 and 1848, the Chartist agitation in
England and the Mazzinian and Garibaldian mobilizations in Italy.
Later comes the major break constituted by the long reaction of the,
1850s; and when this comes to an end and popular protest. is-
renewed, the protagonists have changed. Tt will be the unions or
nascent social-democratic parties, first in Germany and England and
then in the rest of Europe, which establish themselves with increas-
ing solidity in the last third of the century.

This break has frequently been interpreted as the transition to a
moment of higher political rationality on the part of the dominated
sectors: in the first half of the century the amorphous character of
‘democracy’, its lack of roots in the economic bases of society, made
it essentially vulnerable and unstable, and prevented it from con-
stituting itself into a steadfast and permanent trench in the struggle
against the established order. Only with the disintegration of this
amorpheus-‘peaple’, and its replacement with the solid social base of
the working class, would popular movements achieve the maturity
that allowed them to undertake a long-term struggle against the
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dominant classes. Nevertheless, this mythical transition to a higher
stage of social maturity resulting from industrialization, and to a
higher level of political efficacy in which the anarchic outbursts of
the ‘people’ would be replaced by the rationality and solidity of class
politics, could only appear as a bad_Jch_tQ_RQs_gn_b_erg, who wrote
his book while Spain burned, Hitler was preparing for the Anschluss,
and Mussolini was invading Ethiopia. For Rosenberg, this closing
up along class lines constituted on the contrary the great historical sin
of the European labour. movement. The workers’ mabillty to con-
stitute the ‘people’ as an historical agent was for him the essential
fault of social democracy, and the Ariadne’s thread which allowed
him to unravel the whole of the tortuous political process which
began in 1860. The constitution of a unified popular pole, far from
becoming more simple, grew increasingly difficult as the growing
complexity and institutionalization of capitalist society — the
‘trenches and fordfications of civil society’ of which Gramsd
spoke — led to the corporatization and scparanon of those sectors
which should ideally have been united ‘among the people’. This
process of growing social complexity was already in evidence

between 1789 and 1848:

_~The task of democracy in 1789 consisted of leading in a unitary
manner the struggle of the depcndent peasantry against the land-
owning nobility and the struggle of the poor citizens against
capital. At this time this was much easier than it would be in 1848.
In effect, between the two periods the industrial proletariat, for all
that the greater part of it was still working in small-scale industry,
had grown so much in importance that it made every political
problem culminate in the confrontation between proletarian and
capitalist This required on the part of the democratic party an
exceptional tactical skill in order to achieve convergenc between
the workers’ movement and that of the peasants. If it wished to
pass over the heads of the peasant owners "t reach the mass of
small tenants and labourers, it required tactics which were abso-
lutely realistic and complex into the bargain. Thus the task _of
social democracy fifty years after Robespierre hhad become in-
creasmgly difficult, while ac the same time the democrats were
less intellectually cipable of resolving the problems 2

And of course, the growing difficulty.of constituting a popular
anti-system pole bad only increased after 1848. Tn reality, Rosenberg

was secking to orient himself upon a new terrain, dominated by a



Hegemony and Radical Democracy 151

radical mutation of which he was only half conscious: the decline of a
form of politics for which the division of the socal into two antago-
nistic camps is an original and immutable datum, prior to all hegemonic
construction,® and the transition towards a new situation, charac-
terized by the essential instability of political spates, in which the
very identity of the forces in struggleT mitted to constant shifts,
and calls for an incessant process of redefinition. In other words, ina
manner at once far-sighted and hesitant, Rosenberg is describing to
us the process of generalization of the hegemonic form of politics —
which imposes itself as a condition for the emergence of gvery
collective identity once articulatory practices have succeeded n de-
termining the very principle of social division — and showing us at
the same time the vanity of the aspiration that the ‘class struggle’
should constitute itself, in an automatic and a priori manner, in the
foundation of this principle.

In all rigour, the opposition people/ancien régime was the last
moment in which the antagonistic limits between two forms of
society presented themselves — with the qualification noted — in
the form of clear and empirically given lines of demarcation. From

then on the demarcating line between the internal and the external,
the dividing Jine from which thefitigonismiwas constituted in the
form of two opposing systems of equivalences, became increasingly
fragile and ambiguous, and its construction came to be the crucial
problem of politics. That is to say, from then on there was no politics
without hegemany. This permits us to understand the specificity of
Marx’s interyention: his reflection took place in a moment at which
the division of the political space in terms of the dichotomy people/
ancien régime seemed to havé exhausted its productivity, and was in
any case incapable of constructing a vision of the political which
would recapture the complexity and the plurality peculiar to the;
social in industrial socicties. Marx secks, then, to think the primary -
fact of social division on the basis of a new principle: the confronta-
tion between classes. The new principle, however, is undermined
from the start by a radical insufficiency, arising from the fact that
class opposition is incapable of dividing the totality of the social
body into two antagonistic camps, of reproducing itself automatically
as a line of demarcation in the political sphere. It is for this reason that
the affirmation of the class struggle as the fundamental principle of
political division always had to be accompanied by supplementary
hypotheses which relegated its full applicability to the future:.
historical-sociological hypotheses — the simplifcation of the social '
structure, which would lead to the coincidence of real political
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_struggles and struggles between the classes as agents constituted at
the level of relations of production; hypotheses regarding the con-
-sciousness of the agents — the transition from the class in itself to
the’class for itself. What is important, in any case, is that this change
introduced by Marxism into the political principle of social division
maintains unaltered an essential component of the Jacobin imagi-
nary: the postulation of one foundarional moment of rupture; and of
a umique space’in which the political is constituted. Only the temporal
dimension has changed, as this division, at once social and political,
into two camps is relegated to the future, at the same time that we are
provided with a set of sociological hypotheses regarding the process
which would lead to it.

In this chapter we shall defend the thesis that it-is this moment of
continuity between the Jacobin and the Marxist political imagirary
which has to be put in question by the project for a radical demo-
cracy. The rejection of privileged points of rupture and the con-
fluence of struggles into a unified political space, and the acceptance,
on the contrary, of the piiirality~and indeterminacy of the social,
seem to us the two fundamental bases from which a new political
imaginary can be constructed, rgdically libertariap) and infinitely
more ambitious in its objectives than that of the classic left. This
demands, in the first place, a description of the historical terrain in
which it emerged, which is the field of what we shall call the
‘democratic revolution’

The Democratic Revolution

The theoretical problematic which we have presented excludes not
only the concentration of social conflict on a priori privileged agents,
but also reference to any general principle or substratum of an anthro-
pological nature which, at the same time that it unified the different
subject positions, would assign a character of inevitability to re-
sistance against the diverse forms of subordination. There is there-
fore nothing inevitable or natural in the different struggles against
power, and it is necessary to explain in each case the reasons for their
emergence and the different modulations they may adopt. The
struggle against subordination cannot be the result of the situation of
subordination itself. Although we can affirm; with Foucault, that
wherever there is power there is resistance, it must also be recog-
nized that the forms of resistance may be extremely varied. Only in
certain cases do these forms of resistance take on a political character
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and become struggles directed towards putting an end to relations of
subordination as such. If throughout the centuries there have been
multiple forms of resistance by women against male domination, it
is only under certain conditions and specific forms that a feminist
movément which démands equality (equality before the law in the
first place, and subsequently in other areas) has been able to emerge.
Clearly, when we speak here of the ‘political’ character of these
struggles, we do not do so in the restricted sense of demands which
are situated at the level of parties and of the State. What we are
referring to is a type of action whose objective is the transformation
of a social relation which constructs-a subject in a relationship of
subordination. Certain contemporary feminist practices, for
example, tend to transform _the relationship between masculinity
and femininity without passing in any way through parties or the
State. Of course, we are not seeking to deny that certain practices
require the intervention of the political in its restricted sense. What
we wish to point out is that politics as a practice of creation, repro-
duction and transformation of séﬁﬂf@ﬁ&iéﬁjﬁ?ﬁmj ated at a
determinate level of the social, as the problem of the political is the
problem of the institution of the social, that is, of the definition and
articulation of soaal relations in a field criss-crossed with antago-
nisms.

Qur central problem s to identify the discursive conditions for the
emergence of a collective action, directed towards struggling against’
inequalities and challenging relations of subordination. We might
also say that our task is to identify the conditions in which a relation
of subardination becomes a relation of oppression, and-thereby
constitutes itself into the site of an antagonism. We enter here onto a
terrain constituted by numerous terminological shifts which have
ended by establishing a synonymity between ‘subordination’, ‘op-
pression’, and ‘domination’ The base which makes this synonymity
possible is, as is evident, the anthropological assumption of a ‘human
nature’ and of a unified_subject: if we can determine a priori the
essence of a subject, every relation of subordination which denies it
.Automatically becomes a relation of oppression. But if we reject this
essentialist perspective, we need to differentiate %\ubg/rgi;mdon’
fl’_Om ‘oppression’ and explain the precise conditions in which subor-
dination becomes oppressive. We shall understand by a 1 relation of
subordination that in which an agent is subjected to the decisions of
another — an employee with respect to an employer, for example,
Or 1n certain forms of family organization the woman with respect to
the man, and so on. We shall call relations of oppression; in contrast,
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those relations of subordination which have transformed themselves
into sites of antagonisms. Finallypwe shall call relations %dommanon
the set of those relations of subordination which are considered as
illegitimate from the perspective, or in the judgement, of a social
agent external to them, and which, as a consequence, may or may
not coincide with the relations of oppression actually existing in a
determinate social formation. The problem is, therefore, to explain
how relations of oppression are constituted out of relations of
subordination. It is clear why relations of subordmatlon considered
subordination estabhshes, snmply, a set of dlff_erential positions
between sccial agents, and we already know that a system of
differences which constructs each social identity as positivity not only
cannot be antagonistic, but would bring about the ideal conditions
for the elimination of all antagonisms — we would be faced with a
sutured social” space, from which every equivalence would be
excluded. It is only to the extent that the posmve differential
character of the subordinated subject position is subverted that the
antagonism can emerge. ‘Serf’, ‘slave’, and so on, do not designate in
themselves antagonistic positions; it is only in the terms of a different
discursive formation, such as ‘the rights inherent to every human
being’, that the differential positivity of these categories can be
subverted and the subordination constructed as oppression. This
means that there is no relation-of-eppression without the presence of
a discursive ‘exterior’ from which the discourse of subordination can
be interrupted.* The logic of equivalence in this sense displaces the
effects of some discourses towards others. If, as was the case with
women until the seventeenth century, the ensemble of discourses
which constructed them as subjects fixed them purely and simply in
a subordinated position, feminism as a movement of struggle against
women’s subordination could not emerge. Our thesis is that it is
enly from the moment when the democratic discourse becomes
available to articulate the different forms of resistance to subordina-
tion that the conditions will exist to make possible the struggle
against different types of inequality. In the case of women we may
cite as an example the role played in England by Mary Wollstone-
craft,.whose book Vindication of the Rights of Women, published in
1792, determined the birth of femmlsm through the use made in it of
the democratic discourse, which was thus displaced from the field of
political equality between citizens to the field of equality between the
sexes.

But in order to be mobilized in this way, the democratic principle
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of liberty and equality first had to impose itself as the new matrix of
the social imaginary; or, in our terminology, to constitute a funda-
mental nodal point in the construction of the political. This decisive
mutation in the political imaginary of Western societies took place
two hundred years agoﬁa_c/a%lﬁ defined in these terms: the logic of
equivalence was transformed into the fundamental instrument of
production of the social. It is to designate this mutation that, taking
an expression from de Tocqueyille, we shall speak of ‘democratic
revolution’. With this we shall designate the end of a society of a
hierarchic and inegalitarian type, ruled by a theological-political
logic in which the social order had its foundation in divine will. The
social body was conceived of as a whole in which individuals’
appeared fixed in differential positions. For as long as such a holistic
mode of institution of the social predominated, politics could not be
more than the repetition of hierarchical relations which reproduced
the same type of subordinated subject. The key moment in the
beginnings of the democratic revolution can be f%)%:\ﬁd in the’French
Revolution since, as Frangois Furet has indicated, its affirmation of
the absolute power of its people introduced something truly new at
the level of the social imaginary. It is there, according to Furet, that
the true discontinuity is located: in the establishment of a new
legitim% in the invention of démocratic culture: ‘The French
Revolution is not a transition, it is an origin, and the phantom of an
origin. What is unique about it is what constitutes its historical
interest, and, what is more, it is this “unique” element that has
become universal: the first experience of democracy.’® If, as Hannah
Arendt has said, ‘it was the French and not the American Revolution
that set the world on fire’,® it is because it was the first to found itself
on no other legitimacy thifi the pecpte. It thus initiated what Claude
Lefort has shown to be a new mode of institution of the sodial. This
break with the ancien régime, symbolized b)ﬁh_é']zezcjgrqtion of the
Rights of Man, would provide the discursive conditions which made
it possible to propose the different forms of inequality as illegitimate-
and anti-natural, and thus make them equivalent as forms of oppres-
sion. Here lay the profound subversive power of the democratic
discourse, which would allow the spread of equality and liberty into
increasingly wider domains and therefore act as a fermenting agent
upon the different forms of struggle against subordination. Many
workers’ struggles in the nineteenth century constructed their
demands discursively on the basis of struggles for political liberty. In
the case of English Chartism, for instance, the studies of Gareth
Stedman Jones’ have revealed the fundamental role of the ideas of
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English radicalism, profoundly influenced by the French Revolu-
tion, in the constitution of the movement and the determining of its
objectives.” (Hence the central role of the demand for universal
suffrage, of which little account is taken by interpretations of
Chartism as a phenomenon of a fundamentally social character, an
expression of the class consciousness of the new industrial
proletariat.)

From the critique of political inequality there is effected, through
the different socialist discourses, a displacement towards the critique
of economic inequality, which leads to the putting in question of
other forms of subordination and the demanding of new rights. The
socialist demands should therefore be seen as a moment internal to
the democratic revolution, and only intelligible on the basis of the
equivalential logic which the latter establishes. And the irradiation
effects multiply in a growing variety of directions. In the case of
feminism, it was a question of gaining access for women first to
political rights; later to economic equality; and, with contemporary
feminism, to equality in the domain of sexuality. As de Tocqueville
pointed out: ‘It is impossible to bcheve that equality will not finally
penetrate as much into the political world as into other domains. Itis
not possible to conceive of men as eternally unequal among them-
selves on one point, and equal on others; at a certain moment, they
will come to be equal on all points.™

In every case it is the impossibility of constituting relations of
subordination as a closed system of differences — an impossibility
implying the extemnality of the subordinator and subordinated identi-
ties to each other, rather than their absorption into the system
through their positions — which lies at the base of the relation of
oppression. It is instructive, in this respect, to consider the trans-
formations experienced by the anta omstlc potennal of workers’
struggles. There were without a oubt “radical _ann-capm.hst
struggles.in-the nineteenth century, but they were not struggles of
the proletariat — if by_‘proletariat” we understand the type of
worker produced by the dcvclopmcnt of capitalism, rather than the
artisans whose qualifications and modes of life were threatened by
the establishment of the capitalist system of productlon The
stronglya.nugon.mncghmg_c_g of the struggles of these * reactionary
radicals’ — in Craig Calhoun’s phrase — their calling into question
of ‘the whole of the capitalist system, are explained by the fact that
these struggles expressed resistance to the destruction of artisanal
identities and the whole set of sodal, cultural and political forms
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new relations of production which capitalism was in the process of
implanting; the complete externality existing between two systems
of social organization generated the division of social space into two
-camps, which, as we know, is the condition for every antagonism.
Calhoun, in his critique of E.P. Thompson’s The Making of the
English Working Class, has shown convincingly that a heterogeneous
set of social groups are there grouped under the label ‘working class’,
without sufficient recognition of the profound difference between
‘old’and ‘new’ workers in their objectives and their forms of mobili-
.zation. According to Calhoun, ‘the former fought on the basis of
strong community foundarions but against the preponderant forces
of economic change. The latter fought on a weaker social basis but
within the emergent 1ndustnal order. This distinction muilitates
strongly agamst a notion of the continuous development and
increasing radicalization of the working class.”

It is towards the middle of the nineteenth century in Britain, and
towards the end of the céntury in the Test of Eufope, that there
emerges a labour_moyement which can be strictly considered a
product of cagf'?ﬁ;v@; but this labour movement tends to_call less
and Tess into question capitalist relations of production as such —
these having by then solidly implanted — and concentrates on the
struggle for the transformation of relations in produCRQn Those
struggles which the Marxist tradition’ would term ‘refarmist’, and
consider as a backward step with respect to previous social struggles,
,correspond more in reality to the mode adopted by the mobilizations
of the industrial proletariat than do the more radical earlier struggles.

thus to a certain extent absorbed as legmmate differential positions in
a unified discursive space.

[f we turn our attention to another period of radical mobilizattons
by workers — that of the workers’ council movements in Italy and
Germany at the end of the First World War — we see that they too
have at their base an overdetermined set of circumstances: the
collapse of the social order following the war, the militarization of
the factories, the beginnings of Taylorization, the transformation of
the role of skilled workers in production. All of these conditions
were linked either to an qrganic crisis which reduced the hegemonic
capacity of the logics of difference, or to transformations which
called into question traditional forms of worker identity. We should
not forget, for example, the central role playedin these struggles by
skilled workers, arole whichis generally recognized but explained in
diffetent "ways. 19 For some it is a question of the defence of skills
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-against the already present danger of Taylorization. For others it is
the experience that these workers had acquired during the war which
made them think of the possibilities of self-organization of the
process of production and pressed them to a confrontation with their
employees. In either case, however, it is the defence

identity which the workers had acquired (their skills or their organi-
zational functions in production) which leads them to rebel. We can
therefore establish a parallel with the ‘radical reactionaries’ we
mentioned above, as they too were defending a type of identity
under threat.

It would be wrong, however, to understand this externality of
power in a purely ‘stagist’ sense, as if the fact of belonging to a phase
in the process of being transcended were the necessary condition for
radicalism in a struggle; if this were the case, such radicalism would
be characteristic only of defensive struggles. If the ‘anachronistic’
struggles which we mentioned above illustrate well the extemahty
of power which is a condition of every antagonism, certain social
transformations can, in contrast, constitute new ‘forms_of radical
subjectivity on the basis of discursively constructmg as an external
imposition — and therefore as forms of oppression — relations of
subordination which until that moment had not been questioned.
This is the point at which the equivalential displacement peculiar to
the democratic imaginary comes into play. The image of radical
struggles as things from the past is perfectly unrealistic. It derives in
good part from the neo-capitalist euphoria of the two decades after
the Second World War, which appeared to offer an unlimited
capacity for transformist absorption on the part of the system, and
showed a linear tendency towards a homogeneous society in which
every antagonistic potential would be dissolved, and each collective
identity fixed in a system of differences. We shall try, on the
contrary, to show that the complexity and the frequently contradic-
tory aspects of this process of expansion, as the very act of satisfying
a wide range of social demands during the apogée of the Welfare
State, far from assuring the indefinite integration of the dominant
hegemonic formations, frequently laid bare the arbitrary character
of a whole set of relations of subordination. Thus the terrain has been
lcreated which makes possible a new extension of egalitarian equiva-
lences, and thereby the expanswn of the democratic revolution in
new directions. It is in this terrain that there have arisen those new
forms of political identity which, in recent debates, have frcquentfy
been grouped under the name of ‘new social movements’ We
should therefore study the democratic potential and the ambiguities
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of these movements, as well as the historical context in which they
have emerged.

Democratic Revolution and New Antagonisms

-The equivalential displacement between distinct subject positions —
which 1s a condition for the emergence of an aftagonism — may
thus present itself in two fundamental variants. Firstly, it may be a
question of relations of subordination already in existence which,
thanks to a displacement of ‘the deniocratic itnaginary, are re-!
articulated as relations of oppression. To take the case of feminism-
once again, it is because women as women are denied a right which
the democratic ideology recoghizes iri prificiplée’ for all Gitizens that
there appears a fissure in the construction of the subordinated
feminine subject from which an antagonism may arise. It is also the
case with the ethnic minorities who demand their civil rights. But
the antagonism can n also arise in other circumstances — for example,
when acquired rights are being called into question, or when social
relations which had not been constructed under the form of subordi-
nation begin to be so under the impact of certain social transforma-
tions. In this case it is because it is negated by practices and discourses
bearing new forms of inequality that a subject position can become
the site of an antagonism. But in every case what allows the forms of
resistance to assume the character of collective st struggles is the
existence of an external discourse which impedes the stabilization of
subordination as difference.

The unsatisfactory term ‘new social movements’ groups together
.a series of highly diverse struggles: urban, ecological, anti-authori-
tarian, anti-institutional, feminist, anti-racist, ethnic, regional
or_that of sexual minorities. The common denominator of all of
them would be their differentiation from workers’ les, con-
sidered as class’ struggles. It is pomtless to insist upon the proble-
matic nature of this latter notion: it amalgamates a series of very-
different struggles at the level of the relations of production, which
are set apart from the ‘new antagonisms’ for reasons that display all
too clearly the persistence of a discourse founded upon the privileged
status of ‘classes’. What interests us about these new social move-
ments, then, is not the idea of arbitrarily grouping them into a
category opposed to that of class, but the novel role the
articulating that rapid diffusion of social conflictuality to more and
more numerous relations which is characteristic today of advanced



160

andustrial societies. This is what we shall seek to analyse through the
theoretical problematic presented above, which leads us to conceive
these movements as an extension of the democratic revolution to a
whole new series of sodial relations: As for their novclty, that is
conferred upon them by the fact that they call into question new
forms of subordination. We should distinguish two aspects, of this
relation of céntinuity/discontinuity. The aspect of continuity basi-
cally involves the fact that the conversion_of liberal-democratic
ideology into the ‘common sense’ of Western socicties laid the
foundation for that progressive challenge o the—hierarchical
principle which Tocqueville called the ‘equalization of conditions’. It
is the permanence of this egalitarian im laginary which permits us to
establish a continuity bétween the struggles of the nineteenth
century against the inequalities bequeathed by the ancien régime and
the social movements of the present. But from a second point of
view we can speak of discontinuity;as a good proportion of the new
political subjects have been constituted through their antagonistic
relationship to recent forms of subordination, derived from the
implanting and expansion of capitalist relations of production and
the growing intervention of the state. It is to these new relations of
subordination and to the antagonisms constituted within them that
we shall now address ourselves.

It was in the context of the reorganization which took place after
the Second World War that a series of changes occurred at the level of
social relations and a new hegemonic formation was consolidated.
The latter articulated modifications at the level of the labour process,
the form of state and the dominant modes of cultural diffusion which
were to bring about a profound transformation in the existing forms
of social intercourse. If we examine the problem from an economic
point of view, the decisive change is what Michel Aglictta has
‘termed the transition from an extensive t6'in intensive regime of
accumulation. The latter is charactenized by the spread of capitalist
relations of production to the whole set of social relations, and the
subordination of the latter to the logic of productiomrfor profit.
According to Aglietta the fundamental moment of this transition is
the intsaduction of Fordism, which he describes as ‘the principle of
an articulation between process of production and mode of con-
sumption’ '' More specifically, it is the articulation between a labour
process organized around the semi-automatic production hne anda
mode of consumption characterized by the individual acquxsmon of
commodities produced on a large scale for private consumption..
This penetration of capitalist relations of production, initiated at the
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beginning of the century and stepped up from the 1940s on, was to
transform society into a vast market in which new ‘needs’ were
ceaselessly created, and in which more and more of the products of
human labour were turned into commodities. This ‘commodifica--
tion’ of social life destroyed previous social relations, replacing them
with commodity relations through which the logic of capitalist
accumulation penetrated into increasingly numerous spheres.’

Today it is not only as a seller of labour-power that the individual is
subordmmg but also through his or her incorporation

intoa m € of other social relations: culture, free time, illness,!
education, sex and even death. There is cactically no domain o
individual or collective life )adm:h cscapmufn—

But this ‘consugner society’ has not led to the end of ideology, as
Daniel Bell mnM to the creation of a one-dimensional
man, as Marcuse feared. On the contrary, numerous new struggles
have expressed resistance against the new forms of subordination,
and this from within the very heart of the new society. Thus it is that
the waste of natural resources, the pollution and destruction of the
environment, the consequences of productivism have given birth to-
the ecology_ movcment Other struggles, which Manuel Castells
terms “urban?,'? express diverse forms of resistance to the capitalist
occupation of social space. The general urbanization which has
accompanied economic growth, the transfer of the popular classes to
the urban periphery or their relegation to the decaying inner cities,
and the general lack of collective goods and services have caused a
series of new problems which affect the organization of the whole of
social life outside work. Hence the multiplicity of social felations
from which antagonisms -and s struggles ‘may ornginate: habitat,
consumpnon various services can all consntutc _terrains_ for_the
struggle against inequalities and the clainiing of new. rights.

These new demands must also be set within the context of the-
Keynesian Welfare State, the constitution of which has been another’
fundamental fact of the post-war period. It is without doubt an
ambiguous and complex phenomenon, for if on the one hand this
new type of state was necessary in order to perform a series of
functions required by the new capitalist regime of accumulation, it is
also the result of what Bowles and Gintis have called * the post-World
War accord between capital and labour’,'* and the result, therefore,
of struggles against changes in the social relations generated by
capitalism.’ E‘xg “for « example the destruction of the networks af
traditional sohdanty of a community or family type (based, let us
not forget, on thé subordination of women) which has forced the
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state to intervene in diverse ‘social services’ for the sick, the un-
employed, the old, and so on. Elsewhere, under pressure from
workers’ struggles, the state has intervened to assure a new-Jabour
policy (minimum wage, length of the working day, acadent and
unemployment insurance, and the social wage). If we can accept
with Benjamin Conat'* that this state-plan intervenes in the repro-
duction of the labour force in order to subordinate it to the needs of
capital, thanks to the practice of the collective contract and the
negotiated agreements which link rises in wages to those in produc-
tivity, it is no less the case that these are gains which have brought
real and important benefits to the workers,

But this intervention by the state at ever broader levels of social
reproduction has been accompanied by a growing bureaucratization
of its practices which has come to constitute, along with commodifi-
cation, one of the fundamental sources of inequalities and conflicts.
In all the domains in which the state has intervened, a politicization
of social relations is at the base of nurherous new antagonisms. This
double transformation of social relations, resulting from the
expansion of capitalist relations of production and of the new
bureaucratic-state forms, is found in different combinations in all the
advanced industrial countries. Their effects are generally mutually
reinforaing, although this is not always so. Claus Offe has i,qgiga,(gd,
for example, how the provision by the state of servicEs Tinked to the
social wage can have effects which go in the direction of ‘decom-
modification’ '* This latter phenomenon may adversely affect the
interests ‘of capitalist-accumulation, to the extent-that a range of
activities which could be sources of profit begin to be provided by
the public sector. For Offe this phenomenon, linked to that of the
‘deproletarianization’ arising out of the various payments which
allow wbrlgérs' to sutvive without being obliged to sell their labour-
power at any price, is an important factor in the present crisis in the
capitalist economies. But what crucially concerns us here is to trace
the consequences of this bureaucratization underlying new antago-
nisms. The important fact is the imposition of multiple forms of
vigilance and regulation in sodial relations which had previously
been conceived as forming part of the private domain. This shifting
of the line of demarcation between the ‘public’ and the ‘private’ has
ambiguous effects. On the one hand, it serves to reveal the political
character (in the broad sense) of social relations, and the fact that
these are always the result of modes of institutjon that give them
their form and meaning; on the other, given the bureaucratic
character of state intervention, this creation of ‘public spaces’ is
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-carried out not in the form of a true democratization, but through the

imposition of new forms of subordination. It is here that we have to
look for the terrain on which numerous struggles emerge against
bureaucratic forms of state power. This should not blind us)
however, to numerous other aspects which point in the opposite
direction, and which give the Welfare State its characteristic
ambiguity: the emergence of a new type of right désignated is
‘positive liberties” has also profoundly transformed the dominant
common sense, lending legitimacy to a whole series of demands for
economic equality and “insistérice 'upon new sodial rights. Move-
ments such as the ‘Welfare Rights Movement’ in the United States;
studied by Piven and Cloward,'® are an example of this extension of
the demands directed at the state, once its responsibility for the
welfare of citizens is accepted. It is the notion of citizenship itself
which has been transformed with the social state, as ‘social rights’ are
now attributed to the citizen. As a consequence, the categories of
‘justice’, ‘liberty’, ‘equity’, and ‘equality’ have been redefined and
liberal-democratic discourse has been profoundly modified by this
broadening of the sphere of rights.

One cannot understand the present expansion of the field of social
conflictuality and the consequent emergence of new political
subjects without situating both in the context of the commodifi-_
cation and bureaucratization of social relations on the ofi¢ hand, and”
the reformulatieq of the Jiberal-demacratic. ideology — resulting
from the expansion of striggles fofequality— on'tHe other. For this

xeason we have proposed that this proliferation of antagonisms and
calling into question of relations of subordination should be con-
sidered as a moment of deepening of the democratic revolution. This
has also been stimulated by the third important aspect in the
mutation of social relations which has characterized the hegemonic
formation of the post-war period: namely, the new cultural forns
linked to the expansion of the means of mass communication. These
were to make possible a new mass culture which would profoundly
shake traditional identitiés” ‘Once agath, the effects here are
ambiguous, as along with the undeniable effects of massification and
uniformiZation, this media-based culture also contains powerful
elements for the subversion, of inequalities: the dominant discourses
in consumer society present it a¥ ?»bdhlj:pgegpgss\and the advance of"
democracy, to the extent that it"§llows the vast majority of the
population access to an ever-increasing range of goods. Now, while
Baudrillard is right to say that we are ‘ever further away from an
equality vis--vis the object’,'” the reigning appearance of equality
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and the cultural democratization which is the inevitable consequence
of the action of the media permit the questioning of privileges based
upon older forms of status. Interpellated as equals in their capacity as
consumers, ever more numerous groups are impelled to reject the
real mequahues which continue to exist. This ‘democratic consumer
cultiiré” has undoubtedly stimulated the emergence of new struggles
which have played an important part in the rejection of old forms of
subordination, as was the case in the United States with the struggle
of the black movement for civil rights. The phenomenon of the
young is particularly interesting, and it is no cause for wonder that
they should constitute a new axns_fbr the emergence of antagonisms.
In order to create new, neccssmcs they are increasingly constructed
as a speci r, which stimulates them to seek a
financial autonomy that society is in no condition to give them. On
the contrary, the economic crisis and unemployment make their
situation dlfﬁcult indeed. If we add to this the disintegration of the
family cell and its growing reduction to pure functions of consump-
tion, along with the absence of social forms of integration of these
‘new subjects’ who have received the impact of the general question-
ing of existing hierarchies, we easily understand the different forms
which the rebellion of the young has adopted in industrial societies.
The fact that these ‘new anta onisms’ are the expression of forms
of resistance to the commbdification; bureaucratization and increas-
ing homogenization of sodial life itself explains why they should
frequently manifest themselves through a proliferation of parti-
cularisms, and crystallize into a demand for autonomy itself. It s also
for this reason that there is an identifiable tendency towards the
valorization 9f dlffcrencpq and the creation of new identities which
tend to pnvﬂegc ‘cultural’ cniteria (clothes, music, language,

equality which was traditionally predommant the de or
autonomy-bestow. an increasingly central rolg upon liberty. For this
reason many of these forms of resistance are made manifest not in the
form of colle;nuas;u.lggles but through an increasingly affirmed
indiyjdualism. (The Left, of course, is ill prepared to take into
account these struggles, which even today it tends to dismiss as
‘liberal’ Hence the danger that they may be articulated by a dis-
course of the Right, of the defence of privileges.) But in any case, and
whatever the political orientation through which the antagonism
crystallizes (thas will depend upon the chains of equivalence which
construct it), the form of the antagonism as sych is identical in all cases.
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That is to say, it always consists in the constryction of a social
identity — of an overdetermined subject position — on the basis of
the equivalence between a set of elements or values which expel or
externalize those others to which they are opposed. Once again, we
find ourselves confrontmg the division of social space.

The last in time of these ‘wéw social movements', and without
doubt one of the most active at the present moment, is the
movement. It appears to us that it falls perfectly into the theoretical
framework Which we have put forward With the expansmn of what

et g o A

been called into question. In addition, the deployment in numerous
countries of foreign nuclear weapons whose use is not under national
control, generates new demands rooted in the extension to the field
of national defence of the principles of democratic control which
citizens have the right to exercise in the political field. Discourse
concerning defence policy — traditionally the enclosed preserve of
restricted military and political elites — is thus subverted as the
democratic principle of control lodges itself at its heart.

The central idea which we have defended thus far is that the new
struggles — and the radicalizatianof older struggles such as those of
women or ethnic minorities — should be understood from the
double perspective of the transformation of social relations charac-
teristic of the new hegemonic formation of the post-war period, and-
of the effects of the displacement into new areas of social life of the
egalitarian imaginary constituted around the liberal-democratc dis-
course. It1s this which has provided the framework necessary for the
questioning of the different relations of subordination and. the
demanding of new rights. That the democratic i imaginary has played
a fundamental role in the eruption of new demands since the 1960s, is
perfectly well understood by the American neo-conservatives, who
denounce the ‘excess of democracy’ and the wave of ‘egalitarianism’
which in their view caused an overload in the political systems of the
West. Samuel Huntington, in his report to the Trilateral Commis-_
sion in 1975, argued that the struggles in the United States in the
1960s for greater equality and part1c1patxon had provoked a ‘demo-
cratic surge’ which had made society ‘ungovernable’. He concluded
that ‘the strength of the democratic ideal poses a problem for the
govemnability of democracy.’'® The increasingly numerous demands
for real equality have led society, accordmg to the neo—conser-,
vatives, to the edge of the ‘egalitarian precipice’ This is where they
see the origins of the double transformation which, in their
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opinion, the idea of equality has undergone: it has passed from
equality of opportunity to equality of results, and from equality
between individuals to equality between groups. Daniel Bell
considers that this ‘new egalitagianism’ puts in jeopardy the true 1deal
of equality whose ObJCCthC cannot be equality of results, But 2 just
MMentocric c present crisis is, then, seen as the result of a
{cn51s of values the consequence of the development of an
‘adversary culture and of the ‘cultural contradictions of capntahsm
Thus far we have presented the emergence of new.aptagoriisms
and political subjects as linked to the expansion and generalization of
the democratic revolution. In reality, it can also be seen as a pro-
longation of various other areas of political effects which we have
come across frequently throughout our analysis. In particular, the
proliferation of these antagonisms makes us see in a new light the
problem of the fragmentation of the ‘unitary’ subjects of the social
struggles with which Marxism found itself confronted in the wake
of its first crisis, at the end of the last century. All the discussion on
strategies for recomposition of working—<class unity, seen in per-
spective, 1s nothing other than the first act ‘of a, recpgnmon—
reluctant, it is true — of the plurality of the social, and the unsutured
character of all political identity. If we read sous rature the texts of
Rosa Luxemburg, Labriola, and of Kautsky himself, we shall see
that this unassimilable moment of plurality is in one way or another
present in their discourse, undermining the coherence of their cate-
gories. Itis clear that this multiformity was not necessarily a negative
moment of fragmentation or the reflection of an artificial division
resulting from the logic of capitalism, as the theorists of the Second
International thought, but the very terrain which made possible a
deepening of the democratic revolution. As we shall see, this
deepening is.r rcygefl_g\iﬂcvcn in fhﬁéﬁﬁ@an&dﬁmﬁum
every practice of articulation and recomposition has to face. Renun-
clation of the category of subject as a umtary, transparent and
sutured entity opens the way to the recognition of the specificity of
the antagonisms constituted on the basis of different subject posi-
tions, and, hence, the possibility of the deepening of a pluralist and
democrauc conception. The criigue of the category of unified
subject, and the recognition of the discursive dispersion Wit
which every subject position is constituted, therefore involve some-
thing more than the enunciation of a gencraj theoretical position:
they are the sine qua non for thmkmg the multhagDout of which
antagomsms emerge in societies in which tﬁ.;a}mocratlc revolution
has crossed a certain threshold. This gives us a theoretical terrain on
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the basis of which the notion of radical and plural ¢cracy — which
will be central to our argument frofn this point on — finds the first
conditions under which it can be apprehended. Only if it is accepted-
that the subject positions cannot be led back to a positive and unitary:
founding principle — only then can pluralism be considered radical..
Pluralism is radical only to the extent that each term of this piaraiity
of identities finds within itself the principle of its own validity,
without this having to be sought in a transcendent or underlying
positive ground for the hierarchy of meaning of them all and the
source and guarantee of their legitimacy. And this radical pluralism
is democratitto the extent that the autoconstitutivity of each one of its
terms is the result-of displacements of .the egalitarian.imaginary.
Hence, the project for a radical and plural democracy, in a primary_
sense, i3 -nothing other than the struggle for a maximum auto-
nomization of spheres on the basis of the generalization of the
equivalential-egalitarian logic.

This approach permits us to redimension and do justice to
workers’ struggles themselves, whose character is distorted when
they are contrasted en bloc to the struggles of the ‘new political
subjects’ Once the conception of the working class as a ‘universal-
class’ is rejected, it becomes possible to recognize the plurality of the
antagonisms which take place in the field of what is arbitrarily
grouped under the label of ‘workers’ struggles’, and the inestimable
importance of the great majority of them for the deepening of the
democratic process. Workers. struggles have been numerous, and
have assumed an cxtrz.o.l:dinal:y_y_aﬁgé\@ of forms as a function of
transformations in the role of the state, the trade-union practices of
different categories of workers, the antagonisms within and outside
the factories, and the existing hegemonic equilibria. An excellent
example is afforded us by the so-called ‘new workers’ struggles’,
which took place in France and in Italy at the end of the 1960s. They
show well how the forms of struggles within the factory depend
upon a discursive context much vaster than that of simple relations
of production. The evident influence of the struggles and slogans of
the student movement; the central role played by young workers,
whose culture was radically different from that of their older col-
leagues; the importance of immigrants in France and southerners in
[taly — all this reveals to us that the other social relations in which
workers are enrolled will determine the manner in which they react
inside the factory, and that as a result the plurality of these relations
cannot be magically erased to constitute a single working class. Nor,
then, can workers’ demands be reduced to a unique antagonism
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whose nature is ontologically different from that of other social and
political subjects.

Thus far we have spoken of a multiplicity of antagonisms whose
effects, converging and overdetermined, are registered within the
framework of what we have called the ‘democratic ievolution” At
this point it is necessary, nevertheless, to make it clear that the
democratic_revolution is simply the terrain upon which there
operates a loglc of dlsplacement supported by an egalitarian imagi-

mary, but that it does not predetermine thef direction in which this
imaginary will operate. If this direction were predetermined we
should simply have constructed a new teleology — we would be on
a terrain similar to that of Bernstein’s Entwicklung. But in that case
there would be no room at all for a hegemonic practice. The reason
why it is not thus, and why no teleology can account for social
articulations, is that the discursive compass of the democratic
revolution opens the way for palitical logics as diverse as right-wing
populism and totalitarianism on the one hand, and a radical demo-
cracy on the other. Therefore, if we wish to construct the hegemonic
articulations which allow us to set ourselves in the direction of the
latter, we must understand in all their radical heterogeneity the range
of possibilities which are opened in the terrain of democracy itself.

It cannot be doubted that the proliferation of new antagonisms
and of ‘new nights’ is leading to a crisis of the hegemonic formation
of the post-war period. But the form in which this crisis will be
overcome is far from being predetermined, as the manner in which
rights will be defined and the forms which struggle against subordi-
nation will adopt are not unequivocally established. We are faced
here with a true polysemia. Feminism or ecology, for example, exist
in multiple forms, which depend upon the manner in which the
antagonism is dxscurswely constituted. Thus we have a radical
feminism which attacks men as such; a feminism of difference which
seeks to revalorize ‘femmlmty and a Marxist feminism for which
the fundamental enemy is capitalism, considered as linked indis-
solubly to patnarchy There are therefore a plurality of discursive
forms of constructmg an antagonism on the basis of the different
modes of women’s subordination. Ecology, in the same way, may
be anti-capitalist, anti-industrialist, authoritarian, libertarian, socia-
list, reactionary, and so on. The forms of articulation of an an-
tagonism, therefore, far from being predetermined, are the result of
a hegemonicstruggle. This affirmation has important consequences,
as it implies that these new.struggles do not necessanly have a
progressive character, and that it is therefore an error to think, as
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many do, that they spontaneously take their place in the context of
left-wing politics. Many have devoted themselves since the 1960s to
the search for a new privileged revolutionary subject which might
come to replace the working class, wmz:,—l;tter seen as having
failed in its Historical rhission of emancipation. The ecological move~
ments, the student movements, feminism and the marginal masses
have been the most popular candidates for the carrying out of this
new role. But it is clear that such an approach does not escape the
traditional problematic, but simply displaces it. There is no unique
privileged position from which a uniform continuity of effects will
follow, concluding with the transformation of society as a whole.
All struggles, whether those of workers or other political subjects,’
left to themsleves, have a partial character, and can be articulated to
very different discourses. It is this articulation which gives them
their character, not the place from which they come. There is there-
fore no subject — nor, further, any ‘necessity’ — which is abso-
lutely radical.and irrecuperable by the dominant order, and which
constitutes an absolutely guaranteed point of departure for a total
transformation. (Equally, there is nothing which permanently
assures the stability of an established order.) It is in relation to this
point that we consider that certain highly interesting-aralyses such as
those of Alain Touraing and André Gorz, do not go far enough in;
their break with the traditional problematic.?® Gorz, for example,.
given that he attributes to the ‘non-class of nofi-workers™ the
privilege which he denies to the proletariat, really does no fiore than
invert the Marxist position. It is still the location at the level of;
relations of production which is determining, even when, as in:
Gorz’s case, the revolutionary subject is defined by the absence of that
insertion. As for Touraine, his search for the social movement which
can play in the ‘programmed society’ the role which was played by
the working class in industrial society indicates clearly that he too
does not question the idea of the uniqueness of the social force which
can bring about a radical change in a determinate society.

That the forms of resistance to.new, forms of subordination are
polysemic.and can perfectly well be articulated into in anti-demo-
cratic discourse, is clearly demonstrated by the advances of the ‘new
right’ in recent years. Its novelty lies in its successful articulation to-
neo-liberal discourse of a series of democratic resistances to the
transformation of social relations. Popular support for the Reagan
and Thatcher projects of dismantling the Wel%aré—Statc is explained
by the fact that they have succeeded in mobilizing against the Jatter a

whole series of resistances to the bureaucratic character of the new
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forms of state organization. That the chains of equivalence which
each hegemonic articulation constitutes can be of greatly differing
natures is patently demonstrated by this neo-conservative discourse:
the antagonisms constituted around bureaucratization are articulated
in the defence of the traditional inequalities of sex and race. The
defence of acquired rights founded on white, male supremacy which
feeds the conservative reaction thereby broadens the area of its
hegemonic effects. An antagonism is thus constructed between two
poles: the ‘reopl€y which includes all those who defend the tradi-
tional values and freedom of enterprise; and their adversaries: the
state and all the subversives (feminists, blacks, young people ahd
‘permissives’ of every type). An attempt is thus made to construct a
new historic bloc in which a plurality of economic, social and
cultural aspects are articulated.‘Stuni‘f‘,I;IBaﬂ has pointed out, for
example, how Thatcherite populism ‘combines the resonant themes
‘of organic Toryism — nation, family, duty, authority, standards,
traditionalism — with the aggressive themes of a revived neo-
liberalism — self-interest, competitive individualism, anti-
statism.’?' In the case of the United States, Allen Hunter shows that
the attack of the New Right on the Welfare State is the point at which
the cultural and economic critiques come together. Both affirm that
the state interferes ‘with the economic and ethical features of the
market in the name of a specious egalitarianism. They also attack
welfare liberalism for creating state intervention in the private lives
of the people and the moral structure of society in such areas as the
socialization of children and the relation between the sexes.’*

It is precisely this polysemic character of every antagonism which
;makes its meaning dependent upon a hegemonic articulation to the
extent that, as we have seen, the terrain of hegemonic practices is
constituted out of the fundamental ambiguity of the sodial, the
impossibility of establishing in a definitive manner the meaning of
any struggle, whether considered in isolation or through its fixing in
a relational system. As we have said, there are he emonic practices
because this radical unfixity makes it impossi‘Ei_e to, consider. the
political struggle as a game in which the identity of the opposing
forces is constituted from the start. This means that any politics with
hegemonic aspirations can never consider itself as fepefition, as taking
place in a space delimiting a pure intemality, but must always
mobilize itself on a plurality of planes. If the meaning of each
struggle is not given from the start, this means that it is fixed —
partially — only to the extent that the struggle moves outside itself

and, through chains of equivalence, links itself structurally to other
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struggles. Every antagonism, left free to itself, is a floating signifier;
a ‘wild’ antagonism which does not predetermine the form in which
it can be articulated to other.elements-in 3 social formadon. This
permits us to establish the radical difference between the current
social struggles and those which took place before the democratic
revolution” The latter always took place in the context of the denial
of given and relatively stable identities; as a result, the frontiers @
antagonism were plainly visible and did not require to be con-
structed — the hegemonic dimension of politics was consequently
absent. But in the present industriat $5Gi¢6ies, the very proliferation
of widely differing points of rupture, the precarious character of all
social identity, lead also to a blurring of the frontiers. In con-
sequence, the constructed character of the demarcating lines is made
more evident by the greater instability of the latter, and the dis-
placement of the frontiers and internal divisions of the social become
more radical. It is in this field and from this perspective that the
neo-conservative project acquires all its hegemonic dimensions.

The Anti-Democratic Offensive

What the neo-conservative or neo-liberal ‘new right’ calls into
question is the type of articulation which has led democratic
liberalism to justify the interveltion of the state in the struggle
against inequalities, and the installation of the Welfare State. The
critique of this transformation is not a recent development. As long
ago as 1944, in The Road to Serfdom, H%cvlaunched a violent attack’
on the interventionist state and the varnious forms of economic
planning that were being implemented at the time. He announced
that the Western societies were in the process of becoming collec-.
tivist,.and thus taking off in the direction of rotalitarianism. Accord-
ing to him, the threshold of collectivism is passed at the moment in.
which the law, instead of being a means of controlling the admini~
stration, is utilized by it in order to attribute new powers to itself,
and to facilitate the expansion of the bureaucracy. From this point on
it is inevitable that the power of the law will decline, while that of the
bureaucracy increases. In reality, what is at issue through this neo-
liberal critique is the very articulation betweendi’BEEf[@and demo-
Cragwhich was performed during the course of the ninetéenth
century.” This ‘democranzation’ of liberalism, which was the result
of multiple struggles, would eventually have a profound impact
upon the form in which the very idea of liberty was concéived:From
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the traditional liberal definition of Locke —‘liberty is to be free from
restraint and violence from others’ — we had passed with John
Stuart Mill to the acceptance of ‘political’ liberty-and democratic
participation as an important component of liberty. More recently,
in social-démoc ocratnc discourse, liberty has come to mean the
‘capacity’ to iaké certain choices and to keep open a series of real
alternatives. It is thus that poverty, lack of education, and great
disparities in the conditions of life are today considered offences
against liberty.

Itm___t_\/r_zl_r;sfomalpn which neo—lll)emll__ﬁ__%nl_vg;,hﬁ_m_qucsdon
Hayek is, without doubt, the one who has devoted himself most
strenuously to reformulating the principles of liberalism in order to
combat those shifts of meaning which have permitted the broad-
ening and deepening of liberties. He proposes to reaffirm the true’

nature of liberalism as the do doctnne which seeks to reduce to

political gobjective: )yaug@al llm This comes once agam 16 be
defined negatlvely as ‘that condition of men in which coercion of
some by others is reduced as much as possible in society’ ** Political
liheny_xis.ostcnsibly_cxcludt}!ﬁc_&n_ahis definition. According to
Hayek, ‘democracy (is) essentially a means, a utilitarian device for
safeguarding internal peace and individual freedom.’** This attempt
to return to the traditional conception of liberty, which characterizes
it as non-interference with the right of uplimited appropriation and
with the mcchamsms of the capitalist market economy, exerts itself
to discredit évery ‘positive’ conception of liberty as being potentially
totalitarian. It affirms that a liberal political order can only exist in
the framework of a capitalist free market economy. In Capitalism and
Freedom Milton Friedman declares that this is the only type of social
organization which respects the principle of individual liberty, as it
constitutes the only economic system capable of coordinating the
activities of a great number of people without recourse to coercion.

All state intervention, except in connection with matters that cannot
be regulated through the market, is considered as an attack on
individual liberty. The notion of social or rediscributive justice,

insofar as it is invoked to justify intervention by the state, is one of
the favourite targets of the neo-liberals. Accordmg to Hayek itisa
notion which is com’ﬁfgtcry unmteIhglble in a liberal sodiety, as ‘in
such a system in which each is allowed to use h15 knowledge for his
own purposes the concept of *“social justice” is necessarily empty
and meaningless, because in it nobody’s will can determine the
relative incomes of the different péople, or prevent that they be
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partly dependent on accident.’*

From a ‘libertarian’ perspective Robert Nozick has equally ques--
tioned the idea that there can exist such a thing as a distributive
justice which the state should provide.?” In his view, the sole
function of the state compatible with liberty is that of protecting
what legitimately belongs to ys, while it does not have the .ight to
establish taxes which 8o beyond what is required for the develop-
ment of policing activifies. In contrast to the American ultrali--
bertarians, who reject all state intervention,” Nozick justifies the.
existence of the minimal state — that is to say, law and order. Buta
state which wentbeyond that would be unjustifiable; 231 that case it
would violate the rights of individuals. In any case, Nozick claims,
there would not be anything available which could be legally dis-
tributed by the state, as everything that existed would be possessed
by individuals or be under their legitimate control.

Another way of attacking the subversive effects of the articulation
between liberalism and.democracy is, in the manner of the neocon-

NN
servatiygs, to redefine the notiofr of democraty itself in such a way as
to restrict its field of application and limit political participation to an
ever narrower area. Thus Brzezinski proposes to mcrcasmgly'
separate the political system from society and to begin to conceive
the two as separate entities.’” The objective is to rgmove public
decisions more and more fmm.pohnca.l_cgntrol and to make them
the exclusive re: responmbnhty of experts. In such a case the effect would
be a depoliticization of fundamental decisions, at the economic level
as well as at social and political levels. Such a society, in his view,
would be democratic ‘in a libertarian sense; democratic not in terms
of exercising fundamental choices concerning policy-making but in
the sense of maintaining certain areas of autonomy for individual
self-expression’.*® Although the democratic ideal is not openly
attacked, an attempt is made to empty it of all substance and to
propose a new definition of democracy which in fact would serve to
legitimize a regime in which political participation mighe be
virtually non-existent.

In France, among the theoreticians of the new right, there has been”
a far more audacious and frontal critique of democracy. Thus its
principal spokesman, Alain de Benoist, declares openly that the
French Revolution marked one of the Fandamental stages of degen-
eration of Western civilization — a degeneration which began with
Chnstlamty, the ‘Bolshevism of Antiquity’. He further argues that it
is the spirit itself of the 1789 Declaration of the Rights of Man which
has to be rejected. Skilfully recapturing a series of libertarian themes
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from the movement of 1968, Alain de Benoist considers that in
attributing a fundamental role to universal suffrage, democracy
places all individuals on the same level and fails to recognize the

dcmocracy In the face of the chain of equlvalences equality=
identity=totalitarianism, the new right proclaims the ‘right to dif-
ference’, and affirms the sequence di ffgrence—mcggah_y liberty.
De Benoist writes: ‘I call “ri ht-wing” the attitude which considers
the divgrsity of the world, and hence inequalities, as a good, and the
progressive homogenization of the world, favoured and brought
about by the bimillennarian discourse of the totalitarian ideology, as
an evil.”!

It would be an error to underestimate the importance of these
attempts to redefine notions such as ‘liberty’, ‘equality’, ‘justice’ and
‘democracy’. The traditional dogmatism of the Left, which ateri-
buted secondary importance to problems at the centre. of political
philosophy, based itself upon the ‘superstructura)’ character of such
problems. In the end, the Left interested itself only in a limited range
6f issues linked to the infrastructure and the subjects constituted
within it, while the whole of the vast field of culture and the defini-
tion of reality built upon the basis of it, the whole effort of hege-
monic rearticulation of the diverse discursive formations, was.left
free for the initiative of the nght "And, in effect, if the whole of the
liberal-democratic conception of the state, as associated with the
Right, was simply seen as the superstructural form of bourgeois
domination, it was difficult — without falling into crass oppor-
tunism — to consider a different attitude possible. However, once
we have abandoned the base/superstructure distinction, and rejected
the view that there are privileged points from which an emandi-
patory political practice can be launched, it is clear that the consti-
tution of a hegemonic left alternadve can only come from a complex
process of convergence and political construction, to which none of
the hegemonic articulations constructed in any area of social reality
can be of indifference. The form in which liberty, equality,
democracy and justice are defined at the level of political philosophy
may have important consequences at a variety of other levels of
discourse, and contribute decisively to shaping the common sense of
the masses. Naturally, these irradiation effects cannot be considered
as the simple adoption of a philosophical point 6f view at the level of

‘ideas’, but should rather be seen as a more complex set of discursive-
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hegemonic operations embracing a variety of aspects, both institu-
tional and ideological, through which certain ‘themes’ are trans-
formed into nodal points of a discursive formation (i.e. of a historic
bloc). If neo-liberal ideas have acquired an unquestionable political
resonance, it is becausc they have permitted the articulation of
resistances to the growing bureaucrafization of sogial relatians to
which we referred earlier. Thus the new conservatism  has succeeded
in presenting its programme of dismantling’t elfare State as a
defence of indiyidual liberty against the o] ppressor state. But in order
for 4 ﬁh%sophy to become ‘organic_ideology’, certain analogies
must exist between the type of subject which it constructs and the
subject positions which are constituted at the level of other social
relations. If the theme of individual liberty can be mobilized so
effectively, it is also because, despite its articulation with the
democratic imaginary, liberalism has continued to retain as a matrix
of production of the individual what Macpherson called ‘possessive
individualism’. This latter constructs the rights of individuals as
existing before society, and often in oppositigrr to it. To the extent
that more and more numerous subjects demanded these rights in the
framework of the democratic revolution, it was inevitable that the
matrix of possessive individualism would be broken, as the rights of
some came into collision with the rights of others. It s in this context
of crisis of democratic liberalism that it is necessary to locate the
offensive which seeks to dissolve the subversive potential of the
articulations between liberalism and democracy, reaffirming the
centrality-of liberalism as the defence of individual liberty against all
interference from the state and in opposition to the democratic
component, which is founded upon equal rights and popular sovere-
ignty. But this effort to restrict the terrain of democratic struggle,
and to preserve the inequalities existing in a number of social
relations, demands the defence of a hierarchical and anti-egalitarian
prmaple which had been endangercd by “Tiberalism itself. THis is
why the liberals mcreasmgly resort to a set of thémes from con-
servative philosophy, in which they find the necessary ingredients to
Justify inequality, We are thus witnessing the emergence of a.new.
he %(cmomc _project, that.of liberalconservative discourse, which
seeks to articulate the neo-liberal defenge of the free market economy
with the profoundly anti-egalitarian, cultural and sacaltradition-

alism of conservatism.
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Radical Democracy: Alternative for a New Left

The conservative reaction thus has a clearly hegemonic character. It
seeks a profound transformation of the terms of political discourse
and the creation of i new ‘definition of reality’, which under the
cover of the defence of.individual liberty’ would legitimize in-
equalities and restore the hierarchical relations which the struggles of
previous decades had destroyed. What is at stake here is in fact the
creation of a new histori¢ bloc, Converted into organic ideology,
liberal-conservatism would construct a new hegemonic articulation
through a system of equivalences which would unify multiple
subject positions around an individualist definition of rights and a
negative conception of liberty. We are once again faced, then, with
the displacement of the frontier of the social. A series of subject
positions which were accepted as legitimate differences in the
hegemonic formation corresponding to the Welfare. State; are
expelled from the field of social positivity and construed as
negativity — the parasites on social security (Mrs Thatcher’s
‘scroungers’), the inefficiency associated with union privileges, and
state subsidies, and so on.

It is clear, therefore, that a left alternative can only consist of the
construction of a different system of equivalents, which establishes
social division on a new basis. In the face of the project for the
reconstruction of a hierarchic. society, the alternative of the Left
should consist of locating itself fully in the field of the democratic
revolution and expanding the chains of equivalents between the
different struggles against oppression. The task of the Left therefore
cannot be to renounce liberal-democratic ideology, but on the contrary, to
deepen and expand it in the direction of a radical and plural democracy. We
shall explain the dimensions of this task in the following pages, but
the very fact that it is possible arises out of the fact that the meaning of
liberal discourse on individual rights is not definitively fixed; and

just as this unfixity permits their articulation with elements of
conservative discourse, it also permits different forms of articulation
and redefinition which accentuate the democratic moment. That is
to say, as with any othersoctal-element, the elements making up the
liberal disconrse never appear as crystallized, and may be the field of
hegemonic striggle. 1t is not in"the’abandonment of the democratic
terrain but, on the contrary, in the extension of the field of demo-
eratic struggles to the whole of civil society and the state, that the
possibility resides for a hegemonic strategy of the Left. It is never-
theless important to understand the radical ¥xtent of the changes
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which are necessary in the political imaginary of the Left, if it wishes
to succeed in founding a political practice fully located in the field of
the democratic revolution and conscious of the depth and variety of
the hegemonic articulations which the present conjuncture requires.
The fundamental obstacle in this task is the one to which we have
been drawing attention from the beginning of this book: essentialist
apriorism, the conviction that the sodial is sutured at some point,
from which it is possible to fix the meaning of any event inde-
pendently of any articulatory practice. This has led to a failure to
understand the constant displacement of the nodal points structuring
a social formation, and to an organization of discourse in terms of a
logic of “a priori privileged points’ which seriously limits the Left’s
capacity for action and political analysis. This logic of privileged;
points has operated in a variety of directions. From the point of view
of the determining of the fundamental antagonisms, the basic
obstacle, as we have seen, has been daggism; that is to say, the idea that
the working class represents the privileged agent in which the funda-
mental impulse of social change resides — without perceiving that
the very orientation of the working class depends upon a political
balance of forces and the radicalization of a plurality of demacratic
struggles which are decided in good part outside the class itself. From
the point of view of the soéial levgl.};, at which the possibility of
implementing changes is coficentrated, the fundamental obstacles
have beenéfatign>— the idea that the expansion of the role of the state

is the panacea for all problems; amﬁrticularly in its
technocratic version) — the idea that from 2 sué;s_sfgl econQmic
strategy there necessarily follows a continuity of palitical effects
which can be clearly specified.

But if we look for the ultimate core of this essentialist fixity, we
shall find it in the fundamental nodal point which has galvanized the
political imagination of the Left: the classic concept of ‘revolution”,
cast in the Jacobin mould. Of course, there would be nothing in the
concept of ‘revolutign! to which objection could be made if we
understood by it the overdetermination of a set of struggles in a point
of political rupture, from which there follow a-wanety of effects
spread across the whole of the fabric of society. If this were all thac
was involved, there is no doubt that in many cases the violenc
overthrow of a repressive regime is the condition of every demo-
cratic advance. But the classic con:;p_t,of revolution implied much-

on cp—

more than this: it implied the fé’ti;-"qtiorggl\ clg_a;ac_té: of the revolu-
tionary act, the institution of a point of concentration of power from
which society could be ‘rationally’ reorganized. This is the perspec-
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tive which is incompatible with the plurality and the opening which

a radical democracy requires. Once again radicalizing certain of
Grgmsa s concepts, we find the theoretieal instruments which allow
us to r;_dimcnsion the revolutionary act itself; The concept of a-“war
of position’ implies precisely the process character of every radical
transformation — the revolutionary “act i§,” simply, an internal
moment of this process. The mulnphcanon of political spaces and
.the preventing of the concentration of power in one point are, then,
preconditions of every truly democratic transformation of society.
The classic conception of socialism supposed that the disappearance
of private gwnership of the means of production would set up a
chain of effects which, over a whole historical epochi, would lead to
‘the extinction of all forms of subordination. Today we know that
this is not so. There arg not, for example, necessary links between
-andi-sexism and ann—cap;lta 1§m and a unity between the two can
only be the result of a egemonic articulanon. It follows that it is
only possible to construct this articulation on the basis of separate/
struggles, which only exercise their equivalential and overdeter-
mining effects in certain_spheres of the soaal. This requires the
autonomization of the spheres of struggle and the multiplication of
political spaces, which is incompatible with the concentration of
power and knowledge that classic Jacobinism and its different
socialist variants imply. Of course, every project for radical demo-
cracy implies a socialist dimension, as it is necessary to put an end
to capitalist rclanons of ‘production, which are at the root of
numerous. relatlons of subordination; but secialism is o7 of the
components of a project for radical democracy, not vice versa. For
this very reason, when one speaks of the socialization of the means of
production as one element in the strategy for a radical and plural
democracy, one must insist that this cannot mean only workers’
self-management, as what is at stake is true participation by all
subjects in decisions about what is to be produced how it is to be
produced and the forms in which the product is to be distributed.
Only in “suth conditions can there be social appropriation of produc-
tion. To reduce the issue to a problem of workers’ saf-management
is to ignore the fact that the workers’ ‘interests’ can be constructed in
such a way that they do not take account of ecological demands or
demands of other groups which, without being producers, are
affected by decisions taken in the field of production.

From the point of view of a hegemonic politics, then, the ¢rudal
limitation_of the traditional left perspective is that it attempts to
determine a priori agents of change, levels of effectiveness in the field
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of the soacial, and privileged points and moments of rupwure. All
_these obstacles come together into a common core, which is the
refusal to abandon the assumption of a sutured society. Once this is
discarded, however, there arises a whole set of new pmble.mswhlch
we should now fackle. These may be summarized in three questions
which we shall address in turn: 1) How do we determine the surfaces
of emergence and the forms of articulation of the antagonisms which a
project for radicil democracy should embrace? 2) To what extent is
the pluralism proper to a radical democracy.compatible with the
effects of equivalenée which, as we have seen, are characteristic of
every hegemonic articulation? 3) To what extent is the logic implicit
in the displacements of the democraticimaginary sufficient to defifie
an hegemonic project?

On the first point it is evident that, just as the apriorism implicit in
-atopography of the social has proved untenable, so it is impossible to
define a priori the surfaces on which antagonisms will be constituted.
Thus, although several Jeft polmcs may be conceived and specified in
certain contexts, there is not ane politics of the Left whose contents-can
be determined in isolation from all contextual reference. It is for this_
reason that all attempts to proceed to such determination a priori i have
necessarily been unilateral and arbitrary, with no validity in a great
number of circumstances. The exploding of the yniqueness of mean-
ing of the political — whichis hnﬁed to the phenomena of combined
and uneven development — dissolves every possibility of fixing the
signified in terms of a division between left and right. Say we try to
define an ultimate content of the left which underlies all the contexts
in which the word has been used: we shall never find one which does
not present exceptions. We are exactly in the field of Wittgenstein's
language games; the closest we can get is to find famlly resem-
blanices . Eet us examine a few examples. In recent ycars HtGch has
been talked about the need to deepen the line of separation between
state and civil society It is not difficult to realize, however, that this
proposal does not furnish the Left with any theory of the surface of -
emergence of antagonisms which can be generalized beyond a
limited number of situations. It would appear to imply that every
form of domination is incarnated in the state. But it is clear that civil
society is also the seat of numerous relations of oppression, and, in
consequence, of antagonisms and democritic struggles. With a
greater or lesser clarity in their results, theories such as Althusser’s
analysis of ‘ideological state apparatuses’ sought to create a con-
ceptual framework with which to think these phenomena of dis-
placement in the field of domination. In the case of the femn_:y;t
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struggle, the state is an important means for effecting an advance,
frequently against civil society, in legislation which combats sexism.
In numerous underdeveloped countries the expansion of the
functions of the central state is a means of establishing 3 frontier.in
the struggle against extreme forms of exploitation by landowning
oligarchies. Furthermore, the state is not a homogeneous mediui,

separated from civil society by a ditch, but an uneven set of branches
and functions, only relatively integrated by the hegemonic practices
which take place within it. Above all, it should not be forgotten that
the state can be the seat of numerous democratic antagonisms, to the
‘extent that a set of functions within it — professional or technical,

for example — can enter into relations of antagonism with centres
of power, within the state itself, which seek to restrict and deform
them. None of this means tQ say, of course, that in certain cases the
division between state and civil society ¢annot constitute_the funda-
mental political line of demarcation: this is what happens when the
state has been transformed into a bureaucratic excrescence imposed
by force upon the rest of society, as in Eastern Europe, or in the
Nicaragua of the Somazas, which was a dictatorship sustained by a
military apparatus. At any event, it is clearly impossible to identify
either the_state or civil society a priori as the surface of emergence of
democratic antagomsms The same can be said when it is a question
of determining thé positive or. negative character, from the point of
view of the politics of the Left, of certam orgamzauonal forms. Let
us consider, for example, the party” form! The party as a political
institution can, in certain circumstances, be an instance of bureau-
cratic crystalhzauon which acts as a brake upon mass movements;
but in others it can be the organizer of dispersed and politically virgin
masses, and can thus serve as an instrument for the expansion and
deepening of democratic struggles. The important point is that
inasmuch as the field of ‘society in general’ has disappeared as a valid
framework of political analysis, there has also disappeared thic'possi-
bility of establishing a general thcory of politics on the basis of
topographic citégories — thitis to say, of categories which fix in a
permanent manner the meaning of certain contents as differences
whlch can be located within a relational complex.

"The conclusion to be drawn from this analysis is that it is im-
possible to specify a prion surfaces of emergence of antagonisms, as
there is no surface which is not constantly subverted by the over-
determining effects of others, and because there is, in consequence, a
constant displacement of the social logics characteristic of certain
spheres towards other spheres. This is, among other things, the
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‘demonsiration efféct>that we have seen in operation in the case of
the democratic revolution. A democratic struggle can autonomize a
certain space-within which it develops, and produce effects of equi-
valence with other struggles in a different political space. Itis to chis
plurality of the social that the project for a radical democracy is
linked, and the possibility of it emanates directly from the decentred
character of the social agents, from the discursive plurality which
constitutes them as subjects, and from the displacements which take
place within that plurality. The original forms of democratic
thought were linked to a positive’and unified conception of human
nature, and, to that extent, they tended to.constitute a single space
within which that nature would have to manifest the effects of its
radical liberty and equality: it was thus that there was constituted a
public space linked to the idea of citizenship. The public/priyate
distinction constituted the separation between a 3@:&6&%
differences: were erased through the universal cg(iiir;ﬂ'gnce of
citizens, and a pliirality of private spaces in-which'the fall force of
those differences Was maintained. It is at this point that the over-
determination of effects linked to the democratic revolution begins
to displace the line of demarcation between the public and the private
and to Mt{c\:&e social relations; that is, to multiply the spaces in
which the neW logics of equivalence dissolve the differental posi-
tivity of the social: this is the long process which stretches from the
workers’ struggles of the nineteenth century to the struggle of
women, diverse racial and sexual minorities, and-diverse marginal
groups, and the new anti-institutional struggles in the present
century. Thus what has been exploded is the idea and the reality itself
of a unique space of constitution of the political. What we are
witnessing is a politicization far more radical than any we have
known in the past, because it tends to dissolve the distifiction
between the public and the private, not in terms of the encroachment
on the private by a unified public space, but in terms of a proli-
feration of radically new and different political spaces. We are con-
frontéd with the emergence of ¥'plurality of subjects,ywhose forms of
constitution and diversity it is only possible to think if we relinquish
the category.of ‘suhject’ as a unified and unifying essence.

Is this plurality of the political not in contradiction, however, with
the unification resulting from the equivalential effects which, as we
know, are the condition of antagonisms? Or, in other words, is there
not an incompatibility between the proliferation of political spaces
proper to a radical democracy and the construction of collective
identities on the basis of the logic of equivalence? Once again, we are
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faced here with the _gm:%:_llt dichotomy autonomy/hegemonyy to
which we have already referred in the previous chapter, and whose
political implications and effects we should now consider. Let us
consider the question from two perspectives: a) from the point of
view of the terrain on which the dichotomy can present itself as
exclusive; and rom the point of view of the possibility and the
historical conditions of the emergence of that terf%o?ﬁ;f exclusion.

_ Let us begin, then, by considering the terrain of the incompati-
bility between cquiv%@md autoniomy, [Firstgthelagic of
equivalence. We have already indicated that, inasmuch as antago-
nism arises not only in the dichotomized space which constitutes it
but also in the field of a plurality of the social which always over-
flows that space, it is only by coming out of itself and hegemonizing
external elements that the identty of the two poles of the anatago-
nism is consolidated. The strengthening of specific_demacratic
struggles requires, therefore, the expansion of chains of equivalence
which extend to other struggles The equivalential articulation be-
tween anti-racism, amdi-sexism and ant-capitalism, for example,
requires a hegemonic construction which, in certain circumstances,
may be the condition f“'—tﬁ?:_i:onsolldatlon of each one of these
struggles. The l‘ogxc of equivalence, then, taken to its ultimate con-
sequences, would imply the dlSSOlutlon of the autonomy of the
spaces in which.each one of theséstruggles is canstituted; not neces-
sarily because any of them become subordinated to others, but
because they have all become, strictly speaking, equivalent symbols
of a_unique and indivisible struggle. The antagonism would thus
have achieved the conditions of total transparency, to the extent that
all unevenness had been eliminated, and the différential specificity of
the spaces in which each of the democratic struggles was constituted
had been dissolved/ Second, the logic of autonomy. Each of these
struggles retains its 1ffcrentlal specificity with respect to the others.
The political spaces in n which each of them is constituted are different
and unable to communicate with each other. But it s easily seen that
this apparently libertarian logic is only sustained on the basis of a new
closure, For if each strugg e transforms the moment of its specificity
into an absolute principle of idennty, the set of these struggles can
only be conceived of as an y absolute system of d _[ferences and this system
can only be thought as a cIosed totality. That is to say, the trans-
parency.af the social has simply been transferred from the uriique-
ness and intelligibility of a system of equwaIcnc&‘tp the uniqueness
and intelligibility of a system of differences. Butin both cases we are
dealing with discourses which seek, through their categories, to
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dominate the social as a totality. In both cases, therefore, the moment
of totality ceases to be a horizon and becomes a foundation. It is only in
this rational and homogeneous space that the lo ic of equivalence
and the logic of autonomy are contradictory, because it is only there
that sqcialidentities are presented as alreddy acquired and fixed, and it
is only there, therefore, that two ultintdtely contradictory.social
logics find a terrain in which these ultimate cffects can develop fully.
But as, by definition, this ultimate moment never arrives, the in-
compatibility between equivalence and autonomy disappears. The
status of each changes: it is no longer a case of foundations of the social
order, but of soc@,ﬁzg{g, which intervene to different degrees in the
constitution of every social identity, and which partially Tmit their
mutual effects. From this we can deduce a basic preconditioh for a
radically libertarian conception of polit.ic\s:?ﬁé reftisal to dominate.
— intellectually or politically — every presumed ‘ultimate founda-
tion’ of the social. Every conception which seeks to base itself on a
knowledge of this foundation finds itself faced, sooner or later, with
the Rousseauian paradox according to which men should he ohliged
tobe freg.

This change in the status of certain concepts, which transforms
into social logics what were previously foundations, allows us to
understand the variety of dimensions on which a democratic politics
is based. It allows us, first of all, to identify with precision the
meaning and the limits of what we may call the ‘pﬁpm\pﬁm
cratic equivalence’ We are able to spetify thie meaning because it
becomes clear that the mere displaceménr of the egalitarian
imaginary is not sufficient to produce 2 transformation in the
identity of the groups upon which this displacement operates. On
the basis of the prdnciple of equality, a corporatively constituted
group can demand its rights to equality with other groups; biit tothe
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extent that the demands of various groups arcdifférént and in many
cases incompatible among themselves, this does not lead to any real
equivalence between the various democratic demands. In all those
cases in which the problematic of possessive individualism is main-
tained as the matnx of production. of the identity of the different
groups, this result is inevitable. For there to be a ‘democratic equi-

‘cammon sense’ which changes the identity of the different groups,
in such a way that the demands of each group are articulated equiva-
lentially with those of the others — in Marx’s words, ‘that the free
development of each should be the condition for the free develop-
ment of all’. That is, equivalence is always hegemonic insofar as it
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does not simply establish an ‘alliance’ between given interests, but
modifies the very identity of the forces éngaging ip thatalliance. For
the defence of the interésts of the workers not to be made at the
expense of the rights of women, immigrants or consumers, it is
necessary to establish an equivalence between these different
struggles. It is only on this condition that struggles against power
became truly democratic, and that the demanding of rights is not
carried out on the basis of an individualistic problematic, but in the
context of respect for the rights to equality of other subordinated
groups. But if this is the meaning of the principle of democratic
equivalence, its-limjts are also clear. This tetal-equivalence never
existsi-every equivalence is penetrated by a constitutive precarious-
ness, derived from the unevenness of the social. To this extent, the
precariousness of every equivalence demands_that it be comple-
mented/limited by the logic of autondimy. It is for this reason that
the demapd for €qualityis not sufficient, but needs to be balanced by
the demand for liberty, which leads us to speak of a radical and plural
democracy. A radical and non-plural democracy would be one
which constituted one single space of equality on the basis of the
unlimited operation of the logic of equivalence, and did not recog-
nize the irreducible moment of the plurality of spaces. This principle
of the separation of spaces is the basis of the demand for liberty. It is
within it that the prndple of pluralism resides and that thie project
for a plural democracy can link up with the logic of liberalism. It is
natliberalism as such which should be called into quésﬁon:far asan
ethical principle which defends the liberty of the individual to fulfil
his or her human capacities, it is more valid today than ever. But if
this dimension of liberty is Constitutive of every démocratic and
emancipatory project, it should-not lead us, in reaction to certain
‘holistic’ excesses, to return purely and simply to the defence of
‘bourgeois’ individualism. What is involved is the production of
another mdividual, an individual who is no longer constructed out of
the matnix of possessive individualism. The idea of ‘natural’ rights
prior to society — and, indeed, the whole of the false dichotomy

individyal/sotiety — should be abandoned. and replaced byanother
manner of posing.khe problem of rights. It is never possible for

individual rights to be defined in isolation, but only in the context of
social relitiony Which define determinate. subject positions. As a
conséquence, it will always be a question of rights which involve
other subjects who participate in the same social relation. It is in this
sense that the notion of‘democratic rights” must bé understood, as
these are rights which can only be exercised collectively, and which
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'suppose the existence of equal rights for others. The spaces consti-
tutive of the different social relations may vary enormously, accord-
ing to whether the relations involved are those of production, of
citizenship, of neighbourhood, of couples and so on. The forms of
democracy should therefore also be pluralsinasmuch as they haveto
btmyd—;to the social spaces in quﬁsjt\lon — direct democracy-
cannot be the only organizational form, as it is only applicable to
reduced social spaces. '
It is necessary, therefore, to broaden the domain of the exercise of
‘democratic rights beyond the limited traditional ficld of ‘Gtizen-
ship™. AsTegards the extension of democratic rights from the classic
‘political’ domain to that of the ¢ , this is the terrain of the
speaﬁcally anti-capifalist_stpiggle, Agamst those champions of
“economic liberalism who affirm that the economy is the domain of
the ‘private’, the seat of natural rights, and that the criteria of
democracy have no reason to be applied within it, socialist th
defends the right of the social agent to equality and to g e as
a producer and not only as a atizen. Some advances have been made
in this direction by theorists of the pluralist school such as Dahl and"
Lindblom,** who today recognize that to speak of the economy as-
the domain of the private in the era of multinational corpasatrons is
senseless, and that )t is therTrc necessary to accept certain forms of
worker panlapamm,mh;gmmn&of enterprises. Our perspective
1s certainly very different, as it is the W that there can be a
natyral domain of the ‘private’ which“we wish to question. The
distinctidhy pubhg/ private, civil sodety/political society are only the
result of acertain type o hegemomc “articiilatior|, and their limits
vary in accordance with the existing relations of forces at a given
moment. For example, it is clear that neo—conservative discourse
today is exerting itself to restrict the domain of the political and to
reaffirm the ﬁcld_of.th,gnx}tc in the face of the reduction to which
this has been submitted in recent decades under the impact of the
different democratic struggles.
Let us take up again at this point our argument regarding the
mutual and necessary limitations between cgglvglencc and

autono{;{ﬁe The conception of a plurality of palitical spaces is in-
compatiblé with the logicofgquivalence only on the assumption of a-
closed-system. But once this assumption is abandoned, it is not
possible to derive from the proliferation of spaces and the ultimate
indeterminacy of the social the impossibility of a society signifying
itself — and thus thinking itself — as a gogality, or the incompati-
bility of this totalizing moment with the project for a radical deme-
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‘cracy. The construction of a political space with equivalential effects
is not only not incompatible with democratic struggle, but is in
many cases a reqmrement for it. The construction .of.-a_chain_of
democratic equivalences in the face of the neo-conservative offen-
5ive, Tor example, is one of the conditions of the stryggle of the Left
for hegemony in the present circumstances. The incompatibility
therefore doés ot lie in equivalence as a social logic. It arises onl
from the moment at which this space W
considered as one political space among others and comes to be seen
as the centrg, which subordinates and organizes all other spaces. It
arises, that is, in the case where there takes place not only the
construction of equivalents at a certain level of the social, but also the
transformation of this leveLmto auni )(mg principle, which reduces
the others to dlfferenn’ﬁr Ioments- mtema‘fm itsel Af “We see then,

paradoxically, thatit is the{very logic of openness  and of the demo-
cratic subversion of differences which creates, in the societies of
today, the possibility of a closure far more radical than in the past: to
the extent that the resistance of traditional systems of differences is
broken., and indeterminacy and ambiguity turn more elements of
society into ‘floating signifiers’, the possibility arises of attempting
to institute a centre which radically eliminates the logic of autonomy
and reconstitutes around itself the tatality orﬁc sp\ggl\bggy Ifin the
nineteenth century the limits of every attempt at radical democracy
were found in the survival of old forms of subordination across
broad areas of social relations, at the prcscnt“hosc limits are given by
a new possibility which arises in the very terrain of democracy: the
logic of totalitarianism.

Claude Lefort has shown how the ‘democratic revolutxon as a
new terrain which supposes a profound mutation at the 5y ‘s“ymbohc
level, implies a new form of institution of the social. In earlier
societies, organized in accordance with a theological-political logic,
power was incorporated in the person of the pringe, who was the
representative of God — that is to say, of sovereign justice and
sovereign reason. Society was thought as a body, the hierarchy of
whase _members, rested upon the jprinciple of unconditional order.
According to Lefort, the radical ditference which democratic lemocratic society
intraduces is that the site of power becomes an empty space; the
reference to a transcendent guarantor sappears ‘ind ‘with it the
representation of the substantial unity of society. As a consequence a
spll,_'c_c_urs between the instances of powen, knowledge, and the
%?v _and their foundations are no longer assuréd. The p0551b111ty is

us opened up of an unending process of questioning: ‘no law
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,which can be fixed, whose dictates are not subject to contest, or
whose foundatiéR$ €annot be called into question; in sum, no repre-
sentation of a centre of society: unity is no longer able to erase social
division. Democracy inaugurates the experience of a society which
cannot be apprehended or controlled, in”which the people will be
proclaimed sovereign, but in which its 1dcnt1ty will never be defini-
tively given, but will rem t."** It is'ifi this context, according

to Lefort, that the possibility must be understood of the emergence
of totalitarianism, which consists of an attempt to re:cs‘ti‘bhs'h‘d'le
unity which democracy has shattered between the loci of power, law
and knowledge. Once all references to extra-social powers have been
abolished through the democratic fevolntion; apurely social power
can emerge, presenting itself as total and extracting from itself alone
the principle of law and the principle of knowledge. With totalit-
arianism, rather than designating a vacant site, powc;scmkc
itself matcnal in an organ which assumes itself to be the representa-
tlvtof_LunLtampeogl Unaer the pretext of achieving the unity of
the people, the sogal division made visible by the logic of democracy
1s thereupon dem ThlS emal constitutes the centre of the logic of
totalitananism, and it is effected in a dofible ifiGvemen): ‘the

annulmens oithwgnspﬂbﬂ@mqn of the stafe apd society, and of

those of the internal division 6f society. Thesé imply the annulment
of the differentiation of instances which govern the constitution of
political society. There are no longer ultimate criteria of the law, nor
ultimate criteria of knowledgc which are separate from power. s
If we examine them in the light of our problematic, it is possible to

link these analyses to what we have characterized as the field of
hegemonic practices. It is because there are no more assured founda-
tions arising ont of 2 transcendent order, because there isno longer a
centre_which binds together power, law and knowledge, that it
becomes possible and necessary to unify certain political spaces
through hegemonic articulations. But these articulations will stways
be partial and subject to being contested, as there is no longer a
supreme guarantor. Every attempt to éstablish a definitive suture
and to deny the radically open character of the socialwhich the legic
of democracy institutes, leads to what Lefort dc51gnates as \EF}QLK-
tari ; that is to say, to a logic of construction of the political
which consmts of establishing a point of departure from which
society can be perfectly mastered and known. That this is a pelitical
logic apd not a type of social organization is proved by the fact that it
cannot be ascribed to a particular political orientation: it may be the
result of a politics of the ‘left’, according to which every antagonism .
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may be eliminated and society rendered completely transparent, or
the result of an authoritarian fixing of the social arder in hierarchies
established by the state, as in the case of fascism. But in cases th
state raises itself to the status of the sole possessor of the truth of the
social order,. whether in the'ninie of the ‘proletariat or of the nation,
and $¢eks to control all the networks of sociability. In the face of the
radical indeterminacy which democracy opens up, this involves an
attempt to reimpose _an.absolute centre, and to re-establish the
closure which will thus restore unit

But if there is no doubt that one of the dangers which threatens
democracy is the totalitarian attempt to pass beyond the constitutive
character of antagonism and deny Blurahty in order {5 restoreunity,
there is also a symmiétrically opposite danger of a lack of all refetence

P

which, gnvcn the abscncc of articulation bcr.wccnsoaal relations; 1s
necessary in order to prgvgm an implosion of the social and an
absence of any common point of reference. This unraveiling of the
social fabric caused by the destruction of the symbolic framework is
another form of the disappeatance of the political. In contrast to the
danger of totalitarianism, which imposes immutable articulations in
an authoritarian manner, the problem here is the absence of those
articulations which allow the esmbluh;munimi;ﬁiﬁgmm to
the different social subjects. Between the logic of complete identity
and that of pure difference, the experience of democracy should
consist of the recogmn “of the multiplicity of sociai logics along
with the necessity of their articulation. But this articulation should
be constantly re-created and renegotiated, and there is no final point
at which a balance will be definitively achieved.

This leads us to our third question, that of the relatanship,
between gmwranc Togic mﬁ_ﬁgg‘nﬁlw It is evident from
everything wé have said so far that the logic o demogracy cannot be
sufficient for the formulation.of any hegemonic project. This is
‘because the logic o of dcmocracy is simply the equivalential displace-
ment of the cga]xtanan imaginary to ever more extensive social
relations, and, as such, it is only a logig of the ¢limination of relanons
of subordination and of inequalities. The logic of democra isnota
logic of the positivity of the social, and it is therefore incapable of
founding a nodal point of any kind around which the sodial fabric can
be reconstituted. But if the subverswe moment of the logic of
democracy and the positive momeris of the institution of the social
are no longer unified by any anthropolog:caﬁoundanon which
transforms them into the fronts and reverse sides of a single progess,



Hegemony and Radical Democracy 189

it follows clearly that every possible form of unity between the two
is contingent, and is therefore itself the result of a process of articu-

lation. This being the case, no hegemonic project can be based
exclusively on a democratic lﬁm of
propesals-for-the-positive rganization of the social. If the demands
of a sub‘rﬂmmprénted purely as negative demands

subversive of a certain order, without being linked to any viable

project for the reconstruction of specific areas of society, their
capacity to act hegemonically will be exclut ded Trom the outset. This_
is the difference between what might be called a 'strategy of o
sition’ and a ‘strategy of canst ructioni pf a new order’ In the case oi'
the first, the element of ne ation of a certain social or politicalorder
prcdomma.tca., but this element of negativity is not accompamcd by
any real attempt to establish different nodal poifits from which a
process of different and positive reconstruction of the social fabric
could be instituted — and as a result the strategy is condemned to
marginality. This is the case with the different versions of ‘enclave
politics’, whether ideological or_corporative. In the case of the
strategy of agnstiuction of a new _ordew, in contrast, the element of
social positivity prec ommatcs but this very fact creates an unstable-
balance and a constant tension with the subversive logic of demo-
cracy. A situation of hegemony would be one in which the manage-
ment of.;h.e,posxg.vljy of the social and the articulation of the diverse
democratic demands had achieved a maximum of integration.— the
opposite situation, in which social negativity brings about the dis-
integration of every stable system of differences, would correspond
to an organic crisis: This allows us to see the sense in which we can
speak of the project for a radical democracy as an alternative for th
Left. This cannot consist of the affirmation, from" pos?iﬁﬁr—l?’é
marginality, of a set of anti-system demands; on the contrary, it
must base itself upon the search for a point of equilibrium between a
maximum adwvancg for the demacratic revolution in a broad range of
spheres, and the capacity for the hegemonic direction and pesitive-
reconstruction of these sphcrcs on the part of subordmatcd Zroups.
E,:mhcgcmomc position is based, therefore, on an unstable
"""""""" m but is only con-
solidated t ‘the exrmr;hatfﬁ?c’cee fisttuting ‘the posttivity
_ These-two moments are not theoretica ya :
they outline the space of a contradictory tension which constitutes
the specificity of the different political conjunctures. (As we have
seen, the contradictory ¢ character of these two moments does not
lmply a <ontt tradlcnon in our r argument, as, from a logical point of
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view, the coexistence of two different and contradictory social
logics, existing in the form of a mutual limitation of their effects, is
perfectly p0551b]e) But if this plurality of social logics is charac-
teristic of a tension, it also requires a-plurality of spaces in which they
are to be constltuted In the case of the strategy of cons;g“\t;gsx of a
new order, the changes which it is possible to introduce in Social
positivity will depend not oply on the more or less democratic
character of the forces which pursu¢ that sirategy, but also upon aset
of structural limits established by other logigs — at the level of state
apparatuscs, the economy, and so on. Here itis important not to fall
into the different forms of utopianism which seek to ignore the
variety of spaces which constitute those structural limits, or of
apoliticisgn, which reject-the traditional field of the political in yiew
Ef'fﬁfi;n-u:ted character of the changes which it is possible to im-
plement from within it But it is also of the greatest importance not
to seek to limit the field of the political to the management of social
positivity, and to accept only those changes which it is possible to
implement at present, rejecting every charge of negauyity which
goes_beyond them. In recent years there has been much talk, for
example, of the need for a ‘laieization-af politics’ If by this one
understands a critique of the essentahsm-Qf .the tradfﬁﬁal—»{:e&,
which proceeded with absolute categones of the type {fhe Partyy, ‘the
Class’, or ‘the Revolution’, one would not dissent. gquently
such ‘laicization’ has meant something very different: the total
t:xpulswn of utopia from the field of the political. Now, without
‘utopia’, thEBut the possnb'llty orncgatmg an order beyond the
e to threaten it, there is no possibility at all of the
constituti a rad i ~— whether democratic or of any
ﬂh??fﬁ@*’f’h'é ‘Presence of this imaginary as a set of symbohv.]

PR

lutely essential for the constitution of all left-wing thought. We have,

already indicated that the hegemonic forms of politics always
suppose an unstable equilibrium between this imaginary and the

management of sqzﬁﬁ;mmwg; but this tension, which is one of the
forms in which the impossibility of a transparent society is mani-
fested, should be affirmed and defended. Every radical democratic
politics should avonw represented by the totali-
tarian myth of the {deal Ci67, and the positivist pragmatism of
reformists without a project.

This moment of{gnsigs!, of openness, which gives the social its.

essentially incomplete and precanious character, is what every pro-
Ject for radical democracy should set out to institutionalize. Thé
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institutional diversity and complexity which characterizes a demo-
cratic society should be conceived of in a very different manner from
the diversification of functions proper to a complex-bureaticratic
system. Ti“the latter it is always exéIuswely a question of the
management of the social as positivity, and every diversification
takes place, in consequence, within a rationality which dominates
the whole set of spheres and functions. The Hegelian conception of
the bureaucracy as a universal class is the perfect theoretical crystal-
lization of this perspective. It has been transferred to the sociological
plane in so far as the diversification of-levels -within the social —
following a functionalist, structuralist or any other similar perspec-
tive — is linked to a conception of each of these levels as constituting
moments of an intelligible totality which dominates them and gives
them their meaning .-But in_the case of the pluralism praper to a
radical democracy,” diversification ‘has been transformed .into a
diversity, as each of these diverse elements and levels is no longer the
erTl'esglon of a totality which transcends it. The_multiplication.of
spaces and the institustional diversification which accompanies it no
longer consist of a rational unfoldmg of functions, nor do they obey
a subterranean logic which constitutes the rational principle of all
change, but they express exactly the opposite: through the i Irge-
ducible character of this diversity and plurality, society Constriicts
the image and the management of its own imipossibility. The com-
promise, the precarious character of every arrangement, the antago-
nism, are the primary facts, and it is only within this instability that
the moment of positivity and its management take place. The
advancing of a project for radical democracy means, therefore,
forcing the myth of a rational and transparent society to recede.
progressively to the horizon of the social. This becomes a ‘non-
place’, the symbol of its own impossibility.

But, for this very reason, the possibility of a unified disceuxse of the
Left is also erased. If the various subject positions and the diverse
antagonisms and points of rupture constitute 4 diversity afid not a
diversification, it is clear that they cannot be led back to a-pomt from
which they could all be embraced and explained by a single dis-
course. Discursive discontinuity becomes primary and constitutive.
The discourse of radical democracy is no longer the discourse of the
unmcrmg\léﬁﬁme'ﬁom which “universal’ classes
and subjects spoke has been eradicated; and it has been replaced by a

pWeacb of which constructs its own irreducible .
didtiirsive identity. This point is “decisive: there is no radical and
plural democracy-without renouncing the discourse of the iiniversal
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and its implicit assumption of a privileged point of access to ‘the
truth’, which can be reached only by a limited number of subjects. In
political terms this means that just as there are no surfaces which are
privileged g priori for the emergence of antagonisms, nor are there
discursive regions-which, the programme of a radical democracy
should exclude d_priari_ as-possible spheres of struggle. Juridical
institutions, the educational system, labour relations, the discourses
of the resistance of marginal populations construct original and
irreducible forms of social protest, and thereby contribute all the
discursive complexity and richness on which the programme of a
radical democracy should be founded. The classic discourse of
socialism was of a very different type: it was a discourse of the
universal, which transformed certain social categoriés into dCPOSI-
tories of political and epistemological privileges; it was an a priori
discourse concerning differential levels of effectiveness within the
social A~ and as such it reduced the field of the discursive surfaces on
which it considered that it was possible and legitimate to operate; it
was, finally, a discourse concerning the privileged points from
which historical changes were set in motion — the Revolution, the
General Strike, or ‘evolution’ as a unifying category of the cumu-
lative and irreversible character of partial advances. Every project for
ra_ciig_;u(glgg‘icy necessarily includes, as we have said, the socialist
dimension — that is to say, the aboliti i al'st rel;mons of
production; but it rejects the i i
necessarly follows the elimination of the other in uahngg_,_ln,g_on—
sequence, the de—centrmg and autonmﬁcﬂﬁ%eremdmcoum
and struggles, Jhc - 'tggomsms and the cons-

themsc]ves and dcvelop,_ are_the_conditiong_ sine thwvﬂ}of the
Posmblhty that the different_components of the classic ideal of
socialism — which should, no doubt, be extended and reformu-
lated —"can be achieved. And as we have argued abundantly in these
pages, this plurality of spaces does not deny, but rather requires, the
overdetermination of its effects at certain levels and the consequent
hegemonic articulation between them.

Let us come to a conclusion. This book has been constructed
around the viassitudes of the concept of hegemony, of the new logic
of the social implicit within it, and of the ‘epistemological obstacles’
which, from W prevented a comprehension of its
radical political and theoretical potential. It is only when the open,
unsutured-character-of the social is fully accepted, when the essen-

tialism of the totality and of the elements is rejected, that this
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potential becomes clearly visible and ‘hegemony’ can come to
constitute a fundamental tool for political analysis on the left. These
conditions arise originally in the field of what we have termed the
‘democratic revolution’, but they are only maximized in all their
deconstructive effects in the project for a radical democracy, or, in
other words, in a form of politics which is_founded not_upon
dogmatic postulation of any ‘essence_of the snrial’ the
con ; ifiqation ol the contingency and ambiguity of ever

‘essence’, and on the "éé’ﬁSﬁmg{Gﬁﬁéﬁ%f?Bff&qﬁ% m%%%hg
antagonisin. A6 of § ‘ground which lives only by negating
its fundameiital ¢haraceer; of gn "Stder’ which exists only as a partial
ﬁ?rﬁﬁﬁ?“ﬁf‘ﬁb’?ﬂ?ﬁ“&ﬁ'meﬁiﬁgﬁ%ﬁh is constructed only as

excess and paradox in the face of meaninglessness. — in otheWords,
the field of the political as the spade for a game which is fiéver

‘zero—ggm.\,sbecause the rules and the players are never fully explicit.
This game,’ which eludes the concept, does at least have a nime:
hegemony.
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