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WHY COMMON SENSE?

In the 18th century, Scottish philosophy understood common
sense to mean (a) public or shared sense (sensus communis) and
also (b) an as-it-were "sixth" sense which establishes relations
and distinctions between the data supplied by the other five.
What is exciting in this philosophy is its thesis that these two
meanings of common sense by no means exclude, but on the contrary
imply, one another. On the one hand, T can achieve a coherent
totalisation of my experience only in and through interaction
with other people; and, on the other hand, it is only as a
totalised (an autonomous) individual that I can authentically
interact. Thus selfhood and society form a unity. So too do
theory and practice, since I can theorise my experience truly
only where social and practical conditions making for a free
interaction obtain. Theorising, in short, both summons and
presupposes what Hegel terms 'mutual recognition': an interest in
truth and in social emancipation go hand in hand.

For the Scottish philosophers, common sense enters crisis in
a. soc1ety where a social lelSlon of labour exists. In the
Hegellan and Marxian traditions, this becomes the thesis that truth
can appear only once existing alienations have been set at naught.
The journal Common Sense draws the conclusion: wherever it enters
crisis, common sense can go forward only as critique.

In keeping with its inspiration, the procedures of Common
Sense are wholly novel. Material submitted is photocopied,
stapled and distributed on a non-profitmaking basis by a non-
existing editorial board. Only boring - which is to say unthinkingly
conformist - material counts as non-commonsensical inasmuch as such
material merely reproduces the categories which underwrite existing
alienations, i.e., the existing order of social things.

In this way, the hegemany of the division of labour as between
theory and practice, between readership and contributors and
between contributors and editors is thrown to the winds. So too is
the division of labour between academia and the outside world (a
division which academia itself, like any closed monopoly or
corporation, seeks always to keep in play). Thereby, through a
detonation of existing boundaries, a space is cleared in which
common sense in its two-fold meaning can authentically come to be.

Common Sense is thus as much an idea as a journal: start your
own, on the same minimalist basis, and let discussion proliferate
outwith the confines which orthodox academia, always respectful of
authority, adopts as its favoured own.

Note: If you would be interested in participating in discussion of
any issue raised in Common Sense, please contact us. A discussion-
meeting on 'Mediation' is planned for September: details in CS 3.

Further note: donations towards our production-costs will always
be more than welcome!




The following is a reprint of the initial
announcement (carried in Edinburgh Review
No. 76) of the idea underlying Common
Sense.

A Journal of a wholly new type

Problems of production, of sales/distribution and of editorial policy seem intrinsic
to the publication of any journal, whether mainstream or alternative; these
problems have stood in the way of the emergence of new alternative journais
especially of a theoretical and therefore a relatively non-popular kind. The
consequence of this is that universities and professional-academic journals retain
their fateful monopoly on the life of the mind. In a period of recession, with
universities becoming more restrictive and bureaucratic and with (as a result)
increasing numbers of people being driven away from universities, whether into
unemployment or non-academic employment, this monopoly seems even more
vicious than it was before. A non-university based theoretical journal has thus a
sound political point.

In order to minimise the problems of production/distribution/editing, such a
journal must be of a wholly novel type. In fact, these problems can almost entirely
be avoided if journal-production is thought of in a fresh way.

Technology, (word-processing, xeroxing, etc.) is increasingly on our side.
Contributors to such a journal would submit their work in readable (which means:
attractively readable) typescript, A4, single spaced, so thatarticles are not retyped
but merely photocopied; the resulting bundle of different articles can then be
stapled together and put between simple folded covers (a different colour for each
issue, perhaps, but retain the same format each time in order to keep production-
costs down). The only tasks confronting the production-group would then be
photocopying, stapling and distributing. An editorial policy could virtually be
dispensed with since there would be no fixed limit on the number of articles a given
issue might contain; for the same reason, articles could be short or long. The
journal could be published occasionally rather than regularly depending on
material to hand. It would be sold at more or less cost price.

Initially, its circulation could be minimal: today, a readership of half a dozen
and tomorrow the world . . . . Back-issues could be reproduced either as a whole
or in part, depending on demand, simply by xeroxing a master-copy. Starting
small would to keep initial costs very low; we could build up a readership by
means of a ‘network’ of personal contacts depending solely on the quality of the
material carried; there could also be some local sales. Thereby, problems of
distribution could be avoided no less than the other problems mentioned above.
Finandial risks would be minimal, and we would need to aim only at producing a
‘readable-attractive’ as opposed to a ‘commercial-attractive’ publication since it
would only be the quality and interest of our contents that was germane.

The attraction of the scheme is its anarchism: it ignores all problems, all
commerce, all professional boundaries, all academic establishments, all editorial
anxieties. We could publish matter which was esoteric, heterodox, inflamatory
and beyond every pale. Articles on anarchist collectives would sit side by side
with articles on aesthetic theory; medieval theology could be juxtaposed with
venemous political attacks. There would be absolutely no need to write in a
popular or accessible way, and yet there would be no need to write in an
academically respectable fashion either. The only material to be anathematized
would be material which was boring. Through a minimalist approach to journal-
production, we solve all problems by ignoring them and circumvent all authority
by attacking it, not head-on, but from behind its back.
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D80 STTUMPT AT ULDERCSTALDINC TVY CO.CGePT O THD ShELE TURCUCL SCkI PCLEllln
FCLITICAL T IELIGICUE 2SPLCTS

Oon

CUILTHCCD - TIOC CoPTICLE Dichar? lorris

'l‘o talkk aktout the 'ccrcert' cf the self ray nct ke a rcoo Utdr't. Yhat if the
f is sarething that is percieved rather than ccriceived? Rether than
(’iscusolnc different ccnceptions perhaps the guesticn s“ould focus on
different interpretaticns. Cn the cther hend maykbe the self should be
craracterised as a censtruct ¢ that from the cutcet the self is v1ewed as
architecture. A censtructed self is a self denied a tasic authenticity, tut
renders Ciscussicn albcut a 'religious' self cr a 'fclitical' self much ncre
irrediately intellicitle. To ce further would te tc talk about the varicus
'lanquaces' cf the self so that the ccrrect acknowledcerent is rrade at the
tecinnine that the 'self' is being treated as a disccurse rather than as &
brute foct. Dut even if it can be denied that the self exists purely azs 2
'trute fact' (end hopefully this is the case ctherwise there will ke nothing
further tc discuss), at sare roint zllovance must le made for the
wnquecticnatle irmediacy of sukjectivity that is partly entailed in the icea
cf selfheed.
To speals of the self is te attempt to render sukblectivity chijective, and
tlerefcra starting off in such a contrac 1ctory way necessitates that there
is nc clear clean recinrinc. The werd ccnceft will have to o as a tenm: of
conveniznce, ana the difficulties 1r~volvcc in ary characterisaticn cof the
sclf as 'corcept', 'percept', ‘'construct', 'lancuace', or whatever else
tcrne in nmind.

L. PURSUIT OF Thll SELF

o

e relaticnshir between the cncuirer znd 'celfheed' and tle relaticns}"i;_
etvieer t‘wc quest fcr auth ent1c¢ty anc selfhoocd Lﬂcc"lt that the self is the
L ect of purzuit. Now this is to explicitly undermine any idea that the

=17 is in sane sense static, i.e. unitary end limited to the present tenca.
Such terro as 'CLlf—c’.eterr“iraticn', 'self~Ciscovery', ‘celi-transcendence’,
celf-realisaticn', 211 speak of a self that is nct fully in possessicn of

yos
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The fursuit cof authentic selflicod takes the form of an etermal quest in
relicicn, magic, ryth, vsychotherary, and politics. It may sceer that to talk
about the rursuit of cuthentic selfhocd is to presuprose that there is a
vredefined self beinc pursued. Vhilst this may ke the ca se, is it roscikle
to rursue an authentic selfhcod that is noct rreceflrco? f this rredefined
celfhocd is in itself d starting point, a 'free space’, then the
rrecefinition of selfheed includes an arena of possikility. in this sence
the self is not recarded as a substance inserted into an empty werld, hut an
erptiness irmpesed into a world of substances. In eny event to talli of the
rursuit of the self' is tc rostulate the self as a dynamic relaticnsghip
Letvween the pursued self and the rursuinc self) which seeke the cocal of
self-transparency. The idea that the self is & dynamics cof rcvement seeking
trarsparency as a sclution tc its own oracity is a view shared ky the
various founders andé prophets of religicn and rodern picneers of
osychicanalysis. Cn the cther rand, the icea cf an authentic selfliced gained
by 'self-cvercarine' finds expressicn in relicious rysticism end iiietzsche.
These tvio views are cf course nct necessarily contradictory, for althoucgh in
the first the self is identified with transparency, and in the second thle
self is identificd with cracity, the rcverent tcowards authenticity is the
carme, 1n the scnse that there is the act of t*‘aps*‘arency reretrating
oracity. This is re a recurring preblem in comrering different views cf the
calf, fcr the prrccess ray ke the sere, but the 'self' located in different
varts of thet process. hcvever the inportent point arcut the self as
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‘~ursuit-pursuer-pursued ' is that the ncticn of the self as a set, stable
entity is rejected in favour of a self censisting of a set of relaticnships
that rutually interact, and wmayke even eliminate one ancother.

SELF AND OTHER

The distinction cf selfhced and otherness secrs tc be an inescapable
constituent cf conscicusness. The basic iter: of selfhcod is the
Gifferentiaticn ketween 'me' and 'not-ne', and the process cf this
increasing distincticn is seen as the process of maturaticn e.c. the prcccss
of a kaby bkecoming a child and a child becominc an acdult. Inscfar as the
Cistincticr seems tc break down, coneciousness seeams to cease; as in deep
sleep. However even when in deep sleep it would seen at least that there is
still existence Lctl sukjectively and ckjectively. There is sukjective
existence insofar as when one awakes to a conscicus reaffirmaticn of
existerice the periocd of deer sleer is inserted intc cne's linear-tire

ccncey ticn. Objectively the sleeper exists sinply by the fact that such a
sleeper can be ckeserved. This point is being mace tc underscore the
ckservaticn that whilst the celf/other Jichoteony seadns tc Le a necessary
censtituent of conscicusness, it does rot seem tc ke a necessary constituent
of existerce. Thus the ahgliticn of the self/cther dichctary may lead to
either death or enlichterrent.

Selfhced and cothermess may seans easily distinct but there are problemg, both
in terrs of identity and erlcdiment. If there were nc rroblems cf selfhcod
ard identity it would nct te rossikle to hear (cr vtter) the fcllcowing type
cf cstatement:.

'I aw nct feelinc ryself tcday'.

This statement indicates a lack of clear subjective unity ard there is
correspondingly also an cbjective feilure of clear deararcation. The
distinct 'edce' of the ernkcdied self gets blurred Ly its cwn maintenance
creratiocns e.c. fcod being processed into cells, skin drcpping off as dust,
lirke keing arputated, croan traensplants, artificial linbks, end the whole
rrcclem cf vhere in the rody, if amyvhere, the self resices. The crtodied
self canrct te physically isclated fram the surrcunding world, Lut exists
ratler as a factor cf exchance.

The self cculd ke reduced tc irmedicte senscry erxprerience, kut if the
experience alcne is valid, there is rno subject/cbject split, no selfl:cod and
ctterness, therefore ro self...just the experience. Such relief frcm the
nroklers of dualism and self is claimed by practitioners of Cudchist
meditaticn. The arnihilation cf the self is seen as precisely the answer to
the rrckleaw of the 'urnharpy censclousress'.

To talk akcut the self is to chjectify the feeling of sucjectivity, to pcsit
that there is rore tc the self than the immediacy of simple sensory
experience. Cn the cne herd the self can always ke present tc itself, or
rather present in itself, tut also partly concealed fram itself, that is,
rere canlicated tlhon a simple state of awarcness, kut neverthcless located
in the rresent tense. Such a self consists of toth a censcious self and an
unconscicus self, & mivture of transparency and cpacity. Cn the other hard,
selftcod transcerds a sirple syrmetrical relationship with otherness when it
enccunters tire.

In tire the self can stand cutsiCe of itself ('I see nyself deilgy so anc
sc') and tecare alienated fram itself ('I hLate wyself for what I did'). It
can alsc re discrientated Ly such a sejeration ('I am ot wyself today'). In
time the self no lenger contains the sense of immediacy and unity it has in
its cencocunter with space. Ctherness can rean the irmediate world which is
rot self (space) tut can zlso rean 'aksent tense' - the past and the future.
[cwever, to allaw the 'rast self' and 'future self' to ke part of otherness
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leaves any remaining concepticn cf selfheed stranded in the rresent,
confined to the awareness cf inmediate senscry experience as discussed
rreviously. If selfhiced is allowed to erkrace all three tenses then the
Cemarcaticn ketween self and other breaks down even further. The attempt tc
cbjectify the self is essential, fcr the self is mcre than subjective,
irrediate exrerience. Cnce immediate sukjectivity starts to ypresent a

future self or past self to itself as an ckject of reflecticn it cliectifies
itself for it has ccne beyend its cwn inmmediate subjectivity. The attemt tc
cbrectify subjectivity encounters time, for tlirouch time the self is
chjectified just as through space the self ic ckbjectified through

ertediment (ky thus I refer to the experience of the hody as an ckject in
space arongst other sratial oijects, an experience that coes Leyond
regarcing the tody as purely a 'house cf subjectivity'.)

Thue the self is cbjectified throuch ertcdirent and terporality (space and
time). Plternatively, space and tire are rediated throuch the self. The
spatial analogy of otherness 'surrcunding' tlhe self is suggestecd bty the
surrouncing of the enlcdied self by the rhysical world. If this picture is
reversed, so that ctherness is surroundec by its selfhcod. it may give an
insicl.t intc the nature cof 'realisation' and alienstion. 'Realisaticn' may
ke the expe :‘ence of the structure of the self ertracing all, whereas
alienation ray be the experience of cotherness within all. Any way, I hcpe to
shew that the sinmple visicn of a s2lf surrounded by ctherness breaks down
cnce the reletioncship cof self and time is censicdered, for throuch tirme the
identity cf the self loses its essential unity in the present, and thrcuch
marcry and expectation it recomes much rore intervoven intc tle ctherness of
the werld.

TiL TLLEE Cr TIIL SCOLF

The only tensc that an innecdiate sukbjectivity has access to is the present,
it is shut cff fram the rast and the future. Traces of the past as mercry,
and hopes and fears feor the future es anticipation, ceontrast with the
experience of the present. The rest cormen characterisaticn of time is
lirear continuity i.e.

The prccess cf time thus depicted has no Cemarcations betwsen the tenses,
ard thus dces not acccrcd with the self's experience of time. This is kecausc
in experience the tenses are distinct and not centinuous, that is, they cc
not flow into each cther. Lirear time broken up into distinct tenses looks
lile this

rast rresent future

R o]

~
——

e

iowever in crder fcr the continuous line now kroken up inte stages to have
descriptive value the present tense would have to envisaged as a moving
point aleng the line - thus at cne 'time' the present would te in the rast
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at enother in the present
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and at another in the future

x
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liovever the rmedel breaks dewn because the sresent tense is depicted as two
things at once, a partiticn and a roving peint. This is all to say that a
subject coes not experience tire as a linear ccntinuity but as thiree tenses
radically shut off fram each other. The unity of the terporal self is
sacrificed tc this seraration cf the tenses, which is ancther vay cf saying
that the 'future self' and the 'mast sclf' can never Le presert, and
therefore the celf can never be self-contained. Of course the past self can
ke 1resent in the form cf memory, and the future self can e present in the
form of anticipaticn, but the fakric of koth is interwoven with the reality
in vhich it ig placed. The rast self and the future self cannct e reccvered
in their distinctiveness, for the mercry cf the past is the remcry of
events, and the anticiraticn cf the future is also the anticiretion of
events. Vhat follcws is tret the self is only distinct at tlie vanishing
roint cf the present narent, diacraratically shewn as

present-self

L4

future

On this view the rresent tense cf the szelf is nct a partition cf time, but
the roint of contact between rast and future, hut yet past and future can
rever rmeet. The ncint at which the past and future tense both do and do not
reet ic the 'vanishinc poirt' cf the present-rarent self and the mark cf
toth its distinctiveness and ckbliteraticon. llowever cnly by sacrificing
itself to the interwoven web of events can the self have an existence (that
is, move reyond irmediate senscry avareness) but such existence is keoucht
at the rrice cf its Cdistinctiveness.

Thie rreans thinking alcut the self as a dynamic rovement between the tenses
e.¢. the present and the future. The 'rursuit of the self' is the pursuit cf
a future self by a present self. This pursuit can ke envisaged in either
gpiritual or raterial tems. Exarples would ke apocalyrtic Christienity and
larxier. Alternatively in Ducchism the self seeks its own klissful
annihilaticn by entering the present rament — the 'eternal now'. The self is
alienated inscfar as it is shut cut cf the eternal present and confined to
the cother two tenses in the form of mercry and expectaticn. The corkination
of rencry and exrectation produce cdissatisfaction and the sense of self. The
'future self' and the 'present no-self' are crrcsed, for in the fcimer,
neaning is the future prarise cof authentic selfhood, whilst in the latter
meanine is centained in the present obliteration of selfhcod.

s o | P A ¥atsaal il "
D "nCT voT" SELF

The icdea of a future-crientated self can ke nore racdically stated if tire is
cenceived as a moverent frcr the future to the present via the past (llegel's
listorical Tirme'). HLere Jelfhocd is nct substantial insofer as it is nct
lccated within any tense, tut instead it exists as rovement fram the future
into thre present, and therefore can only ke understecc cn the hasis of the
nrimacy of the future, i.e., it is what it is 'nct yet' (Eloch). iicwever on
iis redel, autconcry would depend not on the moveunent from the future to the
present, but on the freedar of the present to respend to that rcvernent.
Tesire is future-crientzted tut autoncry vould ke the cepacity to follow and
satisfy desire. This leaves the guestion as tc what or who directs the
desire that strears into the zresent from the future, for otherwise
existence is rurely randas, kut if rendcrness is rejected then cecsmology can
reererce as the scurce of desire. In crcder tc waintain autcnery for the rct-
vet zelf freecdam must be seen as a prererty noct attached to substance hut to
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roverent, thereby allowing autconcry tc the rmovament from future to rresent
as well as to the rrescnt-based respcnse. The nct-yet self is then an
autcnarcus moverent fram the future which enccunters the rresent, and is
also the response te that encounter; the movement cf return frow the present
intc the future.

CILE ALD MEXAIING

Inscfar as the selfl seeks reaninc in its quest for authentic selfhccd it pey
well annihilate itself. Truth as external teo selfhcod ezsily leals to the
cxtincticn of the self. Cften this is explicitly reccenised in relicicn,
where tre 'false self' is an chkstacle tc the realisation of trutl, and thre
'true self' is a rirror imace, cr reflecticn, cf divine crder. The icdea c¢f a
cerrespeondence also cccurs in rhilescrhy e.g. zarallels retvieen the self and
the rclis were cdrawn by Platc in his search for justice. The chief rrinciple
cf cuch a reliciously orientated self is that it understands itself in temrs
of the relasticnship tetween self anc nct-self, and in its quest for celf-
rcalisaticn is inextricably keund up with, and ndirrored Yy, the ccsncs
vwithin whicly it ig¢ situvated. The contradictions existing within roth the
cesrcs and the self entail each cther. The centradicticns within beth cosros
and self (ond huran society) are necessarily solved simultanecusly. Tle
'cosmolegical' self seeks its truth and neaning in a ceosaic crder. VWhen it
is reccnciled to such a truce corder it firnds its freecdcm. It is a feature of
the cesriclegical self that it has to leose itself and secks to regain itgelf,
it irn relicicen it is precisely inscfar as the self loses itself that it has
any cherce of recaining itself. The cosrclcgiceal self exists as a
centradiction - it exists to necate itself, but vhat it glecifically
repucdiates is the life of a self lived for itself, and what it seels tc
attain is a life cf the self lived for 'rct-self'. The cosrclogical self ray
Le more yrorerly styled the 'mimetic' self inscfar as it seeks tc irritate a
divirne crder, but it ray alsc ke styled a 'cosrmic' self inscfar as it seeks
an expressive unity with the cosnos.

SELD AL IIITDAN

It ray lLappen that truth or reaning are rnot the ultimate values, but instead
freedor is valued the nost. A self in pursuit of freedar will irmediately
encounter conflict with the worlé as opposed to reccrciliaticn (the
cosrological self ray alsc encounter conflict with the inmediate world
tlircugh its actierence tc a set of values keloncing to an 'cther—worldly'
cosr ic orcer that neverthrelcss jravises eventual reccnciliation.) Tre
pursuit of the self fcr its cwn, or huran, freedor trings it intc the realrn
cf politics. In politics the self is definec throuchk its ocutwerd action. The
cosrclogical self ray well be inclined towards contenrlation to reconcile
itself tc the universe but through outvard ecticn the rolitical self
differentiates itself as fact. Thereas the cosrclocical self aims at
ultimate perfection the peolitical searcher of autcrnay, the 'autcncrcus'
self is always tc come extent a ccrprorised self, for it has to accept the
unknovn and potentially infinite censecuences of acticn entered intc under
finite limitations cf knowledce and will. Lowever this condition is
acceptable to tle autcncormecus self for such finite limitations are the
preconciticns fcr its existence.

Can the autcnorous self cf jpolitics ke said to te in pursuit of autientic
selflcod? The autcnarous self exists eg the source cf its own future
rossirilities, as cyrosec to keing the vehicle for the unfolding of
rotential. The cnly authenticity for the autconcrous self is its cwn
suteoncry, vhich reans tc say it rust remain in a state of krecorminc, in crder
tc carry on freely cCecidinc vhat it is tc ke. In view of the fact that it is
crasinc & freedom te Cetermine wWwhat it is to e, & freedom noreover that can
never Ye realised fully, the atvtoncrcus self is no more substantial than the
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cosrolecical self.
vty is the autoncrous self a scurce of pessikbility as opposed to @ vehicle

£ rotentiality? Inscfar as a self is constituted cf pctentizl it is not
self-determined, for it cannct decide for itself what it is, hut is in fact
a vehicle for the unfcldirc, if circumstances prove prepitious, of a pre—
deterrined set c¢f attrikutes. As its rctential iec pre-civen and not a ratter
for the self's own choice, its autcnay is deniec. If the prospects cf the
future self are defined as possibilities then ites autoncrry is preserved,
althcuch the prcklem entered then is one of centrol, for unless the self is
an arena ior rar(.orr rcssitility therc has to ke same centrol exercised over
the varicus pesesikilities in order to preserve the icea cf the self acting
as agem_. Therefcre when the autcncrcus self is defined ws a scurce of

ssikility it should be kept in mind that this is controlled ressikility as

onl,o.;oc te randomw ;os.glhllltm HYowever, hoping that the distinction ketween

“cflblll tv ané rotential is clear the follewing three-fold clascificaticn

an te rade -

Critolegical a self instantanecusly crcundec in its cwn
self keing

Ischatolcgical a self cpen to future pessibility
self

Teleclccical a self oren to the unfolding of its cun
cself rotential

re the teleclogical self exists as narrative, it is the unfcldéing cof a
l_cr*l, and the ortclogical self is static, kut the eschatolccical self seavs
tc lack any sort of uvnity, for it rwst alwvays contain the possitility of its
cwn ceontradiction. A ccncertion of the self as constituting & kasic unity
rut ot the same time enjovinc freeder and rearing rcral respensikility for
its acticns is a combination of all three rodels of the self. However such a

-

self is a srace that carbines both substance and emptiness at the same time.
CILD, PCLIS D COLros

Dy Cdesicnating the autcnarcus self 'pelitical' it ie inferred that the
cosnclegical self is nen—political cor anti-political, tut whilst the

emolcgical self ray not have tce rmuch respect for pelitics, this does not
rean that it necessarily spurns pelitics. The political arena can ke viewed
in three vays -

I. reflecticn of the ccsrolcgical sphers
2 grhere of action in lt., cwn right
An irrelevent cCistracticn

W N+
PR

Freedan as L,Cllthc“. value cnly exists in 2, vhich is the attitude least
likely tc ke taken by a therough~coing cosrological self. In 1, rolitice
plays its part in an integrated Fivine crcéer, where reality is divided into
three -~

COSIOS

rclis

self

The divisicns reflect each cther, and therefore a truth rertaining to cre
can L“c scucht in cne of the cther divisicns. Thus Plato sees Justice in the
stote as the reflecticn of Justice in the individusl. Similarly the redieval
wc-rlu caw the feudal crcer as a reflecticn cof the hierarchical spiritual
‘orcer. It follcws frcm this thot the cverthrow of a celestial crder can
ceincide with the overthrow of a rolitical crcder. In ancient Rare aind
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elsevhere there wacg an awareness of the mutual vulnerakility of the ¢ods and
the political authcrities. If the idea of arkitrary spiritual rule is
challenced, so rust the icdea of arbitrary political rule be inevitably
challenged. Thus Creece was the birthrlace of keth philceophy and demccracy.
Thus Eakunin coins the slocan 'neither Cod ncr raster'.

Paracdoxically then, the icea cf an autonarous self corresponds
cocerolocically to a universe without prior purpose, a universe that is
either randcar cr accidental, or like the autcnarcus self exists only as
rossibility. Such a paradcx keccres a criticque, for the autcncry of the
rclitical self degends for its self-cdefiniticn on a particular scientific cr
raticnalist vorld view. How far can any true autcrierny e ccsrolocicelly
derived?

CIZCOVERY MDD LtVILTICH

It has reen said that the ccarolocical self, rore preperly termed the
riretic self in this context (the differences will ke Jiscussed later),
'discovers' itself whilst the autcnorcus self ‘invents' itself. [ut these
ciffcrent rodes of krewing extend into its relation with the the surrcunding
world. Just as it discovers itself, the cosrological self zlzo discovers
the werld, and just as it invents itself, the autcnorcus self invents thre
orld. Thus all thincs in a cosrelogical world, including all 'inventions',
are really disceveries. Thus in the Flatcnic systarm, a taktle formed and
fazhicned by human creativity is in fact a discovery of the ideal form cf a
table rencered irrerfectly into the werld of shadows. A rcst exact
equivalence of this view is fcund in the Chinece I Chinc, where all things
care to rass first in Heaven, tefcre fellewine through intc Earth. All
thirngs in the world, includirng the correct rolitical order, are to ke
ciscovered thircugh insicht rather than inventiop. The reverse is true for
the autcronous self, which extends the dorain cf inventicn cver the realr of
disccvery. Thus the yositivist icdea of science discovering fixed laws has
keen discredited, firstly ky Popoer's view that hypotheses are inverted as
cancidates for refutaticn, and secondly by Iuln and Feyerabend's view as
sciencc as invented paradicm. Cisacreerents over whether the Lav cf Cravity
was disccvercd or ilnvented co the the heart of the difference tetween the
ccsnolocical and autcncamous self. Tre tendency of the ‘discovery' mode of
rowledge is to attempt to nake final and ebsclute nronouncements, whilst
tre 'invention' tendency locks upon advances in kncowledce as relative and
temperary. The questicn of whether it was 'discovered' that the sun was tle
centre cf the earth's ortit, rather than the cther vay rcund, or vhether
this is just a reore useful expleanatory paradicm, is related to the question
cf whether we hunt for correct moral laws, cr invent rcrals that 'work' in a
rarticular situaticn.

The impecrtance cof this distincticn reans thet the cosmclocical self seeks,
throuch cisccvery, the absclute, and wishes to aveid uncertainty, whilst the
autcncarous self, thircucgh inventicn, challerges certainty and substitutes
relativisr. The dancer for the cosrological self with its quest for
certainty is the fall into dogmatism, whilst the uncertainty and relativism
cf the autoncncus self can lead it into nihilism. Cne attempt by the
autcncrous self to find an cscape route is to censtruct 'dual cntclccies'
where the universe is ccnstructed on one principle and humanity cn ancther.
Such dual ontolcgies enakle it te ‘discover' objective laws in the universe
whilst preserving a distinctive arena of huran freedam for inventicn. The
raradicr of anthropccentric freedem in a mechanistic world has recently teen
urnider great strain however, partly tecause it recreates the ccsrolocical
rroblen: of an alienated relaticnship between humanity and nature, and partly
Fecauce the inflexible laws of ckjectivity ccmwe to predarinate over
hurenity's free suicjectivity and lead it into the prisonhcuse of
instruvental reascn.
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LWTECKITY ALD UNITY COF ThE SEL

The traditicnal pre-mcdern icdea of the self corresponds to the cosrological
self. It is davinant in all pre-rcdern relicious ancd rhilcsophical systeans.
The autcnorous self as a pclitical valuve is nodern, and exists in thic
llestern relitical thecries of likeralism and sccialism, anc philoscrhically
in existentialisr and rcre cenerally in secular humanisrm. lowever the
autoricrrous self is an cbject cf criticierm fra- the days of early religicn,
which shows itself as not unaware of the distinction, anc attacks con the
auvtoncious self can also ke found in the dialccues between Platc and the
Zorhists. From the cosrclocical view the freecor of autonory rerresents
enslaverent tc the values of the werld. True freedam is seen as literaticn
from the world of the senses and corresponcingly as entry into a hicher
realm e.. the Luddhist idea of liirvana as pure {reedam. llere abeolute truth
and freedcrn are seer. as corplerentary, nct as a contradicticn. Such a
relicicus self can ke ceen as having a two~fcld structure -

hicher self (sririt) truth
self —<
lover self (ecc) illusion

l'estern values of autcnary and freedomr are seen ac false if this invcolves
suordinaticn of spirit (hicher self) to ego (lower self). Irecdom as a
vealue can e true or false, depending on which rart of the self enjoys the
freecar.

A Marxist conception of the self in some ways approximates tco thils view in
sc far as it posits 'false consciousness' or any icdea cf false interest. The
vreference of the lower self rmust nct be mistalien for the interest of the
recal or hicher self in religicn and in Marxisr there is a similar
distinction of interest althcugh it does not rostulate a 'hicher self'.
Likeralism, however, at least in its purest or least unadulterated fcrm (if
it is at all possiktle to talk cf such a thing) does not reccgriise a possikle
conflict of interest within the self, at least in tenrs of authenticity.
Iltrough there ray e conflicting preferences the self is seen as the
ulticete referee and sc the stated preference is taeken ¢t face value. Thic
formula solves the rroblem of attrikbuting interests contrary to expressed
rreferences, but at the price of icnoring the probler cf the heppy slave'.
It is generally characteristic of likeralism that it recards the self as
syncnyrncus with the unitary individual.

A prcklem of the self encountered in hoth religicus and political ideas is
hew tc conceptualise the self in such a way that account is token of tcth
1. the kasic intecrity of the self, and

2. the conflict withir the self.

Cxtrere pelitical liberalisn asserts l. and ignores 2. whilst pure
religioue rysticisn asserts 2. and icncres l. Conservatisn: and Marxisn can
be seen as ccurrconises Detween these two positions insofar as they both
value intecrity hut alsc are nct content to always accert expressed
rreference as real interest.

SLIFLCCE Al PATIOIALITY

vhat cculd he the basic cchesive that clues tle self intc an intecral
whole? Pertaps it is Reascn, which takes the role of adjudicating Letween
the different desires, feelings, ersoticons, and intuiticns of the self. Such
a view cf the self favours rclitical thecries arnd rhilcesorhies that 'bic!
for rationality in croposing schares that appear raticnal. Thide approacii can
Le ccntrasted with carticular strands of conservative thcught that eschew
raticnalism in politics in faveour cf the tinding cohesiveness of traditicn,
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and zny form of religicn that arpeals to a spiritual essence in the self
that may actually crerate acainst raticnality. In certain spiritual schemes
rationality is presented as a sturbling block to full perscnal realisaticn,
(present I think in the utterances of Jesus in the liew Testarent but alsc
recently re~disccovered in tre ivest in the fcrm of Zen), vhere raticrnality is
an instrumental self-interested raticnality (the modern raticnal acent), and
such reascning oproses enlichterment. Alternatively, there is tlie view that
reascn, whilst not an irpecdirent, neverthelecs cannot take the self the
vhole way, so that the self, having reached the efge of reascn, takes the
'leap cf faith' tc cet to the other side.

Given the excess of irrationality that is often displayed in huran
Lehaviour, tle raticnal actor theorist ray wish to posit tle concert of a
rultiple self in orcer to save the possikility of a raticnal explanation.
Alternatively, relicious anc gsychcanaltic views would arcue for a self
martly concealed from itself, and sulject to unccnscicus raticnal
rctivaticns. Such a stricken self would need external help in crder to
resclve the rrcicler, and such external help is availabkle throuch prayer, tle
rsychiatrists ccuch, or finding the richt guru. Inscfar as the disease cof
he self is & societal disease help cores in the forn of radical politics
an¢ revoluticn, aired at realisinc croup realisaticn and wutual recocniticn.
Cn the cther and the sicimess ¢ f the self may ke due to too much
'Lermissiveness' and rapid sccial chance. The unchecked application of
raticrialism to the sccial structure way lead to ancrie within the self,
vhich needs a certain level of secure fariliarity. lwen robled of such
secure faniliarity, the self acguires the urcent necd to restore scmwething
that is 'known', and such an attemrt, bteing intimately lirmked with merory,
leads to the recreation of the cast anc rast values as the cnly salvative
for the anxiety and insecurity suffered by living in the present. In such &
way the past takes cn a new life, refashioned as a scothing alternative tc
the yresent and used to legitimise the 'return' to past spuricus values
("spuriocus' because they have reen invented thrcough fear cf the present and
then clcaked with the false legitiracy of the past.) Such deceit ray have
its uses if it represents the last resort for a fracrented and ancrmic self
nc lcncer akle tc kear the rain of livine in the state of continuinc
uncertainty that is tle gresent tense. liowever such a surrender alrnost
certairly dces invclve the akdicaticn of reason and a retreat fram the
‘courage to te'.

TiilL PROCCLESS CF ENCIATM ST

A sirilar scrt cf escapismi can e found in enchantment, the subject of rany
fclk tales. liere the self 'fcrcets' itself either throuct a srell cr total
devction to scrething cr scueone else. The attracticn of enchantrent ray
rrecisely ke tle lcss cf self and the relief that it krincgs. The probler is
that it deces nct usually last, but when it encs, the awakening and
rediscovery cf the self is usually just as much a relief as the initial
enchantrent (in a different corntext this explsins the arkiguity felt over
the disenchantrent of the world by science). The dancer of enchantrent is
that it is a false sclution tc the prchler of the self, for the self is
never really lost, just fcrcctten. The apreal of enchantirent is that it is
an imitaticn of thie real tliinc, for the fcrencst desire of the self is self-
necaticn, fcr toth the autonancus self and the cosmclocical self wish to e
keyeond the self and thus necate the self, althouch for different ends. Cut
authentic selfhocd cannot e won at the price cf tarporary enchantiment,
hcwever enjcyable it may be, and therefore pqart of the price cf attaininc an
authentic selfhced is tearing away the veils of enchantment and enterinc the
Qisenchanted world. Both the ccsmological self and the autonarcus self have
toc underco disenchantment as ypart of their Journey.
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THE LDETIC AND THE FREE SULE

The cosnclogical self and the autcnoncus self have served as a starting
peint  for a discussicn of the self. Carlier lecwever, the pcint vas rade
that the cosrmological self ray rcre preperly e styled the 'mimetic' self in
view of its imitative function. Eut can the mimetic self be rcre rroperly
regardeC as cne aspect of the cosmclogical self? In ny view it can. The icdea
cf the cosnclogical self is that it sees a unity tetween itself and the
cosrcs. 2 true unity would nct irply that the self played a purely imitative
rart, for this places too much stress on determinism. There has always been
a rlace in religicns and cosnclogical schemes for the creative and
expressive freedcm of the self (in Christianity this is the teaching that
Gocd has civen Free Will to the human race). If truth and freedow arc not
located in a cosnos that stands ageinst the self, but in a cosnos that
exists throuch and in the self, vhere self-reflecticn is koth a property of
he self and the universe kecaning self-aware, then the ccsnclocical self
could ke styled the ‘cosmic' self. low far is mimetic selfhood an aspiration
towards ccsmic selfhood, and how far is it a blecked and mutant forr of
ccsmic selfheed?

The autoncrous self tcoo, may be canposed of contradictory elerents. Peascn
is of primary imrcrtance for the autonomous self, and yet the over-reliance
cn reascn can lead tc collzise into instrumental reason, where autonony is
sutordinated to already existing (pre-given) coals. Inscfar as the
autcnarcus self attains cnly to a rational instrurmental autcnormy it exists
in a shrunken forrt, the 'raticnal' self. The raticnal self is free only in &
very limitec¢ sense, if at all, for it is free only to.cecide on reans, nct
on ends (Ly ‘ends' I mean transcendent ends i.e. ends that lie leycnd the
scope of instruvental reascn). The 'appeal to reason' is necessary, tut cces
not encarpass the limits of huran experience. The conficence to express
feelinc is of prire importance for the truc autcnomy cf the self. The frue
‘haren' self derands beth rational autcncomy and the sort of full hurman
creativity that conkines iracination and feeling. Cuch a self nust fecel toth
errovered Ly, and driven by, the full range cf huran respeonse, and sc I term
it the "murmen' self. low we f£ind that the conceptual schere is as fcllows -

huran self
autcnarcus self <
raticnal self
cermic self
ccerolorical self
I

dretic sgelf

leither the raticnal self or mimetic self can ke said to be 'free' in any
real sense, for cne is subordinated tc instrumental reascn anc the cther is
an iritaticn cf a creater ccsmic reality. A remaining question is te whet
extent are the huran self and the cosmic self cne and the same? [ach seeks
an exyressive unity and neither cees itself as a concrete and cefinite
article. Doth the huran self and the cosmic self pursue koth frecdom end
truth, vhilst the rational self is ccnfined by its 'freeder' and the mimetic
self is subiugated Ly its 'truth'. Hewever the human self rerains camritted
tc the pursuit cf huran freedem (either cn individual or ccllective temus),
and the cosimic self aims at an authentic life that is underpirned ty a
relation tc the cosnos. Doth can reet on the arera of camunity, which can
re viewed as a sghere of Lhuman freedor or as & mediation tetueen selfl and
oosres. Alternatively, the individualist autoncrcus self can view the
corrunity as e threat tc perscnal freedorm (e.g. Liberalism, Anarchier), end
the ccsrolecical self can te rplaced in cpposciticn to the carmurnity by
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rreferring indivicdual communicn with Cod (e.g. Prctestantism) or pursuing
vhilesorhical elitisrr (Plato).

CUFEF ALD CCOMNCS

The autoncreous self rust live in an autenorcus cosres or constuct a dual
entclocy. vither way turan existence becares radically ‘cpen—endcé'. There
czxt e nc final truths, rcrals, acsthetics, endings. Because the idea cf
reaninc is very much inscrited intc the icea of purrcse, a purposeless
cosrcs is threatened with Leing a neaningless cesnos. Loes freedon continue
tec have a value in these circurstances, or do we nct ask whether in &
rcanincless worlcd freecom is not meaningless tee? Similarly, can there te
any real autlienticity in a cosrological vwerl@ that denies freedon for the
salzz of truth? Lees not a world deprived of humen freedcr teccre a rcintless
cherace? Truth and huran freedar may be contradictcry, kut neither on their
cwn seern to e sufficient. It is Jdifficult to construct a ccrcest of
selfliood that incerperates beth, but it is also difficult to see low &
concept that denies cone of these principles can ke saved fron absurdity.
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The Centre of Psychology

Psychology is a science in which the object of study can be the same sort of thing
as the studier. “l study human beings”, or, more radically: “l, a self, study the self.”

As psychology tends on the one hand to biology and on the other to sociology,
things are more straightforward, studied and studier are clearly differentiated: “|, a
self, study genes” or “l, a self, study groups.” Both genes and groups may be
related to selves, but they are not selves. The problems come when you say: “I, a
self, study selves.” It is not that objectivity is impossible, it is that empathy and
objectivity cannot be distinguished. This is, at one and the same time, the essence
of psychology and the most difficult area of psychological study. And it is, of
course, the area which arouses most passion in psychology. Freud recognised its
importance and welcomed it. Eysenk recognises its importance by responding to it
as a threat.

It is both important and difficult to think scientifically about this subject. This
paradox is not surprising when we note that we are attempting to grasp the nature
of the thing that does the grasping, but we have no direct (e.g. sensory)
information about it, as we would have if we were examining the hand or the eye.
In addition our language is used by this self (or is this self) to illuminate other
things: it has no obvious use as a way of iilluminating the self itself. Even the
identification "self” risks the false hypostatisation against which Craik cautions us.
We must try to avoid giving substance (in its literal sense) to something to which
the idea of substance is inappropriate. The problems of ilanguage here are evident
in my use of the word “thing”. Literally, | risk reification. | am, however, comforted
by my dictionary which gives as its first definitions of “thing”, an assembly,
parliament, court, council. This at least stops one using words ("thing”, "reification”)
uncritically and reminds one that definition is no simple business and should
perhaps be ignored except in a rough—-and-ready sense.

Note that this key area of psychology: (a) is disregarded by most psychologists
{not recognised as important) (b) has not yet been properly examined (those who
have examined it are peripheralised) (c) is difficult to exmamine.

Psychologists must both encourage research in this area, and also, crucially, be
aware of the central importance of this area of study for the coherence of the
subject as a whole. Without “the study of the self by the self” we have no
psychology. All we have are separate sub-disciplines which seem to have some
sort of affinity, without anyone quite knowing why.

Murdo Macdonald
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NOTES ON 'CLASS'

Richard Gunn

1. It is much easier to say what, according to Marxism, class is

not than to say what class is. A class is not a group of

individuals, specified by what they have in common (their income-
level or life-style, their 'source of revenue',1 their relation

to the means of production, etc.). The proletariat, for example,

is not to be defined as a group 'as against capital' (Marx 1969 p.
173). Nor is class a structurally or relationally specified "place"
(or "position") in the social landscape (a place which individuals
may "occupy" or .in which, as individuals, they may be 'interpolated',2
etc.). The difference between "empiricist" and "structuralist"
Marxisms, which respectively treat classes as groups of individuals
and as '"places", is in this regard a trivial one. For want of a more
convenient term I shall refer to the view which treats classes
either as groups or as places as the 'sociological' conception of

class.

2. Marxism regards class as, like capital itself (Marx 1965 p. 766),
a social relation. That which is a relation cannot be a group, even
a relationally specified group; nor can it be a position or place

(a relationally specified place) in which a group may be constituted,
or may stand. Setting aside such views, we can say that class is the

relation itself (for example, the capital-labour relation) and, more

specifically, a relation of struggle. The terms 'class' and 'class-

relation' are interchangeable, and 'a' class is a class-relation of
g

some historically particular kind.

3. Class relations are production relations, but care is needful if
this seemingly straightforward statement is to be understood.
According to Marx - and in contradistinction to the "Marx" of the
deterministic 1859 Preface -~ relations of production are not one
species or subset of the social relations (e.g. the "economic"
subset) but rather the social relations as such and as a whole. 'The
relations of production in their totality comstitute what are called
the social relations, society, and, specifically, a society at a
definite stage of historical development' (Marx 1952 p. 28). This

being so, it may seem tempting to construe class relations as one
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species of the production relations. I propose that, on the contrary,
class relations just are the social relations (i.e. the totality of

the social relations) grasped as production relations: the stake in

class struggle is the power - understanding "power", here, in something
like the sense given to it by Foucault (cf. Foucault 1979) - inscribed
within the social production process, and every aspect of every
individual's social existence is of relevance to this struggle, is bound
up within it and is affected by its outcome. As will become clearer

later on, the concept of class throws the notion of society as a totality

into relief.

4, So also does it throw the notion of society as a mediated articulation

of agency and struggle into relief (cf. Gunn 1987). It is not that

classes, as socially (or structurally) pre-given entities, enter into
struggle. Rather - holding fast to the conception of class relations as

relations of struggle - we should think of class struggle as the

fundamental premise of class. Better still: class struggle is class
itself. (This is how Marx himself introduces 'class' in the opening

sentences of the Communist Manifesto: we learn first of all of history

as the history of class struggles and only subsequently of the'specific
class relations of 'freeman and slave, patrician and plebian', etc. The
order of presentation is all-important.) That 'class struggle' is
intrisic to 'class' is Marx's point when he stresses that existence 'for
itself' - i.e. oppositional, struggling existence - is intrinsic to the
existence of class (Marx 1969 p. 173). The primacy of class struggle in
the definition of class corresponds to the primacy which Marx
consistently accords to active over passive (institutional or structural)
categories: for example private property is the 'consequence' of
alienated labour rather than vice versa (Marx 1959 p. 76). This primacy
of class struggle is Marx's rendition of the Hegelian thesis that a
social world 'is not a dead essence, but is actual and alive' (Hegel
1977 p. 264).

5. I shall refer to the conception of class as a relation (a relation
of struggle) as the 'Marxist' conception of class: here, more than
convenience dictates the terminological choice. Notoriously, what I
have called the sociological conception of class faces the embarassment
that not all individuals in bourgeois society can be fitted, tidily,
into the groups which it labels 'capitalists' and 'proletarians'. This

embarassment is produced by the conception of classes as groups or

places, and to escape the embarassment sociological Marxism has recourse
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to categories like 'the middle classes', the 'middle strata', etc.:

such categories are residual or catch-all groups and, in short,
theoretical figments generated by an impoverished conceptual scheme.

The Marxist conception of class, on the contrary, faces no such
difficulties: it regards the class relation (say, the capital-labour
relation) as structuring the lives of different individuals in different
ways. It allows the line of class division to fall through, and not
merely between, the individuals concerned. The contrast in this regard
between the Marxist and the sociological conceptions of class can be

illustrated, very roughly, as follows:

= AT

- ------‘—-----q

MIDDLE CLASSES,
MIDDLE STRATA ,ETC.

r
SOCIOoL e : :
OGICAL | WORKING
VIEW— CLASS E :
1
1
L 3

Not least, this illustration is rough because the difference in the ways
in which the capital-labour relation structures the lives of

individuals in bourgeois society is as much qualitative as quantitative:
a spatial diagram can only be "undialectical”, abstracting not only

from qualitative distinctions but also from the 'sheer unrest of life'
(Hegel 1977 p. 27) - the unrest of struggle - which characterises the
class-relation in any given case. (The model for such spatial diagrams
is the Figurae of Joachim of Fiore, which become redundant once the
spiritual intelligence they summon has come into its own: cf. Reeves
1976 p. 13.)

6. What qualitative forms can the structuring of our lives by the capital-

labour relation (once again, a relation always of struggle) take? The
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form to which Marx especially attends is that of expropriation/
appropraition. Other forms include inclusion/exclusion (Foucault),
identity/nonidentity and universality/particularity (Adorno), conservat-
-ion/expenditure and homogeneity/heterogeneity (Bataille) and
incorporation/refusal (Tronti, Marcuse):3 the list is phenomenologically
rich, and open-ended. At once praxis and process, class is both the
structuring of our lives through struggle and the structuring of this
same struggle by the patterns hitherto imposed - imposed through struggle
- upon our lives. In this way, although class struggle is always
"spontaneous" (in virtue of the primacy of action over structure), a
sheerly immediate spontaneity is a contradiction in terms. What class
struggle does is place at issue, in struggle, the mediations which give

to that struggle its characteristic form or forms.

7. One difference between the Marxist and the sociological views, as
illustrated in para. 5, above, is that on the Marxist view the 'pure'
worker, situated on the extreme left-hand side of the diagram, whose
social being falls entirely under the heading 'labour' and who is (unlike
all the intermediate figures) in no way divided in and against himself or
herself, is in no way methodologically priviledged. Neither is the 'pure'
capitalist. Both, rather, are merely limiting cases and, as such, they
are seen only as figures commingled with others is a diversely-structured
crowd. The sociological view, on the other hand, treats the 'pure'

worker and the 'pure' capitalist as methodological pillars between which

the web of intermediate classes is slung.

8. This difference is important because, according to Marx, the 'pure'

worker does not exist. This is-not at all because of a relative decline

in the numbers of the "traditional working class" (however this é
theoretically suspect group may be defined). On the contrary, it is |
becuase the wage-relation itself is a bourgeois and mystifying form |
(Marx 1965 Part IV): whoever lives under its sign - even, and especially, l
the fully-employed producer of surplus-value - lives a life divided in

and against itself. So to say, his or her feet remain mired in explotation
even while his or her head (which is thereby tempted to construe
exploitation in terms not of surplus-value but of "low wages", i.e., in
terms which are mystified) breathes in bourgeois ideological clouds.4
Accordingly the line of class struggle runs not alongside, but through,
the individual by whom surplus-value is produced (as with, say, the
figure standing second-to-the-left in the diagram). Here, again, there

is no embarassment for the Marxist conception of class which is interested
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in the specific ways in which the capital-labour relation structures,
antagonistically and self-anatagonistically, particular lives. But the
non-existence of a proletariat in all its purity deprives sociological
Marxism of a needful methodological pillar and so can only bring the

sociological conception of class to the ground.

9. A further evident difference between the two schemes is that the
Marxist one speaks of a single class-relation (the capital-labour
realtion) as obtaining in existing society whereas the sociological
scheme acknowledges as many such relations as there are possible
combinations of social places or groups. For this reason the
'sociologists' accuse the 'Marxists' of reductionism. In fact, it is
against the sociologists themselves that the charge of reductionism

may properly be brought. The sociologists want to situate each
individual, unequivocally and without remainder, in one or other of the
specified groups or places: a "cross-categorial" individual cannot be
allowed to appear in the picture which the sociologists draw. The point
of the sociological proliferation of middle classes, middle strata, new
petty bourgoisies, etc., is to find some pigeon-hole to which each
individual may be unequivocally assigned. Hence precisely the ways in
which, in class terms, individuals are divided in and against themselves
- the numerous and complex ways in which the geological fracture-line of
class struggle runs not merely between, but through, individuals - enters
theoretical eclipse. In this fashion, the 'pigeon-holing process' of the
non-dialectical understanding (Hegel 1977 p. 32) falsifies the experience
and the praxis of struggle itself. The Marxist conception of class, by
contrast, avoids any such reductionism and brings the experiential
richness of individuals' (self-)contradictory life-texture into full
theoretical and phenomenological light. The banal charge that Marxism
reduces the lived experience of individual subjectivity to a play of
impesonal and sheerly objective "class forces"5 is least of all
applicable when 'class' is understood in its authentically Marxist

sense.

10. A related point is that the Marxist conception, unlike that of the
sociologists, does not construe class in terms of the bearing pg this
or that social role. From his early essay 'On the Jewish Question'
onwards, Marx castigates, as alienated and unfree, any society wherein
role-definitions (or a "social division of labour") obtain. Far from
taking on board role-definitions as a methodological principle, the

Marxian view depicts the individual as the site of a struggle - of his
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or her own struggle - which brings not merely the "universal" (role-
bearing and socially homogeneous) but also the "particular" (unique
and socially heterogeneous) dimensions of individuality into political
and theoretical play. Neither in theory nor in practice do role-
definitions such as "proletarian" or "bourgeois" (or indeed "man" or
"woman" or "cifizen") represent Marx's solution; on the contrary, they
figure as one among the problems which 'class' in its Marxist

designation is intended to resolve.

11. What form might such a resolution take? Here, only the briefest of
indications can be given. Social roles are mediations of class struggle,

i.e. they are modes of existence of class struggle (cf. Gunn 1987): as

mediated in terms of roles, class struggle exists in the mode of being

denied. This is so because, quite regardless of their character or
content, role-definitions abstract from the class relation and from the
struggle in which that relation consists. Even the role-definitions of
"bourgeois" or "proletarian" or "capitalist" or '"worker" make this
abstraction inasmuch as they substitute 'sociological' for 'Marxist'’
views. In this sense, something quite like class in its sociological

meaning does indeed exist in capitalist society, but only as

"appearance" or in other words as an aspect of the fetishism to which
Marxism stands opposed. Like vulgar political economy, sociological
Marxism takes appearances at their face value and casts itself upon the

mercy of the existing order of things.

12. Hence it is no surprise that, as between the Marxist and the
sociological conceptions of class, yet another area of difference is
political. The sociological view advertises a politics of alliances
as between classes and class-freactions (or rather between their
representatives, these representatives being located more or less
hierarchical organisations since, without hierarchy and authoritative
leadership, the notion of "alliances" makes little sense): moreover
it ascribes to the 'pure' working class a priviledged - a leading or
hegemonic - political role. No question of such alliances arises on
the Marxist view. Nor, on the Marxist view, does the 'pure' working
class (e.g. the employed as opposed to the unemployed, the "direct"
as opposed to the "indirect" producers of surplus-value, the
proletariat as opposed to the lumpenproletariat, those whose labour
produces value as opposed to those whose labour does not) have a
politically any more than a methodologically priviledged place. For no

such "places" exist. Nor is there any question of ascribing to "rising"
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as opposed to "declining" classes a monopoly of revolutionary interest
of force: such specifications only make sense when classes are seeen

as places or as groups. Finally, the whole notion of a vanguard party
(together with its diluted variants) is overturned since the

distinction between "advanced" and "backward" class-elements disappears
along with the sociological conception of class itself. In sum: what

has traditionally passed as 'Marxist' politics is in fact sociological,
and authentically Marxist‘politics amounts to politics in an anarchistic

mode.

13. Inherently, the forms of such a politics cannot be determined in
advance. If classes are not groups or places but relations of struggle,
then insofar as revolutionary conflict takes the form of a conflict
bertween groups (but it does this always imperfectly and impurely) this

has to be understood as the result of class struggle itself. It is not

to be understood sociologically as, for example, an emergence of pre-
given classes - at last! - into their no-less pre-given theoretical and
practical "truth". The question before the individual is not on whose
side, but rather on which side (which side of the class-relation), he
or she stands; and even this latter question is not to be understood in
terms of a choice between socially pre-existing places or roles. Not
only quantitatively, but also qualitatively, class struggle remains
inherently unpredictable and "surprising'. The Marxian conception of
class focusses sharply the issue of choice with which class struggle
confronts us, and in doing so it disallows appeal to any role or place
or group in which (according to sociology) we already stand prior to
whatever commitment we choose to make. It disallows this not least
because it depicts us as torn by the force of the class struggle in
which, in a class society, we are always-already consciously or

unconsciously engaged.

14. A final area of difference as between the Marxist and the
sociological conceptions of class can be indicated. The sociological
conception, whenever it seeks to establish Marxist credentials, always
becomes economic-determinist. This is so because the only "indicator"

of class-membership (class, here, being viewed sociologically) which
Marx's writings even remotely supply is that of a common relation to the
means of production. Besides being related to the means of production,
however, individuals who are class-members (or who are class-
interpolated) find themselves related to the state and to "ideology"

to say nothing of their local church or football team or pub. Hence, at
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once, the sociological conception of class generates a schema of
discrete social 'levels' or 'practices' or 'instances' (Althusser) and
must address the question of how these levels are related. The answer

is well-known: in the last instance 'the economic movement...asserts

itself as necessary'.6 In the last instance, in other words,
sociological Marxism amounts to an economic determinism with, to be
sure, long and complex rather than short and simple deterministic (i.e.
causal) strings. To claim, as Althusser does, that such a theory is
(becuase of its complexity) no longer deterministic is like claiming
that a machine is no longer a machine in virtue of the number of

cogwheels its motor drives.

15. With the Marxist conception of class, everything is different.
Marx's distinction between class 'in itself' and 'for itself' is to be
taken as distinguishing, not between societal 'levels' (cf. footnote 4,
above) but between the sociological and the Marxist conceptions of
class themselves: if a class only becomes such when it is 'for itself'

then political struggle with all its unpredictable ramifications and

developments and expenditures is already built into what sociological
Marxism treats as the economic "base". Whereas sociological Marxism
attempts to unite levels which it assumes to be discrete, and on the
basis of this starting-point and problem can only fall back upon
causalist and external relations of however 'structural' (Althusser)

a kind, Marxist Marxism moves in the opposite direction and draws
distinctions within a contradictory totality, i.e., within an
internally and antagonistically related whole: 'The concrete is the
concrete because it is the concentration of many determinations, hence
unity of the diverse' (Marx 1973 p. 101). As the diagram in para. 5
makes cléar, the totality of the class-relation which is specific to,
for example, bourgeois society (the capital-labour relation) is present
- wholly present, though in qualitatively different ways - in each of
the individuals who form that society's moments or parts. Conversely,
inasmuch as class relations gua relations of production encompass all
the social relations and not merely, for example, economic relations
(supposing these latter to be capable of independent abstraction), all
aspects of individual existence - and not for example merely the
economic aspect - are class-relevant and class-concerned. The essential
thing was said long ago by the early Lukics: 'It is not the primacy of
economic motives in historical explanation that constitutes the decisive
difference between Marxism and bourgeois thought, but the point of view
of totality' (Luk&cs 1971 p. 27).



~23-

16. Along with 'the point of view of totality', and in accordance

with the Marxist acknowledgement of all aspects of individual
existence as class-relevant, a wholly novel conception of class
politics is brought into play. Once "politics" is seen (as it is by
the sociologists) as a discrete social level the litmus test of the
existence of class 'for itself' becomes the formation of a political
party of a more or less conventional - which means: a bourgeois -
kind. Seen thus, even a vénguard party amounts to a variation on a
bourgeois theme. However it is not Marx, but rather bourgeois society,
which distinguishes (again as a mediation of class struggle) between
the levels of political state and civil society - cf. 'On the Jewish
Question' - and which prescribes the former as the arena wherein social
groupings in their maturity (which is to say: in their conformity) may
compete. The Marxist conception of class, or in other words 'the point
of view of totality', rejects precisely the narrowness of the
conception of politics which the sociological conception of class
entails. On the Marxist view, the category of "politics" becomes
co—extensive with individuals' experiential existence and as wide as
the forms which class struggle unpredictably takes. Not merely is no
issue excluded from the political agaenda; the notion of political
agendas is itself excluded since any such agenda (the stock-in-trade
of alliance-forming heirarchical parties) excludes and marginalises
whatever does not fall within some theoretically pre-established

political domain.

17. A1l this said, it is to be conceded and indeed emphasised that
whomsover so wishes can derive 'sociological' wisdom from Marx's
texts. Certainly, and especially in his so-called political writings,
Marx was not always a Marxist. Nonetheless, unless the Marxist
conception of class were in fact Marx's, the circumstance that Marx
wrote Capital would be unintelligible. It was Marx himself who, long
before his critics and revisionists, pointed out that as capitalism
developed the numbers of the 'middle classses' could be expected to
grow (Marx 1968 pp. 562, 573); and yet he writes a book, entitled
Capital, in which a single class relation (the capital-labour
relation) is the theoretical "object" addressed. This conundrum can
be resolved only by taking his remark about the middle classes to be
sociological, and by reading the main argument of Capital as Marxist

in the above-specfied sense.

18. The above notes claim neither to completeness nor to the provision

of a defence at all points of the conception of class which they have
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attempted, schematically, to restate. Their sole aim has been to make
clear some of the issues which a Marxist understanding of class
entails. As regards evaluation of this understanding: the suggestion
may be hazarded that the line of critical questioning which seems

most fertile is that which asks whether the class relation (in existing
society, the capital-labour relation) is the sole relation of struggle
which, in all its righness, structures our lives. And here there can be
no question of supplanting Marx: other such relations - sexual and racial
relations, for example - are mediated through the capital relation just
as, for its part, it is mediated through them. (For brief comment, see
Gunn 1987.) Inquiry as to which such relation is "dominant" remains
scholastic if one tries to pursue it on a methodological and a priori
conceptual terrain: rather, it can be pursued only in concretely
political (which is also to say phenomenological) terms. Both politically
and methodologically, the great superiority of the Marxist over the
sociblogical view of class is that it frees Marxism from every taint of
the determinism which Marx castigated as amongst the most murderous
features of capitalism - the tyranny of 'dead' over 'living' labour, or
in other words of the past (as in all determinist schemes) over the
present and the future - and to which from start to finish his best
thinking stands implacably opposed. This is so because the single theme
of Marxian "class analysis'" is the finely-textured and continually and

unpredictably developing struggle which, for Marx, is the existence of

class per se.
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Notes

1. This much at least is clear from the final, fragmentary, chapter
of Capital Vol. III (Marx 1971 pp. 885-6).

2, Cf. Althusser (1971) pp. 160-5.

3. See Foucault (1979) Part Four, ch. 2; Adorno (1973); Bataille (1985);
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Marcuse (1968); Tronti (1979).

4. The view that the "ideological" mystification inherent in the wage-
form leaves the class-purity of the worker uncontaminated depends
on treating production and ideology as discrete social 'levels' or
instances, as does the reading of the class in-itself/for-itself
distinction criticized at paras. 15-16, below. On 'levels', see
paras. 14-15. In passing, it is worth noting that the conception of
ideology as a discrete level (however specified) remains wholly
mysterious, if only because social existence without remainder -
for example gender distinctions, architecture, work-discipline and
scientific knowledge - carries with it an ideological charge.

5. For a refutation of this charge see Sartre (1963).

6. Engels to J Bloch, September 21-22 1890 (Marx/Engels n.d. p. 498).
Althusser's distinction between 'determining' and 'dominant'
instances amounts to a permutation of the same theme.
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Filio Diamanti

"Class™ in Marx's thought and beyond

To define what class really is still remains the main problem of
marxist political thought. If the problem was one of purely "academic"
discussion there would not to be a problem at all,but on the contrary the
"identification" of what class is reflects active political strategies and
conflicts. This is so because,if we are able to define the concept then we
will have a greater degree of succesful implementation of active politics,a
greater understanding of how the class struggle -in its own fruitful forms -
develops, of how the state reacts -to the extent that is a class state- of how
it gains legitimacy,of the role of the political parties,of why there is a need
for class alliances-if there is one-of what "hegemony" is and why it is
important and so on.

In short, we will be able to define the power relations which arise from
the class divided society,and to explain the state power that is based on this
division ,because class relations are always power relations to the extent
that the meaning of class shows the effects of the structure over the class
practices and the meaning of power the results of the structure over the
relations of the class practices of the classes in struggle.

We will start our discussion by giving some definitions of what class

meant in Marx's thought and in structuralist marxism as well.
Marx's identification of social class:the concept and its theoretical basis
The key words in Marx's own analysis of class are as follows:

ownership of the means of production
control over the means of production
division of lavour

production of surplus value
relations of production

forces of production

and the three necessary elements of which class in its existence "for itsellf"
consists:
community
national association

political organization



and of course the unified essence of t'ne_cz:gr—lcept is :the class struggle
which shapes the class relations between the different classes and within
the class.

"Class" has been defined objectively and subjectively by Marx.
Objectively we have the "class in itself" (Klasse an sich),subjectively the
"class for itself" (Klasse fur sich): the main difference is that the second
concept brings into the discussion the notion of "class consciousness" (see
Gyorgy Lukacs, History and Class Consciousness). That is the class is aware of
its own interests and it has been organised into a political organisation in
order to fignt for its" immediate" or "fundamental" or" ultimate" interests .

The concept of class in Marx's thought is one of a single vertical
relation between the ideal capitalist and the ideal worker only in abstract
theoretical terms. In real terms the relation between the capitalist class
and the working class shapes a whole spectrum of class relations including the
intermediate classes which are either "remainders" of the simple commodity mode
of production i.e,the old petite bourgeoisie, (small shopkeepers, artisans etc)
and the peasantry. Or they are new fractions that arise within the capitalist
mode of production and which,because of their position in the social and
technical division of labour,are neither capitalists nor proletarians:i.e. the
new petty bourgeoisie which consists of managerials, professional workers etc
-in short,unproductive labour-.The existence of all these "intermediate layers"
is mediated by the dominant capital-labour relation.

According to Marx the capitalist mode of production is characterised by
the polarisation of the two main classes:on the one hand,the bourgeoisie and on
the other hand the new class which arises from the depths of indusrtial society
that is, the proletariat.

But Marx's polarised notion of class does not exclude what he called
"ideological classes" (Das Kapital, Vol.l,p.420) or the "middle classes"- in
fact he talked apbout the expansion of them (Theories of Surplus Value) - which
he believed played a distinctive role in the reproduction of domination
(reproduction of the relations of production) especially the petty bourgeoisie,
which “...has been formed fluctuating between the proletariat and bourgeoisie
and ever renewing itself as a supplementary part of bourgeois society",
(Manifesto of the Communist Party,1971,p.63). The bureauracy and the
reactionary peasantry. The latter does not constitute a class according to
Marx (see,The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte).

Marx used the word "class" as a term for structurally generated groups
that engage in conflicts over existing arrangements of social structure.
.These classes are distinguished from each other by the difference of their

respective positions in the economy. Since a social class is constituted



-28-
by the function which its members perform in the process of production,the
question arises why the organization of production is the determinant of
social class. Marx's answer is contained in the early writings on philosophy

especially in his theory of the division of labour.

who belongs to the "working class"? or What Marx meant by "proletariat"

Objectively according to Marx we can define as "working class" the
industrial proletariat,that is,the manual workers who are directly involved
in the process of production and exploited by capital, those whose own property
in their labour power which they sell as "free and equal individuals" in the
labour market. Labour power is a peculiar commodity because it is the only one
that produces more than its maintenance cost. That is,surplus value,wnich is
the main theme of capitalist production,is being expropriated by the
capitalists. We have to say that the production of surplus labour is not the
specific characteristic of the capitalist mode of production:the specific one
is that this (absolute or relative) surplus value which arises from surplus
labour is being exploited for the sake of capital.

This is the economic definition of the working class or the proletariat:
absence of private property, absence of control over the means of production,
continous pauperisation (see,Manifesto,1971,p.79)

On the other hand the bourgoisie has the ownership and control over the
means of production,and private propertry as a result of the alienated
labour. (see Manifesto,1971,p.79)

Opjectively those ideal types form the two antagonistic classes of
capitalist society but what about the subjective definition?

A class becomes a class for itself when its members realise their
different mode of existence (separate mode of life, interests and culture). But
this is only the first step,and we should stress that this realisation comes
through the process of class struggle which might not have the form of a
general social upheaval but of some particular form of class conflict. The
second step is the formation of a political organisation which represents its
specific and particular class interests because for Marx the highest form of
struggle was the political one ,in his words:"...... the conquest of political
power by the proletariat" (see,karl Marx/Friedrich Engels,The Manifesto of the
Communist Party,1971,p.50). This was one of his main disagreements with the
anarchists like Bakunin wno insisted on the primacy of the economic struggle,

i.e.of struggle over wages.(see,Mikhail Bakunin, The Paris Commune of 1871 and
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the Idea of the State,Anti-Authoritatian Socialism,Bakunin on Anarchy).

Of course in order for the class to be organised, first of all it should
have a community of interests,a national association and a political
organisation.

Marx stresses the importance of these elements in "The Eighteenth
Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte," with reference to the peasantry: "that is formed
by simple addition of homologous magnitudes, much as potatoes in a sack form
a sack of potatoes".In so far as millions of families live under economic

conditions of existence that separate their mode of life,their

interests and their culture from those of the other classes, and put
them in hostile opposition to the latter, they form a class. In so far as
there is merely a local interconnection among these small-holding peasants and

the identity of their interests begets no coammmity, no national bond and

Do political organisation among them,they do not fomm a class. They are

consequently incapable of enforcing their class interests in their own name,
whether through a parliament or through a convention. They cannot represent
themselves, they must be represented...."(Karl Marx,The Eighteenth Brumaire of
Louis Bonaparte,in Marx/Engels,Selected Works,Vol.l,Moscow, 1962,p.335,emphasis
added) .This is an example of a supporting class. _

There is no problem with the definition of the proletariat or with saying
that the manual workers objectively belong to the working class. The problem
arises with the "ideological" classes or the “intermediate layers" wnho
stand between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat because of the different
positions they occuppy in the social and technical division of labour. Marx
used different categories to define these different positions between and
within the class(es). Marx refered to the lumpenproletariat as "social strata",
he also used the term "fractions"to indicate the different sections within the
bourgeoisie i.e.,the financial, commercial capital etc. These fractions of
course belong to the bourgeoisie and they do not constitute a distinct class.
They only have different functions but operate within the capitalist class. In
Marx's own words:"..The same conditions, the same antagonism,the same interests
necessarily called forth on the whole similar customs everywhere. The
bourgeoisie itself, with its conditions, develops only gradually, splits
according to the division of labour into various fractionms....."(Karl
Marx,Friedrich Engels,The German Ideology,Part I & III Lawrence and Wishart,
London, 1938,p.48). Marx also used the term social categories ,i.e for the
bureaucracy, or the intellectuals.

Nicos Poulantzas in his book “Classes in Contemporary Capital ism"
discusses the importance of these definitions. He refers to the marxist concept

of " social formation" which comprises more than one mode of production so
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we can define more than two classes involved although tne main antagonism
always lays between~the two dominant classes which in the case of the
capitalist mode of production are the bourgeoisie and the proletariat.
According to him :"The marxist theory of social classes further distinguishes
fractions and strata of a class, according to the various classes, on

the basis of differentiations in the economic sphere, and of the role,a quite
particular one in these cases, of political and ideological relations. The
theory also distinguishes social categories, defined principally by their
place in the political and ideological relations: these include the state
bureaucracy, defined by its relation to the state apparatuses, and the
intellectuals, defined by their role in elaborating and deploying ideology.
These differentiations,for which reference to political and ideological
relations is always indispensable,are of great importance; these fractions,
strata and categories may often,in suitable concrete conjuctures, assume the
rule of relatively autonomous social forces.

" It is none the less the case that we are not confronted here with
'social groups' external, or above classes. The fractions are class fractions:
the commercial bourgeoisie for example is a fraction of the bourgeoisie;
similarly, the labour aristocracy is a fraction of the working class. Even
social categories have a class membership, their agents generally belonging to
several different social classes.

" This is one of the particular and basic points of difference between
the Marxist theory and the various ideologies of social stratification that
dominate present-day sociology." ( Nicos Poulantzas: Classes in Contemporary
Capitalism,NLB,London,1975,pp.23-24)

Having these in mind we can proceed with the analysis of the
"intermediate layers" which play an important role in the reproduction of the
relations of production.

Which are these "intermediate layers"?
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NEW PETTY BOURGEOISIE

"It can never be sufficiently stressed that the distinction betweeen
structural class determination and class position is not a distinction betweeen
an economic determination and a political/ideological position. Class
determination involves objective political and ideological places just as much
as class position involves conjuctures of economic struggle".(ibid,p.208)

Poulantzas uses primarily two concepts to define class position. The first ~
one is the distinction between productive and unproductive labour and the
second one is the divison between mental and manual labour (in the sense of who
holds the knowledge as power,and who does not.

Also he uses the marxist term social and technical division of labour and
supervised and unsupervised labour. So the key words in Poulantzas analysis

are as follows:

mental/manual labour
productive/unproductive labour
direct/indirect producers
éupervised/unsupervised labour
social division of lavour
technical division of labour
social formation
political scene
relations of domination/exploitation
structural determination

conjucture

According to him social classes are defined as in the lenghtly quotation

below - which also serves the purpose of a good summary of his views-:

" l.They are groupings of social agents,defined,principal 1y but not
exclusively by their place in the production process,i.e. in the economic
sphere. The economic place of the social agents has a principal role in
determining social classes. But from that cannot conclude that this economic
Place is sufficient to determine social classes. Marxism states that the
economic does indeed have the determinant role in a mode of production or a
social formation;but the political and the ideological (tne superstructure)
also have a very important role.

" 2. For Marxism, social classes involve in one and the same process both
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class contradictions and class struggle;social classes do not firstly exist as
such and only then enter into a class struggle. Social classes coincide with
class practices,i.e. the class struggle, and are only defined in their mutual
opposition.

"3, The class determination, while it coincides with the practices
(struggle) of classes and includes political and ideological relations,
designates certain objectives places occupied by the social ‘agents in the
social division of labour;places which are independent of the will of these
agents.

"It may thus said that a social class is defined by its place in the
ensemble of social practices,i.e. by its place in the social division of
labour as a whole.This includes political and ideological relations.Social
class, in this sense, is a concept which denotes the effects of the
structure within the social division of labour (social relations and social
practices).This place thus corresponds to what I shall refer to as the
structural determination of class, i.e. to the existence within class
practices of determination by the structure -by the relations of production,
and by the places of political and ideological domination/subordination.
CLASSES EXIST ONLY IN THE CLASS STRUGGLE. _

" 4.The structural determination of classes,which exists only as the
class struggle, must however be distingusihed from class position in each
specific conjucture-the focal point of the always unique historic
individuality of a social formation,in other words the concrete situation of
the class struggle. In stressing the importance of political and ideological
relations in determining social classes, and the fact that social classes
only exist in the form of class struggle and practices,class determination
must not be reduced ,in a voluntarist fashion, to class position.The
importance of this lies in those cases in which a distance arises between
the structural determination of classes and the class positions in the
conjucture.,"(Nicos Poulantzas, Classes in Contemporary Capital ism,NLB,London,
1977,pp. 14-15)
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(ibid,p.15)

What does Poulantzas mean by ™unproductive labour™"?

Commercial employees are an example. He writes:"Of course,these

wage -earners are themselves exploited,and their wages correspond to the

reproduction of the labour-power... The commercial worker....adds to the

capitalist's income by helping him to reduce the cost of realizing surplus

value,inasmuch as he performs partly unpaid labor... Surplus labor is thus

extorted from wage-earners in commerece,but these are not directly exploited in

the form of the dominant capitalist relation of exploitation,the creation of

surplus value."(ibid,p.212). E.O. Wright states Polantzas'views as follows:"The

working class is defined by the fundamental antagonism within capitalism

between direct producers,who are separated from the means of production and

produce the social surplus product in the form of surplus value, and the
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bourgeoisie, wno own the means of production and who appropriates surplus value

Unproductive wage earners ,while clearly not members of the bourgeoisie,do not
contribute to the production of surplus product,and are thus not diresctly
exploited." (Wright,Erik Olin,Varieties of Marxist Conceptions of Class
Structure,Politics and Society,Vol.9,no 3,(1980): 323-37¢,p.345)

But Poulantzas also insists that class positions cannot be defined
simply at the level of economic relations;political and ideclogical forms
must be taken into account as well.

"Political relations™ is a determinant of class position especially
when these are concerned with relations of supervision and auhtority:"The
work of management and supervision under capitalism is the direct reproduction,
within the process of production itself, of the political relations betweeen
the capitalist class and the working class."(Poulantzas,ibid.,p.227). These
individuals,or better,class members should be placed in the new petty
bourgeoisie even if they engaged in productive labour in the production
process.

"Ideological relations™ are used by Poulantzas mainly to refer to the
status division between mental and manual labour. To him the importance is
not who is a white-collar or who is a blue -collar worker but who holds tne
knowledge and who is excluded from that. Thus,for example, a white collar
technician occupies a position of ideological domination of the working class
because of the ideological role of "expertise" within capitalist society. The
important thing for the reproduction of the capitalist relations of production
is that the working class should be persuaded that it is incapable of
organizing the production process on its own and is always in need of the
"experts",the "mental" labourers. So Poulantzas argues that even if these
experts do not supervise anyone, and even if they are productive labourers,
mental labourers should still be placed in the new petty bourgeoisie.

The distinction between the working class and the new petty bourgeoisie
is defined primarily by the distinction between productive and unproductive
labour and secondarily by the relations of political and ideological
domination and subordination.The division between the petty bourgeoisie and
the capitalist class is analyzed primarily in terms of the relations of
ownership and the possession of the means of production. Here what is important
is not legal ownership or possession but ownership and possession, that is,the
capacity to exercise the rights arising from these relations.

The resemblance between the old petty bourgeoisie and the new petty
bourgecisie that makes both of them to constitute a class is the same
"pertinent" effects that their economic relations have at the level of

ideology: anti-capitalism of the status quo, belief in upward social mobility,
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individualism,desire for power. As Poulantzas writes:" The traditional petty

bourgeoisie has its economic basis in small-scale production and/or small-
scale ownership but is not directly involved in exploiting wage-labour,in
contrast the new petty bourgeoisie comprises non-productive salaried
employees. The latter are not directly producers of capitalist commodities

but they are involved in reproducing the conditions of surplus-value
production in their capacities as circulation workers,engineers,civil servants,
teachers,etc." (Nicos Poulantzas,Fascism and Dictatorship,NLB,London,1974,pp,
279). But its (petty bourgeoisie as a whole) unity is expressed not at the
level of the economic relations but "to the extent that the different economic
entrances of its different functions produce the distinctive results at the
political and ideological levels."

Poulantzas' analysis of social classes which are defined according to
the marxist tradition primarily by their position in the relations of
production, and most important through the "class relevant effects" of
political and ideological practices as elements in a system of class
domination, is very important because it does not leave space for tne
reductionist notion that everything depends on terms of revenue or
distributional categories (i.e., the wage-earners), the wage-earning class
on the one hand and the capitalist class on the other hand,a mystification
because this "wage-earning" class is treated as being a homogeneous total
which is equally exploited and shares the same ideological view of the world.
(see,Bob Jessop,Nicos Poulantzas,Marxist Theory and Political Strategy,
MacMillan,Hampshire,London,1985)

It is also important because it helps us to understand the role of
ideology and the way the coercive state apparatus gains legitimacy by using its
ideological mechanisms (through real persons,i.e.,the "experts" who execute
- this task by reproducing the ideological relations of domination at the
point of production for example),and also the role of political struggle which
for Marx himself was the important thing (see, The Capital,vol 1, and his
analysis of the Factory Laws and also his statement in the Communist
Manifesto that "Every class struggle is a political struggle").

Poulantzas' analysis also explains the role of the party as the
organisational form of a class. A class comes to the field of political
struggle when it passes through the stage of trade-unionism into its political
organisation stage: that is, the working class party puts forward the interests
and demands of the class and organises it . Of course his notion of the party
might be criticised from apostles of the "spontaneous organisation" but the
important thing is not to be "nominalists",who merely consider words and

names, but to look between the lines. The political party represents the



i , , , - =36-
Machiavellian "Prince" in Gramsci's thought,the "vanguard" in Lenin's thought

but we have to ask whether a non-hierarchically organised party would not be
the real organisational form for this modern capitalist society . Beyond
"spontaneity",organisation of some kind is still necessary because we still
exist within an antagonistic society and a "non-party®™ party,
non-hierarchically organised is still necessary.

The question of class alliances is stressed by Poulantzas. According to
him class alliances are first of all different from the alliance within the
power block; secondly they are necessary in the class struggle because they
prevent the isolation of the working class from the other progressive forces in
society especially under conditions of emergency (i.e.a dictatorship); last but
not least the working class should always have the primacy (see his critique of
the 5th Conference of Cominter in:"Fascism and Dictatorship" and his ideas for
the United Front ).

There is no embarassment in talking about class alliances and even more in
adopting the idea as right; Marx himself was not against it. His only worry was
who will have the primacy,or if the alliance was of the right kind in
accordance with the partners involved, and how the working class could benefit
from that partnership,"The Communists fignt for the attainment of the immediate
aims, for the enforcement of the momentary interests of the working class; but
in the movement of the present,they also represent and take care of the future
of that movement. In France the Communists ally themselves with the
Social-Democrats.......reserving ...the rignt to take critical position in
regard to phrases and illusions....(Manifesto,1971,p73)..."..they (the
Communists) labour everywhere for tne union and agreement of the democratic
parties of all countries." (Manifesto,1971,p.74. See also The Class Struggles
in France, The Civil War in France, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte
and Bakunin's accusation of the "authoritarian" communists who believed in the
further developement and organization of political power through an alliance of
the proletariat in the towns with bourgeois radicalism: see,Bakunin, Anti-

Authoritarian Socialism).
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CRITIQUE OF THE "AUTHENTIC" MARXISTS' VIEWS

Having in mind the above marxist analysis which does not claim the Pope's
"infallibility" let¥ssee the "authentic" marxists' interpretation which on the
contrary regards itself as the only existing true "understanding" of Marx's
own thought.

We will pick up few points from the ocean of its "true" knowledge,in
order to show that does not hold any charismatic priviledge at all.

It is much easier to say what,according to "authentic" Marxists', class
is not than to say what class is because the former is their explanation
which comes after an analysis based on individualistic anarchism illuminated
with a Hegelian phenomenological light.

We will agree with them that a class is a relation of struggle which can
take different conflictual forms but we have to stress that the important thing
is the relational group which forms the material basis of the class.

We will disagree with their reductionist notion that a class is a relation
itself because this seems to be a relation without a subject. Relations do not
fight,concrete individuals are the ones who struggle,who make their own history
in Marx's sense.

We will disagree with the notion that there are no pregiven structurally
constructed places within the relation because as Marx said men make their own
history but not as they like because they react within pregiven conditions. Of
course there are not pre-given entities entering into struggle but on the
contrary class members occupying different places in the social division of
labour and different positions in the technical division of labour. Class
members come, through tne process of class struggle,to the realisation of their
particular interests and through that to their particular class existence. Marx
defines this notion in "The German Ideology": "The separate individuals form
a class only in so far as they have to curry on a common battle against
another class;otherwise they are on hostile terms with each other as
competitors. On the other hand,the class in its turn achieves an independent
existence over against the individuals,so that the later find their
conditions of existence predestined, and hence have their

position in life and their personal developments assigned to them by their
class,become subsumed under it. This is the same phenomenon as the subjectum of
the separate individuals to the division of labour and can only be removed

by the abolition of private property and of labour istelf." ( Karl Marx and
Friedrich Engels, The German Ideology,p. 48-49).

The capital-labour relation stresses the importance of the two main
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antagonistic classes in the capitalist mode of production. This notion does not

exclude other relations too. It is a real reductionism to try to underestimate
the role of the "intermediate layers" and to try to fit them in as being
"floating" atoms in one or another part of the capital -labour relation, as
this relation is understood by the "authentic" marxists, indicating that these
individuals are homogeneous because they are the wage-earners -used as a

" pblanket" term - as opposed to the capital in general.

The notion of social role is important because role indicates the
specific place which a class member occupies within the social division of
labour which is something pregiven as soon as he/she enters the production
process (see Karl Marx,Friedrich Engels,The German Ideology). Of course,we are
not interested in the different roles that particular individuals play in
the society because we do not believe that History depends on individual will.
On the contrary,collective action makes Hiétory.

But on the other hand such notions as "universal" and "particular"
dimensions of individuality are inadequate to explain the nature and the
functions of this alienated society. If we insist in a two dimensional human
being as opposed -I suspect- to one dimensional we again reproduce in our
analysis tnhe reflection of the social division of labour,which will only be
overcomme with the rise of the human totality- which will incorporate the
"universal" and the "particular" -however, not in the sense "of his or her own
struggle" which is highly individualistic, but in the sense of active
participation in a collective action .

Of course Marx's solution is not a society defined its members by roles.
He was the one who spoke about the different roles that a full personality ,
a human totality will perform in a classless communist society (hunter,

a critical critic etc, see The German Ideolggy,p.22).

As far as tne question of alliances is concerned,we briefly discuss it
above. One word only:the "authentic" marxists do not believe in class alliances
and their argument is that because no "pure" working class exists, so there is
no one to make alliances with. Of course,no "pure" working class exists, the
term is used as an " ideal type" (Weber) and that is why we need alliances with
the real classes which really exist in capitalist society. (see Karl Marx,
The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, The Class Struggles in France).

The question of which class has the revolutionary monopoly has been solved

a long time ago by Marx himself. It was he who said that the rising classes

as opposed to declinig ones have the monopoly of revolutionary interest
and/or force i.e. the bourgecisie against the aristocracy, the proletariat

against the bourgeoisie,in short, the ones who have the motivation for social
change.
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The notion of the "vanguard "party is very important and needs a

separate discussion,especially after the experience of the "enlightened
despotism" of the Stalinist Soviet Communist Party which is being used as a
model by the Communist Parties elsewhere. If there is an end of the Party it
will be because we do not need it any longer and a new form of organisation
will arise from its ruins. But Marx himself was not against the notion of a
Party. Why do we assume that? First of all because he wrote a manifesto - an
aggressive one - and gave it a significant title: "The Manifesto of the
Communist Party®. Secondly,because he insisted on the importance of a
political organization wnich for him was one of the fundamental elements

which constitute a "class for itself";and thirdly because he believed in the
necessity of political struggle and of the role of the party which will
organise it. Of course one might argue that Marx was never a member of a Party
and that the Communist League was not a party; but it was after all a political
organisation which was more than a debating body of the organised working class
In addition it was trying to be a working class forum and more precisely to put
forward the specific strategies and tactics of the working class struggle.

As for the issue of choice, just only two remarks.If we live-and we do
live- in an alienated society our freedom of choice is alienated too. That
means that there is no freedom at all, even if this sounds pessimistic. The
only freedom comes after being involved in the class struggle,considering our
position in the technical division of labour and our place in the social
division of labour, being "class consciouss" and as self-consciouss members of
a class participating in the class struggle on the side of our real interests
which are always class interests.

The discussion about economic-determinism is not a proolem because as
Marx said material production shapes the whole spectrum of life and as Engels
indicates in his letter to J.Bloch the economic is determining "in the last
analysis".

Civil society (Burgerliche Gesellshaft) and Political society (Politischen
Gesellshaft) are certainly bourgeois concepts (Hegel used the term Civil
Society as opposed to the State). Again the terms have been used by Marx as an
instrument of analysis.

The main disagreement with the "authentic" marxists is with their notion
of a" knowledge"- torn Marx. The recipe is simple:in order to justify their
arguments they pick up bits and pieces of Marx's work and labell them as
constituting a "marxist Marx" as opposed to a "sociological Marx", so that the
"authentic" Marx -according to them- is those parts of "The Capital” and of his
other works which justify -if it can ever be true- what they labell "Marx's

marxist views". As a result,they reject as "sociological"™ all his writings
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which refer to the middle classes, to class alliances, to the role of the
political organization,once and for all forgetting their theories of "totality"
So now we get to know that Marx's work is a torn "totality" after all!l!!

These are only a few comments on the interpretation of "social class".

The main point, however, is to,develop an analysis of society based not on
Holy Works and Bibles but on those theories and arguments which could enable us
to reach our aim,that is the interpretation of this world in order to change
it.

The discussion should not be considerad as ended at this point.

Finally,I hope my "Athenian Commonsense™ to be a fruitful challenge to
"Edinburgh Romanticism."

Filio Diamanti,
Department of Politics,
University of Edinburgh.

June 1987

Acknowledgments

I would like to thank both of my supervisors namely Dr John Holloway
and Mr Richard Gunn who fruitfully disagree with my views on "class".

' Many thanks to the "non-editorial" editorial Board of "Common Sense"
who gave me the opportunity to mediate my agreements and disagreements with

Richard Gunn's notions on "class" through its "non-existing" existing pages.



41—
REFERENCES and BIBLIOGRAPHY

Bakunin Mikhaile,The Paris Commune of 1871 and the Idea of the State,Free
Press, Atnens.
Bakunin Mikhaile,Anti-Authoritarian Socialism,Katsanos,Thessaloniki
Bakunin Michael,God and the State,BASH'EM BOOKS, 1985
Bendix Richard and Lipset Seymour Martin, Class, Status and Power, Social
Stratification in Comparative Perspective, Routledge and Kegan Paul,London,1967
Bottamore Tom,Classes in Modern Society,George Allin & Unwin,London,1965
Dahrendorf Ralf,Class and Class Conflict in Industrial Society, Routledge
and Kegan Paul,London,1959
Fischer Ernst in collaboration with Marek Franz, The Essential
Marx,translated by Anne Bostock, Herder and Herder, New York, 1970
Gunn Richard, Notes on "Class",Edinburgh, 1987
Jessop Bob, Nicos Poulantzas,Marxist Theory ‘and Political Strategy
Macmillan,Hampshire and London, 1985
Lukacs Gyorgy,History and Class Consciousness",0dysseus, Athens,1975 and
Merlin Press, London, 1971
Marx karl,The Capital,vol.l (1983),vol.3(1984) ,Laurence & Wishart,London
Marx Karl & Engels Priedrich,The Manifesto of the Communist Party,Progress
Publishers, Moscow (1971), revised 1977
Marx Karl & Engels Friedrich,The German Ideology,Lawrence & Wishart,London,
1938
Marx karl, Theories of Surplus Value,Lawrence and Wishart,London,{Vol,I,II,
(1969) ,vol.11I, (1972),
Marx Karl, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte,

The Class Struggles in France, 1848-1850

The Civil War in France
in Marx/Engels, Selected Works, Vol.l,Moscow,1962
Marx Karl, Early Writings,Pelican,London,1975
Poulantzas Nicos,Political Power and Social Classes,translated by Timothy
O'Hagan,NLB and Sheed and Ward,London, 1973
Poulantzas Nicos,Classes in Contemporary Capitalism,translated by David
Fernbach, NLB,London,1977
Poulantzas Nicos,Fascism and Dictatorship,The Third International and the
Problem of Fascism,translated by Judith White,NLB,London, 1974
Raynor John,The middle class,Longmans, London and Harlow,1969
Wright Erik Olin, Class,Crisis and the State,NLB,London, 1978
Wright Erik Olin,Varieties of Marxist Conceptions of Class Structure,
Politics and Society, Vol. 9, no 3 (1980) :323-370



42—

Performance or Bodily Rhetoric

Qlga Taxidou

An attempt to approach theatre as performance and not literature
posits certain theoretical and methodological problems. Traditional
dramatic criticism has focused on theatre as literature applying a
methodology and a discourse foreign to its object. For this type of
criticism, which is essentially an evaluative process, theatre is worth
analysing only 1if it 1is ‘'as good as literature'. After tramnslating
theatre 1nto and interpreting it according to its own discourse,
literary criticism, being a discourse of power, proceeds to pass on
value judgements under the pretence of literary and aesthetic ones,
Performance is seen as an embodiment of the written text. The written
text is the deep structure which performance has to bring to the surface
and enact. Performance itself is studied according to its degree of
faithfulness to the written text. Realistic, non-realistic,
naturalistic, absurdist are all borrowed terms and oppositions. Even
when a performance is said to deconstruct the original text, being
totally unfaithful, this act 1is either denounced as blasphemoué or
appraised as revolutionary. The basic opposition and power relation
remains the same. The written text, through its presence or absence, is
the determining factor of a performance while everything else on the
stage 1s seen as merely facilitating or obscuring the transference of
its meaning and intention. The polyphony(Barthes, 1976) of the theatre
1s ignored altogether. For the sake of neatness the whole stage is
reduced to a mono-semantic singnifying system by which the written text
is transferred onto the stage. The stage 1is viewed as an innocent

medium, there +to serve the hierarchy of the written text. The



—43-

possibility of this Innocent medium actually constituting and shaping
signification itself 1is ignored. Movement, gesture, sound, light, the
presence of the audience along with the written text and in no
hierarchical order constitute the performance text. The written text is
not the subject which is being expressed, presented, represented or
deconstructed on stage. It is one of the voices in the polyphony of the
stage. Logocentricity of course, is not given up automatically when the
word becomes part of the performance text. The performance text rather,
metaphorically enacts the struggle of the word to maintain its position
as sole creator and carrier of meaning. The main tension is created
between the word and the human body. Removed from the written page,
where the word orders and presents, and placed on a stage the world of
the theatre is conceptualized and presented through the body. This is
not merely an expressivist body, carrying and clothing the meaning and
the rhetoric of the word but it entails a rhetoric of its own. Through
its movement, 1ts gesture, its presence or absence the body forms a
rhetoric and due to the very fleshness and physicality of its character
this rhetoric can never be merely used as a medium for transferance of
meaning from one mode to another, as would be considered if the body
were viewed as interpreting the written text. A study of the body as a
creator of meaning in drama and not merely carrier of it would help
shift the emphasis from literary mndes to those indigenous to the

theatre.

'The history of the theatre is the history of the transfiguration of

the human form.'

This statement expressed by Oscar Shlemmer, the Bauhaus artist of
the 1920s, posits the human form as organizer of scenic space and time,
and in general the  medium through which the scenic warld is

conceptualized and presented.

If theatre is considered to typify the very essence of semiosis, it
is because through theatre the act of signification itself is displayed,
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enunciated and eventually deconstructed. The spectator is always aware
that what he is dealing with Is not areal world nor one that claims to
be. The scenic world removed from the reality versus representation
opposition does not occupy a place a lIocus from which it can be
interpreted, intergrated and mastered. It is an absent reality, a
reality frozem in the act of ©becoming. This absence of a
unified,constructed reality on stage is the main source of theatrical
Pleasure triggering an endless process of memory and desire on behalf of
the spectator. The absent reality becomes a place where desire and
utopia are located. Theatrical pleasure is always the pleasure of the

sign. ( Ubersfeld, 1681)

Vithin this context the human form, being the central figure round
which the dramatic world is created, defines the scenic, aesthetic and
ideological parameters of a dramatic text. The human form in drama is
the subject on display. Heidegger claims that ‘the human body is
something essentially other than an animal organism'. He goes on to
explain that the body 1is not just one more object in the world but it
defines, it sets our relationship with the world. In the absent reality
of the theatre the human form ceases to act as subject/bridge to the
world, fluctuating between a subject and an object status. Even in modes
of 'realistic' drama where the human form is portrayed as a ccherent
subject, its subject status is being enacted, it is made conspicuous and
estranged removing 1t more and more from any notion of realistic
representation. The human form in the theatre enacts the death of the

subject.

The categories used hereafter to describe the use of the human body
in drama are not meant to be linear and historical . There are certainly
instances where they overlap and the divisions themselves at time seem
arbitrary. This derives as an inevitable consequence of the attempt to

formulate clear cut distinctions.
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The Ritualistic Body

This is the holy body of the theatre. The actor partakes in a form of
sacrifice redeeming the world. Gesture, movement and action are removed
as far as possible from realistic and psychological representation. The
body is used to imprint cosmological and collective  archetypes. The
ancient Greek theatre, the medieval religious plays and the popular
religious theatres could be classified under this term. The modernist
experimental theatres of the 1920s-30s and the whole avant-garde shared
a fascination for ritualistic modes of artistic expression. The work and
theories of Artaud in the 1930s, and of the more contemporaries
Grotowski, ©Peter Brook and Robert Wilson portray a ritualistic
conceptualization and presentation of the human body. On the one hand,
as in ancient Greek theatre or Balinese dance, artificlality is stressed
with the wuse of  masks, specific make wup and costumes and
schematic gesture, on the other, as in modern laboratories 1like
Grotowski's, the body 1s stripped down naked in an attempt to
desemantisize it. These two extreme states of the ritualistic body-
grandeur and mystification on the one end and poverty and minimalisation
on the other- both have a common sourse. They both view the body in
flux, as a raw material that can be highly stylized and engraved with
symbols or drastically deprived ready to be moulded. The ritualistic
body moves across this axis between indulgent excess and extreme poverty
in an attempt to escape psychological expressivism and historicity which
will make it assume a subject status. Never actually achieving this the
ritualistic body always remains a body of suffering, of ecstatic
suffering though. From the 1literal and metaphorical dismembermenmt
during the Dionysiac mysteries, through the medieval passion plays to
Artaud's and Grotowski's notion of the Holy Actor the ritualistic body
is a body of sacrifice. The classical notion of Katharsisis linked with
the idea of redemption and sacrifice. Artaud, influenced by Balinese
dance talks ofexorcism and the violence of the Theatre of Cruelty

functions along the same lines- to exorcise history and psychology and
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render the body free, in flux so that it can in turn be imprinted with
archetypes.

The Grotesque Body

Contrary to the ritualistic body, whose roocts lie in religion, the
grotesque body has a very different source of origin. It derives from
the history of laughter. It is the body of travesty, mockery, parody,
satire and carnival. Although it seems to differ from the ritualistic
body both modes are two facets of the same notion, for it is in satire
that the very roots of theatre lie. The grotesque body is the
ritualistic body stripped naked. VWhile the former strives at escaping
its form and content so as to beconme a pure medium, the latter indulges
into its very bodily nature. It is a body obsessed with itself and its
functions. Eating, drinking, sweating, dismemberment as well as being
swalled by another are all acts of the grotesque body. As one of the
main grotesque figures of modern 1literature , Beckett's Malone,
articulates this- 'What matters is to eat and excrete. Dish and pot,

dish and pot, these are the poles.'(The Beckett Trilogy,1959>

The reduction of the body to its physical qualities and its constant
indulgence into them gradually break down the boundaries between itself
and the world. Earth, water, fire and air are the elements of the
grotesque body, the elements 1t shares with the rest of the world. At
this stage the boundaries between bodies and objects become fussy, the
limits separating the body from the world are blurred. As a result the
body can no longer function as a subject handling and ordering the
objects in the world. It is itself merely another object, part of the
world and not mediating it. In that sense the grotesque body esquates the
two notions, subject and object, extinguishing their opposition. The
subject as creator of meaning vanishes and like every other object in
the world, 1t becomes a place, a 1locus, where meaning resides. As
Micheal Holquist says if we 'do not make meaning we may at least rent
meaning'. The grotesque body is such a body rented or to let. To borrow

Bakhtin's term, it 1is dialogical in character, occupying that space



47—

between the opposed views that meaning is the sole property of the
subject, a product of intention, and that meaning is the tentative
resident of language. The nature of the grotesque body allows 1t to
eternally fluctuate between the two and never actually be realized in a
specific configuration. For this reason life and death do not exist for
the grotesque in binary opposition. After all the blows, the punches,
the hangings, the decapitulations the grotesque body literally bounces
back into life. Harlequin's famous suicide attempts (from the Commedia
dell Arte), Vladimir and Estragon's bhanging scene (from Waiting For
Godotd) and the slapstick and Vaudeville violence, all examplify this
aspect of the grotesque. The grotecque body cannot die beause it has
never actually lived as unified subject. As Bakhtin writes 'it is not a
closed, «completed wunit; it outgrows itself, +transgresses its own
limits' (Rabelais and His World, 1941) The grotesque body lives in an
atmosphere of fantastic gaiety and laughter. This laughter satanic and

subversive, having its roots in carnival challenges the order of things.

Traditional forms of the grotesque appear in the Commedia
dell'Arte of the Rennaisance, the puppet theatres, Vaudeville and the
Circus. In these modes of drama the bhuman figure acquires special
significance. Since the written form is basically scorned,the body
becomes the main organizaor/creator of the scenic world, Virtuoso
improvisation instead of fixed dialogue, flexible plots round which the
plays rotate instead of determined texts are all characteristics of the
grotesque theatres. The emphasis is on the act of bodliy acting-on what
the body actually can or cannot do through its mechanisms-rather than on
its ability to express and interpret the written text. This is why
acrobatics and physical action are vital for the grotesque theatre. It
is a ©body enacting 1its verynature , exposing its mechanisms,
transgressing its limits and gradually being reduced to a raw material.
These aspects of the grotesque, along with the sense of atemporality and
the lack of expressivism appealed to the avant-garde theatres of the
20s and 30s. The work of Alfred Jarry and later of the Theatre of the
Absurd (mainly Ionesco) seem to apply the use of the grotesque body.
Samuel Beckett's earlier works are inhabited by grotesque forms-Vliadimir

and Estragon from Waiting For Godot , Krapp in Krapp's Last Tape, Vinnie
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infAappy Days. The work of Samuel Beckett on the whole can function as a
paradigm for the transformation of the grotesque body into the
mechanized body. From the characters (for lack of a better term) in the
earlier works-Molloy, Malone, Vladimir, Estragon, Krapp and Winnie-who
all are obsessed with their physicality and indulge into their bodily
habits we move to a body that is highly abstract and stylized almost
lacking physical qualities altogether, a body whose functions have been
very meticulously outlined, which has been cleaned of all its natural
operations. This 1s the mechanized body which is found in Beckett's
later works (Come and Go, Rockaby, Ohio Impromptu, Quad, Catastrophe)

The Mechanized Body

Once the body has been used in excess and almost exhausted its
limits (as 1n the grotesque), its functions become automated and
mechanized. The fluidity that the grotesque body results in is now given
shape anew. Minimalized down to its raw materials the body can now
assume the very strict and rigid form of the Mechanized body. This is
the body of the Futurist, Constructivist and Bauhaus theatres. In these
modes of drama the body is completely objectified, deprived of history
and psychology. The very thingness and emptiness of it allows it to
create a new discourse not dependent on language. It is characteristic
that most avant-garde theatres do not use language as the determining
factor in a performance. At the same time they are concerned with
formulating a language for the theatre. Not merely a theory but a mode
of writing that would be specific to the theatre as performance. The
discursive/mechanized bady is an attempt to articulate such a theory of
theatricality-the specific aesthetic and signifying aspects of the

stage.

The avant-garde, in general, is characterized by a dual movement. On
the one extreme we have the tendency to reject language altogether, as
we see 1t in the Futurist theatre and in the theatre of Artaud and to

place the body as the main generatar of discourse, and on the ather, as
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in the works of Beckett and Handke both language and body are
objectified with no hierarchy between them creating thus a new language.
Both modes share their distrust in language as a reproducing and
governing instrument. The human body is the creator of space on stage
and language gives the dimension of time. For the avant-garde the
concept of theatre is epitomized by the idea of man in space and not the
word In time which 1is what creates linearity, historicity and
psychology. The empty space of the +theatre is conceptualized and
presented by the body which has itself been emptied of any seanse of
coherence and order, 1t has become a desiring mechanism (Deleuze -
Guattarli 1973). In this way the absence of the stage world 1is
highlighted, reflected and the discourse of the body itself functions on
the level of a meta-language. It is this semiotic process that triggers
theatrical pleasure, but also jouissance- 'the fading which siezes the
subject in the midst of jouissance, a text of jouissance imposes a state
of 1loss. It 1is a text that discomforts, unsettles the reader's
historical, cultural, psychological assumptions, the consistency of his
tastes, values, memories brings to a crisis his relation with

language' (Barthes, 1976).

According to Jacques Derrida, any theatrical event that applies the
notion of text and language 1is theclogically founded on a dominant
logocentrism and therefore cannot escape representationalism which
deprives it of any chance of creating its own language/semiotic systen.
The tension betweem the somatic and the logocentric on stage “is never
actually resolved, but the theatre as a genre and mode of presentation
is more apt to creating its own discourse than other modes of writing.

Always implying the notion of enactment, it posits the baody against the

word.

"All art constantly aspires towards the condition of music' (Pater),
is a statement generally ackowledged, implying somehow that music the
highest form of art. Hierarches aside, 1t is certainly the most

autonomous and self-reliant of art forms mainly due to the fact that it
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has its own language. It does not have to be translated or transferred
into another code system in order to be 'understood'. The somatic
element of the theatre 1is such an attempt to create a discourse
indigenous to 1its genre. Theatre has always been appropriated by
literary criticism as it is. considered to be chiefly another aspect of
literature.Such a reading, limiting drama to the embodiment of the
written word, ignores and cannot account for the full potentialities of
theatricality. A study of the bodily rhetoric is a step towards that

direction.
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Nigel Gunn

DEMULRALY W A WHOLLY NEW TYFE?Y

I've never done this before but now I claim my riaoht to
starnd up and showt from the back of the hall until I aget a

hearing. o, starting with & perverse faith in thig
Journal ‘'s  completely arbitrary editorial palicy, I f L}

atraight to the point:

I am desperately keen on democracy and would dearly like
to see it tried within my lifetime, 1 mearn something like
the MAthenian variety, or that of the small 8t. Fildsa
community, wherge everybody met or was entitled Lo meet to
tecide affairs., I realise it iz fashionable to criticise the
Athenians for excluding slaves, immigrants and women  from
their assembly. In a way I would not spare tham these
criticisms because it is by extrapolating their own invention
of rational political thought that we are now able to find
tfault with their system as it was in practice. Neverthel ess
perhaps it is too much to exupect them to have hecome
completely logical and egalitarian within just three or four
generations, what with the hassle of confronting Xerxes,
Sparta and & great plague in the meantime. On the other hand
consider the following remark, not emphasised at all and
almost lost in a late chapter of A.R.Burn’'s Pelican Histary
af Greece : "Gresks never developed representative qQovemment,
not because they were not clever enough but because they did
not trust one ancther swfficiently” -~ in other words they
viewed the problems of accountability and verification
inherent in representative government as s0 insurmountable
that only personal, individual representation could for them
guarantee democracy in its original sense, rule by the
people’s will. I submit that they were absolutely right and
that here it is our own system which is chronically flawed.

What, then, are the obstacles to establishing direct as
opposed to representative democratic government in our own
society? The objection that the people at large cannot be
trusted with govewmwnent is the same as the arqument used
against even limited or representative democracy in hoth
modern  and ancient times. It amounts at least to
intellectual arrogance and at worst to the most cynical
fascism. History from Pericles to the present day has proved
that people rise to the occasion and become responsible as a&
result of sharing power, and that universal participation
enriches the life of the individual as well as the state (in
our case, ideally, the world).

This leaves the objection that the system would bhe
unwieldy and impractical. To rebut this objection 1 call
three expert witnesses: Statistics, Telecommunications and
the Computer. First, Statistics: "Can vou provide a reliable
means of discovering the views of a very large number of
persons by consuwlting a smaller number?"

STATISTICS Certainly. The technigue of random sampling
gives extremely accurate results It a large enough sample Iis
uzed. An ideal number wmould be the sguare root of the total
electorate, In a country such as the Unlited Kingdom with,
Fay, 27 million electors this would Involve consulting 5,000
persons on each national Issue. In a city or district with
160,000 electors the sanmple would be <400, For a glabal
voting population of 10,000 million the sample size would
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xt1ll be a marageable 100,000, In each case smaller =zanples
couwld be trusted whenever a very oclear majority emeraged.

Good, now Telecommunications: "Can vou handle the flow of
information involved in thosands of individuals voting on
thousands of seperate questions every year from their homes
ar workplaces, without the need for physical attendance in an
assembly chamber, at the same time transmitting details of
the proceedings to all interested citizens?"
TELECOMBUNICATIONG No problems: It 135 aF easy as providing a
telephone and Tacsimile machine In every home,

Finally the Computer: "Can vou record and store the

continually changing views of a large voting population and
sort them into & coherent public policy?"
CONPUTER Yes, Including (within a few secondsl) detection of
contradictions or warning of unexpected consequences From any
praposzal plus fully aeccurate logaing without biasz of
statements, motions, voting fTigures and rezulting statutes,
with instant accesz to all this at any terminal.

There is no doubt about the capacity of late twentieth

century technology to perform these functions. The same
technology is alrsady exploited to the full by business and
finance organisations, military establishments, weather

forecasters, indeed sclientists in every field, librarians,
health authorities, airlines and travel agents, computer game
enthusiasts, betting companies, market researchers and even
opinion pollsters - yet the actual implementation of the
people’'s will is still in the pencil and paper era, from the
ballot box to Mansard. Why?

I believe it is for the age—-old reason that we are in the
handes of vested interests. Direct democracy wouwld spell the
egnd of career politics and political parties as we know them.
There would be no organised and therefore oversimplified
blocs parrying blows, only endless shifting sands ot
evolutionary change. We cannot edxpect many members of
Farliament ar of Congress or sven of the Labour National
Executive to vote for this. Far better for them to continue
as the new aristocrats, favouring rule by the few and the
wise., A ludicrously limited choice for most of us every five
yearsg is already toa much for some of them to feel
comfortable withy every five hours would be intolerable.

It is time to hijack information techrnology and use it to
make every individual really count in society. Time is
running out and we do not have the lwury of simply
tolerating the status gquo. The "status quo" is in fact
continually advancing against freadom, with increasing

sophistication. The indirect wniversal franchise, 503
recently achieved, is already becoming a hollow institution
and elections a nostalgic charade. Vating must become a

frequent (perhaps daily) event with the results immediately
passing into effect, because this is the speed with which the
non-democratic forces in the modern world are already ahle to
act. Az things stand the body politic is like a sluggish
dinosauwr being consumed by agile piranha fish. FPerhaps you
disagree. Then instead of telling us we don‘t really want
all this extra choice, instead of trying to sell us something
different that is already conveniently on the order paper or
in the manifeato, why not just ask evervone and Tind out?
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A CONSIDERATION OF PERPETUAL MOTION

Keith Anderson

Visitors to Francis Bacon's 'New Atlantis' might have been
intrigued to learn that they could there find 'divers
curious clocks, and other like motions of return, and some
perpetual motions'. ‘

To get something for nothing seems to be one of Man's
perennial desires. One of its more peculiar manifestations
is in the notion of perpetual motions. Although our common
sense clearly dictates that machines which run for free
are not possible, this 'sense' has not always been so
common. ‘

The first attempts to construct machines that once set
into.motion would continue forever date from the 12th
century. The earliest artificial automata and clocks also
date from this period, the construction of which 'popular
fancy ascribed to the machinations of the devil'. It was
thought that the same technology might lead to the
construction of perpetual motions, including devices that
would do useful work. A belief in the possibility of
perpetual motion was voiced by scientists and
philosophers of the period alike. It was to be many
centuries before this belief was seriously challenged;
only as late as 1775 did the Paris Academy of Science
resolve to consider no more claims for perpetual motions.

It now appears that there are three kinds of perpetual
motions; ever-running mechanical devices, those that
extract work from the heat in their environment and
frictionless machines. The first two are of the kind that
were thought capable of doing work. The third type would
continue running forever but produce no work. It has been
shown that perpetual motions of the first two kinds are
not possible whereas, under certain conditions, those of
the third kind can be constructed.

Devices of the first two kinds stand in intimate . -
connection with the development of some of the laws of
physics, those of dynamics and thermodynamics in
particular. In both cases the laws can either be derived
empirically and used to show the impossibility of
perpetual motion, or this impossibility can be assumed
axiomatically in the theoretical construction of the same
laws. The latter approach was adopted in the case of
dynamics by Stevinus anrd Galileo in the 16th century and
thermodynamics by Helmholtz in the 19th century. They
justified their assumption by appeal to the fact that no
successful perpetual motion had ever been constructed.
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The incompatibility of the laws of physics and the existence
of such perpetual motions is most clearly seen in the case
of thermodynamics. This branch of physics developed during
the 19th century as both a theory of the phenomenon of heat
and its relation to mechanical power. At the heart of the
theory are three laws, the first of which states that energy
can neither be created nor destroyed, the second that .all
systems tend to a state of stable-equilibrium. Thethird law
need not concern us here.

Perpetual motions of the first kind require the creation of
energy, in order to overcome the frictional forces acting

in the machine and to do work (in most schemes envisaged
this appears to have been the grinding of corn). This stands
in direct contradiction to the first law of thermodynamics;
clearly one scheme must be untenable. Perpetual motions of
the second kind operate on the basis of extracting work from
heat that is evenly distributed in their environment. The
second law of thermodynamics predicts that any system
containing an uneven distribution of heat will tend to a
state in which that heat is evenly distributed. An example
of this process can be seen if one leaves a hot cup of
coffee in a room to cool; the coffee loses heat to the roonm
which in turn warms slightly. Eventually both end up at the
same temperature. A consequence of the second law is that
this process will not reverse itself - the cup of coffee
will not spontaneously warm up by taking heat back from

its surroundings. Any machine that extracts work from heat
requires the heat to flow from a hotter to a cooler region;
just as a hydroelectric generator requires water to flow . - -~
from a higher to a lower region in order to power its
turbines. Thus a perpetual motion of the second kind firstly
needs to create an uneven distribution of heat before it can
do any work, in violation of the second law of
thermodynamlcs. We are hence faced with a choice of either
accepting the validity of the laws of thermodynamics or the
possibility of these kinds of perpetual motion.

It has been argued (Ernst Mach) that these machines are
impossible for the more fundamental reason that they would
violate causality in producing an effect without cause.He
based his argument on the premise that a continuous effect
can only be produced by a continuous cause, ie that cause
and effect must be like in kind. Any perpetual motion of the
above kinds needs only an initial impulse to get it started
and will then run continuously. This is obviously at odds
with Mach's notion of causality.

Perpetual motions of the third kind form closed systems -
once set into motion they neither add to nor take from the
energy of their surroundings. Such motions may be observed
incertain conductors that lose all electrical resistance



—56~

and fluids that lose all friction at sufficiently low
temperatures. If, for example, such a 'superconductor' is
arranged in a ring it will carry a circulating electric
charge indefinitely. This charge cannot, however, be used
to do any work for it would firstly have to be removed from
the superconductor and would then no longer present a
perpetual motion. Another interesting example of this type
of perpetual motion is given by one of the many current
cosmological models - the 'oscillating universe' model. In
this scheme the universe will expand from its <{nception in
the 'big bang' to a certain point, and then collapse
inwards again due to the gravitational attraction of its
constituent matter. Once this collapse reaches a certain
point another big bang will occur giving birth to a new
universe. This cycle would repeat endlessly producing a
latter day equivalent of the Aristotelian 'perfect motion
of the heavens'.

Thus our visitors to New Atlantis, if they were permitted
access to its perpetual motions, may well have seen devices
of this third kind. They might, moreover, have noted how
such devices reflect, in essence, the motion of the heavens.
If indeed imitation is the purpose of these devices of New
Atlantis, we are left with an open question as to the nature
of the 'great number of other various motions, strange for
equality, fineness, and subtilty'.
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MARXISM AND MEDIATION

Richard Gunn

In both Hegelian and Marxian thought, the concept of mediation
figures as a central dialectical category. That the category does
important theoretical, and revolutionary, work is clear. What is less
clear, to myself at any rate, is what might be termed the conceptual
geography of the category itself. It is this conceptual geography which,
as a prelimanary to further discussion, the present paper attempts to
clarify. A more pretentious title for what follows mlght be
'"Prolegomena to a Re-reading of Marx'

To mediate is to bring about a relation by means of a relating (an
"intermediate") term. A mediation is the relating term itself. To count
as a mediation, a relating term must be more than a mere catalyst or
external condition (however necessary) of the relation: rather, it must
itself be the relation. It must constitute it, in the way that for
example - and the example is offered merely heuristically - a rope
linking two climbers is constitutive of the relation in which they stand.

If a mediation is, thus, the relation which it establishes, it does
not follow that just any relation counts as a mediating term. A mediated
relation is distinct from a relation for which, to render it intelligible
or accurately to describe it, no reference to a relating term need be
made - for example, a relation of juxtaposition. A relation of this
latter kind is an immediate relation (which, for its part, may be
catalysed or necessitated in this or that way).

Within the conceptual field of mediation, as so far outlined,
various possibilities exist. Two (or more) terms may be related
(mediated) by means of a third, or further, term; or a single term may
be related (mediated) to itself by a second term. Where a single term
is mediated to itself, the relation between it and its mediation may or
may not be reciprocal. Where it is reciprocal, there exist two terms
each of which is the other's mediation, and each of which is mediated
by the other to itself. This gives an idea of the internal richness of
mediation's conceptual field: either there may exist two (or more)
terms plus their mediation; or there may exist a single term plus its
mediation; or there may exist two terms each mediating, and mediated
by, each other. The first of these three possibilities is, perhaps, the
one with which the concept of mediation is most commonly associated.
(It is closest, for example, to the dictionary definitions of 'to
mediate'.) However, the third-mentioned possibility is quite explicitly
invoked by Hegel when he envisages a situation in which each of two
terms 'is for the other the middle /the mediating/ term, through which
each mediates itself with itself and unites with itself' (Hegel 1977 p.
112). The example he gives is that of a mutually recognitive relation
between individual self-conscious subjects.

A further, and all-important, step is taken in exploring the
concept of mediation when it is noticed that the process of mediation
may be such as to bring about not merely a relation, but an internal
relation: it is exclusively such instances of mediation which concern
Hegel and Marx. (In the case of a single term which is mediated to
itself, the corresponding possibility is that the process of mediation
"totalises" discrete attributes into an internally related whole.) Prior
to the mediation, that which is mediated may or may not have been
internally related (or self-related). But, even supposing that it was,
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the mediation may establish a fresh internal-relatedness (or a fresh
totalisation). If a (fresh) internal-relatedness or totalisation is
established by the process of mediation, then the following is the
consequence. Since (a) an internal relation is constitutive of the
terms which it relates, and since (b) a mediation is itself - as
already indicated - the relation of the term(s) concerned, we can say:
in such cases, the mediation is the mode of existence of the related
term(s). This can also be expressed - Marx and Hegel so express it - by
saying that in such cases the mediation is the form or appearance of
the term(s) which it internally relates.

Combining this notion of mediation as the mode of existence (form,
appearance) of what is mediated with the third possible shape of
mediation indicated earlier, a further possibility emerges: two terms
may be the mode of existence of one another. And such is indeed the
case, for Hegel, with two mutually recognitive self-consciousnesses:
in Hegelian usage, the expression 'recognition' carries with it a quite
specifically constitutive force. This being so, it follows that a
recognitive relation between individuals in no way requires mediation
through a discrete "third term" - for example social institutions (or as
Hegel calls them 'spiritual masses') such as state and civil society
(Hegel 1977 pp. 300-1) -~ separate from, and standing over against, the
individuals concerned. The Hegel of the Phenomenology is in fact
emphatic that the existence of 'spiritual masses' entails alienation,
and that mutually recognitive (or non-alienated) social existence is
possible only when no spiritual masses or social institutions exist:
mutually recognitive self-consciousness 'no longer places its /social/
world and its ground outside of itself' (Hegel 1977 p. 265). Thus it is
that being alive to the various possible shapes of mediation - i.e. the
refusal to equate mediation as such with the first of the three
possibilities above mentioned - allows us to discern what is in effect
an anarchist stratum in Hegel's thought. And the emergence of Left
Hegelianism out of Hegel becomes intelligible at the same stroke: for
example, Marx's 'On the Jewish Question' appears as a restatement of
the critique of 'spiritual masses' which the Phenomenology contains. In
the Philosophy of Right, by contrast, Hegel reinstates spiritual masses
- individuals are seen as mediated to one another via the discrete
"third term" of social institutions - and, in doing so, opens himself to
the criticisms which Marx delivers in his Hegel-critique of 1843. The
Hegel of the Phenomenology, in short, emerges as the most trenchant
critic of the Hegel of the Philosophy of Right.

The expressions "form" and "appearance'", introduced earlier,
require further elaboration. I should like what I have said to be taken
as (in the sense which is relevant here) defining them: the form or
appearance of something is its mode of existence. This definitional
sense is not, of course, the sense which "form" and "appearance"
receive in ordinary language: there, form is understood as opposed to
content and appearance is understood as opposed to reality or essence,
as though something's form or appearance might be removed or altered
without thereby effecting an essential change in the nature of the
"something" (the content or reality or essence) itself. In other words,
the ordinary-language usage of "form" and of "appearance" is dualistic.

By contrast, their definitional sense (the sense which is relevant
so far as mediation is concerned) is non-dualistic: what this involves
is made clear by Hegel in his treatment of the relation between
appearance and essence. According to Hegel 'essence must appear', i.e.,
the appearance is the essence's mode of existence: 'Essence...is not
something beyond or behind appearance, but, just because it is the
essence which exists, the existence is appearance' (Hegel 1892 para.
131). The relation between appearance and essence here envisaged is
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non-dualistic inasmuch as it is in and through its appearance that the
essence is. Essence stands ahead of itself as appearance, and it is
as thus standing ahead of itself that it exists: "appearance", in
other words, is to be understood not as a passive noun (an inert veil
or cover) but as an "appearing", i.e., in a sense which alludes to
the activity of the verb. This thought is one which Hegel derives
from ancient philosophy. For Anaxagoras, similarly, and in
contradiction to Parmenides' dualistic countposing of appearance to
reality, 'Appearances are a glimpse of the obscure' (Kirk and Raven
1963 p. 394). Anaxagoras's saying is not to be understood as
affirming that appearances comprise, so to say, a thin rather than a
thick veil. Rather, his thought is that it is in the nature of what
is not appearance - namely, being - to reveal/conceal itself or, in
other words, to appear in the sense of standing (obscurely) forth.
And, in fact, Marx's concepts of fetishism and of mystification
register, so far as social being is concerned, an exactly parallel
point.

I have dwelt on the non-dualistic meaning of the term "appearance"
because its meaning is decisive for how Marx's Grundrisse and Capital
are to be read. Famously, Marx speaks of penetrating through
appearances to reality and urges that capitalist society appears to
those who live in it in systematically misleading ways (e.g. Marx
1973 pp. 247, 674; 1976 p. 421; 1966 p. 817). Such passages are
misunderstood if they are read - and of course they have been so read
- as counterposing appearance to reality in a dualistic fashion, or as
affirming that appearance is less real than the reality it fetishistic-
-ally reveals/conceals. From the Grundrisse, it is clear enough that
capitalism's appearance in terms of freedom, equality, property, etc. is
a real moment in capitalist production relations taken as a whole.

Marx drives the point home when he contends that social relations which
appear as 'material relations between persons and social relations
between things' appear 'as what they are' (Marx 1976 p. 166): this
passage is unintelligible - it must seem as though Marx is endorsing

a fetishized perspective - unless appearance is understood as the
mediation (the mode of existence) of the relation in which the
producers of commodities stand.(1)

If, despite all this, a dualistic understanding of the appearance/
reality relation is forced upon Marx then the consequence is either
determinism (reality is seen as causally conditioning an appearance
which is distinct from it) or reductionism (not the appearance, but
only the reality, is supposed finally to exist). Once appearances are
understood as mediations no such consequences are entailed. Regarding
fetishism and mystification, Marx's point is not that we can be
mystified about reality, or even that we can be mystified (misled) by
reality, but that mystification - or "enchantment" - is the mode in
which capitalist reality exists. So to say, capitalism exists as its
own self-denial.

It may seem as though such a view inscribes mystification so
deeply in capitalist social reality that the emergence, from capitalism,
of revolutionary theory and practice becomes all but impossible. But
in fact precisely the opposite is the consequence if, as we shall see,
capitalist appearances are the modes of existence of relations which
are antagonstic through and through. It is the non-dualism of the
appearance/reality relation which allows antagonisms to be matters of
experience - to be 'glimpsed', in Anaxagoras's meaning - in however
self-contradictory and distorted a way. Once appearance is dualistically
severed from antagonistic reality, however, antagonism is placed outwith
the domain of experience and the basis for a politics of revolutionary
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self-emancipation is undermined.

As with "appearance", so with "form". Marx's characteristic mode
of questioning is always "Wy do these things take these forms?" (e.g.
Marx 1976 pp. 173-4). The "things" concerned are production relations
which are always, except in communist society, class relatioms, i.e.,
relations of struggle: in existing society it is the capital-labour
relation which is "formed" - as well as reformed and deformed - in
varying ways. Marx's project is 'to develop from the actual, given
relations of life the forms in which these have been apotheosized'
(Marx 1976 p. 494). The "forms" concerned are the commodity-form, the
value-form, the money-form, the wage-form, the state-form, etc. If
"form" is understood dualistically, i.e. as opposed to content which
is distinct from it, then once again (for reasons parallel to those
given as regards "appearance') either determinism or reductionism
results. In the event, however, forms are to be understood as mediations
(as modes of existence, or appearances) of the class relation - under
capitalism, the capital-labour relation - and hence of the struggle in
which that relation consists. (On the centrality of class struggle to
all the categories of Capital, see Cleaver 1977: every single category
in Marx's critique of political economy is designed to contribute to
the description of the mediations - the modes of existence - of class
struggle, and this is one reason why Capital must be seen as
presenting a critique of political economy rather than a rival
political economy on its own behalf.)

It is worth noticing that all of the mediations set forth by
Marx stand to be mediated in their turn: for example, exchange-value
is the mediation (the mode of existence or appearance) of value, and
is for its part mediated by the money-form. For Marx, as for Hegel,
no process of mediation is definitive: mediated terms may themselves
call for remediation, and far from being static or merely "structural
the process of mediation and remediation is one in which the praxis
of class struggle - and therefore capital's response to labour's
insurgency - is inscribed. Better: me.diation and remediation are at
issue in class struggle, inasmuch as mediations are forms of class
struggle. As usual, it is categories which thematize activity -~ here,
the activity of struggle - which are given primacy by Marx. Understood
thus, the concept of mediation explodes all deterministic readings and
establishes 'revolutionary subjectivity' at the very centre of Marx's
work. ‘

This being so, there can be no question of revolutionaries having
to intervene from outside (like Leninist vanguardists) in inert social
structures in order to conjure struggle into existence or to generate
praxis from process, since it is as mediations of struggle and as at
issue in struggle that social "structures" and social "processes"
exist. In this sense, for Marx as for Hegel (and in opposition to every
variety of bourgeois and pseudo-Marxist sociology), a social world 'is
not a dead essence, but is actual and alive' (Hegel 1977 p. 264). It
follows that the politics entailed by a reading of Marx in the light
of the category of mediation is, with Luxemburg, a politics of
spontaneism: but in the Marxist tradition Luxemburg's category of
spontaneism has been understood no less confusedly than the category
of mediation itself. At the close of the present paper, I shall offer
brief comment on what I take the category of spontaneism to involve.

An additional virtue of the concept of mediation is that it makes
possible a theorising of the relation between class struggle and
struggles of other kinds. For example, the relation of class oppression
to sexual oppression has been a topic of notorious difficulty in both
feminist and Marxist thought: sexual and class oppression are
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intertwined, but of course sexual oppression is older than the capital-
labour relation. The necessary insight here is to the effect that
capitalist valorization is not a closed dynamic,i.e., not merely one
which destroys, externally, all 'patriarchal and idyllic' pre-capitalist
social forms (although just such a view seems to be implied in, for
example, the opening pages of the Communist Manifesto). Rather, it is
to be seen as an open process of totalisation which is always ready to
incorporate - viciously, and voraciously - whatever in pre-capitalism
can serve its purposes and lies ready to hand. It incoporates them as
its own mediations, and in so doing re-'"forms" them (understanding
"form", here, in the definitional sense specfied above). In this way,
capital re-forms the family and transforms sexual relations within the
family into a "form" of the capital-labour relation itself: the nuclear
family comes into being cotemporally with industrial capitalism (cf.
Shorter 1976). The sexual relation becomes a mediation of the class
relation and vice versa. Women's unpaid labour in the nuclear family
serves as a free subsidy to capital so far as the reproduction of
labour-power is concerned.(2)

Thus, sexual emancipation presuppses, but is not reducible to,
class emancipation (and vice versa). This analysis is the opposite of
reductionist because it construes the process whereby capital re-forms
sexual relations as one of struggle and implies neither that all of
existing sexual oppression is a consequence of this re-formation -
although it is all affected by it - nor that sexual oppression will be
automatically terminated once the capital-labour relation has been
destroyed.

In passing, it can be noted that capitalism's continuing employment
of pre-capitalist relations is crucial not merely for any concrete
understanding of the capital-labour relation's mediations but also for
an understanding of the sources of legitimacy upon which capital can
draw. (An example is racist legitimacy, bound up with a heritage of
anti-semitism and slavery, so far as the capitalist state is concerned.
Amongst other things, this heritage makes it possible for capital to
organise a flow of "immigrant" labour-power to and fro across the state's
boundaries and in accordance with valorization's needs.) To see
capitalist valorization as a closed and sheerly self-sustaining
dynamic, and capitalist legitimacy as stemming solely from the exchange
relation, is to downplay its capacity for incorporating, as its own
mediations, that which is or was non-capitalist and so to underestimate
the strength (deriving from flexibility) of that to which revolutionary
struggle is opposed. The sheer 'formalism' of the exchange relation
would supply capital with only a weak legitimation, and the 'substantial'
sources from which it can derive strong - but nonetheless always
problematic - legitimation are both older and more "irrational" and
mythic (cf. Horkheimer and Adorno 1969) than a Marxism impressed with
the hegemony of liberal values would suppose. Sometimes, fascism is
analysed as an archaic throwback to times before capitalist rationality
prevailed; if this analysis is accepted, however, the conclusion must
be that all capitalist states are fascist on precisely this score. The
advantage of the category of mediation, here, is that it allows us to
break away from the image of a "pure" capitalism overlain and sullied by
what Stalinist Marxism terms 'survivals' from a pre-capitalist past. On
the contrary: the strength of capital is its capacity to re-form pre-
capitalist relations as its own mediations and thereby to translate them
into modes of existence of itself.

What I have said about "form" sheds light on yet another contentious
area of Marxist theorising, this time an area of a methodological kind.
One of the central topics addressed in Marx's 1857 Introduction to the
Grundrisse manuscripts is that of the relation between categories which
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are abstract and categories which are concrete, and we learn that,
instead of starting with the concrete and abstracting from it, we

must start from the abstract and show how the concrete is composed out
of it, the concrete, here, being understood as 'the concentration of
many determinations, hence unity of the diverse' (Marx 1973 p. 101).

I shall not attempt to explore all the issues raised in this complex
passage, but only to draw out a distinction between two ways in which
the abstract/concrete relation can be understood.

Abstracting from the concrete involves abstraction in what may be
termed an empiricist sense: the more I abstract, the further I move
away from (concrete) reality and the less real - the more purely
conceptual - my abstractions become. Marx is for his part willing to
employ abstraction in this sense, as when he remarks that 'all epochs
of production have certain common traits, common characteristics.
Production in general is an abstraction, but a rational abstraction...
(Marx 1973 p. 86). But he adds at once that 'there is no production in
general' (Marx 1973 p. 86), in the sense that production is always
historically specific, and one of his objections to vulgar political
economy is that the latter confuses abstraction in its empiricist
meaning with abstraction in a sense which the notion of mediation brings
to light. In this latter sense, that which is abstract can be a mode of
existence (a form) of that which is historically specific and no less
real than any other aspect of the concrete totality in which it inheres.
Mediations, in short, may be either abstract or concrete or a
(contradictory) unity of the two. The example which Marx gives of
abstraction as mediation is that of labour, which 'achieves practical
truth as an abstraction only as a category of the most modern society'
(Marx 1973 p. 105) wherein value-production obtains. The 'dual
character' of labour (Marx 1976 pp. 131ff.) as abstract and as concrete
- as productive of value and of use-value - is one among the mediations
of the capital-labour relation itself. Confusing abstraction in the
empiricist sense and in the sense of mediation allows the political
economists to construe that which is specific to capitalism (in this
example: abstract labour) as intrinsic to production under all social
formations whatever and, of course, this is one aspect of the fetishism
of categories to which Marx is constantly opposed.

1

Once again, we arrive at a point which is decisive for how Marx's
own critique of political economy is to be read. To be sure, the first
volume of Capital discusses "capital in general" in abstraction (more or
less) from the questions posed by the existence of "many capitals", and
even at the end of Volume Three we still have to 'leave aside' the
conjunctures of the world market, credit and so forth (Marx 1966 p. 831).
But this in no way entails that the value-form, abstract labour,
surplus-value, etc. - in short, all the central topics of Volume One -~
are less real than the topics approached as the arguments of Volume
Three unfold. Value and labour precisely as abstractions, in the sense
of mediations or modes of existence of the capital-labour relation, do
real (and murderous) political and exploitative work. The mediations
which Volumes Two and Three of Capital add to those of Volume One - the
remediations, in other words, of these former mediations - in no way
subtract from the importance (the importance of the capital-labour
relation as a relation of class struggle) of the story which Volume One
tells. Nor is it a matter of a "pure model"™ of capitalism - which exists
no more than does 'production in general' or a Weberian 'ideal type' -
being moved "closer to reality" by successive stages. To be sure, Volume
Three approaches 'step by step the form which they /the 'various forms of
capitall7 assume on the surface of society...and in the ordinary
cons;iousness of the agents of production themselves' (Marx 1966 p. 25),
but just here it is important to keep the sense of "forms" and of
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and of "appearances' as mediations clearly in mind. For example, "many
capitals" is the mode of existence of '"capital in general", and minus
the 'practical truth' - the real social existence - of "capital in
general" the intelligibility of "many capitals" disappears. The point
here is more than a textual one. If Volume One is treated as. presenting
a "pure model" of capitalism (an abstraction in the empiricist sense)
then Marxism's emphasis on class struggle - the struggle inscribed in
the capital-labour relation - evaporates and both in theory and in
practice one finishes up endorsing the mystified 'ordinary consciousness'
of capitalist social relations and the fetishism in which (as Volume
Three demonstrates) that consciousness is steeped. To read Marx as an
empiricist - as employing only an empiricist concept of abstraction - is
to read him as a reformist, and both his political and his theoretical
challenge are evaded at a single stroke.

One way of summing up what has been said concerning Marx is to see
it as articulating further the various possible shapes of mediation
discussed above. For it will be apparent that, for Marxism, one
application of the concept of mediation as mode of existence (as form
or appearance) is of key importance, namely, the application of this
species of mediation to a situation wherein, prior to mediation, an
antagonistic - or self-antagonistic - relation characterises the
to-be-mediated terms. Indeed the antagonism may be one strong enough to
destroy the terms, as in the Communist Manifesto's scenario of 'the
common ruin of the contending classes'. Hegel tells us what a mediation
of antagonistic terms can mean: it can mean that each anagonistically
(or self-antagonistically) related term achieves the 'power to maintain
itself in contradiction' (Hegel 1971 para. 382), or in other words in
its antagonism (which is not at all to say that the antagonism is
removed outright or destroyed). Suppose, now, that a mediation of this
kind brings about an internal relation between, or within, the
antagonistic term(s): in such a case, the mediation is the mode of
existence not merely of the term(s) themselves but also of their
antagonism. The antagonism concerned is not removed, but on the contrary
is sustained and set on a new footing, inasmuch as (qua mediated) it
no longer consumes and destroys or undermines itself. Thus, for Marx,
mediations of the contradictions inherent in the commodity-form (the
central contradiction is between use-value and exchange-value, and its
mediation is money) 'does not abolish these contradictions, but rather
provides the form /read: the mode of existence/ within which they have
room to move' (Marx 1976 p. 198). T

e

In this example, mediation allows not merely the antagonistic
terms but their antagonism to remain in being. Money, as the mediation
of the commodity, is not just superadded to the commodity but is the
mode of existence of the commodity itself: 'The riddle of the money
fetish is...the riddle of the commodity fetish, now become visible and
dazzling to our eyes' (Marx 1976 p. 187). In the absence of this
mediation, use-value and value would remain merely juxtaposed, in the
sense that use-value production, as a condition of all social existence,
is by no means necessarily value-production and indeed points beyond it.
Not the least aspect of the fetishism of commodities is the circumstance
that use-value production, as a universally imposed condition of human
existence, is established, through mediation, as related internally to
value. Thereby, fetishistically, the existence of capitalism becomes
inscribed in the ineluctibly given order of things.

Antagonism, of course, returns us once again to class struggle: if
the various moments of capital are mediations (forms, modes of
existence) of class struggle, then they are mediations which sustain
this struggle not merely within the (broad) limits of the avoidance of
'common ruin' but within the (narrow) limits of a capital-imposed order
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of things. If this is so, then it seems that neither set of limits
can become an issue for class struggle - social existence can involve
risks neither per se nor for the powers that be - as long as these
mediations are in play. And yet, since it is an antogonistic relation
-~ the capital-labour relation - which they mediate, it is as forms of
struggle that capital's mediations always-—already exist. The "play"
of mediation is thus the play (the risk-taking praxis) of struggle
itself. Risk, that is, is intrinsic to social existence and remains
so even when it exists in the mode of being denied.

And this in turn returns us to the topic of spontaneism, touched
on above. The presence of antagonism in capital (and as capital)
allows us to say that, in capitalist society, mediation always and
only exists as the possibility of, so to say, going into reverse
gear. Mediation exists as the possibility of demediation. Putting
matters in this way allows us to avoid what would be a new form of
reductionism, namely, a discovery (an uncovering) of class struggle
as a level of authentic immediacy which lies under mediation's shell.
Reductionism would be involved here inasmuch as immediacy would be
counterposed to mediation, in dualistic fashion, as the-latter's
essence and truth. In fact, what lies under mediation's shell is
nothing: or, rather, the whole metaphor of a 'shell" (together with
its famous "kernel") is inapplicable since the mode of existence of
class struggle is the process of mediation and the possibility of
demediation itself. This means that the antagonistic contradiction of
mediation/demediation is intrinsic to class struggle, as Luxemburg
lucidly sees: 'On the one hand, we have the mass; on the other, its
historic goal, located outside of existing society. On the one hand,
we have the day-to-day struggle; on the other, the social revolution.
Such are the terms of the dialectical movement through which the
socialist revolution makes its way' (Luxemburg 1970 pp. 128-9). This
'dialectical', or in other words contradictory and self-contradictory,
movement is the movement which the term "spontaneism'" connotes. In no
way does spontaneism conjure, magically and romantically, a surging
groundswell of immediacy which will eventually carry before it the web
of mediations whose putative truth it is and to which it is externally
Jjuxtaposed. On the contrary, the contradiction inscribed in mediation
is inscribed in the challenge to mediation as well, and there is no
space of immediacy located outside of mediation which might supply a
foothold or point of departure from which revolutionary challenge could
spring. Spontaneism connotes demediation and not the conjuring of
immediacy, as Luxemburg (unlike her critics) already so sharply sees.

These two things are true: mediation exists as the possibility of
demediation; and there is no immediacy, not even in revolution's camp.

If this is so, then the project of revolution (the project of
demediation) always contains something paradoxical and, as it were,
ironic and playful (it is demediation "making its play"). What Adorno
says of the dialectic of identity and nonidentity applies to the
dialectic of mediation and demediation as well: 'I have no way but to
break immanently, and in its own measure, through the appearance /read
once again: the mode of existence/ of total identity' if nonidentity is
to come to light (Adorno 1973 p. 5), since it is as modes of existence
of one another that identity and nonidentity obtain. Indeed, more than
analogy relates Adorno's defence of nonidentity to the theme of
mediation/demediation, since a good part of revolutionary struggle
turns on the articulation of that which is particular, nonidentical
hence marginalised with respect to the conformism which any given
social order entails. This is most evidently the case with sexual
politics but the point holds equally for class politics as well. In
Georges Bataille's terms: heterogeneity is to be rescued from the
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homogeneity which, for example, in the bourgeois exchange relation

is both presupposed and enshrined (cf. Bataille 1985 and, on this
significance of the exchange relation, Adorno 1973). But rescuing
particularity and heterogeneity and nonidentity must involve paradox
since universality, homogeneity and identity are inscribed in the
very conceptual ordering whereby any rescue-attempt must be thought
through (to say nothing of the organisational forms which
revolutionary practice may find itself driven to adopt). 'The

concept of the particular is always its negation at the same time;

it cuts short what the particular is and what nonetheless cannot be
directly named, and replaces it with identity' (Adorno 1973 p. 173).
As with the concept of particularity, so with the concept of
demediation: in order to remain in play, it is called upon always

to think against itself. And if there remains something opaque about
the category of demediation, so be it. Transparency would announce it
merely as a fresh mediation, and so close the conceptual space within
which the figure of 'revolutionary subjectivity' finds itself able to
appear.
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Notes

1. Here, I speak of the mediation of a relation whereas, previously,
I have spoken of the mediation of terms. What may seem like a
confusion is only verbal, and may be resolved in one of two ways.
Either the expression 'term' may be understood in a broad
fashion, so as to include relations as one species of term (in
this case, the relation between commodity producers is mediated to
itself through the commodity-form); or the commodity-producers
themselves may be understood as the 'terms' which the commodity-
form mediates or relates. Nothing turns on which of these
alternative resolutions is adopted, and the expression 'mediation
of a relation' can be understood as shorthand for this either/or.

2. See Dalla Costa and James 1976. In her notes to the 1976 edition
of this work, Dalla Costa mistakenly says that women's housework
is productive not merely of use-value (the use-value of labour-
power) but of value and surplus-value as well. If this were so, it
would destroy her own argument: women's housework would increase
(instead of holding down) the value of labour-power, and capital

would have an interest in decreasing the amount of housework women
do.
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Marxism and the Concept of Mediation
Werner Bonefeld

Mediation is one of Marx's concepts which is very much neglected
within the 'marxist' discourse. Nevertheless, I think it is one
of the most important concepts within marxism. The concept 'me-
diation' challenges academic marxism and it provides a conceptual
framework for the politics of marxism (see Bonefeld 1987).

Before I go into further detail on 'mediation', I want to concen-
trate briefly on the 'nature' of marxist concepts.

The marxist categories are abstractions of the concrete and complex

reality of capitalism. These abstractions decode the "innermost
secret, the hidden basis of the relations of sovereignity and
dependence" (Marx 1966,p.791-2). 'The concrete is concrete be-
cause it unites diverse phenomena. The concrete is the unity

of variety' (see Marx 1973,p.101). Marx's concept of abstract
and concrete is thus the methodological metaphor for the con-
tinuity of the discontinous development of the concrete within
the abstract and vice versa (see Bonefeld 1987), The analyti-
cal abstraction from the concrete leads "towards the reprodu-
ction of the concrete by way of thought" (Marx 1973,p.101). This
"is the only way in which thought appropriates the concrete, re-
produces it as the concrete in mind" (Marx 1973,p.101). Thus,
the idea of the world is nothing else than the material world
reflectegmbyMthgmhymag mind, and translated into_forms of thought
(Marx 1983,p.29).0nly after the development of the substantial
abstraction of the innermost secret. of the reality can the

real mOvement of the material world be presented appropriately.
These abstractions conceptualise the determining relation of
capitalism in order to understand its 'perverted and enchapted
world' (Marx 1966,p.830). The abstract categories are abstrac-
tions from the concrete in order to comprehend the concrete.

The only existence of the abstract is within the concrete.

The marxist concepts cantain the unifying dynamic of the pro-
cess of antagonism, which in no case eliminates the antagonism
of capitalism (see Negri 1984). This antagonism is the antato-
nism of labour and capital. The marxist categories contain the
reciprocal recognition of labour and capital as an instrinsic
relation of struggle. This applies for all the marxist catego-
ries. The marxist concepts have to be open to the changes in
the composition of the social relations which occur during the
process of transformation. This is ewer more obvious, since it
is marxism that analyses the permanent decomposition and re-
composition of bourgeois society as a structurally given media-
tion of its social antagonism and thus as a means of its exist-
ence (see Bonefeld 1987). In this sense, the analysis of the
hidden laws of capitalism leads inherently to the analysis of
the mediation of class antagonism: the modus vivendi of the cri-
sis-ridden development of the capital-labour relation.

The marxist concepts thus contain the analytical perception

of the 'hidden'laws' and the inherent possibilities of change,
both within capitalism (re- and decomposition of form of social
relations) and against capitalist mode of production. Thus,
they contain the possibility of 'barbarism and socialism' (see
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Luxemburg). Marxist conceptions thus contain the notion of the 'possibility'
and 'unpredictability' of the development of the capital relation. Marxist
categories conceptualise the variety of phenomena as implicit forms of

the presence of labour within capital, and thus struggle. The concepts
entail the capital labour relation as a relation of subject and object

of historical development (see Lukacs 1971 (1). The categories therefor con-
tain their own negation: they are forms of thought which seek to comprehend
the development of the antagonistic social relation and thus to understand
history as object and result of struggle.

MEDIATION

The concept of mediation has to be seen within the. above outline. The 'de-
trminate abstraction' (see Negri 1984) promotes an analysis of what is me-
diated. Whereby the mediation itself is inherently contradictory due to its
generation as a structurally necessary mode of existence of the organisa-
tional presence of labour within capital.

The term mediation inherently contains its own negation which I shall refer
to as de-mediation. This term seeks to comprehend the constitution of class
through struggle. The term de-mediation will be discussed later.

Concentrating on the term mediation, it contains the analytical penetra-
tion of the reality of capitalism as a complex diversity of phenomena. The
term mediation is open to the structurally given crisis-ridden transforma-
tion of the mode of existence, although the basic pattern remains: the
capital relation of necessary and surplus labour.

The recognition of class struggle as the motor of history is basic for the
understanding of 'mediation',,all_the more because the social antagonism

of the capital-labour relation is the relation which is mediated. Economic,
social and political phenomena have thus to be seen as object and result

of struggle. The historical materialisation of former struggle confines and
conditions class struggle (see Marx 1943).

According to Marx, antagonistic relations express themselves always in forms
(value-form, state form) (see Marx 1983,p.106). 'Form' is the 'modus vivendi'
(Marx 1983,p.106) of antagonistic relations. The mediation of antagonistic
relations in.certain 'forms' does not 'sweep away' (Marx) the inconsistencies
of antagonistic relations. Form, and thus mediation, "is generally_the way
in which real contradictions are reconciled" (Marx 1983,p.106). Thus, the
term mediation refers to the form of existence which allows antagonistic re-
lations "to exist side by side" (Marx 1983,p.106).

Thus, it is within 'form' that antagonistic relations can articulate them-
selves. For this reason I would follow Marx in speaking of the 'perverted
and enchanted world' (Marx 1966,p.830) as a form of existence. Form mediat-
es the existence of antagonisms as a condition of their own existence. As
such, the existence of antagonism is a mediated existence, or, with refer-
ence to Marx, a fetishized reality. This reality is the material world of
capitalism which is based upon class antagonism, which is reproduced by
class struggle, which is shattered by crisis (itself also a form of capita-
lism) and whichis dynamically and constantly transformed due to the presence
of labour within capital. The mode of mediation is the sole existence of
class antagonism.
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The totality of phenomena is the material world of antagonism, that is its
mode of existence. The relations of production as well as political power
relations have thus to be seen as forms of existence of antagonistic rela-
tions. The historically changing mode of existence (or appearance, form)
has to be grasped as the maerial world of the capital relation which bathes
all social, normative and political phenomena in a certain colour (see Marx
1973,p.107).

Thus, the fetishdized world of capitalism is no closed system precisely be-
cause it is the form of the capital-labour relation and because it has to
be reproduced by class struggle. It is only through struggle that the

form of mediation is reproduced and the fethishization of society perpetua-
ted. Contrary to deterministic approaches, this fetishized reality is the
reality of captialism as a necessary form of mediation of antagonism. Thus,
the enchanted world of capitalism cannot be dismissed as a cover of the
veiled reality of truthful laws of capitalism. The only existence of ab-
stract general laws is the cover itself. As such, capitalism exists as a
"totality' of social phenomena within which the antdgonism is mediated, with
which the antagonism is reproduced and without which capitalism wouldn't
exist. The 'determinate abstraction' (Negri 1984) of the enchanted and per-
verted world of capitalism does not create a hidden reality of capitalism,
which is separated from its cover, and from which the false reality of free-
dom and equality can be deduced as a 'appearance' which is "{necessarily)
'wrong' as opposed to 'true'(the hidden laws). The determinate abstraction,
conversely to structuralist approaches, depicts the so-called 'cover' as
the material existence of class-antagonism.

The concepts of 'Das Kapital' and of the 'Grundrisse' compose the enchanted
world in the process of thinking. These concepts thus categorise the mode
of existence within which the class antagonism:is inscribed and operating,
and which is the material world of capitalism. The concept of surplus value,
for example, does not exist as an abstract concept of Capital Volume I

with which an understanding of the 'concealed' reality should be achieved.
It is rather the existence of surplus value production which composes the
reality of capitalist exploitation within and through the material world of
capitalism, this latter being the mediated mode of existence of antagonism.

The cortinuity of capitalism resolves itself in the crisis-ridden development
of the capital-labour relation. This dynamic development is mediated through
the discontinuity of captial's mode of existence, that is, its form of con-
trol and its form of pervertion. This permanence of change is mediated by
crisis. The transformation of the mode of existence of surplus value produc-
tion is the historical mediation of the capital-labour class antagonism.

The crisis-ridden de- and re-composition of the mode of existence is thus
the historical mediation of the achieved form of the material world of
capitalism. History is a process of class struggle whose dialectical contra-
diction is inscribed in the relation of subject and object. Thus, history
has to be conceptualised as a totality within which 'kernal and skin con-
stitute the unity' (Labriola 1974,p.151).

Summing up the argument, the 'enchanted and perverted world' is the only ex-
istence of capitalism. The mode of existence is neither cover nor surface.
The mode of existence is the mediation of class antagonism. It is the capi-
tal-labour relation which illuminates the colour of the social phenomena
whose totality constitutes the '"concentration of many determinations, hence
unity of the diverse" (Marx 1973,p.101).
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DE-MEDIATION

Due to the organisational existence of labour within capitdl, the mediation

of the capital-labour relation is permanently driven into crisis-contradic-
tion—-de-mediation and further transcendence.

The mediation of antagonism is thus in a constant process of reproduction-
contradiction-crisis and transformation. Fetishized reality does not exist

as a closed system. The mediation of class antagonism does not sweep away
antagonism and inconsistencies, precisely because it is the mode of existence
of antagonisms. The existence of antagonsim in a concealed form (see Marx
1966,p.817) has to be reproduced by the intmcourse of capital and labour:
that is struggle.

The fetishized reality has constantly to be reproduced by struggle. As such, it
comes constantly into conflict with experience. Thus, it is not only the
academical mind which understands the determinating cause of the mode of ex-
istence. However, the existence of the abstract in the concrete unifies class
conflict and promotes the perception of class antagonism and the uncerstanding
of the 'interrelated relation' 'to the popular mind' (see Marx 1966,p.817).
As such, the fetishized reality of capitalism is far from being a closed sy-
stem whose existence can only be grasped by an intellectually inspired van-
guard party acting from 'outside' and administering the 'misled' masses.

The presence of labour within capital constantly de-mediates the mediation of
capitalism. Struggle constitutes the de-fetishization of the enchanted and
perverted world of capitalism. 'The dialectical relation between subject and
object in the development of history' (see Lukacs 1971,p.61) is explicitly
elaborated within the marxist method of determinate abstraction and tendency
(see Negri 1984,p.13). It is this dialectical relation between subject and
object which provides the understanding of de-mediation as a form of de-
mystification, denuciation and critique of capitalism. All of these forms of
de-mediation are intrinsically bound to the practice of destabilisation, de-
composition and destruction. Thus, the unity of theory and practice which is
explicit for the politics of marxism dwells on the antagonistic class relat-
ion of capitalism.

De-mediation thus refers to the comtitution of class through struggle.
Struggle inherently contains both the reproduction of mediation and the de-
struction of mediation. Struggle possibly demystifies equality as a mediation
of capitalist exploitation, it possibly denounces freedom as a mediation of
domination and it possibly criticises 'rights' as a moment of expoitation
and destruction (see Gunn 1987).

The activity of labour against its existence as proletarian labour entails
the de-mediation of its own experience as wage-labour or, in other words, the
recognition of itself as variable capital. Thus, the unifying dynamic of the
process of surplus value production continually drives its mediation into
catradiction and into de-mediation.

DE-MEDIATION AND MEDIATION

"On the one hand, we have the mass, on the other, its historic goal, located
outside the existing society. On the one hand, we have day-to-day struggle;
on the other, the social revolution. Such are the terms of the dialectical
contradiction through which the socialist movement makes its way" (Luxemburg
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1970,p.128-129).

Mediation and de-mediation are consistent and permanent features of the course
of class struggle. The constitution of class through struggle promotes ten-
dencies of de-mediation which are explicitly part of the 'dialectical contra-
diction' articulated by Luxemburg: day-to-day struggle and socialist revolu-
tion. In this context the interwoven process of mediation and de-mediation
refers to the possibility of emancipation and the possibility of defeat, that
is, the possibilities of socialism and of the transformation of struggle into
a new mode of mediation. Luxemburg seems to take this on board when she speaks
about the inherent possibilities of socialism and barbarism (see Luxemburg 1970
p.268,327). The de-mediation of capitalism is a force inscribed in the dialec-
tic relation of class antagonism. De-mediation thus includes its negation:
mediation. The dialectic relation of struggle thus inherently involves the
effort to reverse de-mediation by transforming the mode of existence of anta-
gonism. Marx discusses this reciprocal action inherent in the dialectical re-
lation of class antagonism on various occasions. This reciprocal action of an-
tagonism is conditioned by the results of former struggle. Within marxist dis-
course the relation of mediation and de-mediation is discussed as the recipro-
cal action of subject and object within the development of history (see Lukas)
or as determinate abstraction and tendency (see Negri 1984). The two following
examples should clarify this argument: The constitution of class through
struggle is seen as productive for the development of the state in the same
way as strikes are for the implementation of new machinery (see Marx 1969).
Against the 'revolts of the working-class' within production the implementa-
tion of new machinery is used as a 'weapon' (Marx 1983,p.411) to establish
control over labour. Struggle thus reproduces capitalism and transforms

its mode of existence. Thus, the constitution of class and the transformation
of the mode of existence of the capital-labour relation are closely inter-
woven.

Mediation and de-mediation are concepts which seek to understand the course

of struggle. They are dialectically interwoven concepts . within which the
development of class struggle is inscribed. Thus, they conceptualise the dia-
lectical process of subject and object during history: de-mystification and
de-composition, destabilisation and new order of control, practice and counter-
practice. In this way, mediation and de-mediation refer to the reproduction

of the enchanted world through struggle, which inherently involves the trans-
formation of the capitalist mode of existence and the permanence of primitive
accumulation (see Bonefeld 1987).

The permanent and dynamic effort of capital to restructure its control over
labour is the precondition of the stability of the capitalist system and vice
versa. As for labour, it is the action of destabilisation which immediatly le-
ads to the action of destruction (see Negri 1979). The historical form within
which the trasformation is promoted is crisis, so that the process of mediation
is consistenly the object and the result of struggle.

The capitalist modes of existence are constantly de-mediated and mediated by
the hidden law of their determination: class antagonism and class struggle.
Hence, the alernative of socialism and barbarism.

NOTES:

1.:T do not, however, share Lukdcs's messianic belief: in the proletariat as
the historical executor of history's essence.
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Free University of Glasgow

THE FREE UNIVERSITY: A BACKGROUND

The most painful by-product of progress is the loss of
community and neighbourhood. In a world of strangers,
people retreat into private lives. What initiatives there
are develop along parallel lines. Yet, a sense of community
is a human necessity. We can only become full human beings
when we belong to each other as citizens and neighbours.

Education does not begin and end with the 8% of the population that attend
university between the ages of seventeen and twenty-three.

*

Formal education fails to encourage enquiry unrelated to the
quest for academic certificates.

The Free University proposes to create an interdisciplinary
approach not based on vocational skills.

Employment classically provides status, contacts and activity.
The Free University proposes that employment is by no means the
only situation that provides these.

It is necessary to create a situation where groups of people
with a common interest can share their knowledge and skills

We aim to create the conditions for people from a wide range of backgrounds

to come

3*

together.

An area of the building will be a public sitting room. Everyone
benefits from a place where they can drop in and meet others

of a like mind; a place that is warm and comfortable which
offers cheap meals.

The building will be open beyond the standard 9.30am - 5.30pm
model; people are in most need of comfort and activity outside
these hours.

The most important function is to bring people out of isolation
and into a context of mutual support and self-help. For this,
more is needed than is normally found in state-run centres with
cold halls and flourescent lighting.

It is necessary that the building be situated in central Glasgow
to offer the widest possible access to the widest range of people.
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A SHORT HISTORY

The decision to act arrived through conversations in pubs and homes,
through a variety of arts activities including discussion which
resulted in an informal network of dissatisfied individuals. To
harness this energy seemed imperative.

The first official gathering of the existing group met on the first

of January 1987. The objective of that meeting was to begin to define
the unease felt in the present state of society and to start to con-
struct a functional model of a better structure. Towards this aim, this
group continued to meet monthly, while forming three sub-groups;

Building: to find cheap or free temporary venues for meetings
and activities until a permanent base is established.

Funding : to seek finance from a combination of sources.

Forum : which generates debate and action and overlaps with
the other groups. The forum group regularly produce
a newsletter for all members.

The main group consists of thirty-five people, ages ranging from twenty
to sixty who have experience in education, social work, voluntary associa-
tions, the arts and a variety of administrative work. In particular:
A gallery organiser from a Glasgow arts centre
Two workers in adult education
A lecturer in architecture
Two architects
Several unemployed people
Several writers, including Alasdair Gray, James Kelman, Tom Leonard
A primary school headmaster
A social worker
Several artists
An arts worker for handicapped people
A computer programmer
A lecturer with the Open University
An editor of a national literary magazine
A welfare rights worker
A lawyer
A printer
An administrator from a cultural institute

A designer
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THE FREE UNIVERSITY: A PROPOSAL

Our aim is to set up a resource centre where people can meet to exchange
ideas, socialise, relax and become involved in an environment where the
dissemination of knowledge is not only not frowned upon, but encouraged.
a place where experience is shared and activities can be generated.

The activities and projects of the organisation will be based on the
exploration of different forms of learning, not centred on a teacher/
pupil relationship but rather on group activity, the defence of ideas
and the value of individual knowledge and skills.

Projects will be largely determined by the interests of the membership
and the space available. Areas of study and projects already planned
include city walks:; open debates; readings; discussion groups; the
investigation of publishing, new technology, computing, housing and
economics; basic literacy and form-filling; art in general;drama;writing
groups; co-counselling; distribution methodology and the dissemination
of information.

One of the chief resources which the building would provide would be an
information base for other resource centres in the city. This would direct
people to where advice and assistance is available. The building would

also provide a library containing information on groups with similar aims,
claimants unions, a members' register, study group reports, newsletters and
a noticeboard for newspaper and magazine articles.

Other facilities would ideally include a large office space giving access
to photocopying,typewriting and wordprocessing facilities; a gallery space
for documentary and art exhibitions; rehearsal and recording space.

The Free Unilversi.y is planning ics first year of evencs,
socials and discussions. If you would like to do a presentacion
of a topic or just want to .et in contacc and receive furcher
information,send a few stamped aduressed envelopes 10:

Free University (Glas.ow)
PH 9

340 West Princes Street
Glas-.ow G4 9HF
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ON POLITICS: THE END OF TUTELAGE
(Extracts from an interview with Hans Magnus Enzensberger in Der Spiegel, 1987]

I abstain from the election campaign - which mustn't be confused with electoral
abstention... For me, an election campaign 1is the worst period for makin§ olitical
declaraticns. At an election one has fo struggle with nursery-school-leve alk and

computer grammer. It's staggering to see what nuances the West German electors can express
in this mutilated language. Nevertheless, I wonder if society can still be mobiiised by
election campaigns: perhaps they only mobilise their promoters, the political class, and
thus a minority.

~ So where are political needs articulated? Does the political class still have contact with
a base’ ’

It's a matter of structures. I consider the relationship between State and society, or more
precisely between government and soclety, to have changed fundamentally in recent years.
The Federal Republic knew stability and relative success not because but despite being
governed by the gents who smile from the stamps. Whatever the Minister for Posts did to
wreck the Post, letters kept arriving. Even when the Chancellor behaved like a bull in a
china shop, trade with the East continued. A firm run by a bunch_like this would have
failed long ago. There's only one explanation for this: the Federal Republic can aiford an
incompetent government because the ?eople who count aren't the ones who bore us an the
News. Saciety's real processes take place largely ouiside the control of Eonn.

«.In old Europe, the human community was always described on the model of a human body.
The government was the head. This metaphor definitely belongs to the past. There's no
centre anticipating, directing and deciding everything. Such a social brain can no longer be
located - and certainly not In innovations coming from Bonn. For a long time, the decisions
concarning the future have not come from the political class. On the contrary: it's only
when a new idea has become a commonplace that the parties and governments understand it.
The true decision-taking is decentralised in a nervous system, whose ramifications cannot
be controlled by any single point. As the theoreticians say, politics becomes a stochastic
process, that is, dependant on chance. So the central powers lose their authority and
weight. Their manoevring sgace retreats, but their dangerous nature diminishes equally.
Government becomes a paper tiger.

Lamentations [...] about depoliticisation come from all sides. In the liberal press and the
leftist mileau, everywhere young people are accused of having nothing in their heads but
consumption those yuppies who thinkK only of their private lives. It's like listening to
riests, trying to explain why their churches are emply. Bven the politicians_are disturbped
That peogle have less and less interest in them, They ask what that means. I consider the
parties %o be victims of an illusion, coming from a wrong definition of politics., Am
apolitical because ['m indifferent to these peaople's stutterings?

...The kernel of politics taday is the capacity for self-organisation. It mustn't be thought
that the individual is up against the State, In this, the thesis of privatisation isn't good
enough. Every kind of interest, even the most private, is articulated on the political plane
through organised groups. This starts from the most everyday things: questicns of schools,
probiems with housing and transport. '

You're thinking of citizen initiatives. But do they still exist?

Every day they come together on an ad hoc basis and then dissolve. ...Think only of those
citizen initiatives called Siemens, Nixdorf or Hoechst. They've always existed: 'it's power
organised outside the party system.. Today this kind of exercise of social pressure isn't
the privilege of capitalist interests. Today the State is faced by all kinds of groups,
minorities of all kinds.

...The parties have also changed their structures. You can see it in the recruitment to the
political class. Only a few years ago a politician would normally have had some experience
of life. Today, the mean type is that of the ambitious bachelor who makes himself known in
the School-Students' Union, then becomes prominent in student politics, then finally becomes
a bureaucrat. His / her life experience is limited to the acquired ability to manipulate a
party apparatus. That has various consequences. On the cne hand, one no longer believes
such peo%le capable of doing anything else. A golitician is someone who has learned
nathing. Secondly his / her I[ife has t0 be dedicated to the apparatus. Thirdly, he / she
develops a temparal perspective which goes no further than the next regional elections. And
finally, his / her social situation specifically leads to a loss of all caontact with reality.
The palitical class has no idea what goes on in society... One amusing consequence is that
the palitical class considers society as bestial and insolent. Society has exactly the
Dgposite opinion. One can respond relatively easily to the question of who's right. The idea
that only the party apparatus knows the score and that everyone else is an idiot is a
Soviet conception.

This society can no longer be deceived. It quickly notes what's happening in the capital.
The parties' self-images contribute to this cynical conception. The politicians try to
compensate for the depth of their authority, the erosion of power and confidence through a
massive advertising campaiﬁn. But these material battles are anti-productive. Thaeir
nessages are tautological and empty. They always say the same: [ am me or We are us, The |
empt'{ message is their preferred means oI representing themselves. Naturally, that confirms
people in the belief that no thought can be expected from these people.




Thereisn't a
HAZARD
CENTRE

anywhere

“Every vear thotsands of people

di¢ froni preveritable diseases or acci:
“dents Which steni from Work, home of

the outside environmient: Many more

suffer” injuries of disabilities which
could have been avoided. ‘

As new materials and processes are introduced,
so are new hazards. Health and safety concern us all, but
often people are not well informed about the risks which
they face and how they might be avoided or eliminated.
The proposed Scottish Hazards Centre would help to satisfy
this need.

" HAS IT BEEN DONE BEFORE?

Yes. There are already in existence two hazards
centres: the Health and Safety Advice Centre in
Birmingham and the London Hazards Centre. The centre
in Birmingham is financed partly by the West Midlands
County Council and the London Hazards Centre receives
money from the Greater London Council.

These centres have been operating for several
years and both have been very successful. For example,
they have helped many safety representatives and tenants’
associations as well as other organizations and
individuals.

~WHAT WOULD THE SCOTTISH |
> HAZARDS CENTRE DO? -

@ Provide information and advice.

The Centre would help people to find answers to
questions on matters of health and safety. There is much
technical literature available, from many sources and from
different parts of the world. As with the Birmingham and
London centres the Scottish Hazards Centre would offer
information and advice to the public, both to individuals
and to organizations.




‘Help people to interpret technical

literature. »
The Centre would help to put technical literature
into plain language.

.Help people to carry out their own
investigations. ‘

The Centre would provide resources (books,
journals etc) which people would be able to refer to them-
selves. [t should be able to help people to pursue theirown
investigations and advise on how to carry out a study for
themselves. (For example, if people wished to carry out a
survey of some kind.)

‘ Initiate awareness of particular hazards.

Hazards exist which people may not even realize
are there. The Centre would promote awareness of par-
ticular hazards amongst members of the public. In the
past, for example, the health hazards posed by asbestos or
lead would have been suitable matters on which to have
taken initiatives.

. Provide speakers

The Centre should be able to provide speakers on
particulartopics, to speak to organizations such as tenants’
associations, trade union branches, community groups
etc.

‘ Provide equipment.

It is expected that the Centre would acquire
relatively simple equipment such as that necessary to
measure noise levels or to test hearing Instruments should
be available either for loan or a member of the staff should
be able to come out to operate equipment if necessary.

’ Carry out inspections.

Itis expected that eventually staff from the Centre
would be able to conduct inspections or surveys for
members of the public.

WHERE WOULD THE" -

MONEY COME FROM?

A charity, the Hazards Education Society, was
formed a few months ago with the aim of promoting
awareness on health and safety matters. The proposal to
establish a Scottish Hazards Centre is supported by,
amongst others Edinburgh Trades Council, the Association
of Scottish Local Health Councils and the City of Edinburgh
District Council, which has sponsored the production of

this leaflet The District Council has indicated that if the .
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proposals receive support frcm other bodies it will con-
sider ways of assisting the establishment of a Scotfish
Hazards Centre in Edinburgh.

Itis expected to start the Scottish Hazards Centre as
part of the Manpower Services Comrmission programme.
However it is estimated that at least £8000 would be
required in the first year from other sources. This is where
you could help, and the Hazards Education Society would be
pleased to send further information, or to send someone to
speak to your organization, if you wished. Please raise this
matter at one of your meetings and ask that a donation be
sent. An annual commitmentto a given sum would be par-
ticularly welcome; otherwise, a single sum would be
gratefully received. Perhaps your organization would offer
to buy a specific item (eg a book) for the Scottish Hazards
Centre

Of course you could always make a donation as
an individual, instead of or in addition to that from an
organization. To help, please fill in the form below.

Even if you are not able to offer financial support
at this stage, a letter indicating support for the proposal
would be very welcome and would help us to press our

HELP 15 OIS

I/We would like to make a donation to the
Hazards Education Society to help it to establish a Scortish
Hazards Centre.

Name/Organization

Address

Tel. No.

Enclosed is the sum of £ which
represents the first of a series of annual payments/a single
donation. (Please delete as appropriate).

Please make cheques payable to
Hazards Education Society and forward to:

_, Alan Beard, 10 Fountainhall Road,.
i _Edinburgh EH9 2NN Tel 031-667 1081 ext 3613,
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