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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, I 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-society where a social division of labour exists. In the 
Hegelian 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 bp 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 i s  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 journals 
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 i t  was before. A non-university based theoretical journal has thus a 
sound political point. 

In order to minimise the problems of productioddistributiodediting, 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. 

~echnology, (word-processing, xeroGng, etc.) is incr&singly on our side. 
Contributors to such a iournal would submit their work in readable (which means: 
attractively readable) t$pescript, A4, single spaced, so that artides 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 foknat 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 k 
dispensed with since there would be no fixed limit on the number of artides 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 xemxing a mastercopy. 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. 
Finqncial risks would be minimal, and we would need to aim onIy 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. Artides 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. 



'I'D talk s k m t  'ccr,cc~t' cf the self  ray rict ke a c cd  stark. G.hzt i 5  t3e 
self i s  sc;:-et?-;ins tkct i s  percievcl rather 5:a.n ccr.ceivc?? Pafk..er than 
c?isc~ssi~ic; c"!ifferer,t ccncs~tions per?:a.?s t l ~ e  questicri s b u l ~  f ~ c s  c r~  
difrerent ir,teqretzticris. C,r. the cther hm.Z ml-ke -the selfr' shculc? !:e 
c?.aracterisccl as a cc~s t ruc t  cc. t3at f r m  the cutcet the sclf  is viev:d as 
architecture. A ccnstructe6 self  is a self  deniecl a lzs ic  zuthenticity, k u t  
renders ?iscussicn atcut t? 're!,igious' self  cr  a ' ~ c l i t i c z l '  self  muck ncre 
irrrr.cdi;;tely i l l t e l l i ~ i ~ l e .  To c_.c further c;culc7 ke t c  ta lk  abet the variccs 
' lacjuz~esl cf the s ~ l  f so that the mrrect acla-a~lec?~er?ent is r:zc?e a t  the 
:.c~ir,ninc_ t l ~ t  *e 'self '  i s  k i n 2  treated ae a Cisccu-se rather than as a 
!:rute f r~c t .   CL^ ever, i f  it CZSI 'cc $enie? that the self  exists p ~ ~ ~ . l y  as 2 

'kr~:te fzct' (ar.2 ?-,c~eful l y  this i s  the case c t h c n d s ~  there t ~ i l  l k.e ilotllirig 
further t c  ?iscuss), c ? t  scre ~ o i n t  z l l o ~ . ~ c e  m s t  lc inac'e for tke 
rncic~ztict1a?;le ir.x.!edincy of s~.j;jc;ctivit.,* thst  is  ~art1-y entailec'. ir, tl:e icaez 
cf selfriccc?. 
Tc s;:ez..l-. cf tke self  is t c  attcxpt to rcnc2er sckjectivity ~!:~jectivt., =c: 
3 :ereic.r? startin5 cf f iri sccl: 9 co1ltrac7ictory Ttg~y necessitates t! : ~ t  t l~erc 
i s  i~c  clear clean Ic~!;.in~inc_. ?Ile li.crd 'ccriceyt' 1 , i l  l hcve t o  IG as a ten:: G£ 
convenicr.cc, arlii thc <if  f iccl  t ics  ir.vol VE.Z in =y cF.arz~cterieaticr?. of t i?e 
self as ' ~ c r ~ c e ~ t ' ,  '~ercq:t ' ,  'cor.structl, 'lanc_~:a~e', cr ir?i;2tcver e lse  
Z C ~ ~ E  in nipcl. 

'.JE relsticnsl il; t e t \ , e ~ n  t h ~  c~;+irer zn6 'rclficc2' m.2 tl c rc1ati~r~sh.i; 
?ct~;ecr: the ~ u e s t  fcr aut1;enticity arf! ~ t z l , ? - d ,  ;:csit <:at tile self  is t2;c 
ok fcct cf 1 urcuit. '.CL +his i s  t c  cxrl ic i t ly  w.Cem.ine a-7 i?ca tkat the 
cel5 i s  ir, scr,e sense static, i.c. ur,itcry W,? lirrited t c  ti;c rresent tcne?. 
2uci-i terr : as ' c e  l f -'cterrir.aticnl, 'self-Ciscovery', ' ~ e l  f-tr~-,scc~r.c~ence', 
'celf-realicaticr,', z .11 S!-€& of 2  elf t l a t  i s  ilct fu l ly  in  ,mssessicr, of 
itzelf. 
D1c ~ u r s c i t  cf aut1,zntic selfl-.cc6 takes t ke  forr of a1 etc?Lrnzl clue& in 
relic;icn, rac;ic, rfli, yq~chc;tF,ers~y, a?? p l i t i c s .  It cr?y scur t l ~ a t  t o  t ~ l k  
~ J ; G u ~  tlie p r z u i t  of ;;utIieritic ~ e l f ! ~ c d  i s  t c  crescr.r.pse tl-zt *€re i z  2 

:;rcdefir,eZ self  kir .5  ~ u r s u ~ .  !,FLilst L?is  ay Le the case, i s  it ycssikle 
t c  yurTte an actLentic selff~ccc' tllat i s  cct rreScfir.cc:? If tkis rr&cfinc.c: 
~ e l f l : ~  is ir. i t s e l f  $ starting p i n t ,  a 'free space', tllen tllc- 
;rzilefiniticn of selfl~cocl inclcdez a1 arena of p s s i t i l i t ~ .  in this sense 
t1,e self  i s  cot ra:arc'ed as a s~4?star,ce inse r td  intc. ,m uzrt;; \,crld, kut an 
G ~ . p t i n n  irr;cseci irito a harlrl c£ ~&stmces.  Ir, event to  tall; of Eie 
'1 uxit of t1,e self '  i s  t c  ~ o s t u l a t e  the self  as a cl.lr,mic relaticnshiL-1 
(?xt\.aen t?,e yursue3 self  ace the : ursuiric se l f )  v,bich seek= tl:e cm1 of 
self-trx.syarenclr. 'Ex iZea that t3.e self  is a dynmics cf r.cvment seel:ir2~ 
tra.i:;~,arericy as a sclutiori t c  its cva osacity i s  a vie\. sharcC! t- fl;e 
caricur: fcunc'er~ an2 prcpl~cts c£ re l i~ ic r i  ar~ l  r;m:ern picncers of 
psyc?.car.alysis. Ck: the ctl:er Tarid, t?-ie ic'ea cf an authentic sel fix& szincd 
kl- 'self-cvcrccl-in:' fin& e::yressicn i n  r e l i ~ i o u s  rysticisr; zri! Xietrscl-.e. 
Ti~ese t ~ o  vie1.s zre ~f course r c t  necessarily c=ntrac'ictory, for altl-cc;~l; i n  
thc f i r s t  the self  is ic'ertified with tz-ansprer?cy, ai? i n  t5c secone t1,c 
self i s  ic'cntificc: with q-acity, tl-,c rcver-ent tm,zr?s autl:eriticiti7 is the 
c z c ,  i n  the scrise t5at tbere i c  t:i~- zct of trmsyarericy ~c re t ra t inc~  
apcity. 3i is  is :-e a rcccrrics rl.rcllu;: ir. ccr;rzinc c'iffercrit v i a , s  cf L l e  
self ,  fcr the rrccess ray te tkc sarre, k u t  the 'self '  located in Ciffercrit 
,-zrts cf thst fircccss. i lci~ver tl,e i r ; p r t i l r : t  +pint a t ~ c t  the self  as 



' ; ~ s u i t - ~ u r s c ~ r - ~ u r s u ~ - i ~  ' is e;2t the r-cticr; ~f tl:e self  as c set, stable 
entity is rcjcctec' in f i v c u  of a self  ccnsistinc of a sct  of relaticnshirs 
tilat rutual'l?; interact, anc I-zyte cven elir inatc one another. 

The (Iistinction cf sel,'i:ccd aric? otl~erness seers tc be m in@scy:25le 
ccnstituelit cf ~cnscicusr~ess. 3:e b s i c  iter of selfl?c& is the 
differentiaticn ketbcen 're' m?. 'net-fie', arc? the prccess cf this 
increasin~ clistincti.cn is seen as t l ,c process of rriturntion e.s. tile Frcccss 
of a kaky kccorrlir~ a chile' 2nd a cFilc! kcccrrinc an aCult. Inscfzr as E:e 
iistinctict,  sews t c  break &rm, consciousr,ess scms t o  cease; as in ?eey 
s leep  !bhevcr even .hen in ? e q  sleq? it ~mcli.! s e a  a t  least tl-ot tl.ere i s  
s t i  l l existence tcti: s ~ k  jectivel y CL jectively. 'illere i s  S& j ~ c t i v e  
existence ir.sofar as :J,cn one ~ ~ , d . e s  to  a mnscicus reaffimaticn of 
exist2rice t71e yeri& of 2ee:: z l e q  is inserted intc cne's li~ear-tii-e 
cccce: ticr:. Objectively t3.e s l e e ~ e r  exists s k p l y  by tk.e fzct tiiat sue?! a 
s l e e ~ e r  can Le o'cserv&. This [mint i s  i;ei~iq rase tc mderscore tke 
ckservzticn t1,at t,.li i i  1 s t  the -a1 f/other Gichotccy sews t c  ke a liecessaqr 
ccnetitucnt cf conscicusnesc, it Zces rot  sem, t c  Ye s. necessary constitcerit 
c£ csistcr.ce. TkLus tlle z b l i t i c n  c,= the szlf/otl-er dic? ctcl y lca2 to  
either dcatl-L or er?li;ktement. 
Selfl-cc2 axc] ct1ien1ess n y  sea: easily distinct kut tilcre are ,rr~Ller:~s, ' cti: 
i n  terns of i ienti ty an2 cr',ccjiment. I f  tilere !;ere nc yr&ler--.S cf selfhorn- 
;id i<ciltit;. it L ~ O L ~ ?  nct I,e ,rossikle t o  hear (cr ctter)  Ele fcllcwiric, t:;,e 
cf statere??t: 
' I  a17 ~ c t  feelin: ryself tda:!'. 
;-,is stata-ent ix2icates a lack cf clear subjective ur.ity arAd there i s  
correcpndir15ly also m 05 jective failure of clear i,e~~arcatior.. The 
Zistirict 'ec?qe1 cf the errkm7id self  sets F lu re<  1.y its cxin rair:tc~znce 
cl erations 2.q. Fc& teinc, ~rcxesse? into cel ls ,   ski^ drcccir,~ off as dust, 
l i i i l l ;~  ic;in% xpitatcdi, cr;m t r a c s ~ l a r ~ t s ,  xr t i f ic ial  lir.l,s, ~ l i ?  the \ J - o l ~  
~ r c ' c 1 ~ -  cf !.here in the Ydy, ii' a ]~?rF~re ,  the self  resizes. P,c cr4cclie? 
self  canr,ct F e  ~1;ysically i s ~ l ; t ~ l  f r m  t?:e swrcur,?inc; rmrlc', 'rct exists 
rag er  as a f ~ c t o r  cf exchance. 
Tl:e self  cculd ke  reducal t c  ir?;c?i;lte senscq ey-erience, k u t  i f  t;,e 
cqeriencc alcne is vali3, there is cc sukject/chject syl i t ,  no selfl.c& 
ctl .tmess, therefore 7-0 sc l f... j ust tl ic e::;erience. Suc?: re l ief f rcs t ke  
yrckla - cf c2unlisr- sn:C self  i s  clai-cc' by ;?ractitioxers cf 13cc1c3ist 
z d i t ~ t i c n .  The z~niliilatiori cf L I e  self  i s  sccn as p-tlcisel;~ thc ~ar,s:er to 
tl.c yrcklu: of +&c ' cr,'?a::sy ccr~sciousr.ess ' . 
To tall; zkcut t1-.e self  is to  ctjectify the feelin2 of sukjectivity, to   sit 
tl:at Eirre i s  Lore t c  tlie self   an t?-.e hLcc1izq7 cf siiq l e  senEory 
erprience. Cn tile cne hard the self  cxi alrbays L-.e i7resciit t c  i t se l f ,  cr 
rather :.rcser?t i n  itsel:, kut also zartly concealu: f r a l  i t se l f ,  that is ,  
mrc  m--licdtec! tl-cn a si-ple ztzte of a>.arcness, Z b t  r,evertl;cless l~cz tcd  
i n  tke 1-reserit tense. Scch a self  c o ~ s i s t s  of Zoth a cc,nscious self  mc? a: 
~x;ccnscicus self ,  c r-i~rture c.f trans,arer?cy and c;:acit-. Cr: the c;tker ilxd, 
se l  i3i-i trascer-2s a s i rple  s p  e t r ical  relationsl~ir nitl i cthcmess when it 
e ~ c c l ~ t e r s  tk. e . 

I n  tire the self  cEn stmC outsiCc cf i t se l f  ('I sec riyself c'cillr, so 
sc') a d  tecme alienatec' fra i t se l f  ('I l-ate :>-self fcr ,.d!at I lifi'). It 
cm alsc: ?c cliscrient~ted ty scch a se;~ration ( 'I X. r.ct ~ryself t d s y ' ) .  In 
t h e  tile zelf no lcr,c;er contains the sense of in-ediacy aRfi ur3.t:- it llas ir, 
its cnccmter wit31 s~ace .  Ctliemess can rean the irirrdiate world wt.ic1: i z  
riot self  (sycce) 'cut c a  also rzan '&sent t ~ n s e '  - tYie p s t  mc7 the futcre. 
Ij;t,,~vvcr, t~  all^^^ fhe ' p s t  se l f '  a--< 'futcre self '  t o  Pc cart of ~therness 



leaves ar;. remzi~iiri$ concefiticn cf selfk..ccS, stra2ec? in  the yreserit, 
cor!fine? to  the awarer,ess of in:.ediate senscr; ex,;erience as discussec2 
pxviously. I f  selfl;ccC i s  a1 lowec' t o  erbracc a1 l three tenses C-,en the 
dmarcaticn k t~reen  self  other b r~aks  ~bhn even f~lrtiler. The at tay, t  t c  
ot_'~ectiLC;I tl?e self  i s  essential, fcr the self  is rcrc tkiar. suLjectivc, 
imediatc cxpericnce. Cnce irrmdiate sukjectivity starts t o  ,:resent a 
f u t ~ r e  self  or past self  to  i t se l f  as an oiject cf reflection it otjcctifies 
i t se l f  for it ccne I=eyor,d its cb11 imec?iate s~bject ivi ty .  T?lc a t t a x  t t c  
ctf ~ c t i 5 ~ .  s k j t c t i v i t y  enccUtcrs tir;-c, fcr C-rou~h t i r e  the self  i s  
cbjectifie? just as +iIirouc$~ spec the self  iz cln jectified thrcccjh 
e- td-ir.-ent (ky ff .us I rcfer to  the exrcrience of the kc4y as an ok ject ir, 

spacc ~71:ongst otFer srat ia l  okjects, exyerience *at sees teycnd 
irt.~xr:inc_ the Fcdy as purely a '1-cuse cf s&jcctivity'.) 
Pus  tFe self  i s  cbjectifiec? tI-!muyh erkcdbent mc? t r p r a l i Q -  ( S ~ C C  =,C? 

t i r r~ ) .  F-ltcrnativc l y, S,-~ce ar4d t i r  c are r 4 ia teS fiuour_?~ the szlf. ??le 
spatial a->alq-y of otl-enless 'surrcundir,c_' tl,o self  i s  scr~~cstl-.cl ky tl.e 
surrow:i:in~ of the er,ldier? self  tqr the ;-hysical a ~ r l c ? .  If Elis 1-ict~ire is 
reversed, so Uiat otkerness is surrom2ec' ky its selfl:cc~. it nzy 9ive m 
ir,sk:.t intc t1:c ncture cf ' rralissticn' arc! zlienction. 'Kcalisaticr,' i-ay 
ke the e q ~  --'cnce of the structcre cf tllc self  wkracinr; a l l ,  vWk.erea:; 
z l  icnaticn r ay Sx the ~x~mrience of otllemess iitkiin a1 l. Ar;:r via:;, I hcye t~ 
sl CV? that tl c sir-1 l e  visicn cf a s2lf surroundc? by ctherness brea1.s ?own 
C ~ ~ C E  tl reletiar,r;?:ip cf self  and tbz is ccnsic'cred, fcr t"irocc;:? t h e  tFc 
ic7cr,tit;r c£ the sclf  loses its essential unity i n  the ;_rres~nt, ;ul? t1;rcu~F 
;w-crl; an? ox,rcctation it kccores mch intenoven :lit0 tl-e ctherness of 
thc c,crld. 

'Ex "L'CC,SL cr TIC 3m 

'2.e only tense that an i i c i i a t e  s~l; jcctivity l~as  access to  i s  t lLe  resent, 
it is  sllut cff f r m  the y ~ s t  =c?. the future. Traces of the ~ a s t  t s  n,ercri, 
z1c2 kc,ces arid Tcars fcr the Euture 2s mtic i~at ion ,  ccrkrast : i i t i l  the 

- 

ex~erience of the  resent. The rcst  cthmcn c1iarzcterisatic:l of time i s  
lir,ear contiruity i.e. 

The srccess cf tir,,:c C--us c'ecictec? F.c:s RO c'e-rarcations ketvsen tl:e t e ~ s c s ,  
a ~ d  tlius 2ces not accor? wit;? the self 's  experience of tire. This is k ~ c a u s ~  
in  cx?crience tlie texses are distinct a& r,ot ccntinucus, that i ~ ,  they Cc 
fiat flow into each ether. Liriear t b r  broken uy. i n t ~  Zistinct tenses 1~0::s 
lil.;t. this 

~ a s t  ?resent future 

ibwever i n  ~ r Z e r  fcr the continuous line rn t~  krc1;en up intc stagcs to  1:ave 
lescrir-tive v ~ l u e  the present tense mcld have t o  envisaged as a rrovir.9 
i-xint alcns the lice - thus a t  cne 'tkze' the present v.culd Le in the yast 

a t  c.i?otker i n  the ~ r e s e n t  

! \/ I 
4 I 

s n l  a t  another i n  the f u t u e  



lbvcver the r d e l  trcQ;s 2cv.n kecause the rresent tcnse is Ze~icted as tho 
thir.9~ c t  o ~ c e ,  s ~ a r t i t i c n  an6 a rovinc ifiirit. 'Illis is a l l  t o  say t l a t  a 
subject Zces not txperier.ce t i r e  2s a linczr ccntiniritr,, t c t  as three ter-ses 
raclically sl:ut cff f r m  each otl-Er. The unit-' of tl?e tmLpral  self  i s  
szcrifiiccZ t c  t?is seraration cf tY.e ter;ses, i.l!ich is rnctler boy cf sq-irir 
tk.at the ' f ~ t u r e  self '  anG t5e 'past self '  car never LT rrescrlt, m-c7 
therefore the self  can mver sel  f-containe?. Of cGurse the past self cm 
be l reserrt i n  the fcm cf i*mry, the future self  can ke   resent i n  tile 
f o r ,  of ant ic i~at icn,  but tfic fabric of Loth i s  i ~ t e n o v e c  v n t h  the rcal i t l  
i r ?  ~ d ~ i c h  it is placed. Tt;e past self  an? the future self  c m o t  k e  rcccvered 
i n  tllcir 6istinctiver,ess, f ~ r  the FET:C~ cf the r ~ s t  is the r-w-cry cf 
cvents, a d  the m t i c i p t i c n  cf t3e future i s  also the sriticiration of 
cvents. \+?;at follc~:s is tirzt -the self  i s  only distinct a t  tlLe var~isl-iiq 
p i n t  c£ tFc present nnrent. clisc_r~3-;-atically skct.~: as 

9-1 this v ie~i  tl-:e present tense c.f tile =elf i s  nct a partition cf time, but 
tl-!c p i n t  of cmtact btween 1.ant and future, Y,ut ye t  past future cm 
1:ever reet. ?"ye &piat  a t  bhicll the past arid future tense :'otIi ari? do not 
reet  ir: the 'vanishin~ ~0 i r . t '  cf tY,e present-rcrent self  the c&; cf 
?-eth i t s  c ' i s t inc t ivc~es~  ar~c', cbliteraticn. :iowver cnly by sacrificinc, 
i t s e l f  to  the intmiroven i1e5 of eventr cm tY,e self  have existe~ce (that 
is ,  rove 'ce;;ofic; imct'Ziate sei:scry a\areness) h ~ t  such exis te~ce i s  kcc5't 
n t  tk;c >rice c.f i t s  fistinctivccesr. 
31is i-cex~s tk;ia:;irlg alxut tl-;c self  as a c':_;narr.ic i:pvc~ent tetcy-eeri tile tenses 
c .9  tlie ;resent m.c7 the f ~ t u r e .  'Die 'lcrsuit of the self '  i s  t1.e ~ ~ a r s u i t  c£ 
3- f u t m e  self a [:reseRt self .  2 - i s  purscit carl kc envisa2d i r i  eitller 
q ? F r i t ~ a l  er ra ter ia l  terns. Exarples ivoul? k aApcalyptic Cl;ristiuity arc' 
I:xxisr-:. Alternatively i n  L~clc2~is~ the self  ~ e & s  i t s  m,;r, klissful 
ziiiliilaticn b;; m t e r i r ~  tl-ic- preserit rrment - the 'eternal ncv;'. Tie self  i~ 
alierlatez insofcr as it is shct cct cf the eternal p r e s e ~ t  aRf. confirled to  
the otl;er ttr;o tenses in tke f o r :  of r.eri,ory and expectaticn. T!!e cw:kis;ati.m 
cf r.'a.c,z-y ard exyectatior-, ;?rci!~ce <issat i s  f zcticn car,Z khe sense of se l f. The 
'futcre self '  m-? the 'present nc-self' nre c p s ~ d ,  for i n  the fcrri.er, 
1rrmir?2 is the future & r a i s e  cf ati ientic selfilcxd, whilst i n  tlie la t ter  
r.:sanin~ is containeC i n  the present ~ k j l  iteratior, of se l  ficoc3. 

Tie iZea of a future-crieritatcd self  can be ;;ore rasically stateci i f  t i re  is 
ccnceivd as a Irovwent frcr the f ~ t u r e  to  the present via the past (1:qcl's 
'1:istorical T~Tc ' ) .  IIere Se1ff.m.C i s  nct substantial insof3x as it is fict 
lccate? v.5t11ir-i any tense, kut instead it exists as mvmcnt f r a ,  the fctcre 
into t'ie sresent, t1:ercforc car: ~ n l y  ke mc!erstoccl cn tlle h ~ i s  of tl?e 
prirpacy of the futurc. i.e.. it i s  rr5at it is 'cc,t yet' ( ~ l o c ? ? ) .  iicwnvcr on 
this i-~C.el, z.~~tcr,cr.y \;cull! Cel:enr2 not cn .the rrova:,ent frcn tke future to  the 
present, k u t  or; the frec2m of ths 1:reser.t to  rssccn?. t o  *at xrvanent. 
Sesire i s  futuue-crientc.te6 kv.t zutcnorq' ~;oulc! ke the c a ~ - e c i t ~ ~  to fol  l c ~  cancl 
satizfy dr-sire. 'Y;is leaves tl-e qucstior. as t c  bkat c,r w30 Cirects the 
cJesirc that s t r e s s  into *.c. pcsent  f r m  tkle f ~ t u r e ,  5clr ctl-le~~rise 
existence is ~ u r e l y  rw,c'u;, but i f  rwdm;ficss i s  reject&. then ccsmlqy c m  
-rc~:.crce as tl:e scurcc zf c?csire. In crscr t c  i:s.iritain aL;tcnc~ly fcir the rict- 
yet self  frccicr: nust te seen as n rrcrerty nct attached t o  sc12st;nce h u t  t o  



rovWe~;t, therciq c l  lcwinr_ auton-7 t c  the rrcvz:.efit frcr future t c  yrreect 
as well as to  tkc yresc-nt-l;lccc? resl-crse. ??E cct-yet se l f  i s  then a~; 
autcnurr;cs rove~cnt f r c i  the f u t u e  bkicl: enccmters t?.e frrcserit, i s  
also t3~: respnsc to  that encounter; ff-~e mvment cf return f r m  the present 
intc,  the future. 

Insc f~r  as the celf scehs r-ear:inc, in  its quest :or autl.clitic selfliccc: it I L 

\ , e l l  anl:ihilate i tself .  Trut?? as external to  z~1fl:ccd ezsily lesc-ls tc the 
cxtirctic~l c5 the  self. Cftcn this is explicit ly rcccc,nise~ in relic,icr, 
i2lcrc tl-E. ' f ~ l s e  self '  i s  ari ckstacle t c  t ke  realisation of trutl., an? the 
' " ~ c e  self '  i s  ,I r irror L?ar_c, cr  reflecticn, cf Zivize crdcr. 'Ihe izcc zf a 
ccrres;-cr,ler,ce also cccura ir. 1-hi lcsc_cl~y e.5. ::zral l e l s  ?etv,een tl?e cc1 f all<: 

tl;e l - c l i a  \:ere <ram Z-y I'latc i n  :.is -cctlr&, fcr justicc. ?he chicLT rrL înci;31c 
c: zcch a relic,iousll; orientatcc sclf  i s  that it understaillc's i t s e l f  i ~ i  ten-s 
of tiis rel~t i~nsi i l ip  teti~cen sc-1,' anL rict-sel f, a2 i n  its quest fcr seJ f- 
rczliseticn i c  inaxtricatl: k c w d  h i e ,  an2 ytirroret2 ty, tke ccslrcs 
1 i t l ~ i n  ~~llic:! it i: situate& TEie coutraSicticris cxisti~.c_ ?).cit:li~l h t l ;  5.e 
ccsi cs  cuic1 tl-e self  elltail cac5 cther. me ccn t rd ic t i cn~  ~.iC,Flin L x t l l  CC~FFCS 

zn< scli (m? 1,ut;lr: scciety) are ~ tcessa r i ly  solve.' sb.ultmc;usly. 3 c 
'ccsmlc<ical' self  seeks its trutf: ale' i: caninc, in a cosr.~ic crc'er. :It?en i t  
is reccncilec to  s ~ c ? ~  a trcc sr?er it f i r i s  its frecicrr. I t  i s  a f o a t u t  c5 
g-E- ccsr-clqiczl self  that it k ~ s  to  lcsc i t se l f  m? seeks tc, r-ejail: itself, 
'xt i r  ::eli;icr; it i s  , reciscly irscikr as tke self  lases i t s2 l f  th&t It has 
a y  c!:x.ce cf rccaininc i tsclf .  3:e c o s ~ c l q i c c ~ l  self  exists as a 
ccr:tradicti~n - it t2xists to  r,ec;ate i t se l f ,  b t t  \;hat it E, ecifically 
rel:uc'ic?tes i s  the l i f e  of a self  live2 for i t se l f ,  ;uiS khat it see::c t_r, 

attair, i s  a l i f e  c5 the self  lived fcr 'rx;t-self'. ';i~c. t.csr;clcc,ical sclf  i ~ ~ y  
k e  mrc 1-ro;-erly s t y l d  t!?c 'ciretic' self  insofar as it seeks t c  iriitcttc a 
iivice crc7ert but it Ea:/ alsc  ;;-c ;tyleS, a 'ccsr-ic' celf inscfzr 2~ it seeks 
iiIi exyressivc cnity with tk12 C C S I ~ S .  

It ica;/ li+i,hen *,at trutl, cr  reanir.5 arc r:ot tk.e u l t k c t e  values, hut instea? 
free?cr i s  valuee tlze ricst. 2- self  i n  pursuit of freedm b i l l  h e i i a t c l i -  
~ncorfitcr ccnflict ~ii th tl;e :..or12 as o~;yoseL' to  reccficiliaticn (the 
cosrolqiczl self  r : 2 y  alsc  encounter c ~ n f l i c t  wit?! Yne brcciatt.  wcrlc: 
tl,_rcclc$- i t s  ac2.erericc t c  a set c£ \ d u e s  kelon$ir,:j t o  'ctl~erl.;orlc-ly' 
cox i c  orc'cr *2t nevert1.elcss ;I-crises eventcal rcccnciliatisn.) I;T e 
l x r s ~ i t  cf ffic self  fcr i t s  ct.n, or hur;zn, frccc',~~; k r i n g s  it i r k c ,  Ele rml r  
cf p l i t i c s .  I n  1:olitics t?:e self  is definec' th rcqh  i t s  o~~t~..zrC acticr:. P c  
cmsrc i ~ ~ i c a l  se l f ray  tje l l inc l heir towarc's c0fita-r:-lation t c  reccr~ci l e  
i t sc l f  t c  tP.e urliver~e but throu~h out\ arii zcticn t3e r ~ l i t i ~ s l  self  
Zifferentiat~s i t se l f  as fact. 'hereas the c o s m l ~ i c a l  self  air.s a t  
U l tiralate yerfectior, the y c l  i t i c s  l searcher of autcca?, , the ' ~ U ~ C ~ C I T C U S '  
self  i s  altmys t c  COL-e extent a ccr-~rorrisec' self ,  for it khs to  ZCCci:t the 
url-mm anc? ::ctentially inficite ccnscqEences of acticr, ectercc! i ~ t c  unlcr 
finite l ir i tat icns c£ 'r;l-icwlec?~e a 2  w i l l .  f-cmver this conditicn is 
acce:tz:?le to  tile autcncrcus self  for such finite lb i t a t ions  are t;!e 
preco~~i t i cns  fcr i t s  existence. 
Car1 t1.s zutcnorr~us sclf  CS ijolitics Le sai? to ;-e ir. pursuit cf me-cntic 
stlflccd? Il-e autcncmus self  exists LE the source cf its 0v.n fut~:rc 
:mssi'iilities, 2s c~yosec' to  Icein.,- the vellicle for t4,e unfold in^ of 
~ t e n t i a l .  51:c cnly aut1;enticity for the zutcncm~s self  is its cvm 
~utcncry, t;hich T-C-=.S t c  say it rust rc:mir, i n  E stzte of keccrh.c_, i n  crc'ci- 
tc carry 0.1 2-eely c'ecic?inc_ what it is t c  kc. In vLaf of the fact that i k  is 
ci-zisins c frecccr;. to  c:etcrr.line :Jiat it is to LT, e freeCc;~ rrcreover t:iat czn 
Rever 1 e rccilisec' fully, the a~tcncrr;us self  i s  m core s~:kstc;ritial tF;,ar, t?:c 



cosr .c l~ic; l l  ss1 f. 
\,I-; i s  t l ;c autoncr-ous self  a scvrce of ,mssitility as  orr;osec3 to  s vel-icle 
cf ~cter i t iz l i ty? Insofar as a self  is ccnsti tutd c£ l-ctentihl it i s  n a t  
self-cletenr.inec', for it carsct decic'c! for i t se l f  vyi.!iat it is, t u t  i s  ir, fzct 
a vellicle for the ~ ~ ~ f c l c l i r ~ ~ ,  i f  circm,stances yrcve pm~it ious,  of a ?re- 
detsn?ir,cc: set c1 attriti:tes. A s  its ~ x t e n t i a l  i s  :-re-civer, mc? not a rat ter  
fcr the self 's  om chcice, its a u t c n q  is c?enix'. If  the rrGs~ects C£ tiie 
future se l  E are :_?c£ in& CS ;xssiki l i t i e s  t11a-i its autoncq i s   reservec cl, 
althcvc'? the ;rckler entere? then is oce of ccntrcl, fc)r unless the sclf is 
m. arem <or rar.<lorc y c s s i t i l i t ~  *ere 'has t o  ke sme c c n t r ~ l  e;cercisd ovrr 
tl;e varicus ~ d ~ s s i k i l i t i e s  in crc-er to  preserve the ifea c£ the self actirlc; 
5s  agent. Tlierefcre 1~1.en tFc autcricx~us self  i s  &fined LS a scrxce of 
:.cssil=ility it sF.aul6 Ix kept ir. rind that this is controllec: ycssitilit;. as 
o~i-~oscc? t o  ranclor lr2ssiki l i ty.  ~ V J J ~ V C ~ ,  Ihoyir.5 tl-.at ~ . c .  c'istir.cticri k~trvzer: 
,cssiki li"il sne :';ctential is clear tFe fol  lcidnc tl?rec--fclcl c lassif iczticr: 
can Le r ;rFe - 

Lrltolcgical 
self 

Lzc'r:~tolcc~ical 
self 

7zleolc~;ical 
self 

a sclf  instm,taneccsly 9rcundied i n  i t s  
Feiny 

s. self c1.m to  A~ture &cssi:?ility 

a self  oren to  the unfol2inc; of i t s  ctm 
~ o t e n t i a l  

!:ere the t c l e c l q i c a l  sclf  exists as ncirrative, it i s  tl;e ~r~fclZiri5 of a 
stcry, ard the c>r.tclcc;ical self  is stztic, kut the eschatolc<ical self ~ € 3 - s  
tc lac1*: any scrt  of unity, fcr it cust a1hzr-s m,ntain tf.e pcssiLility cf i t s  
ci,n ccntrz?iction. ?. ccnce-tion of tke self  as ccnstitutinc_ G kasic unity 
h u t  tit the sarc  t i r e  erljcyin~ freec'cr: aricl tearicc, rcral  resycnsikility fcr 
i t s  a c t i c ~ s  is a co~I.:i~aticn cf tl l tl.ree R C L E ~ S  of tkc ss l f .  iBVl,t-ver S C C ~  cl 

self is 2 sysce th&k &i;kir.es tctk s&stmce arid m;-tincss a t  ti?c sane tire. 

<czi51-iatinc, t;;e antcr?w;ccs sclf  ' i c l i t ica l '  it is i ~ f e r r e d  that tI.2 
cosnelc~icel self  i e  nca-~ol i t ical  cr ar. t i-pli t ical ,  k u t  i h i l s t  tl:e 
cc;~iclcc,ical se l f  rzy- not have tcc rcci-L respc t  fcr ~ - c l i t i c ~ ,  this fues r,ct 
rew1 tklat it rlccc~sarily s i u n s  1-clitics. Tl?e ,mlitical zrena can Le vicc.cS. 
ir. tllrcc I ~ 3 1 ~  - 
1. 2- rcflecticn of tk e cccrolcc,ical si-here 
2. ,7. sL-llere of action in i t s  ci,n r i ~ l ~ t  
3. :"in irrelc-ve~t distracticn 

FrecLa:: 2s p l i t i c z l  valne c ~ l y  exists in  2, i.+ich i s  the attituc'c lecst 
liliely ts %e taken ?-;l 2 t?-.croc~h-~oin~ coemlc;.ical sclf. I11 1, ro l i t ics  
Flays its ;.art in an intqrztted rivine crzer, 1,:;cre reali ty i s  ciiviZcC into 
tl-ire - 

COSK'S 

r c l i s  
se15 

'*"he 3ivisicr;s reflect  eacYi cther, =C! tker~forc a tzwt;; I ertai:iinc; ta  cr.e 
cm kc scuqht in cne cf t l ? ~  ctI?er divisicns. Thus Flatcl, sees Jcstice i n  tiae 
stcte as tFc r e f l c c t i c ~  cjf Justice i r l  t1,c individual. iCiiiilarly the r d i e v a l  
i\crlc: sak7 tke feu?al crc'er a,c a reflecticr, cf the kierarchic~l  s;.iritual 

* or-<er. I t  fol lc7;1s E r c ~  +.zt tl-,e cvcrt?lro~r cf a celestial  crier can 
cci1:ciSe with the cve~-t%mt; cf 2 _rolitic;l? crc'er. I n  ancient E:me .%:c: 



elseL,l?ere there .,=S z zr~areness of tYAe rrutual vu1nerakilit;r cf thc 5 d s  cnc! 
the p l i t i c a l  acthcritics. If the i?ea of a r t i t r a y  spiritual rc le  i s  
chal ler,c_cd, so xust the idea of arkitrar; yol i t ical  rule ke inevitzLly 
ch<ll le119e?. 3 !us Creece was the l;irt,k,& lrce of kctl? 1-Iii lcsoph17 m? flmcracy. 
Thus Lakunin coins tl ie slm-al 'neitller W ncr rzster ' . 
Paradoxical l y t l ia ,  the i2,ea cl: a.7 zutor,a;-ous sc l  f corresycnd S 
cccr ~1oc; iczl  l y  t~ a u~iverse  tvithout p i o r  y q c s e ,  a ~ u l i v ~ r s e  t l ~ t  i s  
eitker ranclcri or accic?~ntal, or like tFe ai~tcna;cus self  exists onl; z s  
lm~sihil i ty.  Suc':~ a pracicx keccrres a c r i t i ~ ~ u e ,  for tke a u t c n q  02 the 
~ ~ l i t i c a l  self  de~er;ds fcr its self-defiiliticn cn a yarticular scientific cr 
raticnzlist vorlf vicw. floii far czn any true autcr-c.q l.e c c s c o l ~ ~ i c ~ l  ly  
c?erivcC? 

I t  kas kecn said tllet t2;c ccsmlc~ ica l  sclf ,  mre ;;rczerly temec' fkie 
rriretic self  i n  this context (the Cifferences ~jil l te f'iscu,rse? later), 
'("iscovers' i t se l f  the  ~utcncrr=c.s self  'invents' i t se l f .  L L . ~  -.t?se 
c'iffcrcnt r;mles of 1cr.cr:in~ extend into its rclation ;it3 the  tl:e swrcundir,~ 
~.nrld.  Just as it Ziscovcrs i t se l f ,  tke msr:oloc,ic~l self  2130 c'iscovers 
the i:crld, ar.6 just ac it invents i t se l f ,  the autoncd-ccs se l f  inverlts *c 
-,or1 cl. 'Rius a l l  tl.inr_s i n  a cocrological worlr!, irAcluZics a l l  'inventions', 
are really c3izccverics. 'illus i n  tl:e Flatcnic ~ y s t f f ,  a takle fcrcc' an? 
fzshisnc2 by  kma creativity i s  ir, fact 3 ?isccvcq- of the idezl fcm cf a 
tat- l e  rericlered b p r f  ectly into the bcrlcJ of s:;acbciCis. A rzs t  exact 
~l,civalence of this v ia .  is fcmd in tke Ckincce I Chir,r_, b?.cre a l l  tbinc,s 
cme t c  fass f i r s t  in Leavm-, ke5crc fcllcwicc, thrcugh il:tc Earth. A 1 1  
tF.ir,r_s in the t;orld, incl~2ir.r; the c ~ r r e c t  1-cjlitical orckr, are to  k e  
?iscovere2 tl.rou3ll i n s i ~ ~ t  rather than inventicc. The reverse i n  true fcr 
3;e aL7tor.cr,ccs self ,  cvhicll extends t3.e Iwain c2 inventicn over the r a l r  c: 
d i sccvq .  Thcs the 1-ositivist ic'ea of science c',iscoverinr; fi,uec' l ~ w s  has 
keen C?iscrditd, f i r s t ly  k:~ Po~per's viev: that Fy-pthesss are irlver-ted as 
ccx .c'idatcs fcr re futaticr,, secondl2- ky iXin ar2 Feyerakncl's view 2s 
scicncc as iriventcZ rzr2i.i~. fisac;mwents over idilictt.cr the Lar; c£ Gravity 
~ i a s  disccvcrcc' cr  invcntc6 SO tl-,e C1e heart of thz c'iffercnce kctween t ? ~  
ccsr ro l~ica l  am3 axtcrLcxr)us self. Tl-e tcr;Cency of tke 'c3.sccver-y' &e of 
:;-rjwleG5e i s  to  a t t a p t  to  rake f i r d  and ksc lu te  ?ronouncments, whilst 
t%e 'invention1 tenCency 1ccl.s u p n  advaces in 1;nc;)icd~e as relative an2 
tmprary. The questicrl of :;hether it was 'discovered' that the suri tms E:e 
centre cf l3 e eartn'z orkit, rather t;",an *.e other rmy rcu12, or tilietticr 
this i s  f ust mre uncfbl ex,-.lzna toq- ,7aradiy.-, is relatecl to  the .?uestion 
cf whether we h u t  fcr ccrrect m r a l  lz%;s, cr  invent r-crals thst 'r,oric8 ic a 
~ z r t i c u l a r  sitc- t lcn. ' 

'Ille kycrtancc of this distincticr? rcans the cos~?-clqical sc l f  seeks, 
tiircu~li disccvery, tke clt:~clute, wiskes to  avcic? uncertainty, 19rhilst t ? ~ e  
autcnwous sc l f, tl r c u ~ h  inve~tion, dial le r -~es  certainty m2 sul-,stitutes 
r e l a t i v i s ~ .  The danser fcr the cosmlqica l  self  v~itl-L its ciuest for 
certainty i s  *.c f a l l  i ~ t o  ~ o ~ ~ ~ t i s m ,  W l i i l ~ t  the uncertainty m c l  relativism 
cf the aut01i~d;cus self  can lezc: it i ~ t o  nil-.ilimL. One at tmpt  h>- the 
ciutcr,cm~ls celf to  finZ a? cscare route is to ccr,stmct '&a1 cntc lc~ies '  
~ l l e r s  the miverse is ccnstrccted cn one p r i n c i ~ l e  ad kmar,ity cn an~ther. 
Such dual o n t ~ l ~ i e s  enaklc it tc 'disccver' objective l a ~ ~ s  in the universe 
~dhilst  2reservin~ a distinctive arem cf hm.ar, f r ~ e d a i  for invcr'ticn. The 
yaradisn G£ snthro~ccentric f reckc  i n  a rreckir-iistic m r l d  has recently teer. 
u-,<er  rea at strzin lmwever, p r t l y  tecause it recreates the ccsrrolgical 
prol-ler, of an alionztei: rel+ticnsl?ip between limanity natxe,  arid ~ a r t l y  
because the i ~ i f  lexible laws of cb jectivity cme to  ~re1minate  over 
t~urr.cr,ity's f r ~ c  suk jcctivity lm.6 it into the r~risonl-cuse ~f 
instrm .entzl reason. 



Ti;e traditicnal yre-rrc2ern idea of the self  corresimnds to  tlie cosr.mlcr,ical 
self. It is dminant in  a1 l  re-rrdcrr, r e l i ~ i o u s  an< ~ k i l c s o ~ h i c a l  Systui,~. 

aLtcnmous self  as a ~ o l i t i c a l  value is rcCcrn, an2 exists in t;;c 
1 :~sten: rc l i t ica  l theories cf likeralisrc m C  sccialisr:, a l c l  ~ l i i l o ~ ~ ~ l ~ i c ~ l  ly  
in existcntialisr: sr,c! c cre c-encral l y  i n  secular t-!wx.isr;., I;oc.jever tl le 
autor~crious self  is  m cbject cf criticisrr; .£rm the ciaiJs of early religkn, 
d;ic> st;ct;s i t s e l f  as not c.caF,are of the distincticn, ar.C attac1.s crl tlie 

auto~.;crrous zel f cm also ke :out2 in the  c!ialques lxtween Platc and the 
2o:;t.lists. Frorr: thtl  cosm l q i c n l  view the f r e e c : ~ ~ ~  of a u t ~ n m ~  re~resents 
enSlaver.:cu~t t c  the values of the wcrld. True freedat; i s  seen as likeraticn 
fron: the v;orlS. of tl-:e senses ad! ccrresimrlCincjly as entry irito a hi!;Iier 
realp :!.c. the Luddklist iZea of L;irvana as pure freec'm,. ::ere zk.solute t n t l 1  

and freecm are seer, as ccr~,ieI??entary, m t  as a ccntrhdicticn. !21ch a 
reli$icus self  can i : ~  seen as F.avin5 a twcrfcll structure - 

hic_her self ( 2,;irit) tnit'r: 

self -- 

o r  self ( ~ C C  ) i l l ~ : s i ~ n  

i cstclm values of autonary x,i freedcar are seen as fzlse i f  this invc~lves 
su? crcliraticn cf s1,irit (hiyher se l f )  t~ ec,c ( lav~cr self) .  rrccl'or CS a 
v ~ l u c  c,m 'ce trce or fzlse, 2e::endinc; or: bhicl: ,-.art cf t't- e sel2 en jq r s  t l -e 
freedcl-. 
2~ Flarxist ccnce;:tion cf the self  in s m ~  vays approxi~ates t c  Elis vie\; i l i  

sc far as it ,msits 'fzlse consciousness' or any idea cf false ifitereet. Thc 
1:rcfcrence cf t?*e l ~ w r  self  r u s t  nct ';c rristzi:en fcr the i ~ t e r e s t  of I3,e 
real c r  'licker self  in re1ic;icn s~ii! in  bTar:tisrr tliere is E? s L ~ i  l2r 
2 iz t inc t i~n  of interest al.tl;ccch it ices r,ot ycstulatc a 'l-;ic::er sc l f ' .  
Li::rrali..-, I-m;ever, a t  least  in  i t s  r u e s t  or least unac!ulteratec? fcnr ( i f  
it i s  a t  211 ~cssi i ; lc  to  t z l f :  cf such a thir.c;) C w s  nc t  rccu;r!isc a psc ik le  
col?-;lict of intercst withip the self ,  a t  lccst  i n  tcms of autl~enticity. 
IJtl-ou$ diere ra> ;,e ccr,Elictins yrefera:ces *.c sclf  i s  seer, as thc 
~ 1 t i : ~ t e  rereree ĉ ir,ci cc t3e state?  reference i s  t&en c t  face value. n'iic 
f~n- .u la  solvcs tl:e zroblan of attrikutinc;. interests contrar; to  exi-resse2 
~-refcrenc.3~, but a t  the price of icnorins t l ic yrcl-la!. c£ the ' ; i ~ g p ~  slave'. 
It  is r;cncrally ck-.aractcristic of lil:eralicr: that it regircls t?:e self  az 
sA~r.cr,yr,,cus with tl :E unitary in2ividual. 
A ~rcklerr of the sc l f  mcou~lterc? i n  kct?? religicus p l i t i c a l  i 2 e a ~  i s  
ilct.~ tc, ccnce~tualise tke selZ in scch a h-.zy that account i s  t,ll;en of ictL 
1. tl,e kasic inte<ritlyV of tk-c self ,  a d  
2. the c c ~ f l i c t  \,ithir. the self. 
Z x t r a - c  , x l i t i ca l  1FLcralisrr asserts 1. and iqiores 2. ~ J ~ i l s t  ,ure 
religicur ~ y s t i c i r ~ .  asserts 2. mi igicrcs 1. Corservatisr a 2  I I u x i s n ,  cm 
're seen as ca6_rr&ss :-,&been tllcse -&.a ,-sitions ir-so== ;is thc?~ ?mth 
valuc i ~ t e y r i t y  but. also are not content t o  always a c c q t  ex~rcsseo 
:,re£ erence as re21 interest. 

:.1:3t CCU~C! ke ti,e '=sic cc?;esive tkat 5lces tl.s self  ictc 2n irltec,ral 
~kiole? FerT-a~s it i s  I?eascn, \;hid1 tdres t?lc role of cdjuZicatiri5 !:et\,eer. 
the Ciffertrit ?.esires, fee linc_.s, a,oticns, m,c: intuiticns of the scl  f.  :;uc!l 
a via: c£ fi;e self  favours L - ~ l i t i c a l  tf:eories m.6 philcsq-bies tl:zt 'tic" 
for rationality i n  ~ropsicc_. scl-,ar.es that 21.1-ear raticnal . T i s  al:~ I I ~ C ~  l car1 
Le ccntrasted :~ i th  particulzr strands of conservative tl;cu~i:t that e.scl!et: 
rzticfialisn! in 1-olitics i n  favcur c: the kiniin5 cchesiveness of traditicn, 



m,(: £on;! of reli;icn tliat a~?y&als to  a sciri tual  essence in *.e self  
ayat mxy actua l l y cy--erzte a ~ a i n s t  raticnzlity-. In certzin sciri tual  schenes 
rztionality i s  present& z~s a s t ~ b l i r ~ c ;  klocl; t o  f u l l  ;?trzcrlal realisaticn, 

I i n  the utterances of Jesus in the 1%~: Testarent but a l s ~  
recectly re-disccvere? in  tk.c itest i n  tl:e fcnr! of ~en), !.,here rat icmli t - -  is 
x i  i~str-menta l se l  f-interested rzticnality (t5c -err, ra t icml  agent), cad 
such rcascninq q : p s e s  enlis1:terment. -11 ternativel y, *.ere is tl ie view that 
recscn, .-illilst nct m ir:gt+.irent, nevertheless cannot take t>e self  tke 
v,hale ~ x - ,  so etat  the self ,  11avir.c~ read-lei the of reascr;, td~.es the 
' leap c? fa i th '  t c   et t o  the o t t ~ e r  side. 
Civen t ? ~  excsss of irratioliality tllat i s  often Zisclayed in 
Lehilviour, tlie raticnal actor thecjrist n,a-;l wish to  p s i t  tllc concept of a 
vultiple self  i n  orckr to  save the ps r - i t i l i t l j  of a raticnal ex~jlanatior,. 
Alterz~ativel;l, re1ir;ious and psyckcaaltic vims 1.0~12 arcsue for a self  
p r t l y  c~ncealed f r m  i t se l f ,  and S& ject to  unccnsciccs raticnal 
rctivaticns. Such s striclien self  t:oclc? nee2 external I-.~lp in crdel- t t o  
resolve the prci:ler~, and such external help is clvailzhle *rc~;F: Craycr, tl:e 
r.syd-iatrists ccuch, or finS.irc; the ric;ht sum. Inscfar as the d.isease cf 
the self i s  2. socictal Zi~ease help cmes in tlie f o n  cf raCical p l i t i c s  
ari2 revclutic~n, air;.ecl h t  realisins ci.rocp realisaticr, ar,< ~i~utual remr_niticr,. 
Cr, C;c ct1:er i;md t'le sicjness : , E  the  elf I T E ~  te c7ue to  toc, rnuci: 
'i:e~~lissiveness' m? rapid sc,cial chance. T1:e urichecked appl ic~t ion of 
raticnalis~:: t c  t31c sccial structure irzy lezcl to  c'ncxie wit'::in the self ,  
y.:bich fie€& a certain level of secure f a ~ i l i a r i w .  ;I:cn irckLed of sucl~ 
secure fx.iiliarity, t?:e self  acquires tkie ur:ent ncccl to  restore sc~i-ethinc_ 
.tF.at is 'kmtm', m2 suc5 an attmpt, 5einz intirmtely lirrkcc! kiith c:error--, 
lezds to  the recreaticn of p s t  anC ~ a s t  values as t l e  cnly salvative 
fcr the anxiety an2 insecurity suffered by livir.5 i n  tlie present. Iri suci-1 2. 

hay L lc  ;=st t d i e ~  cn a nev; l i fe ,  refashioned 2s a scc.t?;inc~ alternztive t c  
the !-.resent a n C  used to  lc;itinise the ' ~ c ~ u T I ~ '  t c  Fast s~urious values 
( ' s~:ur io~s '  &kcausc tFcy have Peen invented tkxcu~ll fear cf the pressfit zric? 
ti~en clmkcc? bk-ith tlie false l q i t i r a c y  of tke ;-~st .)  Such c?eceit ray hzvc 
i t s  uses i f  it rq-resents tl:r:e l a s t  resort :er a fraq-erite2 aid m~-,ic self  
r,o lcr.c_er akle t c  tear the ;-.zir, cf l ivins i n  g-e  stzte cf mntinui::: 
mccrtai::ty t'ii~t i s  tl c ~xesent  tense. I:awver Z G C ~  a surrender a1r:ost 
ccrtair:ly clces invclve the atdicaticll of reason 2nd a retreat frorr: the 
I r nW2~2  to  kc: ' . 

.l siicilar zc,rt cf cscapisr; car, '2 fclari< i n  encl.?mtrrent, t?;e s~?:ject of c a i y  
fclk talcs. :;ere the self  ' for~ets '  i t s e l f  either tllrocck, a sze l l  c r  total  
Zevction to  sccethinc; cr  scrieo~e else. r?,e a t t rxt icr i  cf enc1iantr:tnt rzL 
precisely ke t 1  e lcss cf self  m? the relief that it kri1x;s. Ttle rrokler. i s  
that it clces nct usual l> last ,  k u t  ihen it enck, tlie a!.-&eninc; a d  
rediscoveq- cf the sclf  is usually just a s  ruch, a reLief z.s the in i t i a l  
er,chm.tr,ent ( in  a difir'crent co~tcxt  tlris ex;lair,s *.c sr53ilr;uity f e l t  over 
the disenck~ru;trent of t1.e worl? by science). ?".X Sanser of enchmtrer-it is 
t l a t  it i s  a false sclution t c  'Jle Lxcbler of the self ,  for the self  i s  
never really lost, just fcrc~tten.  ???e a ~ c e a l  of er~chillltrent i s  tillat it is 
an imitaticn of ti,e real G,inc, f ~ r  the fcra3cst Zesire cf tke self  is sclf- 
nec;aticn, fcr kctk the autonaous self  an? the c~s~mlcq ica l  self  \:is11 t e  ~c 
keicn2 the self  ancl tllus riesate th.e self ,  alt11o~:~h fcr Siffercnt enc:s. Cxt 
autl~entic sclZliocd csnriot Ye won a t  the price cf terprar,: cr,ck..antrent, 
hc!,~ver enjclnhle it m y  'ke, m(? therefore ;:art cf the price cf attainin2 
autheztic selfl~ca' i s  tearins at..a-1 the veils of enchantrent an5 entcrinc the 
2isenchanttd ~ n r  l?. Eot1-l the ccs:.mlqica l scl  f xL6 tlie autonmcus se l f kave 
to uc3er~o liscnchantrrent as 1-art of their jccmgr. 



The cosnc1oc;ical self  and ti:c clutcna~cus self  have servs2 as a startins 
p i n t  Icr a discussion of t l ~ e  self. Earlier l:c'c.;ever, thc pzint vias rrade 

the c ~ s i m l ~ j i c z l  se l f  rrzy rrc,re 1:rc~erly Lc style2 tEle 'nii~ctic' self i n  
viev of i t s  b i t a t i v e  furiction. Ect can t ? ~ c  minetic self  ke rrcre :;rol:orly 
recjardei as Gne as1;ect of c o s ~ m l q i c ~ l  self? In ny view it cai. T h e  i6ea 
cf the cosr;clm;ical self  i s  "chat it sees a unity 'ietwen i t se l f  ar-c? the 
cosccs. A tree cnity ~mu12 nct irc,zly that the self  play& a purely k i t a t i v e  
;:art, fcr this &laces tca much stress on c!etcm!inim:. 'I?;erc has alc;a--7s k ~ c n  
a place i n  r~ lic~icns and ccsr.-clcc,.ical scl~emes :or the creative aid 
expressive freedcm of Vie self  ( in Ckxistianity this i s  tlie teachin2 tkat 
Ccc;! has civen Free b:il  l to  the limafi race). If truth m d  frce(3.a; arc 11ct 
lccatec! ir; a c~sfios that stmds a y i n s t  tFie self ,  kut in s cosn.os that 
exists tlirouy1; and in the self ,  where se l  f - re f lec t i~n  i s  kotk~ a ~zro~erty of 
3 :e  self  at;(: the universe kecmin~ self-amre, t?-ien the ccsnc;lor,icnl self 
a l i l ( . J .  ke s t y l d  the ' ccs~ic '  self. I:cw far is rimetic selfiocl an aspiraticn 
tcoiar2s ccsric selfiocc!, and lu3w far is it a Llcckec! mc? mutant £mm cf 
msr;:ic se l C.lccci? 
*.c c?utor,cr.ous se l f  too, rz-- be m;;os& cf contrz2ictory elcrcnts. F.cascn 
is G: ~ , r i r . : ~ ~ .  irycrtancc fcr the autcnoi~ncz self ,  &?cl yet the cver-reliance 
c,n r-ascn can lea<' tc col lc?>se inta instm~.nta l reason, 12iere actc:.cq~ i s  
,c~fcc;rdinat&. t o  c? lreac?~; existing (ere-~iven) f;.m 1s. Insofar as the 
autca~mcus se l f  attaikic- c ~ l y  to  E; rational instrm.cr,tzl autc~ory it exists 
i n  3 skr~~:;.erl fox , tllc 'rzticnzl' self. %E raticnal self is free only irl t 

ver-, lii'iiteC' sense, i f  a t  a1 l, fcr it is f r ~ e  ~ 1 1 1 4 '  t o  -3eciZe c11 reas,  net 
cn encl's (Icy 'en(1s' I trancccc1lc2erit e ~ d s  i.e. ends that l i e  keycnc? tE7.e 
s c q r  of instl-w:.ental reascn). The 'a;3peal t~ reasor,' i s  necessaq:, kut cj.ces 
not cnccqass the liiiits ~f l-.~r.ar~ ex~erience. The confizcncl-? to  aspress 
:cc lip2 is c£ y r k e  i;7y0rt.~ce fcr fIie trce autcnorry cf the self. 31e true 
'I~L~ZE' self  da.-mds Iz t ?  rztional autclimj mac' the sort of ful  l liWiri 
creativity Clat mn:kir,c.s ir .-qiri t icn ar,2 feelin5. .Euc?,? a self  ~ x s t  fecl koti-I 
€1.1-cwerec? Ly, act c7riven ?;y, tkc f u l l  rancc cf 11ux.n resy-cnsc, ap.2 cc I ten- 
it the ' :~~rzr i '  self.  Low :.e fir,? t l z t  the ccnce~tuzl scYe.r,!-,e i s  :S f c l   lot^ - 

?~m,an self 
autcnmus self 

raticnzl self 

-c,%ic self 
c~srolcx~ical self - 

r k c t i c  self 

:;either the rational self  or r i m t i c  self  can k,e saicl to  FE 'free' in ;uly 
rcal sense, for cne i s  sldmrdinate2 t c  i2sL-uir.eK,tal reascn x d  the ctl:er i s  

ir i tat icn cf a gea te r  ccsnic reality. A rerainin5 cpestion i s  t c  v;ll;lt 
extent are the l;w.slr, se l f  ancl tF,e msITlic self  cnE a d  the swne? L?ch seeks 
an cs~:ressive mi ty  and ricitl~er cees i t se l f  as a concrete anC &finite 
art icle.  Ccitk tJ:e 11l;rran se l f  anc? the ccsric self  purzue kotl: f recf lc~  ac! 
trct5, crhilst the rational self  i s  ccnfined by i t s  'fre~clcr;' at! t!-c rr.ketic 
self  i s  subfuqatec: ?:y i t s  'trutl:'. Ecc,%vrr tE-:e hw:arl self  rm..air?s m i t t c ?  
t c  Eye 1:ur~uit c£ Yiw:an frec6cr;. (eitl-ier cn indiviCual or ccllective tezl-.:S), 
zmci tlie CGS;;~~C se l f  akns a t  an authentic l i f e  thst  is ~;.nl?e~ir~>:?cci 217 a 
relation t c  the ccsr~s. Zot2: ccm r-cet err? the arerla of cmuit--, c\itlic?l czn 
1- ~t . vievve2 as a si;liere of ~ - . L - I L Y ~  fr~cZcn. cr as ~;.:~.diatictl 'cet~.;~en self  an2 
03srrcs. T'~.lter~atively, tY:e in?iviZualist autc.r,cmus self  can view the 
Ccrr:rr,it\: 2s s; tf-xeut t c  ixrzcnal EreeZor;: (c.2. Lil:eralisc*., Finarcl~isr-.), 
the ccsrolqical  se1.f tax tc l:laceci ir, c5~x;citicri t o  t2-!e ~ ~ i ~ ~ . i t y  k.:]i 



Tr 11.c ac tcncr c ~ s  scl  f ?CELL l ive i n  an autcncr ous msr;cs cr ccl~~.';uct a C L I G ~  
cntc; 10-2. L i  C ,er v a A 7  k mm e::istence becmes rcCic;llly 'c&er,-ecdci'. ?l;cre 
c?:! ?X nc ficcil tnt5s, rc,rals, ac:tkctics, zr16iric_s. Zecausc tl-c i d e ~  cf 
i.~mir:c i s  veq: nuch inscritetl i n t ~  tk,e ic'ea G£ prr.cse, a pr,-cszless 
cosi~cs i s  e.re;.,teneC w i f f ,  i x i c ~  a nexiriglcss ccscos. ~ c e z  frceCcxL contixue 
t c  hzve a value in fliese c i r c ~ ~ s t ~ c e s ,  cr (:G xe rlc-t ask \i?.etkler ir. c 
r; izr,in~ lers . a r l C  f r e ~ i c ~ ~  is no t  ms.r,inc,J zss tee? Sircilarly, cm *ere tt 
E".-~ resl  autIL&r,ticity i l ?  s. ccsmloc;ical !,crld! U.at Genies ,'rcec:cx~ Zcr the 
sa1.1-. of trctl~? Lees n c t  c t,crlZ c:c.;rived of 'r~mzr, frcelcr: Lccw<c a $cir,tless 
c':craie? TTLE'I hwan Lreeu'u7 r?ay 1:e cccntrclictcq, kut neitl-er cjr! tkeir 
ccvr, s ~ r ;  tc 2e sufficicr:t. I t  i s  l i f f i c u l t  tct ccrlstrcct a cccc~_:t cf 
selflax' that inccq:orates tcth, i?ut it is also c i f f icu l t  t c  sce I C T I  2. 
ccncq-t that c'cnies on€ of tl ese lzrincif les a n  L-c savel fr~i:  aksmZity. 



The Centre of Psychology 

Psychology is a science in which the object of study can be the same sort of thing 
as the studier. "I study human beings", or, more radically: "I, 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: "I, a 
self, study genes" or "I, 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 illuminating 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 language here are evident 
in my use of the word "thing". Literally, I risk reification. I 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 



NOTES ON 'CLASS' 

Richard Gunn 

1. It is much easier to say what, according to Marxism, class 2 
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' ,' their relation 

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

is not to be defined as a group 'as against capital1 (Marx 1969 p. 

173). Nor is class a structurally or relationally specified "place" 

(or "position") in the social landscape (a place which individuals 
I l 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 'sociological1 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 strupgle. The terms 'class' and 'class- 

relation' are interchangeable, and 'a1 class is a class-relation of 

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 "Man1' 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 constitute 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 



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 



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: 

THE 
MARXIST 
WEW- 

p m m . I - w ~ - - w L I - w ~ -  

THE PURE" ' MIDDLE CUSSES, ' 'PURE 
SOCldLOGICM. ~DDL&STRA'A,EIZ. t WII;(L: ww- I 

I 1 
t ; CtASS 
L--...----.I-I)---I( 'U 

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 



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 homogeneitylheterogeneity (Bataille) and 

incorporation/ref usa1 (Tronti, Marcuse) : 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 
I' 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 isnot at all because of a relative decline 

in the numbers of the "traditional working class" (however this t 

theoretically suspect group may be defined). On the contrary, it is 
1 

becuase the wage-relation itself is a bourgeois and mystifying form 

(Marx 1965 Part IV): whoever lives under its sign - even, and especially, 
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 1 



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 for~es''~ 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 



or her own struggle - which brings not merely the "universal1' (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 
T V  woman" or "citizen") 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 l 

l 
mediated in terms of roles, class struggle exists in the mode of being 1 

i 
denied. This is so because, quite regardless of their character or 1 
content, role-definitions abstract from the class relation and from the , 

struggle in which that relation consists. Even the role-definitions of 1 
11 bourgeois" or "proletarian" or "capitalist" or "worker" make this I , 

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 
l I appearance" or in other words as an aspect of the fetishism to which 

l 

Marxism stands opposed. Like vulgar political economy, sociological 
l 

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-£reactions (or rather between their 

representatives, these representatives being located more or less 

hierarchical organisations since, without hierarchy and authoritative 

leadership, the notion of "alliances1' 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" 



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 "advanced1' and "backward1' 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 



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 ne~essary'.~ 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 clear, 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 qua relations of production encompass 

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 Lukhcs: 'It is not the primacy of 
economic motives in historical explanation that constitutes the decisive 

d-ifference between Marxism and bourgeois thought, but the point of view 

of totality' (Lukhcs 1971 p. 27). 



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 vanguard 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. All 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 



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 

sociological view of class is that it frees Marxism from every taint of : 
the determinism which Marx castigated as amongst the most murderous t 

features of capitalism - the tyranny of 'dead' over 'living' labour, or I 

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. I11 (Marx 1971 pp. 885-6). 

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

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



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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P i l i o  Diamanti 

"Class" i n  Marx's thought and beyond 

To define what c l a s s  r e a l l y  is still remains the  main problem of 

marxist p01 i t i c a l  thought. I f  the  problem was one of purely  "academic" 

discussion there would not t o  be a problem a t  a l1 ,bu t  on the  contrary the  

"identif ication" of what class is ref  lects a c t i v e  p o l i t i c a l  s t r a t e g i e s  and 

confl ic ts .  This is s o  because,if we a r e  a b l e  t o  def ine  t he  concept then w e  

w i l l  have a greater  degree of succesful  implementation of a c t i v e  p o l i t i c s , a  

greater  understanding of how the c l a s s  s t rugg le  -in its own f r u i t f u l  forms - 
develops, of how the s t a t e  reac t s  -to the  extent  t h a t  is a c l a s s  s t a t e -  of h01 

it  gains legitimacy,of the r o l e  of the  p o l i t i c a l  par t ies ,of  why there  is a nec 

for c l a s s  a 1  l iances-if there  is one-of what "hegemony" is and why it is 

important and so on. 

In s i ~ o r t ,  w e  w i l l  be a b l e  t o  def ine  the  power r e l a t i o n s  wnicn a r i s e  f r a  

the c l a s s  divided society,and t o  explain  t h e  s t a t e  power that is based on thi: 

d iv i s ion  ,because c l a s s  r e l a t i ons  a r e  always power r e l a t i o n s  t o  the extent  

t ha t  the  meaning of c l a s s  shows the  e f f e c t s  of t he  s t ruc tu re  over t he  c l a s s  

pract ices  and the meaning of power the  r e s u l t s  of the  s t ruc tu re  over the  

re la t ions  of the c l a s s  p rac t ices  of the  c lasses  i n  struggle.  

W e  w i l l  s t a r t  our discussion by giving some definitions of what c l a s s  

meant i n  Marx's thought and i n  s t r u c t u r a l i s t  marxisn a s  w e l l .  

Marx's iden t i f i ca t ion  of s o c i a l  class:- concept and its t heo re t i ca l  basis 

The key words i n  Marx's own ana lys i s  of c l a s s  a r e  a s  follows: 

ownership of the  means of production 

control  over t he  means of production 

divis ion of l a w u r  

production of surplus value 

re la t ions  of production 

forces of production 

and the three necessary elements of which c l a s s  i n  its existence "for i t s e l l f '  

consists:  

c m u n i  t y  

national association 

p o l i t i c a l  organization 
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and of course the unified essence of the concept is :the c l a s s  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 organissd into a political organisation in 

order to fignt for its" imnediate" or llfundamental" 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 betwsen the capitalist class 

and tne working class shaps a wnole spsctruin 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 positlon in the social and 

technical division of labourtare neither capitalists nor pro1etarians:i.e. the 

new petty bourgeoisie wnich consists of managerials, professional workers etc 

-in shorttunproductive labour-.The existence of all these "intermediate layers" 

is mediated by the dominant capi tal-labour relation. 

According to Marx the capitalist mode of production is characterised by 

the polarisation of the two main c1asses:on tne one hand,the bourgeoisie and on 

the other hand the new class which arises from the depths of indusrtial society 

that is, tne proletariat. 

But Marx's polarised notion of class does not exclude wnat ne cal led 

"ideological classes"   as Kapi tall V0l.l~p.420) or the "middle classes"- in 
fact he talked aDout tne expansion of them (Theories of Surplus Value) - which 
he believed played a distinctive role in the reproduction of dcmination 

(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 ~ociety'~, 

(Manifesto of the Comnunist Partyt1971,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 llclassll as a term for structural ly 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 
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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 class1'? or What Marx meant by nproletariatl' 

Objectively according to Marx W 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 capitallthose whose own property 

in tneir labour power which they sell as "free and equal individuals" in the 

labour market. Labour power is a peculiar cmodity because it is the only one 

that produces more than its maintenance cost. That is,surplus value,which 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 tne 

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,Manifestot1971,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 a1 ienated 

labour.(see Manifestot197l,p.79) 

Objectively tnose 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 tnatthis 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 con£ l ict. The 

second step is the formation of a political organisation which represents its 

spcific and particular class interests because for Marx tne hiynest form of 

struggle was the political one ,in his words:"...... the conquest of political 

power by the proletariat" (see,karl ~arx/~ried3ich Engels,The Manifesto of the 

Cmunist Partyt1971,p.50). This was one of his main disagreements with the 

anarchists like E3akunin wno insisted on the primacy of the econoinic struggle, 

i.e.of struggle over wages.(see,Mikhail Bakunin, The Paris Cmune of 1871 and 



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 poiitical 

organisation. 

Marx stresses the importance of these elements in "The Eighteenth 

Brunaire of Louis Bonaparte," with reference to the peasantry: "that is formed 

by simple addition of homologous magnitudes, tmch as potatoes in a sack form 

a sack of potatoesl'.In so far as mil lions of farnil ies l ive under economic 

conditions of existence that separate their mode of life,thelr 
---p 

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 cxmnamity, no national bord and - -- 
no political organisation anong -,they do not foxm a class. They are - ----p 

consequently incapable of enforcing their class interests in their own name, 

whether through a parliament or through a convention. They cannot represent 

tnemselves,tney must be represented. ...l1( 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 

tnat the manual workers objectively belong to the working class. The problem 

arises with the "ideological1* classes or the "intermdiate layers" who 

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 tnese different positions between and 

within the class(es). Marx refered to the luinpenproletariat as "social strata", 

he also used the term "fractions"to indicate the different sections within the 

bourgeoisie i.e.,the financial, cmercial 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:"..ITYle same conditions, the same antagonism,tne sane interests 

necessarily cal led forth on the whole similar customs everywhere. The 

bourgeoisie itself, with its conditions, develops only gradual ly, splits 

according to the division of labour into various fractions....." (Kar l 

Marx,Friedrich Engels,The German Ideology,Part I & I1 I Lawrence and Wishar t, 

London, 1938,p.48) . Marx also used the term social categories ,i.e for the 
bureaucracy, or tne intellectuals. 

Nicos Foulantzas in his book "Classes in Contemporary Gspitalisn" 

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 altnough tne main antagonlsln 

always lays between the two dcrninant classes which in the case of the 

capitalist mode of production are the bourgeoisie and tne proletariat. 

~ccording 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 elamrating and deploying ideology. 

These differentiation~~for which reference to political and ideological 

relations is always indispensable,are of great importance; these fractions, 

strata and categories may oftenfin suitable concrete conjuctures, ass- 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 corronercial bourgeoisie for example is a fraction of the bourgeoisie; 

similarly, tne la~our 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,LondonIl975,pp.23-24) 

Having these in mind we can proceed with the analysis of the 

"intermediate layers" whicn play an important role in the reproduction of the 

relations of production. 

Which are these "intermediate layers"? 



NEW P R  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 econanic strugglen.(ibid,p.2k18) 

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 

supervised/unsupervised labour 

soclal division of laour 

technical division of labour 

social formation 

political scene 

relations of domination/exploitation 

structural deterininat ion 

con jucture 

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

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

l' 1.l'hey are groupings of social agents,defined,principally but not 

exclusively by their place in the production process,i.e. in the econanic 

sphere. The econmic place of the social agents has a principal role in 

determining social classes. But from that cannot conclude that this econanic 

place is sufficient to determine social classes. Marxism states tnat the 

econmic does indeed have the determinant role in a mode of production or a 

social formtion;but the political and the ideological (tne superstructure) 

also have a very important role. 
l' 2. For Marxisin, social classes involve in one and tne same process botn 
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class contradictions and class strugg1e;social classes do not firstly exist a 

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 tne practices 

(struggle) of classes and includes political and ideological relations, 

designates certain objectives places occupied by the social .agents in the 

social division of 1abour;places which are independent of the will of these 

agents. 

"It m y  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.Socia1 

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. 

Q;ASSES EXIST ONLY IN THE CLASS 

I' 4.Tne 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 formationtin 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 

ilnportance of this lies in those cases in which a distance arises between 

the structural determination of classes and the class positions in the 

con jucture." (~icos Poulantzas , Classes in Contemporary Capital ism,NLB,London, 
1977,~~. 14-15) 
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What does Poulantzas mean by "unproductive labour"? 

Ccmwrcial employees are an example. He wr ites:I10f co~rse,these 

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

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

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

valuetinasmuch as he performs partly unpaid labor... Surplus labor is thus 

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

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

surplus val ue.I1(ibid ,p.212). E.O. Wright states Polantzas'views as £01 1ows:"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 valuc 

Unproductive wage earners ,while clearly not members of the bourgeoisie,do not 

contribute to the production of surplus productland are thus not directly 

exploited .l1 (Wright,Erik Olin,Varieties of Marxist Conceptions of Class 

Structure,Pol i tics and Society,Vol.9,no 3, (1980) : 323-37(6,p.345) 

But Poulantzas also insists that class positions cannot be defined 

simply at tne level of economic re1ations;political and ideological forms 

must be taken into account as well. 

"Eblitical relations" is a determinant of class position especial ly 

when these are concerned with relations of supervision and auhtority:I1~he 

work of management and supervision under capitalism is the direct reproduction, 

within the process of production itself, of the political relations betwseen 

the capitalist class and the working class." (Poulantzastibid.,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 frcm 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 ~ ~ D O U K ~ K S ,  

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.~he division between the petty bourgeoisie and 

the capitalist class is analyzed pri~narily 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 ownersnip and possession, that is,tne 

capacity to exercise the rights arising from these relations. 

The resemblance between the old petty bourgeoisie and the new petty 

bourgeoisie that makes both of them to constitute a class is the same 

"pertinent" effects that their economic relations have at tne level of 

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

bourgeoisie has its economic basis in smal l-scale production and/or smal l- 

scale ownership but is not directly involved in exploiting wage-labourtin 

contrast the new petty bourgeoisie comprises non-productive salaried 

employees. The latter are not directly producers of capitalist camnodlties 

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 handfa mystification 

because this "wage-earning" class is treated as being a homogeneous total 

hich is equally exploited and shares the same ideological view of the world. 

(see,Bob Jessop,Nicos Poulantzas,Marxist Theory and Political Strategy, 

MacMi1lan,Hampshire,~ondon, 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 Capita1,Vol 1, and his 

analysis of the Factory Laws and also his statement in the Comnunist 

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 tnrough 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 l'spontaneous organisation" but the 

important thing is not to be "nominalists'',who merely consider words and 

names, but to look between the lines. m e  political party represents the 
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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-partp 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 a1 liance within the 

power block; secondly they are necessary in tne 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 a1 l iances 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 partnershipttlTne Communists fignt for the attainment of tile i~rmediate 

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 tne future 

of that movement. In France the Communists ally themselves with the 

Social-Democrats ....... reserving ... the right to take critical positlon in 
regard to phrases and il l usions.... (~anifesto, 1971,p72) ...l1.. they (the 

Communists) labour everywhere for tne union and agreement of the democratic 

parties of all countries."(Manifesto,l97l,p.74. See also The class Struggl~ 

in France, The Civil War in France, The Eighteenth Brunaire of Louis Bonaparte 

and Bakunin's accusation of the "authoritarian" cmunists 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, ~nti- 

Authoritarian Socialism). 



Having in mind the above marxist analysis which does not claim the Pope's 

"infallibility" let% see the "authentic" marxists' interpretation whlch on the 

contrary regards itself as the only existing true "understanding" of Marx's 

own thougnt. 

We will pick up few points from tne ocean of its "true" knowledgelin 

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 anarcnism illuminated 

with a Hegel ian phenomenological l ight. 

We will agree with them that a class is a relation of struggle whicn 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 witnout 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 cme, tnrough tne process of class struggle,to the realisation of tneir 

particular interests and through that to their particular class existence. Marx 

defines this notion in "The German Ideology": separate individuals form 

a class only in so far as they have to carry on a ccmnon battle against 

another c1ass;otherwise they are on hostile terms with each other as 

cmpetitors. On the other hand,the class in its turn achieves an independent 

existence over against the individuals,so that the later find tneir 

conditions of existence predestined, and hence have their 

position in life and their personal developments assigned to them by their 

class,become subsurned under it. This is the same phenomenon as the subjecturn 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 

E'riedrich Engels, The German Ideology,p. 48-49). 

The capital-labour relation stresses the importance of the two main 
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antagonistic c l a s se s  in  the  c a p i t a l i s t  mode of production. This notion does not 

exclude other r e l a t i ons  too. I t  is a r e a l  reductionisn t o  t r y  t o  underestimate 

the ro le  of the "intermediate layers" and t o  t r y  t o  f i t  them i n  a s  being 

"floating" atoms i n  one or another p a r t  of the  c a p i t a l  -labour re la t ion ,  a s  

t h i s  r e l a t i on  is understood by the "authentic" marxists, indicating t n a t  these 

individuals a r e  homogeneous because they a r e  t he  wage-earners -used a s  a 

'l  lanke et" term - a s  opposed t o  tne  c a p i t a l  i n  general. 

The notion of social role is important because r o l e  indicates  the  

specif ic  place which a c l a s s  member occupies within t he  soc ia l  d iv i s ion  of 

labour which is something pregiven a s  soon a s  he/she en t e r s  the  production 

process (see Karl Marx,ELiedrich Engels,The German Ideology). Of course,we a r e  

not interested in  the  d i f f e r en t  r o l e s  t h a t  particular ind iv idua ls  p l ay  in  

tne society because w e  do not be l i eve  tha t  History depends on individual w i l l .  g 
On the contrary,col lect ive act ion makes History. i 

But on tie other hand such notions a s  "universal" and "par t icular"  i 
I 

dimensions of ind iv idua l i ty  a r e  inadequate t o  explain the nature and the  

functions of t h i s  a l iena ted  society. If w e  i n s i s t  in  a two dimensional human 

being a s  opposed -I suspect- t o  one dimensional w e  again reproduce i n  our 

analysis tne ref lec t ion  of the soc i a l  d iv i s ion  of labour,which w i l l  on ly  be 

overcome with the rise of the human totality- which w i l l  incorporate the 

"universal" and the "particular" -however, not i n  the sense "of h l s  o r  her own 

struggle" which is highly ind iv idua l i s t ic ,  but i n  the  sense of a c t i v e  

participation i n  a co l lec t ive  act ion . 
Of course Marx's so lu t ion  is not a society  defined its members by ro les .  

H e  was the one who spoke about the  d i f f e r en t  r o l e s  t h a t  a f u l l  personal i ty  , 
a human t o t a l i t y  w i l l  perform in  a c l a s s l e s s  communist society  (nunter, 

a c r i t i c a l  critic etc, see The German Ideol0gy~p.22). 

A s  f a r  a s  the question of a l l i a n c e s  is concerned,we b r i e f l y  discuss it 

above. One word on1y:the "authentic" marxists do not be1 ieve  i n  c l a s s  a l l i a n c e s  

and their argument is t h a t  because no 'pure" working c l a s s  ex i s t s ,  so  there  is 

no one t o  make a l l i a n c e s  w i t h .  Of course,no 'pure" working c l a s s  ex is t s ,  the 

term is used a s  an 'I ideal  type" (Weber) and t h a t  is why w e  need a l l i a n c e s  w i t n  

the r e a l  c lasses  which r e a l l y  e x i s t  i n  c a p i t a l i s t  society. (see Karl Marx, 

The Eignteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, The Class  Struggles i n  France). 

The question of which c l a s s  has the revolutionary monopoly has been solved 

a long t i m e  ago by Marx himself. I t  was he who sa id  t h a t  the  r i s ing  c l a s se s  

a s  opposed t o  dec l  inig ones have the monopoly of revolutionary in t e r e s t  

and/or force i.e. the bourgeoisie against  the  aristocracy, tne  p r o l e t a r i a t  

against the bourgeoisie,in short ,  the  ones who have the motivation for soc ia l  

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 Comnunist Party which is being used as a 

model by the Cmunist 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 a1 l 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 itselfW;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 freedoin 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 ~truggle~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 economic4eterminism is not a pro~lem because as 

Marx said material production shapes the whole spectra of life and as ~ngels 

indicates in his letter to J.Bloch the economic is determining "in the last 

analysis". 

Civil society (Burgerliche Gesellshaft) and Political society (Politischen 

Gesel lshaft) 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 disagreanent with the "authentic" marxists is with their notion 

of a" knowledge1'- torn Marx. The recipe is simp1e:in order to justify their 

argments they pick up bits and pieces of plarx'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 toose parts of "The Capital" and of his 

other works which justify -if it can ever be true- what they label1 "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 a1 liances, 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 "totality11 after all!!!! 

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

The main point, howsver, 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 consider4 as ended at tnis point. 

Final ly,I hope my "Athenian Comonsense" to be a fruitful chal lenge to 

"Edinburgh ~ t i ~ i s m . ~ ~  

Pilio Diamanti, 

Department of Politics, 

[lhiversity of Ekiinburgh. 

June 1987 
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P e r f o r l ~ a n c e  or Bodily R h e t o r i c  

Olga 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 if it is 'as good as literature'. After translating 

theatre into 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 is either denounced as blasphemous 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 is seen as merely facilitating or obscuring the transference of 

its meaning and intention. The polyphony(Barthes, 1976) of the theatre 

is 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 is viewed as an innocent 

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



p o s s i b i l i t y  of t h i s  innocent medium a c t u a l l y  c o n s t i t u t i n g  and s h a p i n g  

s i g n i f i c a t i o n  i t s e l f  is ignored .  Movement, g e s t u r e ,  sound,  l i g h t ,  t h e  

presence of t h e  aud ience  a l o n g  w i t h  t h e  w r i t t e n  t e x t  and i n  no 

h i e r a r c h i c a l  o r d e r  c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  performance text. The w r i t t e n  t e x t  is 

n o t  t h e  s u b j e c t  which is b e i n g  e x p r e s s e d ,  p r e s e n t e d ,  r e p r e s e n t e d  o r  

d e c o n s t r u c t e d  on s t a g e .  I t  is one of t h e  v o i c e s  i n  t h e  polyphony of t h e  

s t a g e .  L o g o c e n t r i c i t y  of c o u r s e ,  is n o t  g i v e n  up a u t o m a t i c a l l y  when t h e  

word becomes p a r t  of t h e  performance t e x t .  The performance t e x t  r a t h e r ,  

me taphor ica l ly  e n a c t s  t h e  s t r u g g l e  of t h e  word t o  m a i n t a i n  i ts p o s i t i o n  

a s  s o l e  c r e a t o r  and c a r r i e r  of meaning. The main t e n s i o n  is c r e a t e d  

between t h e  word and t h e  human body. Removed f rom t h e  w r i t t e n  page,  

where t h e  word o r d e r s  and p r e s e n t s ,  and p l a c e d  on a  s t a g e  t h e  world of 

t h e  t h e a t r e  is c o n c e p t u a l i z e d  and p r e s e n t e d  th rough  t h e  body. T h i s  is 

no t  merely an  e x p r e s s i v i s t  body, c a r r y i n g  and c l o t h i n g  t h e  meaning and 

t h e  r h e t o r i c  of t h e  word but  it e n t a i l s  a  r h e t o r i c  of its own. Through 

its movement, i ts  g e s t u r e ,  its presence  o r  absence  t h e  body forms a  

r h e t o r i c  and due t o  t h e  v e r y  f l e s h n e s s  and p h y s i c a l i t y  of its c h a r a c t e r  

t h i s  r h e t o r i c  can  never  be merely used a s  a  medium f o r  t r a n s f e r a n c e  of 

meaning from one mode t o  a n o t h e r ,  a s  would be c o n s i d e r e d  i f  t h e  body 

were viewed a s  i n t e r p r e t i n g  t h e  w r i t t e n  t e x t .  A s t u d y  of t h e  body a s  a 

c r e a t o r  of meaning i n  drama and n o t  merely  c a r r i e r  of it would h e l p  

s h i f t  t h e  emphasis from l i t e r a r y  modes t o  t h o s e  i n d i g e n o u s  t o  t h e  

t h e a t r e .  

'The h i s t o r y  o f  t h e  t h e a t r e  is t h e  h i s t o r y  of t h e  t r a n s f i g u r a t i o n  of 

t h e  human form. ' 

T h i s  s t a t e m e n t  e x p r e s s e d  by Oscar Shlenimer, t h e  Bauhaus a r t i s t  of  

t h e  1920s,  p o s i t s  t h e  human form a s  o r g a n i z e r  of s c e n i c  s p a c e  and time, 

and i n  g e n e r a l  t h e  medium th rough  which t h e  s c e n i c  world  is 

c o n c e p t u a l i z e d  and p r e s e n t e d .  

I f  t h e a t r e  is c o n s i d e r e d  t o  t y p i f y  t h e  v e r y  e s s e n c e  of s e m i o s i s ,  it 

is because th rough  t h e a t r e  t h e  act of s i g n i f i c a t i o n  i t s e l f  is d i s p l a y e d ,  



enunciated and even tua l ly  decons t ruc ted .  The s p e c t a t o r  is always aware 

t h a t  what he is d e a l i n g  with is not a r ea2  world nor one t h a t  c la ims  t o  

be. The s c e n i c  world removed from t h e  r e a l i t y  ve r sus  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  

oppos i t ion  does not occupy a  p lace  a  l o c u s  from which it can be 

i n t e r p r e t e d ,  i n t e r g r a t e d  and mastered. I t  is an a b s e n t  r e a l i t y ,  a  

r e a l i t y  f rozen  i n  t h e  a c t  of becoming. This  absence of a  

un i f i ed , cons t ruc t ed  r e a l i t y  on s t a g e  is t h e  main source  of t h e a t r i c a l  

p leasure  t r i g g e r i n g  an  e n d l e s s  process  of memory and d e s i r e  on behalf of 

t h e  s p e c t a t o r .  The absent  r e a l i t y  becomes a  p l ace  where d e s i r e  and 

u topia  a r e  l oca t ed .  T h e a t r i c a l  p l easu re  is always t h e  p l easu re  of t he  

s i g n .  ( Ubersfeld,  1981) 

Wit.hin t h i s  contex t  t h e  human form, being t h e  c e n t r a l  f i g u r e  round 

which t h e  dramatic  world is c r e a t e d ,  d e f i n e s  t h e  s c e n i c ,  a e s t h e t i c  and 

ideo log ica l  parameters  of a  dramat ic  t e x t .  The human form i n  drama is 

t h e  s u b j e c t  on d i s p l a y .  Heidegger c l a ims  t h a t  ' t h e  human body is 

something e s s e n t i a l l y  o t h e r  than  an animal organism' .  He goes on t o  

expla in  t h a t  t h e  body is not  j u s t  one more o b j e c t  i n  t h e  world but  i t  

de f ines ,  it s e t s  our r e l a t i o n s h i p  with t h e  world. In  t h e  absen t  r e a l i t y  

of t h e  t h e a t r e  t h e  human form ceases  t o  a c t  a s  s u b j e c t / b r i d g e  t o  t h e  

world, f l u c t u a t i n g  between a  s u b j e c t  and an  o b j e c t  s t a t u s .  Even i n  modes 

of ' r e a l i s t i c '  drama where t h e  human form is por t rayed  a s  a  coherent  

s u b j e c t ,  its s u b j e c t  s t a t u s  is being enac ted ,  i t  is made conspicuous and 
l 

estranged removing it more and more from any not ion  of r e a l i s t i c  1 
r ep re sen ta t ion .  The human form i n  t h e  t h e a t r e  e n a c t s  t h e  dea th  of t h e  

s u b j e c t .  

The c a t e g o r i e s  used h e r e a f t e r  t o  desc r ibe  t h e  use of t h e  human body 

i n  drama a r e  not  meant t o  be l i n e a r  and h i s t o r i c a l  . There a r e  c e r t a i n l y  

in s t ances  where they  ove r l ap  and t h e  d i v i s i o n s  themselves a t  t ime seem 

a r b i t r a r y .  This  d e r i v e s  a s  an i n e v i t a b l e  consequence of t h e  a t tempt  t o  

formulate c l e a r  c u t  d i s t i n c t i o n s .  



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 act ion ar,e 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, artificiality is stressed 

with the use of masks, specific make up and costumes and 

schematic gesture, on the other, as in modern laboratories like 

Grotowski's, the body is 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 literal 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 an3 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 



r e n d e r  t h e  body f r e e ,  i n  f l u x  s o  t h a t  it can  i n  t u r n  be i m p r i n t e d  wi th  

a r c h e t y p e s .  

The Grotesque Body 

Cont ra ry  t o  t h e  r i t u a l i s t i c  body, whose r o o t s  l i e  i n  r e l i g i o n ,  t h e  

g r o t e s q u e  body h a s  a  v e r y  d i f f e r e n t  s o u r c e  of o r i g i n .  I t  d e r i v e s  from 

t h e  h i s t o r y  of l a u g h t e r .  I t  is t h e  body of t r a v e s t y ,  mockery, parody,  

s a t i r e  and c a r n i v a l .  Although it seems t o  d i f f e r  f rom t h e  r i t u a l i s t i c  

body bo th  modes a r e  two f a c e t s  o f  t h e  same n o t i o n ,  f o r  i t  is i n  s a t i r e  

t h a t  t h e  v e r y  r o o t s  of t h e a t r e  l i e .  The g r o t e s q u e  body is t h e  

r i t u a l i s t i c  body s t r i p p e d  naked. While t h e  former  s t r i v e s  a t  e s c a p i n g  

its form and c o n t e n t  s o  a s  t o  become a  p u r e  medium, t h e  l a t t e r  i n d u l g e s  

i n t o  its very  b o d i l y  n a t u r e .  I t  is a body obsessed  w i t h  i t s e l f  and its 

f u n c t i o n s .  E a t i n g ,  d r i n k i n g ,  s w e a t i n g ,  dismemberment a s  well '  a s  b e i n g  

s w a l l e d  by a n o t h e r  a r e  a l l  a c t s  of t h e  g r o t e s q u e  body. A s  one of t h e  

main g r o t e s q u e  f i g u r e s  of modern l i t e r a t u r e  , B e c k e t t ' s  Malone, 

a r t i c u l a t e s  t h i s -  'What m a t t e r s  is t o  e a t  and e x c r e t e .  Dish and p o t ,  

d i s h  and p o t ,  t h e s e  a r e  t h e  p o l e s .  ' ( The Beckett Trilogy, 1959) 

The r e d u c t i o n  of t h e  body t o  its p h y s i c a l  q u a l i t i e s  and its c o n s t a n t  

indulgence i n t o  them g r a d u a l l y  b reak  down t h e  b o u n d a r i e s  between i t s e l f  

and t h e  world.  E a r t h ,  wa te r ,  f i r e  and  a i r  a r e  t h e  e l e m e n t s  of t h e  

g r o t e s q u e  body, t h e  e l e m e n t s  it s h a r e s  w i t h  t h e  r e s t  of t h e  world.  A t '  

t h i s  s t a g e  t h e  boundar ies  between b o d i e s  and o b j e c t s  become f u s s y ,  t h e  

l i m i t s  s e p a r a t i n g  t h e  body f rom t h e  world a r e  b l u r r e d .  A s  a  r e s u l t  t h e  

body can no l o n g e r  f u n c t i o n  a s  a  s u b j e c t  h a n d l i n g  and o r d e r i n g  t h e  

o b j e c t s  i n  t h e  world.  I t  is i t s e l f  merely  a n o t h e r  o b j e c t ,  p a r t  of t h e  

world and n o t  media t ing  i t .  I n  t h a t  s e n s e  t h e  g r o t e s q u e  body e q u a t e s  t h e  

two n o t i o n s ,  s u b j e c t  and  o b j e c t ,  e x t i n g u i s h i n g  t h e i r  o p p o s i t i o n .  The 

s u b j e c f  a s  c r e a t o r  of meaning v a n i s h e s  and  l i k e  e v e r y  o t h e r  o b j e c t  i n  

t h e  world,  i t  becomes a p l a c e ,  a  l o c u s ,  where meaning r e s i d e s .  A s  

Micheal Holqu i s t  s a y s  i f  w e  ' d o  n o t  make meaning w e  may a t  l e a s t  r e n t  

meaning' .  The g r o t e s q u e  body is such  a  body rented o r  t o  let. To borrow 

B a k h t i n ' s  term,  i t  is d i a l o g i c a l  i n  c h a r a c t e r ,  occupying t h a t  space  



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 it 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 hanging scene (from Waiting For 

Godot) 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 unit; it outgrows itself, transgresses its own 

limits8(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 

delllArte of the Rennaisance, the puppet theatres, Vaudeville and the 

Circus. In these modes of drama the human figure acquires special 

significance. Since the written form is basically scorned, the body 

becomes the main organizor/creator of the scenic world. Virtuaso 

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 its 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-Vladimir 

and Estragon from Waiting For Godot , Krapp in Krapp's Last Tape, Winnie 



inHappy 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 is the mechanized body which is found in Beckett's 

later works (Come and Go, Rockaby, Ohio Impromptu, Quad, Catastrophe) 

The Wechanized Body 

Once the body has been used in excess and almost exhausted its 

limits (as in 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 body 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 it in the Futurist theatre and in the theatre of Artaud and to 

place the body as the main generator of discourse, and on the other, as 



in the works of Beckett and Handke both language and body are 

objectified with no hierarchy between them creating thus a new language. 
l 

Both modes share their distrust in language as a reproducing and 
l 

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 m n  in space and not the 

word in time which is 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 sense of 

coherence and order, it has become a desiring mechanism (Deleuze - 

Guattari 1973). In this way the absence of the stage world is 

highlighted, reflected and the discourse of the body itself functions on 

the level ~f 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 loss. It is 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 is theologically founded on a dominant 

logocentrism and therefore cannot escape representationalism which 

deprives it of any chance of creating its own language/semiotic system. 

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 body 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, it is certainly the most 

autonomous and self-reliant of art forms mainly due to the fact that it 



has i 

i n t o  

ts own language. I t  does 

another  code system i n  

not have t o  be 

o rde r  t o  be ' 
t r a n s l a t e d  

understood'  

t r a n s f e r r e d  

The somatic 

element of t h e  t h e a t r e  is such an a t tempt  t o  c r e a t e  a  d i scour se  

indigenous t o  its genre.  Theatre  has  always been appropr i a t ed  by 

l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m  as  it is. cons idered  t o  be c h i e f l y  another  a spec t  of 

1 i t e r a t u r e . S u c h  a  reading ,  l i m i t i n g  drama t o  t h e  embodiment of t h e  

wr i t t en  word, i gnores  and cannot account f o r  t h e  f u l l  p o t e n t i a l i t i e s  of 

t h e a t r i c a l i t y .  A s tudy  of t h e  bodi ly  r h e t o r i c  is a s t e p  towards t h a t  

d i r e c t  ion.  

Bakhtin, M : Rabelais and His World, 1941, t r a n s .  , Iswolsky H,  

Bloomington, Indiana Univers i ty  P r e s s ,  1984. 

Barthes,  R : Image, Husic, Text. t r a n s . ,  Heath S, Oxford, Fontana, 1977. 

The Pleasure of The Text, t r a n s .  , R i l l e r  R ,  London, 

Cape, 1976. 

Becket t ,  S : Collected Shorter Plays of Sam~iel Beckett, London, Faber 

and Faber,  1984. 

The Reckett Trilogy: Moll oy, Xal one Dies, The Unnamea bl e, 

r p t .  , London, Faber and Faber,  1976. 



Deleuze, G ,  Gua t t a r i  , F : C a p i t a l i s m  e t  Schizophrenic, L ' Anti-Oedipe, Les 

Ed i t i ons  de Minuit ,  P a r i s ,  1973. 

Derr ida,  J : Writing and Difference,  1978, t r a n s . ,  Bass A ,  London 

Routledge and Kegan, 1985. 

Elam, K : The Semiot ics  o f  Theatre and Drama, London, Nethuen, 1980. 

Gropius, W : The Theatre o f  The Bauhaus, t r a n s .  , Wesinger A S, Middleton 

Wesleyan Univers i ty  P re s s ,  1980. 

Kre l l ,  D(ed> : Hart in  Heidagger: Bas ic  Writings , New York, Harper and 

Row, 1977. 

Pavis,  P : Languages o f  The Stage ,Essays  i n  The Semiology of Thea t re ,  

New York, Performing A t r s  Journa l  Pub l i ca t ions ,  1982. 

Ubersfeld, A : L'ecole  du Specta teur .  L i r e  l e  Theatre  11, P a r i s ,  1981. 



Nigel Gunn 

1 ' v e  n e v e r  d o n e  , t h i s  b e + o r - e  bwk now I ~ ] . a i m  rnv r-:ic:lli.t t o  
s t a r l d  LIP a n d  s h o u t ,  .ftpnfn *tl?e bixl:: (2.f t h e  hal..l. i.cn.t:iI I n e t  a 
h e a r i n s .  S o ,  s . t a v ' t : i r ~ q  w i ' t h  a parver - r ja  . f a i t h  i.n 
. j ~ ~ ~ r n a l ' s  c : r~mr , le te ly  a r b i t . r - a r y  e d i . t o r - i a l  pa l j , c rv , ,  :[ ( J I : ~  

s t r - a i  ql7.t ,t,n t h e  npai rit:: 
:[ arn d e ~ i p e r ~ . t e : L y  keen o n  dsmaczr-acy a n d  wnt..clt-J d e a r - l y  1:iC:e 

t a  see it, .kr-:iad w i t h i n  n l : i S e t i r n a .  I mean s o r n ~ ? . t h i n q  ~l.3.I-ce 
, t h e  U'tt7~n:iar'l var - : i , c ty ,  nr- t h a t  o f  t h e  !3171a1:1 S t .  b::i1cI~1 
comml..lni'ty, whc?r'c;? e v e r y b n d y  fnat o r  was e n t i . k l ~ c l  .ta meet . t ( ~  
e l a c i d e  a f f a i r - 5 "  :X r ea l i se  i t  ia . f a s h i o n a b l . a  tta c r i . t . i c i s t ?  the 
Ather i i  a n 5  .f 01- e:.:c:1, u d i  nq sX a v e s ,  i m n l i q r a n t s  a n d  wnmpn .from 
k h e i  r a s se rnb l  v , ,  I n  a wav 1: wot.tld n o t  spars t h e m  these 
c r i  ,ki ci smyi  bc'xni.esc> i ,t i :i b y  cwt rapc :~ l  a t i n n  t h e i r  awn i r i v s n t i  a n  
o f  r - a t i o n e l  p n l : i 8 k i c a l  t h o ~ e g h t .  t h a t  w e  are now ; a b l e  k o  S:i11cl 
S a u l  t w i t h  t h e i r -  s y s t e m  as :i'k w a s  i n  p r - a c t i c e .  N e v e r t h e l e s s  

. p e r h a p s  i t  is taa fn~cc:h t o  o:- :pect  t h e m  %a h a v e  b e c a m e  
c o m p l e t e 1  y 3ugicwl a n d  e g a l i t a r i a n  w i t h i n  .just t h r e e  nr -  ,S n~..tr  
q s n e r - a t i  o n s ,  w h a t  w i  , t h  t h e  h a s s l  e of  c o n $  r-0nt.i  n q  Xer:,:es ,, 
S p a r t a  arid a g r - e a t  p l a g u e  i n  t h e  m e a n t i m e .  On t h e  c:)tht?r. h a n d  
c u n s i  der- tlie S  (31 1 awi  nyj r - s m a r k  , n a t  r m p h a s i  sed 43.t al. 1 and 
almo?in;.t l a s t  i n  a ] . a t e  c h a p t e r  o f  ~~~~~~~n's Pe.X.ican H.istcrry 
o f  Greece  : "GI~-PQI::s n e v e r  d s v e l  o p e d  r e p r e s e n . \ - . a . t  i v e  gavernmeri't , 
n o t  b s c a ~ c s e  they ware not: c l e v e r  e n o u q h  bc..tt b e c a u s e  t h e y  dj.d 
nu.\: t r u s t  ane a n a 3 t h e r  st..tf f  i c i e n k  l y " - i n  o t h e r  L J O I - ~ S  t h e y  
v i e w e d  t h e  p r a b l c t n s  o-F a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  a n d  v e r i f i c a t i o n  
i n h e r e r ~ t  i n  r~?pre?$enta5 . : i ,  v e  g n v e r n m e n t  3 an i r ~ l ~ t . ~ r m o ~ c r ~ t c i b l  e 
t h a t  o n l y  p e r ~ ~ 1 1 7 i a l  , i n  v  r : l l  r e p r e s e n t a t i  an c(?e..tl d S0iC ' t l2ern 

g ~ t a r - a n t e e  d e m o c r a c y  i n  i ts  o r i g i n a l  %ensk? ,  r - u i e  b y  the 
p e o p l e ' s  w i l l .  I sl..ebmi.t %hat  t h e y  were a b s a l ~ . . t t e l y  r i g h t  arid 
t h a t  her-E : i t  is c3e,.lr own s y s t e m  w h i c h  is c h r c m i c a l l y  S l a w e d .  

What ,  t h e n ,  ar-e t h e  ohs-tacl es t o  est .ab:l .  i s h i  n q  d i r e c t  a!s 
oppuswd t o  r e p r - e s e n t a t i  v e  d e m o c r a t i  c  gave r -nmen t  :in o u r  own 
soc i e . t . y?  'The ab . j ec t . i on  t h a t  t h e  p e o p l e  a t  l a r g e  c a n n o t  be  
t r - i .cs tsd wsnth g o v e r m e n t  is t h e  same as .\:he a r g u m e n t  used 
a g a i n s t  e v e n  1  i m i  % e d  or  r e p r - e s e n t a t i v e  d e m o c r a c y  i ~ i  b o t h  
modet-n a n d  a n c i e n t  t i m e s .  S t  a m o u n t s  a t  l e a s t  t o  
i n t e l l e c t i . e a 1  a r r u g a n c s  a n d  a% warst to t h e  tnasit cyni(:;~:l 
C asci  m. H i  s t o r y  f ram F 'er i  c l  a.; ,tan t h e  p r e s e n t  d a y  hias prc:)vec:l 
t h a t  p e o p l e  r i s e  t o  * t h e  o c c a s i o n  a n d  become  r e s p o n s i b l e  as a 
r e s u l t  nf s h a r i n g  p o w e r ,  a n d  t h a t  ~ c n i v e r s a l  p a r t i ( 2 i p a ' t : i c ) n  
e n r i c h e s  t h e  l i f e  a f  t h ~  i n c l i v i d c c a l  as w e l l  as t h e  sta.t..c? ( i n  
o u r  c a s e ,  i d e a l l y ,  t h e  w o r l d ) .  

T h i s  1eiiib4es; , t h e  u b j ~ c . t : i n n  t h i a t  t h e  syskern w o ~ c l d  h e  
~ c n w i e l d y  a n d  i m p r a c t i c a l .  "To r e b u t  t h i s  c ~ b j n c t i i m  I cal. 1  
t h r e e  e x p e r t  w i t n a s s e s :  S t a t i s t i c s ,  T e l e c a m m u n i c a t i o n s  ancl 
t h e  Comp~ltev*. F i r s t ,  S t a t h t i c s :  "Can you p r o v i d e  a v-el i a b l e  
means  o f  d i s c o v e r i n g  t h e  v i e w s  nf 3 v e r y  l n~tmbar- oS  
p e r s o n s  by c o n s u l t i n g  a smaller number?"  
STATISTICS C e r t a i n l y .  'The t e c h n i q u e  oaf random sarnp.Iing 
g i v e s  extremely a c c u r a t e  r e s u l t s  i f  a l a r g e  enough sample  i s  
u s e d ,  An i d e a l  number iv(.)u.ld h e  the s q u a r e  r o o t  o f  t h e  tc.)t,al 
e l e c t o r a t e .  I n  a c o t l n t r y  s u c h  a5 t h e  Ur t i t ed  Kinqdom i t l i t ) > ,  

s a y ,  25 mi . lJ ion  e l a c t o r s  t h i s .  etrocrlcl i n v o l v e  r=c:)nso.Ztinq S,c',OQ 
persons on e a c h  rtatic..anal i s s u e .  Irt a c i t y  or- d i s t r i c t  i v i t h  
1 8 0 , Q O O  e . l a c t o r s  the  a a n p l e  wor t Id  be  4CIU. For a g.l(:,bal 
v t . ) t ing popu.Iatit .)n o f  10,,000 m . i . I l i s n  t h e  samp.lo s i z e  crc,(.11d 



-:tllX be a m;lr~agpab.le 1QC7,11:/00, I n  ~~~~~h c : q , ~ c  : . i n , ? l l e ~  :<aam~.>.I~,:; 
rctuld be t r u s t e d  ctthersevsr a ver  y I:: ? e a r  ma.iovl t y  ener t jed ,  

Baod,  now T s l  ecarnmt..~ni (:at 1 a n s :  "Cia17 yncl hartcll e t h e  f  l u w  o+ 
i n + o r - m a t i o n  i nvo : lved  i n  t hnsn r i c l s  0.l: : i nd i  v i  ~-1cta1 !s v o t i n q  a n  
tttol.~sar?c:ls o f  s e p e r i a t e  q u e s t i o n s  e v e r y  y e a r  C l a - a m  t h a i  r homes  
o r  w ~ ~ r l : : ~ l a c @ ~ ,  w i ' k l ~ o ~ t .  * t h e  n e e d  f o r  p h y s : i c a l  a t t e n d a n c e  i n  a n  
a s s ~ m h l y  c h a n ~ b e r ,  at t h e  t i m e  t r - a r ~ s c n i . t k i r ' ~ q  d e t a i l 9  of 
t h e  prace;.adingl.j t a  w l  :L i n , t r x - s s t e d  c i  t i n e n s ' ? "  
'TEL.EL:Uk!MUN1CA'T'.IONS Ncr pr'okr.les: i t  .i:? a:: e!i i~sy a s  prc:~vid.n'rru a 
tc.lephc:)ne arid f e c s i w i l ~  mschine f n  ever ! )  home. 

F i n a l l y  t h e  C:omputer-: "Can y o u  r - e c o r d  a n d  s tore t h e  
c a n t  i nua:l l y  c h a n g i  nc) v i e w s  0.f a :l a r -ge  v a t  i ng  p o p ~ r l  a t  i o n  a111i 

sor t  them i n'r.0 a czohererr.t 1:)r.rbl i c p n l  i c y ? "  
CTJIIPUTER Yes., . ir~c.l~iJ.iriq t~ t i t 'h i r t  a fehr, s econds . )  d e t ~ c t . x ' o r ' ~  c . ) f  
conPradic%iz.)ns c:rr clarrs .in!:) o f  une .vpec  t e d  c t : ) n s & u r  Yr*on,  a n y  
pr(:)posal p . Z u ~  , f u l l y  acctdra tt? .l0gq.in!7 fi).X'thotit bid:.? t 3 f  

s ta t ement s , ,  mo%.ions,, v o t i n g  f.2'gtlres and  r e s u l t i n g  s t ~ % ~ t e . ~ r  
c / i % h  .irrs%snt access  t o  a l l  t h i s  a t  arty terrn.itra.1, 

' The re  i S n o  c-Jor.rbt a b o u t  t h e  capa(:i  t y  o.f 1 a t e  , twer , t i  akh  
cen'I:t.try t e c h n o l  o g y  t o  per .+orm t h e s e  f 1-rncti a n s .  T h e  same 
' t e c h n o l o q y  is  a l r e a d y  m:pl  o i t e d  tu t h e  +ul l b y  bi. isi  nc?s!s a n d  
f i n a n c e  o r g a n i s a t i o n s ,  m i  l i t a r - y  ~1;7~.f:iabl i s h m e n t s ,  wcasl:hcw 
~fc3 r r~ . ca%te r%, ,  i n d e e d  s c i a n t i  sts i n  e v e r y  f i e l d ,  1 i b r a r i a n s ,  
h e a l t h  a t . . t t ho r iS t i  es, a i r l i n e s  a n d  t r a v e l  a g e n t s ,  c o f n p u t e r  game 
e n t h u s i ~ 6 t s ,  b e t t i n g  c o m p a n i e s ,  m a r k e t  r e e h r  a n d  e v e n  
o p i n i u n  p a l l s t ~ r s  - y e t  t h e  a c t c ~ a l  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  
p n o p l c ' s  will, is 1 i n  t h e  p e n c i l  a n d  paper -  e r a ,  , + r u m  t h e  
ha1  l o t  bo:.: t o  I -Iansard.  Why? 

I b e l i e v e  i t  is f o r  t h e  a g e - o l d  r e a s o n  t h a t  w e  are  i n  t h e  
h a n d s  o f  v e s t e d  i n t e r - e s t s .  Di r-ect d e m o c r a c y  wur.11 d s p e l  l t h e  
e n d  of  career p ( 3 l i t i c s  a n d  p o l i S t i c a l  p a r t i e s  as we h : ~ 7 a ~  them.  
T h e r e  woul d  b e  n o  n r g a n i  s e d  and t h e r e f o r e  n v e r s i  mpl i f i ed 
blucrj p a r r y i n g  b l o w s ,  o n l y  e n d l e 5 ~  s h i f t i n g  s a n d s  of  
e v o l u t i o n a r y  c h a n g e .  W e  c a n n o t  e x p e c t  many member-s uf 
P a r l i a m e n t  or  o f  C o n g r e s s  o r  e v e n  ~f ' t h e  Lalsacrr N a t i o n a l  
E x e c u t i v e  t o  v o t e  .For t h i s .  F a r  b e t t e r  .for t h e m  t o  c a n t i n t - t e  
a s  t h e  new a r i s t o c r a t s ,  f a v o u r i n q  r ~ i 1 . e  b y  t h e  f e w  a n d  t h e  
wise. A l ~ r d i c r o ~ ~ ~ l y  l i m i t e d  c h a i c e  f a r -  m o s t  aS cc5 e v e r y  . f i v e  
year.; is  a l r e a d y  taa  much f a r  same r ~ f  t h e m  t a  feel 
c o m f o r t a b l e  w i t h ;  e v e r y  . F i v e  h o u r s  woi.11d b e  i n t o l e r a b l e .  

I t  i s  time t o  hijacl. : :  i n . f n r m a t i o n  t e c h n o l n g y  and use i t  .to 
make e v e r y  i n d i v i d u a l  r e a l l y  c o u n t  i n  s o c i e t y .  T i m e  i 5  
rc lnninq  o u t  a n d  w e  d o  not .  h a v e  . t h e  1 1 1 r  o f  s i m p l y  
t o l e r a t i n g  t h e  s t a t u s  qua. T h e  " s t a t u s  qt-to" is i n  f a c t  
c n n t i n u a l  l y  a d v a n c i n g  a g a i n s t  f readurn ,  with i n c r e w s i n q  
s o l ~ h i c r ~ ~ t i c a t i o r r .  TI-te i ridi r-ect u n i  v e r s a 1  f r a n c h i s e ,  so 
r ' e?cant ly  a c h i  evec l ,  is a 1  r -eady  b e c o m i n g  a h a 1  l n w  i n s t i  t u t i n n  
a n d  e l e c t i o n s  a n a s t a l g i c  c h a r a d e .  V o t i n g  m u s t  b e c a m e  a 
S r e q u e n t  ( p e r h a p s  d a i  l y )  e v e n t  with t h e  r - e s u l  ts i mnladi a te1 y  
p a s s i n g  i n k n  e f f e c t ,  b e c a u s e  t h i  s i 5  t h e  s p e e d  w i t h  w h i c h  t h e  
n o n - d e m o c r a t i c  f o r c e s  i n  . t h e  modern  war-ld are a l r e i ~ d y  able t t o  
ac t .  As t h i n g s  s t a n d  t h e  b o d y  p o l i t i c  is l i k e  a s l u g g i s t ~  
d i n o s a u r  be i r rg  consumed  b y  a g i  l e  p i r a n h a  f i s h .  P e r h a p s  y o u  
d i s w p r e e .  Then i n s t e a d  f t e l l i n g  1.rs w e  d o n ' t  r e a l l y  w a n t  
a l l  t h i s  extra c h o i c e ,  i n s t e a d  a f  t r y i n g  ta sell  u s  sucneth i r tq  
d i f f e r e n t  t h a t  is a l r e a d y  c o n v e n i e n t l y  n n  t h e  o r d e r  p a p e r  or 
i n  t h e  m a n i f e s t o ,  why n n t  . j ~ r s , t  a s k  everyone  a n d  f i n d  o u t ?  



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'. 

o get something for nothing seems to be one of Man's 
erennial desires. One of its more peculiar manifestations 
s 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 Zcience 
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 4 

connection with the devdopment 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 a ~ d  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. 



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.al1 
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 room 
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 . 

thermodynamics. 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 



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 inception 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'. 



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 might 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 itintelligible 
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: eith'er 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 mediating7 term, through which 
each mediates itself with itself ana unites withhitself' (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, 



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 /social7 
world and its ground outside of itself' (Hegel 1977 p. 265). TKus 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 "appearance1', 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 2s 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 
1' something1' (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 appear1, 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 



non-dualistic inasmuch as it is in and through itsappearance that the 
essence g. 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 "appearingf1, 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 soEiety 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 "enchantment1' - 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 



self-emancipation is undermined. 

As with 'lappearancerl, so with "form1'. 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 relations, 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 
"form1' 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: mediation 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 subjectivity1 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 



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 presuppes, 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 



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 . . . l  

(Marx 1973 p. 86). But he adds at once that 'there is no production in 
general' (M&X 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. 

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 
capital '7 assume on the surface of society. . .and in-the ordinary 
conscio~sness of the agents of production themselves' (Marx 1966 p. 25), 
but just here it is important to keep the sense of "forms" and of 



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 existence7 within which they have - .  
room to move' (~arx 1976 p. 198). - i 

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 



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" (togetheryith 
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 
mediatioddemediation 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 
juxtaposed. 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 /fead 
once again: the mode of existence7 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 Adorno1s 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 



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. 

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). 

I - -- 

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 conplex 
reality of capitalism. These abstractions decode the "innermost 
secret, the hidden basis of the relatiorls 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.lOl). 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.lOl). This 
"is the only way in which thought appropriates the concrete, re- 
produces it as the concrete in mind" (Marx 1973,p.lOl). T a ,  
the -_____ idea - of _------- the wo.rUL'&--rh&g else thanI!--themaLe-ri&-~o~~ 
ref_l=t_ecd_by - t k e d & ,  and tsanslated --.-. - " into,£ .. - orms of thought" 
(Marx 1983,p.29).0nly after the development of the substantial 
abstraction of the innermost secret of the reality can the 
real mwement 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 196Bp.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 rnarxist concepts contain 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 rnarxist concepts have to be open to the changes in 
the composition of the social relations which occur during the 
process of transformation. This is ever 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 chagge, 
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 



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 Lukks 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- 
terminate 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 st~ucturally 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, slthough 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 'mediationl,,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 'forms1 does not 'sweep away1 (Marx) the inconsistencies 

i l 
of antagonistic relations. Form, and thus m i d i a b  ,- "is generally P --....___ the w g  
in which real contradictions are reconc&ledl' (Marx 1983,p.106). Thus, thg 
germ mediation fr refers V- -.-- to - -.--W-*.-. the form ---- -- of e x i s t e n c e ~ h _ i c h _ i . ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~  antagonistic re- 
lations to -_...--- exist side by - side" (Marx 1983,p.106). 

Thus, it is within 'form' that antagonistic relaticns 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 esistence of antag - ...ai.d&?i~a~:~e~&: 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. 



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 themaerial world of the capital relation which bathes 
all social, normative and political phenomena in a certain colour (see Marx 
1973, p. 107). 

Thus, the fetishized 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 enchanxed 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 antagonism 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 *f~ecessarily) 
'wrong' as opposed to 'truef(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' comlwsethe enchanted 
world in the process of thinking. These concepts thus categorise the mode 
of existence within which the class antagonismisinscribed 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 coh-inuity 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 rod-e 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.lOl). 



DE-MEDIATION 

Due to the organisational existence of labour within capitil, 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 inmcourse of capital and labour: 
that is struggle. 

The fetishized reality has constantlyto 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 theunkrstanding 
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 Luk&s 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 capitali'sm. 

De-mediation thus refers to thecomtitution 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 exmitation 
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 



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 Lukks) 
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 
waxr 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 transfor~ation 
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 con.trol, 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 irnmediatly 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 allzrnative of socialism and barbarism. 

NOTES : 
l.:I do not, however, share Lukscs'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 cre&te the conditions for people from a wide range of backgrounds 
to come 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. 



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 

A n  administrator from a cultural institute 

A designer 



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 genera1;drama;writing 
groups; CO-counselling; distribution methodology and the dissemination 
of informati,on. 

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 fzeilities; a gallery space 
for documentary and art exhibitions; rehearsal and recording space. 

The Free  U n i v e r s i ~ y  is plannint ;  i c s  f i r s c  y e a r  o f  even;s ,  
s o c i a l s  and d i s c u s s i o n s .  If you would l i k e  co do a  p r e s e n ~ a c i o n  
o f  a  t o p i c  o r  j u s t  want t o  Let i n  c o n t a c ~  ana  r e c e i v e  f u r b h e r  
i n f o r m a t i o n ,  send  a few stamped a a u r e s s e d  e n v e l o p e s  i o  : 

Free  U n i v e r s i t y  ( ~ l a s , o w  ) 
pH 9 
340 West P r i n c e s  S t r e e t  
Glas,=ow G 4  9HF 



0 8  POLITICS: THE EBI) OF TUTELAGE 
[Extracts from an interview with Hans Hagnus Enzensberger in D e r  Spiegel, 19871 

I a b s t a i n  from t h e  e lec t ion  campaign - which mustn' t  be confused wi th  e l e c t o r a l  
abstent ion ... For me, a n  e lec t ion  campaign is t h e  wors t  period f o r  makin o l i t i c a i  
declara t ions .  A t  an  e lec t ion  one h a s  t o  s t r u g g l e  with nursery-school-levek t a l k  aad 
com u te r  grammer. I t ' s  s t a g g e r i n g  t o  see what nuance.5 t h e  West German e l e c t o r s  ,can expre5s 
i n  P h i s  mutilated language. Nevertheless,  I wonder i f  s o c i e t y  can still be mobi i is rd  oy 
elect ion campaigns: perhaps they only mobi l ise  t h e i r  promoters,  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  c l a s s ,  ana 
thus a minority.  

- So where are political needs articulated? Does the poiitical class still have contact w i t h  
a base? 
I t ' s  a matter  of s t r u c t u r e s ,  I cons ider  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between S t a t e  and s o c i e t y ,  o r  Eore 
precise ly  between aovernnent and s o c i e t y ,  t o  have changed fundamentally i n  recen t  years .  
ihe  F e d ~ r a l  Repubilc knew s t a b i l i t y  and r e l a t i v e  s u c c e s s  n o t  because but  d e s p i t e  being 
governea by t h e  g e n t s  who s m i l e  from t h e  s tamps.  Whatever t n e  Minis ter  f o r  r-'ost.s ciid t o  
wreck %he Post ,  l e t t e r s  ~ e p t  a r r i v i n g .  Even when t h e  Chancellor ~ e h a v e d  l i k e  a bu l l  i n  a 
china shop, t r a d e  with t h e  Eas t  continued.  A f i rm run by a bunch l i k e  t h i s  wouki have 
fa i l ed  ion& ago. There 's  only one explanat ion f o r  t h i s :  t h e  Federal  Zepublic can a i r o r d  an 
incompeten overnment because t h e  eople who count a r e n ' t  t h e  ones wno bore us  on the 
News. ~ o c i e t $ -  = r e a l  processes  t a k e  p p ace l a r g e l y  ou t s ide  t h e  con t ro l  of Eonn. 

+ . . i n  old Europe, t h e  human community was always desc r ibed  on t h e  model of a human body. 
The governsent was t h e  head. This  metaphor d e f i n i t e 1  belongs t o  t h e  p a s t .  There 's  no 
cen t re  a n t i c i  axing,  d i r e c t i n g  and deciding everything.  &ch a s o c i a l  b r a i n  can no ionger be 
located - a n d c e r t a i n l y  no t  i n  innovat ions  coming from Bonn. Tor a long t ime,  t h e  decisions 
concerning t h e  fu tu re  have no t  come from t h e  p o l i t i c a l  class. On t h e  c o n t r a r y :  it's only 
when a new idea has  become a commonplace t h a t  t h e  p a r t i e s  and governments u n d e r s ~ a ~ d  it. 
The t r u e  decis ion- taking is decen t ra l i sed  i n  a nervous sys tem,  whose r a m i f i c a t i o n s  cannot 
be control led  by an  s i n g l e  po in t .  A s  t h e  t h e o r e t i c i a n s  s a y ,  poii l ; ics becomes a s t o c h a s t i c  
process,  t h a t  is, d?ependant on chance.  So t h e  c e n t r a l  powers l o s e  t h e i r  a u i h o r i t y  and 
 weigh^,. Their manoevring s ace  r e t r e a t s ,  but t h e i r  dangerous na tu re  d imin i shes  equaily. 
Government becomes a p a p s  hger. 
Lamentations [...l  about d e p o l i t i c i s a t i o n  come from a l l  s i d e s .  In t h e  l i b e r a l  p r e s s  and the 
l e f t i s t  miieau, everywhere young people a r e  accused 01 having nothing i n  Their  heads but 
consumption those  yup i e s  who t h i n k  only of t h e i r  p r i v a t e  l i v e s .  I t ' s  i i k e  l i s t e n i n g  t o  
p r i e s i s ,  t r y i n s  ta exp?sin why their chgrches are ampry. Hven t h e  p o l i t i c i a n s  a r e  dis turbed 

l e  have l e s s  and l e s s  i n t e r e s t  i n  them. iney a s k  what t h a t  means. I consider  the 
%%iEOPo be v ic t ims  of an  i i l u s i o n ,  coming from a wrong d e f i n i t i o n  of p o l i t i c s .  AE I 
kpoi i t  i c a l  because I'm i n d i f f e r e n t  t o  t h e s e  people 's  s t u t t e r i n g s ?  

. . .  The kernel  of p o l i t i c s  today is t h e  c a p a c i t  f o r  se l f -o rgan i sa t ion .  It, mustn' t  be thought 
t h a i  t h e  individual  is up a g a i n s t  t h e  S t a t e .  ih t h i s ,  t h e  t n e s i s  of r i v a t i s a t i o n  i s n ' t  good 
enough. Every kind of i n r e r e s t ,  even t h e  most p r i v a t e ,  is a r t i c u l a t e 1  on t h e  p o l i t i c a l  plane 
through organised groups.  This  starts from t h e  most everyday t h i n g s :  ques t ions  of schools ,  
probiems wlth h o u s i n ~  and t r a n s p o r t .  
You're thinking- o f  citizen init iatives.  But  do they still exis t?  
Every day they come t o s e t h e r  on an  ad hoe b a s i s  and then  d i s s o l v e .  ..,Think oilly of those 
c i t i zen  i n i t i a t i v e s  ca l l ed  Siemens, Nixdorf o r  Hoechst. They've always ex i s ted :  it's power 
organised ou t s ide  t h e  p a r t y  system..  Today t h i s  k ind of exerc i se  of s o c i a l  p ressure  i sn ' t  
t h e  p r iv i l ege  of c a p i t a l i s t  i n t e r e s t s .  Today t h e  S t a t e  is faced by a l l  k i n d s  of groups, 
minor i t ies  o r  a l l  k inds .  

... The p a r t i e s  have a l s o  changed t h e i r  s t r u c t u r e s .  You can s e e  it i n  t h e  recrui tment  t o  the 
p o l i t i c a l  c l a s s .  Only a few y e a r s  ago a p o l i t i c i a n  would normally have had some experience 
of l i f e .  Today, t h e  mean type is t h a t  of t h e  ambitious bachelor who makes himself known i n  
t h e  School-Students'  Union, then becomes prominent i n  s t u d e n t  p o l i t i c s ,  then f i n a l l y  becomes 
a bureaucrat .  X i s  / her  l i f e  experience rs l imi ted t o  t h e  acquired a b i l i t y  t o  mani u ia te  a 
par ty  apparatus .  That has  var ious  consequences. On t h e  one hand, one no l o n y  {elieves 
such peogle capable  of doin a n y t h i n g  e l s e .  A o l i t i e i a n  is someone who a s  learned 
nothing. econd y h i s  / her  f i f e  {is t o  be dedicaeed t o  t h e  appara tus .  Thirdly ,  he  / she 
develops a tem o r a l  perspect ive  which goes no f u r t h e r  t h a n  t h e  next r eg iona l  e l e c t i o n s .  And 
f i n a l l y ,  h i s  / %er  s o c i a l  s i t u a t i o n  s p e c i f i c a l l y  l e a d s  t o  a l o s s  of a l l  con tac t  with rea l i ty .  
The p o l i t i c a l  c l a s s  h a s  no idea what goes on i n  s o c i e t y  ... One amusing consequence is that  
t h e  p o l i t i c a l  c l a s s  cons iders  s o c i e t y  as b e s t i a l  and inso len t .  Socie ty  n a s  exact ly  the 
o pos i t e  opinion,  One can respond r e l a t i v e l y  e a s i l y  t o  t h e  quest ion of who's r i g h t .  The idea 
t g a t  only t h e  p a r t y  apparatus  knows t h e  s c o r e  and t h a t  everyone e l s e  is a n  i d i o t  is a 
Soviet conception.  

This soc ie tx  can no longer be deceived. I t  quicirly no tes  what's ha penin i n  t h e  capi ta l .  
The p a r t i e s  self- images c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h i s  cynrcal  conception,  P he po ei i t i c i a n s  t r y  t o  
compensate f o r  t h e  depth of t h e i r  a u t h o r i t y ,  t h e  e ros ion  of power and confidence throu h a 
massive a d v e r t i s i n g  campai n .  But t h e s e  mate r ia l  b a t t l e s  a r e  ant i -product ive .  &eir 
messages a r e  i au to log ica l  an3 empty. The aiways s a y  t h e  same: 1 a m  me o r  V e  are  vs. The 
empt message is t h e i r  r e f e r r e d  means OH represen t ing  themselves. l i a tu ra l ly ,  t h a t  confirms 
psopre i n  t h e  belief  t h a  no thought can be expected from t h e s e  people. 



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 

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. 

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. 



0 ~ e l ~  people to interpret technical 
literature. 

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

~ e l ~  people to carry out their own 
investigations. 

 he-centre would provide resources (books, 
journals etc) which people would be able to refer to them- 
selves. It should be able to help people to pursue their own 
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 toorganizations 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. 

Cany out inspections. 
It is expected that eventually staff from the Centre 

would be able to conduct inspections or surveys for 
members of the public. 

A charity. the Hazards Education Socieg 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 productioii of 
this leaflet The District Council has indicated that if the 

proposals receive support frc.n other bodies it will con- 
sider ways of assisting the establishment of a Scottish 
Hazards Centre in Edinburgh. 

It is expected to start theScottish Hazards Cenm as 
part of the Manpower Services Commission programme. 
However it is estimated that at least £8000 would he 
required in the first year from other sources. This is where 
you could help, and the Hazards Educa~ion Society would he 
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 commitment to a given sum would be par-, 
ticularly welcome; otherwise. a single sum would be/ 
gratefully received. Perhaps your organization would offer l to buy a specific item (eg a book) for the Scottish Hazards I 

Centre l 

Of course you could always make a donation as 1 
an individual instead of or in addition to that from an 
organization To help, please fill in the form below. l 

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

l cause. i 

I/We would like to make a donation to the 
Hazards Education Sociery to help it to establish a Scottish 
Hazards Centre 

Address I 
Tel. No. 1 

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

Please make cheques payable to 
Hazards Education Sociery and fowa rd to: 
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