
REVIEWS 

BOTH MAN AND BEAST AND BIRD 
Ted Benton, Natural Relations: Ecology, Animal Rights and 
Social Justice, London, Verso, 1993.246 pp., £34.95 hb., £11.95 
pb., 0 86091 393 7 hb., 0 86091 590 5 pb. 

Ted Benton's object is to develop new beginnings for a Marx
based socialism: to do justice to non-human animals; and, most 
importantly, to persuade us that these two projects stand or fall 
together. Convinced that the 'rights' and 'justice' of the liberal
individualist tradition are inadequate, but that Marx's optimism 
about an eventual end to scarcity - for the regulation of which 
these concepts are necessary - was mistaken, he argues that some 
notion of rights in themselves, as opposed to 'bourgeois' rights, 
is required too make a Marxist socialism plausible. Persuaded that 
non-human animals demand moral status, but that 'animal rights' 
- a notion rooted in the liberal-individualist tradition - cannot 
deliver the promise it holds out, he tries to construct a 'non
humanist' understanding of 'well-being'. This would both afford 
the basis of a notion of natural needs, following Doyal and 
Gough's Theory of Human Need, needs which in turn give rise to 
substantive, 'pre-political', rights; and, since the 'well-being' at 
issue derives from the naturalistic continuum on which human 
and non-human beings find themselves, it would show how 
human beings have moral responsibilities to non-human animals 
- for they too are bearers of such rights. The epistemological and 
ethical realism required to undermine the conservatism of 
postmodernist insistence on difference - an insistence powerful 
enough, however, to render unviable the utilitarianism of Peter 
Singer's and similar advocacies of non-human animals - is found 
in universal needs which are shared by all forms of life. Thus the 
challenge of animalliberationists - how can you consistently be 
anti-racist and anti-sexist if also speciesist? - is shown both to be 
well-founded and to offer a realistic basis for socialist theory and 
practice, being grounded in the real, or natural, world. 

So complex a project must offer not proofs, but rather 
interconnected sets of considerations which might constitute a 
'best account'. Accordingly, the structure of the book is that of a 
widening spiral of cumulative sociological and conceptual 
evidence; and while this sometimes makes it difficult to read, 
since it can be unclear where Benton is reporting a view and where 
he is advocating it, the effort is eminently worthwhile. For even 
if one ends - or starts - by disagreeing with his view of non-human 
animals; his interpretation of Mar x; his recommendations regarding 
'rights in themselves'; or all of these: his structure has the great 
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merit of giving many reformulations and affording many 
opportunities for reconsideration. The book demands to be read in 
dialogue with its author. Thanks partly to its structure, and partly 
to Benton's gift for stating clearly what is centrally at issue for 
positions other than, as well as, his own, I think any interested 
reader would gain a good deal from the book. Even the most 
hostile reader would certainly benefit from the Introduction and 
first chapter, which arguably constitute the best extant setting out 
of the debate about' animal rights'. What might in a lesser writer 
be undue repetition is here a thoroughly responsible and stimulating 
means of taking seriously the notion of a dialogue among positions, 
as well as a means of clarifying their ramifications. My only 
quibble is that a bibliography would have been useful, since the 
extensive notes, which constitute an excellent guide to 
contemporary debate, are neither the easiest means of access, nor 
provide publishers' names. . . 

Benton describes his work as 'an attempt at a discussion 
between socialism, ecology and animal rights', on the basis of 
'excavat(ing) and defend(ing) the relatively neglected naturalistic 
side of Marx's thinking' in the Economic and Philosophical 
Manuscripts. In the more specifically inflected terms of the last 
three chapters, Benton tries to clear the ground for an effort 'to 
construct a conception of socialist rights (and justice) which 
answers to the conceptual critique of the liberal-individualist 
view, and which also addresses the conditions of life which might 
be encountered in any realizable socialist society'. That 
construction consists in 'a framework for identifying and 
classifying needs ... applicable across both cultures and species 
boundaries' , a framework that consists largely in a conception of 
'common needs', which, in running across species, establishes a 
uni versal claim. Such a claim, Benton argues, has to be established 
if socialism is to be plausible and if such phenomena as racism and 
sexism can be shown to be wrong, and opposition to these not to 
be regarded as merely the preferences of particular individuals or 
groups. This is the only basis on which the latter could be 
established. Thus the positioning of human beings on a continuum 
of all living things establishes a substantive universalism as a 
bulwark against the indifferent 'post-socialist' differences of 
fashionable postmodern culture. It at once gives Marxism the 
plausibility it requires for a credible interpretation of, and insistence 
on, 'to each according to their needs'; and gives animal 
liberationists a way of urging their claims which does not rely on 
liberal, individualistic rights: the plausibility of the one feeds (on) 
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that of the other. 
The first, socio-empirical, observation which gives rise to this 

sort of position is the insistence that, contrary to Marx, scarcity 
will remain 'as a trans-historical feature of the human condition', 
so that, crucially, some notion of rights per se (as distinct from 
bourgeois rights) and of justice has to be retained in defence of 
individuals' autonomy. That much Benton wants to concede to 
those who criticise Marxism as both careless of the individual 
and, relatedly, utopian about society. Marx was right in his 
critique of 'the discourses and practices of liberal rights and 
justice', but mistaken in supposing that 'once the institutional 
sources of interpersonal estrangement and lack of fulfilment in 
bourgeois societies was transcended, the requirement for [such] 
a discourse ... would fall away' - for 'a form of society which 
transcends the[ se] requirements ... is [not] a realizable historical 
project'. Benton's conceptual observation is that contemporary 
critiques of our treatment of, and attitudes to, non-human living 
beings - when shorn of the liberal-individualist terms in which 
they are all too often cast - constitute a resource for the requisite 
reconstruction. Indeed, Marx himself may be understood as 
having developed a naturalistic strand in the Economic and 
Philosophical Manuscripts; and the realisation that 'humans are 
... a species of natural being' is what may ultimately resuscitate 
the moribund socialism of the late twentieth century. 

Having unreservedly recommended the book, I shall indicate 
why I remain unconvinced, if also considerably clearer about why 
I remain unconvinced, of Benton' s central claims - as he admits 
one might. 

First, then, the question of personal identity. I am sure it 'is 
acquired in the course of and only in the context of the mutual 
recognitions afforded by the inter-subjective encounters of social 
life', and that many people do indeed think of non-human living 
beings, and/or even of inanimate elements of the world, as partly 
constitutive of their own identity. But on what grounds? Benton 
seems to suppose that people's actually doing so might be grounds 
enough, invoking this line against earlier anti-liberal critiques of 
'animal rights', whose emphasis on social context is too limited. 
For instance, someone might choose to treat a pet to some extent 
as if it were a person. But someone else might not. Are such people 
in some way mistaken? Benton certainly does not explicitly 
suggest that they are, although the tone of some of his remarks 
throughout the book suggests that he might find such a person, let 
alone a fully unreconstructed 'humanist' , pretty odd. If, however, 
this really is a matter of choice, or preference, then the impact on 
his explicit parallel with how we treat other people (racism, 
sexism) is not at all what he would have it be. For if any 
universalism is to merit the name, its acknowledgement cannot be 
a matter of choice; refusal to do so must be demonstrably a 
mistake. Furthermore, there is no reciprocity in respect of the 
decision that such and such a rabbit shall be a pet, so that Benton' s 
claim that such a relation is 'a "quasi-personal" relationship in 
which each takes pleasure in the company of the other and has 
regard to the other's desires as well as needs' seems to me highly 
fanciful. Certainly it assumes that Aquinas, Descartes and other 
speciesists were quite mistaken in their (dualistically founded) 
view ofthe nature of non-human animals; and that the 'humanist' 
tradition is not simply distasteful to some, but that it is wrong. 

Basically, I think Benton succeeds admirably in showing how 
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and why questions about the psychological and related capacities 
of non-human animals are at the root of their alleged moral status; 
but does not establish that 'many animal species display a 
complexity, diversity and adaptability in their behaviour' , such as 
to make anything but a 'human/non-human continuum' thesis 
untenable. The Washoe case, for example, appears only in a 
footnote. The result is that Benton' s big claim - that 'humans and 
animals stand in social relationships to one another' - spelled out 
in detail though it is, remains an assertion. Frey' s counterarguments 
in Interests and Rights: the Case Against Animals are not, I think, 
given their due; and Leahy's, in Against Liberation: Putting 
Animals in Perspective, are perhaps not the strongest possible. 

Nor does this merely indicate my own position; for Benton's 
case rests upon the substantial detail of his non-reductionist 
biologism. Again, the root of his parallel with questions of race 
and gender is crucially at issue. Rights, he thinks, will not do the 
job, since they cannot survive analysis as extant regardless of 
whether you or I recognise them, which is the whole point of the 
idea - and in this I think he is correct. But if there is an element 
of normativity about the continuum claim, then the universality 
demanded by any anti-racist or anti-sexist attitude is undermined; 
and Benton's recommendation for 'equivalence', rather than 
'equality', of treatment takes on an entirely unintended and 
sinister tone. 'Equivalence' of treatment is, after all, one of the 
oldest excuses for mistreating people who are alleged to be 
different. The case for non-human animals' psychological and 
related capacities remains to be made; if successful, Benton is 
right; if not, then Descartes and Aquinas might yet be. For only if 
such a case succeeds could there be a 'mutual dependence' (my 
emphasis) between human and non-human animals. 

Some of Bent on's arguments, I think, either fail or 'are equally 
plausible in reverse. For instance, he cites Stephen Clark' s lampoon 
against Steven Rose's avowed speciesism: 'We are absolutely 
better than the animals because we are able to give their interests 
some consideration: so we won't.' But are there not all sorts of 
things that human beings are able to do which they ought not to 
do: kill, maim, rape? Clark' s suggestion may well be 'particularly 
succinctly' put, but it remains tendentious. More importantly, 
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Benton's claim that 'we often do acknowledge moral 
responsibilities with respect to other beings, both living and non
living, natural and artificial (for example, words of art).' does not 
show that such responsibilities are to such beings and not merely 
for such beings to particular people. How people' ought to behave 
towards the other kinds of being which they encounter in the 
course of their activities' can be taken seriously without yet 
implying that the capacity for reciprocity of moral treatment is not 
a necessary condition of a moral relationship - a view which 
seems to me as plausible as does its opposite to Benton and others. 

Or consider his invocation of 'animal rights' against Marx's 
view of all rights as being, essentially, property rights. If non
human animals have rights, then some rights are not property
rights, he argues; but they do; so they are not. But why not: all 
rights are property-rights; non-human animals cannot enjoy 
ownership; so they cannot have rights? The empirical (?) case 
about the capacities of non-human animals has first to be 
established. 

Finally, Benton ignores the possible impact of population
limiting policies and practices on Marx's 'unrealistic' view of 
scarcity. Since, however, we are able to limit our numbers, why 

not, to parody Clark in part, do exactly that? For, unless Benton' s 
is the unlikely view that scarcity is some sort of natural quasi
necessity, there is some optimum number of human beings as 
against available resources. What is more, our capacity to compute 
that number, and to do something about it, may be just the sort of 
thing that begins to cast doubt on notions of a human/non-human 
continuum. 

But far more important is Benton's definitive treatment of a 
range of interconnected issues: Marx' s notion of human beings as 
'species-beings', and of the tension in his work between his anti
(bourgeois) liberalism and his moral condemnations of capitalism; 
his insistence that, sociobiologists' misunderstandings of their 
own case notwithstanding, morality - and thus politics - has to be 
based in biology; his exemplary analysis of the shortcomings of 
liberalism's rights discourse and limited conception of harm; and 
his acute comments on the limitations of moral vegetarianism, 
notions of 'the wild', and attribution to non-human animals of the 
rights of the liberal-individualist tradition. It is those who disagree 
with his arguments who have most reason to be grateful for the 
generosity of Benton' s statement of them. 

Bob Brecher 

THE LONELY HOUR OF 
THE FINAL ANALYSIS 

Louis Althusser, The Future Lasts Long Time and The Facts, 
translated by Richard Veasey, edited by Oliver Corpet and Yann 
Moulier Boutang, London, Chatto & Windus, 1993. xviii + 365 
pp., £17.99 hb., 07011 5996 O. 

E. Ann Kaplan and Michael Sprinker (eds), The Althusserian 
Legacy, London, Verso, 1993. viii + 245 pp., £34.95 hb., £11.95 
pb.,O 86091 3996 hb., 0 86091 5848 pb. 

The Althusserian Legacy originated in a colloquium held in New 
York in the autumn of 1988. As Etienne Balibar remarks in his 
opening contribution, such a conference would have been 
'unthinkable' in France. It was unthinkable for a variety of 
reasons. For intellectual French public opinion, Althusser was a 
dead dog, as Marx famously remarked of Hegel (who has 
frequently proved himself to be alive and well). The Althusserian 
project of founding a theoretical science of modes of production 
that would open up the historical continent seemed to be in tatters, 
whilst the notion of philosophy as a form of theoretical class 
struggle appeared archaic at a time when the notions of 'class' and 
'struggle' (to say nothing of 'philosophy') were becoming 
decidedly nebulous. The dream of scientificity had faded. Many 
of Althusser's erstwhile supporters had made the spectacularly 
short march that took them from Maoism to the 'New Philosophy', 
and then on to media success. The fortunes of the Communist Left 
were in sad decline, a historic process not helped by the monotonous 
regularity with which a straight-faced L'Humanite could still 
announce that PCF Secretary -General Marchais had been reelected 
to his post with ninety-five per cent of all votes cast. And in 1988 
Althusser himself was effectively non-existent. 
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In November 1980, Althusser appeared in the courtyard of the 
Ecole Normale Superieur (ENS) - the amniotic environment he 
had inhabited as philosophy tutor since 1948 - crying that he had 
murdered Helene Rytman, his partner since 1945 (and wife since 
1976). Despite the incredulity of those who rushed to the scene, 
this proved to be the case; Helene had been strangled. Although 
no-one has ever claimed that Althusser did not murder Helene, the 
case never came to trial. After psychiatric examination, Althusser 
was pronounced unfit to answer charges and a non-lieu was 
granted, meaning that no further proceedings would be taken. 
Cynics saw this - not entirely implausibly - as the self-defence of 
an elite: party-political loyalties aside, the French establishment 
contained far too many normaliens for it to allow one of its own 
to face a murder charge. The court's decision spared Althusser 
trial, but a sentence was still passed. The declaration of a non-lieu 
placed Althusser in the care of his doctors, and deprived him of his 
civic rights. He could no longer publish, as his very name no 
longer had any legal reality or viability, and he could not sign 
contracts. Unlike a sentence handed down in a court, a non-lieu 
effectively condemns its victim to an indeterminate period of non
existence. Until 1983, Althusser remained in psychiatric care; 
subsequently, he lived quietly in northern Paris, spending 
occasional periods in a variety of clinics and hospitals. He died in 
October 1990, having published nothing in France since 1978. 

The death of the philosopher has led to a resurrection of the 
writings - arguably the one standard by which he should be 
judged. 1992 saw the publication of the first volume of Yann 
Moulier Boutang's compendious and meticulous biography 
(dealing with the years 1918-1956), and commencement of the 
collected works; to date, this edition currently comprises the 
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biographical writings now translated into English, the rather dull 
diary kept by Althusser during his years of captivity in a German 
prisoner-of-war camp, and a volume of psychoanalytic writings. 
Both the French original of The Future and Moulier Boutang' s 
biography received saturation coverage in the French press, 
though there is as yet little indication that this has set in train any 
real (re-)assessment of Althusser's work. Gregory Elliott's 
Althusser: The Detour of Theory (1987) remains by far the best 
study. 

Of the three volumes of works so far published, the biography 
has obviously attracted the most attention, though not always for 
the right reasons. For the Parisian right-wing press, every bit as 
unpleasant as its British counterpart, the murder itself indicated 
that a necessary relationship could be established between a 
trajectory which began in the mists of philosophy and ended in 
sordid grand guignol. The non-lieu was a further indulgence 
granted by a sympathetic elite to a philosopher who should have 
been banned from teaching, but who was untouchable because he 
was a Communist. It was strongly hinted that the 'purity of 
concepts' leads ineluctably to madness. The appearance of the 
confessional autobiography was further evidence in the case. A 
more subtle version of the same tale was hawked by the TLS in 
1992, with Mark Lilla claiming that the biography revealed the 
'profoundly intimate meaning' of the flight from subjectivity and 
the attack on humanism. Theoretical anti-humanism becomes a 
prolegomenon to murder. Even the publicity department of 
Althusser's British publisher opines that The Future 'threatens 
the credibility of post-war French Marxism'. 

Only one other death in recent French history has resulted in 
similar claims, in such a disastrous confusion of contingency and 
necessity. It has suddenly become possible to explain Discipline 
and Punish in terms of Foucault 's indulgence in sado-masochistic 
activities, and the writing of Histoire de la folie has become the 
prelude to a chronicle of a death by AIDS foretold. Contrast this 
with accounts of the death of Barthes, run over as he stepped off 
a pavement opposite the College de France. To my knowledge, 
the theory remains to be constructed which claims that composing 
some of the most elegant literary essays of the post -war period is 
a necessary prelude to death by laundry van. Had Foucault also 
died, as he almost did, in a traffic accident, a number of 
biographemes would have remained unwritten, and Foucault's 
sexual preferences would have lost some of their Sophoclean 
fatality. Are we to believe that, had Althusser not committed 
murder in a particularly acute bout of depression, French Marxism 
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would have retained a different credibility? One does not have to 
subscribe uncritically to Nietzsche's defiant belief that 'My 
works are one thing, my life another', to conclude that the 
relationship between a life, a work, and their contexts is more 
complex than this. 

The Future Lasts a Long Time (the phrase itself is apparently 
De Gaulle' s) contains two rather different versions of Althusser' s 
biography, one almost comic, the second dark and tragic. The 
first, The Facts, was written in 1976 but not published in Althusser' s 
lifetime. The much longer The Future (it is in fact the longest text 
Althusser wrote) was drafted in 1985, and may, according to its 
editors, have been triggered by a newspaper article that referred 
in passing to 'juicy cases' in which the victim goes virtually 
unnoticed, whilst the guilty party captures the headlines. In some 
ways, both texts deliver both less and more than they promise. 
Neither has the same multi-layered qualities as Sartre's Words
one of the obvious points of comparison. There is a sense in which 
these are texts for insiders; the reader is too often assumed to be 
familiar with the customs of the ENS or the rituals of the PCF, or 
to know the importance of Canguilhem and his work on the 
history of the sciences. For non-specialist English readers, a 
degree of editorial intervention might have been welcome. Yet in 
other ways, these are very effective autobiographical pieces, 
often giving a painfully honest picture of the almost psychotic 
depressions that plagued Althusser throughout his adult life. The 
account of Helene's death is not easily forgotten, and nor is the 
account of the show trial in which she was accused by the PCF of 
being a 'Hitlero-Trotskyist' and excluded from the Peace 
Movement. Other episodes, particularly as recounted in The 
Facts, have an irresistible comic touch, as when a surrendered 
garrison in Vannes in 1940 is surrounded by French troops as they 
await the arrival of their German captors, and is solemnly told that 
anyone attempting to escape will be shot. 

In many ways Althusser's life was unexceptional. The son of 
a bank official, he grew up in Algeria and then provincial France, 
gradually moving through the hierarchical education system until 
he was accepted by the ENS, only for his academic career to be 
interrupted by the war. Politically, he gradually drifted from right 
to left, from Catholicism to Communism - by no means an 
unusual transition in the circumstances. Yet the seeming normality 
masked some features that might have come from a contemporary 
novel about the provincial middle classes. 

Althusser was born in 1918, or in other words under the sign 
of a war. His mother Lucienne Berger had been engaged to Louis 
Althusser, who died at Verdun. She subsequently married his 
brother Charles, in a strange throwback to the Biblical custom of 
levirat. A chaste relationship was now replaced, in her son's 
retrospective view, by a frightful (meaning physical) marriage. 
The stage is thus set for a close identification with a mother (and 
subsequently a beloved sister), an estrangement from a father, and 
a strong association between sex and guilt or depression. The 
outcome was a youth and early adulthood typified by unassuaged 
longings (both heterosexual and homosexual), which were finally 
satisfied by Helene, whom Althusser met in the grim post-war 
years. His reaction to his first sexual encounter (at twenty-eight) 
was to collapse into the first of many serious depressions. Although 
her full story has yet to be told, Helene was clearly now the most 
significant figure in his life, seen by some as the philosopher's 
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only direct intercessor with the real world and the class struggle, 
by others as a demonically possessive and castrating 'bad-mother' 
figure. 

This is by no means an objectively accurate account; little 
attention is given to dates and Boutang' s biography picks up many 
factual discrepancies. The issue of biographical 'truth', which is 
rarely a simple matter, is confused by the inclusion of fantasies -
'hallucinations are also facts' , writes Althusser - including plans 
to steal a nuclear submarine, a grotesque parody of a gay pick-up 
scene (involving De Gaulle, no less), and some fanciful 
heterosexual encounters (complemented by many real ones). In 
analytic terms, the most striking feature is the link between 
Althusser's reconstruction of his youth and the motif of the lonely 
theoreticians who wander through the later work (and whose role 
is well examined by Elliott in The Althusserian Legacy). For 
Althusser, Marx, Freud, Machiavelli and Spinoza are all fatherless 
figures who have to invent their theoretical legitimacy; Althusser 
clearly imagines himself to be one of their number. 

Self-analysis is a difficult, if not impossible, art and Althusser' s 
attempts at it are not entirely successful. He claims to have 
suffered from a sense that his life was a deception, a sham. 
Although his biographer demonstrates the contrary, Althusser 
claims not to have read very much and to have lived in fear of 
being denounced as a philosophical fraud. He was, he maintains, 
suffering from the effects of his childhood attempts to seduce his 
mother by becoming the object of her desexualized desire. The 
identification with a well-known Lacanian trope is surely too easy 
to be convincing. If Althusser was initially suffering from some 
form of depersonalisation or a 'false-self' syndrome, his attempted 
self-analysis becomes a further symptom rather than a therapeutic 
advance. The lonely hour of the final analysis simply does not 
come. 

Not all Althusser's identifications are so Lacanian. He is 
tempted to see himself as a new version of Foucault's Pierre 
Riviere, but he also identifies with a real figure intimately known 
to both himself and Foucault. 1 acques Martin, to whom For Marx 
is dedicated, was a fellow normalien and reputedly the best young 
philosopher of his generation. The concept of 'problematic', in 
the sense it is used by Althusser, was originally his. Martin's 
career was dismal. He never published anything, and eventually 
committed suicide. In his own view, he was a philosopher without 
any works - sans oeuvre, a phrase which became part ofFoucault' s 
attempt to describe madness. In 1980, Althusser too became a 
philosopher sans oeuvre. When Martin's body was found, a red 
rose lay on his chest. Remembering Martin, Althusser carefully 
placed a ribbon of red curtain on the body of the dead Helene. If 
there is a single psychological key to the joint fates of Louis 
Althusser and Helene Rytman, might it not lie in the awful 
semiology of that gesture? 

The appearance in English of what Althusser called his 
'traumabiography' is obviously to be welcomed. Yet it must be 
said that the translation leaves a great deal to be desired. The 
important links with Foucault' s definitions of madness are severed 
by an insensitive English version which at one point lapses into 
almost comical inaccuracy . We are told that Lacan had fallen in 
love with Lucien Sebag' sdaughter ludith. There are many different 
versions of what happened between the three, and particularly of 
just what provoked Sebag - a brilliant young anthropologist - to 
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commit suicide. It is, however, a matter of record that Sebag fell 
in love with Lacan' s daughter. The error must be corrected in any 
future edition. 

Althusser was probably the greatest Marxist philosopher of 
his generation (and ours). If a consensus does emerge from The 
Althusserian Legacy, it is that his work was emancipatory. Despite 
all the faults - the hyperconceptualism, or the problematic attempts 
to forge a relationship with psychoanalysis that would provide a 
materialist theory of the subject - for once, 'Marxist philosopher' 
was not an oxymoron. It meant neither a Hegelian in disguise, nor 
an apostle of the dismal sciences of 'diamat' and 'histmat'. 
Although the Althusserian project may have had its credulous 
side - who now would endorse the importance given to Mao in 
'Contradiction and Overdetermination'? - it did attempt to promote 
a Marxism which involved real intellectual effort, and not least 
the vital critical practice of reading. 

The Althusserian Legacy is welcome in that it begins the 
overdue process of reassessment of Althusser (to be continued by 
the forthcoming Critical Reader from Blackwell). The essays 
contained in it are uneven, however, and it is, for example, 
difficult to justify the inclusion of Tom Lewis' s 'The Marxist 
Thing' (a title which no doubt owes more to George Bush's 
problems with the vision thing than to either Kant or Heidegger). 
His attempts at a flip post-something discourse sit uneasily with 
the serious attempts of Elliott and Callinicos to contextualise, or 
Michele Barrett' s nicely ironic comments on the unwitting gender
bound nature of Althusser's influential writings on ideology. 
Other contributors look at Althusser' s relationship with history
Schottler neatly disposes of the persistent myth of a structuralist 
ahistoricism by exploring the possible links with Annales 
historiography - and the notion of scientificity (though it is odd 
indeed to find no mention ofCanguilhem here). In a lengthy and 
by no means uncritical essay, Lipietz helpfully explores the links 
between the' modes of production' debates and Regulation theory 
- arguably the most viable economic theory to have emerged from 
French Marxism, despite the frequent barbarity of its terminology. 
Perhaps the strangest item is the long discussion on 'Politics and 
Friendship' between Sprinker and Derrida (whose moving speech 
at Althusser's funeral is also translated). In part an emotional 
tribute to a friend and an affectionate portrayal of an intellectual 
generation, it is nevertheless seriously marred by the embarrassing 
ease with which historical hindsight masquerades as political 
prescience, and eventually becomes yet another apologia for 
deconstructionism. 

What to do with a heritage that is often a difficult issue. In the 
case of Althusser, the issue is further complicated by the broader 
question of the Marxist legacy itself. Given that it is, mercifully, 
not possible to go back to the purities that supposedly emerge after 
epistemological breaks, we can only attempt to rethink both 
heritages in terms of a broader radical tradition. Althusser's 
reported advice to his English supporters in the early 1970s was 
that they should begin by reading the British Marxist historians 
rather than his work. Needless to say, they did not take it. Perhaps 
it is now possible to accept his counsel and read both Hill, 
Hobsbawm and Thompson, and Althusser. Maybe it is utopian, 
but the notion of a posthumous dialogue between Louis Althusser 
and E.P. Thompson does have a certain charm. 

David Macey 
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MORAL AGENTS, NOT SERVANTS 
OF POWER 

Edward Said, Culture and Impe rialism, London, Chatto & Windus, 
1993. 444 pp., £20.00 hb., 07011 38084. 

Aijaz Ahmad, In Theory: Classes, Nations, Literatures, London 
and New York, 1992.358 pp., 19.95 hb., 0 86091 3724. 

What can there be left to say about Edward Said's Culture and 
Imperialism, given the saturation coverage the book has received 
in both the academic and general press? As well as generating 
reviews in the Sunday broadsheets and a large number of non
academic periodicals, the book's release in the UK in February 
1993 was timed to coincide with a BBC2 Arena programme on 
Said, followed in June by his Radio 4 Reith lectures 
'Representations of the Intellectual' (reproduced in edited form in 
the Independent); and the dispute with Ernest Gellner, following 
the latter's TLS review, was also widely covered. Given such 
publicity for a book which mostly brings together arguments 
already aired in earlier forms in lectures around the globe during 
the fifteen years since Orientalism, is there anything left to add? 

It seems there may be, if Culture and Imperialism is juxtaposed 
(as it often has been) with another recent publication exploring the 
relationship between cultural forms and political formations in 
post-colonial societies and in what Said calls 'the modern 
metropolitan West': Aijaz Ahmad's In Theory. Ahmad's book 
was extensively reviewed during 1992 in the mainstream national 
press in India, but has recei ved little attention in Western countries 
outside a specific left intelligentsia - a factor which is itself a 
depression symptom of patterns in the production and distribution 
of critical knowledge and influence discussed by both authors, as 
they explore not only the writing and publication of books or the 
making of films, but also the circulation of theories and attitudes 
among professional intellectual classes (a phenomenon previously 
analysed by Said under the heading 'traveling theories'). 

The two books form an exemplary pair, combining similarity 
and difference in suggestive ways. Based in New York, Said has 
for a long time occupied a unique position in Western academic 
life because of his prodigious ability to combine the formulation, 
almost single-handedly, of new directions for critical work 
investigating Western depictions of the Orient with continuous 
(and personally dangerous) advocacy of the Palestinian cause - as 
well as with impressive writing on other topics, including music. 
Ahmad's own centre of gravity is very much in the Indian sub
continent, and his commitments are Marxist, sustained through 
his reflective analysis of the collapse of the Soviet Union and its 
client states and allied regimes, his point of view contrasts with 
Said's accordingly. And while Said's persuasive and eloquent 
rhetoric ranges widely - sometimes elliptically, even over
allusively - across the history of literature and political ideology 
(often accumulating long lists of authors and references), Ahmad 
adopts a tighter theoretical focus, engaging point-by-point with 
arguments dealing with empire, nations, migrancy and post
coloniality in a small number of original and defining positions in 
literary theory (as he calls them, 'not the variations of subsequent 
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inhabitation but the modalities of primary definition'), including 
a directly adversarial engagement with Said himself in one of the 
book's central chapters. Considered together, the two works 
present in striking form the achievements of, as well as current 
issues and conflicts within, studies of empire, decolonisation and 
the continuing effects of imperialism. 

Said's Culture and Imperialism is an impressive collection of 
the author's lectures, persuasi vel y presenting the case for Western 
intellectuals, when studying the cultural archive, to look not 
univocally but 'contrapuntally', sensitive not only to the 
metropolitan history but also to other histories, voices and agencies, 
considering anti-imperialist resistance as well as pro-imperialist 
apology. The book has three main sections, following a lengthy 
prelude. The first explores imperialism's 'consolidated vision', 
which involves (without, in Said's opinion, much evidence of 
dissent) a complex of attitudes and discourses including not only 
a specific position of dominance, but also presumed superiority 
over inhabitants of occupied territories and a web of other 
affiliations and forms of tacit collusion which leave in texts the 
'ghostly notation' of a deeply inscribed world-view. Whether the 
patterns are signalled explicitly, implied, or only suggested by 
significant omission or ellipsis, they are available for deconstructive 
reading; and Said identifies such silences and assumptions in 
Austen, Conrad, Verdi, Kipling, Camus and others, demonstrating 
the complicity of these artists - for all their creat~ve individuality 
and achievement - in the intellectual and cultural structures of 
empire. In the second section of the book, Said compares important 
discourses of resistance and opposition, focusing on work by 
Fanon, C. L. R. James, Cesaire, Achebe, Ngugi, Guha, Antonius 
and others (including, in an interesting and surprising section, 
Yeats). Such work, he suggests, represents an important tradition 
of alternatives, opposition, and counter-identification, but remains 
marginalised (often completely overlooked) in Western thought 
about empire and the end of empire. In the book's final section, 
Said outlines possibilities for a future free from patterns of 
imperial domination, stressing values' of cultural pluralism, 
tolerance and accommodation, as well as the need to combine the 
narration of interdependent cultural histories of coloniser and 
colonised. The three sections together constitute an impressive 
polemical overview of the history of empire, decolonisation and 
struggles for independence, and Said's range of reference within 
the field of comparative literature is compelling (linking his 
scope, as has been noted, with that of Erich Auerbach). 
Occasionally, nevertheless, the argument becomes repetitive, as 
works and authors referred to earlier are introduced again, as if for 
the first time; and the book as a whole - incorporating sections 
which seem unrevised and badly integrated - would have benefited 
significantly from far closer editing. 

In Theory explores similar subject-matter in a very different 
way. After an initial analysis of political conditions making 
possible the production of Western theory, the book examines 
forces acting on post-colonial countries during and after the 
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complex and regionally uneven processes of decolonisation. 
Ahmad takes as his starting-points four interrelated factors: the 
close connection between local forms of decolonisation and the 
history and spheres of influence of the Soviet bloc and concepts 
of socialism; changing formations of literary and cultural theory 
in the West, especially the gradual repudiation of Marxism and its 
replacement by post-structuralist and postmodernist orthodoxies, 
demographic changes in Western countries which have resulted 
in increased visibility of views expressed by immigrant Asian and 
African professional classes; and development of a field 
successively called Commonwealth Literature, New Literatures 
in English, emergent literatures, or Third World Literature. 
Following a detailed historical account of decolonisation (from 
precursors to the Indian National Congress, through Bandung, to 
the vicissitudes of popular Western support for more recent Third 
World political movements), Ahmad focuses on theoretical 
problems within 'Three Worlds theory' as applied in the field of 
cultural analysis. 

In a long and closely argued reply to Jameson's influential 
Social Text article (which claims that Third World Literature 
essentiall y comprises 'national allegories' , or differing idioms for 
representing collective, national experience in concrete form), 
Ahmad rejects the homogenising and reductive character of 
Jameson's arguments, which imply a unified and monolithic 
Third World Literature functioning as an authentic site of 
opposition and alterity. In a chapter on Salman Rushdie' s Shame, 
he not only offers a dazzling analysis of the book's system of 
imageries (especially how its codes for representing women 
constitute specific cultural and political choices on the part of the 
author), but also shows how the book as a whole symbolises for 
a Western readership a shift towards postmodernist celebration of 
notions such as an ontological condition of imaginative exile, 
cultural hybridity, and a dismissal of nationalism or specified 
forces for social change - a shift which Ahmad argues becomes 
crucial as regards criteria for incorporating Third World texts in 
metropolitan syllabuses. Broadened in a chapter on Marx' s writings 
on India (significantly formulated as a dispute with Said's 
commentary on some of them), and in a case study analysis of 
Indian writing (testing to destruction difficulties in creating a 
theoretically coherent category of a national literature ), Ahmad' s 
arguments offer a cogent critique of many of the dominant 
representations of Third World Literature which have given the 
field its current popularity. Repeatedly, Ahmad develops his 
arguments in these accounts by demonstrating that serious 
misrepresentations inevitably follow from a failure to relate 
forms of cultural production to specific historical conditions, 
rather than to idealised regional or global 'essential' categories. 

Commenting on much' of the recent material which has now 
been published as Culture and Imperialism, Ahmad directly 
criticises much in Said's work. He condemns a lack of historical 
specificity in the concept of Orientalism - a shortcoming which, 
Ahmad suggests, is reflected in a weakness in Said's accounts of 
cause. (Ahmad argues that nineteenth- and twentieth-century 
Orientalist discourse results not from an essential Eurocentric 
viewpoint, but from the superimposition of colonial capital on far 
more widespread - both Western and non-Western - tendencies 
towards chauvinism, xenophobia, bigotry and social exclusion.) 
In this key chapter, Ahmad also criticises the priority Said gives 
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to canonical Western literary texts even in the process of arguing 
that the dominating influence of these texts silences other voices; 
and through examples (such as the political oppositions inherent 
in Marx on India and a Tagore novel), he questions the sometimes 
contradictory terms of Said's implied opposition between 'bad 
faith' on the part of European humanist traditions and a 
countervailing narrative of authenticity and liberation implicit in 
anti-colonial and post-colonial literature. 

To many readers, Ahmad's tone will seem merely one of 
denunciation, inadequately justified by an underpinning Marxist 
analysis (supported, in turn, by supposed purity in speaking 'from 
the margins', rather than from London or New York). Ahmad's 
critiques, however, are presented rigorously and in a spirit of 
critical solidarity with the underlying critical agenda; and some 
sections of the book (e.g. Ahmad's description of the interlinked 
histories of decolonisation and intellectual attitudes, or the passage 
on the English language and English studies in India) are 
outstanding. 

Set in the larger context of contemporary literary ano cultural 

debate, Culture and Imperialism and In Theory draw attention to 
three important issues in particular. First, they directly address 
questions of nation and nationality within a politics of 
emancipation. While Said explains the importance of securing 
geographical identity at the level of the nation initially, both 
writers indicate the limited cultural horizons which follow from 
nativist and indigenist ideologies of culture, as these lead back 
into prejudice and chauvinism. Second, both discuss questions of 
exile, seen either as a literal condition (involving persecution and 
coerced expulsion), or as a metaphorical, ontological condition of 
being dispossessed, and of crossing boundaries but suffering 
isolation and deracination as the result of migrancy in the 
increasingly hybrid global village. On this subject, Said 
suggestively invokes (as he has done before) a quotation from 
Hugo of St Victor which praises disidentificatory contemplation; 
the person is perfect for whom 'the entire world is as a foreign 
place'. Ahmad, by contrast, claims that figurative use of the 
concept of exile dissolves an important distinction between exile 
and immigration; and he argues that middle-class migration to 
Western countries has resulted in an articulation of nationalist and 
ethnic emphases which disguise less flattering images of class 
provenance and alignment. Thirdly, each writer invokes the idea 
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of a dialectic - albeit different dialectics. For Said, there is the 
dialectic of culture and imperialism, the two domains being 
intertwined, but analysable contrapuntally, while serious political 
choices are certainly necessary in living through or analysing the 
present, strategies for future action will need to concentrate on 
developing mutual understanding and humane tolerance, 
alleviating coercive domination and 'transforming the present by 
trying rationally and analytically to lift some of its burdens'. For 
Ahmad, such thinking merely invokes, as a future possibility, the 
very liberal-humanist ethic which Said, as much as anyone, 
exposes and rejects in liberal humanism's proven, historical 
record (where it has led not to accommodation but to domination 
and marginalisation). Ahmad' s dialectic is accordingly not focused 
in the relationship of imperialism and its culture, but obtains 
between imperialism and an opposite which, he claims, cannot be 
nationalism (as many have argued), but must be socialism. Given, 
however, that Ahmad recognises the effective global defeat of 
socialism as a political force, this political commitment is hardly 
more encouraging than Said's will to believe that the future can 
be better. 

What implications, in the meantime,do these two books have 
as regards academic work? In their different ways, both Said and 
Ahmad (as has been suggested) are critical of much in the 
disciplines which have been constituted: Commonwealth 
Literature, New Literatures in English, Third World Literature, 

World Literature, and colonial discourse analysis. Nevertheless, 
both demonstrate beyond any doubt the disastrous neglect of 
questions of imperialism in Western critical commentary and 
theory, despite the central, constitutive significance of empire in 
the culture and politics of the modern West. And both authors 
stress the need to understand literary works not only in terms of 
the specific national formations in which they originate, but also 
in terms of the changing intellectual and political configurations 
of knowledge, attitude and power - globally - within which they 
will circulate. Finally, both insist on the urgency, in intellectual 
life, of practical engagement in public debate and action, rather 
than merely the production of new forms of professional academic 
discourse. 

In the tendency to review these two books together, a pattern 
emerged: of seeing them in a disjunctive opposition, where only 
one of the two lines of analysis could be correct. While it is 
certainly instructive to juxtapose and compare their concepts and 
arguments, any simple dichotomy between them risks diminishing 
the significance of either. Whatever importance these works have 
lies less in their opposition to each other than to something else: 
the continuing cultural and political effects of imperialism. In this 
larger context, it should be said that both authors are, in the words 
of Chomsky used in the publisher's blurb for Culture and 
Imperialism, 'moral agents, not servants of power' . 

Alan Durant 

LABOURISM AND AFTER 
Gregory Elliott, Labourism and the English Genius: The Strange 
Death of Labour England?, London and New York, Verso, 1993. 
xvii + 233 pp., £34.95 hb., £11.95 pb., 0 86091412 7 hb., 0 86091 
671 5 pb. 

It was back in 1961, more than thirty years ago, that Ralph 
Miliband's pioneering study of the British Labour Party, 
Parliamentary Socialism was published, and it was generally 
received, if memory serves me aright, with a mixture of patronising 
dismissal and derision. It was, after all, an avowedly Marxist 
analysis, and that was enough, in those frosty days of the first Cold 
War, to damn it out of hand in many quarters. Slightly more canny 
critics explained that no one trapped in the toils of this alien 
ideology could possibly hope to penetrate the mysteries of an 
institution so peculiarly and quintessentially British (or English?) 
as the Labour Party. 

Within and around the Labour Party there are probably still 
many doughty traditionalists who cling to that view. But it has 
taken a battering over the past thirty years. Parliamentary Socialism 
was in fact a sign of changing times. It was in the 1960s that 
Marxism became for the first time in Britain both a serious subject 
of study in the academy and also a legitimate method or angle of 
analysis. It was in the 1960s, for example, that Marxist historians 
like Christopher Hill, E. P. Thompson and E. J. Hobsbawm - all 
of whom had been at work for some years before - were finally, 
if grudgingly, recognised as leading scholars, whose work was 
not invalidated by their Marxism, as had often been suggested in 
the 1950s. Looking back, we can see that Parliamentary Socialism 
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stood at the beginning of what has become a significant current in 
British political debate and analysis: thatofinformed, sophisticated, 
radical and Marxist criticism and analysis of the Labour Party and 
Labourism. Within a short time Miliband' s study was followed by 
the celebrated essays of Perry Anderson and Tom Nairn, which 
sought to place Labour within a more extended perspective on 
British history; and since then there have been notable studies by 
David Coates, David Howell, James Hinton, John Saville and 
others. Gregory Elliott's new book stands squarely within this 
now well established critical tradition. 

It is a tradition that has to be taken seriously. There had, of 
course, been many attacks on Labour from the Left before 1961. 
What vitiated them was, in a word, their dogmatic arrogance. 
Coming principally from the Communist Party, but also from 
other Marxist groups, they simply assumed that any party 
committed to a reformist and gradualist strategy was founded on 
the wrong premises, and that not much more was needed than to 
point this out. No more complex analysis was required. 

What is distinctive about most recent critiques of the Labour 
Party is that they come from the independent Left, and that; while 
they may be founded in a Marxist analysis of social democracy, 
they have the flexibility and sensitivity to respond to the 
particularities - indeed, peculiarities - of British history and the 
British version of social democracy. Elliott' s book is particularly 
strong in this respect, it seems to me. He argues, with considerable 
reference to the evolution and formation of the Labour Party, that 
'it was not, with the dubious exception of a fleeting phase in the 
1930s, a socialist party in the pre-Second World War sense, 
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presenting a programme of structural reforms for a gradual 
transition to socialism'. Nor was it 'a radical "bourgeois
democratic" party in the classical Marxist sense'. Labour has 
seldom shown much interest in radical political change. Not only 
has it been content throughout most of its history to leave such 
fatuous anachronisms as the House of Lords and the monarchy 
untouched; this also explains its theoretical support for, but 
practical opposition to, even something so elementary as the 
women's suffrage campaign of the early twentieth century. 

So what did Labour stand for? What is the essence of 
Labourism? Elliott defines Labourism as 'that peculiar 
combination of economism and parliamentarism, which 
simultaneously effected the "representation" of the organized 
working class within the capitalist nation, and the subordination 
of the working class to the nation'. It was indeed to represent 
labour more effectively in parliament that the Labour Party was 
set up, and it was not until 1918 that it acquired a constitution 
which included a limited statement of socialist aims - the famous 
Clause Four, section four. Elliott, like Miliband, is concerned to 
play down the apparent radicalism of this commitment, and no 
doubt it was never taken very seriously by most of the party's 
leadership. But its significance for a substantial number of ordinary 
party members is another matter, as Hugh Gaitskell and his fellow 
revisionists discovered in 1960. 

It is always easiest, when writing or thinking about the Labour 
Party, or indeed any political party, to focus attention on its 
leaders and what they actually do when in power. They are, after 
all, not only more conspicuous but also a great deal more influential 
than the mass of rank-and-file members. But the importance of the 
mass membership is easily underestimated. Traditionally, in the 
Labour Party, it has been pressure from 'below' which has 
produced the party's occasional lurches to the Left. These have 
not always been ineffectual. It was the party conference - still 
accorded a certain respect and power at that time - which pushed 
Labour towards a large-scale programme of nationalization before 
the 1945 election. The Bennite lurch after the 1979 election defeat 
produced more mixed consequences, in that its (limited) success 
precipitated the formation of the Social Democratic Party. But it 
also produced mandatory re-selection of MPs and a dramatic 
enlargement of the electorate for the party's leader and deputy 
leader. Neither of these changes has been reversed, despite the 
frenetic de-radica1ization of Labour during the Kinnock years. 
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The Labour Party has been, for more than seventy years, the 
mass party of the Left in Britain, not only in terms of membership 
and electoral support, but also because of its close ties with nearly 
all the major trade unions. Consequently, it has al ways contained 
within it a substantial number of genuine, dedicated socialists. 
They have never dominated the party, least of all when it has been 
in office, but they have not been uninfluential either. Moreover, 
I think it is possible to argue, as Miliband does, that 'reformist' 
socialism was the principal perspective within the party 'until 
some such time as the late forties' . Many socialists were encouraged 
by the achievements of the 1945-51 Labour governments, not 
because they were strongly socialist or even so very radical, but 
because they saw them as the first steps on the gradualist path 
towards what Labour in 1945 had called a 'Socialist 
Commonwealth of Great Britain'. Future Labour government 
would build on those achievements. 

We now know what happened to those hopes and expectations. 
Gregory Elliott's handling of recent developments in the party is 
one of the strengths of his book. He is surely right to stress that 
Kinnockism ought not to be seen as a re-run of the revisionism of 
Gaitskell and Crosland, 'but as a regression relative to [the 
1950s]'. Crosland at least had a concept of socialism as 'the 
pursuit of social equality via state redistribution', whereas the 
contemporary Labour Party and its ideologues are content to 
resurrect the concepts of traditional liberalism: 'the protection 
and extension of individual liberty'. Thus Labour is no longer 
even a social-democratic party. It is 'currently in transition to a 
post-social-democratic posture', converging with some other 
nominally socialist parties, such as the French, 'on the basis of 
contemporary social liberalism, and not of post-war North 
European social democracy' . . 

Of course, this process is by no means simply an ideological 
one. A series of purges has driven out a substantial number of 
socialist activists, not all of them paid-up Trotskyists by any 
means. At the same time manipulation and control over the 
party's annual conference were much enhanced, and a leadership 
cult instituted which further stressed its lack of accountability to 
the party, and the absolute subordination of the rank-and-file. One 
consequences of this has been the demoralisation of the Left 
within the party, and the despairing departure of many once 
hopeful socialists. The decline of the Left within the mass party 
is clearly mirrored in the Constituency Labour Parties' vote for 
members of the National Executive Committee. Tony Benn, who 
was for so many years top of that poll, was finally voted off the 
NEC in 1993. The CLPs no longer represent the party's socialist 
strand. Does it exist more than marginally any longer? 

Elliott is not suggesting that the Labour Party itself is about to 
disappear. What his analysis does suggest is that 'the ambition of 
reclaiming the Labour Party for socialism should be renounced' , 
and that the immediate agenda for radical change is, roughly, that 
of Charter 88, beyond which might lie space for 'a (minoritarian) 
socialism liberated, at last, from the constrictions of Labourism' . 
Even if, like this reviewer, you share Elliott's belief in the 
necessity of political and institutional reform and democratisation, 
this is not, for socialists, a very inspiriting prospect. Should 
radicals and socialists invest all their energies in the struggle for 
political reforms? I don't think so. There is plenty of evidence that 
the relentless marketisation of our society, post-Thatcher, is being 
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carried out against growing public hostility and disillusion. This, 
surely, is a situation of opportunity for socialists, however 
incompetently the official opposition may handle it. Political 
reform, however necessary, is essentially a bourgeois cause 
which commands support among the politically conscious 
bourgeoisie. The erosion and commercialisation of health care, 
however, touches nearly everyone and reminds them of values 
and principles which challenge the market and its money-mania. 
Who knows, people may be on the brink of re-discovering some 
of the forgotten merits of at least a moderate version of traditional 
socialism? 

Labourism and the English Genius, a double-edged title if 
ever there was one, argues a powerful case with a wealth of 

analysis and reference, and a good number of excellent jokes. But 
the style, though elegant, is unduly mandarin, in a way which may 
put the book beyond the reach of some of those who would most 
benefit from reading it. In one sentence on page 94 we find the 
following: ferruginous, syncretic, preponderant, labile, hyperbolic 
and dispensation. These are all no doubt useful words, but their 
coming on top of one another is rather too much of a good thing. 
Short words and short sentences are not to be despised. A 
concentrated dose of A. J. P. Taylor might do Elliott's style a 
power of good. For all that, we have here an important, historically 
informed, contribution to the ongoing debate about strategies and 
perspectives for the post-Communist, post-Labourist Left. 

Anthony Arblaster 

THE ORGANISED SPIRIT OF 
CONTRADICTION 

Theodor W. Adorno, Hegel: Three Studies, translated by Shierry 
Weber Nicholsen, Cambridge MA and London, MIT Press, 1993. 
xxxvi + 160 pp., £19.95 hb., 026201131 X. 

The philosophical significance of the Frankfurt School turns, in 
one way or another, on its relation to Hegel. In opposition to the 
pseudo-concreteness ofWeimar existentialism and the reification 
of Marxism into a doctrine in the East, Critical Theory sought a 
concept of reason which would preserve the dialectical heritage 
of Hegel' s philosophy, while continuing its materialist critique. It 
was an ambiguous project; increasingly so, after it left the field of 
interdisiplinary research to take on the mantle of a philosophy 
which lives on, despite its critique, 'because the moment of its 
realisation was missed' (as the famous opening lines of Adorno' s 
Negative Dialectics have it). 

Adorno's Hegel (1963), translated here for the first time, is 
made up of three essays which form part of the background to 
Negative Dialectics. Occasional pieces in their origins, together 
they nonetheless constitute an important complement to the later 
work. Preliminary or alternative formulations of key positions 
from the latter occur throughout. But the book is to be valued less 
for its status as preparation than for the directness with which it 
confronts the issue of He gel's legacy. Nowhere else does Adorno 
grapple with Hegel in such an intense yet open manner. 

His main interpretive claim, stated at the outset, is two-fold: 
'Hegel's substantive insights ... cannot be separated from 
speculation ... as though it were some kind of troublesome 
ornamentation', and 'his category of totality ... is incompatible 
with any kind of tendency to harmony, no matter how much the 
late Hegel may subjectively have had such tendencies.' The rest 
of the book attempts to substantiate these statements, and to spell 
out their consequences. In doing so, it treads an intricate path 
between textual interpretation and historical criticism, offering 
itself as a model of hermeneutical method. The difficulty is how 
to do justice to the integrity of Hegel 's thought, while maintaining 
a critical standpoint. The solution, predictably enough, lies in 
Hegel's own procedure of immanent critique. However, if the 
approach is hardly surprising, the result is a mine of detailed 
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insights, providing clues to a number of aspects of Adorno' s other 
work. 

At the heart of the readings lies Hegel' s phenomenological 
concept of experience and, in particular, the two ideas which 
constitute its beginning and endpoint, respectively: the idea that 
nothing can be known 'that is not in experience', and the claim 
that 'the empirical, grasped in its synthesis, is the speCUlative 
concept.' It is the experiential character of Hegelian speCUlation 
that Adorno is most concerned to redeem: speculative 
phenomenology is at once philosophical and historical experience. 
It is this unity of the historical and the philosophical which is the 
motor of Adorno's immanent critique: philosophical critique of 
the historical limits of 'The Experiential Content of Hegel' s 
Philosophy' (the title of the second essay); historical critique of 
its philosophical shortcomings. 

Adorno commits himself to the apparently most idealistic 
aspect of Hegel's thought - his concept of the absolute - on the 
philosophical grounds that in it 'idealism cancels itself out'. At 
the same time, however, he recognises that this concept cannot be 
realised, for historical reasons, and that Hegel is therefore forced 
to betray his own conception. Despite itself, Hegel' s philosophy 
thus becomes at once a register of the untruth of the present and 
the utopian horizon of the future: 'The ray of light that reveals the 
whole to be untrue in all its moments is none other than utopia, the 
utopia of the whole truth, which is still to be realised.' 

In opposition to Hegel, Adorno propounds the thesis of 'the 
negativity ofthe whole': a notion which is unthinkable outside of 
historical reflection on Hegel' s philosophy. In the process, we are 
treated to a series of distinctions between different conceptions of 
totality, and in particular, to a rigorous demarcation between the 
concepts of totality and system, which explains how it is that 
Hegel's enforced misinterpretation of his own philosophy may be 
read as an anticipatory description of the principle of domination 
in the present social order. 

This is an account ofHegelian philosophy which several times 
notes its affinities to Schopenhauer and Nietzsche, and at one 
point even identifies it with Benjamin' s 'dialectics at a standstill' . 
It sweeps aside the Left Hegelianism with which the work of the 
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Frankfurt School is so often confused, with a certain disdain, and 
returns repeatedly to what it calls 'the Kantian discontinuities' as 
they key to the critical recovery of the dialectic. Most stridently 
of all, it continues Adorno's life-long polemic against Heidegger 
and his ontological interpretation of the history of philosophy. 
Hegel, Adorno assures us, had already heard 'the evocation of 
being in its manic rigidity as the formulaic clattering of the prayer 
wheel'. 

The Jargon of Authenticity, Adorno's demolition of the 
linguistic pretensions of German existentialism, was published in 
1964 (having originally been conceived as a part of Negative 
Dialectics). Its composition was contiguous with that ofthe final, 
and finest, essay in this volume, 'Skoteinos, or How to Read 
Hegel' , which grew out of Adorno' s experience of teaching Hegel 
at Frankfurt. They share a preoccupation with the character of 
philosophical language. However, whereas Jargon is concerned 
with language as ideology ('socially necessary illusion'), 
'Skoteinos' confronts the dilemma posed for language by a 
philosophy for which the whole alone is the true, and 'every single 
sentence' is consequently, strictly speaking, unsuitable for the 
expression of truth. 

It is in these reflections on language that Adorno comes 
closest to the problematic of deconstruction, and the temptations 
of an aesthetic model of philosophical discourse. It is thus here, 
on the question of language, that the difference between the two 
approaches may be most clearly defined. It is also here, in the 
course of his 'linguistic stocktaking', that Adorno is most critical 
of Hegel; counterposing 'constellation' to 'system' in a way 
which has radical implications for the substance of Hegel' s 
thought. 

Adorno sets out, phenomenologically, from the apparent 
incomprehensibility of certain of He gel ' s sentences, and proceeds 
to an inquiry into its philosophical ground, in the form of a brief 
philosophical history of clarity. The confusion of clarity with 
intelligibility, constitutive of the mainstream of the analytical 
tradition from Descartes to Wittgenstein, is diagnosed and 
denounced. Not only is the conclusion to the Tractatus ('Whereof 
one cannot speak, thereof one must be silent') mistaken, it is 
'utterly antiphilosophical'. 'If philosophy can be defined at all, it 
is an effort to express things one cannot speak about', when 
speech is restricted to clarity. The blockage is taken to lie in the 
static metaphysical assumptions underlying the Cartesian 
conception of clarity. Descartes assumes the self-sufficiency of 
individual items of knowledge, as if they are 'photographable'; 
Hegel's writings are more like 'films of thought'. Just as what 
appears in Kant as the limit to thought becomes in Hegel the 
driving force behind the dialectic, so what might seem in Hegel to 
be a lack of clarity in the individual sentence 'strives for 
intelligibility' in the whole. Yet there is a contradiction here 
between truth and communication (the in-itself and the for
others), which can never ultimately be resolved. We might call it 
the tragedy of language. 

It is a consequence of Hegel's concept of truth that 'all 
philosophical language is a language in opposition to language, 
marked with the stigma of its own impossibility' . Hegel' s problem 
was that he didn't realise this. He was 'sovereignly indifferent' to 
language. He failed to reflect on 'the primacy of the spoken over 
the written word' in his own discourse (enter Derrida), raising it 
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instead to a stylistic principle which negates its philosophical 
meaning - its resistance to clarity (exit Derrida) - by masquerading 
as linguistic transparency. The eruption of the incomprehensible 
and the persistence of equivocation are the marks of the inevitable 
failure of such a strategy, 'the scar left by identity-thinking' . They 
are the internal, linguistic index of the resistance of the social 
dialectic to its neutralisation by logic. 

Reading these passages, and others like them, one is left 
hungry for the translation of Adorno' s Philosophical Terminology, 
one of his few philosophical works yet to make it into English. 
One is also left reflecting on Adorno' s own notoriously severe and 
self-enclosed style, rendered here by Nicholsen into a precise yet 
fluid English, in confirmation of the superiority of recent 
translations of Adorno's writings over earlier efforts (Minima 
Moralia excepted). Might there not be an equivalent to Adorno's 
linguistic criticism of Hegel to be made against Adorno himself, 
within the terms of his own philosophical aesthetic? Are not some 
of Adorno's formulations (such as 'Hegel violates his own 
concept of the dialectic ... by not violating it') just a little too 
dialectical, a little too self-satisfied in their self-contained 
contrariness, for their own philosophical good? Is there not the 
worry that the brilliance of Adorno's game of chequers with the 
history of philosophy - in which Heidegger must always lose -
might function to distract us from philosophical fragilities of his 
own? 

Hegel: Three Studies begins with a denial of the 'impudent 
claim' that the essay in question - commemorating the 125th 
anniversary of Hegel's birth - is an 'appreciation', arguing that 
the genre is no longer tenable. It concludes with the thought that 
the dialectic 'could be consistent only in sacrificing consistency 
by following its own logic to the end'. In between:it establishes 
its credentials by becoming the appreciation that is no longer 
possible. It is a bracing and strangely refreshing experience. 

Peter Osborne 

Abridged too Far? 
Karl Marx, Marx's Capital: A Student Edition, edited and 
introduced by Christopher J. Arthur, London, Lawrence & Wishart, 
1992. 384pp, £11.99 pb, 0 85315 7774. 

There is a clear need for a modem edition of Capital, but there is 
arguably a kind of contradiction in a so-called 'student edition' 
which eschews footnotes and bibliography and ignores the recent 
tradition of reading Marx. The subtitle of Marx's Capital is 
arguably something of a misnomer. This is not so much a student 
edition as an abridged version of the text of Volume One. There 
is none of the editorial machinery one would associate with an 
edition of a classic text aimed specifically at students. Herein lies 
both the strength and the weakness of Arthur's project. If the 
purpose is to make Marx' s most important work readable and 
relevant, then there is no doubt a case can be made for the 
energetic way in which Arthur has approached the task. His 
'principles of abridgement' are 'war on footnotes', the purging of 
polemics, the reduction of anecdotal and statistical evidence, and 
the omission of the chapter 'On Colonialism' , dropped because 
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Arthur believes it to be 'neither a conclusion to the book, nor a 
transition to the second volume', insisting that the 'true climax of 
the book is chapter thirty-two on "The Historical Tendency of 
Capitalist Accumulation", with its prediction of the downfall of 
capitalism' . 

Some scholars may feel that this edition of Capital has been 
abridged too far, gutted rather than filleted. Michel Foucault once 
claimed that Marx outside of the nineteenth century was like a fish 
out of water, and it could be argued that by ridding Capital of the 
wealth of contemporary allusions, and cutting Marx' s endless 
examples and engagements with opponents, Arthur has executed 
a bold modernisation of a work that risked being' consigned to the 
dustbin of history'. But one might counter that this process of 
unburdening the text of the cumbersome bureaucracy of 
scholarship, and curtailing its range of reference, while it may be 
conceived as a root-and-branch attack on academic obscurantism 
in the interests of students, effectively decontextualises Capital. 

Arthur claims that readers have been 'discouraged from 
reading Capital by the text's formidable length and forest of 
footnotes'. The aim of this student edition, he maintains, mixing 
his metaphors, is to 'retain the meat ofthe book, while making the 
way clear by judicious pruning of its sprawling branches' . But one 
cannot simply overcome difficulty by resorting to cannibalisation 
or disafforestation. It is a moot point whether Arthur's footnote
free version of Capital will appeal to students any more than 
earlier editions. The problem with clearing a forest of footnotes is 
that Marx begins to resemble the voice in the wilderness that the 
revisionists want him to be, rather than someone who was 
working both within and against a powerful historical tradition. 
Who, in any case, needs protecting from footnotes? As though in 
anticipation of this question, the dust-jacket announces, without 
irony, that 'no less a person than Harold Wilsonjokingly claimed 
that he gave up [reading Capital] when he came across a two-page 
footnote on the first page'. I am not sure that we should be 
pandering to this type of anti-intellectualism. There is enough 
resistance to theory in British universities. Do we tell students that 
there is no royal road to science, and then cut them a path through 
a forest of footnotes? 

A 'student edition' surely ought to supply up-to-date references, 
contemporary analogues, annotations where necessary, and a 
guide for further reading. Too much secondary literature on Marx 
is shell without kernel, and the 'culturalisation' of Marx has 
meant that a new generation of readers are aware of Marx first and 
foremost as a literary critic or cultural theorist rather than as a 
radical philosopher. There is evidently a need for students to go 
back to basics and tackle the founding documents of Marxism. 
Modern editions should facilitate such study by not only rendering 
those texts readable, relevant, and above all accessible, but by 
providing a frame of reference within which a text can be seen 
both in its initial historical moment and in its subsequent reception 
and development. For example, modern critical theory has been 
strongly influenced by Marxist thought, but this contemporary 
resonance is not adumbrated here. 

Length and difficulty are only half the struggle, as the editor 
and publisher of Marx's Capital are well aware. Volume One of 
Marx's Capital is, according to Chris Arthur, the part 'read by 
students, workers, social scientists, philosophers, historians and 
the educated public wishing to acquaint themselves with one of 
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the great minds of the modern era' . One suspects that the readership 
of Capital was never as wide as Arthur implies, and, despite the 
continuing relevance of Marx' s work, the number of students 
outside of sociology and economics who still read Marx as a 
primary source is negligible. They have been discouraged from 
reading Capital for all sorts of institutional reasons, and for very 
good historical reasons, to do with the production, distribution, 
circulation and transmission of the texts. Marx' s Capital could be 
considered kernel without shell, a truncated version of Volume 
One, shorn of its author's informed editorial apparatus, bearing in 
mind that Marx was an erudite and perceptive editor of his own 
work. Alternatively, it could be regarded as a slimmer, fitter, 
streamlined and more economical model of an outmoded work. 
This new, improved version cannot return the text to that idealised 
readership evoked in Arthur' s introduction, but it may well appeal 
to students who share Harold Wilson's antipathy to footnotes. 

Willy Maley 

Listened with Mother 
Jeffrey Mehlman, Waiter Benjaminfor Children: An Essay on his 
Radio Years, Chicago and London, University of Chicago Press, 
1993. 117pp, £13.95 hb, 0 226 518655. 

It is a little-known fact that between 1929 and 1933 Walter 
Benjamin, the eminent literary critic and philosopher, Jewish 
messianist and Marxist, wrote and broadcast children's stories on 
Berlin and Frankfurt radio. The scripts for these broadcasts, 
abandoned by Benjamin during his flight from Nazi-occupied 
Paris, were later recovered and published under the title of 
Au.fkliirungfur Kinder('Enlightenment for Children'), an unusual 
name for a collection of stories whose subjects range from 
'Robber Bands in Old Germany' and 'Demonic Berlin' to 'Postage
.Stamp Swindle' and 'True Dog Tales'. The fact that these 
narratives were composed expressly for an audience of children, 
coupled with the significance Benjamin ascribed to his own 
childhood experiences, suggests that these scripts will afford us 
a privileged insight into the hidden psyche of this most complex 
thinker. It is thus that Jeffrey Mehlman, re-working the old idea 
of the child behind the writer, argues that Au.fkliirung fur Kinder 
comes 'as close to the transcript of a psychoanalysis of WaIter 
Benjamin as we are likely to see'. 

Mehlman's approach to Benjamin is informed by a particular 
interpretation of Freud he finds in contemporary French thought 
(he is well-known for his translation of Lacan's 'Seminar on The 
Purloined Letter', a reading of which forms a central part of 
Derrida's The Post Card). Like Derrida (and other writers 
associated with post-structuralism such as Paul de Man and 
Philippe Lacoue-Labarthe), he appears to find in Benjamin the 
more palatable side of German Critical Theory. Where Mehlman' s 
treatment of Ben jam in differs from theirs is in its more traditionally 
psychoanalytic agenda; as such it traces those involuntary or 
unconscious elements in a text over which the author has no 
control. Like the analytic process from which this model of 
reading derives, diverse and apparently trivial sources are 
juxtaposed without regard either to their chronological sequence 
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or the importance accorded them by the author. The result (and 
Mehlman's telescoping of Ben jam in' s more famous works through 
the lens of the children's broadcasts is typical in this respect) is 
that its conclusions are often tenuous and impressionistic, relying 
upon the good faith of the reader for their endorsement. The most 
striking example of this in the present work is Mehlman' s 
suggestion that the broadcasts' recurring theme of natural disasters 
(one story recounts the burying ofPompeii, another the earthquake 
at Lisbon, a third the flooding of the Mississippi) can be mapped 
onto Benjamin's wider preoccupation with the 'catastrophe' of 
history. What seems a helpful contextualisation in fact confuses 
Benjamin's thought, eliding the theme of history as catastrophe 
with the historicist recounting of particular past events. 

Any attempt at a psychoanalytic reading of Benjamin is 
immediately complicated by the fact that Benjamin himself drew 
so extensively upon Freud. A long list could be made of Freudian 
categories reformulated by Benjamin: 'recollection' for instance, 
understood not in its contemplative Platonic sense but as that 
often protracted attempt to overcome resistance which 
characterises the therapeutic process, informs both the method 
and the goal of Benjamin's writing. Similarly, the theory of 
'shock' formulated by Freud in his studies of hysteria provides 
Benjamin with a description of the fragmented experience of 
modernity. Dream-interpretation becomes another critical weapon, 
this time used to decipher the phantasmagorical world of 
commodity fetishism. Many more such examples could be cited. 

Unfortunately, Mehlman's return to Freud is made less to 
enrich our understanding of Benjamin than to show in what ways 
he is hamstrung by contradictions. Where Gershom Scholem 
wrote of the 'severe and finally irreconcilable competition' between 
his friend's commitments (the tension, in particular, between 
Benjamin's Judaism and his Marxism), Mehlman substitutes the 
motif of 'undecidability'. This is a neat way of disabling those 
who would extract a practical politics from Benjamin. It is a move 
not without its costs, though: in seeing Benjamin's diverse 
influences (Marxian, Judaic, surrealist, psychoanalytic) as 
compromising, rather than informing, one another, Mehlman can 
only hypostatize the crucial dynamics of Benjamin' s paradoxical 
thought. 

The caprice with which Mehlman freely associates through 
Benjamin's corpus would be no more than frustrating did he not 
draw such weighty conclusions in the process. When it is a matter 
of questioning Benjamin' s distance from anti-semitism a cursory 
reading such as this begins to appear somewhat disingenuous. 
Like the Derrida ofthe essay 'Force of Law' who sees prefigured 
in Benjamin's notion of 'bloodless expiation' the gas-chambers 
of the Nazis, Mehlman views the children's broadcasts from the 
vantage-point of an age traumatised by the memory of the 
Holocaust. 'There is a sense,' he writes, 'in which to have died 
before the genocide is tantamount, in this last half of the twentieth 
century, to having retained a certain innocence, even childhood.' 
The radio broadcasts thus become a cipher for responsibility 
denied. Where this retrospective indictment shadows moves by 
Derrida is in pitting Benjamin's insight into the 'after-life' of a 
text (the transformation of its meaning by subsequent history) 
against Benjamin himself, in both cases the aim is to place a 
question mark next to his anti-Fascist credentials. But, rather than 
demonstrating Benjamin's culpability, this turning of the tables 
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may have succeeded only in highlighting deconstruction' s 
ressentiment at the Left's challenging of its political allegiances. 

Jeffrey Mehlman is to be praised for bringing the children's 
broadcasts to the attention of an English-speaking audience. 
However, he has done so at the expense of systematically 
underestimating the complexity of their author. As psychoanalyses 
go, Mehlman's reading of Benjamin would correspond to what 
Freud called the 'terminable' variety: in the analyst's haste to 
identify a pathology and conclude the treatment he risks burying 
his patient's secrets all the more securely. Benjamin's analysis 
may prove to be somewhat more interminable. 

Adrian Wilding 

Spaced Out 
Jon Bird, Barry Curtis, George Robertson and Lisa Tickner (eds), 
Mapping the Futures: Local Cultures, Global Change, London 
and New York, Routledge, 1993. 288pp, £37.50 hb, £11.99 pb, 0 
41507017 1 hb, 041507018 X pb. 

This collection of essays grew out of the London Tate Gallery's 
'Futures' Conference of November 1990, organised by the former 
Block collective from Middlesex University. The conference w"as 
an extended and sometimes bitter debate with David Harvey. 
With the publication in 1989 of his The Condition of Post modernity, 
very much inspired by Fredric Jameson's initial speculations 
upon 'the cultural logic of late capitalism' and Henri Lefebvre' s 
sociology of space, Harvey emerged from the comparatively 
specialised enclave of Marxist geography to aadress a broad 
range of questions concerning contemporary 'postmodern' culture 
and society. Depending on how you read him, he took on 
postmodernist thought either in order to blow it away, or to 
reconcile it with Marxism. 

To situate postmodern culture within an historically and 
geographically materialist account of economic transformation, 
highlighting the technological renewal and spatial restructuring 
of capitalism since the early 1970s, was a bold move and it gained 
Harvey a much larger and less specialist readership than hitherto, 
especially amongst cultural critics. Although the newer cultural 
geography was already influencing developments in cultural 
studies, it was Harvey's book which marked the encounter most 
profoundly. It also brought back into the cultural debate a form of 
economic reasoning that was once banished from cultural studies 
along with the base-superstructure model of classical Marxism. 
The rapprochement with political economy going on in cultural 
studies did not, however, protect Harvey from the automatic 
reflex against anything that smacks of economism and its reduction 
of the cultural and the psychic to the economic. 

Harvey appeared to cover himself with his four proposals for 
theoretical development in the conclusion to The Condition of 
Postmodernity. First, he proposed that conceptions of 'difference' 
and 'otherness' should be integrated with Marxist categories. 
Second, the basic insight of cultural studies - that images and 
representations are integral to social reproduction - was endorsed. 
Third, Harvey stressed that both space and time were fundamental 
to historical materialism. Harvey declared himself committed to 
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an historical-geographical materialism, which - a fourth proposal 
- should always operate as an open-ended and dialectical mode of 
enquiry. These proposals are reiterated in Harvey's contribution 
to Mapping the Futures, the paper which opened the 'Futures' 
conference, 'From Space to Place and Back Again'. 

Unlike most of the essays in this volume, Harvey's original 
paper has been little revised, which is brave of him considering the 
battering it received. Harvey sat through a series of assaults and 
replied at the end of the proceedings in an intransigently Marxist 
tone. I remember him asking in those concluding remarks: 'Why 
not negotiate against capitalism and replace it?' Intransigent 
words indeed after the fall of the Wall, which seems to have 
encouraged many a sentimentally post-Marxist position, as well 
as confirming numerous and long-standing varieties of anti
Marxism. Interestingly, Judith Williamson' s contribution to this 
volume is an article of hers from the Guardian where she insists 
on the enduring power of the communist idea in spite of the 
collapse of 'actually existing communism', rather than the talk 
which she actually delivered at the conference. 

In fact, a couple of papers (by Stuart Hall and Angela 
McRobbie) have gone missing, and a number have been 
substantially revised (and toned down, in the case of Meaghan 
Morris's), presumably in response to the conference debate. 
Some remain more or less the same: the lighter yet useful pieces 
by Steven Connor on enduring questions of cultural value and by 
Robert Hewison on the switch from thinking about how the past 
is constructed to how the future may be envisaged. Quite a few 
others have been added, normally to good effect (those by Gillian 
Rose, Jon Bird, Peter Dunn and Loraine Leeson, Tim Putnam, 
Mike Featherstone, lain Chambers, and Peter Jackson). 

For Harvey, 'space' in the contemporary world is commanded 
by capitalism through technological and economic processes of 
'time-space compression', the determinants of which are obscure 
to most people in their everyday lives, whereas 'place', in its 
multiple meanings, is where we live. He remarks that oppositional 
politics has been much better at conducting place-based struggles 
than in contesting spatial power. In this sense, Harvey is concerned 
with one of the perennial problems of social theory: the relationship 
between structure and agency. However, Harvey goes further by 
articulating this problem as a dialogue between modem and 
postmodern thought, while simultaneously casting Marx and 
Heidegger as their respective foundational thinkers. He thus 
interrogates Heidegger on 'place', inadequately as several of 
Harvey's interlocutors note with varying degrees of impatience. 
Heidegger's distaste for progressive universalism was marked by 
his stress on the particularisms of place, exemplified by the 
'authentic' Black Forest farmhouse, Heimat and all that. Harvey 
recognises more than a mere coincidence between this 
Heideggerian authenticity and Heidegger's own notorious 
adherence to Nazi exclusionary politics and its genocidal 
consequences. It's not so much that Heidegger was a Nazi which 
makes him relevant to the current debate, but rather that his 
particularistic and sensuous reasoning echoes and resonates in 
many themes of postmodern thought. 

Whether or not it is strictly necessary to speak of the dialectic 
of space and place by invoking Heidegger for a dialogue with 
Marx, Harvey's purpose is clear enough: 'We live in a world of 
universal tension between sensuous and interpersonal contact in 
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place ... and another dimension of awareness in which we more or 
less recognize the obligation and material connection that exists 
between us and the millions of other people who had, for example, 
a direct and indirect role in putting our breakfast on the table this 
morning. The objection generally shared by his interlocutors is 
that this is all very well but Harvey fails to integrate gender into 
the analysis except for his brief questioning of feminist 
communitarianism. Furthermore, he may be tempted, along with 
Heidegger, into a reactionary and essentialist conception of place. 
But, as Peter Jackson asks very sanely towards the end of this 
volume of essays, 'Is it possible to broaden the enquiry without 
losing the rigour of Harvey 's materialist analysis?' , which J ackson 
himself seeks to do vis-a.-vis the politics of consumption. 

Harvey's fiercest interlocutor is Meaghan Morris. For her, 
Harvey is not only gender-blind and miserable, but Eurocentric 
and ethnocentrically British, whereas she, a white Australian with 
a name like Morris, has no such problems. A much more substantial 
critique of Harvey 's disregard for gender is Gillian Rose's, which 
links it in a complex and intricate argument to the masculine 
vision endemic to the normative disciplinary procedures of 
geography. 

Doreen Massey takes the argument much further by putting 
into effect the kind of wise recommendation made by Ashraf 
Ghani in his subtle and illuminating commentary on the differences 
between Harvey and Morris. She modifies the analysis of time
space compression with regard to gender and the complex 
construction of identity in place. In a couple of striking images 
Massey takes the reader out into space and then back to place, 
followed by a stroll along Kilburn High Road in north west 
London. She evokes a hierarchy of spatial power, from the suits 
who command space through satellite communications, 
transcontinental flights and the rest, down to the woman in the 
desert collecting water on foot. Nearer her home, Massey notes 
that Kilburn High Road is a highly differentiated place where 
many cultures intersect. And, then, there is the 'pensioner in a 
bedsit in any inner city in this country, eating British working
class-style fish and chips from a Chinese take-away, watching a 
US film on a Japanese television, and not daring to go out after 

Radical Philosophy 67, Summer 1994 



dark'. As Massey says, to understand the 'power-geometry' of all 
this and to construct an adequate 'politics of mobility' we need a 
'global sense of place' . 

In their concluding pieces, Ruth Levitas and Dick Hebdige 
reflect upon utopian thought today - how we might imagine the 
future and act upon such imaginings. In so doing, they both 
contribute to Massey's agenda of political responsibility which 
critics ofthe present, to be taken seriously, must (re-)incorporate 
into their thinking. This is rather different from lain Chambers's 
delight in, and play with, the postmodern scene. His belle-Iettrist 
piece is placed in this volume between Mike Featherstone's 
discussion of how 'cultural intermediaries' earn a living from a 
disembedded 'third culture' which is out of place and into space, 
and Francis Mulhern' s Stern admonition: 'This is not the time for 
postmodern fascination with the postmodern scene.' 

Some of the best pieces in the volume are the concrete 
analyses of specific forms of place politics: Neil Smith on 
homelessness in New York, Jon Bird, Peter Dunn and Loraine 
Leeson on cultural politics and struggle in London's Dockland, 
Tim Putnam on home-making strategies. The essays range from 
the geography of the body to Micha Bandini' s critique of the 
textualisation of architecture in postmodern cultural discourse. 
She insists on the materiality of architecture as a means of making 
buildings, which is dissolved without warrant by the practice of 
simply reading the meanings. Although she does not make this 
explicit, her argument provides significant support for Harvey's 
dissatisfaction with an exclusively discursive approach to culture, 
place and spatiality. 

The editors of this first volume of a new series of books are 
doing a fine job and a very difficult one. If I have one criticism of 
the editorial matter, it is that the debate might have been 
contextualised in more detail, though I suspect the editors 
deliberatel y eliminated meta-narrati ve in order to enable different 
voices to speak openly to the reader. 

Jim McGuigan 

Premature Obituaries 
Sean Burke, The Death and Return of the Author: Criticism and 
Subjectivity in Barthes, Foucault and De rrida , Edinburgh, 
Edinburgh University Press, 1992. 216pp, £35 hb, £12.95 pb, 0 
748603557 hb, 074860361 1 pb. 

Sean Burke' s The Death and Return of the Author is an impressive, 
if flawed, effort to resuscitate the complexities of post -structuralist 
thought on the subject of the 'author'. It lucidly alerts the reader 
to blind spots in Barthes, Foucault and Derrida, yet points out the 
contributions made by these writers on the issue of subjectivity. 
Burke side-steps the pitfall of over-simplistic criticism typical of 
many detractors of post -structuralist discourse, whilst also avoiding 
uncritical acceptance of the writers in question. 

Dividing his study into three major chapters, Burke uses the 
techniques of close reading, allied to some perspicacious 
philosophical in sights as contexts to the readings. The critique of 
Barthes' begins with the essay, 'The Death of the Author', and 
moves through successive phases of rehabilitating Barthesian 
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criticism, especially its treatment of the body. Burke concludes 
with an elevation of that aspect of Barthes thought which seeks to 
elude the closure of representation. This, claims Burke rightly 
enough, is Barthes' true topic, and not the death ofthe author. The 
author concludes in favour of a Barthesian aesthetics of openness 
through a sensitive reading of Barthes' biographical fragments. 

Burke's strategy rescues Barthes from Barthes, showing that 
one can return to talk of the author, whilst not succumbing to 
thinking about the author as some absolute deity. In reading 
Barthes' biographical writings in this manner, Burke appears to 
be arguing for a readerly and writerly production of 'the author' 
which escapes the tyrannies of homogenising biography. Using 
Barthes' autobiographical writings, Burke demonstrates how the 
fragmentary, ambiguous author can be constructed by writing, so 
as to blur the divisions between criticism and creation. 

In discussing Barthes, Burke has recourse to Bakhtinian 
dialogics and Kristeva's concept of the chora. This provides an 
enlightening, albeit too brief, comparative study. Such brevity 
occurs elsewhere, and not as fruitfully, in the chapter on Foucault, 
where Burke digresses into a critique of Lacan's theory of the 
unconscious. Burke's argument concerning the paradox in the 
Lacanian theory of subjectivity does not convince. Lacan, he 
argues, positions a fundamental paradox in his theory, in that his 
own mastery of Freudian discourse is implicitly at odds with his 
insistence that our unconscious determines everything we do, and 
that we cannot master our own discourses. Lacan's mastery of 
Freud is merely local, however, revealing the work of the 
unconscious. And it is this (unconscious) revelation by which 
Burke undermines his argument. 

The main focus of the second chapter is Foucaulf s The Order 
of Things, which Burke submits to a convincing critical analysis, 
identifying the philosophical problems that undermine Foucaulf s 
arguments. Foucault's theory of subjectivity is shown to be 
caught between a systematic suppression of the Cartesian cogito 
and what for Burke is a misreading of Nietzsche. Burke argues 
that Foucault's archaeology is found wanting; the rigidity of its 
argument and enthralment to the concept of the episteme frustrate 
properly archaeological readings of either Descartes or Nietzsche. 
Thus Descartes is marginalised, while Nietzsche is given a 
disproportionate presence, because Foucault fails to comprehend 
Nietzsche as typical of his historical, epistemic moment. Burke 
continues with a subtle exposition of the epistemological double 
bind in which Foucault places himself. 

From this, Burke moves to Derrida, and Of Grammatology. 
There is a noticeable shift in Burke's approach, from critique to 
a more sustained exposition, and it could be wished that B urke had 
incorporated more of Derrida' s later work, from Glas onwards, in 
his discussion. He divides the Derridean corpus a little too 
unproblematically, receiving accepted (yet disputed) thinking on 
Derrida's work. Such a division is contentious, to say the least. 
However, in its favour the chapter does open with a comprehensive 
precis of early 'deconstruction'. Burke focuses on Derrida's 
reading of Rousseau, raising its apparent weaknesses, whilst 
comprehending its philosophical purpose within the early 
Derridean oeuvre. As Burke himself makes clear, the problem in 
mounting any philosophical critique of Derrida is that Derridahas 
already anticipated the philosophical problems, writing them into 
his own texts. Thus, as Burke shows, when Derrida appropriates 
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the techniques of conventional scholarship in order to construct 
an example of the problems inherent in such techniques, he 
positions himself vulnerably in relation to the subject. This 
mimetic tendency in Derrida's work troubles the very act of 
criticism, precisely because it opens itself to criticism. So, Burke 
attempts to work with this structure, neither demolishing nor 
elevating, but providing reasons why we shouldn't close the book 
on deconstruction. 

TheDeathandReturnoftheAuthorisajudiciouslyconsidered 
study. Its arguments are clearly stated for the most part. It is least 
convincing in its brief forays into comparative remarks on other 
theorists. And this raises the question: why these and not three 
other critics? Certainly, the yoking of Derrida with two of the 
major proponents of early structuralism seems problematic. In 
doing so, Burke avoids the very real issues of the politics of 
criticism and theory. This avoidance marks the text throughout. 
This would not be such a difficulty were it not for the fact that, 
while Burke occasionally raises issues of historical context in 
ways which seemingly gesture towards questions of politics and 
ethics, his selectivity is betrayed as a timid liberal manoeuvre 
revealing its own political shortcomings. 

And there are, finally, a couple of other troubling moments. 
Why begin such an otherwise fair-minded study with an 
introduction on the contentious issue of the relation of Paul de 
Man's wartime writings to his canon, as an example of why we 
can never disregard the author completely? Such an emotive and 
controversial issue forestalls thinking. And where, in this study of 
the death and return of the author, is the author of this study? What 
exactly is Sean Burke's position? This remains unclear, and one 
feels there is an author behind this study, effacing himself. 

Julian Wolfreys 

Against Philosophy 
Ahmed Gurnah and Alan Scott, The Uncertain Science: Criticism 
of Sociological Formalism, London, Routledge, 1992. 209pp, 
£35 hb, £12.99 pb, 0415041368 hb, 0415 08023 1 pb. 

Though Comte intended sociology to be 'the queen of the sciences' 
when he first coined the term in the early nineteenth century, the 
subsequent history of the discipline has been punctuated by 
repeated attempts to place it on a firm scientific footing, hardly 
any of which have ever commanded widespread agreement 
amongst sociologists themselves, still less assuaged the doubts 
raised by sociology's vociferous critics. In their lively and 
provocative book, Gurnah and Scott argue that the long-standing 
anxiety felt by many sociologists about the scientific status of 
their work has had an enormously disabling effect upon sociological 
research, driving the discipline into the arms of an arid and 
unproductive rationalism. Lacking the courage of its empirical 
convictions, sociology has tried to shore itself up with unwieldy 
and quite unnecessary philosophical ballast, and the energy that 
has gone into securing its own foundations has been diverted from 
the far more urgent and practical tasks of social investigation. 
Given the bleakness ofthe picture they paint, Gurnah and Scott's 
stance is trenchant and uncompromising. 'Our thesis is anti-
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philosophical,' they bluntly state at the outset. 
Their argument proceeds in three steps. The first part of the 

book seeks to demonstrate the strengths and weaknesses of the 
sociological tradition, claiming that the role of observational data 
was hobbled by metaphysical dogma from the very beginning. 
Drawing upon Habermas, the authors note that sociology's roots 
in Comtean positivism bequeathed a mixed legacy of empiricism 
and rationalism, in which factual information furnished through 
the protocols of the former had always to be pressed into the 
theoretical straitjacket provided by the latter (e.g. Comte' s putative 
'law of the three stages' of societal development). Moreover, 
sociology's potential for producing empirically-based knowledge 
was still further hindered by the influence of philosophical 
idealism, especially where this has posited 'universal and a priori 
categories which act as the necessary and transcendental condition 
of experience'. In either case, unwarranted or restrictive 
assumptions have been turned into preconditions of the knowledge
generating process, and this has become the hallmark of what 
Gurnah and Scott dub 'formalism' in sociological theory and 
method. The second part of their argument pursues these themes 
in the work of Le vi -Strauss and Habermas, each of them exemplary 
in their commitment to an emancipatory social science, yet finally 
remaining mired in forms of explanation that either profoundly 
de-historicise human agency and institutions (Levi-Strauss), or 
else rely upon abstract schemas of historical development that 
covertly take an idealised version of Western rationality as the 
unitary measure of all human progress (Habermas). Indeed, this 
secondary focus upon the ethnocentric biases so often built into 
sociological theories is one of The Uncertain Science's most 
distinctive and most welcome features. 

A sense of Gurnah and Scott's own alternative· vision only 
begins to emerge clearly in the final section of their book. In 
contrast to what they see as the vulgarly totalising narratives of 
modernity or postmodernity, which only succeed in homogenising 
very different sorts of social relations when seeking to demonstrate 
sharp historical discontinuities in the human condition, the authors 
stress the immense cultural variety of past and contemporary 
societies. This emphasis upon human diversity leads them to 
propose a sociological analysis of rationality in which standards 
of argument and styles of reasoning arise piecemeal, out of the 
practical problems posed in everyday living and out of the 
unsettling experience of cultural contact and cultural conflict both 
within and between societies. In short, rationality 'is a product of 
social negotiation and struggle' and is therefore intimately bound 
up with questions of political and legal change, particularly where 
these touch upon popular aspirations for social justice and civil 
rights. 

Readers who cut their philosophical teeth on Goodman and 
Quine are unlikely to be convinced by a defence of empiricism 
which is confined to a celebration of the anti -metaphysical virtues 
of Hume and Locke and which refuses to see empiricism as a 
complex philosophical tradition, raising questions of evidence 
and proof that surely ought to be of concern to sociologists and 
philosophers alike. But, despite its blindspots, the book's thoughtful 
advocacy of a politically responsible sociology deserves serious 
consideration in these unpropitious times. Passionate and polemical 
in tone, The Uncertain Science in fact makes out a modest and 
humane case for sociology as a radical investigatory practice 
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committed to enhancing cross-cultural collaboration and 
understanding. This formulation owes much to Levi-Strauss, the 
subject of an impressive chapter which locates the themes of 
racism and racial equality at the core of the anthropologist's work 
and which alone is worth the price of the book. Nevertheless, 
when Gurnah and Scott correctly show that Levi-Strauss's 
arguments against ethnocentric prejudices are troubled by his 
recognition that ethnocentrism may help to safeguard a culture's 
uniqueness, they also unwittingly put their finger on a double
bind which haunts their own position. For it is unclear how far an 
egalitarian respect for the many-sidedness of cultural difference 
can ultimately be made compatible with political demands for 
'natural rights', 'democracy', and other goals whose force depends 
upon their generalisability across disparate groups and populations. 
Even if we accept Gurnah and Scott's contention that questions 
like these can only be hammered out in the messy arena of 
political conflict and compromise, the ensuing debates are certain 
to be ones from which few public intellectuals, be they philosophers 
or sociologists, can afford to let themselves be excluded. 

David Glover 

The Other Down the 
Rabbit-Hole 

Robert R. Williams, Recognition: Fichte and Hegel on the Other, 
Albany, SUNY University Press, 1992. xviii + 332pp, $19.95 pb, 
0791408582. 

Williams introduces his exploration of otherness and 
intersubjectivity in German idealism with a strong sense of the 
purpose, originality and timeliness of his intervention. The stakes 
are high and expectations are raised accordingly. The attempt to 
reconcile otherness - variously understood as nature, embodied 
historical particularity, or natural consciousness - with the moral 
and epistemic claims of the Kantian subject, is arguably what 
Fichte and Hegel are all about. It is therefore of great interest to 
read a contemporary study that is sensitive to Levinas' 'protest on 
behalf of the other' , but does not fear to tread where caricature has 
trampled before. By rediscovering alterity among the late blooms 
of a philosophical tradition spent in enthusiastic system-building, 
Williams promises to challenge a few cherished cliches and 
reclaim a tradition usually criticised for annihilating otherness. 

Williams shows excellent flair in choosing his themes and his 
interlocutors. But although he provides generously tantalising 
clues for interpretation, he is parsimonious with his analysis. The 
result is an eclectic summary of stimulating insights scattered 
through an uneven book. The central thesis is that, beginning with 
Fichte, the problem of otherness informs both the cognitive and 
practical problematic of idealist discourse. In the process of 
theorising alterity, the very way of doing philosophy is itself 
transformed. With Hegel, it is no longer a case of somehow 
accommodating the other to suit the claims of the theory, but of 
changing theory to account for the interrupting and disruptive 
character of otherness. This clears the way for a variety of 
readings. What Fichte first thematises as recognition - a mutual 
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acknowledgement of each other's freedom constitutive of the 
public sphere - becomes the motor of Hegelian phenomenology. 
Self-recognition in otherness is an essential form of social being, 
underpinning both knowledge and action. Put differently, if Kant 
completes the Enlightenment project of criticising metaphysics, 
then Hegel, by challenging the primacy of the transcendental 
subject, fulfils and overcomes this critical project with an anti
foundationalist philosophy of the 'we'. Or again, the 
Phenomenology is a self-accomplishing scepticism where Hegel 
questions unilateral and fixed presuppositions such as the ego, or 
the thing-in-itself, and introduces a holistic philosophy of 
relationality. In this way, both Fichte and Hegel are made to 
respond to the unresolved dualities of Kantian morality. But 
whereas Fichte simply asserts that transcendental and natural 
consciousness are equiprimordial, Hegel makes good the claim 
through a phenomenology of tragedy and reconciliation. 

These are only a few of the investigative trails opened by 
Williams; unfortunately, they are rarely examined closely or 
pursued in detail. Moreover, their interrelations are not made 
explicit. Without such probing investigation, assurances that 
Hegel presents a viable case for alterity remain vague. As Williams 
rightly suggests, Hegel' s other - though different from a Levinasian 
other - is nonetheless the result of ethical concerns not dissimilar 
to Levinas'. Hegel, while still engaged in doing philosophy, 
attempts to let the voice of the other be heard through the 
soliloquies of a mainly egological tradition. But it is never clear 
precisely why Hegel is dissatisfied with the tradition, or exactly 
how his alternative is morally relevant. We know that this 
involves the exhortation to let the other free. This is not, however, 
given by pure relationality, but by a particular kind of relation that 
accords with freedom. Where does this come from and how does 
it relate to history? 

It is true that Hegel indicts first principles because they ignore 
the structure that sustains them. Yet restoring the structure excluded 
by the one-dimensional relations of dogmatic metaphysics does 
not result in relativism, but is charged with very definite ideas of 
freedom and social interaction. How does this happen? Finally, 
letting the other free can be construed as two qualitatively 
different relations - something which Williams appears to neglect. 
It may mean to mourn the loss of the other; or it may mean to grow 
out of a metaphysical disposition, codified as the desire to 
consume otherness, into a kind of autonomy which actively seeks 
the emancipation of the other. This hints at a constant tension 
between tragedy and reconciliation which is of crucial importance, 
since it holds the balance between widely diverging interpretations 
of Hegel' s social philosophy. 

Williams seems to be attracted by a number of equally 
compelling narratives, none of which is adequately developed in 
relation to the others. This is possibly due to an imbalance 
between the desire to provide a survey of recent scholarship and 
the need to explore the theme of recognition. The book is to be 
commended for its attempt to present an overview of these indeed 
very attracti ve narrati ves, but the promised other is by comparison 
obscured. Despite the claim that intersubjectivity is not an 
'undifferentiated unity of persons' , the lack of sustained argument 
tempts one to say, like Alice, 'How can I have more' ofthe other? 
'I didn't have any!' 

Katerina Deligiorgi 
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Ferdinand David Scboeman, Privacy and 
Social Freedom, Cambridge, Cambridge 
University Press, 1992. 225pp, £30 bb, 
o 521 41564 O. 

This is, in many respects, an engaging and 
refreshingly original book. It challenges 
mainstream understandings of moral 
personality, and does so by appealing to 
social psychology, cultural history, 
sociology, and literature. It tackles issues 
which other philosophers ignore. There is, 
for instance, an entertaining discussion of 
gossip. And it defends a heterodox view of 
freedom as to be enjoyed within - and not 
against - the society of other people. Yet it 
leaves one with the feeling that more has 
been claimed than can adequately be 
defended. 

Schoeman outlines an understanding 
of individual autonomy which requires 
each person to make their own rational 
decisions about the best way to live, and an 
associated characterisation of social 
pressure as inappropriately tyrannical. No 
one chooses well who defers to the beliefs 
and values of her community. He finds the 
classic statement of this viewpoint 
articulated in Mill, and echoed in 
contemporary philosophical liberalism. 
Yet the evidence suggests that human 
beings are, in significant part, conformists. 
But this is no bad thing in so far as the 
maintenance of culture, traditions, 
associations and social institutions is 
valuable. Freedom is social not anti-social; 
individuals should not flourish 
independently of their associative ties, but 
within the terms of their interdependence. 

What of privacy? On the standard 
picture privacy is the protected space 
beyond social pressures. On Schoeman' s 
account privacy must be socially situated. 
He insists that privacy is a complex notion. 
In each instance it must be defined in terms 
of who does what, with whom, for what 
end, out of whose gaze. There is no simple 
single private sphere. Indeed, there are 
several spheres of life, and complicated 
rules govern the disclosure of activities 
within one sphere to others within another. 
Privacy norms can both permit individual 
self-expression and regulate behaviour in 
private. Finally, privacy emerged 
historically with the development of 
societies marked by associative and 
normative plurality, as well as diminished 
solidarity and interdependence. 

Much of this tells a plausible story and 
certainly offers a welcome corrective to 
the familiar liberal understanding of the 
deracinated individual possessed only of 
reason and autonomy, and whose existence 
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is simply divided between a public, political 
sphere and a non-political private one. Yet 
Schoeman covers a lot of ground at high 
speed, and one would at times value a 
fuller and more nuanced defence of his 
position. The historical story he tells of the 
'ascent of pri vacy' is surel y oversimplified 
and, in his telling, heavily reliant on a 
small number of texts. He rightly suggests 
that the private virtues tend to be ignored 
in contemporary ethical theory, but then 
he can only allude to the possibilities in 'a 
literary exploration' limited to three texts 
by Henry James. His discussion of gossip 
represents a start to a fascinating exposition, 
but only a start. 

Most notably, the appeal to the social 
context of freedom would carry more 
conviction if there was a recognition that 
cultures, traditions, and associations merit 
differential evaluation, and were there the 
resources within his approach to manage 
this. And, despite the references to some 
feminist writing, Schoeman seems 
oblivious to the searching critique by 
feminists, such as Carole Pateman, of the 
traditional forms of private and intimate 
association. Schoeman even seems to 
subscribe to a familiar historical orthodoxy 
which represents the modern family as the 
triumph of domestic intimacy and love 
over cold, pragmatic association. 
Schoeman is right that privacy matters to 
the extent that we live in a certain kind of 
society and engage in certain kinds of 
activity. But then, of course, it matters 
what kind of a society we live in and what 
kinds of thing we can do. 

David Archard 

Stepben Perkins, Marxism and the 
Proletariat: A Lukacsian Perspective, 
London and Boulder CO, Pluto, 1993. 
vii + 261 pp., £40.00 bb., £13.95 pb., 0 
745304923 bb., 0 7453 0499 0 pb. 

This clearly written and argued book 
examines how Marx first developed his 
understanding of the proletariat and its 
revolutionary role, how the emergence of 
a later Marxist orthodoxy altered this 
conception, and how Georg Lukacs both 
relocated the concept at the heart of Marxist 
thought and accounted for its failure to 
translate into practice. 

In a careful discussion of Mar x, Perkins 
argues that Marx preserved his early 
optimism about the revolutionary potential 
of the proletariat by rescheduling the 
timetable for the overthrow of bourgeois 
rule to allow for a maturation of the 
proletariat. History, however, continued 
to prove defective and it was Lukacs's 

achievement to have fore grounded the 
account of commodity fetishism in the 
first chapter of Capital and use it to explain 
the failure of the proletariat to fulfil its 
revolutionary mission. In his theory of 
reification, Lukacs explains how capitalism 
provides structures of thought - partial, 
separate, divisive, autonomous - which 
are nevertheless part of an integrated system 
and are themselves replications of the 
society from which they arise, thus attaining 
the apparent status of a non-negotiable 
given. 

A slight weakness of this book is its 
exclusive reliance on sources in English. 
And many will raise an eyebrow at 
Perkins's dual claim in his Conclusion that 
History and Class Consciousness is the 
sing le major contribution to Marxist theory 
since the death of Mar x and that it offers to 
the proletariat the means through which its 
failures may be overcome. But the bulk of 
the book offers the most accessible account 
of the differences between Lukacs and 
Second International orthodoxy, his theory 
ofreification, and (most impressively) his 
debt to the sociologists Simmel and 
Tonnies. Perkins also goes a long way to 
explaining how Lukacs' s early work, while 
being a theoretical reflection of the 
victorious Bolshevik Revolution, can also 
serve as a beacon in the darkness of 
proletarian defeat through its ability to 
negotiate recalcitrant reality. The book 
also has an extensive and very useful 
bibliography. 

David McLellan 

Jonatban Micbie (ed.), The Economic 
Legacy: 1979-1992, London and San 
Diego, Academic Press, 1992. xxiii + 
365pp, £25 bb, £9.95 pb, 0 12 494060 9 
bb, 0 12 494061 7 pb. 

Was 'Thatcherism' a coherent ideology, 
whose populist appeal produced three 
election victories? Did 'breaking the power 
of the unions' and 'creating an enterprise 
culture' succeed in turning the British 
economy around? This book examines the 
economic policies of the Thatcher 
governments and their effects, and suggests 
that in economic terms Thatcherism 
amounted to little more than old-fashioned 
orthodoxy whose legacy is one of continued 
relative decline. In part one Britain's 
domestic situation and government strategy 
are examined in relation to the international 
economy. John Toye and Ajit Singh set out 
the detrimental effects of British and 
Western policy on the Third World. 
Laurence Harris, Jerry Coakley and Mica 
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Panic argue that the Thatcher governments' 
attempts to strengthen the financial sector, 
and to achieve monetary discipline, first 
through control of the money supply and 
then by exchange-rate targets, were failures 
in their own terms, quite apart from the 
damage they inflicted upon manufacturing. 

Part two looks at government policy 
and structural change in the economy. 
Andrew Glyn argues that productivity gains 
during the Thatcher years were given away 
in higher profits and dividends at the 
expense of competitiveness and lower 
prices. Paul Dunne and Ron Smith advance 
the controversial view that the Thatcherite 
policy of allowing bankruptcy and 
redundancy is the most effective way of 
reducing defence spending, since 
conversion policies are apt to be taken 
over by defence firms. John Lovering takes 
issue with this, arguing that it is too 
pessimistic about the ability of 
governments to influence management 
strategy in firms, and too optimistic about 
the effectiveness of government attempts 
to create the right macroeconomic 
environment for new companies and 
industries. Lovering also criticises Dunne 
and Smith for identifying Thatcherism too 
narrowly as the 'determined 
implementation of neo-liberal economic 
policy', thus overlooking its Atlanticist 
geopolitics, and therefore that its intentions 
towards the defence industry were to shed 
fat rather than to run it down. 

Changes in the labour market are 
examined in part three. Brendan Burchell 
and Ray Jobling show how 'psychological 
health' (read 'well-being') has been 
damaged by the fact and fear of 
unemployment. Jane Humphries and Jill 
Rubery suggest that, while there has been 
an increase in the share of paid jobs 
occupied by women, there has also been a 
polarisation in women's employment 
between professional women who have 
enjoyed increasing financial rewards and 
life opportunities, and working-class 
women whose wages and conditions have 
deteriorated as a result of factors such as 
privatisation and deregulation. They 
conclude that it would be wrong to give up 
the category of 'women' as a labour force 
group since many women who have 
hitherto fared well in their careers 'will 
still become disadvantaged, in labour 
market terms, at a subsequent point in their 
life-cycle if they are unable to maintain 
their career when they have children ... 
Labour market disadvantage is thus still a 
general gender problem and not one that 
can be considered to be covered by 
problems of social class, skill or 
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qualifications. ' 
Part four examines what will need to be 

done to deal with the legacy of the Thatcher 
years. John Eatwell argues that the Labour 
Party's tradition of understanding socialism 
primarily in terms of public ownership 
reflects the influence of an Anglo
American model of the market economy, 
according to which competitive markets 
allocate given resources efficiently. The 
European model of the market sees it 
instead as a dynamic force which can be 
constructive or destructive, depending on 
the framework of institutions created 
around it. Eatwell welcomes the shift in 
Labour Party thinking towards the 
European view of socialism, which 
concentrates 'on developing institutions 
and structures of state intervention which 
have reinforced the role of markets as an 
engine of accumulation and change' . 

The contributions to this volume began 
life as papers presented to a conference on 
Thatcher's economic legacy organised by 
the Cambridge Journal of Economics. The 
volume will stand as an important 
contribution to the discussion about the 
nature and effects of Thatcherism and the 
debate about Labour's economic 
alternative. 

Kevin Magill 

David Locke, Science as Writing, New 
Haven and London, Yale University 
Press, 1992. 254pp, £18.50 hb, 0 300 
054251. 

David Locke sets out to show that science 
and literature are not essentially different 
because science is not a transparent 
shorthand that reflects reality, but is itself 
'read'. Locke's book is aimed at those 
unconvinced of science's demotion from 
truth-teller to another form of writing and 
his strategy is to devote a chapter to 
examining science through six different 
literary theories. The argument is that if 

science can be grasped by literary theory, 
then this will show that science is not 
superior to literature but is simply a 
different form of writing. 

The six literary theories are: 
representation theory, where literature is 
seen as a representation of the world; 
expression theory, where literature is the 
expression of an author's thoughts and 
feelings; evocation theory, which values 
literature according to the response it 
evokes; art-object theory, where works of 
literature are judged as works of art by 
formal rules; artifact theory, where 
literature is an artifact of its society; and 
instrumentality theory, which places 
literature among signifying systems that 
constitute the world. Locke's score is 
something like 4:2 in favour of science 
being the same as literature, with 
differences emerging in representation 
theory and instrumentality theory (because 
science develops representation and 
signifying systems metaphorically, where 
literature does so metonymically) - which 
just goes to show that a high-scoring is not 
necessarily an exciting match. 

Through all these particular arguments 
Locke's basic point is that science is not a 
privileged window on reality. Once this is 
conceded any attempt to relegate literature 
to a second rank behind the impersonal 
truth-telling of science losts much of its 
force. Stated like this there is little to argue 
with in Locke's book. He provides simple 
introductions to various literary theories 
and demonstrates that most of these theories 
can understand physics as well as poetry. 
However, the whole project seems dated. 
For, although Locke is aware of current 
science studies, he does not do justice to 
their depth and complexity, or to the 
available historical evidence. Hence for 
anyone with even a passing understanding 
of this work, Locke's account will appear 
simplistic. This is also true of his chapter 
on 'instrumentality' theory, which covers 
poststructuralist theory without ever 
examining the distinction, which should 
be central when applying it to science, 
between studying texts and studying 
discourses. 

Locke's tendency to undue simplicity 
extends to his selection of scientific 
material as evidence. In a section on 
scientific rhetoric a Nobel Prize winner's 
speech, Darwin's Origin of Species, 
Einstein's scientific papers and his 
popularisations of relativity theory, and an 
example of modem 'normal' science are 
all used to establish the same point with 
little recognition of the enormous 
contextual differences between them. In 

61 



other sections, Locke's arguments seem to 
rely too heavily on the use of a single 
example which is taken as representative 
of science as a whole. When this example 
is Origin of Species, or Einstein's original 
papers on relativity theory, as it often is, 
Locke slips into a form of argumentation 
where the exception is the rule. 

These faults sometimes result in 
misleading accounts, but more often they 
restrict Locke to an overly simplistic view 
of both science and literary theory. Science 
as Writing is a comparison between science 
and literature that should be marked 'for 
beginners only'. 

Tim Jordan 

Rosemary Hennessy, Materialist 
Feminism and the Politics of Discourse, 
London, Routledge, 1993. xviii + 177pp, 
£35 hb, £10.99 pb, 0 41590479 X hb, 0 
415 90480 3 pb. 

Where feminism once confidently 
proclaimed its rootedness in women's 
experience, it has now hit a crisis of 
knowledge that has left many writers and 
activists sceptical about the possibility of 
defining a feminist agenda relevant to all 
women. Hennessy takes up the challenge 
of devising a materialist feminist theory 
capable of critiquing the systematic 
oppression of women, whilst not assuming 
the category of 'woman' to be monolithic. 

Her first two chapters are spent 
examining the theories of knowledge that 
inform the current position of materialist 
feminism. Although Hennessy claims her 
work is not an introduction to this theory, 
Materialist Feminism and the Politics of 
Discourse provides the reader with a 
detailed analysis of the major influences 
on materialist feminist thought. Hennessy 
is at her strongest when she relates changes 
in global economic arrangements -
transnational companies, the shift of 
manufacture away from the West, etc. -
with crisis in the postmodern and feminist 
academy. Her focus on the processes of 
'late capitalism' allows her to draw 
connections between capitalism, racism 
and the exploitation of women, and to 
advance a theory of patriarchal oppression 
which regards 'woman' as discursively 
constructed along a horizontal axis of race, 
class, ethnicity and sexuality. 

Hennessy provides a shrewd analysis 
of the shortcomings of her influences -
Foucault, Kristeva, Laclau and Mouffe -
although her central proposal of the 
materiality of discourse is occasionally 
obscured by recourse to the kind of jargon 
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that has marred much postmodernist and 
feminist theory over recent years. 

In a third chapter Hennessy focuses on 
the problems of 'Feminist Standpoint 
Theory', and particularly on the way in 
which defining women's lives by 
opposition to men's lends itself to an 
obscuring of categories of race, class and 
sexuality, as well as drawing feminist 
theorists back into biological definitions 
of femininity. Perhaps it is no coincidence 
that Hennessy' s book gains real momentum 
when she begins to look at the experimental 
work of recent feminist writers such as 
Judith Butler, Monique Wittig, Donna 
Harraway and Gayatri Spivak. She builds 
this third chapter around an understanding 
of the subject of feminism as discursively 
and historically constructed, developing 
her critique of the epistemological basis of 
feminism through Pecheux' s concept of 
dis-identification. Hennessy argues that 
the authority for a stance such as feminism, 
which is engaged in re-constructing the 
category of the subject, need not be 
epistemological, but can instead be political 
in its understanding of knowledge as 
ideology. Instead of organising around 
group-identities, this new dis-identifying 
subject iof feminism will be engaged in 
exposing the historical and ideological 
processes that have constructed the 
differences upon which group identities 
depend. As Hennessy sees it, this will 
allow feminism to break out of its 
epistemological impasse and towards a 
critique of the effects of gender oppression. 

The final chapter considers the impact 
of materialist feminist critique upon both 
the history of the 'New Woman' of the 
1890s and the 'Newly-Born Woman' of 
second-wave feminism. Hennessy offers 
an interesting discussion of ways of reading 
'women's history', and her consideration 
of approaches to Freud's 'Dora' is 
particularly stimulating. However, it is 
disappointing to find such a politically 
motivated critique confined to textual 
analysis. 

Hennessy's work is a well-researched 
and well-considered contribution to the 
debate within postmodern feminism. 
However, for those feminists seeking to 
translate theory into practice it may confirm 
the fear that feminism's encounter with 
postmodernism's inscrutable jargon has 
transformed an emancipatory movement 
into a highly stylised form of literary 
criticism. 

Justine Shenton 

Pierre Bourdieu,Language and Symbolic 
Power, Cambridge, Polity, 1992. ix + 
302pp, £12.95 pb, 0 74561034. 

In this collection of papers, Bourdieu 
attempts to develop an account of 
intersubjectivity which goes beyond the 
polar variants in the field - the coercive 
power and communications approaches to 
interpersonal relations. He argues, for 
example, that language is never purely 
communication, nor is it an autonomous 
form of power as with Austin's 
illocutionary acts. Whilst not separated 
from power, language is not to be regarded 
as the sole or even major locus of it. 
Relations of domination and subordination 
may exist within language, but not 
exclusively so. Bourdieu proceeds to argue 
that language must be seen as an 
homologous aspect of other structures, but 
with a logic of its own which renders its 
relation to them liable to misrecognition as 
arbitrary and natural. 

Bourdieu claims that accounts of 
symbolic power tend to be either idealist 
(Habermas, Durkheim) or empiricist 
(Schutz, Berger). He attempts to avoid 
these difficulties by relating language both 
to the everyday, taken-for-granted ways of 
constructing social life, and to the structure 
of different fields of practice such as the 
economic, religious, p'hilosophical, 
political and so on. The account is 
materialist, it is argued, because fields of 
practice are constituted through the 
stratifying distinctions produced by the 
capitalist mode of production. There is a 
displacement between the economic and 
other fields; and language serves the 
function of creating the impression that 
the positioning of people in a field is 
autonomous and natural in respect of other 
fields, particularly class power. 

One of the important everyday 
symbolic processes anchored in the 
reproduction of capitalism is that of ritual. 
The editor's introduction questions 
whether, as Bourdieu claims, all 
communication has the power of ritual 
behind it; whether there might be some 
area oflanguage germane to a Habermasian 
'ideal speech situation'. Bourdieu could, 
arguably, respond that all communications 
haveataken-for-grantedbasis-rules which 
go without saying - and hence that they 
embody forms of ritual. 

As a collection of papers Symbolic 
Power inevitably contains a degree of 
repetition, and the style is often difficult. 
But there is much that is illuminating and 
rewards perseverance. 
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