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Introduction 


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

This proliferation of struggles presents itself. first of all, as a 
'surplus' of the social vis-a-vis the rational and organized structures 
of society - that is, of the social 'order'. Numerous voices, 
deriving especially from the liberal-conservative camp, have insis­
tently argued that Western societies face a crisis of governability and 
a threat of dissolution at the hands of the egalitarian danger. How­
ever, the new forms of social conflict have also thrown into crisis 
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theoretical and political frameworks closer to the ones that we shall 
seek to engage in dialogue in the major part of this book. These 
correspond to the classical discourses of the Left, and the charac­
teristic modes in which it has conceived the agents of social change, 
the structuring of political spaces, and the privileged points for the 
unleashing of historical transformations. What is now in crisis is a 
w hole conception of socialism which rests upon the ontological 
centrality of the working class, upon the role of Revolution, with a oJ capital 'r', as the founding moment in the transition from one type of 
society to another, and upon the illusory prospect of a perfectly 
unitary and homogeneous collective will that will render pointless 
the moment of politics. The plural and multifarious character of 
contemporary social struggles has fmally dissolved the last founda­
tion for that political imaginary. Peopled with 'universal' subjects 
and conceptually built around History in the singular, it has postu­
lated 'society' as an intelligible structure that could be intellectually 
mastered on the basis ofcertain class positions and reconstituted, as a 
rational, transparent order, through a founding act of a political 
character. Today, the Left is witnessing the fmal act of the dis­
solution ofthatJacobin imaginary. 

Thus, the very wealth and plurality ofcontemporary social strug­
gles has given rise to a theoretical criSIS. It is at the middle point of 
this two-way movement between the theoretical and the political 
that our own discourse will be located. At every moment, we have 
tried to prevent an impressionist and sociologistic descriptivism, 
which lives on ignorance of the conditions of its own discursivity, 
from filling the theoretical voids generated by the crisis. Our aim has 
been the exact opposite: to focus on certain discursive categories 
which, at first sight, appeared to be privileged condensation-points 
for many aspects of the crisis; and to unravel the possible meaning of 
a history in the various facets of this multiple refraction. All discur­
sive eclecticism or wavering was excluded from the very start. As is 
said in an inaugural 'manifesto' of the classical period, when one 
enters new territory, one must follow the example of 'travellers 
who, finding themselves lost in a forest, know that they ought not to 
wander first to one side and then to the other, nor. still less, to stop in 
one place, but understand that they should continue to walk as 
straight as they can in one direction, not diverging for any slight 
reason, even though it was possibly chance alone that first deter­
mined them in their choice. By this means if they do not go exactly 
where they wish, they will at least arrive somewhere at the end, 
where probably they will be better offthan in the middle ofa forest.' I 
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The guiding thread ofour analysis has been the transformations in 
the concept of hegemony. considered as a discursive surface and 
fundamental nodal point ofMarxist political theorization. Our prin­
cipal conclusion is that behind the concept of 'hegemony' lies hidden 
something more than a type of political relation complementary to the 
basic categories of Marxist theory. In fact, it introduces a logic oj the v' 

, social which is incompatible with those categories. Faced with the 
rationalism of classical Marxism, which presented history and 
society as intelligible totalities constituted around conceptually ex­
plicable laws, the logic ofhegemony presented itself from the outset 1 
as a complementary and contingent operation, required for conjunctural 
imbalances within an evolutionary paradigm whose essential or 
'morphological' validity was not for a moment placed in question. 
(One of the central tasks of this book will be to determine this 
specific logic of contingency.) As the areas of the concept's applica­
tion grew broader, from Lenin to Gramsci, the field of contingent 
articulations also expanded. and the category of 'historical neces­

sity' - which had been the cornerstone of classical Marxism 

withdrew to the horizon of theory. As we shall argue in the last two 

chapters. the expansion and determination of the social logic implicit 

in the concept of 'hegemony' - in a dIrection that goes faf beyond 

Gramsci - will provide us with an ,mclJOr<l.~e from which contem­

porary social struggles are thinkable in their specifICity. as well as 

permitting us to outline a new politics for the Left based upon tht: 

project of a radical democracy. 

One question remains to be answered: why should we broach this 
task through a critique and a deconstruction of the various discursive 
surfaces of classical Marxism? Let us first say that there is not one 
discourse and one system of categories through which the 'real' 
might speak without mediations. In operating deconstructively 
within Marxist categories, we do not claim tc. be writing 'universal 
history', to be inscribing our discourse as a moment of a single. 
linear process of knowledge. Just as the era of normative epistemo­
logies has come to an end, so too has the era of universal discourses. 
Political conclusions similar to those set forth in this book could have 
been approximated from very different discursive formations - for 
example, from certain forms of Christianity, or from libertarian 
discourses alien to the socialist tradition - none of which could 
aspire to be the truth of society (or 'the insurpassable philosophy of 
our time' , as Sartre put it). For this very reason, however, Marxism 
is one of the traditions through which it becomes possible to formu­
late this new conception of politics. For us, the validity of this point 
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of departure is simply based on the fact that it constitutes our own 
past. 

v 

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

Note to Introduction 

1. Descartes, 'Discourse on Method'. In Philosophical Works Vol. 1. Cambridge 1968, 
p.96. 
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Hegemony: the Genealogy ofa 
Concept 

We will start by tracing the genealogy of the concept of 'hegemony' . 
It should be stressed that this will not be the genealogy of a concept 
endowed from the beginning with full positivity. In fact, using 
somewhat freely an expression of Foucault, we could say that our 
aim is to establish the 'archaeology of a silence'. The concept of 
hegemony did not emerge to define a new type of relation in its 
specific identity, but to fill a hiatus that had opened in the chain of 
historical necessity. 'Hege.morx:_",::ill allud<; to an:)._bsent t£ltality, 
and to the divers<:_ :lJt~InpJ? at recompositlon.:l_n~.r<:articulation 
Whls:J1';iil]>~g~~Q!!!ing this original absence, made it possible for 
struggl~s._t9.. be ~_~[lJeaning and tgr historical forces H to DC 
endowed with ~ltR<?~i~i'Jitr. The contextslnwhicn·rO'econcepT 
appear wlUbetnose ofajault (in the geological sense), ofa fissure that 
had to be filled up, of a contingency that had to be overcome. 
'Hegemony' will be not the majestic unfolding of an identity but the 
response to a crisis. 

Even in its humble origins in Russian Social Democracy, where it 
is called upon to cover a limited area of political effects, the concept 
of 'hegemony' already alludes to a kind of contingent intervention 
required by the crisis or collapse ofwhat would have been a 'normal' 
historical development. Later, with Leninism, it is a keystone in the 
new form of political calculation required by the contingent 'con­
crete situations' in which the class struggle occurs in the age of 
imperialism. ~lly, with Gramsci, the t~rm acquires a new ty~f 
centrality that transcends Its udical or strategic useS: 'hegemony' 
~mes!~ ~~y conce!?t i!l unae!stand~ thevery J"riityexiStlngin 
~eJ!:.social forma~n. Each_~~.xten~~of. the terffi7 
however, was ~~an expansion of what we coula 
nrovisioiiaiI call a 'logic 0 die contingeni":-ln its turn, this e,(pru: 
sion stemmed from t e racture, anaWltharawal to the explanatory 
horizon of the social, of the category of 'historical necessity' which 
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had been the cornerstone of Second International Marxism. The 
alternatives within this advancing crisis - and the different 
responses to it. of which the theory ofhcgl'mony is but one form 
the object of our study. 

The Dilemmas ofRosa Luxemburg 

Let us avoid any temptation to go back to the 'origins'. Let us simply 
pierce a moment in time and try to detect the presence of that void 
which the logic of hegemony will attempt to fill. This arbitrary 
beginning, projected in a variety ofdirections, will offer us, if not the 
sense of a trajectory, at least the dimensions of a crisis. It is in the 
multiple, meandering reflections in the broken mirror of 'historical 
necessity' that a new logic of the social begins to insinuate itself, one 
that will only manage to think itself by questioning the very literality 
of the terms it articulates. 

In 1906 Rosa Luxemburg published The Mass Strike, the Political 
Party and the Trade Unions. A brief analysis of this text - which 
already presents all the ambiguities and critical areas important to 
our theme - will provide us with an initial point of reference. Rosa 
Luxemburg deals with a specific theme: the efficacy and significance 
of the mass strike as a political tool. But for her this implies con­
sideration of two vital problems for the socialist cause: the unity of 
the working class and the path to revolution in Europe. Mass strike, 
the dominant form ofstruggle in the first Russian revolution, is dealt 
with in its specific mechanisms as well as in its possible projections 
for the workers' struggle in Germany. The theses of Rosa Luxem­
burg are well known: while debate concerning the efficacy of the 
mass strike in Germany had centred almost exclusively on the poli­
tical strike, the Russian experience had demonstrated an interaction 

\ 

I 
and a mutual and constant enrichment between the political and 
economic dimensions of the mass strike. In the repressive context of 
the Tsarist state, no movement for partial demands could remain 
confined within itself: it was inevitably transformed into an example 
and symbol of resistance, thus fuelling and giving birth to other 
movements. These emerged at unpreconceived points and tended to 
expand and generalize in unforeseeable forms, so that they were 
beyond the capacity of regulation and organization ofany political or 
trade union leadership. This is the meaning of Luxemburg'S 'spon­
taneism'. The unity between the economic and the political 
struggle - that is to say, the very unity of the working class - is a 
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consequence of this movement of feedback and interaction. But this 
movement in turn is nothing other than the process of revolution. 

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

In these conditions and given that the revolutionary outbreaks in 

Russia could be explained by factors such as the comparative back­

wardness of the country. the absence of political liberties, or the 

poverty of the Russian proletariat were not the perspectives for 

revolution in the West postponed sine die? Here Rosa Luxemburg's 

response becomes hesitant and less convincing as it assumes a charac­

teristic course: namely. an attempt to minimize the differences 

between the Russian and the German proletariat, showing the areas 

of poverty and the absence of orgamzation in various sectors of the 

German working class, as well as the presence of inverse phenomena 

in the most advanced sectors of the Russian proletariat. But what of 

those pockets of backwardness in Germany? Were they not residual 

sectors which would be swept away by capitalist expansion? And in 

that case, what guaranteed the emergence of a revolutionary situa­

tion? The answer to our question - Rosa Luxemburg docs not at 
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any point formulate it in this text - comes to us abruptly and 
unequivocablya few pages later: '@esocial democrats} must now 
and alw~.has.ten.the..d.ey~l()pment-of things and-endeavour to 
asceler~e~:ITnt~:_.Ittis._they .... ca.~~.?t do, however. by~~~deniy 
issuing th~ilig.~Ji~i2.r~_.f'!1~':;.~s~r:..ike"atrand6rrr:n anyrriol!!...<:.nt:"but
1m and foremost. by making clear-tome widest layers()f the 
proletariat die IneviT~1J.frhisrevoIutToria:ry pen<i(f," tlie irmcr 
social [actQr:s~r£.:aking for it and thepoiiiiea7consequenceiofit.'] Th~, 
the 'necessa'!y l;I.-w..soIm!~:D!~t deveIo-pment' establish tnem seTves as 
aguarante~the..lururt:_t:CYQr~tionarY}i!.I:I~!i~-g~rmany . 
Everything is now clear: as there were no moreDourifeois­
democratic changes to be achieved in Germany (sjc), the coming ofa 
revolutionary situation could only be resolved in a socialist direc­
tion; the Russian proletariat - struggling against absolutism. but in 
a historical context dominated by the maturity of world capitalism 
which prevented it from stabilizing its own struggles in a bourgeois 
stage was the vanguard of the European proletariat and pointed 
out to the German working class its own future. The problem of the 
differences between East and West, so important in the strategic 
debates of European socialism from Bernstein to Gramsci. was here 
resolved by being discarded. 4 

Let us analyse the various moments of this remarkable sequence. 
Concerning the constitutive mechanism ofclass unity, Rosa Luxem­
burg's position is clear: i!:!....£.!l'italist society,--the _ working c1assi:! 
necess~y frag!!!.~·.r1~~5L..£h.~ec()rJ1£osi~ion_Q[its ul1i!.y 0!I!Y. 
occurs thro~e very process of revolution. Yet the jonn oT tFi!s 
revolutionary recomposition consists ofasp@c I'!l~dianism Whidl 
~6 with any mechanIStic' explanation. lt1s·herel:h.at 
s~tanelsmcomes in~ay-,--Qne ~uld think that the 'spontanelsf' 
theory simply affirmsthe ~~~s.i.hUi~YQtj~r~!rillg the direwon o!} 
!!Y0lutIQJlaJ:Y.....Proc(?..?~...'.~glv_enthe.~QllJPJexity 'In..d ~ety ofJ?rrns 
which it adopts. Nevertheless, this explanation is insl.iTfiCiCnt. For' 
"Wllatisai: staKeis not merely the complexity and diversity inherent 
in a dispersion of struggles when these are seen from [he point of 
view of an analyst or a political leader but also the constitution of 
the unity ofthe revolutionary subject on the basis of this complexity 
and diversity. This alone shows us that in attempting to determine 
the meaning of Luxemburgist 'spontaneism', we must concentrate 
not only 011 the plurality of forms ofstruggle but also on the relations 
which they establish among themselves and on the unifying effects 
which follow from them. And here, the mechanism of unification is 
dear: il1.. ;!.L~yglu..li911~!ysituation, it is-impOSSible to_f!X..t1!..~llteral sen.5! 
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of eash-isolated stOlg.gle. b.e.cause each stru~_~c:!_Dow~j!?g_~t1. 
litera.lin::Jln~es to rq~re~~jQ.~c.t?..\Jsn~~_of!he ~asse~. t-­
a simple momenL~.La_rnore.glQbals_~l}lggle agajnstd1.~_~~~er:!1- And •• 

so it IsthaTWfiiTe in a period of stability t11ectass consciousness of the ~ 

worker - as a global consciousness constituted around his 'his- ' 

torical interests' - is 'latent' and 'theoretical', in a revolutionary . v 

situation it becomes 'active' and 'practical'. Thus, in a revolutionary -:: 

situation the meanjng of every mobilization appears, so to speak, as ~ 

split: aside from its specific literal demands. each mobilization repre- l 

sents the revolutionary process as a whole; and these totalizing ~ 

effects are visible in the overdetermination of some struggles by 

others. This is, however. nothing other than the defining charac- 'I 

teristic of the symbol: the overflowmg of the signifier by the sig-' • 

nified. 5 The unity oj the class is therelor~ymboli( unity. Undoubtedly·>... 

this is the highest point in Luxemburg's analYSIS, o"ficWrucll estat): --t-­

lis~sT:lnce from the oMoCIOx-meoret'iclans'oft'ne ' ­

second Internatl011aI1fOGVhorlls.lass unity i~ simp!y laid~~I~~fi § 

~onontic base). Although in many other analyses of 

the perlO a ro e is given to t e contingent - exceeding the moment ~ 

of 'structural' theorization - few texts advance as much as Rosa 

Luxemburg's in determining the specific mechanisms of this contin- \) 

gency and in recognizing the extent of its practical effects." 


Now. on the one hand, the analysis of Rosa Luxemburg has 
multiplied-"tne~so£ antagonism and the f2!ms_Q(Mr!!g.gle 'f) 
which we will from now on call the subject positjons up to the '­

Spoint of exploding all capacity for control or planning of these .. 

st~ggles by a trade-union or political leadership; on the other hand, -Q 


-u has proposed symbolic overdetermination as a concrete f 

mechanism for the unification of these struggles. Here, however, the ::­

problems begin, since for Rosa Luxemburg this process of over- ":': 

determination constitutes a very precise unity: a class unity. Yet there ,~ 

is nothing in the theory ofspontaneism which logically supports her ."­

conclusion. On the contrary, the very logic ofspontaneism seems to l ,,'Z­

imply that the resulting type of unitary subject should remain largely 1\ 

iricr~.tertninate. In the case of the Tsarist state, if the condition of \ 

o;erdetermination of the points of antagonism and the diverse 

struggles is a repressive political context, why cannot the class limits 

be surpassed and lead to the construction of, for exam pie. partially 

unifIed subjects whose fundamental determination is popular or 

democratic? Even in Rosa Luxemburg's text notwithstanding 

the dogmatic rigidity of the author, for whom every subject has to be 

a class subject - the surpassing of classist categories appears at a 
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number of points. 'Throughout the whole of the spring of 1905 and 
into the middle of summer there fermented throughout the whole 
empire an uninterrupted economic strike of almost the entire pro­
letariat against capital - a struggle which on the one hand caught all 
the petty-bourgeois and liberal professions, and on the other hand 
penetrated to the domestic servants, the minor police officials and 
even to the stratum of the lumpen proletariat, and simultaneously 
surged from the towns to the country districts and even knocked at 
the iron gates of the military barracks." 

Let us be clear about the meaning of our questjon:~e~unity of 
tM wQI~_in.K d'!s~ weI~_afl.infrastructural datum constituteo outsIde 
thfw:rrocess_QLr.c::.\'.Qlulionary overdetermination, the question con­
~ernj~g ,thec,:!~s character :ofthe revolutionary subjecfwoUlOnOt 
arise'. Indeed, boHi'politicaI and econom£struggtewo(dd'be sym­
mt£ncal expressions of a class subject constituted prior to the 
struggles themselves. But if the unity is this process of overdeter­
rl!i.t1,~tiQ.I1._~I), i.nru:..Eende(lt ~xpla~a,tion has to l:e oItereir~s tl)_why 
tven:_shollid b.e..a..nc(;;essa.ry overlap,between political sub~ectivity'! ar1.~:L(;I~s.sJ)g_~!Q.r!.s. Although Rosa Luxemburg-aoes not 0 tersu'ch 
an explanation - in fact, she does not even perceive the problem _ 
the b.aSJs-.grQu.l)~ ofberJhought [naJ,;.<;!) clear what this would have 
b~en:J1'unci¥.,..an..affum_~tion of the necessary cnaracterOfihe objec­
tive _l~y.:s,of,capitalist devd~pri1ent, wruchTea(rto an In~r~asi~-g 
P,t:.Qkt~rt;lnizatiQnQf~J:tc; midale sectQfS andtn.ep<:asantry and. thus, 
t.~uL~[a.ig.htforwa[d 1;:0I1frontati?!1_~etween bourgeoisie andpE.?J"e­
tarial-CQ~quel1.tly the innovato.ry effect~_ofth(Ll()gi~,o.f Sp?il­
t~!l~i~mappe:~!.tobe strictlylimited from the beginning:': ---, 

ThecffectS aresolimitecl, no doubt,because tfH:arealn which they 
operate is extremely circumscribed. But also because, in a second 
and more important sense, the logic of spontaneism and the logic of 
necessity do not converge as two distinct and positive principles to 

explain certain historical situations, but function instead as anti­
thetical logics which only interact with each other through the 
reciprocal limitation of their effects. Let us carefully examine the 
point where they diverge. The logic of spontaneism..i.u.logK.Qf the 
!iY!!!~01 inas!J.ll.!ffi..42~.L~W::i.,.pr~ciscl¥..tht9.1!gh_th.e,disrue!ion iT 
t;.\'.~!.Y Ut!:.r.aJ meaning. The logic.ofne(t;~sityj§a lozic of the literal: it 
operates tl}!()llgh(i~~tio_rls whIch, pr:e.cisely be.fause th.~Y aKnecij.:::"' 
sary, estal?lish 4. meaning tnat e1imina~es any con.tingent variation. in 
this case, however, the relation between the two logics is a relation of 
frontiers, which can expand in one or another direction but never 

~l:mk,'1e;':du~t\e~U~i:T:U:'~tZ 't~'~'i~ i, 
6.-f:L-e. p,__ ll> i> ( --~ O~fO~. f:-u~ 
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In reality, we here witness the emergence of a double void. Seen 
from the category of necessity, the duality of logics mc'rges with the 
determinable/indeterminable opposition: that is to say, it 
points to the operational limits of that category. But the same thing 
occurs from the point of view of spontaneism: the field of 'historical 
necessity' presents itself as a limit to the working of the symbolic. 
~i!:! are, in actual fact, limitations. If the specificity of this 
limitation of effects IS n6"t"lmmel1r.ltdy evident, this is because it is 
thought of as a confluence of two positive and different explanatory 
principles, each valid in its own area, and not as what each of them is: 
the purely negative reverse of the other. The double void created by 
dualism hereby becomes invisible. However, to make a void 

invisible is not the same as to fill it up. 


Before we examine the changing forms of this double void, we 
may for a moment place ourselves within it and practise the only 
game it allows us: that is. to move the frontiers separating the two 
opposed logics. I( weJ?rQadell. the .a~~ corresponding to historical 
~<:s~j!.Y...!he r,~l1ltjs_a well-kno\i\l!lnaftgj1~i:1Y.e:~eit1ier .£~pitaT1sm 
leads throl!.Sh its l1~cessa~ laws to proletarianization and criSIS; or 

. else these necessary la~ not function as expectea;-ii1\Vl1~cfi case~ 
foJI<?!'!'in.gthe~.Y.mJ:Qgic of Luxemburgist discourse~fragnie:n­
?tion between.Aiffi::rent s.l!bject positions ceases to be an 'artificial 
)10~ct' 6tme capitalist state and beOO!!1e~,_~_E~!:.TI1anent reality. It is 
L..e zero-sum game intrinsi~.l0_al1 econo.mistic__an?"3ductionist 
conceptions. It, on the contrary , we move the boundary in the I 

OppOS1teOlrection, to the point where the class nature of political !/ 
subjects loses its necessary character, the spectacle that appears 
before our eyes is not at all imaginary: it is the original forms of 

overdetermination assumed by social struggles in the Third World, 

with the construction of political identities having little to do with 

strict class boundaries; it is the rise of fascism, which would brutally 

dispel the illusion of the necessary character of certain class articula­

tions; it is the new forms of struggle in the advanced capitalist 

countries, where during the last few decades we have witnessed the 

constant emergence of new forms of political subjectivity cutting 

across the categories of the social and economic structure. ~ 

conclJ?~oL:.h~mon 'will emer e 'ciscl in a con' . 

t>Y the el'perience of fragmentation and by t e in etermi c of e 

'articulations betwe ,. nt s rugg es an su ~ect ositions. It 

~11 offera socialist answer In a po mco . rSlve universe that has 

witnessed a withdrawal of the category of 'necessity' to the horizon 

of the social. Faced with attempts to tackle the crisis of an essentialist 
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monism through a proliferation of dualisms free-will/determi­
nism; science/ethics; individual/collectivity; causality/teleology 

the theory of hegemony will ground its response on a displace­
ment of the terrain which made possible the monist/dualist alter­
native. 

One final point before leaving Rosa Luxemburg. The limitarionof 
effects which the 'necessary laws' produce in her'discourSeatso' 
fu~s1inffl0ther'im~r~~f.1t_.~ltect~0_n:_as a linitffilo-fiOft11e 
pohtlca~~.9~~on~cap~~,?f be~~~nvt:dti'()m.tlK.@..~~ 
rendeOcles .in..~!lf~ eP.!!'?lis.rrt..: The.1:8!e()L.!!!.~~~Eot to 
efaborat0!!..teU~C::!..Il.al!y.!!Je.<?l:>servab~iel!Qenci~~f fragmentation 
a~Oispersion, but to ensure that such tendencies have-;itransltory 
<hara~!~::~Tl\ere Is-i~lit'b~tween r theor'y'--ii1<f'Ei'act!ce' which is-a 
cl~ar symptomQracrisis. This crisis =-(0 which the emergence of 
Marxist 'orthodoxy' represents onlyOne answer -=--lstlleStamng­
~ysis. Yet it requires that we place ourselves at a point 
prior to this beginning, in order to identify the paradigm that entered 
into crisis. For this we can refer to a document of exceptional clarity 
and systematicity: Kautsky's 1892 commentary to the Erfurt Pro­

1ramme. the seminal manifesto ofGerman Social Democracy. Q 

~)(; ~isis, Degree Zero 

The Class Struggle is a typical Kautskian text which puts forward an 
mdissociable unity of theory. history and strategy.IO From our 
present-day perspective, of course, it appears extrcmely naive and 
sim plistic. Yet we must inql..ire into the various dimensions of this 
simplicity, for they will permit us to understand both the structural 
characteristics of the paradigm and the reasons that led to its crisis at 
the turn of the century. 

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

Yet the Kautskian paradigm is also simple in a second and less 

frequently mentioned sense, which is of crucial importance for our 

analysis. Here. the point is not so much that the paradigm reduces 

the number of pertinent structural differences, but that it fixes them 

through the attribution to each of a single meaning, understood as a 

precise location within a totality. In the first sense, Kautsky's 

analysis was simply economistic and reductionist; but if this were the 

only problem, the corrective would merely have to introduce the 

'relative autonomies' of the political and the ideological, and render 

the analysis more complex through the multiplication of instances 

within a topography of the social. Yet each one oj these multiplied 

instances or structural moments would have an identity as Jixed and singular 

as the instances oj the Kautskian paradigm. 

In order to illustrate this unidty oj meaning, let us examine how 
Kautsky explains the relationship between economic and political 
struggle: 'Occasionally someone has attempted to oppose the 
political struggle to the economic, and declared that the proletariat 
should give its exclusive attention to one or the other. The fact is that 
the two cannot be separated. The economic struggle demands 
political rights and these will not fall from heaven. To secure and 
maintain them the most vigorous political struggle is necessary. The:. 
political struggle is. in th<:J~st analysis, an eCQ!lomic_s!~~~ I 

B2iiJ l!XcmEiug-arso :.a-ffirmc;d~thc._u~!t.y of.. the t~o tITes .<2f 
s~~_b.lJt.shc beganfrorn an initial diversity,-and unity ~<lS..iI 
uni[ication--,_~-EglJt_()Lanover~etc;rminati()nuo( discrete el<;,m~Js 
wjiliQu.t~!!!!.s of fixea0_pri()!ia.r.ti~~lation."For Kautsky, 
!!9.-vy-cver . 's t .. starting-point: th£ worki..!:!,gcIass struggles In 

lcld ofpolitics by virtue ofan economic calculation. It is ossible 
~sslrom one stru gIc to the other thr<:>_u~_2-~!~ y~al \ 

transltlon. as' a~ll~cmDjjjg, eaclUJruggkhad mgre \ 
t an (me meaning as ~e see!h.!L':Yas redu.plicat~~n a~eco~ ! 

symbolic dlmenslOIl.[\l'or was its meaning fixed: for It acpenctcd 
uponviriiblc artIcUlations which, from her spontaneist perspective 
repelled any a priori determination (within the limits we have sig­
nailed). Kautsky, on the other hand, simplified the meaning ofevery 

{or [(a.l-{.t{/y/ PO/ i h~ ( ji;"t{ )jk ~(/Jr:.... 
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social antagonism or element by reducing it to a specific structural 
location, already fixed by the logic of the capitalist mode ofproduc­
tion. The history ofcapitalism set out in The Class Struggle consists 
of pure relations '?f interiority. We can pass from working class to 
capitalists, from the economic sphere to the political sphere, from 
manufacture to monopoly capitalism. without having to depart for 
one instant from the internal rationality and intelligibility ofa closed 
paradigm. Capitalism is, no doubt, presented to us as acting upon an 
external social reality, yet the latter simply dissolves upon entering 
into contact with the former. Capitalism changes, yet this change is 
nothing more than the unfolding of its endogenous tendencies and 
contradictions. Here the logic ofnecessity is not limited by anything: 
this is what makes The Class Struggle a pre-crisis text. 

Finally, simplicity is present in a third dimension - that which 
refers to the role of theory itself. If this early Kautskian text is 
compared with others belonging to an earlier or later Marxist tradi­
tion, we find that it contains a rather surprising feature: it presents 
itself not as an intervention to unravel the underlying sense of 
history, but as the systematization and generalization of a trans­
parent experience which is there for all to see. As there is no social 
hieroglyph to decode, there is a perfect correspondence berween 
theory and the practices of the workers movement. With regard to 
the constitution of class unity, Adam Przeworski has pointed out the 
peculiarity of Kautsky's text: whereas Marx, from the time of the 
poverty DjPh.ilosophy, presente~lty of the economic tnserliOn 
a~olit.i~! organization of the "YQrkmg-mss as an unhrushed 
process -=-J.IDs_~thehjatus which the distinctlonoetween 'crass in-:-1""'-- -'---....~.---.----....- ­
itsen and 'class for itself tried to fill- Kautsky arg-ues-asifilie 
wm1ing.d~;;Jias.alrea.dy completed::thdQrmji!on of Its unity:-'Tt 
seems that -K~-helie.~!!l~t bL18.?9 th~ "formation oT tne-­
flrol~!i!riat.into--aclass._Wi\s.a-1ait acc()!fIpli; it was alreaCfitormeaas-a 
class_a_f!~:LwoukLt:emai.n .mir:u.h.C!J:uture.~e organized.j;l!Qktari....i!~t 
hJnothing left to do but to pursueUs histOrIcal mission, and the 
party could only parftcipace inlfS'reahzation. 'lz-SimilarTy;wnen 
~S1O growmg proletanamzatlon and impoverishment, 
to the inevitable crises of capitalism, or to the necessary advent of 
socialism, he seems to be speaking not of potential tendencies 
revealed by analysis, but of empirically observable realities in the 
first two cases, and ofa short-term transition in the third. Despite the 
fact that necessity is the dominant category in his discourse, its 
function is not to guarantee a meaning beyond experience, but to 
systematize experience itself. 

-1;-lL t..,o'-' c.J,~ +"ov'\. c;:; -t- ~-t­
~ev-f tV\~ed K4.u-t<i. k'/\.5 ~r 
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Now. although the combination of elements underlying this 
optimism and simplicity is presented as part of a universal process of 
class constitution, it merely represented the crowning of the very 
specific historical formation of the Gennan working class. Firstly, 
the political autonomy of the German working class was the result of 
two failures: that of the German bourgeoisie. after 1849, to set itself 
up as the hegemonic force of a liberal-democratic movement; and 
that of the Lassalleans' corporatist attempt to integrate the working 
class into the Bismarckian state. Secondly. the great depression of 
1873-96, and the accompanying economic insecurity which affected 
all social strata, nurtured a general optimism about the imminent 
collapse of capitalism and the advent of proletarian revolution. 
Thirdly. the working class had a low degree of structural com­
plexity: the trade unions were incipient and subordinated to the 
party both politically and financially; and in the context of the 
twenty-year depression, the prospects for an improvement in the 
workers' condition through trade-union activity seemed extremely 
limited. Only with difficulty was the General Commission of the 
German trade unions, established in 1890, able to impose its 
hegemony over the workers movement, amid the resistance of local 
trade union powers and the overall scepticism of Social 
Democracy. IJ 

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

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

This crisis, whi_ch.5eDl.eQ.as the background to all Marxist debates 
frQmtl1etll~riJ-oLlQe~entury until the war: seems t6navebeen 
Oorrll!!~e9.!>Ltwo basic moments: the new awarerfess--OfTIle opaOtY 
OTtI1e~Q.~~1.~_~!!1plexlhes and resistaff~esotanlncreasmgty 
organized c~italism.; and the fragmentatlon- or-me-aiffererit posi­
11onsorsOciai agents~:according-to "(l1e- ClassicaTparadlgm-, 
snoulifTaVe-been u..!1ited.l~ In-;--TaffiOuspassage oraletterTh 
LagardelTe,-Antonio LabrlO1a stated at the beginning of the revi­
sionism debate: 'Truly, behind all this rumour of controversy, there 
is a serious and essential problem: the ardent, lively and precocious 
hopes of some years ago - those expectations of over-precise 
details and contours - are now running up against the most 
complex resistance of economic relations and the most intricate 
meshing of the political world.'16 

!! would be wrong to see this as ~11!~r~~~ral)~Lory criili; on the 
ooDrrary. M~rxlsm-firialJylost its innocence at that time. In so far as 
~he paradi~csequence of !.!.~c~~e~9!ie~ was subjected to the 
structur.!!l_~~ll!..: ~mcr-easmgly atYPICal sl~ns, It became 

ever more difficult to reDuce social relations to struct~s 
internal !Q.tbos~_-Categones-:A proliferation _?Lcaesurae and dis­
contin~_i~i_e.s start tooreak-aown-TIieurlrtyo( a discourse that con:. 
s~fii9Tomiarymomst. From then on, the p~ 
Marxism bas been to think those di;COI'1tinuicies- ana, at-the same time, 
to find . t of scatter-;:a and heterogeneOUs 
e ts. The transitions between~ctural momems 
have lost their originary logical transparency and reveal an opacity 
pertaining to contiggent and laboriousl), ~~mstructeALelations. The 

f~,)b/c:rv' of lY!ary/:;?Y :j--; 0n J ('oT'm;­
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specificity of the different responses to the crisis of this paradigm 
resides in the way of conceiving this relational moment - whose 
importance increases to the extent that its nature becomes less 
evident. This is what we must noW analyse. 

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

Marxist orthodoxy, as it is constituted in Kautsky and Plekhanov, is 
not a slmp1eCOiitintlatlori-of cfiSslcaf Marxism. It invoJy~_~ 
particular inITectlOn-:cnaractcl-ize.<iJ:ly the new role assigned to 
theory. lnstead of servffig-t"Q-syStematize -observabTelllStO~­
denw:5 - as it did in Kautsky's text of 1892 - theory sets itself up 
as a guarantee that these tendencies will eventually coincide with the 
type of social articulation proposed by the Marxist paradigm. In 
other words, orthodoxy is constituted on the ground of a growing 
disjuncture between Marxist theory and the political practice of 
Social Democracy. It is the laws of motion of the infrastructure, 
guaranteed by Marxist 'science', which provide the terrain for the 
overcoming of this disjuncture and assure both the transitory 
character of the existing tendencies and the future revolutionary 
reconstitution of the working class. 

Let us examine, in this regard, Kautsky's position on the relation­
ship between party and unions, as expressed in his polemic with the 
theoreticians of the trade union movement. 17 Kautsky is perfectly 
aware of the strong tendencies toward fragmentation within the 
German working class: the rise of a labour aristocracy; the opposi­
tion between unionized and non-unionized workers; the counter­
posed interests of different wage categories; the conscious policy of 
the bourgeoisie to divide the working class; the presence of masses of 
Catholic workers subjected to a church populism which distances \ 
them from the Social Democrats, and so forth. He is equally con­
scious of the fact that the more immediate material interests predomi­
nate, the more tendencies toward fragmentation assert themselves; 
and that hence pure trade-union action cannot guarantee either the 
unity or the socialist determination of the working class. IH These can 
be consolidated only if the immediate material interests of the work­
ing class are subordinated to the Endziel, the final socialist objective. 
and this presupposes the subordination of economic struggle to 
political struggle, and thus of the trade unions to the party. 19 But the 
party can represent this totalizing instance only insofar as it is the 
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depository of science - that is, of Marxist theory. The obvious fact 
that the working class was not following a socialist direction ­
English trade unionism was a resounding example of this, and by the 
turn of the century could no longer be ignored - led Kautsky to 

. ( 	 affirm a new privileged role for intellectuals which was to have such 
\j 	 an important influence on Lenin's What is to be Done. Such intellec­

~Jl1~!jon is limi~t:~ i~ _~t~effeqs.JQ~-~~Q!ding to·the Spmozist 
formlll~ .i.!~I~_!iee<!ol1!._con~~ts in being the~l1s£ig~s -of' 
~..fe~sjlY. However, it does entairtne-emergence of an articulatmg ­
nexus that- cannot simply be referred to the chain of a monistically 
conceived necessity. 

The fissure that opened up in the identity of the class, the growing 
dissociation between the different subject positions of the workers, 
could only be surpassed by a future movement of the economic base 
hose advent was guaranteed by Marxist science. Consequently, 

. \ verything depends on the predictive capacity of this science and on 
A I c..~ ~~he necessary character of such predictions. It is no accident that the 

\v-- category of 'necessity' has to be affirmed with ever increasing 
virulence. It is well known how 'necessity' was understood by the 

• J 

\

Second International: as a natural necessity, founded on a combina­

[).'f~\f' tion of Marxism and Darwinism. The Darwinist influence has 


~ \ frequently been presented as a vulgar Marxist substitute for Hegelian 

~~~ dialectics; but the truth is that in the orthodox conception, Hege­


. ~ lianism and Darwinism combined to form a hybrid capable of satis­

t~ ~r fying strategic requirements. Darwinism alone does not offer
I 

\ 	 'guarantees for the future', since natural selection does not operate in 
a direction predetermined from the beginning. zo Only if a Hegelian 
type of teleology is added to Darwinism - which is totally incom­
patible with it - can an evolutionary process be presented as a 
guarantee of future transitions. 

This conception of class unity as a future unity assured by the 
action of ineluctable laws, had effects at a number of levels: on the 
type of articulation attributed to diverse subject positions; on the 

\" 	 way of treating differences which could not be assimilated to the 
paradigm; and on the strategy for analysis of historical events. 
Concerning the first point, it is evident that if the revolutiol1~ry 
subject establishes its class iaentity at the le~el of the relations of 
production,il]tspresen~ at otherJ~_yels can only be one ~ 
a11dir~eTorm of 'representation oj interests'. The terrain01 
£OrnlCS ca~.?nly E~~, Insofar as It IS a terrain or 
struggle between agen~s wnose identity.-~mKe1~~ 
~elf up at another level. This essential identity 
------ ... -~ -----'>­
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was thus fixed, once and for all, as an unalterable fact relating to the 
various forms of political and ideological representation into which 
the working class entered. 22 

Secondly, this reductionist problematic used two types of reason- '\ 
ing - which we may call the argumentfrom appearance and the argu- 'Z../ 
ment from contingency - to deal with differences that could not be 
assimilated to its own categories. The a.Esument from appearance: 
everything presenting itself as differem can be reOuceo-fulOenrity. 
TfiIs may take two forms: either appearance is a mere artiTiCeOf 
concealment, or it is a necessary form of the manifestation of 
essence. (An example ofthe first form: 'nationalism is a screen which 
hides the interests of the bourgeoisie'; an example of the second: 'the 
Liberal State is a necessary political form of capitalism'.) !.he argu­

ment from con tin ency: a social cate ory or sector may not Be 

re UCI e to the centra I entities of a certain orm 0 sOCIety, ut In 


that case itsver margmaht vis-a-vis the fundamental line ofFiiS­
t rica deve 0 ment a ows us to discar It as Irre evant. (For 

examp e: ecause capitalism ea s to t e proletarianIzation of the 

middle classes and the peasantry, we can ignore these and concen­

trate our strategy on the conflict between the bourgeoisie and the 

proletariat'.) Thus, in the argument from contingency, identity is 

rediscovered in a diachronic totality: an inexorable succession of 

stages allows existing social reality to be divided into phenomena 

that are necessary or contingent, according to the stage of that 

society's approaching maturity. History is therefore a continuous 

concretization of the abstract, an approximation to a paradigmatic 

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


Finally the o..rth!Jdox paradigm, qua analytic of the presen~~_p~~l.'-l- '~ 
~ a strategy of recognition. In as much as Marxism c1ai~~oKnow . 

the unaVOIdable course of rustory In ItS essentlal--aeterminatiom.the 
1!~cl~I:sta.n..4~goIan actual event-can only mean to identlf it as a 
moment in a te~.E0r:lrstl__ccessioiitnat IS Ixed__~l'!~rL Hence dis­
cussions such as: is the revolution-6Tyear x in country y the 
bourgeois-democratic revolution? Or, what forms should the tran­
sition to socialism assume in this or that country? 

The three areas of effects analysed above present a common 

characteristic: the ,,-onret~is reduced to the abstract. Diverse subject 

positions are reduce to manifestations of a single position; the 

plurality of differences is either reduced or rejected as contingent; the 

sense of the present is revealed through its location in an a priori 

succession of stages. It is precisely because the concrete is in this way 

reduced to the abstract. that history, society and social agents have. 


)'f-t-,o..f- ~~j''/ a+ r~l..oy/'; t: bY\ 
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for orthodoxy, an essence which operates as their principle oj unification. 
And as this essence is not immediately visible, it is necessary to 
distinguish between a surface or appearance of society and an under­
lying reality to which the ultimate sense of every concrete presence 
must necessarily be referred, whatever the level ofcomplexity in the 
system of mediations. 

It is clear which strategic conception could be derived from this 
vision of the course ofcapitalism. The subject of this strategy was, of 
course, the workers' party. Kautsky vigorously rejected the 
revisionist notion of a 'popular party' because, in his view, it 
involved a transference of the interests ofother classes to the interior 
of the party and, consequently, a loss of the revolutionary character 
of the movement. However, his supposedly radical position, based 
on the rejection of any compromise or alliance, was the centrepiece 
of a fundamentally conservative strategy. 2J Since his radicalism 
relied on a process which did not require political initiatives, it could 
only lead to quietism and waiting. Propaganda and organization 
were the two basic - in fact the only - tasks of the party. Prop­
aganda was geared not to the creation of a broader 'popular will', 
through the winning of new sectors to the socialist cause, but above 
all to the reinforcing of working-<:lass identity. As to organization, 
its expansion did not involve greater political participation in a 
number of fronts, but the construction of a ghetto where the work­
ing class led a self-focused and segregated existence. This progres­
sive institutionalization of the movement was well suited to a per­
spective in which the final crisis of the capitalist system would come 

'~ from the bourgeoisie's own labours, while the working class merely 
prepared for its intervention at the appropriate moment. Since 1881 
Kautsk y had stated: 'Our task is not to organize the revolution but to 
organize ourselves for the revolution; not to make the revolution but 
to take advantage of it. '24 

Obviously, alliances did not represent for Kautsky a fundamental 
strategic principle. In concrete circumstances, a variety of alliances 
were possible at the level of empirical tactics; but in the long term, 
just as the revolution would have a purely proletarian character, so 
did the working class occupy an isolated position in the anti­
capitalist struggle. Kautsky's analysis of internal contradictions in 
other sectors precisely demonstrates the impossibility ofestablishing 
long-term democratic and antl-<:apitalist alliances with them. In the 
case of the peasantry, he attempts to prove that it is a disintegrating 
sector, so that working-class defence of its interests is a reactionary 
policy opposed to the general line of economic progress. Similarly, 
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in the Kautskian analysis of imperialism, the middle classes are 
increasingly united under the ideological domination of finance 
capital and militarism. Characteristically, Kautsky is never for one 
moment aware that this political and ideological hold dangerously 
accentuates the workers' isolation, and that, faced with the offensive 
of capital, the working class should respond with a counter­
offensive to win over these middle sectors to the anti-capitalist cause. I 
This line of thought is closed because, in his analysis, the increas­
ingly reactionary character of the middle sectors corresponds to 
objective and unalterable processes. For the same reason, the isola­
tion of the workers is not a threat to socialism, because this is 
guaranteed by historically given laws which in the long term will 
prove the powerlessness ofall bourgeois machinations. 

A good example of how Kautsky conceived the proletarian 
struggle may be found in his concept of'warofattrition'. This refers 
not to a special tactic but to the totality of political actions under­
taken by the working class since the 1860s. Three aspects are in­
volved in war of attrition: (1) the preconstituted identity of the 
working class, which increasingly undermines the opponent's 
power but is not significantly modified in the course of the struggle; 
(2) an equally preconstituted identity of the bourgeoisie, which 
increases or reduces its capacity for domination but under no cir­
cumstances alters its own nature; (3) a prefixed line of develop­
ment - once again the 'inexorable laws' - which gives a direc­
tional tendency to the war of attrition. This strategy has been com­
pared to Gramsci's 'war of position',2S but in reality the two are I 
profoundly different. War of position presupposes the concept of 
hegemony which, as we shall see, is incompatible with the idea of a 
linear, predetermined development and, above all, with the pre­
constituted character of Kautskian subjects. 

The role assigned by orthodox Marxism t~theo!:Lc_~f1.f!.<>nt~~ 
with a paradox. On the on~an4,.jts role increases as the wioening 
liap between 'present consciousl!ess' and 'hist~9TmlsslO!Lof th,: 
class can only be externallY br~4.J:hrough.£<:>!iti9U!!te~~ention. 
~ernind;-siriceIDetneory l:l.!!Q.er.£i!!.ning political interven­-.--.-- ..--~..~ . - ..--.---~-...•~ 

tlon is presentedaLOOllS.cio.u.sD.~SL9J_!E~£essary ana mecnamcal 
.determID.a.t.ian.,..the-ap.;!Jysis~.s;~y.~r.~inore··deTetmmlstana 
,sconomist to th~ .v.e!'y.~~~nl tha.Ube (ompo$.i~io!z ojhlsiOrlcal fOrCes 
_depen/Ij more on th~QIf1i(4Lm~iatio..~ This is even more evident In 

Plekhanov than in Kautsky. The incipient development of capi­
talism in Russia failed to create a bourgeois civilization, with the 
result that the meaning of Russian reality could only be unravelled 
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through a comparison with Western capitalist development. for 
Russian Marxists, therefore, the social phenomena of their country 
were symbols ofa text which transcended them and was available for 
a full and explicit reading only in the capitalist West. This meant that 
theory was incomparably more important in Russia than in the 
West: if the 'necessary laws ofhistory' were not universally valid, the 
fleeting reality of a strike, of a demonstration, of a process of 
accumulation, threatened to melt away. A reformist like Guglielmo 
Ferrero26 could wax ironic about the orthodox claim that Marxism 
constituted a coherent and homogeneous theoretical field. In the 
end, if the doctrine was eclectic and heteroclite, this scarcely affected 
the materiality of a social practice sanctioned by the ensemble of 
proletarian institutions - a practice which, in the revisionism con­
troversy, began to establish its own relations of exteriority with 
theory. This. however, could not be Plekhanov's position, for he 

. 	confronted phenomena which did not spontaneously point in a 
precise direction, but whose meaning relied on their insertion within 
an interpretative system. The more the meaning of the social 
depended upon theoretical formulation. the more the defence of 

\ 	orthodoxy turned into a political problem. 
With these oints in mind, it is not sur.Erising that!~e pIin.c!pI~~ of 

MarxIst ortho oX"y~_~re given~_~~ch irior~rigid formulation in 
Plclchanov than in Kautsky. It is well known, for example, that he 
c~:=t«m ·d!alecticaLmaremnsm"·:Bu~.w-i.silSii:f.e~fisibie 
for the radical naturalism which led to such a strict separation 
___ 	 -~---••• -----.-- -_. ,."- ~J" 

5~d.~er_st:U~tl.1re that the la.~~erw~s considered to be 
~o more than a QJ!!l)matt0':l~!I1~~xl)t:es~n~_()f the fQ~ 
Moreover, Plekhanov's concept of economic base allows for no 
intervention by social forces: the economic process is completely 
determined by the productive forces, conceived as technology. 27 

This rigid determination enables him to present society as a strict 
hierarchy of instances, with decreasing degrees of efficacy: '1) the 
state oj the productive Jorces; 2) the economic relations these forces 
condition; 3) the socio-political system that has developed on the given 
economic "basis"; 4) the mentality of social man, which is deter­
mined in part by the economic conditions obtaining, and in part 
the entire socio-political system that has arisen on that foundation; 
the various ideologies that reflect the properties of that mentality. 
In Socialism and Political Struggle and Our Differences, Plekhanov 
formulated an equally rigid succession of stages through which the 
Russian revolutionary process had to pass, so that any 'uneven and 
combined development' was eliminated from the field of strategy. 
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All the early analysis of Russian Marxism - from Peter Struve's 
'legal Marxism', through Plekhanov as the central moment, to 
Lenin's Development oj Capitalism in Russia - tended to obliterate 
the study of specificities, representing these as nothing other than 
outwardly apparent or contingent forms of an essential reality: the 
abstract development of capitalism through which every society 
must pass. 

Let us now make a final observation on orthodoxy. As we have 
seen, theory maintained that the growing disjuncture between final 
objective and current political practices would be resolved at some 
future moment, which operated as a coincidentia oppositorum. As this 
practice of recomposition, however, could not be left entirely to the 
future, a struggle had somehow to be waged in the present against 
the tendencies towards fragmentation. But since this struggle 
entailed forms of articulation which did not at that time spontaneously 
result from the laws of capitalism, it was necessary to introduce a 
social logic different from mechanical determinism - that is to say, 
a space that would restore theautonomy ojpolitical initiative; Although 
minimal, this space is preSent liilCiutsky:1tCompnsesi:ne relations 
of exteriority, between the working class and socialism, which 
require the political mediation of intellectuals. There is a link here 
which cannot simply be explained by 'objective' historical deter­
mination. This space was necessarily broader for those tendencies 
which, in order to overcome the split between day-to-day practices 
and final objective, strove hardest to break with quietism and to 
achieve current political effects. 29 Rosa Luxemburg'S spontaneism, 
and, more generally, the political strategies of the Neue Linke con­
firm this. The most creative tendencies within orthodoxy attempted 
to limit the effects of the 'logic of necessity', but the inevitable 
outcome was that they placed their discourse in a permanent dualism 
between a 'logic of necessity', producing ever fewer effects in terms 
of political practice, and a 'logic of contingency' which, by not 
determining its specificity, was incapable of theorizing itself. 

Let us give twO examples of the dualism created by these partial 
attempts to 'open the game'. The first is the concept of morphological 
prediction in Labriola. He stated: 'Historical foresight. . (in The 
Communist Manifesto) does not imply, and this is still the case, either a 
chronological date or an advance picture ofa social configuration, as 
was and is typical of old and new apocalypses and prophecies. . In 
the theory ofcritical communism. it is the whole ofsociety which, at 
a moment in the process, discovers the reason for its inevitable 
course, and which, at a salient point in its curve, sheds light on itself 
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and reveals its laws ofmotion. The prediction to which the Manifesto 
alludes for the first time was not chronological, ofan anticipatory or 
promise-like nature; it was morphological, a word which, in my 
opinion, succinctly expresses everything. '30 Labriola was here 
waging a twofold battle. The first was directed against tendencies l
critical of Marxism - Croce, Gentile31 

- who, basing the unpre­
dictability of history on the non-systematic character of events, 
found a unitary order only in the consciousness of the historian. For 
his part, Labriola stressed thoe objective~c.h.aracter.£f~. 
-owever, these were m~hologi(al -: that is, th~ 
w~trlct'~ain unoamentaTiendencies. Labriola's second 
battle, then, was agamst the forri1SOTdogn1;lt~m Wliich converted 
general tendencies into immediately I~~ on thes(frfac~of 
histoflcal hfe. It is now clear that the way in which this twofold battle 
was wagedcould not but introduce a dualism which, in Labriola, 
found expression in the counterposition ofhistorical development as 
narration and as morphology; and, more generally, in the decreasing 
capacity of Engels's dialectical paradigm to explain history. 32 More­
over, this dichotomy presents the same double void that we found in 
Rosa Luxemburg. For, the 'narrative' elements are counterposed to 
the 'morphological' ones not as something positive, with its own 
internal necessity, but as the contingent reverse of morphological 
necessity. According to Badaloni, the 'real unfolding of events can 
(for Labriola) give rise to intricate and unforeseeable vicissitudes. 
Nonetheless, what counts is that the understanding of these vicis­
situdes should occur within the genetical hypothesis (class contradic­
tion and its progressive simplification). Thus, the proletariat is 
located not in an indeterminate historical time, but in that peculiar 
historical time which is dominated by the crisis of the bourgeois 

.; social formation. '33 In other words, 'morphological necessiry' con­
stitutes a theoretico-discursive terrain which comprises not only its 
own distinctive territory but also what it excludes from itself­
contingency. If an ensemble of 'events' are conceptualized as 'con­
tingent', they are not conceptualized at all, except in their lack of 
certain attributes existent in the morphological tendencies opposed 
to them. However, since the life of society is ever more complex 
than the morphological categories of Marxist discourse - and this 
complexity was Labriola's starting point - the only possible con­
sequence is that theory becomes an increasingly irrelevant tool for 
the understanding of concrete social processes. 

Thus, to avoid falling into complete agnosticism, it is necessary at 
some point to introduce other explanatory categories. Labriola does 

this, for example, in his concrete analyses, where diverse social 
categories are not simply conceptualized in their 'contingency', but 
arc each endowed with a certain necessity or lawfulness of their own. 
What is the relationship between these 'factual' structural complexes 
and the structures which are the object of morphological prediction? 
A first possible solution would be 'dialectical': to maintain a monist 
perspective which conceives complexity as a system ofmediations.3' 

Labriola could not adopt this solution, however, because it would 
have forced him to extend the effects of necessity to the surface of 
historical life - the very area from which he wanted to displace 
them. But if the dialectical solution is rejected, it is not possible to 
pass logically from morphological analysis to the distinctive lawful­
ness of partial totalities. The transition therefore assumes an external 
character - which is to say that the conceptualization of these legali­
ties is external to Marxist theory. Marxist theory cannot, then, be the 
'complete and harmonious world-system' presented by Plekhanov 
and thinkable only within a dosed model. The necessity/contin­
gency dualism opens the way to a pluralism of structural legalities 
whose intemallogics and mutual relations have to be determined. 

This can be seen even more dearly if we examine Austro­
Marxism, our second example ofan 'open orthodoxy'. Here we fmd 
a more radical and systematic effort than Labriola's to diversify the 
starting points, to multiply the theoretical categories, and to auto­
nomize areas ofsociety in their specific determinations. Otto Bauer, 
in his obituary on Max Adler, referred to the beginning of the school 
in the following terms: 'Whereas Marx and Engels began from 
Hegel, and the later Marxists from materialism, the more recent 
.. Austro-Marxists" had at their point of departure Kant and 
Mach. '35 The Austro-Marxists were conscious of the obstacles to 
working-class unity in the dual monarchy, and of the fact that such 
unity depended upon constant political initiative. They therefore 
understood well what, "'om the different perspecti ve of the Leninist 
tradition, was termed 'uneven and combined development'. 'In the 
Austro-Hungarian monarchy there are examples ofall the economic 
forms to be found in Europe, including Turkey ... The light of 
socialist propaganda shines everywhere in the midst of these diver­
gent economic and political conditions. This creates a picture of 
extreme diversity ... What exists in the International as a chrono­
logical development - the socialism of artisans, journeymen, 
workers in manufacture, factory workers, and agricultural workers, 
which undergoes alterations, with the political, the social, or the 
intellectual aspect of the movement predominating at any given 
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moment takes places contemporaneously in Austria. ')6 

In this mosaic of social and national situations, it was impossible to 
think of national identities as 'superstructural' or of class unity as a 
necessary consequence of the infrastructure. Indeed, such a unity 
depended on a complex political construction. In the words of Otto 
Bauer: 'It is an intellectual force which maintains unity ... 
"Austro-Marxism" today, as a product of unity and a force for the 
maintenance of unity, is nothing but the ideology of unity of the 
workers movement.')? 

~r.!l.9}:neIlLo.Lclass unity is, thus, a political moment. The 
c.Qnstitutive c~ntre of what we might caIrisQCietYs relational con­
jig.umtion or articulatory form js disj:>laceatowards the heldof the 
~uperstructures, so that the very distinctlor1b~ase 

~~illlldUITJ~~comeS6lii:rrechnrd-problematic. Three mam 
types of Austro-Marxist theoretlcal inlerventlon are closely linked 
to this new strategic perspective: the attempt to limit the area of 
validity of 'historical necessity'; the suggestion of new fronts of 
struggle based upon the complexity of the social that was charac­
teristic of mature capitalism; and the effort to think in a non­
reductive manner the specificity of subject positions other than those 

lG) 

(0 of class. The first type of intervention is mainly connected with Max 
Adler's philosophical reformulation and his peculiar form of neo­
Kantianism. The Kantian rethinking of Marxism produced a 
number of liberating effects: it broadened the audience for socialism, 
insofar as the justness of its postulates could be posed in terms of a 
universality transcending class bounds; it broke with the naturalist 
conception of social relations and, by elaborating concepts such as 
the 'social a priori', introduced a strictly discursive element into the 
constitution of social objectivity; and finally, it allowed Marxists to 
conceive the infrastructure as a terrain whose conformation 
depended upon forms of consciousness, and not upon the naturalis­
tic movement of the forces of production. The second type of 
intervention also placed the base/superstructure distinction into 
question. In the discussion regarding Kautsky's Road to Power, 
Bauer, for example,lH tried to show how wrong it was to conceive 
the economy as a homogeneous field dominated by an endogenous 
logic, given that in the monopoly and imperialist phase political, 
technico-organizational and scientific transformations were increas­
ingly part of the industrial apparatus. In his view, jf the laws of 
competition previously functioned as natural powers, they now had 
to pass through the minds of men and women. Hence the emphasis 
on the growing interlock between state and economy, which in the 
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1920s led to the debate about 'organized capitalism'. Views also I
changed about the points of rupture and antagonism created by the 
new configuration of capitalism: these were now located not solely 
in the relations of production, but in a number of areas of the social 
and political structure. Hence too, the new importance attributed to 
the very dispersion of the day-to-day struggle (revo!utioniire 
Kleinarbeit), conceived in neither an evolutionary nor J reformist 
sense,39 and the fresh significance acquired by the moment of poli­
tical articulation. (This is reflected, among other things, in the new 
way of posing the relationship between party and intellectuals.40

) 

Finally, with regard to the new subject positions and the ensuing 
break with class reductionism, it is sufficient to mention Bauer's 
work on the national question and Renner's on legal institutions. 

The general pattern of the theoretico-strategic intervention of 
Austro-Marxism should now be clear: insofar as the practical 
efficacy of autonomous political intervention is broadened, the dis­
course of 'historical necessity' loses its relevance and withdraws to 
the horizon of the social (in exactly the same way that, in deist 
discourse, the effects of God's presence in the world are drastically 
reduced). This, in turn, requires a proliferation of new discursive 
forms to occupy the terrain left vacant. The Austm-Marxists, how­
ever, failed to reach the point of breaking with dualism and eliminat­
ing the moment of 'morphological' necessity. In the theoretico­
political universe of jin-tle-siecle Marxism, this decisive step was 
taken only by Sorel, through his contrast between 'melange' and 
'bloc'. We shall return to this below. 

The Second Response to the Crisis: Revisionism 

The orthodox response to the 'crisis of Marxism' sought to over­

come the disjuncture between 'theory' and 'observable tendencies of 

capitalism' by intransigently affirming the validity of the former and 

the artificial or transitory character of the latter. Thus it would seem 

very simple to conclude that the revisionist response was symmetri­

cally opposed, especially since Bernstein himself insisted on many 

occasions that he had no major disagreements with the programme 

and practices of the SPD as they had materialized since the Erfurt 

Congress, and that the only purpose of his intervention was to 

realize an aggiornamento adapting the theory to the concrete practices 

of the movement. Nevertheless, such a conclusion would obscure 

important dimensions of Bernstein's intervention. In particular. it 

would lead us into the error of identifying rtjormism with revision­
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ism.41 The trade union leaders, who were the true spokesmen for a 
reformist policy within the SPD, expressed little interest in 
Bernstein's theoretical propositions and remained strictly neutral in 
the ensuing controversy - when they did not openly support 
orthodoxy.42 Moreover, in crucial political debates on the mass 
strike43 and the attitude to war, Bernstein's position was not only 
different from but strictly opposed to that of the reformist leaders in 
the trade unions and the party. Thus, in attempting to identify the 
precise difference between reformism and revisionism, we must 
stress that what is essential in a rejormist practice is political quietism and 
the corporatist conjinement oj the working dass. The reformist leader 
attempts to defend the gains and immediate interests of the class, and 
he consequently tends to consider it as a segregated sector, endowed 
with a perfectly defined identity and limits. But a 'revisionist' theory 
is not necessary for this; indeed, a 'revolutionary' theory can in 
many cases - better fulfil the same role by isolating the working 
class and leaving to an indeterminate future any questioning of the 
existing power structure. We have already referred to the conserva­
tive character of Kautskian revolutionism. Reformism does nO[ 
identify with either term of the revisionism/orthodoxy alternative 
but cuts across the two. 

~ 

The basic issue confronting revisionist and orthodox theoreticians 
was not, therefore, the question of reformism. Neither was it the 
problem of peaceful or violent transition from capitalism to 
socialism - in relation to which the 'orthodox' did not have a dear 
and unanimous position. The main point oj divergence was that, whereas 
orthodoxy considered that thejragmentation and division characteristic oj the 
new stage oj capitalism would be overcome through changes in the injra­
structure, revisionism held that this was to be achieved through autonomous 
political intervention. The autonomy of the political from the 

r ~?nomic base is the true novelty of Bernstein's argument. In fact, it 
~ lias been pointed out44 that behind each of Bernstein's tritiques of 

classical Marxist theory, there was an attempt to recover the political 
i~itiative- in particular spheres. Revisionism, at its best !l10ments, 
represented a real effort to break with the corporative isol3.tion of the 
'Y.!::l.r.!9!l.8dass. It IS, also true, however, that just as the political was 
:I'herging as an autonomous instance, it was used to validate a 
r~formist' practice which was to a large extent its opposite. This is 
t~e paradox that we must try to explain. It refers us to certain 
hl'bitations in Bernstein's rupture with economism which would 
o!'\ly be rigorously overcome in Gramsci. Autonomy of the political 
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and its limits: we must examine how these two moments are struc­
tured. 

It is important to recognize that Bernstein, more clearly than any 
representative of orthodoxy, understood the changes affecting 
capitalism as it entered the monopoly era. His analyses were, in this 
sense, closer to the problematic ofa Hilferding or a Lenin than to the 
orthodox theorizations of the time. 4s Bernstein also grasped the 
political consequences of capitalist reorganization. The three main 
changes a-symmetry between the concentration of enterprises 
and the concentration of patrimonies; the subsistence and growth of 
the middle s.trata; the role ofeconomic planning in the prevention of 
crises - could only involve a total change in the assumptions upon 
which Social Democracy had hitherto been based. It was not the case 
that the evolution of the economy was proletarianizing the middle 
classes and the peasantry and heightening the polarization ofsociety, 
nor that the transition to socialism could be expected to follow from 
a revolutionary outbreak consequent upon a serious economic crisis. 
Under such conditions, socialism had to change its terrain and 
strategy, and the key theoretical moment was the break with the 
rigid base/superstructure distinction that had prevented any con­
ception of the autonomy of the political. It was this latter instance to 
which the moment of recomposition and overcoming of fragmenta­
tion was now transferred in the revisionist analysis. 'Sciences, arts, a 
whole series of social relations are today much less dependent on 
economics than formerly, or, in order to give no room for mis­
conception, the point of economic development attained today 
leaves the ideological, and especially the ethical, factors greater space 
for independent activity than was formerly the case. In consequence 
of this the interdependency of cause and effect between technical, 
economic evolution of other social tendencies is becoming always 
more indirect, and from that the necessities of the first are losing 
much of their power ofdictating the form of the latter.'46 

It is only this autonomization of the political, as opposed to the 
dictates of the economic base, that permits it to play this role of 
recomposition and reunification against infrastructural tendencies 
which, if abandoned to themselves, can only lead to fragmentation. 
This can clearly be seen in Bernstein's conception of the dialectic Off­
working-class unity and division. Economically, the working class 
always appears more and more divided. The modern proletariat is 
not that dispossessed mass of which Marx and Engels wrote in the 
Manifesto: 'it is just in the most advanced ofmanufacturing industries 
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that a whole hierarchy of differentiated workmen are to be found, 
between those groups only a moderate feeling of identity exists.'47 \ 
This diversification of interests - which was most apparent in the 
English case was not simply the residue of a guildist past, as 
Cunow had argued, but was the result of the establishment of a 
democratic State. Although, under conditions of political repres­
sion, unity in struggle placed sectoral interests on a secondary level, 
these tended to blossom once again in a context of freedom. 

Now, if the tendency towards division is inscribed in the very 
structure of modern capitalism, what is the source of the opposite 
moment, the tendency towards unification? According to Bernstein, 
it is the party. Thus, he speaks of the 'necessity of an organ of the 
class struggle which holds the entire class together in spite of its 
fragmentation through different employment, and that is the Social 
Democracy as a political party. In it, the special interest of the 
economic group is submerged in favour of the general interest of 
those who depend on income for their labour, of all the under­
privileged. '48 As we saw earlier, in Kautsky the party also repre­
sented the universal moment of the class; but while in his case 
political unity was the scientific prefiguration of a real unity to be 
achieved by the movements of the infrastructure, in Bernstein the 
moment of political articulation could not be reduced to such move­
ments. The specificity of the political link escapes the chain of 
necessity; the irreducible space of the political, which in Kautsky was 
limited to the mediating role of the intelligentsia, appears here 
considerably enlarged. 

However, in Bernstein's analysis of political mediation as consti­
tutive of class unity, a barely perceptible ambiguity has slipped 
through to vitiate his entire theoretical construction. The ambiguity 
is this: if the working class appears increasingly divided in the 
economic sphere, and if its unity is autonomously constructed at the 
political level, in what sense is this political unity a class unity? The 
problem was not posed for orthodoxy, as the non-correspondence 
between economic and political identity was ultimately to be 
resolved by the evolution of the economy itself. In Bernstein's case, 
the logical conclusion would seem to be that political unity can be 
c<:mstituted only through an overcoming of the class limitations of the 
dIfferent fractions ofworkers, and that there should thus be a perma­
ne~t structural hiatus between economic and political subjectivity. 
ThIS is, however, a conclusion which Bernstein never reaches in his 
analysis. On the one hand, he insists that Social Democracy must be 
a party of all the oppressed and not only of the workers, but on the 
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other he conceives this unity as that of an ensemble ofsectors which 

'accept the point of view of the workers and recognize them as the 

leading class'. As his biographer Peter Gay indicates:9 Bernstein 

never went beyond this point. Consequently, a link is missing in his 

reasoning. The class character of the unification between the political 

and the economic is not produced in either of the two spheres, and 

the argument remains suspended in a void. 


This conclusion may perhaps be excessive, because it assumes that 
Bernstein's reasoning moves on the same level as that of Kautsky or 
Rosa Luxemburg - that he is referring to necessary subjects of an 
ineluctable historical process. The truth is, however, that by deny­
ing that history is dominated by an abstract determinist logic, 
Bernstein precise! y shifted the debate from this plane. In his concep­
tion, the centrality of the workers seems instead to refer to a his­
torically contingent line ofargument - for example, that the work­
ing class is better prepared than other sectors to fulfil the leading role, 
given its degree of concentration and organization. Yet the problem 
remains of why Bernstein presented these advantages - which { 
were at most conjunctural - as irreversible achievements. The same 
ambiguity can be found in Bernstein's dictum that 'the path is every­
thing and the goal is nothing'. Traditionally, this has been consi­
dered a typical 'gradualist' slogan. 3o However, in some of its mean­
ings, which produce both theoretical and political ejJects within the revi­
sionist discourse, gradualism is not logically entailed. The only neces­
sary implication of this statement is that the working class can obtain 
concrete gains within the capitalist system, and that revolution 
cannot therefore be considered as an absolute moment in the passage 
from total dispossession to radical liberation. This does not neces­
sarily imply the gradualist conception of slow, unilinear and irrever­
sible advances, although it is true that Bernstein's line of argument 
concerning democratic advances links them to a gradualist perspec­
tive. Once again. we must therefore pose the problem of the terrain 
where these logically distinct structural moments unite. 

This brings our investigation to the concrete forms of Bernstein's 
rupture with orthodox determinism, and to the type of concepts he 
deploys in order to fill the space opened by its collapse. ~hen 
Bernstein questions whether any general mechanism can validly 
explain the course of history, his argument assumes a characteristic 
form: he does not criticise the type of historical causality proposed 
by orthodoxy, but attempts to create a space where the free play of 
subjectivity will be possible in history. Accepting the orthodox 
identification ofobjectivity and mechanical causality, he merely tries 
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to limit i!seJi~st~ 51 He does not deny the scientific character ofa part 
of Marxism. but he refuses to extend it to the point of creating a 
closed system that will cover the entire field of politICal prediction. 
The critique of the dogmatic rationalism of orthodoxy takes the 
form ofa Kantian dualism. For Bernstein, there were three particular 
objections to the consideration of Marxism as a closed scientific 
system. First, Marxism had failed to show that socialism necessarily 
followed from capitalism's collapse. Secondly, this could not be 
demonstrated because history was not a simple objective process: 
will also played a role in it. Hence, history could only be explained as 
the result of an interaction between objective and subjective factors. 
Thirdly, as socialism was a party programme and therefore founded 
upon ethical decision. it could not be entirely scientific - could not 
be based upon objective statements whose truth or falsdloodhad to 
b.~<lccepted by all. Thus, the autonomy of the ethical subject was the 
basis of Bernstein's break with determinism. 
. Now - and this point is crucial the introduction of the ethir.al 

subject cannot dispel the ambiguities we found earlier in Bernstein's 
reasoning. The ethical subject's free decision can at most create an 
area of indeterminacy in history, but it cannot be the foundation for a 
gradualist thesis. It is here that a new postulate the progressive 
and ascending character of human history intervenes to provide 
the terrain on which the political and the economic combine, im­

j parting a sense of direction to every concrete achievement. The 
concept of evolution, Entwicklung,52 plays a decisive role in the 
Bemsteinian discourse: in fact, his entire schema obtains its 
coherence from it. The unification of the political and economic 
spheres takes place not on the basis of theoretically defined articu­
lations. but through a tendential movement underlying them both 
and dictated by the laws of evolution. For Bernstein. these laws are 
not at all the same as in the orthodox system: they include not only 
antagonistic but also harmonious processes. Yet in both cases they 
are conceived as totaliZing contexts which fix a priori the meaning of 
every event. Thus. although 'the facts' are freed from the essentialist 
connections which linked them together in the orthodox concep­
tion. they are later reunited in a general theory of progress uncon­
nected to any determinable mechanism. The rupture with mechanist 
objectivism, which considered classes as transcendent subjects, is 
achieved through the postulation of a new transcendent subject _ 
the ethical subject which imposes ascendancy in a humanity 
increasingly freed from economic necessity. 53 From here, it is 
impossible to move towards a theory ofarticulation and hegemony. 
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This clarifies why, in Bernstein, the autonomization of the 
tical can be linked to acceptance of a reformist practice ana a 
gradualist strategy. for if every advance is irreversible given the 
Entwick/ung postulate - its consolidation no longer depends upon 
an unstable articulation of forces and ceases 10 be apolitical problem. If, 
on the other hand, the ensemble of democratic advances depended 
upon a contingent correlation of forces, then abstract consideration 
of the justness of each demand would not be sufficient reason to 

assert its progressiveness. For example, a negative realignment of 
forces might be brought about by an ultra-left demand or its oppo­
site, an absence of radical political initiatives in a critical conjuncture. 
But if the ensemble of democratic advances depends solely upon a 
law of progress, then the progressive character of any struggle or 
conjunctural demand is defined independently of its correlation with 
other forces operating at a given moment. The fact that the demands 
of the workers movement are considered just and progressive, and 
judged separately from their correlation with other forces, erases the • / 
only basis for criticism of the corporative confinement of the work- .V 

ing class. Here lie the premises for a coincidence between theoretical 
revisionism and practical reformism: the broadening of political 
initiative to a number of democratic fronts never enters into contra­
diction with the quietism and corporatism of the working class. 

This can be clearly seen if we consider the revisionist theory of the 
State. For orthodoxy, the problem was straightforward: the State 
was an instrument ofclass domination, and Social Democracy could 
only participate in its institutions with the purpose of spreading its 
own ideology, and defending and organizing the working class. 
Such participation was therefore marked by exteriority. Bernstein 
sees this problem from the opposite perspective: the growing 
economic power of the working class, the advance in social legis la­
tion, the 'humanization' ofcapitalism, all lead to the 'nationalization' 
of the working class; the worker is not merely a proletarian, he has 
also become a citizen. Consequently. according to Bemstein, the 
functions of social organization have a greater influence within the 
State than do those of class domination; its democratization trans­
forms it into a State 'of all the people'. Once again. Bernstein has 
understood better than orthodoxy the basic truth that the working 
class is already on the terrain of the State, and that it is sterile 
dogmatism to seek to maintain with it pure relations of exteriority. 
In his discourse, however, this is immediately transformed into a 
totally illegitimate prediction: namely, that the State will become 
increasingly democratic as a necessary consequence of 'historical 
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evolution' . 

Having reached this point, we may now apply the test we used for 
Rosa Luxemburg: to follow the logical lines of Bernstein's argu­
ment, while eliminating the essentialist presuppositions (in this case, 
the postulate of progress as a unifying tendency) which limit its 
effects. Two conclusions immediately arise from this test. First, 
democratic advances within the State cease to be cumulative and 
begin to depend upon a relationship of forces that cannot be deter­
mined a priori. The object of struggle is not simply punctual gains, 
but forms of articulating forces that will allow these gains to be 
consolidated. And these jonns are always reversible, rn that fight, the 
working class must struggle from where it really is: both within and 
outside the State. But - and this is the second conclusion­
Bernstein's very c1earsightedness opens up a much more disquieting 
possibility. If the worker is no longer just proletarian but also citizen, 
consumer, and participant in a plurality of pOsitions within the 
country's cultural and institutional apparatus; if, moreover, this 
ensemble of pOsitions is no longer united by any 'law of progress' 
(nor, of course, by the 'necessary laws' of orthodoxy), then the 
relations between them become an open articulation which offers no 
a priori guarantee that it will adopt a given form, There is also a 
possibility that contradictory and mutually neutralizing subject 
positions will arise. In that case, more than ever, democratic advance 
will necessitate a proliferation of political initiatives in different 
social areas - as required by revisionism, but with the difference 
that the meaning ofeach initiative comes to depend Upon its relation 
with the others. To think this dispersion of elements and points of 
antagonism, and to conceive their articulation outside any a priori 
schema of unification, is something that goes far beyond the field of 

revisionism. Although it was the revisionists who first posed the 

problem in its most general terms, the beginnings of an adequate 

response would only be found in the Gramscian conception of ' war 

of position'. 

The Third Response to the Crisis: Revolutionary Syndicalism 

Our inquiry into revisionism has brought us to the point where 
Bernstein, paradoxically, faces the same dilemma as all orthodox 
currents (including his arch-enemy Rosa LUxemburg): the economic 
base is incapable of assuring class unity in the present; while politics, 
the sole terrain where that present unity can be constructed, is unable 
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convincingly to guarantee the class character of the unitary subjects. 
This antinomy can be perceived more clearly in revolutionary syn- .; 
dicalism, which constituted a third type of response to the 'crisis of 
Marxism'. In Sorel the antinomy is drawn with particularly sharp 
lines, because he was more conscious than Bernstein, or any 
orthodox theoretician, of the true dimensions of the crisis and of the 
price theory had to pay in order to overcome it in a satisfactory 
manner. We find in Sorel not only the postulation of an area of 
'contingency' and 'freedom', replacing the broken links in the chain 
of necessity, but also an effort to think the specificity of that 'logic of 
contingency', of that new terrain on which a field of totalizing effects 
is reconstituted. In this sense, it is instructive to refer to the key 
moments of his evolution. 54 

Even in the relatively orthodox beginnings of Sorel's Marxist 
career, both the sources of his political interest and the theoretical 
assumptions behind his analysis showed a marked originality and 
were considerably more sophisticated than those of a Kautsky or a 
Plekhanov. He was far from keeping to the established idea of an 
underlying historical mechanism that both unified a given form of 
society and governed the transitions between diverse forms. Indeed, 
Sorel's chief focus of interest and hence his frequent reference to 
Vico - was the type of moral qualities which allowed a society to 
remain united and in a process of ascension. Having no guarantee of 
positi vity, social transformations were penetrated by negativity as 
one of their possible destinies. It was not simply the case that a given 
form of society was opposed by a different, positi ve form destined to 
replace it; it also faced the possibility of its own decay and disintegra- \ 
tion, as was the case of the ancient world. What Sorel found attrac­
tive in Marxism was not in fact a theory of the necessary laws of 
historical evolution, but rather the theory of the formation ofa new 
agent - the proletariat - capable of operating as an agglutinative 
force that would reconstitute around itself a higher form ofciviliza­
tion and supplant declining bourgeois society. 

This dimension of Sorel's thought is present from the beginning. 

In his writings prior to the revisionism controversy, however, it is 

combined with an acceptance of the tendencies of capitalist deve­

lopment postulated by orthodoxy. In these writings. Sorel sees 

Marxism as a 'new real metaphysics'. All real science, he argues, is 

constituted on the basis ofan 'expressive support', which introduces 

an artificial element into analysis. This can be the origin ofutopian or 

mythical errors, but in the case of industrial society there is a grow­

ing unification of the social terrain around the image of the 
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mechanism. The expressive suppOrt of Marxism _ the social 
character oflabour and the category of'commodity', which increas­
ingly eliminates qualitative disctinctions ­ is not an arbitrary base, 
because it is the moulding and constitutive paradigm of social rela­
tions. Socialism, qua collective appropriation of the means of pro­
duction, represents the necessary culmination of the growing 
socialization and homogenization of labour. The increasing sway of 
this productivist paradigm relies on the laws of motion ofcapitalism, 
which are not questioned by Sorel at this point ofhis career. But evell 
so, the agent conscious of its Own interests - the one that will shift 
society to a higher form is not constituted by a simple objective 
movement. Here another dement of Sorel's analysis intervenes: 
Marxism is not for him merely a scientific analysis of society; it is 
als9 the ideology uniting the proletariat and giving a sense of direc­
tion to its struggles. The 'expressive suPpOrts', therefore, opeia1t:as 
e1efiients aggregating and condensing the historical forces that Sord 
will call blocs. It should be clear that, vis-a-vis orthodox Marxism, 
this analysis already shifts the terrain on a crucial poim: the field of 
so-called 'objective laws' has lost its character as the rational sub­
stratum of the social, becomIng instead the ensemble of forms 
through which a class constitutes itself as a dominant force and 
imposes its will On the rest of society. However, as the validity of 
these laws is not questioned, the dIstance from orthodoxy is ub­
matdy nOt that considerable. 

The separation begins when Sorel, starting from the revisionism 
debate, accepts erl bloc Bernstein's and Croce's critiques ofMarxism, 
but in order to extract very different conclusions. What is striking in 
Sorel is the radicalism with which he accepts the consequences of the 
'crisis ofMarxism'. Unlike Bernstein, he does not make the slightest 
attempt to replace orthodoxy'S historical rationalism with an alter­
native evolutionist view, and the possibility that a form of civili­
zation may disintegrate always remains open in his analysis. The 
totality as a founding rational substratum has been dissolved, and 
what now exists is melange. Under these Circumstances, how can one 
think the possibility of a process of recomposition' Sord's answer 
centres On social classes, which no longer play the role of structural 
locations in an objective system, but arc rather poles of reaggre­
gation that he calls 'blocs'. The possibility of unity in society is thus 
referred to the will of certain groups to impose their conception of 
economic organization. Sorel's philosophy, in fact _ 
Nietzsche and in particular by Bergson ­ is one of action and 
in which the future is unforeseeable. and hinges on will. Further-
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more. the level at which the forces in struggle find their unity is that 
of an ensemble of images or 'language figures' foreshadowing 
the theory of myth. However, the consolidation of classes as his­
torical forces cemented by a 'political idea' is reliant upon their 
confrontation with opposing forces. Once its identity ceased to be 
based on a process of infrastructural unity (at this level there is only 
melange), the working class came to depend upon a split from the 
capitalist class which could only be completed in struggle against it. 
For Sorel, 'war' thus becomes the condition for working-class iden­
tity, and the search for common areas with the bourgeoisie can only 
lead to its own weakening. This consciousness of a split is a juridical 
consciousness Sorel sees the construction of revolutionary sub­
jectivity as a process in which the proletariat becomes aware ofa set 
of rights opposing it to the class adversary and establishes a set of 
new institutions that will consolidate these rights. S5 Sorel, however, 
an ardent Dreyfusard. does not see a necessary contradiction 
between the plurality of working-class positions within the political 
and economic system: he is a partisan of democracy and of the 
political struggle of the proletariat, and even considers the possibility 
that the working class, while in no way economically linked to the 
middle sectors, could become a pole for their political regroupment. 

We see a clear pattern in Sorel's evolution: like all the tendencies 
struggling against the quietism of orthodoxy, he is compelled to 

displace the constitutive moment of class unity to the political level; \ 
but as his break with the category of 'historical necessity' is more 
radical than in other tendencies. he also feels obliged to specify the 

bond of political unity. This can be seen even more dearly 
when we move to the third stage of his thought, which corresponds 
to the great disillusion following the triumph of the Dreyfusard 
coalition. Millerand's brand of socialism is integrated into the 
system; corruption spreads; there is a continuous loss of proletarian 
identity; and energy saps away from the only class which, in Sorel's 
eyes, has the possibility ofa heroic future that will remodel declining 
bourgeois civilization. Sorel then becomes a decided enemy of 
democracy, seeing it as the main culprit for that disperSion and 
fragmentation of subject positions with which Marxism had to 
grapple at the turn of the century. It was therefore necessary, at 
whatever cost, to restore the split and to reconstitute the working 
class as a unitary subject. As is well known, this led Sorel to reject 
political struggle and to affirm the syndicalist myth of the general 
strike. '(We) know that the general strike is indeed what I have said: 
the myth in which Socialism is wholly comprised, i.I!. a body of 
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images capable of evoking instinctively all the sentiments which 
correspond to the different manifestations of the war undertaken by 
Socialism against modem society. Strikes have engendered in the 
proletariat the noblest, deepest and most moving sentiments that 
they possess; the general strike groups them all in a co-ordinated 
picture, and, by bringing them together, gives to each one of them 
its maximum of intensity; appealing to their painful memories of 
particular conflicts, it colours with an intense life all the details ofthe 
composition presented to consciousness. We thus obtain that intui­
tion of Socialism which language cannot give us with perfect clear­
ness - and We obtain it as a whole, perceive it instantaneously. 'S6 

The syndicalist 'general strike', or the 'revolution' in Marx, is a 
myth in that it functions as an ideological point of condensation for 
proletarian identity, constituted on the basis of the dispersion of 
subject positions. It is the one type ofrecomposing link that remains 
once political struggle has been discarded, and once it is thought that 
the economy of monopolies and imperialism _ seen by Sorel as 
involving a process of refeudalization - is heightening the tend­
encies toward disintegration. More generally, one recognizes the old 
theme of anti-physis in Sorel's affirmation that societies have a 
'natural' tendency to decay, and that the tendency to greatness is 
'artificial'. Thus, violence is_tht:_only for_c<:_w~ich can keep~liv~
~!.l~sm aes~~tali.stclass is en<:I.Renc, niL
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bllirungj)iel.lnTti'~of)he work,ers' consciousness .. As de Paola has 

pointed out, S8 the notion of 'cognitIve instrument" or expressive 

suppOrt - whose artificiality was recognized from the beginning, 

has been broadened to include fictions .. 

For Sorel, then, the possibility of a dichotomous division of 
society is given not as a datum of the social structure, but as a 
construction at the level of the 'moral factors' governing group 
conflict. Here we come face to face with the problem that we have 
found whenever a Marxist tendency has attempted to break with 
economism and to establish class unity at some other level. Why 

b.-e(A..je::. v-J~th e..~~~SNlo­<;Ol/"e.l f!> 
~\Se. c:.::>..f ~t--l t> lI'Al, So"""-tt,...e, Hegemony: the Genealogy oj a Concept 41 

does this politically or mythically reconstituted subject have to be a 
class subject? But whereas the inadequacy of Rosa Luxemburg'S or 
Labriola's rupture with economism created the conditions for the 
invisibility of the double void that appeared in their discourses, in 
Sorel's case the very radicality of his anti-economism made this void 
clearly visible. So much so that some of his followers, having 
abandoned hope of a revolutionary recovery of the working class, 
gave themselves to a search for some other substitute myth capable 
of assuring the struggle against bourgeois decadence. It is known 
that they found it in nationalism. This was the avenue through 
which a part of Sorel's intellectual legacy contributed to the rise of 
fascism. Thus, ill 1912 his disciple Edouard Berth was able to affirm: 
'In fact, it is necessary that the two-sided nationalist and syndicalist 
movement, both parallel and synchronic, should lead to the com­
plete expulsion of the kingdom of gold and to the triumph of heroic 
values over the ignoble bourgeois materialism in which present-day 
Europe is suffocating. In other words, it is necessary that this 
awakening of Force and Blood against Gold whose first 
symptoms have been revealed by Pareto and whose signal has been 
given by Sorel in his RijlexiotlS sur la violence and by Maurras in Si Ie 
coup deforce est possible - should conclude with the absolute defeat of 
plutocracy. '59 

Of course, this is merely one of the possible derivations from 
Sorel's analysis, and it would be historically false and analytically 
unfounded to conclude that it is a necessary outcome. 60 Historically 
false, because Sorel's influence made itself felt in a number of direc­
tions it was. for example. crucial in the formation of Gramsci's 
thought. Analytically unfounded. because such a teleological inter­
pretation assumes that the transition from class to nation was neces­
sarily determined by the very structure of Sorel's thought. whereas 
the latter's most specific and original moment was precisely the 
indeterminate, non-a priori character of the mythically constituted. 
subjects. Furthermore, this indeterminacy is not a weakness of the, 
theory, for it affirms that social reality itself is indeterminate 
(melange) and that any unification turns on the recomposing practices 
of a bloc. In this sense. there is no theoretical reason why the mythical 
reconstitution should not move in the direction of fascism. but 
equally none to exclude its advance in another direction - such as 
Bolshevism, for example, which Sorel enthusiastically welcomed. 
The decisive point - and this is what makes Sorel the most pro­
found and original thinker of the Second International is that the 
v~ry identity of social agents becomes indeterminate and that every 
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'mythical' fixation of it depends upon a struggle. The concept of 
'hegemony' as it emerged in Russian Social Democracy _ which, 
as we shall see, also supposed a logic of contingency _ was from 
this point of view much less radical. Neither Lenin nor Trotsky was 
capable of questioning the necessity for social agents to have a class 
character. Only with Gramsci did the two traditions converge in his 
concept of 'historical bloc', where the concept of 'hegemony' 
derived from Leninism meets in a new synthesis with the concept of 
'bloc' derived from Sorel. 
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richness of information. The history presented by him seems organized around an 
extremely simple teleology, according to which every rupture with a materialist or 
positivist view can only be considered a forerunner of fascism. 

Hegemony: The Difficult 
Emergence ofa New Political 

Logic 

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

thing is absolutely determined and to establish a clear line separating it 

from the indeterminate, it is not sufficient to establish the specificity 

of the determination; its necessary character must also be asserted. For 

this reason the supposed dualism is a spurious one: its twO poles are 

not at the same level. The determinate, in establishing its specificity 

as necessary, sets the tiiilitsOTVariition 'Oftfie'indetermmate:-Tne 
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indeterminate is thus reduced to a mere supplement2 of the deter­
minate. 

Secondly, as we have already seen, this apparent dualism responds 

G 

to the fact that structural determination does not provide the founda­
tion for a political logic in which a struggle can be waged here and 
now against tendencies towards fragmentation. It is immediately 
apparent, however, that the only terrain permitting the specificity of 
such a logic to be thought has been erased from the picture: as every 
theoretically determinable specificity is referred to the terrain of the 
infrastructure and the resulting class system, any other logic dis­
appears into the general terrain of contingent variation, or is referred 
to entities escaping all theoretical determination, such as will or 
ethical decision. 

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

Combined Development and the Logic of the Contingent 

Let us now compare this ensemble of fissures, present in the theo­
retical discourse of the Second International, with the dislocations 
that the concept of hegemony will attempt to suture. Perry 
Anderson) has studied the emergence of the concept of hegemony in 
Russian Social Democracy the theoreticians of the Comintem 
took it from there, and it reached Gramsci through them and the 
results of his investigation are clear: the concept of hegemony fills a 
space left vacant by a crisis of what, according to Plekhanov's 
'stagist' conception, should have been a normal historical develop­
ment. For that reason, the hegemonization of a task or an ensemble 
of political forces belongs to the terrain of historical contingency. In 
European Social Democracy, the main problem had been the dis­
persion of working-class positions and the shattering of the unity 
postulated among these by Marxist theory. The very degree of 
maturity of bourgeois civilization reflected its structural order 
within the working class, subverting the laner's unity. By contrast, 
in the theory ofhegemony as it was posed in the Russian context, the 
limits of an insufficiently developed bourgeois civilization forced the 
working class to come out of itself and to take on tasks that were not 

'"(l..t'f '" ~ '1 ,£\ ~.V" 0 d "Vc.a cl ~ <J~ Co(/" ,k
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its own. The proolem, then, was nofonger to assure class unity, but 
to maximize the political efficacity of working-class struggle in a 
historical terrain where contingency arose from the structural weak­
ness of the bourgeoisie to assume its own tasks. 

Let us examine how the steps leading to the emergence of the 
concept of 'hegemony' were structured. In the writings of 
Plekhanov and Axelrod, the term 'hegemony' was introduced to 
describe the process whereby the impotence of the Russian bour­
geoisie to carry through its 'normal' struggle for political liberty 
forced the working class to intervene decisively to achieve it. There 
was thus a split between the class nature of the task and the historical 
agent carrying it out. This created a space of indeterminacy whose 
dimensions would vary considerably - they were minimal in 
Plekhanov, and expanded to a maximum in Trotsky. But at any 
event, this space was to be the crucial point from which the various 
revolutionary orientations divided. The Russian revolution - the 
~utio~~aPit~.!.as.c;ra~~Lcalledi!....-:-:::~h_ad_t.?j~stitylts. 
strategyov broadenin to the maXImum the space of indeterminacy
~~.rj~t.!S-2-- ...L Lstruggle_J()!..t·iee~Consequently, an 
opposition arose between a necessary interior corresponding to the 
tasks of the class in a 'normal' development) and a contingent exterior 
(the ensemble of tasks alien to the class nature of the social agents 
which they had to assume at a given moment). 

There are significant differences between these historical disloca­
tions of the orthodox paradigm and those we found in the case of 
Western Europe. In both the dislocation produced a disp/acement~ but 
whereas in Western Europe this involved a displacement of levels 
from the economic to the political within the same class, the dis­
placement was much greater in Russia because it occurred between 
different classes. In Western Europe with the exception of 
Austro-Marxism, where a multiplicity of national situations was 
presented as a dislocation of stages we were confronted with a 
dissociation of the structural moments of a synchronic paradigm. 
Hence the thinking of the dissociation could not, as in Russian Social 
Democracy, take the form of a narrative. Finally, whereas the dis­
location and crisis of the paradigm was a negative phenomenon in 
the other cases, in Russia it became a positive phenomenon: the 
disharmony between bourgeois tasks and the bourgeoisie's capacity 
to carry them out was the stepping-stone for the seizure of political 
power by the proletariat. For the same reason, the European forms 
of dislocation could be conceptualized purely through reference to 
negative categories transience and contingency which had to 

Ii! 
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be overcome; but in the Russian case, since the dislocations ex­
pressed themselves as positive conjunctures permitting the advance 
of the working class - a certain way of infiltrating itself into 
history - it became necessary to characterize the new type of 
relationship between the working class and the alien tasks it had to 
assume at a given moment. This anomalous relation was called 
'hegemony'. 

We must now examine the specificity of the hegemonic relation in 
the discourse of Russian Social Democracy. In fact, 'hegemony' hert' 
designates, more than a relation, a space dominated by the tension 
between two very different relations: a) that of the hegemonized task 
and its 'natural' class agent; and b) that of the hegemonized task and 
the class hegemonizing it. If the coexistence of these two relations 
under imprecise conceptual forms is sufficient to give the term 
'hegemony' a referential space, the precise determination of their 
logical articulation is a sine qua non for the conversion of 'hegemony' 
into a theoretical category. In this case, however, one has only to 
examine the two relations with care, in order to observe that they arc 
not logically articulated at any point. 

First of all, in the struggle against absolutism, none of the Russian 
Social Democratic analyses suggests that bourgeois tasks cease to be 
bourgeois when they are assumed by the proletariat. Class identity is 
constituted on the basis of the relations of production: for ortho­
doxy, it is within that primary structure that the antagonism 
between working class and bourgeoisie arises. This primary struc­
ture organizes itself like a narrative - we may call itJirst narrative _ 
given that its movement is contradictory and tends to its self­
elimination. In the structuring of this narrative, the laws ofcapitalist 
development are the plot, while the characters, with perfectly 
assigned roles, are the proletarian and capitalist classes. Now, the 
clarity of this history is marred by the emergence ofan anomaly: the 
bourgeois class cannot fulfil its role, and this has to be taken over by 
the other character. We may call this role substitution the second 
narrative in Trotsky's terms, the permanent revolution. What is 
the structural relation between these two narratives? It is sufficient to

,I I 
read briefly through the strategic debate, to convince ourselves that 

Ii' their articulation occurs in a theoretical terrain marked by the domi­
nance of the first. Three considerations are enough to prove the 

(\\ point. (1.) The order of appearance of the characters is not altered by
V the second narrative: if the bourgeoisie is incapable of fulfilling 'its' 

tasks, these necessarily pass to the proletariat- yet the necessity of 
this transfer is only evident if one takes for granted the totality of the 
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evolutionary schema constituted at the level of the first narrative. R1 
(2.) The class nature of the tasks is not altered by the fact that they are ~ 
assumed by one class or the other - the democratic tasks reman] (j)­
bourgeois even when their historical agent is the working class. (3.) 5 
The very identity of the social agents is determined by their struc­
tural positions in the first narrative. Thus there is an unequal rclation 
between the two narratives: hegemonic relations supplement class 
relations. Using a distinction of Saussure's, we could say that hege­
monic relations are always facts of parole, while class relations are 
facts of langue. 

The sense and identity of the hegemonic task and the agents which 
put it into effect are totally contained within relation (a), as defined . 
above. Hence the relation between the two components of relation V 
(b) can only be one of exteriority. Now, a relation of exteriority can 
be considered under two aspects: as a relation of exteriority and as a 
relation of exteriority. The first aspect presents no difficulty: a rela­
tion is one of exteriority if the identity of its components is entirely 
constituted outside the relation. As to the relational moment, in 
order that the relation may be one of strict exteriority, it is necessary 
that no conceptual specificity should be attributable to it. (Other­
wise, such specificity would become a structurally definable 
moment. And since this would require a special theory of its forms 
of articulation with other structural moments constituting the class 
as such, the identity of the class would inevitably be modified.) In 
other words, the relation ofexteriority can only be thought ofas pure 
contingency. This explains why the spurious dualism found in the 
discourse of the Second International is, for the same reasons, re­
produced in the theory of hegemony. Relation (a) and relation (b) 
cannot be conceptually articulated, simply because the latter has no 
positive conceptual specificity whatsoever, and is reduced to a con­
tingently variant terrain of relations between agents constituted 
outside itself. But, it could be argued. in Russian Social Democracy, 
from Plekhanov and Axelrod to Lenin and Trotsky, there was a 
positive and increasingly complex theory of hegemony! This is true, 
but it is not an objection to our argument. For such positivity and 
complexity refer to the typology oj situations making possible hege­
monic relations among classes, and to the variety oj relations among 

social groups acting in a given conjuncture. Yet, thes eci icit ,gJ~~ 

hegem~ ~_s,:!(h~~t..diS.cuSs~..-2.f..,--EJ LtheEe i~_ ~ _~~t1e 

Sleigfit-of~lt invisible. 

In'i5iaer to see how ifi.lssIelsnt-of-hand occurs, we should not 

focus on those proaches for which 'normal' forms ofdevelopment 

~J\ \ ,! (' , I 

::::1 .... .a..a..... 4t CA. +-J tJ "C" f;\. JL7e.;tAr1 C) VI t C­

1:N'\k .tl(J.e. ~ II ~ s (Ib I£. ( '" 1~ ,V4~ • 




! I ~ 

,I ­

'(	y.c-t-s Ky 's, d ~ Sto{.o.:-\-\O..... 

-\:~ 50)' s+- F4Y.~J ~I~
52 

dominate the course of history and the hegemonic moment occupies 
a clearly marginal place. (This is the case with Plekhanov, who saw 
intervention by the working class as a means of pressing the bour­
geoisie to fulfil its own tasks.) More pertinent are those other 
approaches in which the hegemonic transference of tasks constitutes 
the very substance of revolution, so that it is comparatively more 
difficult for the specificity of the hegemonic link to be made in­
visible. In this sense Trotsky's texts are of exemplary clarity, since 
they place extreme emphasis on the peculiarities ofRussian develop­
ment as opposed to the course of Western European capitalism. As is 
well known, in a number of writings published before and after the 
1905 Russian Revolution,4 Trotsky raised the possibility of a 
working-class government that would undertake a direct transition 
to socialism. as against the Menshevik perspective for a bourgeoi$­
democratic republic following the collapse of Tsarism, and the 
Bolshevik notion of a workers' and peasants' government that 
would restrict its reforms to a bourgeois-democratic mould. This 
possibility was inscribed in the very peculiarities of Russia's his­
torical development: weakness of the bourgeoisie and urban civili­
zation; disproportionate growth of the State as a military-bureau­

~ 	 cratic apparatus becoming autonomous from classes; insertion of 
advanced forms of capitalism resulting from the 'privilege of back­
wardness'; freshness of the Russian proletariat, due to the absence of 
traditions tying it to a complex civil society; and so on. As the 
bourgeoisie had arrived too late to assume the historical task~ 
struggreagimst absolutlsrr:!.. theproTetanat became the key agent TOr 
their realization. This dislocation in the stagist aradlgm, and the 
supersess.!9n 01 the !esuhingheg~~srerence, w~re t eve 
aXis of I rotSkyst11eory of the revOTurron.------------
Itwoura seemt"ll.atno greater centrality could have been given to 

the hegemonic relation, as the very possibility of revolution 
revolved around it. However, we should look more closely at the 
forms which this centrality assumes in Trotsky's discourse. On two 
fundamental points his analysis is confronted with the specificity of 
social relations that seem to resist strict class reductionism - that is, 
the necessary character of relation (a) - and on both points he 
shrinks from a theoretical advance that would determine this speci­
ficity. The first point concerns the correlation between the structural 
weakness of the bourgeoisie and the exceptional role played by the 
State in the historical formation of Russian society. Faced with the 
theoretical challenge posed by the Bolshevik historian Pokrovsky _ 
who, from a crudely economist viewpoint. insists that to grant such 
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importance to the State would be to detach it from its class bases -
Trotsky fails to reply with a theoretical analysis of relative State 
autonomy in different capitalist social formations, appealing instead 
to the greenness of life against the greyness of theory: 'Comrade 
pokrovsky's thought is gripped in a vice of rigid social categories 
which he puts in place of living historical forces .. Where there are 
no "special features", there is no history. but only a sort of pseudo­
materialist geometry. Instead of studying the living and changing 
matter of economic development, it is enough to notice a few 
outward symptoms and adapt them to a few ready-made c1iches-'s 
With this, the 'special feature' constituted by the autonomization of 
the State from social classes is hereby placed on a terrain which 
severely limits its effects from the beginning: we are now dealing 
with circumstances, which belong to an eminently factual order and 
are capable of being incorporated into a story - hence the predomi­
nantly narrative tone of Trotsky's analysis - but which cannot be 
grasped conceptually. 

This would not necessarily be negative if all social determinations 
were subjected to the same treatment, because Trotsky would then 
have to narrate - at the same level of Russia's specificities - the 
processes through which the economy manages to determine, in the 
last instance, all other social relations. This, however, does not 
happen; although there is a narration of the 'specificities', the features 
considered common to every capitalist social formation are not 
subjected to a narrative treatment. That !J:te economy determines in 
the last instance the processes of hIstory is sometTilng which,TOr-­
Trotsky, is est_~Q!!s.~edat-;-feveras extra::.blstoilca! a~~ki-()v~ 
and In a~.AQgmatic a m.:I:~.I1~r. An order of 'essences' inesca£ably 
confronts an order of 'circu-instances', ana-ooiliare-H~eo 
~ntFiesamesoc;ara-.gents. What is liable in them to historiQ[ 
variation is reduced to thatensemble of charactens-tlcs whIch rTI"akCs 
t!i~~3!~:yia_te from-anorm~j)~ra1igm - tEe weakness_of the bour­
~OlSle Itl J3.USSla, ilie.Tri~s._o itsprole!~:.i~t!_etc~hese 'special 
features " however, do not in any way undermine tile validity of the 
paradigm: this continues to produce its effects insofar as the social 
agents defIne their basic identity in relation to it, and insofar as the 
'special features' present themselves merely as empirical advantages 
or disadvantages for the attainment of class objectives pre­
established at the level of 'essences'. 

This is clearly revealed in the second fundamental point where 
Trotsky's analysis touches the limits of the reductionist conception 
ofclasses: in the analysis of hegemony. As we saw earlier - and this 
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can also be applied to Trotsky'S analysis - there is a split between 
the 'natural' class agent ofa historical task and the concrete agent that 
pllts it into effect. But we also saw that, for the agent which under­
takes it, the class nature ofa task is not altered by this split. The agent 
does not, therefore. identify with the task undertaken; its relation 
with that task remains at the level ora circumstantial calculation ­
even when this may involve 'circumstances' ofepochal dimensions. 
The splitting of the task is an empirical phenomenon that does not 
affect its nature; the agent's connection to the task is also empirical, 
and a permanent schism develops between an 'inside' and an 'Ollt­
side' of the agent's identity. Never for a moment do we find in 
Trotsky the idea that the democratic and anti-absolutist identity of 
the masses constitutes a specific subject position which different 
classes can articulate and that, in doing so, they modify their own 
nature. The unfulfilled democratic tasks are simply a stepping-stone 
for the working class to advance towards its strictly class objectives. 
In this way, the conditions are created not only for the specificity of 
the hegemonic link to be systematically conjured away (given that its 
factual or circumstantial character eschews any conceptual construc­
tion), but also for its disappearance to be made invisible. Indeed, the 
insertion of the hegemonic relation into a narrative of adjustments 
and recompositions, into a succession which cannot be subsumed 
under the principle of repetition, seems to give a meaning to that 
conceptually evanescent presence. Thus, the historico-narrative 
form in which Russian specificities are presented, plays an 
ambiguous role: if, on the one hand, it limits them to the terrain of 
the circumstantial, on the other. the fact that they can be thought, 
eVen under the weak form of a narrative, gives them a principle of 
organization, a certain discursive presence, Yet this is an extremely 
ephemeral presence, since the saga of hegemony concludes very 
qUickly: there is no specificity, either for Trotsky or for Lenin, 
which can assure the survival of a Soviet State unless a socialist 
revolution breaks out in Europe, unless the victorious working 
classes of the advanced industrial countries come to the assistance of 
tbe Russian revolutionaries. Here the 'abnormality' of the dis­
lotation of stages in Russia links up with the 'normal' development 
of the West; what we have called a 'second narrative' is reintegrated 
il1to the 'first narrative'; 'hegemony' rapidly finds its limits. 
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'Class Alliances': Between Democracy and Authoritarianism 

This conception of the hegemonic link as external to the class iden­
tity of the agents is not, of course, exclusive to Trotskyism but 
characterizes the whole Leninist tradition. For Leninism, heg~mony 
involves political leadership within a class alliance. th~1 
character of t~!.~gemol1ic link is func:!amental, implying as it does 
lhaYineterraln on wnich the link establishes itself is differ'ent from 
th:rn::m' w1ii~hthe s()cial agents are constituted. As the field of tDe 
relifi0tlsotproQu-ction is the spe<;:ificterialn-'~;faass C9~.~tution, the 
p~esetlce of classes in the political field can only be unds.ts@od'as..a 
repre!~t!lJYJJw-eLi1JJcr!!!N. Through their represeritative'- parties they 
unite under the leadership of one class, in an alliance against a 
common enemy. This circumstantial unity does not, however, 
affect the identity of the classes comprising the alliance, since their 
identity is constituted around 'interests' which are in the end strictly 
incompatible (,strike together but march separately'). The identity 
of the social agents, rationalistically conceived under the form of 
'interests', and the transparency of the means of representation in 
relation to what is represented, are the two conditions which permit 
the exteriority of the hegemonic link to be established. This ex­
teriority was at the root of those paradoxical situations in which the 
communist militant typically found himself. Often in the vanguard 
of a struggle for democratic liberties, he nevertheless could not 
identify with them since he would be the first to abolish them once 
the 'bourgeois-democratic' stage was completed. 

At this point, it is important to note the ambiguity and the 
contradictory effects that stem from the centrality of hegemony in 
Leninist discourse. On the one hand, the concept is undoubtedly 
associated with the more authoritarian and negative tendencies of the 
Leninist tradition, for it postulates a clear separation within the 
masses between the leading sectors and those which are led, ([his 
separation is evidently absent in the revolutionary strategy of 
Kautskian orthodoxy, in which a complete coincidence between 
political leadership and social base leaves no necessity for hegemonic 
recompositions.) But, on the other hand, the hegemonic relation 
entails a conception of politics which is potentially more democratic 
than anything found within the tradition of the Second Inter­
nationaL Tasks and demands which, in classist economism, would 
have corresponded to different stages are now seen to coexist in the 
same historical conjuncture. This results in the acceptance ofcurrent 
political validity for a plurality ofantagonisms and points of rupture, 
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so that" revolutidnary legitimacy is no longer exclusively concen­
trated in the working class. A structural dislocation thus emerges 
between 'masses' and 'classes', given that the line separating the 
former from the dominant sectors is not juxtaposed with class 
exploitation. Combined and uneven development becomes the 
terrain which for the first time allows Marxism to render more 
complex its conception of the nature of social struggles. 

How, then. are we to account for this paradox: that at the very 
,moment when the democratic dimension of the mass st~e was' 
being enlargea. -anevermore-varigua"fiiistand antl-democral:i~ 
ce hon asserted itself in soclaliStpOIitic~impry:oy 
the facUl1at t e onto oglcal pnvdege gramed tothe wor_kin~J ~~rxism was transferred f~~!!1 mesoaaTbase-to-iIlePoliticalleader­
sh!p of the mass movement. In the Leni(:!i~concc.ption, tfie workmg 

1 

! class and Its vanguard(fonoftfansform their class-rdei!tityoy fUSing
itwith tne ITiUft1p1eOeriiQcIafic Oema:nOsrhat are~l~tIcany recom:­
posed by the hegemo!1ic practices; instead, they reg:ffifmese 
demands as sta~es, as necessary yet transitor1:..stepsinpursuit of their 
own class objectlves.ViidC'rsUcficondlt1ons,-ilie- idailonsbctWeen 
'vanguard' and 'masses' cannot but have a predominantly external 
and manipulative character. Hence, to the extent that democratic 
demands become more diverse and the terrain ofmass struggle more 
complex, a vanguard that continues to identify with the 'objective 
interests of the working class' must increasingly broaden the hiatus 
between its own identity and that of the sectors it seeks to lead ... The 
very e~pansion of the d~~~£r:.atj£"poteruhlolJh.e_ma.ss_~m:~ 
~I?~!..In a stncl:iyCfasslst conceptIOn. to an mcreasmgly al!!hon:­
tarian E.~actlce'-·~f~p:?li_tlcs:··WfiiJe~-t!emochtjzation·'ortne mass 
s~<;~k~J!~~'!!p~":_~_J)rolife~'!.t!.~!:I~poili~s o1'fiipti.i~e ~ruc~ 
overflow ~~~S~~_9.!:1ndaries, pohtical,?-uthoritarianism emerges at tIle'­
moment when, in order to ground the necessIty Ofiia.rrnegemony,-a-­

( distmction is established b@tween leadersin<ne'CI within mass move­
nu~Q.1s.1{thls distincti~;"; ~erebased upon a greater practical capacity 
for self-organization in the struggle for objectives shared by the 

1 entire movement, the consequences would not necessarily be 
) authoritarian. But, as we have seen, it is actually posed in very 

different terms: one sector knows the underlying movement of 
history. and knows therefore the temporary character of the 
demands uniting the masses as a whole. The centrality attributed to 
the working class is not a practical but an ontological centrality, which 
is, at the same time, the seat of an epistemological privilege: as the 
'universal' class, the proletariat - or rather its party - is the 
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depository of science, At this point, the schism between class iden- 1 
tity and the identity of the masses becomes permanent. The possi- \ 
bility of this authoritarian tum was, in some way, present from the 
beginnings of Marxist orthodoxy; that is to say, from the moment in 
which a limited actor - the working class - was raised to the 
status of 'universal class'. If none of the theoreticians of the Second 
International advanced in this authoritarian direction, this was 
because for them the political centrality of the working class had to 
coincide with the proletarianization of the other social strata, and 
there was thus no room for a schism between class and masses. All that 
was necessary for the authoritarian tum to become inevitable. how­
ever, was that the seizure of power should be conceived as an act of 
masses broader than the working class, while the latter's political 
centrality was upheld as a principle in classical terms. 

Let us now bring together several links in our argument. It has 
b~<?r:!1.e_.!;:kar~LwJ!y~ion~e~ the two relatior:!s embraced 
by thesorU:~PL9Lh~gemony - thL~n between~ 
monn~<!ta~k and the ctass_j:l~emonizing it, arnrt~n between 
(QehegemQpizedJask and the cTa~a.!..!s._lts T'n"itUraragCirt-=-could 
never b<::r.esolved in an effective concgJ.tual articulation. The COr1at­
tion for the maintenince of working~la&!!!!~d identity on the 
ter'rain ofeconomist stagis,l!l_ tFie only terrain capaOIe of constlfi:it:" 
i!iJti;;a'universaraass' ---: wastnatthehe.seriiOiU.Zed tasks ~ld • 
not transf~!:.r!ube identity of the hegem9D.i.!=sraSs~IJTerifcrfiito a 
mereI~ilidatiilll.w.it.lLit. More~tneontyway 
ora:Tflrming the external character of this relation was to tighten the 
bond between the hegemonized task and its 'natural' class agent. The 
terrain of hegemonic relations was, therefore, one of essentially 
pragmatic discourses. All the terminological innovations which 
Leninism and the Comintern introduce to Marxism belong to mili­
tary vocabulary (tactical alliance. strategic line, so many steps 
forward and so many back); none refers to the very structuring of the 
social relations, which Gramsci would later address with his con­
cepts of historical bloc. integral State, and so forth. 

Now. this tension between the two relations embraced by the 
concept of hegemony is not distinct from the ambiguity we have 
located between a democratic and an authoritarian practice of hege­
mony. The relation between a hegemonic class and a democratic task 
or demand assumes an external, manipulative character only insofar 
as this task is bonded to a different class, and to a necessary stage 
within the evolutionist paradigm, Conversely, the democratic 
potential can be developed only if this bond is broken, only if the 
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conditions disappear which permitted the emergence of a rigid 
separation between leaders and led within the masses. At this point, 
we must present the conditions which would allow the original 
ambiguity to be overcome in either a democratic or an authoritarian 
practice of hegemony. 

Qemppatic practice. As w,e have indicated, the terrain ofhegemonic 
recompositloncarries a potential for the democratic expansion and 
deepening of ..&Ocialist political practice. Without hegemony, 
socialist practice can focus only on the demands and interests of the 
working class. But insofar as the dislocation of st~ages compels the 
~dkil}g cla~t~ act 0-;' a mass.~~m,I~':'1.11st abando~~§~class g~ 
an tsertlO -·tt1fe artIculator ora mul!!Ehctty of anta­

g~and demands stretchi!:llLb..eYQriIl!seIf.Tr"om everythlngw-e 

have ~ai9-,-ll.~at the deepening ofa mass democra!iCprac: 

tice -_~pj<:~~~uns. vang~ardlsf-~~rm?ulation and an exterTlal 

charactenzatJE~r:LQrmeret:m:ofit5e~en class hegemony ana~e~­

cr~ic tasks. can be acbjeyed only if it is recognized that these tasks 

do not have a neces~ry class characte~!:!d if s~;!gism is renounced i[l 


..atnorougQgo!ififmanner. It is necessary to break with the view that 

democratic ta'sKsarnxmded to a bourgeois stage - only then will 

the obstacle preventing a permanent articulation between socialism 

and democracy be eliminated. four fundamental consequences 

folIow from this. first. the very identity ofclasses is transformed by 


<b the hegemonic tasks they take on themselves: the rigid line ofdemar­
cation between the internal and the external has fallen. Second, 

inasmuch as the democratic demands of the masses lose their neces­
~ 
sary class character. the field ofhegemony ceases to involve a maxi­
mization of effects based on a zero-sum game among classes; the 
notion of 'class alliance' is also clearly insufficient, sincehegemo~y. 

\ 	~'p£os~s the. con~truct!on of the ve,ry identi~y of social agent~. an'd 
not Just a ratlonahst cOlOadence of lOterests among preconstltutett'"­
agents. Thirdly. the field of politics can no longe:r .be considered a GJI re resentat'K>ifotmrerestr;-givenmanlieso-eaneo""representatlori' 

." t e nature ot what IS represented. (In taCt,tl1everynoilon 
01. tcpre5~Rtatian....~afl~arency ecomes unteriiOle. What T5-' 

® 
actually called int() tUe~~.i()EE~r:, I~ the b~~.e!superstructure_~odel
iErl!J Fmally, 1Oso ar as the laentlty 01sotiatagenls ceases tOl:X: 
exclusively constituted through their insertion in the relations of 
production, and becomes a precarious articulation among a number 

.; of subject positions, what is being implicitly challenged is the identi­
fication between social agents and classes. 

..AE.!..horitarian practice. Here the conditions are the opposite. The 
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class nature of every demand or task has to be fixed a priori. There 

are bourgeois-democratic demands, petty-bourgeois demands, etc., 

and their relative progressiveness is established through a political 

calculation which analyses every conjuncture in terms of the tradi­

tional model of stages and the changes introduced by their uneven 

combination. There is, obviously, a complete separation between 

the hegemonic tasks of the working class and its class identity. The 

military conception of politics dominates the whole range of 

strategic calculations. But since the real working class is, of course, 

far from fully identifying with its 'historical interests', the dissocia­

tion becomes permanent between the materiality of the class and the 

political instance representing its 'true identity'. From Lenin's What 

is to be Done to the Bolshevization of the Communist parties under 

the Comintern, this line of demarcation becomes increasingly rigid 

and is reflected in the growing authoritarian turn of Communist 

politics. It is important to clarify what makes this turn inevitable. We 

do not seek to deny the need for political mediation in the socialist 
determination of the working class; even less, to oppose it with a 
workerism based upon the myth of a spontaneously socialist deter­
mination of the class. What is decisive, however, is how the nature of . 
this political link is understood; and Leninism evidently makes no V 
attempt to construct, through struggle, a mass identity not predeter­
mined by any necessary law ofhis tory . On the contrary, it maintains 
that there is a 'for itself of the class accessible only to the enlightened 
vanguard - whose attitude towards the working class is therefore,' 
purely pedagogical. The roots of authoritarian politics lie in this! 
interweaving of science and politics. As a consequence, there is no\. 
longer any problem in considering the party as representative of the 
class - not of the class as flesh and blood, of course, but of that 
entelechy constituted by its 'historical interests'. Whereas thedemo 
cratiu~~ice_9.L~~mQ!ly~_~aU~ iflto queftion .the 
t!ansparency oithe.Pr.()_c~..~~ 5>f representation,tl1e author~.ia.J1Jl!!~ 
nce has laid the ground for tner~l~~i()J1J:lfr~.p~.s!nt~tio~..!.o~.b<:cof!1e
~rncaJmei:nanism. Once every political reTation IS con=­u 
cetved is a retrrmn otfeprcsenfation. a progressive substitutionism 
moves from class to party (representation of the objective interests of 
the proletariat) and from party to Soviet State (representation of the 
world interests of the Communist movement). A martial concep­
tion of class struggle thus concludes in an eschatological epic. 

As we ha ve seen, the roots of this transference ofclass unity to the 

political sphere go back to Second International orthodoxy. III 

Leninism as in Kautskyism, the constitutive character of the Folitical 
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moment does not entail that a major role is attributed to super­
structures, because the privilege granted to the party is not 'topo­
graphical' but 'epistemological': it is founded not on the efficacy of 
the political level in constructing social relations, but on the scientific 
monopoly enjoyed by a given class perspective. This monopoly 
guaranteed, at a theoretical level, the overcoming of the split 
between the visible tendencies of capitalism and its underlying 
evolution. The difference between Kautskyism and Leninism is that 
for the former the split is purely temporary and internal to the class, 
and the process of overcoming it inscribed in the endogenous ten­
dencies of capitalist accumulation; while for Leninism, the split is the 
terrain of a structural dislocation between 'class' and 'masses' which 
permanently defines the conditions of political struggle in the 
imperialist era. 

This last point is decisive: hegemonic tasks become increasingly 
central to communist strate "', as the are bound u with the very 
con 1 . eve opment of the wor d capitalist system. or emn, 
the world economy is not a mere economic fact, but' a political 
reality: it is an imperialist chain. The breaking points appear not at 
those links which are most advanced from the point of view of the 
contradiction between forces and relations of production. but 
instead. at those where the greatest number of contradictions have 
accumulated, and where the greatest number of tendencies and 
antagonisms - belonging, in the orthodox view, to diverse 
phases - merge into a ruptural unity. 6 This implies, however, that 
the revolutionary process can be understood only as a political 
articulation of dissimilar elements: there is no revolution without a 

. social complexity external to the simple antagonism among classes; 
l in other words, there is no revolution without hegemony. This 
( moment of political articulation becomes more and more funda­

mental when one encounters, in the stage of monopoly capitalism, a 
growing dissolution ofold solidarities and a general politicization of 
social relations. Lenin clearly perceives the transition to a new bour­
geois mass politics - labelled by him Lloyd Georgism 1 - which is 
profoundly transforming the historical arena of class struggle. This 
possibility of unsuspected articulations, altering the social and poli­
tical identities that are permissible and even thinkable, increasingly 
dissolves the obviousness of the logical categories of classical 
stagism. Trotsky will draw the conclusion that combined and 
uneven development is the historical condition ofour time. This can 

" only mean an unceasing expansion of hegemonic tasks - as 
opposed to purely class tasks, whose terrain shrinks like a wild ass's 
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skin. But if there is no historical process which does not involve a 
'non-orthodox' combination of elements, what then is a normal 
development? 

Communist discourse itself became increasingly dominated by 
the hegemonic character which every political initiative acquired in 
the new historical terrain of the imperialist era. As a result, however. 
it tended to oscillate in a contradictory manner between what we 
have called a democratic and an authoritarian practice of hegemony. 
In the 1920s economist stagism was everywhere in command, and as 
the prospect of revolution receded the class lines grew still more 
rigid. Since the European revolution was conceived purely in terms 
of working-class centrality, and since the Communist parties re­
presented the 'historical interests' of the working class, the sole 
function of these parties was to maintain the revolutionary con­
sciousness of the proletariat in opposition to the integrationist 
tendencies of social democracy. In periods of 'relative stabilization', 
therefore, it was necessary to strengthen the class barrier with even 
greater intransigence. Hence, the slogan launched in 1924 for the 
Bolshevization of the Communist parties. Zinoviev explained it as 
follows: 'Bolshevization means a firm will to struggle for the hege­
mony of the proletariat, it means a passionate hatred for the bour­
geoisie, for the counter-revolutionary leaders of social democracy, 
for centrism and the centrists, for the semi-centrists and the pacifists, 
for all the miscarriages of bourgeois ideology ... Bolshevization is 
Marxism in action; it is dedication to the idea of the dictatorship of 
the proletariat, to the idea of Leninism. '8 As a renewal of the revolu­
tionary process would inevitably follow upon a worsening 
economic crisis, political periodization was a mere reflection of 
economics: the only task left to the Communist parties in periods of 
stabilization was to accumulate forces around a wholly c1assist and 
'rupturist' identity which, when the crisis arrived, would open the 
wa y to a new revolutionary initiative. (Characteristically, the 
'united front' policy was reinterpreted as a united front from below 
and as an opportunity to expose the social democratic leaders.) 
Under these conditions a manipulative approach to other social and 
political forces could not fail to gain ascendancy. 

The break with this reductionist and manipulative conception 
or the beginnings of a break. as it has never xen overcome in the 
communist tradition - was linked to the experience of fascism in 
Europe and the cycle ofanti-colonial revolutions. In the first case the 
crisis of the liberal-democratic State. and the emergence of radical­
popular ideologies of the Right, challenged the conception ofdemo­
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major displacements of meaning. Communist enumeration occurs 
within a dichotomic space that establishes the antagonism between 
dominant and popular sectors; and the identity ofboth is constructed 
on the basis of enumerating their constitutive class sectors. On the 
side of the popular sectors, fi)r example, would be included: the 
working class, the peasantry, the petty bourgeoisie, progressive 
fractions of the national bourgeoisie, etc. This enumeration, how­
ever, docs not merely affi rm the separate and literal presence ofcertain 
classes or class fractions at the popular pole; it also asserts their 
equivalence in the common confrontation with the dominant pole. A 
relation of equivalence is not a rclation of identity among objects. 
Eq uivalence is never tautological, as the substitutability it establishes 
among certain objects is only valid for determinate posi­
tions within a given structural context. In this sense, equivalence 
displaces the identity which makes it possible, from the objects 
themselves to the contexts of their appearance or presence. This, 
however, means that in the relation ofequivalence the identity of the 
object is split: on the one hand. it maintains its own 'literal' sense; 011 

the other, it symbolizes the contextual position tor which it is a 
substitutable element. This is exactly what occurs in the communist 
enumeration: from a strictly c1assist point of view, there is no 
identity whatsoever among the sectors of the popular pole, given 
that each one has ditferentiated and even antagonistic interests; yet, 
the rdation ofequivalence established among them, in the context of 
their opposition to the dominant pole, constructs a 'popular' dis­
cursive position that is im:ducible to class positions. In the Marxist 
discourse of the Second International, there were no equivalential 
enumerations. For Kautsky, each class sector occupied a specific 
differential position within the logic of capitalist devclopllll'nt; one 
of the constitutive characteristics of Marxist discourse had been. 
precisely, the dissolution of the 'people' as an amorphous and 
imprecise category, and the reduction ofevcry antagonism to a class 
confrontation which l'xhausted itself in its own literality, without 
any cquivalential dimension. As to the discourse of 'combined and 
uneven development', we ha Vl' seen that the dislocation ofstages and 
the hegemonic recompositions were merely thought of as a more 
complex movement among c1assl:s, whose factual character made 
room for a narrative of exceptionalities but not for a concl:ptllali­
zation of specificitil's. In Rosa Luxemburg we come closer to a 
symbolic-equivalential split which subverts the literal sense ofcach 
concrete struggle; hllt as we saw, her attribution of a tll'Cl'SSary class 
character to the resulting social agent placl:s a rigid limit on the 
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cratic rights and freedoms as 'bourgeois' by nature; and. at the same 
time. the anti-fascist struggle created a popular and democratic mass 
subjectivity which could potentially be fused with a socialist 
identity. In the terms of our earlier analysis, the link uniting the 
hegemonized task to its 'natural' class agent began to dissolve. and it 
became possible to fuse that task with the iden tity of the hegemonic 
class. In this new perspective. hegemony was understood as the 
democractic reconstruction of the nation arotmd a new cI ass core. 
This tendency would later be reinforced by the varied experiences of 
national resistance against the Nazi occupation. But the change in 
communist policy started with Dimitrov's report to the Seventh 
Congress of the Comintem, where the Third Period line of 'class 
against class' was formally abandoned and the policy of the popular 
fronts first introduced. 9 While implicitly retaining the notion of 
hegemony as a merely external alliance of classes, the new strategy 
conceived democracy as a common ground which was not open to 
exclusive absorption by anyone social sector. Under these condi­
tions, it became more and more difficult to maintain a strict separ­
ation between hegemonic tasks and class identity. A number of 
formulas - ranging from Mao's 'new democracy' to Togliatti's 
'progressive democracy' and 'national tasks of the working class' ­
attempted to locate themselves on a terrain that was difficult to 
define theoretically within Marxist parameters, since the 'Q9yular' 
and~$.~democr;&t.i~~re tangiQ!e realiti~.ulkki~'-<?~he mass 
sttu!iSI~butc.()l:t\6-not be ascribed to a st!i(:tda~s.~e1onging; ..~C:\lolu­
tiOns in theperipheral world whicl1tOOlCPlace undcracommunist 
le~JP pr@sem~-wrtfi'a similar. phenomenon: fronlc::timaTo 
Yietnam.Jl.r...C!!l2a, the popular mass idennty was o~e::r~d broadcl' 
~n class identitL1he structural spl~between 'masses aild<!ass', 
which we saw insinuating Itself from the very beginning oftfie 
Leninist traditio h . .. -.-"--­

At t is point, communist discourse was confronted by a pair of 
crucial problems. How should one characterizetha~ality of 
antagonisms emergingon---;.m"ass terraln d.i!I~.from tFi~ 
classes? And how cQ.lJldJhe hegemonic force retain .a Stiiary,...£!'Q­
letarian character, once it had incorporated thl' democratic demands 
oTtJ1Ci1,asses in its own identity' I he main responseto11iC'l'lrSt' 
question was tOTn~discursive strategies whereby the 
relationship established between classes went beyond their specifi­
cally class character, while Jomtally remaining on a classist tt'rrain. 
Consider, for example, the use of enumeration In communist dis­
courses. To enumerate is never an innocent operation; it involves 
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expansive logic of equivalences. Only in the enumerative practices 
of the popular froms period does the 'people' - that agent central to 
the political and social struggles of the nineteenth century - re­
emerge, timidly at first, in the field of Marxist discursivity. 

From what we have said, it is clear that the condition for the 
emergence of the 'people' as a political agent in communist discourse 
has been the relation of equivalence which splits the identity of 
classes and thereby constitutes a new type ofpoIariza cion. Now, this 
process takes place entirely within the field of the hegemonic prac­
tices. Communist enumeration is not the confirmation of a de facto 
situation, but has a performative character. The unity ofan ensemble 
of sectors is not a datum: it is a project to be built politically. The 
hegemonization of such an ensemble does not, therefore, involve a 
simple conjunctural or momentary agreement; it has to build a 
structurally new relation, different from class relarions. This shows 
that the concept of 'class alliance' is as inadequate to characterize a 
hegemonic relation as the mere listing ofbricks would be to describe 
a buildmg. Nevertheless, given its internal logic. the relation of 
equivalence cannot display its presence simply through the illci­
dental substitutability of its terms; it must give rise to a ,~eneral 
equivalent in which the relation as such crystallizes symbolically. It is 
a.tthi~j2.oint, in .th.!~_politjcaI ~ase w,(:are exa,mini':1g, that national- ­
popular_2I.-f!9.p.ular::<i~!l}ocratl~. symQgb, emers~, ,~~ constitute' 
s~'y5>sitions differt'Dt from,those oL~ass; die ncgemorllc 
r~~ly losruti..facLu~!.iln~_e~~ character. 
becomm Instead a stable part of every polioco~lrslve 
o.!,!!!atJon. InJ..js sensc.~~~'~ :lnafy'sesoi' contradiction - despite 

their llear-to-zer.9...£.l:!ilosophicaI"afu.<: ~'dol1ave ~iTic'great rn--cruoT 
presenting ihCl:crrain~ofsocial struggb asa'proliferatlonofCofura­
~i6fiS, riOt all of then1 referrllibickio tllc·i.:1a'~~j>rinciYJ~-

TFiC other serics'oQ5[ob1ems facing communist discourse con­
cerned the question of how to maintain the class idcntity of the 
hegemonic sector. Formulated in its most general terms. the Issue is 
the following: if in the new conception the hegl'monic rdarion 
transforms the identity of the hegemonic sector. and if the condi tion 
of social struggles in the imperialist era entails that these occur in an 
increasingly complex terrain dominated by fl'composing practices. 
does it not follow that the class identity of the hegemonic SlI bjects is 
put into question? .1LP.to what point can we continuc to refer to a 
clas,s core as the articulating principle of the various subject posi­
tions? Two answers - or rather, two ways of arriving at an 
answer - are possible here. And In the end they depend on the two 
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The Gramscian Watershed 

The specificity of Gramscian thought is usually presented in two 
different and apparently contradictory ways. In om: interpretation, 
Gramsci was an eminently Italian theoretician whose conceptual 
innovations Wl'fe related to the particular conditions of Italy's back­
wardness: failure of the Risorgimento project to construct a unified 
national State; strong regional split between industrial North and 
agrarian Mezzogiorno; lack of integration of the Catholic masses 
into the political life of the country, as a result of the Vatican 
question; insufficient and conrradictory development of capitalism; 
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etc. In short, Gramsci was an original theoretician and a political 
stra tegist of 'uneven development', but his concepts are scarcd y 
relevant to the conditions of advanced capitalism. A second, diver­
gent reading presents him as a theoretician of revolution in the 
West,IO whose strategic conception was based upon the complexity 
ofadvanced industrial civilizations and the density oftheir social and 
political relations. One of his interpreters goes so far as to see him as 
the theoretician of the capitalist restructuring which followed the 
1929 world crisis, and of the complexity acquired by mass struggle 
within the context of a growing intertwining of politics and 
economics. II In fact, Gramsci's theoretical innovation is located at a 
more general level , so that both of these readings are possi ble an d 
partially valid. More than any other theoretician of his time, 
Gramsci broadened the terrain of political recomposition and hege­

( mony, while offering a theorization of the hegemonic link which 
clearly went beyond the Leninist category of 'class alliance'. As, in 
both the advanced industrial countries and the capitalist periphery, 
the conditions of political struggle moved further and further away 
from the ones imagined by orthodox stagism, the Gramscian cate­
gories applied equally to both cases. Their relevance should there­
fore be situated at the level of the general theory of Marxism, and 
cannot be referred to specific geographical contexts. 

The starting point was, however, a strictly Leninist approach. In 
Notes on the Southern Question (1926), the first Gramscian text in 
which the concept of hegemony is used, he states: 'The proletariat 

'can become the leading and the dominant class to the extent that it 
succeeds in creating a system ofalliances which allows it to mobilize 
the majority of the working population against capitalism and the 
bourgeois State. In Italy, in the real class relations which exist there, 
this means to the extent that it succeeds in gaining the consent of the 
broad peasant masses.' 12 The precondition of this leading role is that 
the working class should not remain confined to the narrow defence 
ofITs corporative interests, but should take lip those ofother sectors. 
However, the logic is still only one of preconsntuted sectoral 
inTffests; which is perfectly compatible with the notion ora,c1ass 
alfjance. As in Lenin, leadership is merely political and not 'moral 
and intellectual'. 

It is in this movt:mcnt, from the 'political' to the 'intellectual and 
moral' plane, that the decisive transition takes place toward a 
concept ofhegemony beyond 'class alliances'. For, whereas political 
leadership can be grounded upon a conjunct ural coincidence of 
Interestsln which the participating sectors retain their sepaq~ 
identity, moral and intellectual leadership requires that an ensem ble 
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of , ideas' and 'values' be shared by a number ofsectors or, to use 
our own terminology, th~t certain subjccc .P.osi tions-tra;;e~~;:-a 
number of class sectors. Intellectual and moraneadersli.rp·co·osti­
tilt'e!;, according to Gramsci, a higher synthesis, a 'collective will', 
whi'ch, through ideology, becomes the organic cement unifying a 
'historical bloc'. All these are new concepts ha ving an effect of 
displacement with regard to the Leninist perspective: the relational 
specificity of the hegemonic link is no longer concealed, but on the 
contrary becomes entirely visible and theorized. The analysis con­
ceptually defines a new series of relations among groups which 
baffles their structural location within the revol utionary and rcla- .1 
tional schema ofeconomism. At the same time, ideology is signalled V 
as the precise terrain on which these rclations arc constituted. 

Thus, everything depends on how ideology is conceived. 13 Here 

Gra~'5ilrigs about two new a.nd fundammtal displacements with 

tegard totl1ectassirat ptoblematic:Tl1ellt.stishiS concepliorr of the 

materiality of ideology. Ideology is not identified with_d'system'of 

@easorwitfj1lie·tarseL6n:sciousl1·ess'ofsocial~ents; it is instead an 

organic and relational whole, embodied in insti tunons and 'apI)al'a­

tuses, -wFi!cn 'Welds to ge'theta historical. bloc around i! nlimbcrof 

basic articuia1:orY'1'rlhciples. This precludes the possibiihy"oCa 

'supersmlctuTalist' rea'dirl1fofth'e ideologlcai. In fa'Cf,through'tlfc 

c;ncq)is othlsto~icalblocandofide()logy as organic cement, a new 

totalizing category takes us beyond the old basclsuperstructure dis­

tinction. This is not sufficient, however, because moral and intel­

lectualleadership could still be understood as the ideoiogical mculca­
cion by a hegemonic class of a whole range of subordinate sectors. 

In that case, there would be no subject positions traversing classes, 

for any that seemed to do so would in fact be appurtenances of the 

dominant class, and their presence in other sectors could be under­

stood only as a phenomenon of false consc,llrsness. It is at this 

crucial point that Gramsci introduces his third and most important 

displacement: the break with the reductionist problematic of 

ideology _ for Gramsci, political subjects arc not strictly speak­
ing classes, but complex 'collective wills'; similarly, the ideo-­

logical clements articulated by a hegemonic class do not have' a 

I}ecessary class belonging. <;::oncerning ~he t}.r:.s.J point, Gramsci \ 

position is clear: the collective will is a result of the politico­

ideological articulation of 4i~P£r?f(r i!ncLfr:illi!nc,nted historical 

forces. 'From this one can deduce the importance of the "cultural 


aspect", even in practical (collective) activity. An historical act can 

only be performed by "collective man", and this presuppose!> the 

attainment of a "cultural-social" unity through w luch a m ul 


{'tJf' Crf'W"St.: fo/;11'cA1.-;;u.~jQ,ds Q,~e " 
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ofdispersed wills with heterogenous aims, are welded together with 
a single aim, on the basis ofan equal and common conception of the 
world.'14 Nothing more distant from this 'collective man', 'welded 
together with a single aim', than the Leninist notion of class alliance. 
With regard to the second point, it is equally evident that for 
Gramsci the organic ideology does not represent a purely c1assist and 
closed view of the world; it is formed instead through the articu­
lation of elements which, considered in themselves, do not have any 
necessary class belonging. Let us examine, in this connection, the 
following critical passages: 'What matters is the criticism to which 
such an ideological complex is subjected by the first representation 
of a new historical phase. This criticism makes possible a process of 
differentiation and change in the relative weight that the elements of 
the old ideologies used to possess. What was previously secondary 
and subordinate, or even incidental. is now taken to be primary 
becomes the nucleus of a new ideological and theoretical complex. 
The old collective will dissolves into its contradictory elements since 
the subordinate ones develop socially."5 'How, on the other hand, 
should this theoretical consciousness. proposed as autonomous con­
sciousness. be formed? How should everyone choose and combine 
the elements for the constitution of such an autonomous conscious­
ness? Will each element imposed have to be repudiated a priori? It 
will have to be repudiated inasmuch as it is imposed. but not in itself; 
that is to say that it will be necessary to give a new form which is 
specific to the given group. 'In 

We can thus see the central point which demarcates Grasmci from 
other anti4:conomistic positions formulated within the communist 
movement of that period. Both Lukacs and Korscb, for instance, 
also reproportioned tbe terrain classically attributed to the super­
structures; but they did this within tbe parameters of a class­
reductionist perspective which identified the revolutionary subject 
with the working class, such that begemony in the sense of arti­
culation was strictly unthinkable. It was precisely Gramsci's intro­
duction of this latter concept which radically subverted the original 
conditions for the emergence of Second International dualism, and 
its reproduction on an extended scale in the discourse of the Third. 
On the one hand, the field of historical contingency has penetrated 
social relations more thoroughly than in any of the previous dis­
courses: the social segments have lost those essential connections 
which turned them into moments of the stagist paradigm; and their 
own meaning depended upon hegemonic articulations whose success 
was not guaranteed by any law of history. In terms of our earlier 
analysis, we might say that the diverse 'elements' or 'tasks' no longer 

~. 
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had any identity apart from their relation with tbe force hegemoniz­
ing them. On the other hand, these forms of precarious articulation 
began to receive names, to be theoretically thought, and were incor­
porated into the very identity of the social agents. This explains the 
importance attributed by Gramsci to the 'national-popular' and to 
the formulation of a concept such as 'integral State', in which the 
dominant sector modifies its very nature and identity througb the 
practice of hegemony. For Gramsci a class does not take Stale power, 
it becomes State. 

All the conditions would seem to be present here for what we have 
called the democratic practice of hegemony. Nonetheless, the entire 
construction rests upon an ultimately incoherent conception, which 
is unable fully to overcome the dualism of classical Marxism. For 

( Gramsci, even though the diverse social elements have a merely 
\ relational identity - achieved through articulatory practices­
. there must always be a single unifying principle in every hegemonic 

J formation, and this can only be a fundamental class. Thus two 
( princi pIes of the social order - the unicity of the unifying principle, 

and its necessary class character - are not the contingent result of 
hegemonic struggle, but the necessary structural framework within 
which every struggle occurs. Class hegemony is not a wbolly prac­
tical result of struggle, but has an ultimate ontological foundation. 
The economic base may not assure the ultimate victory of the 
working class, since this depends upon its capacity for hegemonic 
leadership. However, a failure in the hegemony of the working class 
can only be followed by a reconstitution of bourgeois hegemony, so 
that in the end, political struggle is still a zero-sum game among 
classes. This is the inner essentialist core which continues to be 
present in Gramsci's thought, setting a limit to the deconstructive 
logic of hegemony. To assert, however, that hegemony must 
always correspond to a fundamental economic class is not merely to 
reaffirm determination in the last instance by the economy; it is also 
to predicate that, insofar as the economy constitutes an insurmount­
able limit to society's pmential for hegemonic recomposition, the 
constituti ve logic of the economic space is not itself hegemonic. 
Here the naturalist prejudice, which sees the economy as a homo­
geneous space unified by necessary laws, appears once again with all 
its force. 

This fundamental ambiguity can clearly be seen in the Gramscian 
concept of 'war of position'. We have already noted the function of 
military metaphors in classical Marxist discourse, :lnd it would be no 
exaggeration to say that, from Kautsky to Lenin, tbe Marxist con­
ception of politics rested upon an imaginary owing a great deal to 
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Clausewitz. 17 The chief consequence was what might be called a 
segregation effect - for. if one understands relations with other 
social forces as military relations, then one will always keep one's 
own separate identity. From Kautsky's 'war of attrition' to the 
extreme militarism of the Bolshevization drive and 'class against 
class', the establishment of a strict dividing line was considered the 
very condition of politics - 'politics' being conceived simply as one 
of the terrains of class struggle. For Gramsci, by contrast, 'war of 
position' involves the progressIve disaggregation of a civilization 
and the construction of another around a new class core. Thus, the 
identity of the opponents, far from being fixed from the beginning, 
constantly changes in the process. It is clear that this has little to do 
with 'war of position' in the strict military sense, where enemy 
forces are not continually passing to one's own side. Indeed, the 
military metaphor is here metaphorized in the opposite direction: if 
in Leninism there was a militarizatIon of politics, in Gramsci there is 
l demilitarization of war. IS Nevertheless, this transition to a non­
military conception of politics reaches a limit precisely at the point 
where it is argued that the class core of the new hegemony - and, of 
course, also of the old - remains constant throughout the entire 
process. In this sense, there is an element ofcontinuity in the confron­
tation, and the metaphor of the two armies in struggle can retain part 
of its productivity. 

Thus, Gramsci's thought appears suspended around a basic am­
biguity concerning the status of the working class which finally leads 
it to a contradictory position. On the one hand, the political cen­
trality of the working class has a historical, contingent character: it 
requires the class to come out of itself, to transform its own identity 
by articulating to it a plurality of struggles and democratic demands. 
On the other hand, it would seem that this articulatory role is 
assigned to it by the economic base - hence, that the centrality has a 
necessary character. Om' cannot avoid the feeling that the transition 
from a morphological and essentialist conception ala Labriola. to a 
radical historicist one, '" has not been coherently accomplished. 

At any event, if we compare Gramsci's thought with the variolls 
classical tendencies of Second International Marxism, the radical 
novelty of his concept of hegemony is qlllte evident. After the war, 
Kautsky20 formulated a democratic conception of the transition to 
socialism which used the Bolshevik experience as a counter-model. 
responsible - in his view - for dictatorial practices that were in­
evitable if an attempt was made to bring about a transItion to 
socialism in Russian-like conditions ofbackwardnc5s. However, the 
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alternative he proposed was to wait until the mythical laws of 
capitalist development simplified social antagonisms: the conditions 
would then exist for the dislocation between 'masses' and 'classes' to 
disappear, and with it any possible split between leaders and led. The 
Gramscian theory of hegemony, on the contrary. accepts social 
complexity as the very condition of political struggle and­
through its threefold displacement of the Leninist theory of 'class 
alliances' - sets the basis for a democratic practice of politics, com­
patible with a plurality of historical subjects. 21 

As to Bernstein, Gramsci shares his affirmation of the primacy 
of politics. and his acceptance of a plurality of struggles and demo­
cratic demands irreducible to class belonging. But unlike Bernstein, 
for whom these separate struggles and demands are united only at an 
epochal level, through the intervention ofa general law of progress, 
Gramsci has no room for a principle ofEmwickJul1g. Struggles derive 
their meaning from their hegemonic articulation, and their progres­
sive character - from a socialist point of view is not assured in 
advance. History, therefore, is regarded not as an ascendant COI1­

tinuum of democratic reforms, but as a discontinuous series ofhege­
monic formations or historical blocs. In the terms ofa distinction we 
drew earlier, Gramsci might share with Bernstein his 'revisionism'. 
but certainly not his 'gradualism'. 

With regard to Sorel. the situation is more complicated. Un­
doubtedly, in his concepts of 'bloc' and 'myth', Sorel breaks more 
radically than Gramsci with the essentialist vision of an underlying 
morphology of history. In this respect, and this alone, Gramsci's 
concept of historical bloc represents a step backwards. At the same 
time, however, Gramsci's perspective marks a clear advance on 
Sorel, ~L_hj~theory o(hegemony as art.icuJatiQri entails the idea of 
democratic pluralIty, while tncSciieIian myth was simply destined to 
recreate the unity oj the class. Successive versions of this myth sought 
to secure a radical line of partition within society, and never to 

construct, through a process of hegemonic reaggregation, a new 
integral State. The idea of a 'war of position' would have been 
radically alien to Sorel's perspective. 

Social Democracy: From Stagnation to 'Planism' 

The political and theoretical void which the turn to a hegemonic 
politics tried to fill, can also be found in the practice of the social­
democratic parties after the First World War. In their case, the 
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dislocation between strictly class tasks and the new political tasks of 
the movement took a characteristic form: that of a contradiction 
between the limited list of demands and proposals coming forth 
from the labour movement, and the diversity and complexity of the 
political problems confronted by a social democracy thrown into 
power as a result of the post-war crisis. This new and peculiar form 
of'uneven and combined' development could not but set up paralys­
ing political effects in social forces which had placed all their bets on 
the progressive development of the productive forces, with the 
proviso that this would lead to power only when the 'objective 
conditions' matured. The narrowly dassist mentality of the social­
democratic parties would here produce all its negative consequences. 
This was evident in the limited capacity of the social-<iemocratic 
parties to hegemonize the broad range of democratic demands and 
antagonisms resulting from the post-war crisis. 'From the turn of the 
century until the end of the First World War, the European Socialist 
movement, under its cloak ofa revolutionary party, was thus a mere 
parliamentary instrument of trade unionism. Its real activity was 
restricted to trade union problems, its constructive action to ques­
tions ofwages and hours, social insurance, tariff problems and, at the 
most, suffrage reform. The struggle against militarism, and the 
prevention of the war, important as it was, was "incidental" to the 
main work of the party. '22 This mentality was to dominate social­
democratic activity as a whole between the end of the war and the 
Great Depression. In Germany, for example, from November 1918 
onwards, most of the decrees passed by the Socialist Council of 
People's Commissars referred almost exclusively to trade union 
demands and reforms in the suffrage system; no attempt whatsoever 
was made to face up to key political and economic problems. This 
narrow dassist mentality was also reflected in the total absence of a 
policy of radical democratization in those societies where the social 
democrats came to government. The c1assist mentality - reformist 
or revolutionary, it matters little - closed the road to the construc­
tion of a collective will articulating a variety ofdemocratic demands 
and antagonisms within a new popular hegemonic bloc. Neither the 
Army nor the bureaucracy was subjected to any reform whatsoever. 
And as for foreign policy, the social-<iemocratic governments­
and, above all, socialist ministers participating in cabinets dominated 
by other political forces - restricted themselves to following the 
dominant tendencies without formulating any political alternative. 

In the strictly economic field, the dominant policy of the post-war 
social democracies was one of nationalizations (called 'socializa-
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tions'). In Der Weg zum Sozialismus ,B Otto Bauer proposed a gra­
duated series of nationalizations together with democratic manage­
ment of the enterprises. Projects for nationalization appeared in a 
number of other countries, and in some of them like Germany, 
Britain and Sweden, commissions were set up to study socialization 
plans. Yet nothing came of this activity .•Although social democrats 
formed or entered government in several countries, the global result 
of the first attempts at socialization was nil: with the exception of the 
French armament industry in 1936, not a single company was 
nationalized in Western Europe by a social-democratic government 
during the entire inter-war period. '24 After the socialization fiasco, 
social democracy did not have the least alternative economic project 
until the Great Depression. 

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

There was, however, a second reason for the paralysis of social 
democracy with regard to any structural change: and this was the .; 
persistence of the Second International's economism, the view that 
the economy constituted a homogeneous space dominated by neces­
sary laws, not susceptible to conscious regulation. A. Sturmthal 
perceptively comments: 'Oddly enough, the Radical Marxist tradi­
tion, still alive in Herman Muller and other right-wing leaders, 
increased their stubborn support of laissez-faire. The belief that 
"capitalism cannot be reformed" was part of the Marxist credo, 
designed at the beginning of the Socialist party to separate it from all 
middle-class reform movements. Capitalism was supposed to 
follow its own laws; only a Socialist revolution ... would permit 
banishment of the evil social consequences of the old system. The 
obvious implication of this theory was the belief in revolutionary 
rather than democratic methods, but even when the socialist move­
ment accepted democracy it did not completely abandon the basic 
ideology of its onginal theory. Capitalist government had to be 
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administered according to this view, within the traditional frame­
work ofcapitalist economy ... Thus Herman Muller had the sup­
port of the Radicals, who otherwise held him in deep mistrust. '25 

It was the Great Depression which forced a change in this perspec­
tive and, at the same time, gave a new basis for the redefinition of 
social-democratic politics. The 'planism' of the 1930s was the first 
expression of the new type ofattitude. While creating a new welfare­
state economic alternative, the implementation of Keynesianism 
allowed a universalist status to be granted to the interests of the 
workers, inasmuch as a high-wages policy became a stimulus for 
economic growth by contributing to the expansion of aggregate 
demand. 16 

Planism at its height as it was formulated in the works of its 
main exponent Henri De Man27 

- was, however, more than a 
simple economic proposal: it was an attempt to recast the objectives 
of the socialist movement in a radically new, anti-economist ver­
sion. All the elements we saw emerging in the crisis of the economist 
and reductionist version of Marxism are present in De Man: the 
critique of the rationalist conception of subjectivity based on 

) economic 'interests' - he was one of the first socialists seriously to 
I study psychoanalysis; the critique of class reductionism; the neces­

sity of a mass bloc broader than the working class; the need to put 
forward socialism as a national alternative, as an organic reconstitu­
tion of the nation on a new basis; the requirement ofa myth - in the 
Sorelian sense - which would cement the diverse components ofa 
collective socialist will. The 'Plan' was, therefore, not a simple 
economistic instrument; it was the very axis for the reconstitution of 
a historical bloc which would make it possible to combat the decline 
of bourgeois society and to counter the advance of fascism. (The 
pro-fascist position which De Man personally adopted after 1938, 
and the similar evolution of Marcel Deat's socialists in France, 
should not make us forget the significance of planism as a real effort 
to regain the political initiative for socialism in the transformed 
social climate following the war and the Depression. Many of its 
themes became the common patrimony of social democracy after 
1945 - particularly its economic-technocratic aspects; while its 
more radical and renovating political insights tended in the main to 
be cast aside.) 

In this respect, it is instructive to recall a frequently noted ambi­
guity"' which goes to the heart of the limitations of social­
democratic politics after World War n. The project of the left-wing 
supporters of planism was to establish a mixed economy in which 
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the capitalist sector would gradually disappear; thus, it was in effect a 
road of transition to socialism. For a more technocratic variant, 
however, the point was merely to create an area of state intervention 
which would correct - particularly through the control of 
credit - the imbalances inherent in the course of capitalism. The 
terms of this alternative show very clearly that both the left and right 
alternatives related to economic policy; while projects for radical 
democratization and the construction of a new collective will were 
either absent or occupied a marginal position. Before 1945 it was the 
inveterate classism of the social-democratiCmoVements -which 
15arrea-aiiy-aii:e!!1pratrieg~;;,;o~Ic.a.r.t:;~ulatl()n. :AHer J94'5· - with 
tbecfeatlon q(Jhe Welfare 'S"tate thls--c~s~ism. sla~k.r;,nedcon­
si4~.!aJ?J.yJ.!10t of course in the :di'r¢dion of a deepening of the demo­
cratic process, but simply through the expansion ofa Keynesian 
State in which the interests of the di(ferent sectors were no longer 
defined along clear-cut class lines. In this sense. social democracy 
became a politico-economic alternative' within a given State form, 
and not a radical alternative to that form. (Here we are evidently 
referring not to a 'revolutionary' alternative, involving the violent 
overthrow of the existing State, but to a deepening and articulation 
of a variety of antagonisms, within both the State and Civil society, 
which allows a 'war of position' against the dominant hegemonic 
forms.) As a result of this absence of a hegemonic alternative, social 
democracy reduced itself to a combination of, on the one hand, 
privileged pragmatic relations with the trade unions and. on the 
other, more or less left-wing technocratic polICies, which in any case 
made everything dependent upon solutions implemented at a State 
level. This is the root of the absurd notion according to which the 
degree of 'kftness' of a programme is gauged by the number of 
com panies it proposes to nationalize. 

The Last Redoubt of Essentialism: the Economy 

Our earlier analysis can be seen from two different perspectives 
which are, strictly speaking, complementary. From a first point of 
view, the picture we have presented is of a process of splits and 
fragmentations through which the disaggregation of the orthodox 
paradigm took place. But the space occupied by this paradigm does 
not remain empty: from a second point of view, the same process can 
be seen as the emergence and expansion of the new articulatory and 
recomposing logic of hegemony. We saw, however, that this expan­
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sion met a limit. Whether the working class is considered as the 

. political leader in a class alliance (Lenin) or as the articulatory core of 
\ a historical bloc (Gramsci), its fundamental identity is constituted in 

a terrain different from that in which the hegemonic practices 
operate. Thus, there is a threshold which none of the strategic­
hegemonic conceptions manages to cross. If the validity of the 
economist paradigm is maintained in a certain instance - last 
though decisive. as it is the rational substratum of history - it is 
accorded a necessity such that hegemonic articulations can be con­
ceived only as mere contingency. This final rational stratum, which 
gives a tendential sense to all historical processes, has a specific 
location in the topography of the social: at the economic level. 

The economic level, however, must satisfy three very precise 
cori(.J)ilons in order to play this role of constituting the subjects of 

~\ hegemoni~ practices. Firstly, its laws of motion must be strictly 
V endogenous and exclude .a!1 indeterminacy resulting r.r~:n. political 

or other external mterventlOns - otherWIse, the constItutive func­
tion could not refer exclusively to the economy. Secondly, the unity 

0) ~_~ornogeneity of social ,!gents~~c::?nsti~llted at t~e econorruclcvei, 
\2:) l1!ust result from the very laws of motion of .t!I~.J~vcl (any frag­

mentation and dispersion of positiohsrequirTng an instance-6fre­
-) composition external to the economy is excluded). Thirdly. the 
~ position of these agents in the relations of production must endo",~
V tJ"lem with 'historical interests', so that the presence of such agents at 

other social levels - through mechanisms of 'representation' or 
'articulation' - must ultimately be explained on the basis of 
economic interests. The latter are, therefore. not restricted to a 
determinat~ social sphere, but are the anchorage for a globalizing 
perspective on society. 

Even those Marxist tendencies which struggled hardest to over­
come economism and reductionism mantained, ill one way or 
another, that essentialist conception of the structuring of economic 
space which we have just described. Thus, the debate between 
economist and anti-economist tendencies within Marxism was 
necessarily reduced to the secondary problem of the weight that 
should be attached to the superstructures in the determination of 
historical processes. Yet the most 'superstructuralist' of conceptions 
retained a naturalist vision of the economy - even when it 
attempted to limit the area of its effects. In the remaillder of this 
chapter we will probe this last redoubt of orthodox essentialism. 
Referring to certain contemporary debates, we will attempt to 
demonstrate that the space of the economy is~ 
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,Eolitipl space, and that in it, as in any othe(~LQ!j_()(icty, those 
~ctices We cnaracterized as hegemolllc·are fully operative--:-UeTore ­
we embark on this task, however, it is necessary to dlstll1"~fuish two 
very different problems which have frequently been confused in the 
critique of economism: the first refers to the nature and constitution 
of the economic space; the second. which has no relation whatsoever 
with thejirst. concerns the relative weight of the economic space in 
the determination ofsocial processes external to itself. The first is the 
decisive problem. and constitutes the ground for a radical break with 
essentialist paradigms. The second. for reasons we will attempt to 
clarify in this book, cannot be determined at the level of a general 
theorization of the social. (To assert that what occurs at alllevc1s of 
society in a given conjuncture is absolutely determined by what 
happens at the level of the economy, is not - strictly speaking ­
logically incompatible with an anti-economist response to our first 
question.) 

Our three conditions for the ultimate constitution of hegemonic 
subjects by the economic level correspond to three basic theses of 
classical Marxist theory: the condition regarding the endogenous 
character of the laws of motion of the economy corresponds to the 
thesis of the neutrality of the productive forces; the condition of the 
unity of social agents at the economic level. to the thesis of the 
growing homogenization and impoverishment of the working class; 
and the condition that the relations of production should be the locus 
of 'historical interests' transcending the economic sphere, to the 
thesis that the working class has a fundamental interest in socialism. . 
We will now attempt to demonstrate that these three theses are false. ! 

For Marxism. the develo ment of the roductive forces pia s the 
iss:y role in tbe histOrica evo utlon to.~~r:..ssocta Ism, i n t at' , 
tBst development of the prod_uc.tive fo.r££s_E.1~~~~soc!.~lism possibls 
and their fu~ure development male_s._s~ci~lism necessarL

29 
They are 

• at the root of the formationof an ever more-numerous and exploited 
proletariat, whose historical mission is to take possession of. and 
collectively manage, highly socialized and developed productive 
forces. At present, the capitalist relations of production constitute all 
insurmountable obstacle to the advance of these productive forces. 
The contradiction between bourgeoisie and proletariat is, therefore, 
the social and political expression of a primal economic contradic­
tion. one which combines a general law of development of the 
productive forces with the laws of development specitic to the 
capitalist mode of production. According to this view, if history has 
a sense and a rational substratum, it is due to the general law of 
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development of the productive forces. Hence, the economy may be 
understood as a mechanism of society acting upon objective pheno­
mena independently of human action. 

I 

Now, in order that this general law ofdevelopment of the produc­
tive forces may have full validity, it is necessary that all the elements 
intervening in the productive process be submitted to its determina­
tions. To ensure this, Marxism had to resort to a fiction: it conceived 
of labour-power as a commodity. Sam Bowles and Herbert Gintis 
have shown how this fiction would make Marxism blind to a whole 
series ofcharacteristics of labour-power as an element of the process 
of capitalist production. Labour-power differs from the other neces­
sary elements of production in that the capitalist must do more than 
simply purchase it; he must also make it produce labour. This 
essential aspect, however, escapes the conception oflabour-power as 
a commodity whose use-value is labour. For if it were merely a 
commodity like the others, its use-value could obviously be made 
automatically effective from the very moment of its purchase. The 
designation of labour as the use-value of labour-power to capital 
obscures the absolutely fundamental distinction between productive 

l inputs embodied in people capable oj social practices and all those remain­Iing inputs for whom ownership by capital is sufficient to secure the 
"consumption" of their productive services. ')0 A large part of the 
capitalist organization of labour can be understood only as a result of 
the necessity to extract labour from the labour-power purchased by 
the capitalist. The evolution of the productive forces becomes un­
intelligible if this need of the capitalist to exercise his domination at 
the very heart of the labour process is not understood. This, of 

( course, calls into question the whole idea of the development of the
V productive forces as a natural, spontaneously progressive pheno­

menon. We can therefore see that both elements of the economist 
viewpoint labour power as a commodity, and the development 
of the productive forces as a neutral process reinforce each other. 
Little wonder that the study of the labour process was for long 
depreciated within the Marxist tradition. 

It was the publication of Braverman's Labour and Monopoly 
Capital" which finally triggered off the debate. It defends the thesis 
that the guiding principle of technology under capitalism is the 
separation of conception and execution, producing ever more 
degraded and 'deskilled' labour. Taylorism is the decisive moment 
in this struggle of the capitalists to dominate the workers and control 
the labour process. Braverman postulates that It is the law of capital 
accumulation which lies behind the need of capital to wrest control 
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of the labour process from the direct producer; he, however, fails to 
provide a real explanation why this is expressed through an unceas­
ing effort to destroy the skills of the workers and to reduce them to 
mere performers. Above all, he presents this logic of domination as 
an omnipotent force - operating apparently without trammels 
as if the economic forces available to capital did not permit the 
working class to resist and influence the course of development. 
Here, the old notion of labour-power as commodity, entirely sub­
ject to the logic of capital, continues to produce its effects. 

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

A number of recent studies, undertaken in Western Europe and 
the United States, have analysed the evolution of the labour process 
from the point of vIew of the rclation of forces between workers and 
capitalists, and of the workers' resistance. These reveal the presence 
of a 'politics of production', and challenge the idea that the deve­
lopment of capitalism is the effect solely of the laws of competition 
and the exigencies of accumulation. Richard Edwards, in Contested 
Terrain,." distinguishes threc main forms of control: simple control 
based on vigilance; technical control, corresponding to the subordi­
nation of the worker to the rhythm of the machine as found on the 
assembly line; and finally, bureaucratic control - manifesting itself 
through the institutionalization of hierarchical power- by which 
control depends no longer on the physical structure of the labour 
process, as in the previous case, but on its social structure. He 

lor J;;/)1)I 
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maintains that the workers' resistance explains the need for capital to 
experiment with new forms. Similarly ,Jean-Paul Gaudemar isolates 
four cycles of technological domination in the case of France: 'a 
"panoptic" cycle; a cycle oj extel'lSive disciplining (in the factory and 
outside the factory); a cycle founded on a twofold process involving 
internalization of discipline within a labour process remodelled on 
mechanization, a cycle which I propose to call cycle oj mechanist 
discipline; finally, a cycle oj contractual discipline, in which the internali­
zation of discipline proceeds by formal and real modes of a partial 
delegation of power. ')4 For its part, the Italian operaista current of the 
sixties demonstrated how the development of capital, far from 
blindly imposing its logic on the working class, is subordinated to 
the latter's struggle. Mario Tronti,3S for example, points out that 
working-class struggles have forced capital to modify its internal 
composition and forms of domination for, by imposing a limit 
on the working day, they have compelled capital to pass from 
absolute to relative surplus value. This leads Panzieri to uphold the 
thesis that production is a 'political mechanism', and that it is neces­
sary to analyse 'technology and the organization oflabour as estab­
lishing a relation of forces among classes.'}· The idea common to 
these works is that specific historical forms of capitalist control have 
to be studied as part of overall social rclations, given that the chang­
ing organizational forms of the labour process cannot be understood 
merely in terms of the difference between absolute and relative 
surplus value. Moreover, a comparative historical analysis reveals 
important differences among the various countries. The strength of 
trade unions in Britain, for example, has made possible a greater 
resistance to change than elsewhere. 

Workers' struggles, understood in these terms, obviously cannot 
be explained by an endogenous logic of capitalism, since their very 
dynamism cannot be subsumed under the 'commodity' form of 
labour-power. But if this split between a logic of capital and a logic 
of workers' resistance influences the organization of the capitalist 
labour process, it must also crucially affect the character and rhythm 
of expansion of the productive forces. Thus, the thesis that the 
productive forces are neutral. and that their development can be 
conceived as natural and unilinear, is entirely unfounded. This also 
removes the only ground on which the economy could be under­
stood as an autonomous and self-regulated universe. The first con­
dition, therefore. of the exclusive privilege granted to the economic 
sphere in the constitution of social agents, is not fulfilled. 

This conclusion should already make us suspect that the second 
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condition is also not fulfilled. as the economy could hardly constitute 
subjects unified by a single logic which it does not itself possess. 
Nevertheless. it is important to explore the variegated decentring of 
the diverse positions of the 'working class' subject. In the first place, 
the very concept of working class in Marx covers two dIstinct 
relations with their own laws of motion: the wage relation esta­
blished through the sale oflabour-power - which turns the worker 
into a proletarian; and that resulting from the worker's location in 
the labour process which makes him a manual worker. This 
dichotomy underpins the pregnant distinction drawn by Michael 
Burawoy)7 between relations oj production and relations in produc­
tion. If for Marx the distinction is not evident, it is not only because 
the two sets of relations tended to coincide in his immediate his­
torical experience; but also because, seeing labour-power as a simple 
commodity, he tended to withdraw all autonomy and relevance 
from the relations established in the labour process. It does, how­
ever, remain clear that both relations have evolved in a different 
manner, making problematic the common 'working class' label 
which united them: whereas the wage form has become generalized J 

in ad vanced capitalism. the class of industrial workers has declined in 

numbers and importance. This dysymmetry is at the root of the 

ambiguities which have dominated recent debate on the limits of the 

working class. 

Once the theory of im poverishment proved untenable as a specific \ 
mechanism for the constitution of working-class unity, two new 
attempts were made to find an economic basis for such unity: one 
centred on the phenomenon of 'deskilling' (Braverman), while the 
other sought to identify a more restricted core of workers who 
would constitute the 'true' working class (Poulantzas). !taverman, 
starting froULhis-!nalysis EfTaylorism, argues that the degradatton­
~r resulting from me-scparatiOil'between conception and 
execution briI'lg~er broader strata of workerS-be they~' 
pToyed-by the ~5~.!!!r.!!o4i.t.}':::-.pE~ducmg sectors or not wiffilnffi5­
~~~nized workmg class." }\ccorrung1onlm, 
~rization' foreseen by Marx istfli:rdore in the process of 
fulfilment, and the ongoing degradation of its labour conditions will 
push the working class to organize itself and struggle politically 
against the system. However, few studies dealing with the North 
American working class share Braverman's homogenization thesis. 
On the contrary, the general tendency is to insist on the division and 
fragmentation of the working class. The works of Edwards, Gordon 
and Reich.l" demonstrate, for example, how the forms of control in 
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the labour process, combined with racism and sexism. have created a 
segmentation of the labour market which has crystallized in the 
fractioning of the working class. 40 Similar work in Western Europe4' 
also vitiates the thesis of a progressive simplification of the social 
structure and confirms that the current general tendency is towards a 
polarization between two sectors of the economy: a well-paid and 
protected general sector, and a peripheral sector of unskilled or 
semi-skilled workers for whom no security exists. If we add a third 
sector, that of the structurally unemployed whose number is con­
stantly growing, it becomes apparent that the thesis ofhomogeniza­
tion truly cannot be sustained. Furthermore, deskilling does not 
display the general character attributed to it by Braverman: although 
it is increasing in some sectors, there is also a parallel process of the 
creation of new skills. 

Furthermore, the creation of a dual labour-power market must be 
related to the different capitalist strategies to combat shopfloor 
resistance and cannot be seen as a simple effect of capitalist deve­
lopment. Thus Andrew Friedman has shown how in the British 
case, capitalists employ various strategies according to the capacity 
of the different groups of workers to resist their authority .42 Within a 
given country and within the same company, a distinction may be 
drawn between central and peripheral workers, belonging to dif­
ferent labour markets, whose wages and working conditions reflect 
their unequal capacity for resistance. Women and immigrants are 
generally situated in the unprotected market. Friedman, however, 
sees this segmentation not as the result of a conspiracy to divide the 
working class, but as the consequence of relations of force in which 

the unions themselves play an important role. The 

the working class are therefore more deeply rooted than many wish 

to allow; and they are, to a certain extent, the result of the workers' 

own practices. They are political, and not merely economic divi­

sIOns. 


It is impossible to talk today about homogeneity of the working 
class. and a fortiori to trace it to a mechanism inscribed in the logic of 
capitalist accumulation. In order to maintain the idea of a workers' 
identity around common interests, derived from a class insertion in 
the relations of production, the second tendency we mentioned 
earlier has therefore attempted to locate the true working class by 
means of a more restricted definition. The reality of fragmentation is 
fully accepted, and the unitary identity is attributed to one of the 
fragments. In this respect, it is instructive to examine the debate 
which opposed Erik Olin Wright to Nicos Poulantzas.4> According 
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to Poulantzas, productive labour is the criterion for identifying the 
limits of the working class,.· and unproductive waged workers 
constitute a 'new petty bourgeoisie'. The heterogeneity of the 
sectors included in this category does not create a special problem for 
Poulantzas. Since, in his view, classes cannot be defined only at the I 

economic level. and since the old and the new petty bourgeoisie I 

occupy the same ideological position with regard to the proletariat 
and the bourgeoisie, he feels quite justified in bracketing them in the 
same class category. This approach has been criticized by Eric Olin 
Wright, who rejects not only Poulantzas's definition of productive 
labour, but also the very idea that such a criterion could serve to 
define the limits of the working class. His argument is that the 
distinction between productive and unproductive labour does not in 
any way imply that unproductive workers have different class 
interests and are not concerned with socialism. He states: 'For twO 
positions within the social division of labour to be placed in different 
classes on the basis of economic criteria implies that they have 
fundamentally different class interests at the economic level.'4s The 
solution he offers is to make a distinction between 'ambiguous' and 
'non-ambiguous' class positions. The latter characterize the pro­
letariat. the bourgeoisie and the petty bourgeoisie. 4 

/> Together with 
these three non-ambiguous positions, Wright distinguishes what he 
calls'contradictory class locations', half-way between the two non­
ambiguous positions. Where the economic criteria are contradic­
tory, ideological and political struggle will playa determinant role in 
the definition of class interests. 

The reason for this Diogenes-like search for the 'true' working 

class is, of course, political: the object is to determine that category of 

workers whose economic interests link them directly to a socialist 

perspective. and who are therefore destined to lead the anti-capitalist 


I flJ II Pstruggle. The problem, however, with these approaches which start "\ '<-. 

frorn~r.e.?mcied d~(ioition of the working class, is that 'rheyarestill 
'based on the concept of 'objective interest' a concept which lacks 
any theoretical basis whatsoever, and !nvol~.eJii .\it~J.e more "than an 
atbit[;I.ry attribution of interests. by the analys~, to a certain category 
of,~Q.Cial as!:ots. In the classical view, class unity was constructed 
afound interests, but it was not a datum of the social structure; it was 
a process of unification, resulting from the impoverishment and 
proletarianization which went hand in hand with the development of 
the productive forces. Braverman's homogenization through deskil­
ling belongs to the same explanatory level. The objective interests 
were historical interests, insofar as they depended upon a rational and 
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necessary movement of history accessible to scientific knowledge. 
What cannot be done is to abandon the eschatological conception of 
history, and to retain a notion of 'objective interest' which only has 
sense within the fonner. Both Poulantzas and Wright seem to 
assume that the fragmentation of the working class is a fragmenta­
tion of positions among diverse social agents. Neither pays heed to a 
more substantial reality of which classical Marxism was well aware: 
namely, that a fragmentation of positions exists within the social 
agents themselves, and that these therefore lack an ultimate rational 
identity. The tension between economic and political struggle­
and theoretical analyses of working-class 'embourgeoisement' or 
Bernstein's assertion that through the progress of democracy the 
worker ceases to be a proletarian and becomes a citizen, etc. _ 
implied that the working class was dominated by a plurality of 
weakly integrated and frequently contradictory subject positions. 
Here, the alternative is clear: either one has a theory of history 
according to which this contradictory plurality will be eliminated 
and an absolutely united working class will become transparent to 
itself at the moment of proletarian chiliasm - in which case its 
'objective interests' can be determined from the very beginning; or 
else, one abandons that theory and, with it. any basis for privileging 
certain subject positions over others in the determination of the 
'objective' interests of the agent as a whole - in which case this 
latter notion becomes meaningless. [n our view, in order to advance 
in the determination of social antagonisms. it is necessary to analyse 
the plurality of diverse and frequently contradictory positions, and 
to discard the idea ofa perfectly unified and homogenous agent. such 
as the 'working class' of classical discourse. The search for the 'true' 
working class and its limits is a false problem, and as such lacks any 
theoretical or political relevance. 

Evidently, this implies not that working class and socialism are 
incompatible. but the very different statement that fundamental 
interests in socialism cannot be logically deduced from deterrnmate 
~n the economic process. I he oppositeVlew---thats~ara 
link is provided by the workers '_~r~~~Ii1u ~yel!.t~g capitallst­
WsorptlOn of the -ecOno~r£lus would only be v"iIiOtfOfie 
further assumed (a) that'the workerlSahomooeconomlCus who t-ries 
to maximize tfie economic surplus }UstasmUCFi as tnecapTtahst;oTO) 
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between positions in the relations of production and the mentality of 
the producers. The workers' resistance to certain forms of domina­
tion will depend upon the position they occupy within the ensemble 
of social relations, and not only in those of production. At this point, 
it is obvious that our last two conditions for the agents of hegemony 
to be exclusively constituted by the economic sphere - that they 
should be fully constituted as subjects within that space, and that 
they should be endowed with 'historical interests' derived from their 
class positions - arc not fulfilled either. 

Facing the Consequences 

Let us draw the conclusions. It is not the case that the field of the 
economy is a self-regulated space subject to endogenous laws; nor 
does there exist a constitutive principle for social agents which can be 
fixed in an ultimate class core; nor arc class positions the necessary 
location of historical interests. From this point, the implications 
quickly follow. Since Kautsky, Marxism knew that the socialist 
determination of the working class does not arise spontaneously but 
depends upon the political mediation of intellectuals. Such media­
tion, however, was not concei ved as articulation - that is to say, as a 
political construction from dissimilar elements. It had an epistemolo­
gical baSIS: socialist intellectuals read in the working class its objective 
destiny. In Gramsci politics is finally conceived as articulation, and 
through his concept of historical bloc a profound and radical com­
plexity is introduced into the theorization of the social, Yet even for 
Gramsci, the ultimate core of the hegemonic subject's identity is 
constituted at a point extemal to the space it articulates: the logic of 
hegemony does not unfold all of its deconstructive effects on the 
theoretical terrain of classical Marxism. We have witnessed, how­
ever, the fall of this last redoubt of class reductionism, insofar as the 
very unity and homogeneity of class subjects has split into a set of 
precariously integrated positions which, once the thesis of the 
neutral character of the productive forces is abandoned, cannot be 
referred to any necessary point of future unification. The logic of 
hegemony, as a logic of articulation and contingency, has come to 

determine the very identity of the hegemonic subjects. A number of 
t1!.at he IS a sE?ntaneousTycooperatlve belng,wm:n~ifes -fb-~ consequences follow from this, representing as many starting points 
~-"gio.f!. of-:§S:Ja22t:t.r-pfOaucr."Even-rnen,nowever, for our subsequent analysis. 
neither of these barely plausible ~ses would supply the I, Unfixity has become the condition ofevery social identity, The 
requisite proof. for there is no logical conneCtiOn whatsoever fixity of every social element in the first theorizations of hegemonyill 
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proceeded, as we saw, from the indissoluble link between the hege­
monized task and the class that was supposed to be its natural agent; 
while the bond between the task and the class which hegemonized it 
was merely factual or contingent. But, ~_.the taskhas-ceased 
to have any necessary link with a c1~idmti!yjA-gi\'.entojt..sQlm 
5ylfS3rtiCUiation within a h~gemonicJQI:l1la!.i9n. Its identity, then, 
lias become purely relationaL And as th~st-e;.-orreGtions has 
i'rse1fc~0 be fixed and stable - thereby maKing ~ 
p7aCtiCes()Qssible the sense of every social identity appears con­
stantly deferred. The moment of the 'final' suture never atTiVeS'. 
Wifntlits,nowever, not OnTy-does the very category of i-lCCeSSit.yrarr, 
but it is no longer possible to account for the hegemonic relation in 
terms of pure contingency. as the space which made mtelligible the 
necessary/contingent opposition has dissolved. The idea that the 
hegemonic link could be grasped theoretically through a mere nar­
rative exercise proves to have been a mirage. The link must instead 
be defined in terms of new theoretical categories whose status, 
insofar as they attempt to apprehend a type of relation that never 

2 manages to be identical to itself, constitutes a problem. CIl 2. Let us briefly refer to the dimensions in which this un fixity of the 
,40 vl. \ social produces its effects. The first belongs to the terrain of political 
,,:)<...'1.0 (l,s subjectivity. We have seen that 10 Rosa Luxemburg, the symbolic 
j Sr~~ll dimension linking the different antagonisms and political points of 

\/I,(.:t l rupture was the matrix of new social forces - the ones Gramsci was '\/\\\S J,to call 'collective wills'. This logic of the symbolic constitution of the 
. 'j'Q. social encountered precise limits in the persistence. at a morpho­

e.L.>\ \ ".~-I'\ogicallevel. of the economist conception of history. Once this has 
); d'"o lc been dissolved, however, the overflowing of class bounds by the 
!I ~'f# various forms of social protest can freely operate. (Freely, that is, of 
:-a.i fi' an y a priori class character of struggles or demands - obviously not 
(.;;( '::l (" in the sense that ellery articulation is possible in a given conjuncture.) 
}~""s If this is the case, however, three important consequences can be 
v derived for our analysis. The f....rst refers to the link between 
~ socialism and. c0!1crete soci.!~. agents-:-We~~av: a:-~nlonstra~~mat 
~t1(.tC IS ~1.;,rur.neCl·ssarjJ:.elatlonoetween socialiSt objeCtives 

and the-poJiitions of social a ents in the relations of production; ana­
t.bat the anieul;U:ionlJ(';tweell.Lem IS~~leriiaranddoesnot proceed 
from any natural movernen.t. ofeailitu.~ith the otnei---:-In oiJier 
words, therra:rtiCulation mustb~ regarded as ;-f!cgemomc relation. 
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given hegemon~ext. For the same reason, a variety of other 
points of rupture and democratic antagonisms can be articulated to a 
socialist 'collective will' on an equal Jooting with workers' demands. 
The era of 'privileged subjects' - in the ontological, not practical 
sense - of the anti-capitalist struggle has been definitively super­
seded. The second cons uence refers to the nature of the 'new~ 
social movements, w IC have een so much iscusse urmg t e ,--0...... 
last decade. Here, the two dominant tendencies of thougllt-a?e 
mcompatlble with our theoretical position. The first approaches the 
i1aturc and efficacy o~movements Within a problematic of the 
privileged subject ofsocialist change: thus, they are considered either 
as marginal or peripheral with regard to the working class (the 
fundamental subject in the orthodox view) or as a revolutionary 
substitute for a working class which has been integrated into the 
system (Marcuse). Everything we have said so far, however, indi­
cates that there are no rivile ed oints for the unle hin of a 
socialist 0 mca ractlce; this hinges upon a 'collective will' that is 

"laborious y constructe rom anum er 0 Isslml ar EQ!®. Nor can 
v:re agree, therefore, with the other dommant tendency in the dis­
cussion of new social movements, which consists in a priori affir­
mation of their progressive nature. The political meaning of a local 
community movement, of an ecological struggle. of a sexual 
minority movement, is not given from the beginning: it crucially 
depends upon its hegemonic articulation with other struggles and 
demands. T e third conse uence refers to the form ofconceiving 4\ 
the relation among different su lect posTt10ns.-w~s C» 
hAS tended to ae-~owever, were the decentring operatiOn 
to be concluded at this pomt, we would only have managed to affirm 
a new form of fixity: that of the various dccentred subject positions. 
If these themselves are not fixed, it is clear that a logic of de­
totalization cannot simply affirm the separation of different struggles 
and demands, and that the articulation cannot just be conceived as 

O 
the linkage ofdissimilar and fully constituted elements. It is here that 
the radicalization of the concept of 'overdetermination' will give us 
the key to the specific logic of social articulations. 

\ "J 3. The logic of our analysis would seem, however, to imply that 
J the very notion of 'hegemony' should be put into question. The 

disc,!rsive areas of the emergenc~ and validity of this category were 
orlgmally limited to the theoretICal terrain of a split. ~ 

It follows that, from the socialist point of view, the direction of the sntuted at tbe level Qf essences was confronted with historical con­
';"ork~rs'_~tr~gle is nOL!!!!Lt2_rmly pt()gt~:>_sive:it-aepenill;jusf~ tingc:.!1cies forcingjt to take on~s alien tojt~own ~-;ture:l3Utwe 
~:y olker soC,ig/51ruggle, upon its forms of articulatiorl within a nave seen, on the one hand, that this2£!it co uk!" l~surVlvethe 
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collapse of the distinction between these two planes; and, on the 
Offier, that msofar as there was an advance in a democratic dlrectlon, 
the1iegdnol'IizeaEi'S'KaItered the identit of thC1iegemonic subJecf. 

oes t IS m on 'w 51 I t, a 
I!10ment in the dis5?}u!ion of the essentialist disco.YTse:and uii~ 
Quthve It? In the next two chapters we will attempt to show that this 
is not 'in adequate answer, and that the tensions inherent in the 
concept of hegemony are also inherent in every political practice 
and, strictly speaking, every social practice. 

Notes to Chapter Two 

l. The concept of 'suture', which we will be using frequently, is taken from 
psychoanalysis. Its explicll formulation is attributed to Jacques-Alain Miller ('Sumre 
elements of the logic of the signifier', Screen, Winter 1977178, vol. 18, no. 4, pp. 
24-34), although it implicity operates in the whole of Lacanian theory. It is used to 
designate the production of the subject on the baSIS of the chain of its discourse; that is, 
of the non-correspondence between the subject and the Other - the symbohc ­
which prevents the closure of the Iauer as a full presence. (Hence, the constitution of 
the unconscious as edge operating the junction/division between the subject and the 
Other.} 'Suture names the relation of the subject to the chain of its discourse; we shall 
see that it figures there as the element which is lacking, in the form of a stand-in. For 
while there lacking, it IS not purely and simply absent. Suture, by extension - the 
general relation oflack to the strucrure of which it .s an dement, inasmuch as it impliL'S 
the position of a taking-the-place of (Miller, pp. 25-{,). ThiS moment of lack is, 
however, only one aspect. In a second aspect, suture implies a filling-in. As Stephen 
Heath points out, 'suture names not just a structure of lack but also an availability of 
the subject, a certain closure ... It is not surprislIlg ... , therefore, that Lacan's own 
use of the term "suture". . gives It sense of a "pseudo-identification", defmes it as 
"function of the imaginary and the symbolic".. The stake is dear: the "I" is a 
division but Joins all the same, the stand-in is the lack in the structure, but nevertheless 
simultaneously. the possibility of a coherence, of the jiliin!? in' (S Heath, 'Notcs on 
Suture', Sereen, pp. 55-6). It is this double movement th~t we WIll attempt to stress in 
our extension of the concept of suture to the field of pohtics. Hegemotllc practices arc 
suturing insofar as their field ofoperation IS determined by the openness of the social, 
by the ultimately unfixed character of every Signifier. TIllS onginallack IS precisely 
what the hegemonic practices try to fill in. A lotally sutured society would be one 
where this filling-in would have reached its ultimate consequences and would have, 
therefore, managed to identify itself with the transparency uf a closed symbolic order. 
Such a closure of the social is, as we will see, impossible. 

2. In the sense in whICh Jacques Derrida has talked about a 'logic of the supplement'. 
The supplementary of the 'indctermlll3tc' disappears, of course, if the link between 
the specifIcity and the necessity of the 'determinate' is broken. We have seen that this is 
what happens with Sorel's myth. In that case, however, the only terram that made 
possible the emergence of the dualism, also disappears. 

3. P. Anderson, pp. ISff. 
4. Concerning the initial formulation of Trotsky'S thesIS of permanent revolution. 
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sec A Brossat, Aux origines de la revolution permanente: la peMsie politique du jeuMf 
Trotsky, Paris 1974; and Michael Lowy, The Politics oj Combined and Unevm Develop­
mmt, London 1981. chapter 2. 

5. L. Trotsky, 1905, London 1971, pp. 333, 33'). 
6. 'There are no miracles in nature or history, but every abrupt tum in history, and 

this applies to every revolution, presents such a wealth of content, unfolds such 
unex pected and specific combinations of forms of struggle and alignment of forces of 
the contestants, that to the lay milld there is much that must appear miraculous .. 
That the revolution succeeded so quickly and - seemingly, at the first superficial 
glance - so radically, is only due to the fact that, as extremely unique historical 
situation, absolutely dissimilar (urrents, absolutely heterogeneous class interests, absolutely 
contrary political and social strivltlgs have merged and in a strikingly "harmonious" 
manner.' Lenin, LettersJrom A/ar, First Letter. The First Stage of the First Revolullon', 
Collected Works, vol. 23, pp. 297,.302 

7. 'The mechanics of political democracy works in the same direction. Nothing in 
our times can be done without elections; nOlhing can be done without the masses. 
And III this era of printing and parliamentansm it is impossible to gain the followmg of 
the masses without a widely ramified, systematically managed, well-equipped system 
of flattery, lies, fraud, juggling with fashionable and popular catchwords, and 
promising all manner of reforms and blessings to the workers right and left - as long 
as they renounce the revolutionary struggle for the overthrow of the bourgeoisie. I 
would call this system Lloyd-Georgism after the Enghsh nlltllstcr Lloyd George, one 
of the foremost and most dexterous representatives of thiS system ltl the classic land of 
the "bourgeois labour party". A first-class bourgeOIs manipulator, an astute politi­
cian, a popular orator who will deliver any speeches you like, even revolutionary 
ones, to a labour audience, and a man who is capable of obtainmg sizeable sops for 
docile workers in the shape of social reforms (insurance, etc.), Lloyd George serves 
the bourgeOisie splendidly, and serves it precisely among the workers, brings its 
Influence preCisely to the proletariat, to where the bourgeoisie needs it most and where 
it finds It most difftcult to subject the masses morally.' Lenin, 'Imperialism and the 
Spltt ofSocl.hsm', Col/eaed Works, vol. 23, p. 117-8. 

~. ?yaty; vsemirnyi Kon.llress Komurtislichelko.llo lrlternalSionala. 17 iun'ya-8 iuliya 1924 
g. Slenograjicheskiiouhet, Moscow-Leningrad 1925, I, pp. 482-3. Quoted in M. HiJek, 
'La bolscevlzzazionc del partiti comunlsti', in E.J. Hobsbawm et aI., eds., Slona, 
Tunn 1980, vol. 3, p. 468. 

9. Cf. E. Ladau, Politi(s and Ideology in Marxist Theory, London 1977, pp. l3i\ff 
10. Cf. especially Ch. Buci-Glucksmann, Gramsci and the State, London I,)HO. 
II. B. de Giovanni, 'Lenin and Gramsci: State, Politics and Party', III Ch. Mouffc, 

cd., Gramm' arid Marxist Th,'ory, London 1')7'), pp. 2S9-28H. For a cntiquc of de 
Giovanni's conception, see Ch. Mouffe's introduction to that volume. 

12. A. Gramsci, 'Notes on the Southern Question', in SelectioMS .from Political 
~hitillgs 1921-26, ed. and trans. Q. Hoare, London 197M, p. 443. 

13. With regard to the relationship between hegemony, Ideolugy and state III 

Gramscl, see Ch. Mouffe, 'Hegemony and Ideology in Gra llIsci ' , in Cramsci and 
Marxist Theory, pp. 16/l-204; and Ch. MOllffc, 'Hegl'mony and the Il1!egral State III 
Cramsci: Towards a New Concept of Politics', in G. Bridges and H. Brum, cds., 
Silver Llllings. Some Strate!?iesj~r rhe Ei.llhries, London 1981. 
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17. See the essays contained III the volume Clausewirz en eI pmlarnie"lo marxist". 
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Mexico 1979, in particular the work by Clemente Ancona, 'La influencia de De la 
Gut'TTa de Clausewitz en eI pensamiento marxista de Marx a Lenin', pp. 7-38. These 
essays refer, however, more to the relationship between war and politics than to the 
political metaphorization of military notions. 

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

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

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

21. This is why the critique undertaken by M. Salvadori (,GramsCl and the PCI: 
Two Conceptions of Hegemony', in Gramsci and Marxisr Theory, pp. 237-258) to the 
theoreticians of the Italian Communist Party, IS so unconvincing. According to this 
critique, Eurommmunism could not legitimately claim the Gramscian tradition as the 
source of its democratic strategy, for Gramsci's thought continues to attribute an 
essential importance to the moment of rupture and seizure of power, Gramsci would, 
thus, constitute the highest moment of a Leninism adapted to the conditions of 
Western Europe. There is no doubt that for Gramsci 'war of position' is merely a 
prelude to 'war of movement'; yet, this does not justify talking about a 'structural 
Leninism' in Gramsci. This would only be justified if the alternative reform/ revolu­
tion, peaceful/VIOlent road, was the only relevant distinction; but, as we have seen, the 
totality of Gramscian thought moves 10 the direction of wl{hdrawing the importance 
and eliminating the absolute character of this alternative. In more important aspects, 
neither the Gramscian conception of political subjectivity, nor its form of concep­
tualizing the hegemonic links, is compatible with the Leninist theory of 'class 
alhance'. 
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of the tertiary sector - only possess specifiC skills acquired in the enterprise, and that 
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