Hegemony & Socialist Strategy

Towards a Radical Democratic Politics B e yo C{ 7}4 -
'/l .
po 7Ty of The Socual

*

ERNESTO LACLAU
AND
CHANTAL MOUFFE

AQ(T-Q.@O"’Z(ﬁVV? R o Cl
[_7,:66‘@/“”_0»&}/

\

VERSO

London - Now York,

(95




66

gse. In short, Gramsci was an original theoretiaan and a political
strategist of ‘uneyen development’, but his concgpts are scarcely
relevant to the conditions of advanced capitalism /A second, diver-
gent reading presents him as a theoretician of revolution in the
West,'® whose strategic conception was based upon the complexity
of advanced industrial civilizations and the density of their social and
political relations. One of his interpreters goes so far as to see him as
the theoretician of the capitalist restructuring which followed the
1929 world crisis, and of the complexity acquired by mass struggle
within the context of a growing intertwining of politics and
economics. ! In fact, Gramsci’s theoretical innovation is located ata
more general level, so that both of these readings are possible — and
partially valid. More than any other theoretician of his time,
Gramsci broadened the terrain of political recomposition and hege-
mony, while offering a theorization of the hegemonic link which
clearly went beyond the Leninist category of ‘class alliance’. As, in
both the advanced industrial countries and the capitalist periphery,
the conditions of political struggle moved further and further away
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of ‘ideas’ and ‘yalues’ be shared by a number of sectors — or, to use |
our own terminology, That certaim subject posiaons traverse a | |
number of class sectors. lntelfé%?m%m&ship R ad
tiites, according to Gramsci, a higher synthesis, a ‘collecave will’,
‘wguch,. tl@qilmgglggy, becomes the organic cement unifying a
historical’ _b”oc’. All these are new concepts having an effect of
lacément 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
b{fﬁﬂ_gg,;heir structural location within the revolutionary and rela-
tional schema of economism. At the same time, ideology is signalled
as the precise terrain on which these relations are constituted.
Thus, everything depends on how ideology is conceived.'® Here

Gramsci brings about two new and fundamental displacements with
regard to the classical problematic. The first is his conception of the

.

materiality of ideology. Ideology is not identified with a ‘system of
: . ; _ la'ggs ot with the Talse consciousness’ of social agents; it is instead an
from the ones imagined by orthodox stagism, the Gramscian cate- ;'-1

_~otganic and relational whole, embodied in insgitations and ap
gories applied equally to both cases. Their relevance should there- : 1mb

CC.fuses, which welds togeth historical bloc around a numg%r“bf kS

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 Gramsaan text in
which the concept of hegemony is used, he states: “The proletariat
can become the leading and the dominant class to the extent that it
succeeds in creating a system of alliances which allows it to mobilize
the majority of the working population against capitalism and the
bourgeots 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.”'? The precondition of this leading role is that
the working class should not remain confined to the narrow defence
of its corporative interests, but should take up those of other sectors.
FHowever, the logic is still only one of preconst ted sectoral
intgrests, which is perfectly compatible wit
alliance. As in Lenin, leadership is merely political and not ‘moral
and intellectual’.

It is in this movement, from the ‘political’ to the ‘intellectual and

moral’ plane, that the decisive transition takes place toward™a’
&

concept of hegemony beyand class alliances’. For, whereas political
leadership can be grounded upon a conjunctural coincidence of
interests in which the participating sectors retain their separate
identity, moral and intellectual leadership requires that an ensemble

the notion of.a.class.

basic articulatory pri ciples, "This precludes the possibility of a '
supetstriiceuralist reading of the ideological. In fact, through the
concepts of historical bloc and of ideology as organic cement, a new
totalizing category takes us beyond the old base/superstracture ars-.
““I'His 15 not sufficient, however, because moral and intel-
lectual leadership could still be understood as the ideoiogical inculca-
t!_‘?fl,nb.}’..,?}. 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 s(')“'v\?ciﬁfd'"fﬁ'”%&"t}’géwigﬁﬁ?iéﬁiﬁéé"s" of the’
dominant class, and their presence in other sectors could be under-
stood only as a phenomenon of false consciousness/ It 1s ar this
crucial pont that Gramsci introduces his third and most important
displacement: the break with the reductionist problematc of
ideology. For Gramsci, political subjects are not — strictly speak-": .
ing — classes, but complex, ‘collective wills’; similarly, the ideo- |
logical elements articulated by a hegemonic dass do not have a "
necessary class belonging. Concerning the first point, Gramsdi’s |
position is clear: the collective will is a result of the politico-
ideological articulation of dispersed and fragmented historical
forces. ‘From this one can deduce the importance of the “cyltural

aspegt’’, even 1n practical (collective) activity. An historical act can

only be performed by ““collective man”, and this presupposes the
attainment of a **cultural-social” unity through which a mulgpliaty
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of dispersed wills with heterogenous aims, are welded together with
a single aim, on the basis of an equal and common conception of the
world.”** Nothing more distant from this ‘collective man’, ‘welded
together with a single aim’, than the Leninist notion of class alliance.
With regard to the second point, it is equally evident that for
Gramsci the organic ideology does not represent a purely classist and
closed view of the world; it is formed instead through the articu-
lation of elements which, considered in themselves, do not have any
ary 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.”* ‘How, .on the other hand,
should this theoretical conscicusness, proposed as autonomous con-
sciousness, be formed? How should everyone choose and combine
the elements for the constitution of such an autonomeous conscious-
niess? 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.’*

We can thus see the central point which demarcates Grasmci from
other anti-economistic positions formulated within the communist
movement of that period. Both Lukics and Korsch, for instance,
also reproportioned the terrain classicaily attributed to the super-
structures; but they did this within the parameters of a class-
reductionist perspective which identified the revolutionary subject
with the working class, such that hegemony in the sense of arti-
culation was strictly unthinkable, It was precisely Gramsci’s iftro-
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 carlier
analysis, we might say that the diverse *elements’ or ‘tasks’ no longer
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had any identity apart from their relation with the force hegemoniz-
ing them. On the other hand, these forms of precarious articulation
began to receive names, to be theoretically thought, and were incor-
porated into the very identity of the social agents. This explains the
importance attributed by Gramsci to the ‘national-pgpular’ and to
the formulation of a concept such as ‘integral State’, in which the
dominant sector modifies its very natur¢ and 1dentity through the
practice of hegemony. For Gramsci a class does not take State 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
1s 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 —
thte must always be a single unifying principle in every tiegemonic
formation, and this can only be 3 fundamental class. Thus two
printiples of the social order — the unicity of the unifying principle,
and its necessary class character — are not the contingent sl of
hegemonic struggle, but the necessary structural framework within
Wﬁﬁﬁ"évery.sgmggjg‘gggurs. Class hegemony is not a wholly 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 hegemon - 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, settingﬁhgﬁggl'_'vt_gﬁgb deconstructi
logic_of hegemony. To assert, however, that hegemony
dWiys correspond to a fundamental economic class is not merely to
reaffirm determination in the'last instance by the économy; it is also
to predicate that, insofar as the economy constitutes an insurmount-
able limit to society’s potential for hegemonic recomposition, the
constitutive logic of the economic space is not itself hegemonic.
Here the naturalist prejudice, which sees the economy as a homo-
geneous space unified by necessary laws, appears once again with all
its force.

This fundamental ambiguity can clearly be seen in the Gramscian
concept of ‘war of pasition’. We have already noted the function of
military metaphors in classical Marxist discourse, and it would be no
exaggeration to say that, from Kautsky to Lenin, the Marxist con-
ception of politics rested upon an imaginary owing a great deal to
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Clausewitz.'” 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 militanism of the Bolshevization drive and ‘class against
class’, the establishment of a strict dividing line was considered the
ition of politics — ‘politics” being conceived simply as one
s "of class struggle. For Gramsdi, by contrast, ‘war of
position’ involves thé progressive disaggregation of a civilization
and the construction of another around a2 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 mEtapBEOTIERere metaphorized i the opposite direction: if
in Leninism there was a militarization of politics, in Gramsci there is
a demilitarization of war.'® 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 of continuity in the confron-
tation, and the metaphor of the two armies in struggle can retain part
of its productivity.

Thus, Gramsct’s thought appears suspended around a basic am-
biguity concerning the status of %;rglfg%ylgnggass which finally leads

it to a contradictory position. 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 transfim its own identty
by articulating to it a plurality of struggles and democratic demands.
On the other hand, it would seém that this articulatory role is
assigned to it by the economic base — hence, that the centrality hasa
necessary character. One cannot avoid the feeling that the transition
from a morphological and essentialist conception 4 la Labriola, to a
radical historicist one,'® has not been coherently accomplished.

At any event, if we compare Gramsci's thought with the various
classical tendencies of Second International Marxism, the radical
novelty of his concept of hegemony is quite evident. After the war,
Kautsky?® formulated a democratic conception of the transition to
socialisn 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 of backwardness. However, the
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alternative he proposed was to wait until the mythical laws of
capitalist development simplified social antagonisms: the conditions
wotld'thén exist for the dislo€atioh betwee tidsses’ 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 -
trGtigh its threefold displacemient of the Leninist theory of ‘class
alliances’ — sets the basis for a democratic practice of politics, com-
patible with a plurality of historical subjects.”

As to Bernstemn, Gramsci shares his affirmation of the primacy
of Bgﬁggg, and his acceptance of a plurality of struggles and demo-
cratic demands irreducible to class bélonging. But unlike Bemnstein,

" for whom these separate struggles and demands are united only at an

epochal level, through the intervention of a general law of progress,
Gramsci has no room for a principle of Entwicklung. Struggles derive
their meaning from their hegemonic articulation, and their progres-
sive character — from a sodalist point of view — is not asstired in
advarice, History, therefore, is regarded not as an ascendant con-
tinuum of democratic reforms, but as a discontinuous series of hege-
monic formations or historical blocs. In the terms of a 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, Gramsdi’s
concept of histotical bloc represents a step backwards. At the same
time, however, Gramsci’s perspective marks a clear advance on
Sorel, for his theory of hegemony as artigulagion entails the idea of
democratic plurality, while the Sorelian myth was simply destined to
TECTEALE Ehe Lnity of the class. Successive versions of this myth sought
to secure”'é"i»ﬁ'a%ﬂ"‘liﬂémbf partition within society, and never to
construct, through a process of hegemonic.reaggregation, a new
1ntc§‘1:iglm§£gte. The idea of a ‘war of position’ would have been

a

ridicall

ly alien to Sorel’s perspective.
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Beyond the Positivity of the
Social: Antagonisms and
Hegemony

From everyttung said so far, it follows that the concept ot nege- (
k- mony supposes a theoretical field dominated by the category of '
articulation; and hence that the articulated elements can be separately
1Hentjlca. (Later, we will examine how it is possible to specify
‘elements’ independently of the articulated totalities.) In any case, if
articulation is a p.:g;jgc, and not the name of a given relational
complex, it must itply some form of separate_presence of the
elements which that practice articulates or recomposes. In the type of
thebrization we wish to analyse, the elements on which articulatory
practices operate were originally specified as fragments of a lost
structural or organic totality. In the eighteenth century, the German
Romantic generation took the experience of fragmentation and divi-
sion as the starting-point of its theoretical reflection. Since the seven-
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teenth century the collapse of the view of the cosmos as a meaningfiil
order within which man occupied a precise and determined place —
and the replacement of this view by a self-defining conception of the
subject, as an entity maintaining relations of exteriority with the rest
of the universe (the Weberian disenchantment of the world) — le

the Romantic generation of the Sturm und Drang to an eager search
for that lost unity, for a new synthesis that would permit the division
to be overcome. The notion of man as the expression of an integral
totality attempts to break with all dualisms — body/soul, reason/
fecling, thought/senses — established by rationalism since the
seventeenth century.® Itis well known that the Romantics conceived
this experience of dissociation as strictly linked to functional dif-
ferentiation and the division of society into classes, to the growing

%

complexity of a bureaucratic State establishing relations of ex-
teriority with the other spheres of social life.

Given that the elements to be rearticulated were specified ag frag-
ments of a lost unity, it was clear that any recomposition would have
an artificial character, as opposed to the natural organic unity peculiar
to Greek culture. Holderlin stated: ‘There are two ideals of Gur
existence: one is the condition of the greatest simplicity, where our
needs accord with gach other, with our powers and with everything:
we are related to, just through the organization of nature, without any.
action on our part. The other is a condition of the highest cultivat
where this accord would come about between infinitely dive ;
and strengthened needs and powers, through the organization which
we are able to give to ourselves.” Now, everything depends on how:
we conceive this ‘organization which we are able to give to our-

“selves’ and which givi%ﬂt%hj e clements a new form of unity: either that’
organization is contingent and, therefore, external to the fragments :
themselves; or else, both the fragments and the organization are’
necessary moments of a totality which transgends them. It is clear.
that only the first type of ‘organization’ can be conceived as an:
articulation; {th'e"‘ second is, strictly speaking, a mediation. But it is also
evident that, in philosophical discourses, the distances between the'
one and the other haye been presented more as a nebulous area of:
ambiguities than as a clear watershed.

, In order to place
ourselves tirmly within the held, , we must begin byv \

e ounc1_n,gﬂgg§mgg“cgg_tiqai;:_v__m:.; ciety. as foundin totality of its
--53% i%ﬁauﬁ e must, therefore, consider the openness of the §

'social as the constituti ‘ i ’ isti
Cial as the itive ground or ‘negative essence’ of the existing,
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and the diverse ‘social orders’ as precarious and ultimately failed
atternpts to domesticite the field of differences. Accordingly, the
multiformity-of the s6&al cannot be apprehended through a system -
of mediations, nor the ‘social order’ understood as an underlying
principle. There is no sutured space peculiar to ‘society’, since the
social itself has no essence. Three remarks are important here. First,
the two conceptions imply different logics of the social: in the case of
‘mediations’, we are dealing with a system of logical transitions in
which relations between objects are conceived as following a relation’
between concepts; in the second sense, we are dealing with con-
tingent relations whose nature we have to determing, Secondly;in -
criticizing the conception of society as an ensemble united by neces-
sary.laws, we cannot simply bring out the non-necessary character
of the relations among elements, for we would then retain the neces-
sary character of the identity of the elements themselves. A concep-
tion which denies any essentialist approach to social relations, must
also state the precarious character of every identity and the impossi-
bility of fixing the sense of the.‘elements’ in any ultimate literality.
_Thirdly, it is only in contrast to a discourse postulating their unity,
that an ensemble of elements appears as fragmented or dispersed.
Qutside any discursive structure, it is obviously not possible to -

speak of fragmentation, nor even to specify elements. Yet, a discur-
slve structure is not a mergly ‘cognitive’ or ‘contemplative’ entity; it
is an’ articulatory. practice which constitutes and organizes social
relations. Wefancehussalkrofegrowmpesmptemtwand fragmenta-

ton of advanced industrial societies -

~ We must, therefore, begin by analysing the category of agigeda-
__tion, which will give us our starting-point for the elaboration of the
concept of hegemony. The theoretical construction of this category
requires-us-to take two steps: to establish the possibility of specifying
the elements which enter into the articulatory telation; and to deter-
nﬁl’ﬁ'e_ the specificity of the reladqnél_l_ggéégnt comprising this arti-"+3}
culatior *’ ’ . o
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Articulation and Discourse fion

In the context of this discussion, we will callkﬂﬁiﬂﬁ?ﬂ}iﬂﬁ,ﬁﬂfﬁ 3 igg};ﬁe“?ﬂ" mation Of th& ¢ nto "}9‘1152515 never
L o . | t their 1dentity 1s bt - - . . L ) )
elation among elements such that then iy tion hetween_discursive and )
cstab_hshmg ar rere o F th garti‘-'u atory practice. The structured wz. Cur apalysm rejects ;};g_g;_g_%g__‘ ion n_di ' .
modified as a l'effj‘,l t,&oﬁﬂwk‘ﬂ"ﬂﬁmg&ﬂl call discourse non-discursive practices, It affirms: a) that cygry.object is constituted
= — Lo rom the articulatory pr ' v TR — T . . e o BT P s
tota 1t); tE'esultt_‘“lg ositions, insofar as they appear articulated within a 3§ an object o 413 _u,rscf, insofar as r?gﬁc_)%;cgt 18 Ewen outds.ld‘ every
The differential positions, . By contrast. we will call element any 1scursive condition of emergence; and b) that any istinction
discourse, we will'call moments. By ’ L between what are usually called the linguistic and behaviourial

difference that is not discursively articulated aspects of a social practice, is either an incorrect distinction or ought

to find its place as a'differentiation within the social production of
meaning, which is structured under the form of discursive totalitites.
Foucault, for example, who has maintained a distinction — in our
opinion inconsistent — between discursive and non-discursive
practices,’ attempts to determine the relational totality that founds
the regularity of the dispersions of a discursive formation. But he is
only capable of doing this in terms of a discursive practice: {Clinical
medicine must be regarded] as the establishment of a relation, in
medical discourse, between a number of distinct elements, some of
which concerned the status of doctors, others the institutional and
technical site from which they spoke, others their position as sub-
jects perceiving, observing, describing, teaching, etc. It can be said
that this relation between different elements (some of which are
new, while others were already in existence) is effected by clinical
discourse: it is this, as a practice, that establishes between them all a
system of relations that is not “really” given or constituted « priori;

and if there is a unity, if the modalities of enunciation that it uses, or
to which it gives place, are not simply juxtaposed by a series of
historical contingencies, it is because it makes constant use of this

group_of relations.”** Two points have to be emphasized here.

Firstly, if the so-called non-discursive complexes — institutions,

. techniques, productive organization, and so on — are analysed, we

will only find more or less complex forms of differential. positions

gcts, which do not arise from a necessity "'fégi_!.'cmﬂto the

s

" Now, in an articula ;%%?}{ﬁ?:i‘:;!iﬁ:j?_ﬁ.fﬁf: :whcre every element
occupies a differential positiori ~ i Gur terminology, where every
element haS'been reduced t a moment, of that torality — ail_lc_igx_-ltltyxs .
rélational and all relations have a NECESSary:¢ }};%&gggg;_,chnvemste, for—
éxaﬁ{plc, states with reference to Saussure’s principle of value: “To
say that the values are “relative” means that they are relative to each
other. Now, is that not precisely the proof of their necessity? . . .
Whoever says system says arrangement or conformity of parts in a
structure which transcends.and explains its elements. Everythmg.xs
$0 necessary in it that modifications of the whole and of the details -
reciprocally condition one another. The relativity of values is the
best proof that they depend closely upon one another in the
synchrony of a system which is always being threatened, always
being restored. The point is that all values are values of opposition -
and are defined only by their difference . . . If langgagc is some-
thing other than a fortuitous conglomeration of erratic notions and
sounds uttered at random, it is because necessity is inherent in its
structure as in all structure.’'? Necessity derives, therefore, not from
an underlying intelligible principle but from the re'ulangx__of a
system of structural, positions. In this sense, no relation can be
contingent or external, since the identity of its elements would then . ic :
be specified outside the relation itself. But this is no more than to e articylatory. nanre of clinical_discourse

affirm that in a discursive-structural formation constituted in this N - l“g‘%]"% f the ticulare dwcyl,gnggmis must be at lC;llSt
way, the practice of articulation would be impossible: the latter _ tlally modified by that articulation: tﬁ_at 1s, the category of dis-
invo’lves working on elements, while here we would be confronted persion pnly partially permits us to think the specificity of the
only with moments of a closed and fully constituted totality where -

con: wh regularitzes. The status of the dispersed gntities is constituted l& some % .
every moment is subsumed from the beginning under the principle.
of repetition. As we shall see, if contingency and articulation are

20 : J
¢ elements and the moments.
possible, this is because ng discursive formation is a sutured totality

and which can only theretore be conceived

s. Secondly, the very logic of Foucault’s

ntermediate region between th
We cannot enter here into all the complexities of a theory of
discourse as we understand it, but we should at least indicate the
o o R o B PR i - :
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following basic points in order to obviate the more common mis-
understandings. _

(a) The fact that every object is constituted as an object of dis-
course has nothing to do with whether there is a world external to
thought, or with the realism/idealism opposition. An earthquake or
the falling of a brick is an event that certainly exists, in the sense that
it occurs here and now, independently of my will. But whether their
specificity as objects is constructed in terms of “natural phenomena’
or ‘expressions of the wrath of God’, depends upoh the Structuring
of a discursive field. Whiat is"denied is not that such objects exist

e g et A T SRR PR i

externally to thought, but the rather different assertion that they
could constitute th {g}iglﬁ\?{gar%fsﬁ%ﬁg%out51d_e any discursiye.condi-
tion of erme .
*~(B) Kt the root of the previous prejudice lies an assumption of the
mental character of discourse. Against this, we will affirm thc_:_gngtg_ﬁa!
HKaracter of every discursive structure. To argue the opposite is t6™
acceptthe very classiealdichotomy between an objective field con-
stituted outside of any discursive intervention, and a discourse con-
sisting of the pure expression of thought. This is, preciscly, the
dichotomy which several currents of contemporary thought have
tried to break.'® The theory of speech acts has, for example, under-
lined their performative character. Language games, in Wittgen-
stein, include Within an indissoluble totality both language and the
actions interconnected with it: ‘A is building with building-stones:
there are blocks, pillars, slabs, and beams. B has to pass the stones,
and that in the order in which A needs them. For this purpose they
use a language consisting of the words “block”, “pillar”, “slab”,
“beam”’. A cails them out; B brings the stone which he has learnt to
bring at such and such a call.”"" The conclusion is inevitable: ‘I shall
also call the whole, consisting of language and the actions into which
it is woven, the “language-game”.""* It is evident that the very
material properties of objects are part of what Wittgenstein calls
language game, which is an example of what we have called dis-
course, What constitutes a differential position and therefore 2
relational identity with certain linguistic elements, is not the idea of
building-stone or slab, but the building-stone or the slab as such.
(The connection with the idea of ‘building-stone’ has not, as far as
we know, been sufficient to construct any building.) The linguistic
and non-linguistic elements are not merely juxtaposed, but consti~"
tute a differential and structured system of positions — that is, a
discourse. The differential positions include, therefore, a dispersion

of very diverse material elements. ' B :

g ""‘(‘t:‘)'“Finally we must consid
! : s . €r the meanmng and productivi
- centrality we have assigned to the cifégaltyﬂ'gﬂéf df'* ustivity of the

_ , : | e. Through

;llliise:::;r‘lit;;ll?gd\\;ﬁ obtalg_a' considerable enlargement 0% the field gof

, € condttions are created which permit u i

| . 5 to think

E}T:nsgoui relations placed before us by the analysis of the preceding
pters. Letus suppose that we attempted to analyse social r

o _ weat elations

natﬂ:-;lb:?i: :1)5 f:the fl_yh;;e of .obj_cgtwny constructed by the diséourse of
tural s S. s immediately sets strict limi

objocs thar e y strict limits both on the

possible to construct within that di
] r at discourse, and o
;1;3 relatlpns that can be established among them. Certain n?!ationil
certain objects are excluded in advance. Metaphor, for example
. ?
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is impossible as an objective relation between two entities. But this
excludes the possibility of conceptually specifying a wide range of
relations among objects in the social and political ficld. What we
characterized as ‘communist enumeration’, for example, is based on
a relation of equivalence among different class sectors within a social
space divided into two gq;@ggﬂismﬁngﬁp&, But this equivalence
“supposes the operation of the principle of analogy-among literally
" diverse contents — and what is this but a metaphorical transposi-
. tion? Tt is important to observe that the equivalence constituted
through communist enumeration is not the discursive expression of a
real movement constituted outside discourse; on the contrary, this
. enumerative discourse is a real force which contributes to the mould-
. ing and constitution of $odial relations. Something similar occurs
" with a notion such as ‘contradiction’ — to which we will retun
below. . If we consider social relations from the perspective of a
naturalist paradigm, contradiction is excluded. But if we consider
social relations as discursively constructed, contradiction becomes
possible. For, whereas the classical notion of ‘real object” excludes
contradiction, a relation of contradiction can exist between two
objects of discourse. The main consequence of a break with. the
discursive/extra-discursive dichotomy is the abandonment of the
_ thought/reality opposition, and hence a major enlargement of the
field of those categories which can account for social relations.
Synonymy, metonymy, metaphor are not forms of thought thatadd
a second sense to a primary, constitutive literality of social relations;
instead, they are part of the primary terrain itself in which the social
is constituted. Rejection of the thought/reality dichotomy must go~
together ‘with-a rethinking and interpenetration of the categories
which have until now been considered exclusive of one or the other.
3. Now, the transition to the relational totality that we have called
diseauzse’, would hardly be ableto Solve our initial problems if the
relational and differential logic of the discursive totality prevailed
without an itation.. In that ¢case, we would be faced with pure
relations of necessity, and, as we earlier pointed out, any articulation

3

elati sity, and, as we earlier pointed out, any articulation
would be impossible given that every ‘element’ would ex definitione
be ‘moment’. This conclusion can impose itself, however, only if we
allow”that the relational logic of discourse be carried through to its
ultimate conséquences, without limitation by any exterior.” If we
accept, on the contrary, that a discursive totality never exists in the
form of a simply given and delimited positivity, the relational logic
will be incomplete and pierced by contingency. The transition from
the ‘clements’ to the ‘moments’ is never entircly fulfilled. A o

E
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man’s-land thus emerges, making the articulatory practice possible,
In this case, there is no social identity fully protected from a dis-
cursive_exterior that deforms it and prevents it becoming fully”
sugired. Both the identities"and the relations losg_their, necessary
character. As a systémati¢ structural ensemble, the relations atc
uREBIe to absorb the identities; but as the identities are purely rela-
tional, this is but another way of saying that there is no identity
which can be fully constituted. T

_ This being so, all discourse of fixation becomes metaphorical:
literality is, in actual fact, the first of metaphors.

. Here we arrive at a decisive point in our argument. The incom-
plete character of every totality necessarily leads us to abandon, asa
terrain of analysis, the premise of ‘society’ as a sutured and self-
‘defined totality. ‘Society’ is not a valid object of discourse. There is

tension 1s the condition of any social practice: necessity only €xists as
2 partial limitation of the field of contingency. It is i this terrain,
where neither a total interiority nor a'total exteriority is possible,
that the socia] is. constituted. For the same reason that the social

o A . .. -
cannot be réduced to the interiority of a fixed s;g_gﬂ;&ryw of differéndes,

pure exteriority is also impossible. In order to be to'f&’?f;igifgfnal' to
each othef; the entities would have to be totally internal with regard
to themselves: that is, to have a fully constituted identity which is not
subverted by any exterior. But this is precisely what we have just
rejected. This field of identities which never manage to he fully fixed, is the
teld of over, ination, e T

t

no ;s_'_ipgle—undcrl'yh?g-*principlc fixing — and hence constituting — £ %y
the whole field of differences. The irresoluble interiority/exteriority = 44, /%



‘We now have all the necessary analytical elements to specify the
concept ofﬁm Since a_ll idengt v is relati.onal — even if the
system of relations doés not reach the point of being fixed as isﬁt:ﬁnP}e
systemn of ditferences — since, too, all discourse is sub\.rg‘:‘g_ggd by a
field of discursivity..which overflows it, the transition from
‘elements’ to ‘moments’ can never be complete. The status of the
‘elements’ is that of floating signifiers, incapable of being whoily
articiilated to 2 discursive chain. And this floating character finally
penetrates every di§éﬁr§iy¢ (i.e. sogig_l)‘idgntity_. But if we accept the
" non-complete character of all discursive fixation and, at the same
tirrie;-affifin the relational character of every identity, ‘t'hg ambiguous
character of the signifier, ~fixation to any signified, can only
~ exist insofar as there is a proliferation. of signifieds. It is not the
poverty of signifieds but, on the contrary, polysemy that disarticu-
lates a.discursive, strugtre. That is what establishes the gverdeter-
fined, symbolic dimension of every social identity. Society never
fianages to be identical to itself, as every nodal point is constituted
within an intertextuality that overflows it. The practice of articulation,

meaning; and the partial character of this fixation proceeds from the openness
of the social, a result, in its tum, of the constant overflowing of every
discourse by the infinitude of the field of discursiviry. '
Every social practice is therefore — in one of its dimensions —
articulatory. As it is not the internal moment of a s_elf—deﬁned
totality, it cannot simply be the expression of something already

s

1)

therefore, consists in the construction of nodal points which partially fix, st

1ntel
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acguired, it cannot be wholly subsumed under the prindplezyf repeti-
tiop; rather, it always consists in the construction of new differences.
. The social is articulation insofar as ‘society’ is impossible. Earlicr we
said that, for the social, necessity only exists as a partial effort to limit
contingency. This implics that the relations between ‘necessity”atid
‘contingency’ cannot be concetved as relations between two areas
that are delimited and external to each other — as, for example, in
Labriola’s morphological prediction — because the contingent only
exists within the necessary. This presence of the contingent in the
necessary is what we earlier called subyersion, and it manifests itself as
symbolization, metaphorization, paradox, which deform and ques-
tion the literal character of every necessity. Necessity, therefore,
exists not under the form of an underlying principle, of a ground,
but as an effort of literalization which fixes the djffcrenccs of a

s marce ™

relational system. The necessity of the social is the necéssity proper
to purcly relational ideritities — as in the linguistic principle of
value* — not natural ‘necessity’ or the necessity of an analytical
Judgement. ‘Necessity’, in this sense, is simply equivalent to a
‘system of differential positions in a sutured space’.

This way of approaching the problem of articulation would seem
to contain all the necessary clements to resolve the apparent anti-
nomies with which the logic of hegemony confronted us: on the one
hand, the open and incomplete character of every social identity
permits its articulation to different ) - forma-

tions — that is, to ‘blocs’ in the sénse’of Sorel and Gramsci; on the
other hand, the very identity of the articulatory force is constituted
in the general field of discursiyity — this eliminites3ny reference to
a transcendental or onginative subject. However, before formu-
lating our concept of heégemony, we need to tackle two further
questions. The first concerns the precise status in our analysis of the
category of ‘subject’; the second concerns the concept of antagotiise,
whose importance stems from the fact that, in one of its key dimen-~
sions, the specificity of a hegemonic articulatory practice is given by
its confrontation with other articulatory practices of an antagonistic
character. o R




""" Let us now move on to consider the different forms which the .
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imate conclusion to slip through that the other positions occupied by
these agents are also ‘working-class positions’. (They are obviously
‘working-class’ in the second sense, but not necessarily in the first.)
The implicit assumption of the unity and transparency of the con-
sciousness of every social agent serves to consolidate the ambiguity
— and hence the confusion.

This subterfuge, however, can only operate when one tries to
affirm the unity among empirically given positions; not when one tries
to explain — as has been most frequently the case in the Marxist
tradition — the essential heterogeneity of some positions with
regard to the others (that is, the characteristic splits of ‘false con-
sciousness’). In this case, as we have seen, the unity of the class is
conceived as a future unity; the way in which that unity manifests
itself is through the category of representation, the split between real
workers and their objective interests requiring that the latter be
represented by the vanguard party. Now, every relation of repre-
sentation is founded on a fiction: that of the presence at a certain level
of something which, strictly speaking, is absent from it. But because
it is at the same titme a fiction and a principle organizing actual social
relations, representation is the terrain of a game whose result is not
predetermined from the beginning. At one end of the spectrum of
possibilities we would have a dissolution of the fictitious character of
representation, so that the means and the field of representation
would be totally transparent vis-3-vis what is represented; at the
other end, we would have total opaqueness between representative
and represented: the fiction would become a fiction in a strictly literal
sense. It is important to note that neither of these extremes consti-
tutes an impossible situation, as both have well-defined conditions
of possibility: a representative can be subjected to such conditions of
control that what becomes a fiction is the very fictitiousness of the
representation; and, on the contrary, a total absence of control can
make the representation literally fictitious. The Marxist conception
of the vanguard party shows this peculiarity: that the party repre-
Sents not.a concrete agent but its historical interests, and that there is
no fictioh since representative and répresented are constituted by the
same discourse and on the same plane. This tautalogical relation,
- however, exists in its extreme form only intiny sects which

proclaim themselves to be the vanguard of the proletariat, without | y
the proletariat ever realizing, of course, that it has a vanguard. In
~every political struggle of a certain significance, there is on the
-contrary a very clear effort to win the allegiance of concrete social

GNP,

determination of social and political subjects has adopted within the
Marxist tradition. The starting-point and constant leitmotiv is clear:
the_subjects are social classes, whose unity is constituted around
interests determined by their position in the relations ofjroductior?. :
More important than insisting on this common theme, bqwevcr, is

to study the precise ways in which Marxism has politically and -
theoretically responded to the diversification_and dispersion of

subject positions with regard to the¢ paradigmatic forms of their .
unity. A frst type of response — the most elementary — consists of .
an illegitimate passage through the referent. It involves, for
example, the assertion that the workers’ political struggle and
economic struggle are unified by the concrete social agent — the
working class — which conducts them both. This type of reason-
ing — common not only in Marxism but also in the social sciences
as a whole — is based on a fallacy: the expression ‘working clgss is
used in two different ways, to define a specific subject-position in the
relations of production, and T Hame the agents who occupy that

subject position. Thé Tesulting ambiguity allows the logically illegit—

agents to their supposed ‘historical interests’. If the tantology of a ™~~~
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single discourse constituting both represented and representative is
abandoned, it is necessary to conclude that represented and repre-
sentative are constituted at different levels. A fifst temptation would
then be to make total that séparation of planes, and to derive the
impossibility of the relation of representation from its”fictitious
character. Thus, it has been stated: “To deny economism is to reject
the classical conception of the economic-political-ideological unity
of classes. It is to maintain that political and ideological struggles
cannot be conceived as the struggles of economic classes. There is no
middle way . . . Class “interests” are not given to politics and
ideology by the economy. They arise within the political practice,
and they are determined as an effect of definite modes,of-political

# practice. Political practice does not recognize class nterests and then-

i/ represent them: it constitutes the interests.which it represents.”

R . ~_.ay.lhe *winning over of agents
rostheir historical interests’ is, quite simply, ari aptigMlatary. practice
which constructs a discgurse wherein the concrete demands ofa
group — the industrial workers — are conceived as steps towards a
total liberation involving the overcominig of’ capitalism. Undoub-
tedly, there is no essential necessity for these demands to be articu-
lated in this way. But nor is there an essential necessity for them to be
articulated in any ay, given that, as we have seen, the relation
of articulation 1s na ation.of necessity. What the discourse of
‘historical interests’ does 1s to hegemonize certain demands. On this

point, Cutler et al. are absolutely right:

economic and the political is hereby eliminated. For, a reading in
socialist terms of immediate economic struggles discursively. articu-
latés the political and the economic, and thus does
ity existing between the two. Tesivommes

political practice constructs
. . . P e TR
the interests. it represents. But if we observe closely, we will note
that, far from being consolidated, the separation between the

Equivalence and Difference

e
How does this subversion occur? As we have seen, the condition for
a full presence is the existence of a closed space where each differ-
efitia position is fixed as a specific and irreplaceable moment. So, the
st condition for the subversion of that space, for the prevention of

closure, is that the specficity.of each.position should bedissolved. It

{53t this point that our earlier remarks about the relation of equi-

valence acquire a]l their, releyance. fLet us give an example. In a
colomized country, the presence of the dominant power is every day
made evident through a variety of contents: differences of dress, of
language, of skin colour, of customs. Since each of these contents is
equivalent to the others in terms of their common differentiation
from the colonized peaple, it Joses its condition of differential
moment, and acquires the floating character of an element. Thus,

equivalence creates a second meaning which, though parasitic on the

first, subverts it: the differenges cangsl.one.ether out insofar as they
are used to express something identical underlyin, them 2ll. The
problem is to determine the content of that ‘identical something’
present in the various terms of the equivalence. If, through the chain
of equivalence, all the differential objective determinations of its

. terms have been lost, then identity can only be given cither by a

positive determination underlying them all, or by their common

reference to something external. The first of these possibilities is
excluded: a common positive determination is expressed in a direct
way, without requiring a relation of equivalenge. But the common

extcrnal reference cannot be to something positive, for in that case

b (heTelation between the two poles could also be constructed in a

direct and positive way, and this would make impossible the
complete cancellation of differences implied by a relation of total
equivalence. This is the case, for example, in Marx’s anilysis of the
relatiofi of equivalence. The non-materiality of labour as substance of

157

away with the .
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value is expressed through the equivalence among materially diverse

commodities. However, the materiality of commodities and the
non-inateriality of value are not equivalent to €ach other. It is

‘becitise of this that the ise-value/exchange-value distinction can be
conceived in terms of differential and, hence, positive positions. But
if all the differential features of an object have become equivalent, it
is impossible to express anything positive concerning that object; this

can only imply that through the equivalence something is expressed
which the object is not. Thus, a relation of equivalence absorbing all
- thé“positive determinations of the colonizer in opposition to the
colonized, does not create a system of pgsitive differential positions
between the two, simply because it dissolves all positivity: the
colonizer is discursively constructed as the anti-colonized. In other
Words, the identity has come to be purely negative. It is because a
negative identity cannot be represented in a direct manner - i.c.,
positively — that it can only be represented indirectly, through an
equivalence between its differential moments. Hence the ambiguity
penetrating every relation of equivalence: two terms, to be equiva-
. 'lent, must be different — otherwisc, there would be a simple
_ idéntity. On the other hand, the equivalence exists only through the

act of subverting the differential character_of those, terms. This is

exactly the point where, as we said earlier, the contingent subverts
the necessary by preventing it from fully constituting itself. This
non-constitutivity — or contingency — of the system of differ-
ences is revealed in the unfixity.which.equivalences introduce. The
ultimate character of this unfixity, the ultimate precariousness of all
difference, will thus show itself in a relation of total equivalence,
where the differential positivity of all its terms 1s dissolved. This is
precisely the formula of antagonism, which thus establishes itself as
the limit of the §6&al. We should note that in this formula it is not the -
case that 2 pole defined as positivity confronts a negative pole: as all
the differential determinations of a pole have dissolved through their
negative-equivalential reference to the other pole, each one of them
shows exclusively what it is.not.

Let us insist once again: to be something is always not to be
something else (to be A implies not to be B). This banality is not
what we are asserting, as it is situated in a logical terrain entirely
dominated by the principle of contradiction: not being something is
simply the logical consequence of being something different; the
positivity of being dominates the totality of the discourse. What we
affirm is something different: that certain discursive forms, through

equivalence, annul all positivity of the object and give a real existence fo

T
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negativity as such. This impessibility-of-the real — negatisittoes has
,am Yy fnr,m Of presence.~As-the soetal it pmmm%m—
_vity.== that is,-by-angaganism —it-does i tatits -
transpareacy,-offull presencerind the objectivity-ofitsidenitiesis

asofi that the coexislemee of
“objective relatigno '

aRE-ab1e e a1

, (1. ¢ 7t Haed -A_!_s.fa\:g;;.._.,x. “_:‘__ B3

AL e L CNALOL AL D L CLRION. -4 Means that Heither the

conditions of total equvalence nor those of total differential objec-
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GVIEY are.ev Nﬁlil,y‘aglueyed The condition of total equivaience is
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that the discursive space should strictly divide into two CM£
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Antagonism does not admit tertium quid. And it is easy to see why
For if we could differentiate the chain of equivalences with regard to
- something other than that.which.i es, its terms could not be
exclusively defined in a nggatiye manner. We would have adjudi-
cated to it a specific position 1n q‘_s'ysl;enﬁm of relations: that is, we
would have endowed it with a new.objectivity. The logic of the
subversion of differences, would here have found 3 limit. But, just as
€Togiq of | ditference never manages to constitute fully sutured
space, neither does the logic of equivalence ever achieve this. The
dissolution of the differential character of the social agent’s positions
through the equivalential condensation, is never complete. If society
is not totally possible, neither is it totally impossible. This allowsus’
to formulate the following conclusion: if society is never transparent
to itself because it is unable to constitute itself as an objective ficld,

neither is antagonism entirely transparent, as it does not m’ahag‘e"z_ :

totally to dissolve the objectivity of the social.

At_ this point, we must move on to consider the structr g of
political spaces, from the points of view of the ogg‘ib;ﬁ:ﬁﬂ'ur gics o
equivalence and difference. Let us take certain polar examples“‘&

situations in which one or the other predominates. An extreme
example of the logic of eguj e can be found in millennarian
_movements. Here the world divides, through a systeni of paratac-
tical €qiivalences, into two camps: peasant culture representing the
Id?gglt)(_ of the movement, and urban_:q.‘lﬂgif 'i'r,;_gama;ing evil. The
sécond is the negative reverse of the first. A maximum séﬁad};ﬁon has
been reached: no element m the system of equivalences enters into
relations other than those of opposition to the elements of the other

R e
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system. There are not one but tyg sodjetics. And when the millen--
narian rebellion takes place, the assault on the city is fierce, total and
indiscriminate: there exist no discourses capable of establishing
differenges within an eqyy i jn in which each and every one
of its elements symbolizes evil. (The only alternative is massive
emigration towards another region in order to set up the City . of
God, totally isolated from the corruption of the world.)

“Now let us consider an opposite example: the politics of Disraeli in
the nineteenth century. Disraeli as a novelist had started from his
conception of the two nations, that is, of a clear-cut division of
society into the two extremes of poverty and wealth. To this we
must add the equally clear-cut division of European political space
between the ‘anciens régimes’” and the ‘people’. (The first half of the
nineteenth century, under the combined effects of the industrial
revolution and the democratic revolution, was the era of .thg_,t;r_t_)‘g;gl

chains of equivalence.) This was the situation Disraeli wanted to
LI . . .
change, and his frst objective was to overcome the paratactical

division of social spage — that is, the impossibility of constituting
society. His formula was clear: ‘one nation’. For this it was necessary
to break _the system_of equiyalences Which made up the popular
revolutionary, subjectivity, stretching from republicanism to a
Varied ensemble of social and political demands. The method of this
rupture: the differential absorption.of demands, which segregated

them ,fFQUL}._k}E}E,.ﬁh%m%%g eguivalence in the popular chain and
transformed” them into objective Ei?feg:ng_e_aj"}yﬁ‘ithin_t,_hc system —

that is, transformed theminto “positivities’ and thus displaced the
frontier of antagonism to the periphery.of the social. This consti-
tution of a pure space of differences would be a tendential line, which
was later expanded and affirmed with the development of the

Welfare State. This is the moment of the positivist illusion that the

2 g ak . . o M
ensembic of the social can be absorbed in the mtelligible and ordered
for i o e e

framework of 2 sodety.

“We, thus, see that the logic o ivalence is a logic of the simpli-
fication of political space,fwhile the logic of differenceisa logic of 1ts
expansion _and. . increasing...complexity. Taking "a comparative
example from linguistics, we could say that the logic of difference
tends to expand the syntagmatic pole of language, the number of
positions that can enter into a relation of combination and hence of
continuity with one another; while the logic of equivalence expands
the paradigmatic pole — thatis, the elements that can be substituted
for one another — thereby reducing the number of positions which
can possibly be combined. " T B
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) Unti! now, when we have spoken of antagonism, we have kept it
in the singular in order to simplify our argument. But it is clear that
antagonism does not necessarily emerge at a single point: any
position in a system of differences, insofar as it is negated, can
bet‘fo'mc the locus of .an antagonism. Hence, there are a variety of
possible antagonisms in the social, many of them in opposition to
cach other. The important problem is that the chains of equivalence
will vary radically 4¢cording to which antagonism is involved: and
that they may affect and penetrate, in “acontr;dxctory .way: the

identity of the subject itself. This gives rise to the following ‘¢on-
clusion: the more unstable the social rclations, the less successful will
be any definite system of differénces and the more the points of
antagonism_will proliferate. This proliferation will make more
difficult the construction of any centrality and, consequently, the
establishment of unified, chains..of equivalence. (This 1s app;oxi-
mately, the situation described by Gramsci under the term ‘organic
It would thus seem that our problem may be reduced, in the
analysis of the political spaces which are the foundation of :'mtago-
nisms, to one of determining the points of rupture and their possible
mg}gﬂlg{sﬂ‘_mgb_ﬁ .articulation. But here we enter a ciéﬁgerous terrain in
which slight displacements in our reasoning can lead to radically
mistaken conclusions. We shall therefore start from an impres-
sionistic description and then attempt to determine the conditions of
validity of that descriptive picture. It would appear that an important
differential characteristic may be established between advanced
industrial societics and the periphery of the capitalist world: in the
former, the proliferation of points of antagonism permits the multi-
plication of democratic struggles, but these struggles, given their
dW’c:i‘"Slty? do.not tend to constitute a ‘people’, that is, to enter into
equivalence with onekran%her and to divide the political space into
two antagomnistic fields. On the contrary, in the countries of the
Third “World, imperialist exploitation and the predominance of
brutal and centralized forms of domination tend from the beginning
to endow the popular struggle with a centre, with a single and clearly
defined enemy. Here the division of the'political space into two fields
is presenit from the outset, but the diversity of democratic éffaégles P
is more reduced. We shall use the term popuiar subject position to refer
tothi€ position that is constituted on the Fasts of dividing the political
space Into two antagonistic camps; and demogratic subject position to
refer to the lg€us ot a clearly déliimited antagonism which does not
i g R AR e

divide society in that way
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Now, this descriptive distinction confronts us with a serious
difficulty. For if a democratic struggle does not divide the political
space into two camps, into two paratactical series of squivalenges, it

gt

follows that the democratic antagonism occuptes a precise location
in a system of relations with other elements; that a system of positive
relations is established among them; and that there is a lessening of

the charge of negativity attaching tg the antagonism. From here 1t 5™

but Orié step to affirm that democratic struggles — feminism, anti-
racism, the gay movement, etc. — are seic;g_nc}gg*ggrggﬁies and that
the struggle for the ‘seizure of power’ in the ﬁﬁsxcd‘é_chse is the only
truly radical one, as it supposes just such a division of the political
space into two camps. The difficulty arises, however, from the fact
that the notion of ‘political space’ has not been given a precise
definition in our analysis, so that it has surreptitiously been made to
coincide - with the empirically given social formation. This is, of
course, an illegitimate identification. Any democratic struggle
emerges within an’ensemble of positions, within a relatively sutured
political space formed by a multiplicity of practices that do not
exhaust the referential and empirical reality of the agents forming
part of them. The relative closure of that space is necessary for the
discursive construétion of thie antagonism, given that the delimita-
tion of 4 ¢éffain intenonty 1s required to construct a totality per-
mitting the division 6f this space into twg camps. In this sense, the
autonomy of social movements is something more than a require-
ment for certain struggles to develop without interference: it is a
requirement for the antagonism as such to emerge. The political
space of the feminist struggle is constituted within the ensemble of
practices and discourses which create the different forms of the
subordination of women,; the space of the anti-racist struggle, within
the overdetermined ensemble of practices constituting racial dis-
crimination. But the antagonisms within each of these relatively
autonomized spaces divide them into two camps. This explains the
" fact that, when social struggles are directed not against objects
constituted within their own space but against simple empirical
referents — for example, men or white people as biological
referents — they find themselves in difficulties. For, such struggles
ignore the specificity..of the. political spaces in which the other
democratic -antagonisms emerge. Take, for example, a discourse
which presents men, qua biological reality, as the enemy. What will
happen to a discourse of this kind when it is necessary to develop
antagonisms like the struggle for the freedom of expression or the
struggle against the monopolization of economic power, both of
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which affect men and women? As to the terrain where those spaces
become autonomous from one another, in part it is constituted by
the discursive formations which have instjtutionalized the various
forms of subordination, and in part it is the result of the struggles”
themselves.

Once we have constructed the theoretical terrain which permits

the radical antagonistic character of democratic struggles to be ex- =

"

not the non-correspondence between “political space’ and *society’ as
an empirical referent annul the sole differential criterion between ‘the
popular’ and ‘the democratic’? The answer is that the political space
of the popular emerges in those situations where, through'a chain'of
demoy quiyalences, a PO%&L!&&M@MM&&Q@&%Elzsug.ap
between polincal_space and, society-as an empirical referent. Con-
c&VEd in this manner, popular struggles only occur in the case of
relations of extreme exteriority between the dominant groups and
the rest of the community. In the case of millenarianism, to which
we previously referred, the point is evident: between the peasant
community and the dominant urban community there are practi-
cally no elements in common; and, in this sense, all the features of
urban culture can be symbols of the anti-community. If we turn to
the cycle of expansion and constitution of popular spaces in Western
Europe, we notice that all such cases have coincded with the
phenomenon of externality or.ext ' er. The begin-
nings of populist patriotism in France appeared during the Hundred
Years War, that is, in the midst of a division of the political space
resulting from something so external as the presence of a foreign
power. The symbolic construction of a nafional space through the
action of a plebeian figure like Joan of Arcis, in Western Europe, one
of the first moments of emergence of the ‘people’ as a historical
agent. In the case of the ancien régime and the French Revolution, the
frontier of the popular has become an internal frontier, and its
condition is the separation and parasitism of the nobility and the
monarchy vis-i-vis the rest of the nation. But, through the process
we have pointed out, in the countries of advanced capitalism since
the middle of the nineteenth century, the multiplication and ‘uneven
development’ of democratic positions havé increasingly diluted their
simple and automatic unity around a popular pole. Partly because of
their very success, demgcratic.struggles tend less and less to be

plained, what remains of the specificity of thek'pﬁg@%g;&gmg? Does

_ unified as.‘popular.struggles’. The conditions of political struggle in

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

The production of ‘frontier effects’ — which are the condition of
expansion of the negamnty pertammg to antagonisms — ceases thus
to be grounded upon an evident and given sepagation, in a referential
framework acquired once and. fS;a The productlon of this frame-
work, the constitution of the _very identities which will have to
confront one another antagonistically, becomes now the_first of
political problems. This widens immensely. the field of agiculatory
practices, and transforms any frontier into something essentially
“ambiguous and unstable, subject to constant displacements. Having
reached this point, we have all the necessary theoretical elements to
determine the specificity of the concept of hegemony.

Hegemony

We must now see how our different theoretical categories link up to

produce the concept of ‘hegemony’. The general ficld of the
emergence of hegemony is that of articulatory practices, that is, a
field where the ‘elements’ have not crystalized 1nto =momcms Ina
closed system of reiational identities, in which the meaning of each
moimnent 1s absolutely fixed, there is no place whatsoever for a

hegemonic practice. A fully successful system of differences, which
excluded any floating s fgmf' er, wotld fiot make possible any : articu-

“lation: the princple o repetition would dominate every practice
within this system and theré would be nothing to hegemonize. It is
because hegemony supposes the mcomplete and open character of
the social, that it can take place only™in a field dominated by arti-
culatory practices.

This, however immediately poses the problem: who is the artig
lating su ecgp We have already seen the answer that the arxism of

e THird International gave to this question: from Lenin to Gramsci
it maintained — with all the nuances and differences we analysed

- earlier — that the ultimate core of a hegemonic force consists of a
fundamental class. The difference between hegemonic and hege-
monized forces is posed as an ontological difference between the
planes of constitution of each of them. Hegemonic relations are
syntactic relations founded upon morphological categories which
precede them. But it is clear that this cannot be our answer, for it is
precisely that differentiation of plapes which all our previous
analysis has attempted to dissolve. In point of fact, we are once again
confronted with the mtenonty/extenonty alternative, and with the
two equally essentialist solutions which we would face if we
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accepted it as exclusive. The hegemonic subject, as the subject of any

articulatory practice, must be pq;g'al%x exterior to what it arti-

culates — otherwise, there would not be any articu articulation at all. On
the other hand, however such exteriority cannot be conceived as

“that existing between two different ontological levels. Conse-

quently, it would seem that the solution is to reintroduce our dis-
tinction between disgourse and general field of discursivity: in that
case, both the hegemomc force and the ensemb]c hegemonized
elcm_c_:pts would constitute themsclves on the same plane — the
general field of discursivity — while the exteriority would be that
corresponding to different discursive formations. No doubt this is
so, but it must be further spea%xcd that this exteriority cannot
correspond to two fully constituted discursive formations. For,

what characterizés a discursive formation is the regulanty in_dis-

_persion, and if that exteriority were a regular feature in the relation

between the two formations, it would become a new difference and
the two formations would not, strictly speaking, be external to each
other. (And with this, once again, the possibility of any articulation
would disappear.) Hence, if the exteriority supposed by the
articulatory practice is located in the general field of discursivity, it
cannot be that corresponding to two systems of _constituted
dlfferences It must therefore be the extenonty existing between
itions located within certain disgursive formations and
‘Elements. which have no_precise.discursive articulation. It is this
arm ty which makes possible. articulation asa practice instituting
nodal points which partially fix the meaning of the social in an
organized system of differences.

We must now consider the specificity of the hegemonic practice
within the general field of artlculatory practlccs Let us start from
two situations which we would nof characterize as hegemonic arti-
culations. At one extreme we could refer, as an example, to a
reorganization of an ensemble of bureaucratic administrative func-
tions according to criteria of efficiency or rationality. Here are
present central elements of any articulatory practice: constitution of
an orgamzed system. of differences — of moments, therefore —
starting " from Isaggte 1spersed elements And here,

by i Pt Py

however, we would not speak « of heégemony. “T'he reason is that in
order to speak of hegemony, the articulatory moment.is not.sufs
ficient. ]t is also necessary that the artlculatlon should take place

)
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and frontier effects.‘But conversely, not every antagonism supposes
hegemonic practices. In the case of millennarianism, for example, we
have an antaggm,sm,,m.,,lts,.mgs& purs. form, and yet there is no
hegemony because there is no articulation of floating elemgnts: the
distance between the two communities is something immediately
given and acquired from the beginning, and it does not suppose any
articulatory construction. The chains of equivalence do not con-
struct the communitariansspace; rather, they operate on pre=existing

commumtanan spaces. us the two conditions of a hegcmomc
martlcu]atlon are the p

nistic forces and the instability

f the frontiers which se arateTm Only the presence of a vastarea
of flogting elements and the possibility of their agtjgulation to
K 051 camps — which implies a constant redefinition_ of the
latter — 1s what constitutes the terrain permitting s to define a
practice as hegemonic. Without equivalence and without fronticrs, it
15 1mp0551ble to speak strictly of hegemony.

At this point it is clear how we may recover the basic concepts of
Gramscian analysis, although it will be necessary to radicalize them
in a direction that leads us beyond Gramsci. A conjuncture where
there is a generalized weakening of the relational system defining the
identities of a given social or political space, “and where, as a result
there 1s a proliferation of floating elements, is what we will call
following Gramsci, a conjuncture of orgapigarisis. It does not emerge
from a single point, but it is the result of an overdetermination of
circumstances; and it reveals itself not only in a proliferation of
antagonisms but also in a generalized crisis of social.identites. A
social and political space relatively unified through the instituting of
nodal.r ths and the constitut I1tion.g of tendetially relational identities,
is’ ~WHAt Gramsci called a hIStO Lbfoc. The type o hnk joining the

clements of the istorical big

higtstical a priori, but regularlty Md;gp;g;;pn — coincides with our

concept of discursive formation. Insofar as we consider the historical

bloc from the point of view of the antg OHIStIC terrain in which it is

Finally, inasmuch as the hegemonic formation implies a pheno-
menon of frontiers, the concept of war of position reveals its full
significance. "Tﬁrough this concept Gramscl brings about two it~
portant theoretical effects. The first is to confirm the impossibility of
any closure of the social: since the frontier is internal to the social, it is
impossible to subsume the social formation as an empmcal referent

under the intelligible forms ofa society. Every society’ constltutcs
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is, by expelling outside igself any surplus of meaning subverting it.
But on the"other hand, insofar as that frontier varies w:th the
fluctuat:ons in_the ‘war of position’, the identity. f actors in _
confrontation also changes and it is therefore impossible to to find in
them that final anchorage not offered to us by any sutured totality.
Earlier we said that the concept of war of position ledtoa demllltagl—
zation of war; it actually does something more: it introduces a radical
amblgmty into the social which prevents it from being fixed in any
transcendental signified. This is, however, the point at “which the
coricept of war of position displays its limits, War ot position
supposes the division of the sodial space into two camps and presents
the hegemomc articulation as a logic of q;ohbgu;;g of the frontier
separating them. However, it is evident that this assumption 15

illegitimmate: the existence of two camps may in some cases be an effect

of the hegemonic articulation but not its a priori condition — for, 1

it were, the terrain in which the hegemonic articulation operated
would not itself be the product of that articulation. The Gramscian
war of osition supposes the type of division of the political space
which earlier ' we characterized as spegific to popular. 1dent1t1es Its
advanée over the nineteenth-century conception,_of thmEeoPle
consists in the fact that for Gramsci such a popular 1dentity 1s no
longer something simply given, but has to be cgnstructed — hence
the articulatory lo 1c o% egemony; there still remains, however,

from the o conception, fhé" idea that such a construction always
operates on the basis of expanding the frontier within a dichotomi-"
cally divided political space. This is the point where the Gramscian

view becomes unacceptable. As we pointed out earlier, the proli-

feration of these political spaces, and the complexity and chfﬁaﬂty of

their “articulation, are a central characteristic of the advanced
capltahst social formations. We will thus retain from the Gramscian
view the Togic of irticulation and the political centrality of the
frontier effects, but we will eliminate the assumption of a single

p()’ﬁﬁEal space as the necessary framework for those phenomiena to
afise”" We will therefore speak of democratic struggles where thesc
imply a plurality of thtlcal spages, and ot popular struggles where
certain Jiscourses _fen m‘tal . gonstruct ;he division of a_single
pohtf‘Tspace n two,oggos elds. But it is clear that the funda-
ritental "concept 1s that of ‘democratic struggle’, and that popular
struggles are merely specific conjunctures resulting from-the multi-
plicarion of equivalence effects among the democratic struggles.

It is clear from the above that we bave moved away from two key
aspects of Gramsci’s thought: (a) his insistence that hegemonic

e
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subjects are necessarily constituted on the plane of the fundamental
classes; and (b) his postulate that, with the exception of interregna
constituted by organic crises, every social formation structures itself
around a single hegemonic centre. As we pointed out earlier, these
are the two last ¢lements of cesentialism remaining in Gramscian
thought. But, as 2 result of abandoning them, we must Now
confront two successive series of problems that did not anse for

Gramscl.




