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Abstract

This study constitutes the first socio-historical reconstruction of Scotland-based anti-

racist formation, spanning the post-WW?2 period to the present day. Historical in that

a chronological map of anti-racist mobilisation is reconstructed; sociological in that
anti-racist formation is analytically founded with the purpose of subjecting
conceptualisations of ‘racism as a social problem’ to historical scrutiny by tracing its

increasing public profile across time. This thesis is concerned with the making of the

meaning of ‘racism as a social problem’, an understanding of which is framed by the
interplay between anti-racist formation and the policy agenda of the British state. This
interplay is contextualised and scrutinised specifically in Scotland, such that the
state’s role in defining racism as a social problem is subject to critique. Focus 1s on

the perceived role of ‘race’ and migration as social conflict variables, and state

institutions as agents of legitimation, incorporation, and regulation.

Scotland provides a robust geo-political framework for analysis in that there is
explicit recognition that the problem of racism in Scotland has been neglected

historically. We have moved from a social policy context in which racism was not
given sufficient attention by the Scottish arm of the British state, to a newly devolved
institutional set-up which has allotted a significant place to the social problem of
racism as specifically a ‘Scottish problem’. The newly devolved Scottish polity’s
commissioned anti-racist media campaign — One Scotland, Many Cultures — provides
an explicit statement of what the state means when it declares itself anti-racist, how its
agenda informs the signification of ‘racism’, and consequently how ‘racism’ is

typified as a social problem requiring state intervention.

This study explores ‘problem definition’ with the use of multiple methods of enquiry,

including:

e archival recovery;
e elite interview;

e policy analysis;

¢ event analysis;

e media analysis;

e visual analysis;

e audio analysis.
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Media analysis incorporates representations of anti-racist claimsmaking, which takes
a specifically Scottish focus in the Scottish press and is systematised over a particular
period ranging from 1994 to 2004. This is supplemented by interviews with anti-racist

activists and policy officials, with a specific focus on those who played a key role at

an institutional level pre-devolution and those with a close involvement in the
development of One Scotland, Many Cultures. This triangulation is grounded via a

historical approach which seeks, through archival recovery, to unravel the contextual

construction of ‘racism as a Scottish problem’ from 1968 to 2004,

This thesis concludes that the devolved polity’s problem typification draws on

historical currents specific to representations of ‘racism’ as influenced by Scotland-
based anti-racist formation, but adds a new dimension, such that the definition of

‘racism’ is ‘therapised’. An increased public profile in Scotland in the five years prior
to devolution builds on earlier ‘anti-Nazi’ representations of ‘racism’ mobilised by
key Scotland-based anti-racist actors. The actions of the latter are informed by post-

WW2 British welfare social policy, but target notions of ‘Englishness’ paired with

‘Nazism’ and authoritarianism, such that a specifically Scottish conception of ‘racism

as social problem’ is placed on the current political agenda of the anti-racist state.
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Introduction

Being, and ensuring that others are aware that one is, anti-racist has become de rigeur
within sections of the European Left. But in order to determine what is to be achieved

by an anti-racist strategy it is necessary to be clear about what it is that the concept of
racism refers to. (Miles 1988: 450)

Labour’s blustering....is no less saturated with racial connotations than the

Conservatives’....the right and left converge at key points and share an understanding
of what is involved in the politics of race. (Gilroy 1993: 57)

The Problem

Three main problems provide the impetus for the thesis proposed herein. The first is

empirical. On 5% June 2001, whilst giving evidence to the Scottish Parliament Equal
Opportunities Committee’s Inquiry into Gypsy Travellers and Public Sector Policies,
Member of the Scottish Parliament (MSP) Jackie Baillie announced the Scottish Executive’s
intention to devise a Scotland-wide media-based anti-racist campaign. This announcement
followed, and provided further stimulus for, a number of significant institutional

developments geared toward the stated aim of tackling racism in Scotland. The development
of the Scottish Executive’s One Scotland, Many Cultures (OMSC) anti-racist campaign,
launched on 24™ November 2002 and hailed as the first campaign of its kind in Britain,
represents the most visible pronouncement and reflection of the devolved Scottish polity’s
anti-racist prescription. In launching this campaign, the Scottish Executive addressed a central
criticism levelled at previous Scottish Office administrations: that the issue of racism was
given insufficient attention in pre-devolution Scotland due to the prominently held, but
misconceived, view that there are not sufficient numbers of immigrants in Scotland to
constitute a ‘race relations problem’. This development raises immediate intellectual

questions which cannot be divorced from the political events at hand.

Given the abundance of academic activism and social critique, which has since World War
Two situated the British state as a key player in the determination of racism, i.e. in its
generation and reproduction, it becomes incumbent upon us to ask searching questions when
an apparently racist state (and/or in this case its devolved subsidiary) declares itself anti-
racist. Of course, whether or not the state is a key player in racism’s causation is an important
and controversial debate, and depends on what one considers the nature of the state, and of

racism, to be. Obviously, if one believes the state to be neutral, benevolent and pluralist then
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one must come to a less anti-statist account of what causes racism and, consequently, what
needs to be done to challenge the phenomenon. On the other hand, if one believes the state to
be inherently racist, coercive and authoritarian, then a plea for state-endorsed anti-racist
intervention is oxymoronic or at least problematic. To complicate matters further, there are, of
course, ‘shades of grey’ between both positions. Moreover, any official proclamation of anti-
racism needs to be understood in a historical context in which no post-Holocaust, post-

colonial Government could, without undermining its own moral authority, openly declare

itself to be racist, even whilst engaging in what are considered to be racist practices and

policies.

Indeed, whilst OMSC was hailed as a ‘national first’, it is clear that the anti-racist prescription
of the devolved Scottish polity cannot easily be divorced from the wider agenda of the British
state. Moreover, that there is a relationship between the international, national and local
dimensions of state is highlighted by New Labour’s decision, following the World
Conference Against Racism (WCAR) in Durban in 2001, to develop a National Action Plan
Against Racism (NAPAR). The ‘commitment’ was subsequently reaffirmed through a
number of forums over the period 2001-2003. In 2002 the Home Office Race Equality Unit

(REU) set up a Steering Group, involving a wide range of statutory and voluntary agencies
with the purported aim of producing a UK NAPAR. The REU produced in November 2002 a
document titled, Building a National Action Plan Against Racism (Home Office 2002a),

which included the following passages:

One of the key recommendations of [WCAR].... was that states should develop
national action plans against racism in consultation with non-governmental
organisations. The idea of the national action plan came from the European non-

governmental organisations there, and was supported by the UK Government and its
European Union partners.

The Home Office is working with other government departments, the statutory
equality commissions and the devolved administrations in the development of this
national action plan for the United Kingdom. Individual departments and the devolved
administrations are developing their own race equality strategies and schemes and
these will be important elements of the final plan (Home Office 2002a; 2).

The NAPAR provided a framework for a UK Follow-Up Conference in Manchester, at which

Government gave its assurance that a Plan would be implemented. In its 16" Periodic Report

to the United Nations Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination, Government

wrote:
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The REU 1s also leading the United Kingdom’s follow-up to the World Conference
Against Racism (WCAR) and in particular the drafting of a national action plan
against racism, as called for by the WCAR. This work is being undertaken in close

consultation with non-governmental and community-based organisations (UK
Government 2002: 6).

In March 2004 Mark Carroll, Director of the Home Office Race, Cohesion, Equality and Faith
Unit, stated that whilst “the government is fully committed to implementing the outcomes of

the Durban Conference in a way that makes sense in the UK”, the NAPAR was to be

abandoned, and to be subsumed under the Government’s community cohesion and race

equality strategy'. Whilst no concrete explanation has been given as to why the Government
decided to abandon the action plan, it would be wholly contradictory to assume the coercive
nature of the state whilst holding anti-racist policy to exist in some way beyond or external to

such coercion. In short, a key question which needs to be asked is: how is the ‘anti-racist
state’ constructing racism as a problem to be solved, and what are the key factors which

explain this construction?

A second problem confronts any scholar who aims to understand matters pertaining to racism,

anti-racism and Scotland. Specialist sociological analysis in this area is dated and emanates
from within two specific theoretical positions which have since been significantly challenged.
The first, operating within a ‘race-relations’ paradigm, has been challenged in a Scottish
context specifically by Miles and colleagues (Miles and Muirhead 1986; Miles and Dunlop;
1986; Miles and Dunlop 1987; Dunlop 1993), whose marxist analyses remain the only critical
sociological accounts of racism in Scotland to emanate from without the aforementioned
paradigm. Whilst Miles’ theoretical position has been significantly challenged, for example,
through Gilroy’s (1993) post-colonial analysis, and Goldberg’s (1992 2002a) post-
structuralist, Foucauldian critique, their respective positions have not been adopted in any
significant sociological analysis of racism in Scotland. Furthermore, Miles and colleagues’
discussion of racism in Scotland begins in 1986 and concludes in 1993, with no significant
extension of this work being carried out since, despite Miles’ (1994) invocation that greater

attention should be given to anti-racist formation®, In bridging a thirteen-year gap in the

! Cited from letter dated 5/4/04 to Mark Carroll from Professor Brice Dickson, Chairman NIHRC. Cited at
http://www.nihrc.org/documents/landp/112.doc on 3/6/04.

* Although there have been a number of isolated publications (see Saeed et al 1999, Kelly 2001, Virdee 2003),
they do not represent a significant attempt to engage with the sociological work of Miles and colleagues.
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academic literature, this study therefore makes a contribution to our store of knowledge

pertaining to racism, anti-racism, and their interplay in Scotland.

A third problem relates to what can be described as an intellectualised ‘glossing over’ of the

relationship between nationalism and racism in Scotland. Prominent ‘Scottish’ academics
adopting the kernels of a ‘radical nationalist intelligentsia’ have provided grounds for
expunging the taint of racism from a Scottish national project which they support, each
giving, in their own ways, intellectual support to the notion that Scottishness equates with an
egalitarianism bereft from its ‘imperialist English other’. Variants of this theme range from
the idea that racism is an aspect of a faltering British imperialism (Nairn 1977), a
consequence of ‘ethnic’ and not Scotland’s civic nationalism (Kellas 1991), and, most
recently, McCrone’s ‘considered’ appraisal, that “there is for the moment no systematic

political agenda of exclusion and inclusion in terms of race and ethnicity in Scotland” (2001:
173). In Understanding Scotland, McCrone says that Scotland has evolved *“a vision of
society and a set of moral precepts, reinforced by nationalism, which were deeply at odds with
the tenets of Thatcherism and the Anglo-British state” (2001: 145). However, he fails to
mention that support for the Conservative Party in Scotland rose during the Falklands war. He
also fails somewhat to understand the support of a significant section of the Scottish
population for the British military campaign in Ireland, anti-abortionism, and continued

support for British immigration control — hardly “a vision of society deeply at odds with
Thatcherism”. Indeed, the term ‘Thatcherism’, used to demarcate a coherent political

ideology, is also somewhat problematic.

Hall’s (1979 1983a 1985a) characterisation of the Thatcher government as a form of

“authoritarian populism” sought to capture the idea that Tory ideas, had “interpellated”, and

hence won the consent of the British working class (1979: 16 - 17). Hall argued that
Thatcherism “operated directly on the real and manifestly contradictory experience of the
popular classes under social democratic corporatism” (1979: 18). What he meant was that
British workers had experienced public sector employers and public sector providers as
remote, bureaucratic and repressive, and hence vulnerable to Thatcher’s anti-statist rhetoric.
Hall attributed extraordinary powers to Thatcher, endowing her undistinguished mixture of
corner-shop common sense and traditional petit-bourgeois prejudice with the status of a

coherent political philosophy. Thatcher had “the gift” of being able to translate her vision of a

free market society “into the homespun idioms of daily life”; her “populist touch” had ensured
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the “deep penetration” of this ideology “into the very heartland of the labour movement”

(Hall 1983a: 11 -12). He asserted that Thatcher’s “novel combination” of old-fashioned

patriotic Toryism and new liberal economics “had established a kind of popular bridgehead in
the community at large” (Hall 1985a: 16).

However, as Miliband (1985) observed, whilst Hall was critical of Labour, his strictures were
“much less specific than is warranted about the responsibility for the decline in Labour Party

support which must be laid at the door of social democracy as theory and practice” (Miliband
1985: 19). Such terminology actually signalled a new revisionism on the part of the Left,
which sought to rationalise a demise in working class support for Labour by castigating the

former, thus shifting the Left’s focus onto new social movements as the source of social
emancipation. Hall neglected to notice that workers’ alienation from the state bureaucracy had

been a longstanding phenomenon, not one specific to the late seventies and early eighties. Nor
was there much original in Thatcher’s anti-statist appeals: right-wing Conservative politicians
had been trying to stir up the same prejudices since the 1940s. Moreover, extensive opinion

poll surveys right up to the 1987 general election failed to reveal a significant shift in public

attitudes and values towards the supposed ideals of Thatcherism (cf Curran 1985). As Curtice
(1987: 187) noted, “ the Thatcher policy revolution has simply not so far been accompanied
by an equivalent revolution in public attitudes”. In fact it is clear that ‘popular support’ for the
Thatcher Government actually signalled a decline in overall electoral turnout. Labour’s vote
in the 1983 election was as low as that of 1918. When Gaitskell (Labour) lost to Macmillan

(Conservative) in 1959 the former still succeeded in winning 44% of the vote, which was
higher than Thatcher’s 42% victory over Kinnock’s 31% in 1987. So we can see that there is a
long-term decline in overall consent which does not equate to an electoral move towards the
Conservative Party. The point is that the giving and withdrawal of consent questions the

validity of the assumption that a shift in popular consciousness towards Toryism had indeed

occurred. Such questioning is highly pertinent to ‘Scotland’.

Given the Conservative Party’s overall lack of electoral support in Scotland, and the interplay
of such with the identification of Thatcherism with authoritarianism, it is but a short step for
Scottish nationalists to the idea that Scottishness embodies something more profoundly
egalitarian. In a sense, the Thatcherism thesis lets Scotland off the hook. In short, it has been
argued that Scottish ‘neo-nationalism’ is left-of-centre, and more social than ethnic in

orientation. Moreover, the absence of ‘race-riots’ in Scotland has furnished the ‘empirical
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validation’ for such a claim to such an extent that the idea that ‘England’, rather than
racialised > migrants, became Scotland’s Other, itself draws on the ‘common-sense’ notion
that the absence or presence of large numbers of migrants in some way provides a causal
explanation in their/our own racist treatment. Even Miles (1987a: 40), somewhat

problematically, claims that

Part of the explanation for this lies in the fact that the particular political compromise
constituted in the Act of Union in 1707 between England and Scotland ensured the
reproduction of a distinct proto-state apparatus and national identity. In this context
the reproduction of nationalism in Scotland has tended to focus on the perceived
economic and political disadvantages of the Union. Nationalism in Scotland during the
1960s and 1970s therefore identified an external cause of economic
disadvantage/decline, without reference to ‘race’, while in England the idea of ‘race’
was employed to identify an internal cause of crisis, the presence of a coloured
population. Thus, in Scotland, the ‘national question’ has displaced (although not
eliminated) the influence of racism in constructing the political agenda in this period,
suggesting that racism is not as central to nationalism as in England.

Such theories are problematic when confronted by the experiences of racialised groups living
in Scotland, as exemplified by the murder of schoolboy Imran Khan in Pollokshields in 1998,
the campaign for justice by the Chhokar family over the murder of Surjit Singh Chhokar since
1999, and a report by the Commission for Racial Equality which revealed that racial incidents
were three times more likely to occur in Scotland than in England (Arshad 1999). Reflecting
on my own personal experience, and that of many of my racialised colleagues and
acquaintances, epitomised by the question, ‘Aye, but where are you really from?’ — a standard
riposte to my/our initial assertion of Scottishness — belies the unrepentant construction of an

exclusionary ‘imagined’ Scottish civitas.

Both Gilroy (1993) and Malik (1996) have argued in different ways, that ‘cultural difference’

is the lens through which racial ideas acquire contemporary meaning. Malik (1996) argues
that in the post-war period ‘racial themes’ have been transformed via cultural discourses of

‘race’, as exemplified by debate on immigration/asylum, national identity, and the

3 As used here, ‘racialisation’ refers to the “signification of some biological characteristic(s) as the criterion by
which a collectivity may be identified. In this way, the collectivity is represented as having a natural, unchanging
origin and status, and therefore as being inherently different” (Miles 1989: 79). The reader should also note that
use of inverted commas around such terms as ‘race’, ‘black’ and ‘white’ indicates that these terms are social

construf:tions apd not ‘objective’ categories. This is not to deny that such designations are experienced as real;
rather, 1t 1S to signal that subjectivity can have an objective basis which lies beyond experience.
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demonisation of Islam. In this sense, immigrants/asylum-seekers are posited as a threat, not

because of biological difference but because they are perceived to possess cultural

dispositions which may run contrary to a shared historical or national identity. It is therefore
possible to argue from this perspective that racism, articulated via exclusionary cultural

discourses of nationhood, could equally exclude minority communities from a ‘Scottish’
national project. Moreover, Gilroy contends that the desire to construct national interests and
roads to socialism has in some cases been articulated “via a political language...saturated with

racial connotations” (1993: 13). An apparently more “socialistically orientated’ population

does not then automatically correlate with ‘minority inclusion’. Malik takes issue with the

politics of multiculturalism (c¢.f. Kymlicka, 1995a, 1995b), arguing that the pluralist agenda
fixes erroneous racial identities behind a veil of ethnicity, essentially legitimating inequality
via appeals to pseudo-historical/cultural constructs. In this sense, multiculturalism is a poor

antidote to racism.

This thesis therefore attends to the subtleties involved in the construction of ‘Scottish

egalitarianism’ and its relationship to contemporary definitions of racism spanning a historical

framework, here conceptualised as pre- and post- devolution Scotland. It seeks to analyse,
therefore, a period where the issue of racism has moved from that of ‘no problem here’ under
the previous Scottish Office administration, to one of official recognition, as symbolised by
the Scottish Executive’s OSMC anti-racist media campaign. Hence, current recognition of

‘racism as a Scottish problem’ compels us not only to ask questions about the saliency of
nationalism and racism in Scotland, but also to unpack their relative influence on the agenda

of the anti-racist state.

Conceptualising the Anti-Racist State

If it is customary to state that there is a dearth of academic study pertaining to racism in
Scotland, then the custom should also apply, although by no means to the same degree, to the
study of anti-racism in general (see Solomos and Back 1996: 102-120). The lack is in stark
contrast to the place occupied by anti-racism in contemporary politics. However, the field is a
growing one (Anthias and Lloyd 2002; Bonnett 2000), emanating in large part from earlier
debates surrounding ‘anti-racist’ and/or ‘multicultural’ educational practices (Brandt 1986;

Palmer 1986; Bonnett and Carrington 1996; May 1998) and public policy (Ball and Solomos
1990; D’Souza 1995; Goldberg 1997; Werbner and Modood 1997). The relation between

anti-racism and feminism has also drawn much interest (Bourne 1983; hooks 1984; Knowles
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and Mercer 1992; Patel 2002), as have anti-racist social movements in general (Bonnett 1992

1993; Shukra et al 2004). Lloyd (1991 1994 1998) has focussed primarily on anti-racist

mobilisation in Britain and France, drawing particularly on the latter, where most comparative
studies of anti-racism have concentrated (cf Costa-Lascoux 1994; Taguieff 1995; House
2002), although work has also focussed on the United States (Macadam 1982; Davis 1990;
Aptheker 1993; Browning et al 1994), and has expanded to incorporate comparative

globalisation thematics (Bowzer 1995).

Whilst many studies develop important insights into aspects of state policy on racism and
anti-racism, and whilst some are grounded in state-theory (cf Omi and Winant 1994: 77-91;
Balibar and Wallerstein 1993), it remains the case that few, with the exception of Hall (1978
1980 1984) and Goldberg (2002b), have attempted a holistic theorisation of the state from

which their subsequent analyses of racism are derived. An analysis of the ‘anti-racist state’ is
therefore rendered inherently complex not only by the relative absence of studies which
explicitly tie state-theory to anti-racism, and the plethora of theorisations of racism (cf Miles

and Brown 2003), but also the relative absence of all-encompassing ‘racism and the state’

theories which are the product of rigorous debate.

It is possible nevertheless to deduce what the implications would be if we applied certain
theories of racism to the anti-racist state, particularly as they give an indication of ‘what
racism is not’. For example, “it is now widely conceded”, asserts Goldberg (1987: 59), “that

racism cannot be explained by reducing it to some putatively fundamental realm ‘logically’ or
‘materially’ prior to all others — be it biological, sociological, psychological, or economic”.
Racism is not reductively 1. an ‘irrationality’; 2. a system of ordering ‘races’ predicated on
biological characteristics; 3. a hierarchic categorisation; 4. an ideological phenomenon; or 5. a
means of domination (Goldberg 2002a: 94). Gilroy (1993:27) states “racism is not a unitary
event based on psychological aberration nor some ahistorical antipathy to blacks which is the
cultural legacy of empire and which continues to saturate the consciousness of all white
Britons regardless of age, gender, income or circumstances”. On the other hand, Miles does
not “support the claims of some marxist writers that the appearance and articulation of racism

can be traced directly and deterministically to the development of capitalism as a mode of
production” (1982: 97), nor is racism “a universal and psychologically determined

phenomenon” (1982: 97), and neither can it be understood as a product simply of ideas (1982:
89-90). My point here mirrors Miles’ (1988: 450) contention that “...in order to determine
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what is to be achieved by an anti-racist strategy it is necessary to be clear about what it is that
the concept of racism refers to”. However, the logic of this statement needs to be reversed

when analysing the anti-racist state. The question is: how do the needs of the state inform its

‘strategy’, and how does that ‘strategy’ come to inform definitions of ‘racism’?

To simplify matters, it is helpful to ask some (deceptively simple) preliminary questions

which are common to the study of racism and the state.
1. Is the state at once a capitalist state?

2. Isracism functional to economy?

If the answer on both counts is ‘yes’, then the capitalist state is inherently racist; the ‘anti-
racist capitalist state’ rendered contradictory. Such a conclusion would be the logical outcome
if we began from Cox’s (1970) theory of capitalism and racism. If the answer is ‘yes’ and ‘no’
respectively, then racism is relatively autonomous from ‘economy’, but not necessarily

unbound from state practices. The ‘anti-racist state’ is relatively autonomous. Such would be

an earlier response of Hall (1980 1984). If the answer on both counts is ‘no’, then the ‘anti-
racist state’ is benevolent in its policy intentions. The latter answer will tend to come from

those who perceive there to be a definite split between economy and politics, such as Banton
(1998) and perhaps Hansen (2000).

Alternatively, we could ask the following questions
1. Isthe state at once a modern state?

2. Isracism functional to modernity?

A stance which posits ‘modernity’ as inherently racist, and the state inherently modern, would

also at once need to presume that the modern state is inherently racist; the ‘anti-racist modern

state’ contradictory. Anthias and Lloyd (2002) for example, regard appeals to Enlightenment

principles ‘inherent’ to French Republicanism by the French ‘anti-racist’ state as
contradictory, in essence a denial of culpability. However, if we were to answer ‘yes’ and ‘no’
respectively we would find greater favour with Todorov (1993). Since there are few who have
sustained the view that the contemporary Western European state is not modernist in

orientation (although see Cross and Keith 1995 for a discussion), at least in relation to current

powers, then we need not detain ourselves here with a ‘no’ and ‘yes’ answer. Suffice it to say
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that there are theorists working in critical legal studies who posit the need for a subversion of
modern-premised (and so inherently racist) legal statutes. To an extent, Goldberg’s (2002b)

work falls into this category. We therefore need to be clear in advance from which position

we are to embark on our exploration of the ‘anti-racist state’.

Thesis Structure

Most studies of state and state-related phenomena have taken either of two approaches — state

or societal centred (Clarke and Dear 1984). This thesis is interested in the state’s role in the
making of the meaning of ‘racism’, and how that meaning is translated through anti-racist
action. Theoretically speaking, we are interested in the place of anti-racism within the
symbolic network of the Scottish social imaginary. Chapters One and Two are therefore

concerned with the roots of political power and the relationship of such to the state, racism

and anti-racism, discussion of which requires:
1. clarification of the institutional setting;
2. anunderstanding of the historical process of institutional change;
3. establishment of a conceptual framework.

The position advanced in this thesis takes its theoretical cue from the materialist humanist

tradition emanating from within Marxism, whilst transcending the influence of irrationalist
post-war currents; an approach which stands in contrast to those traditions which have begun
from particular interpretations of Gramsci (cf Jessop 1990 2001), including Althusserian and
analytic positions associated with various strands of Eurocommunist politics (Hall 1980;
Cohen 1988). In rejecting structuralism, I privilege history as open-ended process, made by
thinking, acting human subjects, in their individual and social incarnations; I reject, with
Thompson (1978: 275-276), all theories which maintain that:

1. ...however many variables are introduced, and however complex their
permutations, these variables maintain their original fixity as categories: with
Smelser, the “value-system”, the factors of production, “political
arrangements”, and (the motor) “structural differentiation”; with Althusser,

“the economy”, “politics”, “ideology”, and (the motor) “class struggle.” Thus

the categories are categories of stasis, even if they are then set in motion as
moving parts.
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2. Movement can only take place within the closed field of the system or
structure; that is, however complex and mutually-reciprocating the motions of

the parts, this movement is enclosed within the overall limits and
determinations of the pre-given structure.

Whilst the ‘postmodernist gaze’ may indeed provide a robust method of investigation in a
world deeply imbued by fragmentation (Harvey 1990), this does not mean that Marx’s

method cannot explain the very fragmentation under study (Sayer 1979). Indeed, the work of

Castoriadis (1991) provides an intellectual and philosophical framework for such a counter-

argument.

Castoriadis developed an important philosophical mutation. The idea of autonomy — to give
oneself one's own laws — necessarily implies self-creation, and confronts us with the mystery

of creation itself, which for Castoriadis was more than a combination of pre-existing
elements. It was the upsurge of a radical novelty, constituting an unpredictable discontinuity.
And, at the source of all creation there is the imaginary, the inventor of a world of forms and
meanings, which in the individual is radical imagination, and in society the instituting social
imaginary. Imagination and creation are everywhere linked, including at the very source of
thought. In contrast to conceptions for which the imaginary is merely an illusion or
superstructure, Castoriadis reintroduces it at the root of our human reality, just as, in contrast

with conceptions unable to grasp the notion of the subject, Castoriadis rediscovers the
constituents of the subject (the 'for-itself, the fact that everyone creates his or her world and

has the power of imagination). He stresses the radical importance of the emergence of the

autonomous subject two thousand years ago in Athenian democracy and its resurgence with

the nascent bourgeoisie.

Following Castoriadis, what is herein proposed is an interrogation of the instituting social
imaginary in relation to anti-racism as a process through which the meaning of ‘racism’ is
made. I am interested in what Castoriadis terms the ‘social imaginary signification’: the
symbols mobilised in meaning-making. That is: representation, affect and intent. In stating
this overarching aim I maintain the awareness of history and the processes by which meaning-

making 1s conjured anew. Just as ‘the race’ and/or ‘the nation’ are not fixed immutable

boundaries traversing and delimiting temporally and spatially, neither is racism a universally
occurring phenomenon. As concepts they can continue indefinitely, but they do not

necessarily capture the changing dynamic of social formation — the relationship between the

historical and the transhistorical (Sayer 1979: 147). People do not essentially or ahistorically
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make the meaning of ‘the nation’ or ‘the race’, or ‘racism’, but they essentially make
meaning. Society is thus a process of self-creation/alteration. Consequently, without such

awareness the researcher investigating ‘race’ or ‘nation’ or ‘racism’ can simultaneously

investigate nothing and everything that he/she has no cognisance of. ‘Our’, that is human,
society, to paraphrase Castoriadis, is not just a capitalist society, or a democratic society, it 1s
a process in which conscious social individuals, as both subject and object, make the meaning

of the social imaginary which can include anti-subjectivist philosophical codes. In introducing

such a distinction I privilege the rational universal subject; the reader should be aware that I
have already crossed that ontological and epistemological threshold occupied by the

modernity/postmodernity couplet. I have taken sides with the former, but I have adopted a
subversive realism. Thus, I do not accept Anthias and Lloyd’s prescription that, “we need to

confront the possibility that a new European anti-racist politics of citizenship cannot be
created without a transformation and reconstruction of the ideas of liberty, equality and
fraternity inherited from the Enlightenment” (Anthias and Lloyd 2002:19), nor can it be
ahistorically the case that, “the assimilative function of anti-racism becomes most explicit

when race equity initiatives are introduced as a means of resolving racialised conflicts deemed

to be posing a threat to the integrity of the nation” (Bonnett 2000: 49).

In adopting the historical analysis outlined by Malik (1996), this thesis defends a modernist

approach, which sees racism as a rationalisation of social limitation, against Goldberg’s

(2002b) contention that the modern state, in its discursive ordering of an empirico-rationalist
episteme, is inherently racist. Here Malik’s position on the universal-particular is developed,
and applied to resistance. Utilising the work of Castoriadis, this theorisation is rendered more

complex in relation to the state-society complex. In this sense, the state is a second-order

institution — a historically specific apparatus which exists within the symbolic network of
subjective-objective relations - captured by the instituting and instituted social imaginary: the
first institution of society. Here I see the modern state as a second-order institution that
‘asserts the contrary’, the contradiction being the continuance of heteronomy (the law of the
other) in a world that has accepted the ‘project of autonomy’ (to make one’s own laws). The
project of autonomy is predicated on a radical utopia and is inherently human orientated. It is
the assertion of the contrary which gives the modern state its form — the continuance and
rationalisation of inequality in a world that has accepted the pursuit of equality as valid. The

rationalisation of inequality has, for example, been achieved, with reference to class, ‘race’

and gender. The capitalist state, operating within an inherently unequal system of social
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(re)production, must assert the contrary to equality — it cannot deliver on the promise of
equality. The anti-racist state must operationalise conceptions of ‘racism’ which enable the
continuance of the contrary — inequality. ‘Objective class relations’ cannot, however, simply
represent a group, for human consciousness, whilst teleological, does not entail an inevitable
end (Lukécs 1980)*. I combine this insight with the representational as offered by Castoriadis

—~ the human subject posits, representationally, ends which are sufficient, but within a social

context. These are the two main ingredients of the objective state-societal relation. State

conceptions of ‘racism’ must operate within this relation. The universalist logic of
Enlightenment provides the basis for the overcoming of oppression. In accepting this position,
I depart substantially from the view of the ‘subject as subjection’, whilst accepting that the
subjective dimension of struggle is not static and is vital. I also begin, politically, from the
view that the modern state is not inherently racist or patriarchical, but asserts the contrary to
equality only if there is a prior acceptance of the privileged human subject. Hence, the
diminished subject, which is the hallmark of a world where radical utopia has collapsed, is
what informs political debate, thus rendering the historical context under study specifiable as
moving dynamically. The anti-racist state is therefore subject to struggle which changes its

goal in accordance with the wider dynamic of an emancipatory project, a project which has

significantly diminished. It is within these parameters that anti-racism, and hence the meaning

of ‘racism’, is developed.

A central and pivotal question asserts itself regarding conceptions of power, both social and
political. Drawing on the work of Beetham (1991), I adopt an account of the ‘state-society’
relation which positions the question of legitimacy as central to the determination of social

policy. The adoption of Beetham’s conception, as derived from justification, validation and

consent, informs a theoretical synthesis which allots a determining significance, but not
univocally, to political action, and hence ideas. Thus, a certain rigidity evident in structuralist

conceptions is overcome, whilst providing greater analytical coherence than is possible with a

4 I am not here referring to class as a sociological category. As Zizek (2000: 226-7) informs us the ‘mistake’ of
Stalinism was that it “reduced the class struggle to a struggle between ‘classes’ defined as social groups with a

set of positive features (place in the mode of production etc.). From a truly radical Marxist perspective, although
there is a link between ‘working class’ as a soctal group and ‘proletariat’ as the position of the militant fighting
for universal Truth, this link is not a determining causal connection, and the two levels must be strictly
distinguished: to be a ‘proletarian’ involves assuming a certain subjective stance...which, in principle, can be
adopted by any individual [ ] The line that separates the two opposing sides in the class struggle, is therefore not
‘objective’, it is not the line separating two positive social groups, but ultimately radically subjective...”.
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post-structuralist account. It is within the realm of politics that we decide what constitutes a
social problem and how that problem should be tackled. A key point this thesis makes is that

the recognition of racism as a Scottish problem accompanies the phenomenon’s redefinition,

and that such redefinition follows the logic of the British state’s need for legitimacy in a
historical context demarcated by the collapse of competing political ideologies. Consequently,
whilst accepting that the logic of UK immigration policy emanates from a racist

(heteronomous) project (Thompson 1988), requiring the modern state to assert the contrary to
equality (autonomy), thus reproducing the dynamic of modern resistance, I argue that the
collapse of specific supportive ideologies requires state-actors to seek a renewed justification

which lends itself to a redefinition of ‘racism’, more in keeping with a postmodern regulation

of fragmentation. Following the work of Nolan (1998) in the USA and Fiiredi (2004) in the

UK, this definition of ‘racism’ comes to incorporate an emotionalist and culturalised
understanding of human subjectivity in keeping with a heightened individuation, which lends
itself to the state’s regulation of both ‘racist’ and ‘anti-racist’ human subjects. The aim of

such policy, ‘to make people feel good about themselves’ in the absence of an alternative to

capitalism, reproduces a new form of state-coercion. The relations of ruling manifest in the

rhetorical idiom cohered by the culture of limits; the state legitimises itself via a therapeutic

rhetoric which appeals to a diminished sense of subjectivity — a heteronomous subject.

Building on the above insights, I argue that in the current historical context ‘race’ and ‘nation’

cannot be mustered sufficiently by elites so as to warrant the rationalisation of social

limitation. Rather, in the absence of political alternatives to the logic of the market it is the
‘fear/safety’ couplet that emerges as the dominant policy discourse (Fiiredi 1997), such that
the subject of anti-racist policy is conceived as ethnically emotionalised and vertically
stratified. Ironically, the collapse of Left/Right ideologies predicated on utopias leaves a
historical vacuum currently being occupied by a reconceptualisation of justice (Jacoby 1998;
Nolan 2003). This development represents the disintegration of a significant societal means
through which the limitations inherent to capitalism - that is, inequality — have been
challenged in the liberal democratic tradition. The state’s ‘definition’ of ‘racism’ comes to
reflect a culture of limits, where ‘ethnic’ fragmentation is rationalised, and ruling relations
traverse such limits. Thus, the historical trajectory of state-societal relations spans a historical

period which can be demarcated as shifting from Welfarist consensus to Therapeutic state.
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Laying bare the state’s role in the historical construction of ‘racism’ required the development
of a specific approach to the empirical problem set. A social problem approach, as outlined in
Chapter Two, is adopted here. Utilising the work of Best (1999), the construction of ‘racism
as a social problem’ is contextualised via an analysis of anti-racist claims-making and the
relationship of such to problem typification. Here, I follow House’s (2002:111) insight that
“[a]nti-racism within each Western European country has a separate if interconnected history,
moulded and often channelled by the various aspects of a specific country’s political culture
and colonial legacies”. In doing so, an original analytical tool — the ‘anti-racist explanatory’ —
is developed. Underpinning the anti-racist explanatory is the understanding that a discourse of
anti-racism is simultaneously a representation of ‘racism’. If rhetoric is a representational
“medium in which selves grow” (Ognibene 1976: 84), anti-racist discourse, as a
representational form of political rhetoric, institutes a subject perpetrator and target of racism
— integral components in the typification of ‘racism’ as a social problem. It is a contention of
this thesis that the anti-racist explanatory can be adopted and utilised as a means of laying

bare the various components of anti-racist narrative.

This study aims to demonstrate how British social policy towards racism is refracted in a
‘Scottish’ context. What follows in Chapters Three, Four, Five, and Six constitute the first
chronological mapping of the historical construction of ‘racism as a social problem’ in
Scotland in the period following WW?2 to the present day. Through a detailed archival
recovery, this thesis maps the placing of ‘racism’ on the ‘Scottish’ political agenda by key
anti-racist actors, and reveals how the interests of the British state influence their claims.
Additionally, borrowing from the methodological precepts of Institutional Ethnography (IE)
(Smith 2002b), an analysis is undertaken of elite perspective via purposive interviews with
elites who have been instrumental in the historical development of ‘Scottish-based’ anti-
racism. This approach 1s extended to elites who have played a key role in the development of
OSMC and the Scottish Executive’s response to the British government’s asylum dispersal
programme. Consequently, the historical approach adopted in this thesis, though multi-

dimensional, is unified by the logic of the anti-racist explanatory and, additionally, moves

beyond a discursive analysis.

For many readers, much of this thesis will be viewed as a ‘catch-up’ exercise, an attempt to
bring our knowledge-base on Scotland up to speed — an impossible task. Whilst this

conclusion is to an extent unavoidable, it should be clear from what has already been stated
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that this thesis represents both a catching up and a reconfiguration of theory toward a renewed

goal of understanding the problem of racism.
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Chapter 1: The Anti-Racist State: from Social Democracy
to a Culture of Limits®

Crucial for a successful ideology is thus the tension within its particular content
between the themes and motifs that belong to the “oppressed” and those which

belong to the “oppressors™: ruling ideas are never directly the ideas of the ruling
class [ ]... incorporating a series of motifs and aspirations of the oppressed...

and rearticulating them in such a way that they bec[o]me compatible with the
existing relations of domination. (ZiZzek 2000: 186)

1.1. Introduction

The question of what may legitimately fall within the logical definition of racism is
historically contested. This contestation has led to fierce debate both in the academy and in

the political realm (Solomos and Back 2001). Modood (1997) has made the point that
differing perspectives on what constitutes anti-racist action have emerged in congruence with
what racism is deemed to be. Additionally, following Mac an Ghaill (1999: 107), we must

remain cognisant that, “in trying to work through the confusions that surround antiracism,

there is a need to place academic, political and popular representations of anti-racism in a
broader framework, which holds on to the global-local nexus of social and cultural change”.
Importantly, when a liberal democratic state declares itself to be anti-racist, it situates itself as
an agent and advocate of ‘resistance’. How the state conceptualises resistance consequently
depends on conceptions of the subject and object of resistance. Problems inherent to an
understanding of the ‘anti-racist state’ are therefore both epistemological and ontological. The
thesis laid out in this chapter is correspondingly driven by the understanding that our
definitions of ‘human being’, ‘sociation’ and ‘power’ coalesce in our conceptualisation of
racism and the state, and consequently on their posited relation. Our conception of the posited
relation, in turn, will determine our definition of the state and subsequent investigation of an

anti-racist state. Consequently, the concerns of this chapter are two-fold.

The first is to give a flavour of a long ‘tradition’ in academic critique concerned with the role

of the state in the development of racism. Movements can be discerned on the part of the

academy, which both reflect historical contestation over racism, what racism should be

> This chapter draws substantially from “Third Way Anti-Racism in a Devolved Scotland’, (Kyriakides 2004), a
paper presented at the British Sociological Association Annual Conference in York 2004.
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categorised as, and therefore what anti-racism should be. Focussing on Britain, we can say
that the institutionalisation of state-endorsed ‘anti-racism’ evolved as a policy intervention

guided by the need on the part of elites to counter the perceived risk of social disorder which

racialised ‘non-white’ migrants were deemed to bring when interacting with a racialised
‘white’ population. Additionally, the problem of ‘race-relations’-framed state-endorsed anti-
racism has steadily come to incorporate ‘multiculturalist claims’. Subsequently, the definition

of ‘racism as a social problem’ has been articulated within the parameters set by the state’s

‘race-relations’ narrative in a historical context where ‘non-white’ racialised migration has
been explicitly restricted. Thus, not only are we alerted to the historical contingency of
racism(s) and ‘its/their’ interrelationship with anti-racism(s), but also to the potentially
transforming process which may occur when the state ‘recognises’ ‘racism’ as a social
problem. In short, the state may redefine ‘racism’ according to its needs, exerting a powerful

influence over the ‘collective definition’ of ‘racism’ as a social problem. This understanding

has significance when governments purport to be moving beyond Left and Right — the second

concern of this chapter.

The Third Way phenomenon, its relationship to New Labour policy and wider issues of
contemporary governance have been exhaustively debated and critiqued from a number of
positions (Hall 1998; Freeden 1999; Finlayson 1999; McRobbie 2000; Ludlam and Smith
2001; Lister 2001; Callinicos 2001; Jessop 2003; see also Chadwick and Hefferman 2003),

prompting one of its most celebrated theoreticians to respond in its defence (Giddens 2000a

2002). Back et al (2002a, see also 2002b, and Shuster and Solomos 2004) are similarly
critical. Summarising a number of emerging positions which seek to provide an analysis of
the politics of ‘race’ and racism, they make the point that “the project of assimilation has been
reinvigorated under New Labour” (2002a: 1). Fekete (2001) likens New Labour’s approach to
that of the previous Conservative Government’s, described as a “pander[ing] to racism’ which
“deliver[s] very little”, whilst Rattansi considers New Labour’s position as a reinvigoration of
the 1960s “project of assimilationism” (in Back et al 2002a: 1). Following Lister’s (2001)
“study in ambiguity”, they conclude, “New Labour is so difficult to characterise because its
vision oscillates to the past and the future by turns. It cannot mourn its imperial ghosts, nor
embrace a democratic and truly multicultural future” (2002a 11). Following Gilroy (2001),

New Labour 1s suffering from “post-colonial melancholia”. Thus, despite commitments on its
part to value and embrace cultural mix and diversity, the language of assimilation persists

under the guise of nationality and immigration rhetoric. The authors suggest that “uncertainty
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about the challenge that multiculturalism poses to the very constitution of the polity of the
nation” underpins the “white heart” of New Labour public policy (2002a: 4). Importantly, for
the thests developed in this chapter, Back et al make the point that Giddens, high-profile

sociologist and adviser to New Labour, has reinforced the idea that uncontrolled immigration

leads to racism.

Whilst heeding Fairclough’s reminder that the Third Way “is constantly being talked into
being” (Fairclough 2000: 4)°, I adopt the term ‘Third Way anti-racism’, not as a means of
representing a coherent ideological stance, but in order to signal recognition that while the
current British government understands ‘race-relations’ as a social order problem, it perceives
itself to be making policy in an era demarcated by historically specific societal problems.
Consequently, it has adopted a philosophy of risk as a rationale for its ‘race-relations’ policy,

such that risk-aversion becomes the organising principle informing “anti-racist’ policy,
straddling both the criminalisation of racism as ‘hate-crime’ and the legislative response to
migration. The purpose of this section is to explore the adoption of certain core elements of
the Third Way within UK public policy to lay bare the assumptions which underpin the
current ‘Anti-Racist State’s’ understanding of ‘racism as a social problem’. In doing so, I
single out three inter-related determinants of policy formation: the demise of utopianism and
universalism as components in political action; the rise of a culture of social limitation; and
the institutionalisation of caution. Philosophically this can be expressed as a move toward the
institutionalisation of heteronomy; that is, a diminished subject which reflects the absence of a

political centre — an eroded public sphere. I argue that the UK post-war social policy context
can be understood as shifting from statal concerns with welfare to those of therapeutic

intervention. In short, policy is orientated toward the private sphere and aims to make people
feel good about their selves amidst the absence of alternatives. The state legitimises itself via

an appeal to emotion. The subject of the therapeutic state is that of emotion — the

emotionalised subject. In doing so I provide an understanding of the changing post-WW2

® Here Giddens is most enlightening: ‘I should stress that the Third Way is just a label for how you continue the
revival of social democratic politics. The European democrats found themselves back in power without a
coherent philosophy and the Third Way is simply a label for what that philosophy might involve — and it's only
some way along in its evolution.” Anthony Giddens, interviewed by Guy Lodge, cited 20/1/04 at
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Bridge/8651/Giddens.htm (no date given).
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state-societal relation from which UK-based anti-racist policy formation can be situated in the

‘Scottish’ context.

1.2 The Anti-Racist Welfare State

The point has been made that ‘welfare regimes’ have long provided a regulating force for the
management of social inequality (Offe 1984; Van Krieken 1991; Morris 1994) such that
policies of ‘social welfare’ have come to form the bedrock on which nation states are built
(Esping-Anderson 1990; Esping-Anderson et al 2002). Simultaneously, the persistence of
social inequality has been rationalised historically via the discourse of ‘race’. In the 19"
century, both in Britain and across the Empire, liberal elites were confronted by the

contradiction exposed via the growing demand for equality amidst the persistence of
inequality (Malik 1996). Consequently, evolutionist interpretations of national democratic
participation were increasingly adopted in the political imagination: rights of citizenship
would be granted to those ‘fit’ for governance and withheld from those on the lower rungs of

the evolutionary ladder. O’Brien and Penna (1998: 33) sum up the mood of the time,

The welfare of the ‘nation’ and ‘race’ became liberalism’s justification for
imperial exploitation and for overhauling the Poor Law at the same time. The

British nation and race must be brought to their peak in order to compete
‘efficiently’ in the struggle for world domination.

As Kyriakides and Virdee (2003) note, British imperialism, which had gained ideological
sanction in the form of a ‘civilising mission’, was increasingly coated in ‘humanitarian’
veneer. Evidently, some humans were more equal than others. Henceforth, the ‘benevolent
duty’ of the ‘white man’ came to underpin the formation of British national identity. This
identity contrasted with that ascribed to those ‘colonised inferiors’ whose domination was
legitimated by the ‘moral superiority’ of their oppressors. It was the ‘British virtue’ to bestow
‘welfare’ which formed a ‘common characteristic’ of British citizenship. The granting of
suffrage enabled the gradual ideological incorporation of sections of the working class (Hall
1984) whilst simultaneously elevating ‘the British’, as a homogenous national group, above

those who by virtue of biological and/or cultural characteristics could not ‘achieve’ social
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equality — the ‘un-British’’. In short, the idea of ‘race’ has played a powerful role in the
making of ‘Britishness’ (cf Miles 1987; Colley 1992).

Subsequently, in the twentieth century, ‘race’ formed a core ideological element in

international and domestic political affairs. However, racism, as a problem requiring
significant Government intervention, did not, as a matter of conscience, figure prominently in

the affairs of states prior to the Second World War (Miles 1989). The idea of racism was, in
part, placed on state agendas through struggle. As Lauren (1998) has noted, Ethiopian victory

against Italian ‘racial supremacy’ in 1896, Japanese success in the inter-imperialist Russo-
Japanese war of 1906, the growing confidence of the ‘inferior races’ throughout the First
World War and the call for self-determination to all colonially oppressed peoples against
imperialism by Lenin’s Bolsheviks loosened the grip of ‘white imperial superiority’ (c.f.
Chandra et al 1989). Nevertheless, in 1919 the League of Nations rejected a motion for
recognition of ‘racial equality’ as a core principle in inter and intra-statal relations. The
Japanese delegation’s request, supported by the first Pan-African Congress (PAC), was
vetoed by Woodrow Wilson, despite winning a majority vote (Lauren 1998). The ‘principle’
which underpinned the rejection was that inclusion of ‘racial’ equality would impinge on the
sovereignty of nation-states, meaning that the normative whiteness upon which national

homogeneity and ‘equality’ were founded required the maintenance of an inverted norm: the

second-class treatment of ‘non-whites’.

Nevertheless, the rejection of ‘racial equality’ by ruling elites did not stifle struggle for it. In
addition to the PAC, the formation of the Pan-Asian Society in China, the National Congress
of British West Africa, the Union Intercoloniale and Ligue Universelle pour la Défense de la

Race Noire by intellectuals from the French colonies and the West Africa Students’ Union in

London, were but a few of the anti-colonial organisations which took their force from the

principle of equality. Colonial elites, facing mounting resistance across their dominions,

7 In 1800, the right to vote was based on wealth and gender (male). Less than 3 adults out of every 100 could
vote. The 1832 Reform Act extended the right to vote to certain leaseholders and householders. 5 adults out of
every 100 could vote. The 1867 Second Reform Act further extended voting regulations in counties and
boroughs. 13 adults out of every 100 could vote, but still based on wealth, The 1872 Secret Ballot Act introduced
voting by secret ballot. Under the 1884 Representation of the People Act, any male occupying land or property
with an annual rateable value of £10 could vote. 24 adults out of every 100 could vote. The /918 Representation
of the People Act gave all males over the age of 21 the vote. Women over 30 got the vote. Women could sit in

the House of Commons as MPs. 75 adults out of every 100 could vote. By 1928, the Representation of the

People Act extended uniform voting rights to all men and women over the age of 21. 99 adults out of every 100
could vote.
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interpreted anti-colonial struggle as ‘race-war’: the consequence of colonial ‘race-
consciousness’. As Fiiredi (1998: 18) notes, a “growing awareness of bad faith regarding
racial matters was above all the product of anxieties concerning the future reaction of those
subject to white arrogance”. Elites increasingly came to fear ‘racial revenge’ and Colonial
policy came to reflect those fears. It is such fears, both of ‘racial revenge’ and of ‘racial
degeneracy’ through ‘inter-racial contact’, which formed an integral ideological component

underpinning early restrictions on immigration and the development of ‘race-relations’
infrastructures. Thus, the principle underlying the establishment of the Commission for
Interracial Cooperation in 1919, and the Institute of Pacific Relations in 1925, was that “racial

antipathies are rising”, threatening the “white-dominated world order” (Fiiredi 1998: 49 -30).

Key to this development was the belief on the part of elites that the interaction between ‘black

and white races’ would inevitably lead to the degeneracy of ‘white’ rule. Later, mounting
pressure by anti-colonialist movements, a growing civil rights movement in America, and the
post-Holocaust consensus associated with ‘race’, exerted a powerful moral force in the
construction of political rhetoric and legitimate political action, such that “post-war social
consciousness was shaped largely by the need not to be tainted by the political culture of pre-
war Europe” (Malik 1996:14). The institutionalisation of ‘anti-racist’ precepts, through
UNESCO, the 1964 and 1965 Civil Rights Acts in the United States, 1965, 1968 and 1976
Race Relations Acts in Britain, the UN’s binding International Convention on the Elimination
of All Forms of Racial Discrimination, and its designation of 1973 as the beginning of a
Decade for Action to Combat Racism and Discrimination, made the principle of ‘racial
equality’ a binding force in the normative relations between states and citizens, the South
African regime not withstanding (Ticktin 1991). However, the driving force behind their
institutionalisation was the fear of ‘inter-racial’ disorder and the challenge it posed to the
ruling relation, albeit in a historical context where Holocaust had shone an uncomfortable

mirror on the Enlightenment principles underpinning the establishment of modern European

nation-states (cf Horkheimer and Adorno 1979; Bauman 1989).

Consequently and crucially, the moral consensus to which the post-war international
community pledged allegiance meant that the perceived role of the British state in
perpetuating racism against racialised ‘non-white’ migrants and their descendents came to
form a central plank, both in academic and political debate (Joshi and Carter 1984, Fryer
1984; Miles and Phizacklea 1984; Carter et al 1987; Dean 1987: Katznelson 1973; Thompson
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1988; Miles 1990; Solomos 1993). Additionally, the continuance of both formal and informal
colour-bar, anti-immigrant disorder in Notting Hill (London) and Nottingham in 1938, the
introduction of the racist 1962 Immigration Act, the Conservative victory at Smethwick in the
1964 General Election, and visits to Britain by Malcolm X in 1964 and Martin Luther King in
1965 coalesced with emerging UK-based anti-colonialist and anti-racist groups such as the

West Indian Standing Conference (WISC), the Indian Workers Association (IWA), Racial
Adjustment Action Society (RAAS), and the Campaign Against Racial Discrimination
(CARD). Their existence precipitated the emergence of a direct challenge to the formation of
an unproblematic post-Holocaust moral order. It could be argued that the existence of these
movements claiming racist treatment threw doubt on the requisite morality of post-war
Britishness (cf Howe 1993). Consequently, whilst “the central dynamic of British elite
reaction to Third World migration” had, by the 1970s, “been an attempt to structure the

politics of race to take race out of conventional politics” (Katznelson 1973: 125), the issue of
racism eventually came “to command a position on the agenda of legitimate political

controversy” (Cobb and Elder 1971: 904). Contestation over ‘problem definition’, that is, the

definition of racism as a problem, increasingly came to reflect the respective positions
adopted by groups in struggle and the balance of power which contextualised such contest
(Shukra 1998), leading to a plethora of ‘anti-racisms’ (cf Bonnett 2000).

Focussing on Britain, in the 1970s, academics working within the Birmingham Centre of
Contemporary Cultural Studies (CCCS) drew upon formulations of the construction of moral
panics and folk devils, castigating the British state and related institutions for perpetuating
negative stereotypes and ascriptions of urban black youth. In Policing the Crisis, Hall et al
(1978), drawing on the work of Edward Said (among others), rejected stereotyping and
classification as oppressive forms of social control. They argued that definition and
oppression work congruently through the stereotyping of young ‘black’ men. Mugging was an
invented crime which expressed establishment fears of British moral decline; ‘the mugger’ -
young, ‘black’ and responsible for the breakdown of the social and moral order - was a Folk
devil, reflecting the fears of the establishment. In The Empire Strikes Back (1982) the CCCS
stressed the role of nationalism, imperialism and post-colonialism in shaping both the state’s
response to capitalist decline and the content of racism. Drawing implicitly ‘on the insights of
a generation of Marxists like Lenin and Frank, Gilroy and others (see CCCS 1982) argued
that, by the time of the arrival of the Empire Windrush in 1948, the British ruling elite had

successfully forged an alliance with its working class cemented by the economic benefits of
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slavery and colonialism and rationalised with reference to racism and nationalism. In effect,
the British working class constituted some form of ‘labour aristocracy’ that had rather more to
lose than its chains of servitude. Consequently, despite the ‘immorality’ associated with the
exclusion of migrant labour motivated by racism, which was indicative of a ‘post-Holocaust’
consensus, this was an outcome of the historical compromise that had been reached between

the elites and sections of the British working class. This compromise crystallised in the form

of the British welfare state.

Such criticisms were paralleled by theorists who focused explicit attention on the British
state’s implementation of immigration/nationality legislation and the role of such in

perpetuating significations of threat which negatively signified migrants coming to Britain
from the New Commonwealth (Miles and Phizacklea 1984; Thompson 1988; Solomos 1993).

For these theorists contemporary racism was expressed via a race/immigration dualism —a
constructed ‘race/immigration problematic’. The conceptualisation and designation of post-
war ‘events’ such as immigration and urban uprisings as ‘race-relations problems’ were
moments in the generation and reproduction of racism as ideology, i.e. the presence of
racialised migrants was identified as a welfare (Housing, Education and Employment)
problem, the cause of social conflict requiring political intervention in order to maintain
‘racial harmony’, debate surrounding ‘race riots’ of 1958 in Nottingham and Notting Hill
being a case in point (Miles 1984). Hence, the British state’s political ‘dilemma’ (Bevir 1999)

was structured by elite concerns, with which events seemed to concur. Elite reaction followed

characteristically.

The policy of consecutive British Governments in relation to immigration, has, since the early

1960s, been predicated on a definition of immigration as causing a potential ‘race-relations’
problem requiring state intervention in order to maintain social order. The designation of a
‘race-relations problem’ caused by migration is in itself a claim which contributes to the
generation and reproduction of racism as ideology. The policy intervention of the 1964
Labour government, ‘limiting’ immigration to enable ‘integration’, incorporated a seminal
logic: ‘black’ migration incites reaction affecting social harmony. Uncontrolled migration
causes a racialised response which combines with migrant reaction leading to social disorder.
A vicious circle of ‘inter-racial’ disorder is precipitated by the entry into Britain of different

‘racial’ groups. Such elite concerns underpinned the institutionalisation of ‘anti-racism’ in the

form of the Race Relations Acts 1965/68/76 and the formation of the Race Relations Board,
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Community Relations Commission, and, eventually the Commission for Racial Equality

(CRE) in 1977 (see Heineman 1972; Jenkins and Solomos 1987; Solomos 1988, Thompson

1988). Future ‘race-relations’ policy prescription, or more specifically this, “race consensus

triad — based on control, anti-discrimination and integration” (Saggar 1991: 28), emanated
from this policy coalition. The British state developed its own mechanisms for tackling racial

inequality, and the narrative of ‘race-relations’ was institutionalised, along with the

constructed social problem which the institution was set up to counter®.

Following previous administrations the Thatcher government saw immigration as a potential
Law and Order problem and continued programmatic steps to further restrict both the entry
and citizenship entitlements of ‘culturally problematic’ immigrants, whilst ‘policing’ the
settled ‘alien wedge’ of ‘urban Black youth’, subsequently designated, along with striking
miners, as ‘the enemy within’ (Benyon 1987; see also Ewing and Geerty 1990). Following
inner-city uprisings in 1981, the Conservatives sponsored the Rampton (1981) and Scarman
(1981) inquiries. The former consisted of an exploration into the education of ‘black’ people.
The report concluded that racism was a psychological problem — the result of individual

prejudice which could be absolved through the promotion of multicultural education
(Thompson 1988: 115-122). Scarman advocated giving ‘black’ people a stake in the system to
ensure ‘social stability’ (Thompson: 1988: 93 ~97). The logic underpinning Central
Government’s Urban Programme and Section 11 funding was explained by the Conservative

Minister responsible for ‘race-relations’, Sir George Young:

We've got to back the good guys, the sensible, moderate, responsible leaders of
ethnic groups. If they are seen to deliver, to get financial support from central
government for urban projects, then that reinforces their standing and credibility

® In their first annual report, published in April 1967, the Race Relations Board summarised the role of
legislation as follows:

1. A law is an unequivocal declaration of public policy.

2. A law gives support to those who do not wish to discriminate, but who feel compelled to do so by
social pressure.

3. A law gives protection and redress to minority groups.

4. A law thus provides for the peaceful and orderly adjustment of grievances and the release of tensions.

5. A law reduces prejudice by discouraging the behaviour in which prejudice finds expression (Para 63).
(cited in Lester and Bindman 1972: 85; italics mine).

What seems to escape the notice of many is that immigration controls are also laws, and such laws, passed in

congruence with ‘race-relations’ legislation, legitimise (i.e. ‘unequivocally declare’) the view that the presence

4 smn]? - ', » . . . . . »
of some ‘racial’ groups in Britain, is problematic. Hence, no serious commentator could deny that immigration
law generates ‘the social pressure to discriminate’.
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in the community. If they don’t deliver, people will turn to the militants. (cited
in Thompson: 1988: 91)

Whilst some benefited from the opportunity ladder which local government provided, others
took a different view:

The state tried to break up Black, into its constituent parts because it became
threatening. In 1981 the Black youth burned down the inner cities, because of

racism and the impossibility of their living conditions. And multiculturalism
came to be institutionalized as government policy — to alleviate the

disadvantages of the second generation. The thinking was that there was really

no racism in our society, it is only that we don't understand each other's culture.
Multiculturalism began with the schools and, funded by local authorities and

government, it spread to housing, employment and so on. And that is how Black

was broken into its constituent parts. (A. Sivanandan, interview conducted by A.
Kadirgamar 2002: web ref.)

Radical anti-racism had berated the ‘short-sightedness’ of the labour movement for not taking

a clear stand against racism directed toward black workers, and pushed for a Black radicalism
which posited itself as a new vanguard (Sivanandan 1976 1977 1982 1990): the double-

oppression of racism and capital-labour exploitation placed its targets in a social position
which informed their greater aptitude for revolution. ‘Old’ Labour’s ‘anti-racist’ strategy was
underpinned by its celebrated Brotherhood of Man rhetoric (Knowles 1992). Moralistic in
orientation, its logic appealed to ‘past glories’ such as ‘nazi defeat’ in an attempt to prove its
anti-racist credentials whilst simultaneously proposing such measures as virginity tests for

Asian women entering Britain’, leading one influential theorist to contend that such appeals

actually aligned anti-racists with the national-cultural chauvinism of the British state:

the apparent marginality of race politics is often an effect of a fundamental
tension inherent in antiracist organising. A tension exists between those strands
in antiracism which are primarily antifascist and those which work with a more
extensive and complex sense of what racism is in contemporary Britain. This
simplistic anti fascist emphasis attempts to mobilise the memory of earlier
encounters with the fascism of Hitler and Mussolini. The racists are a problem
because they are descended from brown- or black-shirted enemies of earlier

days. To oppose them is a patriotic act; their own use of the national flags and

? In 1977 Labour produced a Green Paper on nationality which set the agenda for the Conservative Party’s 1981
Nationality Act. In 1979, Labour Home Secretary Merlyn Rees “humiliated Asians by sanctioning the

com_pqlsory medical testing, in cubicles at Heathrow Airport, of young Asian brides for ‘proof of their
virginity” (Thompson 1988: 70).



page 37 of 343

symbols is nothing more than a sham masking their terroristic inclinations.
(Gilroy 1990: 51 see also Gilroy 1987)

Some activists were highly critical of state-backed ‘anti-racism’. Following the Government’s

definition/acceptance of the concept of ‘racial disadvantage’, which formed the bedrock of the
1976 Race Relations Act, Sivanandan objected to the developing connotation emanating from

the assumption that ‘ethnic minorities® had ‘special needs’ which could be moderated through
‘positive action’. This was akin, stated Sivanandan, to “breaking my legs and giving me
crutches” when “[t]he point is not to break my legs in the first place” (cited in Bourne 2001).
Similarly, Gilroy’s seminal paper The End of Anti-Racism (1990) can be read as an attempt to
caution activists who interpreted state funding and support for anti-racism through the prism
of progressive politics. Gilroy was wary of “the emergence of a proto-middle class grouping

narrowly constituted around the toe-holds which some blacks have been able to acquire in the
professions, mostly those related directly to the welfare state itself - social work, teaching,
and now antiracist bureaucracies” (1990: 59). Although for Gilroy the state was an important

site of contestation, such incorporation was “...obviously an uncomfortable contradictory

position — squeezed between the expectations of the bureaucracies on which it relies and its
political affiliation to the struggles of the mass of blacks which it is called upon to mediate,
translate and sometimes police” (1990: 59). A key component of official anti-racism with
which Gilroy takes issue is “the extent of the antiracists’ conceptual trading with the racists
and the results of embracing their culturalist assumptions” (1990: 60). Nowhere is this more
clear, asserts Gilroy, than in their acceptance of ‘blacks’ as “the problem and the victim”, for

“Is]ufferring confers no virtue on the victim” (1990: 60).

Tension exists between social critics who see the state as a legitimate anti-racist actor
(Spencer 1994; Hansen 2000) and those for whom such recognition poses more of a dilemma
(Shukra 1998; Cohen et al 2002). For Malik (2002), a redefinition of racism has accompanied
a changing trajectory of political action and the state’s response to such throughout the post-
WW2 era. Whilst anti-racist activists in 1960s and 70s Britain mobilised on the basis of the
demand for political equality against police brutality, discriminatory immigration laws and
racist attacks, the incorporation of anti-racists into the machinery of the state and the
promotion of cultural identity claims within the local state since the 1980s reflects a

redefinition of racism premised on a move from a denial of the right to be equal to the denial

of the right to be different. That is, influential strands of anti-racism have elevated

particularism as a good over the pursuit of a universalist emancipatory project,
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problematically reconstituting the former under the guise of the latter, such that the
celebration of difference is imbued with an emancipatory logic. This suppression of the
disconnection between universalism and particularism draws specifically on the ‘race/culture’

homologue underpinning reactionary discourses of nationhood (Malik 1996).

Following the fragmentation of anti-racist political action some theorists have embraced the

project of ethnic identity claims-making and have subsequently incorporated a
‘multiculturalist’ perspective in their analytical frameworks (cf Modood 1997; Alibhai-Brown
1999). However, Shukra (1998) has drawn out the consequences of anti-racist strategy which
seeks to use the ‘multicultural’ state as a means of countering racism. Focussing on the

historical trajectory of ‘black’ self-organised groups and their relationship to the British

Labour Party, Shukra makes the point that “[t]he election of a Labour government is the
culmination of what many black organisers and professionals have been waiting for”.
However, “[i]n the process of fighting for a Labour government, they have adjusted their own
politics in such a way that they are now broadly compatible with those of New Labour. The
question is, what difference will the policies black professionals help to develop make to the
experience of ethnic minority communities throughout Britain?” (1998: 95-96). Pointing to
the Labour Party’s historical and continued support for the institution of immigration control,
Shukra subscribes to the view that “the key source of racism is the state” (1998: 93). Thus, in
spite of New Labour’s apparent communitarian and multiculturalist rhetoric, the willingness
of anti-racist activists to support immigration controls leads logically to the conclusion that
anti-racists become complicit in the racialised exclusion of new migrant groups.
Consequently, “[d]estroying racism would involve building a real-liberatory movement. It
would need to break free of the restrictive Labour Party and parliamentary framework™ (1998:
121). Clearly there is a debate to be had regarding the policy manoeuvres of the current UK
Government. In the sections that follow I seek to contribute to that debate by developing an
understanding of the current UK administration’s approach to racism and immigration. First,

elaborate a theory of the ‘anti-racist’ state—societal relation.

1.3 States of Racism — some critical reflections

Much has been made of the indefinability of the state (cf Hoffman 1995): debate surrounding
its status as a unit of analysis has straddled three waves of state theorising which have
emerged since the 1950s (Jessop 2001). These include 1. neo-marxist (Offe 1972; Miliband
1973; Poulantzas 1979) and marxist-feminist analyses (McIntosh 1978; Eisenstein 1981); 2.
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state-centred approaches (Krasner 1978; Nordlinger 1981; Skocpol 1979; Mann 1983; Stepan
1985; Giddens 1985), and 3. Foucauldian (Gordon 1991; Barry et al 1996; Cooper 1998;

Hindess and Mitchell 1998; Rose 1999), including Feminist (Mies 1986; Brenner and Laslett

1991; Connell 1995 1996) and discourse/stateless state theory (Abrams 1988; Melossi 1990;
Campbell 1992; Luhmann 1990; Wilke 1996).

With the exception of Foucauldian state analyses, the above are largely descriptive

conceptualisations which emanate from wider theories relating to the state’s functions with
regards to a posited changing state-society complex. However, considerations pertaining to
the nature of the state revolve around implicit conceptions of power and interests derivable

from some form of philosophical anthropology (cf Berry 1986; Fukuyama 1999). The point is

made by Hall who stresses that “theories of the state can also be categorised in terms of how
social interests and the state are conceptualised by them” (1984: 26). Hobbes’ egoistic, but
rational individual, for example, desirous as he is of his own self-preservation, must opt for
contractual submission to a sovereign; the state, acting as guarantor of his freedoms, thus
obviating a brutish “warre... of every man, against every man”. Hence, the extension of

‘rational-actor’ approaches to state theorising, as adopted in ‘game theory’, attempt to

understand the politics of states in terms of zero or non-zero-sum games.

Castoriadis (1987) makes the point that whichever way we interpret the state and governance
in general tends to emanate from a theory of human constitution from which ‘shoulds’ and

‘should nots’ are derived, and hence, from where theories and critiques of state-hood and
governance embark. Locke’s criticism of Hobbes’ ‘man in a state of nature’ pivots on
suspicion of the sovereign. According to Locke, Hobbes’ trusted sovereign could not be
trusted by the egoist not to abuse contracted power; therefore, legally sanctioned political
power needed to be regulated in order to obtain and maintain consent. Bentham and Mill later
drew upon this thesis as an argument for a liberal democratic apparatus — a means of ensuring
the accountability of state-actors whilst ensuring the ‘natural’ human desire for pleasure and

pain-avoidance. The state’s role should therefore be that of neutral arbiter in human affairs
ensuring the maximisation of happiness and security; its coercive function in the form of legal
sanctions and force is legitimate in as much as individual utility is maximised. John Stuart

Mill later expanded this view, positing the need for the extension of democracy through

suffrage so as to promote and create direct interest in government (Held 1984: 42 — 45).
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The relationship between human constitution, interests and the state is pertinent when we
consider that anti-racism is essentially a conception of resistance, and hence, entails a social
relation. The anti-racist is anti that which has a negative impact, to which he/she attributes the
name ‘racism’ (Bonnett 1993). That is not to say that anti-racists will necessarily agree on
what ‘the negative’ 1s. All theories of resistance are derived from a philosophical
anthropology. Consequently, it is ontological considerations — that is, the relationship between

the subject, power and interests — that inform such theories. A theorist/activist who embarks

from the premise that cultural identification is integral to well-being, and thus attempts to defy

what he/she sees as assimilative tendencies, is simultaneously mobilising a theory regarding

the nature of human beings (cf Kymlika 1995a 1995b). When Omi and Winant (1994: 83)
follow Jessop in making the point that “the state is composed of institutions, the policies they

carry out, the conditions and rules which support and justify them, and the social relations in
which they are embedded”, they add that, “every state institution is a racial institution”,
thereby signalling that the state operates derivatively on the basis of a racialised social order
contested by groups who mobilise, either through ‘war of position’ or ‘war of manoeuvre’, to
alter the negative meaning of ‘race’. ‘Race’ 1s here posited as a universal structuring, and
structured by, human action, either negatively or positively endowed, which moves from a
point of ‘unstable equilibrium,’ to ‘unstable equilibrium;’. Each new point represents a re-

institutionalisation of the ‘racial order’ (1994: 86-87). To repeat, when a liberal democratic
state declares itself to be anti-racist, it situates itself as an agent and advocate of ‘resistance’.

How the state conceptualises resistance consequently depends on conceptions of the subject
and object of resistance. Problems inherent to an understanding of the ‘anti-racist state’ are

therefore both epistemological and ontological.

Philp (1983) identifies Lukes, Poulantzas and Foucault as key proponents of the liberal,

marxist and what could be termed anti-universalist conceptions of power'®, As Philp makes

' Although Philp does not use the term ‘anti-universalist’ when examining Foucault’s position, that this is

implicit in his critique will become apparent. Whilst Foucault (1984) himself later credited a debt to Kant, a
charge of anti-universalism is, I believe, correct, even if an anti-modernist tag has been challenged as unworthy
in part (Fraser 19835). In this respect Bernstein (1991) has been helpful in countering Foucauldian counter-
accusation of ‘Enlightenment blackmail’: “Foucault’s rhetoric, even the attraction of a distinctive type of
sceptical freedom he adumbrates, the appeal of ‘the possibility of no longer being, doing, or thinking what we
are, do, think’ is itself dependent or parasitic upon an ethical-political valorisation. What does it even mean to
say that some possibilities are desirable? Without thematising this question it is difficult to discern what
precisely is critical about his genre of critique. It is not Foucault’s critics that have imposed this problem on him
— it emerges from Foucault’s own insistence that there are changes that are desirable, and that critique enables us
‘to determine the precise form this change should take.’ A sceptical freedom that limits itself to talk of new
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clear, despite all three professing a relational view of power, both liberal and marxist
positions share a conception of power which is at odds with that offered by Foucault: the

former present power as a universal capacity related to interests whilst the latter cannot. For

example, Lukes requires that A has the capacity to affect B’s interests, intends to do so, and
that an alternative course of action must have been open to B. The liberal state should

therefore orientate itself toward the elimination of A’s capacity to affect B’s interests by

maintaining the possibility of alternative courses of individual action which do not infringe

the rights of individuals in general. But this does not entail the elimination of A or B’s

capacity. Poulantzas, on the other hand, differs primarily on the role of intention - ideologies

and class conflict overdetermine individual intent. The autonomy of the state relative to
‘economy’ does not negate the interests of capital which the state upholds via its occupation
within a “relational system” of “material places” (1979: 147). As Philp (1983) notes, a theory
of power as a negative phenomenon of repression entailing capacity, and an aspirational ideal
of ‘universal equality’ which justifies the countering of the negative phenomenon - is

specifically that which is explicitly rejected by Foucault’s force theory of power'!

Foucault’s theory of power rests on his conception of ‘rapports de force’. Power relations are
those relations in which force is exercised, but power also includes the process by which force
relations are either stabilised or over-turned, to the formation of patterns which occur via

connecting force relations, and to the particular strategy which renders these patterns

possibilities for thinking and acting but heroically or ironically refuses to provide any evaluative orientation as to
which possibilities and changes are desirable is in danger of becoming merely empty — or even worse, it

withholds judgement from the catastrophic possibilities which have erupted or can erupt” (Bernstein 1991: 162-
63).

'' 1t should be noted however that the rational actor of Enlightenment is also problematised by Poulantzas.
Poulantzas criticised Miliband’s theory because it emphasised the individual orientation of social action “in a
problematic of the subject”, rather than “social classes and the State as objective structures, and their relations as
an objective system of regular connections” (Poulantzas 1969: 70). Whilst they converge in their core underlying
arguments that the state is functional to interests related to capitalist accumulation, where Poulantzas and
Miliband depart is important — the latter is not an Althusserian marxist. As Althusser puts it, “the individual is
interpellated as a (free) subject in order that he shall submit freely to the commandments of the Subject, i.e. in
order that he shall (freely) accept his subjection, i.e. in order that he shall make the gestures and actions of his
subjection ‘all by himself’” (2001: 123). For Althusser, subjects accept their ideological self-constitution as
“reality” or “nature” and thus seldom incur the wrath of the repressive State apparatus (RSAs), “the Government,
the Administration, the Army, the Police, the Courts, the Prisons, etc.” (2001: 96), which function to discipline
any person who attempts to disavow the dominant ideology. Hegemony is thus less dependent on RSAs than on
those (religious, moral, legal, political, etc.) Ideological State Apparatuses (ISAs) by which ideology is
inculcated in all subjects. The key point is that where Miliband retains a conception of the human subject as
determining, Poulantzas rejects the idea of the free-willing subject because “it expresses that “humanist

historicism™ which makes men the subjects of history” (cited in Clarke 1977: 21). As will become clear, I side,
but not completely, with Miliband.
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functional to domination. Endemic changes within force relations produce shifts in the
patterns of power ~ shifts which are resistible only in as much as “sets of relations of force”

can be marshalled in opposition (Philp 1983:33-34). Any enduring configuration which gives
the appearance of a central power such as that of the sovereign state is purely the overall
effect of force relations. Power is the effect of patterns within the field of force relations. Law

and domination are merely forms which all-pervasive power can take.

The all-pervasiveness of power emanates from the power/knowledge couplet. Where the

liberal and marxist conceptualisation of power as repressive presupposes the possibility of

social relations not marked by power, Foucault denies this possibility most vehemently with

regards to ‘truth’.

We are subjected to the production of truth through power and we cannot
exercise power except through the production of truth... [ ] ...true discourses...
are the bearers of the specific effects of power. (Foucault 1980: 93)

Strategies of force are discursively ordered via the production of truth discourses. One cannot

deduce relations of power from a mode of production. Power relations are the effects that
occur in, for example, economic, sexual and knowledge relations: power relations are “the
internal conditions of these differentiations” (Foucault 1979: 94). Nor are individual subjects

the originating actor, for resistance requires discursively ordered intent. The subject is an
effect of power. Intentionality is therefore discursive, not individual. Only in discourse are

power relations “both intentional and non-subjective” (Foucault 1979: 94-95). Foucault
therefore discards the individualist account of agency associated with Lukes’ radical conflict

model and the assumption of a general and organised class domination underpinning

Poulantzas’ structural conflict approach.

Following Foucault, Goldberg understands all modern discourses to be imbued with the

scientific gaze — they are all technologies of power. Consequently, ‘race’, class and nation are
discursive equivalents. Whilst they all do different things, one cannot be reduced to the other,

nor can one be the effect of the other. Approaches that adopt a structuralist methodology are
rejected because there is a tendency to conceptualise racism as an epiphenomenon of more
stable elements in the social structure such as politics or the economy. Into the latter category
he situates Miles, who he sees as “the most recent defendant of this approach”, and criticises

his insistence that “racism is an ideology, a ‘representational phenomenon, distinguished from
exclusionary practice’” (2002a; 93).



page 43 of 343

For Goldberg, the discourse of ‘race’ and hence racism comes into existence with “liberal
modernity” (2002a: 7). The principle medium for this development is Enlightenment thought
as personified in the various works of Hume, Locke, Rousseau and Kant. Enlightenment
thought crystallises in the twin principles of empiricism and reason — principles which lie at
the heart of the liberal project (Goldberg 2002a: 28). The discourse of ‘race’ has its force
because it is imbued with the presumption of reason. This insight underpins the centrality of

‘the body’ to Goldberg’s analysis. Under a regime where sensory perception provides the

gaze for investigation of human interaction, the body becomes most forcefully ascribed
through the scientific gaze. Measurement of, e.g., height, weight, skull-size, are means of
getting closer to the truth. Behaviour also becomes a mechanism for understanding how
rational an individual is: the autonomous individual should be able to take responsibility for

his actions. The outer appearance/behaviour of an individual signify his/her inner world, i.e.

his/her ability to reason. Thus, the inner world and the outer world of human being are

homologised and homogenised.

The appraisal of capacity for civilisation was thus determined by whether or not any given
society had developed a system of legal-rational governance. The inhabitants of various parts

of the world where no such state existed came to be known as irrational. Because of the

privileging of sensation as an empirical tool, ‘skin colour’, and so pigmentation, signified a
measure of reason. People with ‘white skin’ were rational; people with ‘black skin’ or with

other ‘cultural’ signifying traits were irrational. ‘Whiteness’ became a demarcation of ‘race’
which, in turn, signified the capacity to reason. Consequently, ‘race’ developed into a

technology for exercising the scientific gaze — a technology of power.

Utilising Foucault’s concept of governance, ‘race’ is considered to be “irreducibly a political
category” (Goldberg 2002a: 90). “The racial state...strive[s]...for a racial subjection...usually
perceived as externally imposed upon subjects”, turning “imposition into self-assumption,
assertive charge into autonomous, self-imposed choice, harness into hegemony”. Indeed,
“there is no clear-cut contrast between state and individual, between asserted institutional
power and capillary governmentality” (Goldberg 2002b: 106). Racialised exclusion is
institutionalised via presumptive criteria that delineate “the beneficiaries of the entitlement

(those who would enjoy the fruits of the endowment) from those to be restricted in their

enjoyment or denied their rights, goods, and services” (2002a: 53). It is the unity which
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racialised discourse acquires in positioning the location of bodies in the body politic that

“highlights the material force at racisms’ heart” (2002a: 53).

The Foucauldian method as adopted by Goldberg is compelling and seductive: a useful
corrective to theorists who, in the 1970s and 80s, took a strictly structural Marxist approach to
racism, mainly because it allows for analysis at a micro level between subjects. It would also
seem, in reference to Miles, to be incorrect to reduce racism to a “relation of production”

(Miles 1987: 181-195). The problem for ‘poststructuralists’ however, is that reductionism

insinuates a foundational subject from which all phenomena emanate: a creation of

Enlightenment philosophes imposed ethnocentrically as a universal standard to which all
‘non-Western’ peoples must aspire. Definitions of the human subject as a causal agent are no

more than a linguistic trick through which power is asserted over the ‘other’. Appealing to
this ‘western construction’ thus legitimates the very same categories of thought which
subjugate. However, as I will now demonstrate, it is not clear how the abrogation of

universalism can facilitate political action when disciplined by the all-pervasive power of the

‘racial state’.

1.4 Heteronomy versus Autonomy

Such questions are central to Castoriadis’ exploration and delineation of the social-historical

self-instituting imaginary:

Each society also brings into being its own mode of self-alteration, which can also be
called its temporality — that is to say, it also brings itself into being as a mode of being.

History is ontological genesis not as the production of different tokens of the essence
of society but as the creation, in and through each society, of another fype (form-
figure-aspect-sense: eidos) of being-society which is in the same stroke the creation of

new fypes of social-historical entities (objects, individuals, ideas, institutions etc) on

all levels and on levels which are themselves posited-created by a given society.
(Castoriadis 1987: 372)

The state, in Castoriadis’ conceptualisation, is a second-order institution. The social
conception of ‘self’ 1s a first-order institution, The first institution of society is the fact that,
consciously or not, society “creates itself” and so gives ...itself institutions animated by
social imaginary significations” (Castoriadis 1988: 48-49). These significations are the eidos
“articulated and instrumented through second-order (but not ‘secondary’) institutions” (1988:
49). Second-order institutions are divided into two categories, 1. transhistorical forms which

are concretely different in every society, e.g. language, the individual, the family. 2.



page 45 of 343

Institutions specific to given societies; the Greek polis, the capitalist business enterprise. What
is of vital importance for the institution of society under consideration is that *...(its social

imaginary significations) is conveyed essentially by its specific institutions” (1988: 49). These

transhistorical and specific second-order institutions and their significations are “woven
together...provid[ing] each time the concrete texture of that society” (1988: 49). Taken
together their mutual interpenetrations and mutations are delineated as social-historical

imaginaries. The totality made of the ensemble of human relations takes on characteristics

which delineate a specific historical society. This quality is comprised of the amalgam of
significations — untouchable but discernable nonetheless. It is through the ensemble of
signification that we can discern the coherence of the social. The cause is human beings

engaging with nature and with each other, but not necessarily conscious of the fact that they

are doing so, and in reference to the emergence of capitalism, “each of the individuals and
each of the groups in question pursues its own particular ends, no one aims at the social
totality as such. And yet the result is of an entirely different order; it is capitalism”

(Castoriadis 1987: 45). It is here that we get to the crux of Castoriadis’ discussion of power,

politics and the political.

The political should not be conflated with ‘the overall institution of society’ (Castoriadis
1991: 157). The “political”, is “the dimension of explicit power always present in any

society” (1991: 159). Explicit power equals “instances capable of formulating explicitly

sanctionable injunctions” (1991: 156) ahistorically present in any given society. This is “the
positing of nomos, dike and telos” (1991: 157). Instituting power is made explicit and
formalised in law (1991:168). However, the most important signification which animates the
institution of society is that pertaining to its origin, its foundation upon which its legitimacy is
based — God, Nature (racialised and/or gendered), Man. For “no material coercion has ever
been lastingly — that is to say, socially — effective, without this compliment of justification”,
explains Castoriadis. “The existence of society has always presupposed that of rules of
conduct, and the sanction for these rules were never simply unconscious nor simply material
or legal, but always also included informal social sanction, and meta-social *sanctions’
(metaphysical, religious sanctions and so forth, in short imaginary sanctions, but this in no
way diminishes their importance)” (Castoriadis 1987: 97). Consequently, “the life of a society
cannot be based solely on a network of prohibitions, of negative orders. Individuals have
always received from the society in which they lived, positive injunctions, orientations, the

representation of value-charged ends — at once formulated universally and ‘embodied’ in what
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was, for every epoch, its collective Ideal of the Self” (1987:98). But, the political becomes

Politics only with the development of a project of autonomy, which is made possible by

radical utopias.

Nomos - law - is “the institution/convention of some particular society” and simultaneously
“the transhistorical requisite for there to be society”, Whilst “... the content of the particular

nomos’ may change, ‘no society can exist without a nomos” (Castoriadis 1988: 43). In most
societies however, the posited source of the law has been heteronomous; that is, prescribed

with reference to extra-human determinants. Heteronomous society is where self-activity is

suppressed by the dominant social conception of subjectivity, because

the institution asserts that it is not the work of man; ...individuals belonging to these
societies are raised, trained and fabricated in such a way that they are, so to speak,
resorbed by the institution of society. No one can assert ideas or express a will or
desire opposed to the instituted order, and this is so not because they would be subject
to sanctions, but because each person is, anthropologically speaking, fabricated in this
way; everyone has interiorised the institution of society to such an extent that one does

not have at one’s disposal the psychic and mental means to challenge this institution.
(1988: 42)

Only in specific social-historical periods has the source of law been ascribed to human
determinacy. It is with the positing of human centeredness that Politics becomes a possibility.
The object of Politics is freedom and autonomy — auto-nomos - to make one’s own laws.
Politics represents something completely different from the political. Politics is a process
which makes the calling into question of the institution a valid pursuit. This is in opposition to
heteronomy which translates into the inability of human beings to change the world, and
reflects a diminished form of subjectivity, but only once a project of autonomy has become a
valid pursuit. Politics occurs as a rupture of the heteronomous social imaginary institution

which posits law as the creation of extra-social forces. Hence, Politics is not merely a struggle

of power groups for power; it is an endeavour to shape the world in accordance with one’s

image, to impress one’s view upon it.

It 1s this contradiction which underpins the demos. According to Castoriadis, the possibility of
Politics as autonomy emerged with the Ancient Greeks between the eighth and fifth centuries
BC, in the form of direct democracy and the instituting of a public sphere. It all but perished

from the fourth century BC, until its explicit re-emergence with the rise of the Western
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European nascent bourgeoisie of the first Renaissance in the eleventh and twelfth centuries
(Castoriadis 1997: 86)'%. “For a society to give itself its own law,” writes Castoriadis, “means

to accept at bottom the idea that it is creating its own institution and that it creates it without

being able to invoke any extrasocial foundation, any norm of norms, any measure of its
measures. This therefore boils down to saying that such a society should itself decide what is
just and unjust, and this is the question with which true politics deals...” (Castoriadis 1988:

43). For Castoriadis, human society can only exist with institution, with law that must be
decided “without recourse (except illusorily) to an extra-social source or foundation” (1988:

43). Both aspects are potentially captured in the Ancient Greek term nomos, “which is
opposed to the ‘natural’ (and immutable) order of things, to physic” (1988: 43). Nomos is that
without which “human beings cannot exist as human beings, since there is no city, no polis,
without humans - making laws, there are no human beings outside the polis, the city, the
political community/collectivity” (1988: 43). To be human, one must join the autonomic
community. The ultimate contradiction to be rationalised in such a socio-historical period is
therefore the explicit institutions of slavery and/or the inferior status of women (non-humans).
But the institution of autonomy provides the basis for a potential challenge to natural and
hence social limitation. The project of autonomy represents thinking, acting, conscious human
subjects who can posit ends and means of achieving those ends. Heteronomy represents the
opposite. A move toward the institutionalisation of heteronomy represents the abrogation of a

project for autonomy; that is, a diminished subject which reflects the absence of a Political

centre — an eroded public sphere — is instituted.

It is important that we understand that nomos is our institution, and not that of an extrasocial
force. The human being is humanised only through the polis. Without it there can be no
democracy, because democracy means that the people make their own laws. This is the

essence, the radical utopia that makes Politics — “first and foremost, awareness of this

fundamental fact: institutions are human works” (Castoriadis 1991: 162). This is in deep

* Of course, Castoriadis” historical contention is open to debate and does run the risk of being labelled
ethnocentric. Bernal (1987) has demonstrated that ‘Classical Civilisation® has *Afroasiatic Roots’, whilst
Hodgson (1974) has shown that secularist strands were very much in vogue during the ‘Middle Ages’, due
primarily to the ‘Venture of Islam’. There can be no unbroken line which delineates a western civilisation
inherited from the Ancient Greeks by Enlightenment philosophes. As Malik (1996) has noted, this is the
argument of racial thinking adopted by theories of Orientalism without irony. For one cannot simultaneously

cas_tigate ‘the West’ for thinking of ‘itself” as historically continuous whilst castigating it for being so. Either it is
or it is not.
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opposition to heteronomy. What changes with Ancient Greece and post-medieval Europe,
according to Castoriadis, “is that the institution of society renders possible the creation of

individuals who no longer see anything as untouchable but succeed rather in putting the

institution into question, be it in words, be it in deeds, be it through both at once” (Castoriadis
1988: 42-3). Subjectivity, “as agent of reflection and deliberation (as thought and will) is a

social-historical project” (Castoriadis 1991: 144), because

politics properly conceived, can be defined as the explicit collective activity which
aims at being lucid (reflective and deliberate) and whose object is the institution of

society as such. It is, therefore, a coming into light, though certainly partial, of the

instituting in person; a dramatic, though by no means exclusive, illustration of this is
presented by the moments of revolution (1991: 160).

The radical utopia (humans make and so can make better societies) ignites the social
imaginary leading to wide scale rupture — the French and the Bolshevik revolutions being
such moments — through the radical calling into question of instituted heteronomy. The

enlightened modern epoch therefore constitutes a contradiction which reflects the tension

between a project for autonomy and the continuance of heteronomy.

Hence, in Castoriadis’ formulation, the state denotes “an institution of a State Apparatus,

which entails a separate civilian, military or priestly bureaucracy, even if it be rudimentary,
that is, a hierarchical organisation with a delimition of regions of competence” (1991: 157);
but “neither explicit power nor domination need take the form of the State” (1991: 157). The

modern democratic state, because it is predicated on a project for autonomy, appears as
partially distinct from the political because the modern state takes its form through the
continuance of heteronomy. Herein lies the contradiction. The modern state only exists where
human beings are simultaneously denied autonomy — hence the existence of the conflictual

state in the representative democracies of the last two centuries, where the validation of

absolute power is called into question by the rupture which radical utopias have facilitated.

Neither the power of the capitalist state, nor that of explicit power, can be reduced to the
“monopoly of legitimate violence”, for, “beneath the monopoly of legitimate violence lies the
monopoly of the legitimate word, and this is, in turn, ruled by the monopoly of the valid
signification” (Castoriadis 1991: 155). Hence, crisis “is not simply a ‘crisis in itself’, this

conflictual society is not a beam rotting with the ages, a machine that rusts or wears out. The

crisis is due to the fact that it is at one and the same time a protest, it is the result of protest,

and constantly feeds this protest” (Castoriadis 1987: 98-99). This complicates the dialectic as
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something more than just the juxtaposition of contraries - the negative and the positive
contained within a structure. “Representation is... the subjective side of the social imaginary

significations conveyed by the institution” (Castoriadis 1988: 48), but representation cannot

be understood in isolation from intent and affect (Castoriadis 1991: 154). This is especially
the case with the onset of a project for autonomy. The reaction of individuals contains within
it intentions and meanings which are ambiguous, albeit not “undetermined” or “indefinite”

(Castoriadis 1987: 99). The symbolic order of significations is crucial to the legitimation of
power over the autonomy of beings who question the continuance of instituted heteronomy,

for the modern state must rationalise the continuance of heteronomy in order to legitimise the

social regulation of inequality, but only if a project for autonomy remains valid. In the

absence or failure of the latter, the state loses its contradictory (modern) form, and instituted

heteronomy becomes the social norm.

1.5 In Defence of Universalism

Whilst the position above outlined is highly abstract, it should be clear that the subject is

foundational whilst remaining historical and hence, essentially anti-historicist. Malik’s (1996:
38-70) marxist critique of Goldberg compliments Castoriadis’ position, and is fourfold. First,
despite positing the need for historical specificity in uncovering a specifically modern
conception of ‘race’, Goldberg tends to reduce a dynamic, changing historical context
spanning some 200 years to the operation of an ever-present episteme: the compression of
dynamic and vastly antithetical political and intellectual currents developed from the 16"
century onwards into a unitary sociohistorical project is without foundation. Second,
Goldberg conflates two meanings of modernity, the first representing an intellectual and

philosophical project which set out from the understanding that it was possible to apprehend

the world through reason and science, and second, the particular society in which these forms
found expression — capitalist society. Whilst they certainly do not exist univocally, by
conflating both elements the product of the latter is laid at the door of the former. Third,
whilst the meaning of ‘race’ takes on specific forms post-Enlightenment, it is the self-
conscious discovery of a universal humanity and the tension posed by its particularist
manifestations which facilitates a theoretical and Political challenge to rigid social hierarchy.
Fourth, 1t is the relative failure and success of such a Political project underpinned as it is by

an inherently anti-egalitarian system of (re)production which provides a terrain for the
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rationalisation of the continuance of social inequality via its rigidification; enter ‘race’, and

latterly its homologue, ‘culture’. Malik’s (1996: 70) argument is

neither a simplistic “conspiracy” theory nor that the function of racial ideology was to
explain inequality. The concept of race was not created or invented to meet a
particular social need. Rather, as social divisions presented and acquired the status of
permanence, so differences presented themselves as if they were natural, not social.

The social constraints on equality began to appear as natural ones. In this process the
ideas of natural difference which held sway in the pre-Enlightenment world were
recast into a discourse of race. Racial inequality was the inevitable product of the

persistence of differences of rank, class and peoples in a society that had accepted the
concept of equality

Malik’s critique can be understood as turning, in part, on the quality of human action denoted
by ‘capacity’ (cf Malik, 2000). Where Goldberg is right is in his insistence that significant
sections of the population have been excluded on the basis of their apparent incapacity for
reason. If one cannot have such a capacity then one can easily be left to nature. However,
such a position would be at odds with that offered by Marx. The Enlightenment did not bring
the subject into being. For instance, the Christian and Islamic proclamation that God is
revealed through ‘man’, vis-a-vis Christ and Mohammed, whilst essentially eschatological

(Buber 1949) reflects the unselfconscious centering of ‘man’ in the story of creation: the

universal expressed unselfconsciously through revelation (see Hodgson, 1974). The universal
rights of ‘man’ reflected the unfolding of ‘man’s’ self-consciousness. As Malik (1996) makes
clear, the self-conscious free-willing subject of Enlightenment is a progressive step forward in

challenging the limitations of a divinely ordained fixed social hierarchy, a central concern of

the materialist conception of history, for

The idea that all men, as men, have something in common, and that to that extent they
are equal, is of course primeval. But the modern demand for equality is something
entirely different from that; this consists rather in deducing from that common quality
of being human, from that equality of men as men, a claim to equal political and social
status for all human beings, or at least for all citizens of a state or all members of a
society. Before that original conception of relative equality could lead to the
conclusion that men should have equal rights in the state and in society, before that
conclusion could even appear to be something natural and self-evident, thousands of
years had to pass and did pass. In the most ancient, primitive communities, equality of
rights could apply at most to the community; women slaves and foreigners were
excluded from this equality as a matter of course (Engels 1977: 127-128).

But for Marx and Engels, the Enlightenment Subject, the self-conscious universal subject,

was limited to an “Eden of the innate rights of man... Freedom, Equality, Property and
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Bentham” (Marx 1974: 172). This “citizen whose political rights and freedoms are simply the
rights of the egoistic individual, the individual separated from community, isolated and

withdrawn into themselves” (Marx 1978: 44), on which classical political economy based its

assertions, could not surmount Rousseau’s ‘chains’. As Lukécs (1982) notes, for Marx,
concrete need is the link connecting nature and history. That humans essentially have needs is
explainable in the relationship between our physical environment and biology. However,

social action is dependent both on capacity and on a relationship. The relational form is
dependent on subjective content: conscious social activity requires a recognition of capacity.

The form which need-satisfaction takes is teleological; that is, human beings consciously posit
an end and the means towards realising that end. However, the end may not be realised. There

is no inevitability in Marx’s teleological position, for the definite shape that needs and their

satisfaction take corresponds to human social organisation, and is therefore contingent upon
the form which Political organisation takes. That is why Marx wrote the Communist
Manifesto — a Political intervention, based on the premise - the point was to change it! If
revolution had been inevitable there would have been no need to write'?. Without A’s (in this
case the revolutionary’s) (in)action/intervention, B (the Historical subject) will act
differently'®. Thus, science and philosophy are historical acts which appear in response to
social need. Prevalent philosophies or theories reflect their adoption by social groups
attempting to rationalise their means of existence: cultural codes are systematised ideas that

regulate through historical acts as humans endeavour to negotiate the satisfaction of needs -

philosophies thus pass into intuitive codes (see also Hook 1994). Whilst habituated in their

13 In this regard Goldberg’s (2002b: 51) characterisation of Marx as “New Historicist” is somewhat myopic, for
Marx cautioned against any tendency to “metamorphose my historical sketch of the genesis of capitalism in
Western Europe into an historico-philosophic theory of the general path every people is fated to tread” (Karl
Marx cited in Avineri 1969: 6). What Goldberg objects to is Marx's categorisation of some societies as more or
less ‘primitive’ or ‘uncivilised’. First, Marx also referred to what later became known as Western Europe as
having primitive and uncivilised antecedents which continued in a new form of emiseration. There was nothing
about Western Society which could hinder its move towards barbarism, apart from the victory of the proletariat.
The inferiority of Western Society, i.e. capitalist society, was to be changed through Political challenge which
could posit a superior alternative form of social organisation based on the abolition of profit (whether we agree
with that argument or not is quite a different matter). Second, Goldberg’s criticism is more about whether or not
one should even say any form of social organisation is superior to another. One wonders how Goldberg would
categorise a non-racist society in comparison to a racist society? The inferiority of the latter is surely a value-
judgement that should fuel any anti-racist critique. Third, in what way could it be argued that the capitalist, i.e.
bourgeois system of production has not conquered the world, leaving in its trail an institutional network for the

regulation and management of enforced emiseration, whilst simultaneously providing the basis for a challenge to
the latter through the demand for national self-determination? The latter requires Politics.

14 . . ‘ .
Contra Poulantzas, Marxism requires an implicit acknowledgment of counterfactuals.
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environment, human beings can transform or maintain that environment because conscious

being is objective being which has subjective-objective effects.

However, reason alone cannot tame the ravages of an irrational system of (re)production

(Wolton 1996). The rationalisation of social limitation reflects the inability of the capitalist
system of social (re)production to deliver the promise of Enlightenment (Malik 1996).
Freedom to sell labour competitively for a wage in an exploitative relation geared toward the

acquisition of profit, entails the alienation of each from each and hence a disruption in the

universalist project. Moreover, “the separate individuals form a class only in so far as they

have to carry on a common battle against another class; otherwise they are on hostile terms
with each other as competitors” (Marx and Engels 1930: 48-49). The aspirations of the
universal subject are inhibited by the reality of inequality which informs the modern dynamic

of social power — political power itself representing the state of contestation over the
rationalisation of social limitation. Under the capitalist system of social (re)production, “the

power of forcible coercion has now been separated from the general body of society” (Draper,
1977: 245). The dominant class depends for its existence on the maintenance of the division

of labour by the state — the enforced domination of the ruling relation. A myriad of
rationalisations for limitation can be found - although it is not rationalisation, but continuous

inequality which dynamically underpins oppression'”. The belief in the human capacity for

reasoned action, if not actual, then potential, is the key to overcoming the rationalisation of

social limitation by recourse to ‘race’, and for that matter, gender.

The position seeks to give consciousness parity with material conditions and so highlight the
role of social meaning and its use in the formation of subjectivity without making that very
subjectivity the interpellated product of ideology (cf Mészaros 1971 1989; Jakubowski 1990).
The point, for Marx was that the self-determining subject of liberalism, “the real living
individual” existed, but was hindered by the civil reproduction of the exploitative relation,
rendering human subjects in a narrow state of individualism (Marx 1947: 30). Such an
understanding of the world could not emerge until ‘Enlightenment’ which is in itself made up

dynamically of a number of historical moments, the French and Bolshevik Revolutions — as

** I make a distinction between exploitation and oppression. Exploitation refers to the extraction of profit in the
form of surplus accrued via the sale and commodification of labour-power. Oppression is what manifests as the
consciously appropriated contradiction between the continuance of inequality and the promise of equality.
Oppression relates to the legitimised exclusion of specific groups from full economic, social and political
participation, and is historically specific to capitalism whilst dynamically contingent to struggle.
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moments of rupture - being highly significant. For “if the economy of the 19" century world
was formed mainly under the influence of the British Industrial revolution, its politics and
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