The Social and Political Thought of Noam Chomsky

Alison Edgley
London and New York

First published 2000
by Routledge
11 New Fetter Lane, London EC4P 4EE

Simultaneously published in the USA and Canada
by Routledge
29 West 35th Street, New York, NY 10001

Routledge is an imprint of the Taylor & Francis @m
© 2000 Alison Edgley

Typeset in Sabon by
Florence Production Ltd, Stoodleigh, Devon

Printed and bound in Great Britain by
St Edmundsbury Press, Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk

All rights reserved. No part of this book may bprieted or
reproduced or utilised in any form or by any elesic, mechanical,
or other means, now known or hereafter inventeduding
photocopying and recording, or in any informatitorage or
retrieval system, without permission in writingrindhe publishers.

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data

A catalogue record for this book is available frtira
British Library

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data
Edgley, Alison, 1963-

The social and political thought of Noam Chomsky/
Alison Edgley.

p. cm.-(Routledge studies in social and politibalught)
Includes bibliographical references and index.
ISBN 0-415-20586-7 (hb)

1. Chomsky, Noam-Political and social views. |1€it
. Series.

P85.C47 E34 2000

410.92-dc21 99-055601

ISBN 0-415-20586-7

For my father, Roy Edgley



Contents

Acknowledgements viii
Introduction: Chomsky-critic or theorist? 1
1 Political theory 11
2 The 'good society' 42
3 State capitalism 79
4 State theory 10z
5 Nationalism 12¢
6 Politics and the media 15C
Conclusion: Chomsky-militant optimist 18C
Bibliography 18¢
Index 197
Acknowledgements

I would like to thank lan Forbes not only for hisvé, friendship and practical support but
also for his relentless and rigorous intellectuaiaism. Thanks too to Amy for sleeping
so peacefully thereby allowing me to complete thalfstages. | would also like to thank
the following people: Noam Chomsky for correspogdamd meeting with me; David
McLellan for his encouragement of the project sirniception and for supervising these
ideas in their doctoral form; Peter Wilkin and Fiedlis for enthusiastic support and
their comments on an earlier draft; Sean SayeesMixCarney and the numerous others
who attended David's Lentil Seminars for useful ownts; my friend Sue Davies for her
friendship and for the twilight editing we did. lths | would like to thank my family but
especially my father, Roy Edgley, who bought mefirsg Chomsky volume and who
read everything and discussed the ideas at evéarfupstage of the book's development.
Tragically for me he has not survived to see thakidmally published.

Introduction
Chomsky-critic or theorist?

How are we to characterise Noam Chomsky's politicaings? Certainly it is notable
that Chomsky's political work is to a great extewtrginalised within academic circles.
His writings rarely appear on undergraduate realiétginor do they, on the whole, enter
the fray of mainstream debates about social antigablorganisation. There are perhaps
only two areas where this is an exception: medidiss and international relations.
Given that Chomsky has been writing prolifically jost about every political issue one
might care to think of for over thirty years, winaasons may be offered to explain this?
It might be suggested that there is a degree ell@atual snobbery attached to the
perhaps subconscious decision within the acadeonrainity not to give his ideas in
this area serious consideration. In other wordss lhegarded first and foremost as a



linguist, and it is therefore inappropriate thatsheuld cross intellectual boundaries and
enter debates about subjects that are deemedieyiand his academic expertise.
Chomsky explains that this argument has indeed bsed. Some academics from The
University of Victoria in British Columbia for exgnte tried to stop him speaking and
'they published letters in the press, etc., sathagsince I'm a linguist, | shouldn't be
allowed to talk about "their field". This is perhaps paradoxical given that Chomsky is
accorded wide acclaim as Professor of Linguistiddld and that he quite literally
generated a revolution within his discipline. Indglee has been described by Kewv
York Timesas 'arguably the most important intellectual alf/elow can it be that
someone of such apparent eminence is not wortbgrdideration when it comes to his
views on social and political organisation? As Ckiynhimself points out with some
amusement, 'If you go back and look at the coraégtat remark, the sentence was:
"arguably the most important intellectual alivephcan he write such nonsense about
international affairs and foreign policy?'To have come to such a strong conclusion
about Chomsky's work on issues unrelated to litigsisuggests one of two things.
Either he does just dabble in political issues, ianttierefore perhaps unaware of
significant developments in the field. Or carefahsideration has been given to his
views, and they have been found wanting

in some way. However, neither can be said to beadlse. On the first point, one only
needs to take a quick look at a list of the boald aticles he has written on political
issues over the years, to see that this is norgas#erest. Within the books are copious
references to numerous pieces of research andcptibhis, both government sponsored
and otherwise, demonstrating his prodigious appétit knowledge in this area. As
Alexander Cockburn notes 'The times I've stayedipt at Noam and Carol Chomsky's
house in Lexington I've watched him at eventidelivay his way through a capacious
box of the day's intake of tripe-newspapers, weskinonthlies, learned journals, flimsy
mimeo-ed mailers-while Carol Chomsky does the sining on the other side of the
room'.* On the second point, we find that his books arelyaif ever, published or
reviewed in America. The following story abdlte New York Revieww illustrative:

A novelist who writes regularly fofFhe New York Timeand théWVashington Poswas
greatly surprised by the reactions his idea of sgnthem a profile on Chomsky elicited
from his usual contacts in those papers. This éspee, unimaginable for him before he
went through it, apparently stimulated his interadtnding out whyThe New York
Reviewhad stopped publishing Chomsky and tried to getttcount of the editors.
Robert Silvers refused even to answer the phoneofluuriosity, he phoned Gore Vidal
in Italy, asking him to intercede. He did, and 8ilvwas willing to take his call, but told
him he'd have to check with his lawyers before arBw. When Vidal called back,
Silvers told him that their lawyers had advisedith®t to say anything. He later checked
with Barbara Epstein, who told him that Silversamstantly bombarded on this topic and
is entirely paranoid about .



So here we have an eminent linguist, whose tracfsobtical issues are unpublishable
and unreviewable in America, who also generateanuéa in editors. Could it be
something other than intellectual snobbery that isork here? As Shaun Harbord has
argued, 'the United States does not lack for oppdrés to debate positions such as
Chomsky's, but it is tempting to conclude that sefbrt is not made because his
[antagonists] fear that they could lose the argumeAn attempted rebuttal of Chomsky
could be launched:; that it is not is surely anétdient of American intellectual life.
Chomsky's own view on this issue is not dissintibaHarbord's. For Chomsky, in
general, successful intellectuals on social andigall issues within capitalist societies
are merely 'experts in legitimation’, to use Gratmserm. As Chomsky's work sets out to
uncover and attack the power structures withinetgche is in effect seeking to question
and even undermine this legitimation and therekyirtdividuals and interests associated
with this particular position.

[T]he ones who labor to make what people in poveeleditimate, are mainly the
privileged educated elites. The journalists, thedaenics, the teachers, the public
relations specialists, this whole category of pedyve a kind of an institutional task,
and that is to create the system of beliefs whighensure the effective engineering of
consent. And again, the more sophisticated of t@yrthat. In the academic social
sciences, for example, there's quite a traditimplagning the necessity for the
engineering of democratic conseht.

Chomsky argues that, apart from a few notable aorthy exceptions, intellectuals have
become a 'secular priesthodd[T]his means worship of the state religion, whictihe
western democracies incorporates the doctrinelmhggsion to the masters of the system
of public subsidy, private profit, called free apiése. The people must be kept in
ignorance, reduced to jingoist incantations, faittlown good'? How does this work in a
non-totalitarian society?

The way [this] works, with rare exceptions, [istihau cannot make it through these
institutions unless you've accepted the indoctiamaty ou're kind of weeded out along
the way. Independent thinking is encouraged irsthences but discouraged in these
areas,loand if people do it they're weeded outdisabor there's something wrong with
them.

In other words amongst intellectuals there is @rsestrain, which manifests itself
through a form of state adulation, whereby theesmseen athe way by and through
which to organise society. 'Limiting ourselves jigsthe United States, the intelligentsia-
particularly, the dominant "liberal intelligentishave, in my view, tended to be state
propagandists*!

To the ears or eyes of the European such a dasaripttintellectuals as 'masters of the
system of public subsidy, private profit, calleddrenterprise’ may sound distinctly
foreign. The objection may be raised that what C$lonis describing may indeed be a



characteristic of the American intellectual traafiti but can hardly be said to be true of
European intellectual thought, which has a streadition in criticism of the capitalist
system. Chomsky is aware of the differences betweenited States and European
intellectual traditions. As he argues:

The United States...is...one of the most deeply induatied societies in the world and
one of the most depoliticized societies in the @oand one of the societies with the most
conformist intelligentsia in the world, in this pect more so than in western Euroffe.

It is also notable, in the light of these clain@ttChomsky's political writings do get
published and reviewed outside America. Nevertiselibe

original point still stands: his ideas rarely enta&instream debate, nor therefore are they
given prominence to undergraduates (except innatemal relations and media studies).
In Chomsky's view elitism is not just a featurelod American liberal tradition it is also a
feature of much of the European left.

The Leninist model has had great appeal to thdigeatsia in certain places and periods
because, beneath a facade of concern for the welfahe masses of the population, it
offers a justification for the acquisition of stgewer by the revolutionary intelligentsia,
who, as Bakunin perceptively observed a century agbexploit mass popular struggles
to construct a regime of terror and oppresssiorméwrote, they will beat the people
with 'the people's stick*?

So although the European, in contrast to the Nanmierican intellectual tradition, does
focus on a critique afapitalism,this critique nevertheless masks and diverts tatten
from an institution which serves to prop up thisteyn, namely the state. In Chomsky's
view, for too many intellectuals the state is regrsas problematic in itself, but as
problematic only as a reflection of the economiacture. That society is best organised
through the state is deemed normal, part of theemional wisdom. As such, Chomsky
argues 'there is a very significant, if undevelgpeatiition that grew out of Marxism and
anarchism. It presents a range of opinion whiégmortant but hasn't been developed,
since it's been carefully excluded. Anyone's chaéairing this viewpoint in the

universities or elsewhere are pretty slight**.".

Chomsky belongs firmly in this tradition. And cenig it seems that his own explanation
is significant in accounting for the lack of seisozonsideration given to his political
writings. However, it seems that there may be thésr but related, reason for his
marginalisation. Chomsky's political writings take form of political journalism. In
other words he commentates on contemporary sawuigpalitical events. From the
Vietnam war onwards he looks at and analyses Amefiareign policy. He looks at
proclaimed policy objectives and compares them witttomes. And because, in his
view, America's international relations are drilnthe nature of America's internal
social organisation, this also comes in for consitien. He compares America's policy



with one country to its policy with another counsmyd he looks at the way in which
other nations support or challenge American actam@sobjectives. In other words he
draws parallels between America's organisationtatiof other countries in the west or
east. He also looks at the way in which thingscaremunicated to the public, the
justifications used, the things that are suppreaseithe things that are distorted or
misrepresented. In so doing he looks at what istexadly to become the historical
record. The pictures he paints are full of theigairies and details of

power struggles between oppressed and oppressosimail and large in scale. The
pictures present the flux-the ebb and flow of acpr®us existence. If we stand and
reflect on his pictures, absorbing the complexitgl detail, we also cannot fail to notice
that the form and structure of these pictures rartiee@ same. However, the form and
structure are at once both clear and obscure. [Bhnigyalerives from the fact that these
components are always there and yet, because shds weight of detall, it is hard to
concentrate upon them. The framework is neverefdtefront of the picture, and neither
is it intended to be.

The point is that Chomsky's work has an intendbadattical quality to it. He wants us
to concentrate on the detail, gruesome though Héswants us to remain in touch with
the experiences of those in the picture and heswasto feel the 'reality’ of those
experiences. He wants to expose us to the inteemp@tness between those in the picture
and us. He wants us to see ourselves in the pistutieat we can recognise that we also
shape the picture. We can be both its subjecttaralithor. He wants to stop us from
standing back from the picture so that we takenity as form and structure which allows
us to remove our feelings about its content, pedgisecause we ignore the detail. In
Chomsky's view, if we do stand back and considéy the structure, we end up with
arcane discussion and debate. It is also likelgdawe us with a muted and distorted
picture which very few can properly see or underdta

It is this focus on the form and structure of aymie that concerns intellectuals of the
social sciences. In Chomsky's view this processbéiiscation removes them from the
real world, and allows them to feel comfortablehatheir positions of status and the label
of expert. However, he wants to argue that thaupgstthey paint miss and corrupt the
detail, because of this emphasis on form and strecnd so betray their elitist
underpinnings. Chomsky himself then avoids the dami intellectual tradition, just as
much as it avoids him. When he offers us his intgtion on political events he does
not begin by setting out his framework. (An exceptio this is his work with Edward
Herman-this exception is considered lat2).He does not set out the theory he employs
and with which he selects the facts. Neither daesdt out another's theory in order to
knock it down, thereby contrasting it with his owAgain there is another exception
when he makes his attack on SkinnBehaviourismHowever, this attack comes from
Chomsky the linguist-although as | shall try towdraut later, there are links between
Chomksy the linguist and Chomsky the political coamtator *° ) He does make
reference to other thinkers and their interpretatibthe facts, demonstrating the possible



elitist underpinnings for example, but he doesembark upon a full-scale attack of their
theoretical framework. Readers of Chomsky's palitwork, then, are left with a general
impression of a theoretical framework, noting peshaague parallels with the likes of
Marx, but nothing more specific than that. Chomkkyself is of the opinion that

nothing he, or anyone else in the social sciergss even warrants the term theory. He
regards most of what he has to say as being seléstv In his view one could write his
political theory 'on the back of a postage stamip'.

This is perplexing because there seems plentyidéage that a theory is being applied.
The consistency with which he approaches diffeissues over the years is notable. The
content and coherence of his framework was notydweaident to me...but then perhaps
this might say more about me and my own intelldcindoctrination’. What is his
political theory and why does he claim not to hame? If he does employ a political
theory what are the implications? These are thetoures | wish to raise. What this book
does not cover is the history of ideas or intellattontext in which Chomsky's ideas
should be placed. This would constitute a diffeoject too vast for this book

In Chapter 1 | set out to discover what a polititeory is and what it should look like. |
consider various accounts of the necessary crigeriethe implications of the various
explanations. | then go on to question Chomskgsrcthat he does not have a political
theory, other than that which can be written onlthek of a postage stamp. | look at why
he makes this claim, and consider whether it isgpate. The chapter explores the
significance of his claim that any understandingadial and political organisation must
be derived from an informed view of human naturettrermore, it examines his claim
that as we know so little that can be scientificakrified about human nature, our ideas
about social and political organisation can onlyphsed upon hope and intuition. The
chapter seeks to develop an alternative account.

The second chapter considers the way in which Ckpissable to reconcile his
libertarian socialist framework (or, as | estahligteory) with his vision of the good
society and his view of human nature. In attemptingxplicate his position, this chapter
will also be looking at other interpretations o tijood society' in an attempt to move
beyond them. It will be argued that the framewakgployed by various political
philosophers, when looking at the good societyflareed and they are flawed because
they fall upon one side or other of a well-knowat Wirulent, dichotomy which plagues
social and political thought. It will also be argudat Chomsky's theory can be
interpreted as bridging this dichotomy. This didmy has many labels identifying it but
they essentially amount to the same thing: it ésdithotomy between structure and
agency®

Whether thinkers acknowledge it or not, their woak usually be said to fall towards
one or other side of the dichotomy. Both sidesc&teach other, and both have
successfully wounded the other in the sense thhtgusitions have difficulty in the face



of the other's critique. And yet it is not justase of taking a midway position for it then
becomes difficult to remain logically coherent. tbe one hand, there are those

who look at the way in which the social structuné #éhe respective social institutions
within a society influence and determine humanntéas, actions and outcomes. So
from this perspective we might want to argue thatoan account for Thatcher's
formidable rise to power, and her subsequent rsshpelicy agenda, as being the result
of certain historically specific social and polé@lconditions. And so here, thinkers in this
perspective would begin with the social structmamnely capitalism, and look at the
weakening of Britain's position within the intenoaal capitalist environment together
with the perceived weakness of the British statd, @nclude that it was these conditions
that gave rise to her success. In other words ptispective would not emphasise
Thatcher the individual, focusing perhaps on tleaithat it was her particular insight to
have recognised the needs of British capitalisrd,tarhave put together the necessary
policies to facilitate a turnaround in Britain'stimes. In general, it is feasible to argue
that it is those within the Marxist tradition whave embraced this structuralist approach.

On the other hand, there are those who look atvehein which actors or groups of
actors compete for power, perhaps turning to aideretion of the strategies and
techniques utilised to succeed. Usually this patspewill see these battles in isolation
and as discrete from the wider social and econem@ronment. Emphasis will lie on
personalities and strategy-presupposing intentiynd@y this view, structures and
institutions are only in place because peapiendthem to be there. Again, very
generally, one can say that those who employ trisad perspective have tended to
come from the liberal pluralist tradition.

Having said that Marxists are usually structuralestd that liberals are usually on the
agency side of the debate, it is recognised tleethre of course exceptions. Miliband, a
Marxist, has been accused of offering an instrualesitapproach. This term
'instrumentalist’ implies that capitalists use gkae as an instrument with which to
pursue their interests (in Miliband's analysis)aflthey use the state as an instrument
implies intentionality, which in turn suggests ajeacy-orientated approach. Conversely,
Skocpol offers a highly structuralist analysisiué state, but because she regards the state
as autonomous from the social structure of capitaher analysis cannot be Marxist. Of
course many writers (perhaps unwittingly) hold wittheir ideas both aspects of the
dichotomy. However, as critics are quick to poiat, dhis represents a tension in their
work. Marx is of course no exception here, and jtossible to suggest that the whole
Marxist tradition has been concerned with this vagundrum. Despite what we may
characterise as these political crossovers therfattt remains that a possibly
irreconcilable dichotomy is present. Layder reviesgous attempts to overcome this
dichotomy and shows how in various ways the atterfgit 2°

From this dichotomy arise various methodological philosophical ramifications.
Methodologically, if one proceeds from a structistal



standpoint then one is not going to study the astend intentions of actors, because by
this view, these will only ever be regarded as ¢pénduced by certain structural
conditions. Thus, methodologically the place toibeg analysis is with the social and
economic environment. Alternatively, if our persipeeis agency-orientated, then to
study the machinations of the market, for examipl& reify the process and what we
need to be doing is to look at the actions anchiigas of the agents who generate
market conditions. This, it is supposed, will givea greater insight into its workings.
However, it implies that agents operating withiis tstructure have ‘chosen’ it
intentionally.

Philosophically, if analysis begins with structucahsiderations then the implication is
that human beings are malleable, for it is intactires that we are born, and it is the
structures which therefore shape and socialiselowever, if our concern is with the
action of social agents, then the implication &t hgents have some kindabpriori
intentionality.

The problems with each perspective, although perhegdily apparent, are worth
sketching. If structures socialise us, how areavaccount for change? If, as Marx
postulated, socialism is the epoch to follow cdjsita, the question is do we just sit back
and wait for it to come, or is consciousness todised-which then leads us to ask the
guestion, who is to educate the educators? A siralegt perspective involves pulling out
the typical characteristics of a structure, whivhrnt become its defining characteristics,
which then in turn inform the selection and intetption of the facts. Such a perspective
risks the danger of becoming abstract, static antblogical. Another point to consider is
just how comfortable we are with the idea that matures are malleable and plastic. In
Chomsky's view there is hot much evidence to supparh a conclusion, as his critique
of Skinner demonstrate$- Conversely, if agents are the centre of things girestion is
what gives rise to intentionality. By this view wan only be left with a metaphysical
conclusion which is not open to explanation. Alsmave in danger of accepting
articulated intentions as being a true indicatibmtention, when in fact articulated
intentions may serve to obscure some other pelleapgalatable intention. If we take
the position that agents are rationally intentidmal are we to explain power
differentials in society? Is it just that some plecgrea priori more intelligent than others
and/or more virtuous, ruthless or wicked?

In the light of this dichotomy in social and patdi thought it is possible to examine, in
the remainder of this book, the way in which Choysideas have a direct relevance to
this dichotomy. Chapters 3, 4, 5 and 6, therefexamine the consequences of Chomsky
having a political theory for an understanding afisus forms of institutional and

political behaviour. In other words, the implicatgof his 'theory' are considered for an
analysis of society. In order to do this Chomskyisque of society



is contrasted with the critiques of others in tieédf Once again the contrast
demonstrates that the structure/agency dichotorpsesalent within other theoretical
positions. Because this book deals with a numbegenf different debates within

different disciplines-ranging from political theoiy political philosophy and media
studies-this dichotomy will appear here under @etpiof labels. As the debates are well-
established this book will take the terms apprderia their disciplines. While the
structural side of the dichotomy remains constamame, on the agency side this is also
known (often pejoratively) as instrumentalism olwxarism.

Chapter 3 compares Chomsky's ideas on the stateagitdlism with those of Marx.
Chomsky's methodology, which is to compare polidgmtions with policy outcomes,
demonstrates that the state is actively and ingntiatly involved in so-called market
economies, and that this is more than simply &c&tin of an economic logic.
Chomsky's evidence suggests that an analysis sudlaix's reifies the capitalist
economy, thereby making it hard to comprehend tidte's role internationally.
Chomsky's analysis also raises questions abouwtdlgen which we define a state.

Having established the importance of the diffeemphases placed on the state by
Chomsky, as compared to Marx, Chapter 4 consitiergriplications of Chomsky's
theory for state theory generally, but particulahgse theories influenced by Marxist
ideas. This chapter looks at the problems of tlseayiabout the state, in particular
interpreting the relationship between the structirhe state and agency-business elites,
state elites and the general public.

If, as Chomsky emphasises, the state and elitesoaeived of as active agents in social,
political and economic affairs then this raisessgieas about the nature of nationalism.
States seek to secure the national interest, howrewly conceived this might be.

This suggests that the most powerful states o$thealled ‘first world" must be most
actively nationalistic. Chapter 5 looks at theovésationalism, and finds that first world
nations are curiously absent from the models, extiegt is, to explain the birth of first
world nations. Again Chomsky's analysis offers & whquestioning the theoretical
assumptions underpinning this aspect of politicabty.

Chapter 6 looks at Chomsky's analysis of the medigre he finds that much of the
ideological obfuscation on these matters is achie\dalike most of his work, here he
acknowledges a framework. However, most interptatof this framework find it to be
too agency-orientated and therefore 'instrumentalikis criticism suggests that
Chomsky is a 'conspiracy theorist'. These clairescansidered, as is his analysis of
media content and the effect the media has on acee As with other chapters his
general theory of human nature and his ideas entéilhan socialism are essential for an
understanding of his critique of the media.



This book then is a comprehensive analysis of Chgras a social and political theorist.
It covers his critique of contemporary state cdisiaand his vision of the good society,
together with his ideas on how to get there.
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1
Political theory
Introduction

This chapter critically examines Chomsky's claifvest he does not have a political
theory and that his analysis of contemporary palitissues does not warrant the label of
'science'’ 'l never use the phrase "scientific knowledgetiéaling with any questions of
history...[it is] neither science nor mere opinidr¥When we look closely at why he
makes such claims we find him arguing that formbuwhan social organisation
presuppose certain ideas about human nature lwaghvee know so little about human
nature, we cannot describe our claims as havihgaretical and/or scientific content. In
Chomsky's view we might never know much about hunsore because of possible
constraints on the capacities of the human mintrttzke such introspection impossible.
However, such difficulty should not lead one towemse that we have no intrinsic nature,
or that our natures are plastic and malleabls. lieicause of the difficulties in drawing
connections between human nature and human organisiaat Chomsky feels it is more
intellectually honest not to claim that we are dpiheory or science when we study
human behaviour and organisation.

The notion that claims about human social orgalmsairesuppose a framework of
unverifiable views about human nature implies Hrat observation about human social
organisation may be as good as any other, bechegall rest upon theoretical
frameworks that are incommensurable. In other wdh#se is some sense in which two
theories can refer to the same reality and yet havegical relations between them that
allow inferences to be drawn. While Chomsky mamgdhat what we can know about
political events is often unclear, secondhand aedefore difficult to verify, and also
relies on an understanding of human need, he waaudrtheless be unhappy with the
conclusion that it is all a matter of interpretatitluman beings are not, in his view,
hermeneutically sealed within their own interpreframeworks. Human beings
survive or not within social and political enviroents and these environments have
effects for better or worse upon human behavioomBile he would argue that
observations and analyses of events presuppose

interpretations about human need that cannot bieckrit is not the case that these often
implicit claims about human need cannot themsédbestested. In other words it is
possible for two commentators to have very differeterpretations of the same event.
The differences in their interpretations will ulately stem from divergent
understandings of human need and nature. While ayermat be able to gain knowledge



about human nature, this does not mean that irtiejpon and its resultant action will not
have real effects on human life. The precise naititee relationship, however, has yet
to be established, if it ever can be.

While Chomsky is clearly correct that we have ge¢stablish any deep understanding of
human nature and its relationship to society, it m@ argued that there are good grounds
for rejecting his conclusions that his frameworkmat be called a theory and cannot be
tested.

The question then to ask of Chomsky is what argtaands for claiming that his social
and political thought is not scientific. Is it thas work is mere interpretation and that he
holds a 'purer’ definition of science than, sagrmenologists? We might also ask why
he takes the position that he does on theory, lsecgmmething can be a theory without
being scientific. Religious notions would be anrapée.

His view on this is important because in a postmoaerld where anything goes and
truth is elusive, Chomsky's social and politicadlgsis appears to be challenging such a
doctrine. When we consider his fastidious attenteodetail and the scrupulous
referencing of the 'facts’, we trust that his wigrjust that, laying claims to the facts of
the matter, to the truth. But then if this is tlase why is this not science?

Science or interpretation?

Talk of science usually refers to the activity asated with the natural sciences. This
activity involves the application of rational crieeto an understanding of events.
Rational criteria include a combination of obseiwal evidence and logic. It is the use
of these rational criteria that is seen to haveigex the natural sciences with
advancement, despite the fact that what is to casigin observation in evidence is often
contested.

The question has been raised, however, whethendtlieods and techniques employed by
the natural sciences are appropriate for the sbfitiyman behaviour. Those for
'naturalism’ in the social sciences are associatdthe positivist approach, believing

the tools of the natural sciences are appropratéhe study of human behaviour. The
classic opposition to this is put forward by pherowiogists in opposition to positivism.
Phenomenologists argue that variables under camasiole in the natural sciences are
inanimate and non-sentient and so can be expezteehiave in patterned law-like ways.
By contrast, the key variable in the social scisntiee human being, is endowed with
consciousness and hence

subjectivity. As for the other variable within teidy of social science-'society'-this too
is treated as having been shaped by human consefssisThis means that devising a
theory in order to explain the relationship betwganables, which is the job of a theory,
is complicated in the social sciences becauseeddifficulty in reaching agreement on



the status of subjectivity in an explanation ofrege So, for example, positivists
(naturalists) who see the 'aim of the social s@srjas] the same as that of the natural
sciences® thereby treat subjective stafeas belonging outside the realm of social
scientific activity, having more to do with valugdgements. Value judgements are
associated with morality and involve claims thasbmething is good, or right, or such
as...ought to be doné Some have come to regard these kind of staterasritaving a
different meaning from statements of fact and dpson. But then as Hudson argues
'[tlhe question nevertheless remains: how are modglements and statements of fact
relatedto one another?'For positivists, however, facts and values areusgp. For them
a theory must consist of 'logically interrelatedgositions which have empirical
consequences' Behaviour is patterned and the social scientiststady these patterns
and their relationship to society, seeking causlalion without reference to subjective
intention.® Phenomenologists, by contrast, argue that as mivas informed by
intentionality, it is the job of the social sciesitto 'develop categories for understanding
what the actor-from his [sic] own point of view-"Eres" in his actions’. Phenomenology

is not concerned with proving that others exist,rather with how we come to interpret
others and their actions; with the complex waywlmch we understand those with whom
we interact; and with the ways in which we intetrer own actions and those of others
within a social context?

Having said this, as Bernstein points out, phenaiogists are not claiming that what
they do is not science, only that, counter to tleg\of positivists, subjectivity is a
legitimate object for scientific study.

Like all sciences, the social sciences make oljectieaning claims. Yet what is
distinctive about the social sciences is that tldsiens concern the subjective meanings
that are constitutive of actions of individualstie social world™

Nevertheless phenomenologists, like positivistgasste facts and values and so as
Bernstein points out, phenomenology fails to show it is possible to adjudicate
between competing interpretations of meaning, rengpgvaluative criteria thereby
leaving unresolved the problem of the causal deteants of social action. If certain
reasons cannot be established to be objectivelg tnoe than others, then this implies
that

explanations are always relative to the socioldgic@sychological conditions of the
object under study. So depending on one's defindicscience, we could object to the
phenomenologists' claims that what they are darsgience, and argue instead that it is
merely description. If phenomenologists are nohdacience, because they do not
adjudicate between competing interpretations ofmmeg this suggests that contrary to
the positivist claim, science does involve evaltatlaims.

Is and ought



In social and political thought there are two categs or types of question one might ask.
In the first instance one might ask questions albdnat is,and in the second instance one
might ask questions abowhat ought to beln other words one can provide explanatory
accounts of social and political phenomena or @mersake normative claims. Usually
normative claims? are taken to be evaluative, whereas explanataguets are said to

be factual. It is the relationship betwasmndoughtquestions which is controversial.

But this is not just controversial for the socialesices, for as Zimmerman argues '[hjow
could they [naturalists, empiricists] talk abowtstnents being "justified” only if
supported by "is" statements, if by "justified" yhmean "ought to be believed*?'But

both positivists and phenomenologists argue thahative or evaluative questions are
unscientific and so cannot be answered by anyo$adientific theory. Particularly in the
view of a strict empiricist, normative accountslddhave no influence in a description
of what is In this sense the empiricist meets scientific&tres and can arrive at theories
that are 'correct’ precisely because they are tge@bstract and devoid of 'feeling'.

In political philosophy we find a concern with 'dugguestions. For example ‘why we
ought to obey the law and the governméfitSor some this is a problem because ‘the
theoretical task of analysis and classificationenearely been separated or even
satisfactorily distinguished from the evaluatiorestions'® But as Keat and Urry show,
Charles Taylor argues that

[tlo show that some state of affairs leads to #tesfaction of human wants, needs or
interests is to show that it is morally desiraliés unintelligible, though not strictly self-
contradictory, to deny that such a state of affgidesirable, unless it can also be shown
that it contains elements leading to non-satisfasti'®

Taylor it seems is keen to avoid neutrality in pcéil science, and seeks to derive an
‘'ought’ from an 'is'. However, despite his viewt thgudgement igsationally defensible he
nevertheless also wants to claim, as Nielsen desii, that ‘[tjhere is no breaking out of
the hermeneutical circle so that independentlyoaies challengable, hermeneutic stance,
we can verify

any significant social science or political claiBuocial science is a science of
interpretation and not a science of verificatidhSo, unlike phenomenologists, he is
arguing that we can evaluate and that we can dadtipnally, but ultimately, he wants
to argue it is all interpretation.

It seems Taylor is caught in the same positionhenpmenologists, because by
describing human beings as being trapped hermeadytihe is implying that we cannot
establish a causal relation between human behaaiwisociety. Presumably Taylor
cannot believe this, because otherwise he wouldvisit to produce value judgements in
social science. He is presumably of the view thextevwwe to make changes to our social
organisation in the ways he considers approprilaés there would be some beneficial



effect on us as human beings. As such, we oudbe tble to see and measure the
effects, and not simply claim that what we are dasminterpretation.

Theory

Depending on the perspective one takes then, welfiet this has implications for what
is to count for a theory and this in turn affetts tnethodology employed. Theory in
natural science refers to the set of principlelaars which seek to make connections
between variables in order to explain the causeanbus effects, across time and space.
Reasons are found to explain and predict eventsfram this it is considered possible to
ascertain that certain reasons can be establishael dbjectively more true than others.
The logic of this position is that certain ideas @&xplanations carry more authority than
others. For phenomenologists such as Schutz, hoyneteeory in the social sciences can
only meet three primary postulates: (1) the 'pas¢ubf logical consistency' which means
guaranteeing the 'objective validity of the thoughfects constructed by the social
scientist’; (2) 'the postulate of subjective intetption' which means ‘the possibility of
referring all kinds of human action or their resuts the subjective meaning such action
or result of an action had for the actor’; andti(®) 'postulate of adequacy' which means
that there must be 'consistency of the construdiseosocial scientist with the constructs
of common-sense experience of the social realfts such then 'subjective states [are
given] in the causal explanation of human actitrBut as has already been noted it is
difficult from this to 'ascertain that certain reas can be established to be objectively
more true than others', other than by appeal t¢pthstulate of adequacy'. As we have
seen phenomenologists take the view that valuesjuégts must be kept out of social
scientific investigation. By contrast Keat and Uangue '[flor positivists,
"understanding" is merely a psychological devicevbych we postulate the nature of
other people's subjective states. The use of thigcd in no way establishes the validity
of its results, and therefore it does not belonthé&"logic of science"®

Theory for phenomenologists admits the variablsulijectivity but dismisses the
possibility of prediction. Positivists by contraste theory as necessarily predictive but do
not regard subjective states as legitimate vargble

Structure and agency

What is problematic to this debate, is the questiowhat is to count asvidencen the
social sciences. The answer to this question hpkcations for, or rather influences, the
theoretical framework and methodology employedhiy perspective. For example if we
take a positivist such as Emile Durkheim, and labkis analysis dbuicide we see he
proceeds by observing existing patterns in exteedlbehaviour* On this basis, he
then makes inferences about the patterned behaambits relationship to society. In so
doing he implies a causal relation from societthiwhuman being. This type of analysis
which begins with an analysis of society, in ortemake causal connections between
this and human behaviour, is also known as a straicapproach?® A structural analysis



has a 'commitment to the view that the relatiorte/ben the constituent elements of a
structure are more important than the individuatrednts; and indeed that all the
elements themselves are comprised of sets ofar&fi® This type of positivist

structural approach is implying something about &nmature. It implicitly employs the
theory that human beings are without intrinsic béharal characteristics because by this
analysis they are shaped by the social structanenarthem. In other words human
nature is conceived of as plastic and malleable.

By contrast, phenomenologists, such as Schutzeptbalso by observing existing
patterns of externalised behaviour, but insteacdt@aneerned to interpret this behaviour,
seeing it as the product of a subjective states Tye of analysis, which begins with an
interpretative analysis of human behaviour, is &swwvn as a social action approach,
where the agent is the principle unit of analySisncern is with 'the ways in which
human beings explain and justify their actionshia tourse of everyday lifé* For

Weber 'in ascribing...motives to the agents, we ghbelseen as attempting to give
causal explanations of their actiorf8'Although this is not stated explicitly this impie
that the causal relation in the relationship betwleeman beings and their society is from
the actor to the society. Society is the produ@abrs' interpretations. Again this type of
action approach is implying something about humetnne. The theoretical suggestion is
that human beings do have intrinsic behaviour aterestics, perhaps the product of
psychological states, although these may be lefkpiored.

It is recognised that these brief attempts to oo the theoretical assumptions behind
the structure/agency dichotomy do not do justicéaéovarious complexities. So, for
example, Keat and Urry argue that 'such

outright rejections of the legitimacy of explainiagcial phenomena by reference to
subjective states are rare amongst positivist &mgits'.“® And, ‘more often, both their
[positivist's] methodological claims and their adtpractice have displayed a
considerable degree of ambiguity or inconsisterrcihis issue’ This suggests that
either a theoretical position is clear, consistangmbiguous and therefore conforms to
the canons of science (and we might want to sagtisery realistic) or it is not, but then
it cannot claim to be scientific.

The problem with both these positions is that deedits their principal object of analysis-
structure or agent-as empirically separable froenater. Yet they claim effect occurs
from one to the other, without being able to oHesatisfactory explanation of how or
even why we should accept the claim of an effect.

It would seem that the study of social and politlehaviour is fraught with difficulties.

If we remove subjectivity from analysis, then alilgb we may be able to meet a certain
type of scientific rigour, we also remove from @amalysis human subjectivity and
intention. However, if we include in our analysisnian subjectivity, then we give this



some sort of metaphysicalpriori status, which means we cannot explain and so
evaluate it.

The way in which this debate has been couched @npiiat all is well in the natural
sciences, but, as has been alluded to even iratlieah sciences, there is a question about
the use of evaluative criteria in the determinatbfacts. In other words the question is
raised whether subjectivity can be removed fromaralysis of the facts, even in the
natural sciences. This raises the further questiovhether it is the case that all things

are relative (even this statement?).

Relativism

Feyerabend launches an attack upon what is iniéwg the arrogance of western science.
He argues that science has become oppressivegahdamd that scientific ‘facts' are
taught to the young in much the same way thaticgligsed to be taught. Feyerabend
attacks two assertions made by the philosophyiehse: firstly, that it has found the
correct method for achieving results; and secorttiBt, science has many achievements
to prove this. Popper (1945) argued that theohasdre empirically tested and falsified
by the facts should be rejected while theories hlaat not been falsified can remain.
However, absence of falsification does not estalithe truth of the theory. As
Feyerabend argues in his attack on Popper, angifigditheory 'may in fact be the best
lousy theory there is® Feyerabend is expressly critical of such assertive
pronouncements within the philosophy of scienceabee, as he demonstrates following
Kuhn (1970), falsified theories may continue tawey and as history demonstrates
falsified theories should not necessarily be rejgdty science.

He goes on to argue that observation in scienitgalf theory dependent. As such,
observation then cannot be a reliable tool for diagi between theories. Contrary to what
philosophers of science argue, Feyerabend findsthaggles in science are determined
not by adherence to the scientific method, buteralty propaganda, prestige, power, age,
sex and polemic. Indeed, to assert that sciencéohasdthe correct method is an
argument that can only be sustained if it can bésargued that nothing else has
produced results. Feyerabend argues that thimgghot the case. Alternative methods
of, for example, medical diagnosis and therapy hmeen shown to be as effective as, if
not more effective than, that offered by westermliciae today. In his view 'the scientific
method' is too restricting. For progress there khba methodological pluralism and
scientists should adopt the motto 'anything goes'.

In Feyerabend's later work he considers socialpatitical implications of western
scientific hegemony. He expresses vehement objetdithe way in which western
ideals supported by science have been exportedrgused upon other cultures.

I do not favour the export of 'freedom' into regdhat are doing well without it and
whose inhabitants show no desire to change theisweor me a declaration such as



'humanity is one, and he who cares for freedomhamdan rights cares for freedom and
human rights everywhere', where 'to care' may imptie intervention... is just another
example of intellectual (liberal) presumptigi.

For Feyerabend his 'concern is neither rationatity,science, nor freedom-abstractions
such as these have done more harm than good-bgu#tigy of the lives of individuals'.
%0 Feyerabend it seems is seeking to move away flimtnact notions of truth and falsity
towards concrete notions of good and bad: conanetee sense that value is determined
by those affected. Quoting Protagoras he arguepI'tuth lies with us, with our
'opinions' and 'experiences’ and we, 'the manyabstract theories, are the measure of
things™.3! Feyerabend's relativism holds that knowledge isirlly specific and that
truth therefore is relative.

For some opponents of Feyerabend's relativistitipnghe notion that ‘anything goes'
means in practice that 'everything sta¥fsin other words it suggests that there can be no
change or progress. But Feyerabend does believéhd#ra can be change or progress,
but only if decisions to move on from the bad ageisions taken by those affected.

...perception and opinion, the customary measurésithf, are infallible measures and
the worlds projected by different individuals, gpsyunations are as they perceive and
describe them-they are all equally real. Howethegy are not equally good or beneficial
(to those who live in them). A sick person livesiworld where every-

thing tastes sour and therefore is sour-but hetiqappy in it. The members of a racist
society live in a world where people fall into ghigrdefined groups, some creative and
benevolent, others parasitical and evil-but theed are not very comfortable. A desire
for change may arise in either ca¥e.

The question now to be asked is whether Chomslaii ot to be doing theory or
science in his social and political analysis ioagged with one or other of these
perspectives.

The paradox of liberalism

Chomsky describes himself as a libertarian sotidfig\ detailed discussion on what this
constitutes can be found in the next chapter. Bor, for the purposes of this discussion
we can say that libertarian socialism for Chomsleans he believes that human beings
can flourish best in, and should therefore havaditmns providing maximum freedom.
In his view a key prerequisite to this involves #gilition of private property” in other
words a form of socialism. For many, such a presiom would mean placing the means
of production in the hands of the state. Howeviesrcbhmmitment to freedom precludes
this as a possibility. A situation in which a cehtoody decides upon the allocation of
resources should be avoided at all costs, evarcif decisions are supposed to be 'on
behalf of the people'. Equally, there should bedgen from authority in the field of



ideas. Freedom of expression must be defended wtatiuction is established through
'free association®

Chomsky's ideas then constitute a form of anarchismarchism has various strands, but
one element common to all strands is the beligfgha@n adequate information people
are able to make informed choices and so therddlhbeuno obligation upon them to
obey authority. 'Authority’ in this sense has ttiadally referred to forms of political
authority. Clearly Chomsky's views accept this assic feature of his anarchism, but in
his view to be consistent in one's opposition tinauity this must be extended to
economic matter$’ However, since Feyerabend, anarchism has beérefiextended
and can also mean opposition to the authority aszbcertain types of ideas, for
example the authority given to western scientiiianalism.®® In other words anarchism
can also imply support for an anti-rationalist aekativist position. Chomsky's anarchist
or libertarian position could then involve what (&el has called the paradox of
liberalism.*® Such a position, when taken to its logical coridiussuggests a form of
relativism.

Following the 'Faurisson affair', Chomsky has bee@anowned for his opposition to
censorship and his defence of freedom of expreshkidlf79 he signed a petition
objecting to a decision which deprived Robert Fesam of his job at the University of
Lyon, and to a subsequent court

conviction which found Faurisson to be an irresjgdadistorian. Faurisson's crime was
that he had written a book denying the Nazi Holstagainst the Jews. Shortly after
signing this petition, Chomsky wrote an essay dgifemfreedom of expression. This
essay was used as a preface to Faurisson's booktbatut Chomsky's knowledge or
permission. Chomsky pointed out that some of htgcsmwere guilty of confusing the
defence of Faurisson's civil rights with the defen€ his views:° More generous critics
argued that Chomsky should only have defended $sanis right to freedom of
expression if he had also denounced Faurissonduions. But as Chomsky points out,
this would 'require a careful analysis of his doeuatation...[tlhe demand that defence of
civil rights requires an analysis and commentaryhanviews expressed would simply
eIiminateAtlhe defence of the rights of those wharess unpopular or horrendous
views...".

Rationalism

In many ways Chomsky's position seems to haveingrtaallels with Feyerabend's
position. However, as the Faurisson case shows €kyis not arguing that the truth is
relative, rather that people should be free to esprany idea however unpopular.
Chomsky also explicitly describes himself as eoralist. 'l think myself that it is
rationalist approaches which provide the basisfprogressive world view..? But

what does it mean to describe oneself as a raistAdior Chomksy '[t]he rationalist view
assumes that there are certain intrinsic propesfiésiman nature, and we have to find



out what those aré® Chomsky contrasts this with the empiricist viewttfinds that
'human beings are malleable, that they have nimsitrcharacteristics...*! However,
when Feyerabend describes himself as a relatisispposed to a rationalist, his
objection, as we've seen, is to the rationalishoetrather than to whether human nature
has any intrinsic characteristics. His objectiotoigationalism in the sense of the claim
that some ideas and actions are objectively maienad, and thus more acceptable, than
others. For Feyerabend, to restrict knowledge tatwhrvives submission to rationalist
strictures like commensurability, universality, ameh-contradiction is too restraining
and unrealistic. 'A non-contradiction cannot be deded in a world where an old
woman is seen as having "the round, sweet throaigofddess"*> However, Chomsky is
not just a rationalist in the sense that he i©iefiew that human nature has intrinsic
properties. He is also a rationalist in the sehaehie is of the view that reason can
establish that some things are objectively more than others; in other words that some
ideas are more rational than others. 'l am a dfittie Enlightenment. | think irrational
belief is a dangerous phenomenon, and I try consbjdo avoid irrational belief*®

Having said this Chomsky does demonstrate operamgsa willingness to be persuaded

otherwise, which is something Feyerabend findsratigsescience generally. Speaking
about religion in the context of irrational bel@homsky continues:

On the other hand, | certainly recognize thafiiésgion] a major phenomenon for
people in general, and you can understand whyutavbe. It does, apparently, provide
personal sustenance, but also bonds of assocatibsolidarity and a means for
expressing elements of one's personality that f&ee very valuable. To many people it
does that. In my view, there's nothing wrong withttMy view could be wrong, of
course but my position is that we should not succumbrational belief*’ (my italics)

As we've seen in Feyerabend's later work, he abjedihe way in which other cultures,
which are deemed to be pre-rational, are attaclgeddstern rationalism. His point is that
there is no objective way of deciding whether arabelief is really rational or

irrational. '... [R]esearch is not a privilege of sja groups and (scientific) knowledge
not a universal measure of human excellence. Kngaie a local commodity designed
to satisfy local needs and to solve local probletrsgn be changed from the outside, but
only after extended consultations that includedpigions of all concerned partie¥.

Chomsky, as his emphasis on American foreign patidicates, like Feyerabend, is also
concerned about the west's relationship with atbtures. However, even as a
rationalist (in both senses of the term) and desghfecting to what is in his view
irrational belief, Chomsky is critical of any forofi force being used in an attempt to get
another person or culture to drop certain viewhomsky's view persuasion and
demonstration are more effective tools. 'If thegby student believes his [sic] professor
doesn't understand which way is up, then he shdemdonstrate this to the professor. It
won't do any good to storm the physics buildingh# student knows which side is up |
think he has a fair chance of showing’tThe difference, it seems, between Chomsky



and Feyerabend is that Feyerabend is content &patiee incommensurability of
systems of belief. This is because he feels tteetts no way of deciding which view is
objectively more acceptable. Chomsky, by contfasitls that humans, given a better
spread of resources and knowledge or informatidlhpe able to agree and make a
rational choice within the circumstancasln fact in Chomsky's view, despite the
ideological manipulation justified by western raaism, people are able to see when
what is justified as rational is in fact maniputeti Chomsky documents the way in
which people experience contradiction between wh®t are told and their experiences.
He argues 'l believe in Cartesian common sen$énki people have the capacities to see
through the deceit in which they are ensnaredihmytve got to make the effort’

For Chomsky what people lack are the political acdnomic structures necessary to
expose the selective use of rationalist justifaati

Despite the fact that in their declared positioh®@sky and Feyerabend appear
oppositional, they nevertheless share many conceiangng said this it seems to me that
Chomsky offers a more sophisticated account otipalirealities. Feyerabend, in his
analysis of western science and rationalism, témdsnsider them in isolation. At no
point does Feyerabend attempt to locate the sieeatimmunity within the wider social,
political and economic climate. There is no questitat the guise of objectivity and
scientific method have been used to defend westéempts to meddle in the affairs of
other countries, but there is nothing intrinsicatonalism to mean that this should be so.
Behind the interference Chomsky so graphically diess are always interests that are
intimately linked with the political and economitigture of western state capitalism. As
Chomsky argues, the double standards can easdgrnenstrated by considering much
intellectual response to the rationalists of 'enestgtes.

[W]e despise the technocratic and policy-orientedliectuals as ‘commissars' and
‘apparatchiks,’ and honor the value-oriented ietélials as the ‘democratic dissidents.' At
home, the values are reversed. Ways must be fauoahtrol the value-oriented
intellectuals so that democracy can survive, withditizenry reduced to the apathy and
obedience that become them, and with the commig®sgr$o conduct the serious work

of social management’

Chomsky regards Bakunin's warning, a century afjtheoemergence of a 'new class’, in
reference to those controlling technical knowledggeparticularly pertinent. Such a class,
Bakunin predicted, would 'attempt to convert tlagicess to knowledge into power over
economic and social life> Chomsky argues that this has been possible wéthye of
convergence that has occurred between so-calléalisbend capitalist societies in terms
of centralised state power. In this context he sitite ‘close links in the United States
between corporate ownership and control on thehane, and university-based programs
in technology and industrial management on therathe*



Feyerabend in his discussion of 'the reign of gifierintelligence™ does draw upon, as
well as make explicit reference in a footnote thp@sky's piece 'Intellectuals and the
State'>® However, Feyerabend's work fails to draw out thecsural interconnections
traced by Chomsky. Chomsky makes what is a keyt poiopposition to Feyerabend's
relativism, namely, that it should not be conclutieat because 'the technical
intelligentsia make decisions on behalf of otharsdpitalist democracy, they therefore
hold power'>’ In other words, it is Chomsky's view that the powequired by the
technical intelligentsia is not something intringicthe

form and character of production that they undert&ather it is conferred from without.
The 'reign’ referred to by Feyerabend simply reterthe period where intimate links
were established (wittingly or unwittingly by thelentific community) between certain
ideas and the political and economic dynamics efetfa.

Indeed in Chomsky's view the intelligentsia candpiee results that threaten the status
quo: it is just that such intellectuals do not reeghe same notice and acclaim as those
whose findings do not challenge existing arrangemeén his view, this accounts for the
popularity and acclaim accorded to, for example, rttionalist claims of empiricis’
Here Chomsky is referring to the behaviourist notisat humans are socialised and
develop solely in response to external stimulisAsh, human beings are characterised as
being malleable and as having no intrinsic charesties. 'The empiricist concept of
human nature has essentially nothing that supgatgl much that goes against it. Why
then is it accepted as virtually a kind of doctravelogma? Well, | think here we might
ask the question how it serves the needs of thbseascept it It is important to point
out that Chomsky objects to the empiricist conac#tuman nature, but not to the
empirical method as such. Empiricism, then, claiat®nalist credentials but relies upon
unsubstantiated claims about human nature. Chowtglkygts to its claims to be rational,
rather than to the possibility of a rational exithon.

Feyerabend makes repeated reference to the laekpdct western science has had for
tradition. '[S]tatements composed of concepts fegkn details could be used to build
new kinds of stories, soon to be called proofs, sehouth "followed from™ their inner
structure and needed no support from traditiontiaities. The discovery was
interpreted as showing that knowledge could beatheid from traditions and made
"objective”."®® But such 'detachment from tradition’, as Feyerdliis it, need not be
something that occurs necessarily in using an ecapend therefore rational
methodology. That 'detachment from tradition' doesur indicates that other interests
are at play: interests that are not exclusivelyteraseither. We must question then
Feyerabend's whole use of the term 'traditiorthasgh a tradition was homogenous and
without internal conflict.

Chomsky it seems is a rationalist then in both ezio$ the term. He is of the view that
human nature has intrinsic properties and he tke¥iew that some claims can be
established to be objectively more true than others



Re-describing reality

Up to this point Chomsky has been identified aatemalist, but one who would defend
another's right to make a 'wrong' or 'bad’ statéméowever, it seems, despite being a
rationalist, Chomsky would be

sympathetic to a more anarchistic approach inc¢henses and social sciences. Perhaps,
then, Chomsky seeks to break away from the overrigiag tendency of the social
sciences in an effort to simply re-describe reallpggar has argued that there are many
similarities between radical feminist approaches @marchism. In both traditions there is
a mistrust of abstract principles and formali§hi[P]olitical life should be judged by
"personal” standards of caring, spontaneity angfpliaess, "strength, vitality and joy".'

®2 One such feminist argues that 'she no longer tikkese the wortheoryfor our

thought since that word implies a special kindegaration between thought, feeling and
experience® '[R]adical feminists see their first task as besigply to redescribe
reality'.®* In other words not theorising about it. In manyysaecause Chomsky's work
is a form of political journalism, and so he cobklsaid to be doing just as the radical
feminists did, re-describing reality. Like themliges been concerned to present an

alternative picture of reality to that presentedligy elite media.

Jaggar, however, makes the following objectiorhtradical feminist's suggestion that
description or re-description can in a sense bergursomehow more accurate:

When social phenomena have to be explained, drimoon to think of a theory as
postulating certain underlying mechanisms that prdivide a causal explanation of
observed patterns of regularities in those phenamiéone thinks of a theory in this way
it is evident that an adequate theoretical accotiahy social phenomena presupposes an
adequate description of those phenomena: if thaghena in question are misdescribed,
if existing regularities are unrecognized or ifuksgities are asserted that are unimportant
or even nonexistent, then the theoretical inquillylve misdirected. For this reason,
although it is possible to distinguish between thleoand descriptions in terms of the
levels of reality to which they refer, it is impdse to make a sharp separation between
theory and description. Descriptions of reality #meory laden, at least in the sense that
they are compatible or incompatible with certaiedietical accounts; similarly, although
theories are supposed to explain rather than atintrabservations or descriptions, they
may imply that certain observations have been naganeted or that the supposed data
should be redescribeff.

Feyerabend would agree with her. In his view there pure unmediated, theory-free,
access to reality. Chomsky on the other hand wausgems to me, hold a position that
both accepts Jaggar's criticisms of radical feminiget demonstrates sympathies with
the anarchist/radical feminist position, whilelz same time remaining consistent and
rationalist. This is significant because we begisée why Chomsky wants to assert that
his social and political analysis is not theorysoience.



Human nature

As has been mentioned in social and political tibdgere are two categories or types of
guestion one might ask. We can adkat isquestions, when we wish to consider the
present character of social and political affdtr®m this we can then raise questions
aboutwhat ought to beln other words our findings about the currentestd affairs may
provide insight into the way things could be in thure. The first category of question
seeks to provide an explanatory account, whereghend offers normative claims.
However, normative claims are evaluative and abawe seen there is a question about
their status in relation to facts. This has be@mde present problems for the socialist.
As the socialist is, in the first instance, defirmgchis or her view ofvhat ought to be,

this is deemed to colour their viewwhat is As such, they can be accused of importing
an evaluative premise into their explanatory act®ueaving their accounts open to
being discounted as unscientific, Utopian and idedh other words socialists are
accused of having their explanatory accounts détearby their normative views.

Marx sought to overcome this problem by reversirggdeterminants. In his view, a
careful study of the social and economic factswleat is,would reveal that there are
internal contradictions within social relations. piat this at its briefest, these
contradictions, he argued, would give rise to ad$ebnditions that would bring about
conditions, if not an outcome, that are socialisbther words an outcome which
favoured his normative ideals. This enabled himprasent his views as scientific
socialism as distinct from Utopian socialism.

Chomsky, however, turns this argument on its hiealdis view, whatever normative
account one seeks to defend, even if it is to remath the status quo, one presupposes a
certain explanatory view abowhat is One presupposes certain ideas akdét is
specifically of human nature.

Suppose you have an opinion about what ought tiohe. We think there has to be some
revolutionary change. Anyone that advocates that kif position at the root is basing the
advocacy on some assumption about human natureoéMtag assumption is not explicit,
in fact, it almost never is explicit. But the fastthat if there is any moral character to
what we advocate, it is because we believe or @peng that this change we are
proposing is better for humans because of the wayans are. There is something about
the way humans fundamentally are, about their foreddal nature, which requires that
this change we are advocating take plate.

The point is that in social and political analysgen if an account of reality shies away
from normative claims, preferring to stick to irgegtive descriptive accounts, it is
implicitly accepting the status quo. As



Gouldner points out, even those committed to thggmdo Thou shalt not commit a value
judgement" are simply supporting the status querims of social organisatioff.In

other words, any description what isis indicative ofwhat ought to béut it is also
theory-laden in terms afhat ishuman nature.

Chomsky goes on to argue that as we know so dilitit human nature, any view that
one holds of it, however implicit, can only be bd®&®& guess work, intuition or hope. As
such therwhat isandwhat ought to bare both evaluative and are therefore unscientific
Thus he would agree with Jaggar that any explapa&iew aboutwvhat isis theory-

bound. In his view any description of social anditipal reality ultimately has implicit
within it certain assumptions about human natu@véler, as far as he is concerned the
notion that the often implicit views of human na&wan realistically be called a theory or
worse a science, is highly dubious. '...1 am scepéisdo whether the fundamental
problems of man and society can be studied in any profound manner, at least in
ways resembling scientific inquiry® Scepticism or an anarchistic approach then to
abstract and theoretical accounts of human analsacangements comes highly
recommended.

Without the assurances of some more verifiable @tcof human nature, Chomsky
resorts to a view that is hopeful. He argues timtieliefs are surely not scientifically
well-grounded; they are a mixture of intuition, keppnd a certain reading of histofy'.
He refers to this view as Pascal's wager:

Pascal raised the question: How do you know wheHuet exists? He said, if | assume
that he exists and he does, I'll make out OK. lflbesn't, | won't lose anything. If he
does exist and | assume he doesn't, | may beublegoThat's basically the logic. On this
issue of human freedom, if you assume that thaecelsope, you guarantee that there will
be no hope. If you assume that there is an instimdteedom, there are opportunities to
change things, etc., there's a chance you mayilotgrto making a better world. That's
your choice®

But to claim as Chomsky does that 'it's our chaoggests perhaps that, as with
phenomenologists, it is all a matter of interpiietatand that it is not possible to
adjudicate between interpretations. Certainly @jsation of theory and a scientific
approach in the social sciences is suggestivei®ttnclusion. However, it is hard to
accept such a conclusion when we consider that Gkyis of the view that intellectuals
have a responsibility and should 'expose l{éSuch a view suggests that some claims
about the success or otherwise of certain fornsiafan social organisation can be
established to be more true and therefore ratidwa others. Nielsen considers just this
point when he assesses whether it is possiblejudiadte between Chomsky and his
critics. Such disputes

leave, for example, 'Schlesinger...accus[ing] Chonwkpreswearing "reasoned
analysis" and of fabricating evidence, while Choynsdplies by denying this and



accusing Schlesinger of deliberate and gross misseptation, invention and an
"inability to get the simplest facts straight® Nielsen makes a case for arguing that 'it is
true enough that interpretations must be madei bloes not appear that we are
inextricably caught in a hermeneutical circle framich we cannot break ouf® He goes
on to argue:

In trying to ascertain what the situation is, there a myriad of phenomena which are not
simply the creatures of practices, such as how rgang and tanks went from one border
to another, how many Americans versus how manyAmeficans hold jobs in a certain
salary range in the so-called multi-national cogbions, and how many missiles the
Americans have and where they are placed, and henvy missiles the Russians have
and where are they placéed.

Clearly Nielsen is correct that we can establighahswers to these sorts of questions by
reference to the facts. However, Nielsen failsdknawledge that facts on their own
'mean’ very little; they require interpretationgdaasts of interpretation. Whether
American missiles are interpreted as being defensinaggressive will depend upon a
whole framework of understandings about human aocdhkaffairs. Such interpretation
will include, ultimately, a view about the way irhigh human beingsughtto be living,
which must, in Chomsky's view go back to a viewhoman nature. If Chomsky is
accusing someone of misrepresentation, then ettleebecause they are misrepresenting
the facts, or-and this is central to his analysis-because their professed claims about
human social organisation (e.g. democracy) do raicimtheir interpretation of the facts.
It is for this reason that Chomsky argues that Ha(i#epublicans) are often more honest
than Doves (Liberals), even though he finds thiaiints about human social organisation
to be inimical to his view of human need.

Chomsky's methodology

The crucial point about Chomsky's rationalism s\hew that human nature is at the root
of any critical analysis of social and politicafafs, and claims in this direction cannot
be verified. Despite this, Chomsky's view and pcadis that in social and political
analysis what we can do is look at policy intergiavith their implied conception of
human nature and compare them with policy outcamesder to expose contradictions.
So, for example, he observes the way in whichselisially couch their policy initiatives
in terms of some sort of moral framework suggestiva certain view of human nature.
Chomsky's work then sets out to demonstrate the

disparity between their purported morality and dné&come of policies. The disparity
between the two, Chomsky suggests, is often suggesit of their purported morality
but rather indicates an alternative moratagional to an elitist view of human nature. As
Chomsky shows here:



The tactic of massive bombardment must be labetaterproductive' in Pentagonese,
and can be attributed only to advanced cretinithe United States goal had been to
restrict American casualties or to win popular sarpfor the Saigon government or to
'protect the population.’ But it is quite ratioasla device for demolishing the society in
which a rebellion is rooted and takes refuge.

Here we have then the methodology and theory beBimainsky's social and political
analysis. In all his work he employs what is edsdigita fairly simple formula. This
formula looks a bit like a phenomeno-logical forauh that he is concerned with motive
and intention. However, unlike a phenomenologisshet concerned to interpret
intention from behaviour. He lets the actor speakhim or herself, and then compares
this with the actor's action. So, as suggestedphgares claimed policy objectives with
the outcome or consequences. This formula is ndteuthat which he uses for his work
in linguistics. Interestingly he does regard whatdoes in linguistics as having
theoretical content? It is a comparison between input and output thatdicative of the
processes relating the two. He explains the metbggidor studying the learning of
language thus:

The input-output situation is like this: a child eviitially does not have knowledge of a
language constructs for himself knowledge of a legg on the basis of a certain amount
of data; the input is the data, the output-whiclairse is internally represented-is the
knowledge of the language. It's this relationstepaeen the data available, and the
knowledge of the language which results from th&lshmental activities, which
constitutes the data for the study of learning@#tthe transition takes place from the
input data to the resulting knowleddé.

So, in terms of political analysis, as the consagas of policy are often inimical to
proclaimed intentions, this suggests a hidden agdndChomsky's view the disparity
between input and output suggests that elites amther different view of human need
from the one they profess to hold.

One question this methodology raises is why shagccept Chomsky's interpretation
of political outcomes. Here Chomsky is extremelseta about his choice of data. So for
example he will often use 'official' data. Thisist because he regards other sources as
less

accurate (although given the resources availabilegstate, it is likely that they will have
a pretty full picture) but rather because offidata is the elite's own record of their
action. In other words their own interpretatiorootcome can be found to contradict
their own political rhetoric. In this sense offictiata become the most 'objective’ source.
An obvious example he uses relates to the Amestate's attempt to portray the USSR
as having enormous and growing nuclear might, vétehe same time US intelligence
was producing evidence to suggest that this wasdar the cas€’® In a sense, what the



real figures are in terms of numbers of warheadsigbeside the point. The really
interesting issue is the observed disparity betvegeial data and official rhetoric.

In his analysis of the media, Chomsky can alsogle® €mploying a rigorous empirical
method. He looks at the data available on a pdaticesue and compares it with that
used and highlighted by the media. In what is tyeam empirical approach, he can be
found measuring column inches and looking at wireeereport an issue gets raised.
Very often, he argues, all the available data oissue are actually used by the media,
but what is significant is the amount of attentgiven to some issues over others. Again
it is the observed disparity which is important amdicative, rather than accuracy of
some data over other data.

Chomsky then is extremely careful about claim&mow' something. Even with the sort
of 'facts' Nielsen wants to claim we must be ableerify, such as numbers of guns or
tanks, Chomsky is careful to give us the sourahisfknowledge, because unless we are
there counting them ourselves we cannot be sdlchtov' the answer. And anyway the
source of such information is often useful in hiategy of exposing the discontinuity of
elite analysis in social and political affairs.

Chomsky's opposition to theory

It seems, however, that in Chomksy's view this mettogy does not involve or is not
constitutive of a theory and is therefore unscfentin his view a theory is supposed to
explain the occurrence of a range of phenomenarms of something which is hidden,
i.e. something not itself observable. 'Is theretlaimg in the social sciences that even
merits the term "theory"? That is, some explanasystem involving hidden structures
with non-trivial principles that provide understamglof phenomena? If so I've missed it'.
"9 And as early as 1969 he argues 'if there is a bothyeory, well tested and verified,
that applies to the conduct of foreign affairstog tesolution of domestic or international
conflicts, its existence has been kept a well-gedskcret® In his view, what makes
theories adequate is 'that they give some sortsigt into some domain of phenomena,
provide some explanation for puzzling things, ameaup with principles that are less
than obvious that have empirical suppdtt'.

The question is, why does he think that his pd@lttbought does not fulfil these criteria?
Chomsky's own claim is that his arguments do nifit these criteria essentially because
in his view the operations of our social systemabeious and apparent and, he argues,
most people recognise thefflt is only the elite and the intellectuals who eige
themselves with ideologies. In particular, he asyutellectuals have an interest in doing
So.

...[l]n fact, social and political issues in genesaém to me fairly simple; the effort to
obfuscate them in esoteric and generally vacuemyhis one of the contributions of the
intelligentsia to enhancing their power and the g@ouf those they serve, as is the



mindless 'empiricism' conducted in the name oétsme' but in fact in sharp contradiction
to the methods of the sciences, which often susciEedoncealing major operative
factors in policy and history in a maze of unanatyfacts®

Intellectuals become apologists when they gendhataries and abstract tracts that
ultimately obscure the fact that 'Americans steabifffrom starving children on a vast
scale'® Such obscurity is required because in his vievstrpeople are not gangsters.
Few people, for example, would steal food fromeansihg child, even if they happened
to be hungry and knew they could not get cauglpunished'®°

His belief that non-elites do see through the 'aggmda’ is derived not only from simply
meeting ordinary people and being involved atghas's roots' but also because he
studies opinion polls, which when interpreted 'eotly’, demonstrate that people do very
often have different views from the elites.

Developing this point a little, the obvious questio ask is: if people are aware that the
system is exploitative and that economic and palitarrangements perpetuate
inequalities unjustly, then why do they not do sthvimey about it? The short answer as far
as Chomsky is concerned is because they lack titeg@loand economic power
necessary and because of the difficulties of osjagiany such actiofi® He often refers
to the more exploited groups as standing on theliiés and watching’ In response to
the observation that the student activism of th@0$Qied because the issues which had
fired students were no longer interesting to th€impmsky argues '[t]hat students were
no longer interested is not obvious; it is possthk they were simply no longer willing
to endure beatings, imprisonment, vituperation, idratic denunciations for what was in
fact courageous devotion to principf&In his view, because the more exploited groups
in society are easier to repress, the middle esasspolitically very important part of the
population'. This is because they are 'difficultépress, in the sense that there is a high
political cost to the repression of these clas&&Bor this reason he argues it is the
middle classes that are the 'primary targets' fopaganda’®

In Chomsky's claim that his political work is athetical, the idea that 'hidden’ things are
exposed is obviously a key feature in any assedsof¢ine explanatory power of a
theory. However, despite the fact that he holdsdhdinary people, with a little effort,
can and do see the system for what it is, he deesrtheless seem to vacillate about the
hidden nature or otherwise of social and politmalcesses. At some levels he does seem
to think that his work uncovers distorted and hidékatures of the system. 'In talks and
in print, | try to stress what | think is true: thvaith a little willingness to explore and use
one's mind, it is possible to discover a good déalt the social and political world that
is generally hidden® It seems quite accurate to argue that there isirabout the
workings of the social and political world thathislden and so requires exposing, as
Chomsky's work itself shows. Indeed his overalbtiyeof the media is that itaison
d'étreis to hide the truth. For example it would appéat if | buy a newspaper, | am the
consumer of that product. However, if one take®sar look, as Chomsky does, at the



political economy of newspaper production, it beesrapparent that in fact | am a
product, in this instance part of an audience, Wigets sold to advertisers, who are in
fact the real consumers. These relations are obdarrhidden.

Clearly Chomsky is in a difficult position here. @ one hand he wants to credit
ordinary people with recognising the exploitatiaure of the system, and yet on the
other, he seems to be suggesting that aspects&yfitem are, in fact, hidden. This can
be taken to imply that some sort of theoreticatfeavork is required to expose hidden
characteristics. Chomsky is, it seems, inconsigiarthis point, for as Rai quotes him, he
can be found arguing that to change things sonanbalbetween theory and practice is
required.

Chomsky argues that the way to combat propaganuat isy isolated academic research,
but by engaging in social struggle. Research ahdistm should operate in tandem: "You
don't sit in your room somewhere and dispel illasibYou need to interact with others in
order to develop ideas: 'Otherwise you don't kndvatwou think. You just hear
something, and you react to it or you don't pay aitgntion to it or something.' Learning
comes from interest, and if the subject is theadagorld, 'your interest in it often
involves, ought to involve at least, trying to cpant'. Learning also comes from
formulating programmes, and trying to pursue thengerstanding their failures and
limitations, gaining experience in various ways.

In 1969 he can be found arguing that '[w]ithoué@otutionary theory or a revolutionary
consciousness there is not going to be a revolatjomovement. There is not going to be
a serious movement without a clear

analysis and a theoretical point of vieW'And indeed Chomsky's very call for us to use
our minds, implies a systematic, rule-bound agtjuit other words an activity which is
theory-based.

Naturalism

Chomsky's methodology restricts his analysis t&ilog at what people say they are
going to do and then looking at what they actuddly In so doing he shows us things
about the way in which our social and politicaltingions work. In other words he shows
us the way policies shape and influence the sstiatture. But, as we have seen, in his
view this is not science, nor does it involve thhedtowever, in employing this
methodology he must also be employing certain #texa assumptions. If we return to
the theoretical assumptions concerning structudesgiency within the debate between
positivists and phenomenologists, Chomsky, it cdnddirgued, takes the agency side of
the dichotomy. As we have seen Chomsky is deeflgairof those on the structural
positivist and empiricist side of the divide. Irsview there is little evidence to support
the view that human beings are totally malleabke lzave no intrinsic characteristics. In
his view such political theories are highly dubi@ssare the intelligentsia that hold them.



For them it is very convenient to have an ideoladiych says that there are no moral
barriers to domination, interference and contretduse then they just add one or two
assumptions such as: | am the obvious controllanpiv what is good, and | will
manipulate these people for their own benefit, beedhat is no interference with their
essential rights since they have no essentialgjghéy are just some collection of
properties, and | will therefore dominate themtfwir own good?*

We have also seen in his claim to be a rationahat, Chomsky is of the view that human
beings do have essential characteristics to theiram nature. However, he makes it clear
that any more specific claims than this about tleeenprecise characteristics that this
might entail are merely speculative. Chomsky igipalarly reluctant to trace any
connections between his work in linguistics andgubtical work. Nevertheless he
concedes a 'loose connection’, but

certainly not a deductive one. Whatever connedtiere is lies more at the level of hope
and aspiration than of firm result. We have goodence that the human language
capacity, which surely enters into thought, reasgiihuman interaction, etc., in the most
intimate fashion, is based on biologically-deteradimprinciples which underlie

(though they do not account for) the free creatise of language that is typical of normal
speakers. | presume that the same is true in gHitee domains, though knowledge
elsewhere is spars®&.

In Chomsky's view we have many ‘faculties of thadh’® One such faculty is the
language faculty. In his view we can be infinitehgative, but only within the limits of
such a faculty which is itself finit&’

It seems to me that what is now known indicatesldrayuage develops along an
intrinsically determined path, involving specifieohanisms of the language system,
which is, in this respect, rather analogous toysgal organ. As in the case of the visual
system and others, the course of developmentligeiméed by an interaction with the
environment?®

By way of example he argues that '[0]ne can thinkany formal operations which are
simply not permitted in a natural language, eveutin they're very simple...", such as
that '...there's no natural language which forms tjpres by reading declarative
sentences backward®'It's not so obvious why that should be so, bezdliat's a very
simple operation. It's a much simpler operatiost&de than the operation by which we
formulate questions in English, let's sa}.Chomsky is asserting that there is some form
of universal grammar, the structure of which, rguas, all human beings are born with

in order that they may acquire language. Discoggttre limits of language structure is
the basis of his work in linguistics, and in hiswicould be suggestive for the study of
other systems of knowledge.



In Chomsky's view the knowledge we can acquire ahoman knowledge will not
necessarily be ‘introspectible’, a view with whikghyerabend sympathise&: Chomsky
argues:

| want to use 'knowledge' in the sense in whiclbhiz uses it: as referring to
unconscious knowledge, principles which form theegis and connections of thought but
which may not be conscious principles, which wevkmoust be functioning although we
may not be able to introspect into them.... You ¢ankt of these principles as
propositional in form, but in any event they're egpressible. You can't get a person to
tell you what these principles are. ...[l]n fact thee fundamental mistake that | think is
made by the Leibnizian theory of mind is its asstiompthat one could dredge out these
principles, that if you really worked hard at itdaimtrospected, you could bring to
consciousness the contents of the mind. | don'asgeeason to believe that the sinews
and connections of thought, in Leibnitz's sense eaen in principle available to

introspection®?

Chomsky is of the view that the human mind cantbdisd in the same way as any other
natural object. In this Chomsky is an advocateattiralism.

The thesis is that all should be studied in theesauay, whether we are considering the
motion of the planets, fields of force, structdmimulas for complex molecules, or
computational properties of the language faculgt'd call this a 'naturalistic approach to
mind’, meaning that we seek to investigate the at@sipects of the world by the
methods of rational inquiry characteristic of theural sciences'®

However, he goes on to say '[w]hether the restlésraturalistic approach merit the
honorific term "science” depends on the resulisitieves':** Having made the point

that our understanding of human nature is verytéichiChomsky's work in linguistics
nevertheless leads him to draw some very tentatiwelusions. The 'essential features of
human nature involve a kind of creative urge, alrteecontrol one's own productive,

[for] creative labor, to be free from authoritariatrusions, a kind of instinct for liberty
and creativity, a real human need to be able t&warductively under conditions of
one's own choosing and determination in voluntaspaiation with others'®

If such a view of human nature and the requirerfmrireedom is deemed plausible then
'there should be an unending struggle to discawreterstand, and overcome all
structures of authority, domination, subordinatiand restriction of the freedom to
become and live as a full human being, who caiil thié need for creative self-
expression in solidarity with other§® As such Chomsky moves from a description of
the natural mind to a set of propositions about &milmehaviour and even predictions of a
distinctly political kind. As an outcome, his ansilyhas all the hallmarks of a theory.

Essentialism and the responsibility of intellectua



Chomsky's essentialism, the notion that human lsenage certain essential
characteristics that constrain or enable certamaweur, is certainly crucial for
understanding his social and political thoughthisview sociobiology is 'on the right
track’, although he warns that sociobiologists &hbe extremely cautious about the
specific conclusions they draw from their reseatéhfortunately, they 'often draw
conclusions that are remote from evidence or the§fyin resorting to biological
categories Chomsky is not arguing that we are gioddly identical as humans,
behaviourally. Rather in his view humans 'differrkeally in their capacities, their
interests, their aspirations' and that they do khbe 'a source of joy, not concer{®
Some would argue (and Chomsky says

particularly those on the left) that such viewsdéimemselves to racism and or sexism
and that these are unscientific factors. But asn@ky argues there may well be a
correlation between race and intelligence jushasst may be a genetic tendency in Jews
for usury, or for squirrels to collect too many siuowever, such differences are only of
significance if one believes that 'rights and redgashould accrue to ability and
intelligence, [which is] a disturbing and elitistatrine'.**® Having said this, he argues
that because we live in a racist and sexist sqcatgmpts to find such correlations are
extremely dubious. This goes back to his point ifi&llectuals should have an eye on
the consequences of their research. As he argues:

Hernstein mentions a possible correlation betwesght and 1Q. Of what social
importance is that? None, of course, since ourespcioes not suffer under
discrimination by height. We do not insist on asgig each adult to the category 'below
six feet in height' or 'above six feet in heighliem we ask what sort of education he [sic]
should receive or where he should live or what walshould do. Rather he is what he
is, quite independent of the mean 1Q of peoplei®hkight category. In a nonracist
society, the category of race would be of no gresigmificance. The mean IQ of
individuals of a certain racial background is iesednt to the situation of a particular
individual, who is what he is. Recognizing thisfpetly obvious fact, we are left with
little, if any, plausible justification for an intest in the relation between mean 1Q and
race, apart from the ‘justification' provided bg #xistence of racial discriminatioft?

The onus then is on the scientist. As Chomsky ard[gdcience is held in such awe in
our culture that every scientist has special resindity to make clear to the lay audience
where his expert knowledge actually yields scigedlfy verifiable results and where he
is guessing, indulging in sheer speculation, oresging his own personal hopes about
the success of his research. This is an imporéshtliecause the lay audience is in no
position to make these distinctions Chomsky, then, while making essentialist claims,
warns of the dangers in such an approach.

Human nature, agency and social structure



Chomsky's essentialism has laid him open to thegehaf having idealist views and for
being reductionist. To these criticisms he responds

This characterization is so irrational that it igwally impossible to discuss; plainly,

there is no reason to doubt that the principled@f[universal grammar] have a physical
realization, as do the 'instructions' that leathtogrowth of arms and legs, and that there
is a

physical realization of the resulting grammar, ssmere in the neural system. The
charge of 'idealism' is strange indeed...As for gret'reductionist,’ if this means that we
would like to explain mental functions in termsptifysical mechanisms, | would
certainly accept the characterization, though weikhrecognize, in all honesty, that
there are many aspects of mental function (in @aler, matters having to do with will
and choice) for which we have not the slightesaidewhat the relevant mechanisms or
structures might be, even in principt&

There is however a further crucial step to Chonsstgntative essentialist claims about
human nature that can be derived from his workniguistics. Again we must return to

the structure-agency dichotomy. Although he isityeamphasising the importance of
agency in social and political processes, he igrnbgless clear that the social structure is
influential in the manifestation of human naturé As social structure is influential,
Chomsky concludes that when making decisions allwanitan organisation our attention
should be focused upon institutions rather thaividdals. Chomsky distinguishes

himself from the behaviourist approach becausasoé$sentialism.

Human nature has lots of ways of realizing itsalimans have lots of capacities and
options. Which ones reveal themselves dependsat@ea extent on the institutional
structures. If we had institutions which permitgeathological killers free rein, they'd be
running the place. The only way to survive woulddéet those elements of your nature
manifest themselves. If we have institutions whidike greed the sole property of
human beings and encourage pure greed at the expeather human emotions and
commitments, we're going to have a society basegreed, with all that follows. A
different society might be organized in such a wWeat human feelings and emotions of
other sorts, say solidarity, support, sympathy bexdominant. Then you'll have
different aspects of human nature and personalitgaling themselves*

Unlike the deep structures that constrain lang@ageisition, the social structures that
constrain or enable political behaviour are not urtable.

Political and economic organisation could be défer It seems plausible to suggest that
it is the mutability of social structures which agaccounts for his reluctance to describe
the process he uses for filling in and accountorglie observed disparity between input
and output as 'theory' and as 'science’. For Chpihgkimportant that we remember that
although social structures are influential in thagng and constraining of human social



and political behaviour they are not static or l#e-entities. We see then, a significant
shift from much Marxist

analysis where it can be argued that analysis@i@uic structures has become reified.
Chomsky identifies within Marx a strand that haseav about human nature not unlike
Chomsky's own, for example in the belief that wisrk human need'® As Dupre argues
of Marx '[lJabour is conceived of as the activibyaugh which man realizes his own
essence. "Labour is man's coming to be for himigdién is not a static being-he
becomesimself through his labor'’® And as McLellan argues, Marx writes of 'human
need' and of 'man as species being, the indivasial social being, the idea of nature as,
in a sense, man's bod¥{*/ However, Marx's claims to theoretical scientifiatas lie not

in his observations about human nature, but rathtre observation that capitalism is
inherently contradictory because of the conflidileen owners and non-owners of
capital. His theory oivhat isfocuses upon the capitalist system or structudesaeks to
show that it has a tendency for crisis. For Chontkig/reifies capitalism and produces a
static account ofvhat iswhich is mistaken. According to Chomsky, capitalias it is
theorised has never existed. Chomsky's analysidaf israther than reifying the system
or the structure, and in so doing misdescribingeigescribes the conflict between non-
owners and owners who are aided by the stateslaiéw what he is describing is
relatively self-evident (except, that is, for mantellectuals), and so cannot be labelled a
theory. His analysis describes human action wittstitutional constraints. However
what he describedoesinvolve a theory concerned with human need, bettbat in
unsubstantiated, and this theory informs his dpsori.

Chomsky's owrbeliefis that there are indeed influential connectiossveen structure
and agency, and that they do not go in one dinreacidy. However, we are far from
being able to explain them mainly because of tffecdity of introspecting on human
nature. In his view human nature does have estehtgacteristics but that the
development of such characteristics is facilitasetliindered by the nature of social
organisation. Given this, we ought to have aroundacial conditions that reflect the best
aspects of our natures. Social structures helpgger certain human behaviour. But an
exact understanding of human nature and its dialdcelationship with the social
environment is yet to be, and may never be, withingrasp. In Chomsky's view not
only are such tentative conclusions the most aniaband political analysis can offer, it
is also, in fact, all that social and political byses offers. That analysts claim theoretical
or scientific credentials is, in Chomsky's viewsltnest.

Critique

Despite the objections Chomsky has to calling higrnyone else's social and political
thought theoretical, and therefore scientific,dosial and political analysis conforms
closely to a theoretical model that utilises safenmethodological tools of analysis. It is
difficult not to come to this



conclusion when one considers the main body opaiiical work which is principally
concerned witlwhat is,and takes the form of an analysis of contempagpafiyical issues
employing a clear methodology. When one comesdmthier more tentative and
therefore more peripheral ideas abetiat ought to bén the light of what are, in his
view, only hopeful ideas about human nature, takesolation such views do appear
more speculative and so less scientifically baskedvever, it cannot therefore be said
that they do not employ a theoretical frameworkdAifione places what Chomsky calls
his 'hope' about human nature within the contexti®theoretical and scientific findings
in linguistics, then it could be argued that his@ityations about human social and
political organisation are closer to 'science’ tth@nobservations of those who call
themselves social or political scientists.

There is however a further point. Chomsky acknogedthat to establish causal
relations between human beings and their societybmeampossible in any precise sense.
Nevertheless, he would not want to argue that weeréo make changes to the structure,
we would not be able to observe effects on humargbeWhether social and political
arrangements are more or less suitable to the hgoratition is something we ought to

be able to test empirically. This can be and isedohen social scientists collect data on
mortality rates or statistics on health. Chomskfallenge to us must be to test his theory
of human nature with these scientific tools.

It is the contention of this book that Chomsky'sigband political analysis does employ
a theoretical framework and that his collectiomafta does involve a rigorous
methodological approach necessary to any scieififest. The remainder of this book
looks at this theory in the context of various debabout human social and political
organisation. The next chapter seeks to estatlishature of his theoretical framework
and in particular how his theory of human natuferims his 'hopes' for the future good
society. In other words how his theory of humarnuratnforms his libertarian socialism?
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2
The 'good society'

This chapter looks at what is a constitutive aspé@homsky's contribution to social
and political thought, namely his vision of the d@wciety. Chomsky constructs a
libertarian socialist account. Just as human nasurgegral to the political theory he
employs in his critique of society, so too is i@al for an understanding of his
libertarian socialism. The nature and content sfducount is revealed in this chapter by
a series of explorations of competing accountt@fgood society in contemporary
political thought provided by the liberal-communmisam debate, particularly Nozick,
Rawls and Sandel, and Foucault in relation to hunaare.

Chomsky declares himself to be a libertarian sitidlFor some, such a claim
constitutes a contradiction in terms. This chaptgins by looking at the problems
traditionally associated with being committed tdhblibertarian and socialist values-most
specifically the values of liberty or freedom ampliality. The chapter then turns to look
at the way in which the libertarian socialist oaeshist tradition has itself attempted to
defend logical consistency when these two valuesanjoined.

Having attempted to show that the values of libartgl equality are not only logically
consistent with each other but that they are Idlyicaterdependent concepts (if, that is,
their meanings are taken in their fullest sen$e®) gquestion still remains whether such
values are realisable in any concrete sense. br otbrds it is all very well to argue at an
abstract philosophical level that such conceptsrareially interdependent, but it is quite
another to then assume that human beings are eapllbéhaving or willing to behave in
accordance with such values. To make claims albeupdssibility or otherwise of
organising society in a way which is radically diént from what we have now depends
upon one's view about the possibilities and comgég@n human behaviour. So, the
argument might be that if people have maximal foeedthey would act in ways that
serve their self-interest, and thereby compromgsditarian ideals. Conversely, it might
be argued that so long as society is organisduei@ppropriate way, egalitarian ideals



are actually fostered in human behaviour. Of cqufgmiman behaviour is malleable in
this way, then

the value of freedom becomes redundant. Both paositihen carry with them, if only
implicitly, a view about human behaviour, entailmgiew about human nature. In the
first, human beings are deemed capable of selfastewhich implies that they are
separable from the society in which they live.Ha second, human beings are seen as
formed by the society from which they come, andwash their natures are plastic, or at
least contingent.

It is argued in this chapter that the point abolb@sky's vision of the good society is
that he does not begin by asking what is just airgifi order to then preach and justify
his case, rather he takes what we might call a masntific stance. He asks what are the
conditions most suitable for human beings to reah®ir full potential. In other words,

he begins with a premise about human nature. Abd&as established in the preceding
chapter he is sceptical about ever being ableribaich an account, despite the fact
that his work in linguistics is suggestive of hexaunt. Then given this premise he takes
the view that libertarian socialist ideals of freedand equality are not only consistent
with human behaviour, but are indeed necessaryuoran beings to have the
opportunity to live to their full potential. Thewek, libertarian socialism is not simply a
morally worthy ideal, it is a necessary state fa human condition.

In order to draw out the significance of Chomskg&as on human nature and their
relationship to social organisation, it is wortlolkang at his views within the context of
other thinkers who have pondered on the good sodeatwe shall see, all views on the
good society begin with a concern about justicefairdess. By looking at the debate
between liberals and communitarians we can segtlestions of justice and fairness are
either a matter of concern in terms of the rulekfef or they are applied to questions
concerning the outcome in life. In both cases h@weye can see that within this debate
the protagonists concern themselves at the ouitfejwstice and fairness which they
then seek to defend-often by employing or manimdequestionable, contradictory
and/or assumptive notions about human nature.

The chapter begins by considering Rawls' libertanapt in his boold Theory of Justice
(1972) to put forward a view of social organisatibat sees justice and fairness in terms
of an attempt to reconcile the values of freedooheguality. In Rawls' view, justice and
fairness must show a concern for both rules andoog. His claims however employ
certain assumptions about human nature. This pefbertarian critique from Nozick
and a communitarian critique from, among othergdsh Both critiques attack Rawls'
attempt to reconcile the two values, arguing ultehathat he fails. Importantly, both
critiques accept their irreconcilability, and besathey see an attempt to find fairness in
rules and/or outcomes as being irreconcilable tmittnan nature. The libertarian attack
argues that the redistribution required by the eafiequality



would ultimately undermine freedom. For the libaga, justice and fairness can only be
achieved by ensuring that the rules are fair, évilie outcomes are not. The
communitarian attack offered by Sandel explicithds Rawls' conception of human
nature suspect. In Sandel's view Rawls tries tapgtate from a suspect view of human
nature a fair form of social organisation, giveis tuman nature, but ultimately fails.
Sandel, by contrast, argues that the process sbeulte other way round. We should
begin by establishing a form of social organisatiwat nourishes communitarian values
because this will, in his view, appropriately stisehuman behaviour so that there is
greater justice and fairness. Sandel is broaddriggotions of justice and fairness
beyond rules to outcomes, but in so doing he hasigloy a very different view of
human nature, notably one where human nature ieatéé, and constructively so. (If
human nature was malleable, we may wonder why tt@ome was important to
anyone.) Very roughly it can be argued that Raarigl Nozick's positions ultimately
associate themselves more closely with the valdeeetlom, whereas Sandel's position
can be said to be more closely associated withdhee of, if not equality, at least
fraternity.

By following this debate between liberals and comitaxrians we are left with a rather
stark choice for our vision of the good societywigadoes not, it is argued, offer a vision
that coherently reconciles the values of equaliiy freedom. As his critics show, one
value is always in danger of undermining the otfiee alternative seems to be an
abandonment of any reconciliation to the libertapasition where justice is a concern
for freedom, or to the communitarian position whieistice is a concern for the outcome
of egalitarianism or fraternity. Given that all wie rest upon stated or unstated
assumptions about human nature, I turn to Chomsigi@n of the good society, which
begins with an alternative premise about humanraatnd shows this nature as requiring
both equality and freedom. To this end, the chagtesiders a debate Chomsky has with
Foucault on the question of human nature. Fousatéivs on the subject are not
dissimilar to those of the communitarians, whei@asmsky's are, on first sight, perhaps
closer to the liberal position. However, | shaljae that although Chomsky is concerned
with liberty, it is not because, as with many ldlsy he sees human beings as autonomous
self-seeking individuals. Rather, in Chomsky's viéberty is necessary for us as human
beings because our natures make us creative, $eaomgs. Liberty and mutual
interdependence are not therefore conceived oéiag Imutually exclusive as suggested
by the libertarian/ communitarian positions.

The chapter concludes by illustrating that Chonski¢ws on human nature allow for
the values of both freedom and equality to be pveskin practice. Of course, this leaves
open the question of whether we are to accept Ckygsmassumptions about human
nature. Although, as



Chomsky argues, our understanding of human nasuee from known, | have argued, in
Chapter 1 that it should not be concluded from tifg all forms of social and political
organisation are as suitable as one another toaiure. Debates about more or less
freedom, or more or less equality, are not jusstjaes about the relative value of certain
concepts. Their relative employment in practice dragffect upon the quality and
longevity of human life, and can be measured witlieror less success. Such effects
must be seen to be indicating something to us alnoutature as human beings,
something Chomsky seems reluctant to acknowledge.

The libertarian socialist

What is it to be a libertarian socialist? As muéhhe history of ideas within the two
traditions of liberalism and socialism attestdreedom is the chief value of liberalism
and equality is the chief value of socialism themthe two not mutually exclusive? To
put the debate crudely, if society is organisedrisure equality then this will necessarily
infringe upon people's freedoms. Conversely, ifetgds organised to ensure that people
have maximum freedom, then an egalitarian outcenmapossible. And at the centre of
both questions, there lies a series of concerngtdhe state. The liberal tradition has
sought to establish the legitimising principlesadl as the necessary scope of the state
in order to maintain conditions of maximum freeddrhe socialist tradition, on the other
hand, has debated the state's role in redistripuésources to ensure equality during and
after the transition from capitalism to socialishhe question is then, to what extent it is
practical and coherent to claim to be a libertagacialist?

To couch the debate in this way is already to asssmmething, namely that the
argument is about the way in which societyght to beorganised. However, for many
the nature of this dispute raises, and not alwagtiatly, a further question, namely,
what ishuman nature and what is its relationship to $pciithin the liberal tradition,
the emphasis on freedom generates an explicit ptioceof human beings as
autonomous, rational and self-determining. Thiditran is sometimes labelled idealist
because these traits are taken talpeiori characteristics of human beings because they
are not seen as having been derived from matetistemce. Chomsky as we have seen
guestions this supposition (see note 112 in ChdptdBy contrast, within the socialist
tradition human beings are seen as essentiallglsaied cooperative in nature, and,
although there are different degrees of emphasthisempoint, the social or historical
material determines the human condition. This ti@wlj especially its Marxist variant, is
labelled materialist.

This (often-implicit) view of what constitutes humaature is important, because it
informs the respective traditions in their viewtloé vehicle

for getting fromwhat isto what ought to beTo cast the debate crudely again, if, as in the
liberal conception, human beings are autonomotisna and self-determining, then to
achieve the good society requires changing ommgigeople's consciousness. In other



words, it means changing their ideas. Conversehysdcialists, the social, economic and
political, in other words the material, requiresakitionising for fundamental change to
occur.

To set up the debate in these terms is without timuprioritise a certain reading in the
history of ideas. In particular, the term 'social®re is recognisably drawing upon its
form within the Marxist tradition. Libertarian sadists and some anarchists would
automatically object to the umbrella use of thent&ocialist' to defend the above
positions? They regard themselves as socialists without siliisg to such a view of the
state, of human nature, and of how to move to e gociety. Indeed to even ask the
guestion to what extent is the libertarian sodiatedition coherent, is to suggest that this
tradition does not itself attempt to establisicidserence.

Equally, Marxists might object to the failure tedify the possibility of freedom with
their position. Indeed, they would want to argust freedom is important but that it can
only be established once people have equalitg.\tithout doubt a defining
characteristic of what it is to be Marxist, to iti§na role for the state in establishing and
defending the appropriate material conditions dydriransitional period between
capitalism and socialism. However, in time theestabuld 'wither away'. Bakunin and
subsequent anarchists by contrast have balkedlath®theory and the practice of the
state's role, on the grounds that the preservafitime state would only give rise to a new
political or bureaucratic elite, compromising bgthals of freedom and equalityAs
Bakunin argues 'the State and all its institutiomsrrupt the minds and will of its
subjects and demand their passive obediehBs’ taking this position, anarchists are
thereby seen to give greater weight to freedom tharso-called authoritarian socialists.

Having briefly considered the various complexitassociated with the use of labels such
as 'liberal' and 'socialist’ in terms of their resjive values, it also becomes apparent that
the values themselves are contested conceptsliSwcmincipally concerned with
equality may be mainly thinking in terms of matérasources. However, equality may
be present or absent in political participatiomtirer decision-making processes, in
which case it is closely associated with the otimercept under consideratidreedomin
terms offreedomof expression. Further, material equality doesneaiessarily mean
everyone should have the exactly the same numbgperof resources. It may not
involve, as Nozick takes it to involve, 'pattermedcomes' People have different needs
and so equality may refer to eqi@edomor opportunity to determine and produce
things to satisfy their respective neetiShere is also the

guestion of whether inequality is merely a matdriplstice or whether the cultural
injustices of ethnicity and gender are separatestggrd from different political activity.
As Fraser asks '[u]nder what circumstances caditicp®f recognition help support a
politics of redistribution? And when is it moredily to undermine it?'



Similarly, debate surrounds the concept of freedsrfreedom a positive or negative
concept? As a negative concept, it implies freedom fromeexal constraint. However,
if it is a positive concept, it means giving peottie conditions to realise their freedom.
So it gets closer to the concept of equality, bseauinvolves giving people equal
conditions in order to be free. Thus, what cont&diberal and socialist values is by no
means clear. Given their contested nature | proposeto look at what libertarian
socialists themselves have to say about the twoegis and their relative values, and to
see just how they reconcile them, and why.

Equality and freedom: the libertarian socialist tradition

Libertarian socialism and anarchism are labelsaratommonly used interchangeably.
Anarchism argues for a society that can spontamgouganise itself without the
coercive authority of the state. As libertarianiabsts distinguish themselves from so-
called authoritarian socialists by their attacktlom maintenance of the state, it is possible
to see why this interchangeability occurs. HoweasrChomsky points out, ‘the term
anarchism is used to cover quite a range of palitdeas’, which is why he prefers to
describe himself as a libertarian sociafisEhomsky here is presumably acknowledging
that in identifying oneself by a label that simpigans no state, one is open to being
interpreted as merely opposing coercion in termbefktate. If one merely opposes the
state, it is not logically inconsistent to maint#irs position with a support for private
property and capitalist relations of production axdhange. The coercive authority of
private property is not of concern to some anatshiadeed Nozick utilises the term
anarchy in just such a way.

However, it would seem from those who have attethfiidrace the history of ideas in
anarchist thought that anarchism is principallipécassociated with the socialist
tradition.™ This means that anarchism, as it is generally@oed, is an attack on
authority and not just the authority endowed ingbgernment and the state but also the
authority endowed by private property. James Bl gone as far as to argue that
'decentralization...[and] the abolition of propersyd] both prerequisites of all anarchist
conceptions of society? And Guerin argues ‘[t|he anarchist is primarilyaialist

whose aim is to abolish the exploitation of mamimn'.*3

An attempt to trace the roots of anarchist thougist proved contentious. Woodcock is
sceptical of attempts by anarchists to trace the

roots of their thought to (among others) the stage, or Jesus Christ.In his view
‘anarchism as a developed, articulate, and clédehtifiable trend appears only in the
modern era of conscious social and political retiohi. *> In Woodcock's view attempts
to trace anarchist thought to prehistory 'sprimgsfthe belief that anarchism is a
manifestation of natural human urges, and thattiheé tendency to create authoritarian
institutions which is the transient aberratidRNevertheless he concedes that the ‘core
attitudes can certainly be found echoing back tinchistory’, these core attitudes being



'faith in the essential decency of man, a deswénfdividual freedom, an intolerance of

domination'!’

Woodcock wants to distinguish between a view ofemam as identified by ongoing
‘core attitudes' to be found throughout history andew of anarchism as a movement
with a ‘clearly identifiable trend' apparent in isband political revolutions of the
modern period. While Chomsky would presumably nsagree with the observation that
anarchism's 'core attitudes' are to be found throughistory, he also clearly identifies
his own ideals as closely connected with those msii@igh from the ‘'modern era’ and more
particularly the Enlightenment. [I]t is libertani@ocialism that has preserved and
extended the radical humanist message of the Hatigient and the classical liberal
ideals that were perverted into an ideology toanghe emerging social ordef.For
Chomsky these classical liberal ideals have tloaitsrin 'RousseaulBiscourse on
Inequality, Humboldt'sLimits of State ActiorKant's insistence, in his defence of the
French Revolution, that freedom is the precondif@mracquiring the maturity for
freedom, not a gift to be granted when such matisiachieved™®

The classic liberal tradition, with its emphasisf@edom, is central for Chomsky in any
definition of libertarian socialism. Indeed he agUi]f one were to see a single
dominant idea, within the anarchist tradition, thaght be defined as "libertarian
socialist," it should...be... liberty”® That liberty and freedom are the essence of dassi
liberal thought is, in Chomsky's view, a resultiod particular historical moment in time
in which they were born. In other words, they wagroduct of an age when feudal
hierarchy and monarchical despotism were beingtoues] and attacked. These ideals
were not extended to an attack on the inegalitatewelopment of property relations
under capitalism, which are also constraints oartijpand freedom, because this had not
yet become a feature of the society which prodsceth ideas. As Chomsky says of
Humboldt's ideas '[t]his classic of liberal thougtdmpleted in 1792, is in its essence
profoundly, though prematurely, anti-capitali$tAnd elsewhere, again referring to
Humboldt's work, he argues:

he doesn't speak at all of the need to resist fgrimancentration of power: rather he
speaks of the need to resist the encroachmentofive State power. And that is what
one finds also in the early

American tradition. But the reason is that that weesonly kind of power there was. |
mean, Humboldt takes for granted that individuaésraughly equivalent in their private
power, and that the only real imbalance of powes in the centralized authoritarian
state, and individual freedom must be sustainethsgis intrusion.. 2

As such, in Chomsky's view, these liberal enlightent ‘ideas must be attenuated
beyond recognition to be transmuted into an ideplfgndustrial capitalism?3 Even
Locke, who is associated with those hallowed libieleals that can be read as a defence
of modern state capitalist arrangements-'life rtyoand property'-argued:



[the measure of property nature has well set byetktent of men's labour and the
conveniency of life. No man's labour could subdueppropriate all, nor could his
enjoyment consume more than a small part; so theds impossible for any man, this
way, to encroach upon the right of another or aegua himself a property to the
prejudice of his neighbour, who would still havemofor as good and as large a
possession (after the other had taken out hisgfseit was appropriated. Which
measure did confine every man's possession toyavederate proportion.*

With these Enlightenment thinkers, then, the cétitraat to freedom was seen to come
from the state, but the private property enshrinezhpitalist relations of production are
only nascent. Chomsky also draws upon thinkers aadBakunin, Rocker, Pannekoek
and others who, in his view, correctly draw upoa éarlier Enlightenment ideals so
fundamental to the classic liberal thinkers. Jgst & possible to recognise that the
emphasis in Humboldt's ideas on coercive state paas a product of the particular
social and historical conditions in which he wagkirng, so were these later thinkers that
Chomsky draws upon working and responding to sjpesifcial and historical
circumstances. In particular they were responding different form of coercive state
power from that apparent in Humboldt's day, nanaelthoritarian socialism, or in the
case of Bakunin, centralisation within the Firdelmational. However, although for these
later thinkers the state is seen as a threat édléma, it is just an emphasis-for, as Bakunin
succinctly puts it, ‘[l]liberty without socialism givilege, injustice; socialism without
liberty is slavery and brutality?

Fleming argues that '[a] reconsideration of thegpiles of late nineteenth-century
European anarchism, will | feel certain establisdt the emphasis upon government and
the states secondary tohe interest in the social-economic structureoaiety' (my
emphasis)?® But this is to impose on anarchist thought a tgihjcMarxist prioritisation.

If, as Rocker and Chomsky seem to think, histomeaterialism cannot account for

the development of capitalist relations of produetibut rather can be accounted for by
the effect of centralised state power on the foofggoduction, then presumably any
prioritising ought to be the other way aroufidTo stand a Marxist adage on its head:
destroy the state and capitalism should 'witheryawa

Anarchists are committed to liberty, and claim dvigtshows one key threat to this has
been the state. However, Chomsky recognises th&tday '[a] consistent anarchist must
oppose private ownership of the means of produamhthe wage slavery which is a
component of this system, as incompatible withpteciple that labor must be freely
undertaken and under the control of the produteFfhe growth of private power and the
attendant economic concentration is clearly alsoeat to liberty and freedom. Liberty
and equality then become synonymous or interdepermdacepts. As Bakunin argues:

| am a convinced advocate of economic and socizléay because | know that, without
it, liberty, justice, human dignity, morality, atite well-being of individuals, as well as



the prosperity of nations, will never amount to sthran a pack of lies. But since | stand
for liberty as the primary condition of mankindyélieve that equality must be
established in the world by the spontaneous orgéiniz of labor and the collective
ownership of property by freely organized producassociations, and by the equally
spontaneous federation of communes, to replacédimneering paternalistic Stafé.

And as Jacques-Rouz, Bnragein the late eighteenth century argued, 'freedobuisan
empty phantom if one class of men can starve anatitie impunity. Freedom is but an
empty phantom when the rich man can through hisopoly exercise the right of life
and death over his fellow meff.However, if we see liberty and equality as
synonymous, what are we to make of Nozick's arganen liberty is an empty concept
if the 'socialist society...forbids] capitalist atistween consenting adults As far as
Nozick is concerned, the consistent anarchist damsoChomsky does, 'oppose private
ownership of the means of production'. It suggestsozick a contradictiorf? Here we
have the often referred to problem that for therbe equality under socialism there
would have to be coercion or compulsion. Such etyuabuld involve curtailing
people's freedom.

It can be argued that Chomsky is using the worddep' here in a particular way.
'Oppose’ does not mean deny, but in order to beistentthe anarchisimust ‘'oppose
private ownership of the means of production'. ho@sky's view it is farcical to
describe capitalist relations of production a'featerprise’. What one is describing, he
argues, is 'a system of autocratic governanceeoétionomy in which neither the
community nor the workforce has any role-a systieat we would call "fascist" if
translated to the political spher& What the people do

with their liberty then is presumably a matter tloem. However, if we bring in
Chomsky's views on human nature we see that thésen his claims about the cogency
of a libertarian socialist position. He argues,

I would like to believe that people have an indtiioc freedom, that they really want to
control their own affairs. They don't want to besped around, ordered, oppressed, etc.,
and they want a chance to do things that make skkeseonstructive work in a way that
they control, or maybe control together with othéfs

In other words, in his view, under conditions efddom people would not ‘choose’ to
engage in acts that are constitutive of capitalisihomic relations. He recognises he has
no way 'to prove this. It is really a hope abouatMhuman beings are liké®.

Chomsky's view that '‘people have an instinct feefftom' is, however, one that
recognises that '[hJow the freedom works dependstuat the social structures ar&'|f

the structures facilitate vast concentrations opprty ownership, then those without
property will probably 'choose’ to sell their lab@ower, and so capitalist acts will occur
between 'consenting adults'. If, however, workake tcontrol of the production process,



then such a structure would facilitate other pakséds. For example, Chomsky argues, it
might be possible to make meaningful tasks thatamently onerous and unpleasant so
that the question of compelling people to do theerojobs in a socialist society does not
arise. 'Let's recall that science and technologyiatellect have not been devoted to
examining that question or to overcoming the ongmnd self-destructive character of
the necessary work of society. The reason is thets always been assumed that there is
a substantial body of wageslaves who will do it@ybecause otherwise they'll starve'.
37 Further, he argues that if work is organised atiogrto the principle that it gives
workers satisfaction, it will not necessarily mehat the things that are useful to people
will not get produced. I]t's by no means cleaffant I think it's false-that contributing to
the enhancement of pleasure and satisfaction ik isanversely proportional to
contributing to the value of the outpdf My feeling is that part of what makes work
meaningful is that it does have use, that its petsido have usé” So the notion that
people will have to be compelled to produce centsi@ful products under socialism does
not arise. Even were it to arise he goes on toeatigat, at that point, society, the
community, has to decide how to make compromi&a&h individual is both a producer
and a consumer, after all, and that means thatiadohdual has to join in those socially
determined compromises-if in fact there are compsem And again | feel the nature of
the compromise is much exaggerated because ofdtwetohg prism of the really

coercive and personally destructive system in whieHive'.*°

The notion that compulsion would have to occur soeialist society to ensure that
capitalist acts do not occur or to ensure thatgeriecessary products get produced is
principally a result of extrapolating from obseigats about human behaviour within a
society that is manifestly unfree. '[O]ur charaistér assumption that pleasure in work,
pride in work, is either unrelated to or negativediated to the value of the output is
related to a particular stage in social historynaky capitalism, in which human beings

are tools of production. It is by no means necéygsane’. **

Libertarian socialists, then, defend their commitibrte both equality and liberty. They
argue that on the one hand liberty is meaninglef®ut material equality because
compulsion occurs when people do not freely hacessto resources, and on the other
hand to secure material equality without libertyaisnvolve compulsion in determining
the terms and conditions of that material equatych compulsion involves a form of
inequality. Equality in other words must includeuality in decision-making processes,
as part of the realisation of liberty. For liberdar socialists then the two terms are
logically interdependent. This aspect of Chomskyight distinguishes him from
strands of Marxism associated with Leninism.

One may want to conclude from the above discudsianlibertarian socialists do offer
logically coherent reasons for arguing that libextyl equality are not necessarily
mutually exclusive. Indeed one may even want tackate, as libertarian socialists do,
that it is logically inconsistent to separate thétawever, it is one thing to argue at an
abstract level that one concept is logically inagehéwithout the other, but it is quite



another thing to argue that these ideals separate¢bgether are realisable in any
concrete sense. The problem of extrapolating pibigigib from human behaviour under
certain historical circumstances has already baised. However, success or failure in
realising certain ideals is going to be determibgdhe perceived bounds of human
behaviour. When Nozick, a self-declared libertar@ncerns himself with protecting
society from the 'free rider' by introducing ingtibnal frameworks that involve
compulsion, he is obviously working with a certaonception as to the bounds of human
behaviour*? Similarly, when Chomsky, also a self-declaredifean, discusses the
need for 'free association' to replace waged labontracts and institutional obligations,
he is working within a certain conception of thaibds of human behaviour. Thus, the
very different conclusions reached by Nozick an@@sky are determined ultimately by
their different conceptions of what we might calhiran nature. Whether the question be
about liberty, equality or both, any discussionwtibe way in which society ought to be
organised, or even criticisms of the existing austain, more often than not only
implicitly, certain fundamental assumptions abtet human condition and its
relationship to society.

It is a central proposition of this chapter thatagdjreements about the nature of society
and its proper organisation (particularly concegniotions of freedom and equality) fail
to resolve themselves because they are foundeddifferent conceptions of human
nature. This is often the case even when such fdions are not explicitly recognised.
The concept of human nature is here taken to tefarset of factors that is shared by all
fully human beings, and thus marks out the rangkliarits of human possibilities. It is
also contended that the often-implicit conceptiohsuman nature usually involve one or
other side of a dichotomy that is presented in sualay as to make the dichotomy
mutually exclusive. Very crudely, the dichotomyeither humans are rational, self-
determining and autonomous agents (which leadseteiew that they thereby require
freedom to be fully human), or they are 'blank $siemto which things can be written
(so the value of equality can be inculcated intotihbman condition)*> Human nature is
viewed then, again often only implicitly, as havieither one or the other of these forms.
It will be suggested in what follows that ChomsHKibertarian socialist views on human
nature transcend this dichotomy. Although he idieitly concerned with the condition

of freedom, it is not because he takes human bémgs autonomous, individual agents,
as in the liberal picture, but rather that theyratenal, mutually interdependent, creative
and social beings. In holding such a conceptiomn@ky is more adequately able to
reconcile what have traditionally been seen as atlytexclusive political ideals:

freedom and equality.

The proposition that debates about freedom andliggube nature of society and the
way it ought to be organised, contain within thesrt@in assumptions about human
nature that can be amply demonstrated by lookitigeatiebate between so-called liberals
and communitarians. This is a useful debate toidensnot only because aspects of the
discussion do explicitly raise the issue of humature, but also because they do this
within the context of a debate about freedom andakty. However, for many



commentators the debate only serves to highlightrtieconcilability of the two
concepts. It is to this debate that this chapter tuwns.

The liberal versus communitarian debate

Despite its richness and tradition, libertarianiaist thought has to some extent
remained on the fringe. Indeed it has not systeralitiengaged with the more
hegemonic debates of the day, even those explaothgerned with the values of freedom
and equality, such as the aforementioned debateebatliberals and communitarians. Of
course, as is the case with Chomsky, this willart pe for political reasons (see Chapter
1). It seems possible to suggest that Chomsky wsaydhat a discussion about the
relative merits of more or less freedom and/or étyua

in terms of what is just and fair is to be askihg wrong sort of question. It is to be
asking the wrong sort of question because, as &bgad points out, notions like
freedom are an abstraction; what we should be coadewith is 'the quality of the lives
of individuals* in order that we should not try to bend human ¢t our abstractions.
By this view it is crucial to begin by explicitlyaing the view of human nature we wish
to work with, accepting of course that we mightweng, in order that we then find the
conditions most beneficial to that nature. Haviagighis, | would argue that this silence
on the part of libertarian socialists contributeslébates about fairness and justice
remaining wedded to the supposed conundrum of dreecersus equality, thereby failing
to transcend the polarity. It is possible, as Péfikin *° suggests, that Chomsky's views
from the libertarian socialist tradition, which hass a particular conception of human
nature, may contribute to this debate.

The liberal position on justice

The contemporary version of the debate betweeraleddiberals and communitarians
was sparked by the publication of Rawls' bédoKheory of Justicé® As the title of his
book indicates Rawls is concerned with justice.@dmng to Rawls, justice is: 'All social
values-liberty and opportunity, income and weadihd the bases of self-respect-are to be
distributed equally unless an unequal distribubbany, or all, of those values is to
everyone's advantagé’'Here Rawls makes clear that he is attempting tdggward a
view of justice that reconciles the concepts ofadityiand freedom. Part of the
communitarian critique involves the view that aligb the values of freedom and
equality are important, the Rawlsian attempt t@nede them fails. As Mulhall and

Swift argue the 'worry is...the degree to which Rathsory focuses so exclusively upon
them, and the degree to which they are compatffle'.

How does Rawils then propose a system of justidadimoth free and equal? The first
thing to note here concerns Rawls' use of the t&gqual'. For Rawls 'equal’ does not
carry its socialist meaning, i.e. equal accesgsources in a concrete sense. 'Equal’ is
used in a hypothetical sense to designate peopleiloriginal position’, referred to by



Hobbes as the 'state of natut&@People in the original position would be equathia
sense that no one would have any idea of the docaition that they might occupy in
society and so with this 'veil of ignorance' theyuhd have no reason to favour or
discriminate against anyone. Working from the oxdgjiposition people would be able to
rationally establish the just and fair principles érganising society. In Rawls' view,
under these conditions people would come to agréeetfollowing principle of justice:
'Social and economic inequalities are to be arrdrsgethat they are both (a) to the
greatest benefit of the least advantaged, andt@)hed to offices and positions open to
all under conditions of fair equality of oppor-

tunity.>® When Rawls is not referring to the 'original pisit, equality is to mean
equality of opportunity. As such, those in the wanf position will have it as good as it
can be and equality will be sought, unless ine¢mlill actually help those that are
worst-off. Clearly then, although in one sense Rawain be said to be engaging with the
concepts of equality and freedom, his conceptiotn@former is limited as he accepts
the maintenance of material inequalities. Rawlsbsd contention is that, under the veil,
people will also be ignorant as to what their cquiom of the good life will be. As such
people will be free to live their conception of theod life, and none will be given special
favour. Again, then, under the veil of ignorancege would also agree to this further
principle of justice: 'Each person is to have anatgight to the most extensive total
system of equal basic liberties compatible wittinailar system of liberty for all>*

Rawls' two principles are however to be rankechsb the above latter principle takes
what he calls 'lexical priority' over the formems is concerned here to make clear his
objection to utilitarianism and so he argues tiitagrty can be restricted only for the sake
of liberty' and that '[the second principle oftjas is lexically prior to the principle of
efficiency and to that of maximizing the sum of adiages®* While justice for Rawls
involves some concern for certain ends and outcpjustice needs to be protected by
ensuring that the proper procedures are maintaiégicannot, in general, assess a
conception of justice by its distributive role aéari® Rawls' conception of equality is
weak therefore, and is in danger of having littieaming in the face of the primary
principle, liberty. Despite Rawls' own intentiohss'theory of justice was widely
perceived to be biased towards liberalisth'.

The libertarian critique

Rawls' thesis prompted most notably two divergeaponses. On the one hand, there
was the response from the libertarian camp reptegdry Nozick’® and on the other,
there was the critique from the communitarian positNozick's objection is to the
redistributive character necessary to Rawls' thdariozick's view this would involve
the presence of more than a 'minimal state'. Fa@idkdhe minimal state is the most
likely outcome of individuals acting freely withthe state of nature to ensure that no
harm comes to one's 'life, health, liberty, or pssions™® Beyond defence, exacting
compensation and punishment the state must ndAgg state more extensive violates



people's rights®’ It must certainly not involve itself in the econgmor violate the
principle of private property. Private property

increases the social product by putting meansadywtion in the hands of those who can
use them most efficiently (profitably); exper-

imentation is encouraged, because with separasempercontrolling resources, there is no
one person or small group whom someone with a dea must convince to try it out;
private property enables people to decide on thtenpaand types of risks they wish to
bear, leading to specialized types of risk beanumiyate property protects future persons
by leading some to hold back resources from cugensumption for future markets; it
provides alternate sources of employment for unfasgpersons who don't have to
convince any one person or small group to hire tteerd so on®®

In other words, as with Hayek before him, Nozigkisciple objection to a Rawlsian
position of redistribution, which in Nozick's vidwings about a patterned outcome, is
that it compromises freedom. Not only this, it atsmpromises a society's efficiency.
Thus Nozick is suspicious of Rawls' claim to fagseln Nozick's view Rawls ‘'devotes
much attention to explaining why those less welbfad should not complain at
receiving less', but devotes only one passagepiaiexng why the better endowed
should find the 'terms satisfactory', which fadsshow that these men have no grounds
for complaint'?® Nozick regards patterned outcomes to be the hefgimfairness,
amounting to a restriction of freedom unless theycaincidental, which would be, in his
view, highly improbable:

...patterned principles of distributive justice inwelappropriating the actions of other
persons. Seizing the results of someone's lalEuss/alent to seizing hours from him
and directing him to carry on various activitidggpeople force you to do certain work, or
unrewarded work, for a certain period of time, tdegide what you are to do and what
purposes your work is to serve apart from yourslens. This process whereby they take
this %I?cision from you makes thenpart ownerof you; it gives them a property right in
you.

For Hayek, even for those less well endowed, pateputcomes present a problem in
terms of fairness:

There will always exist inequalities which will aggr unjust to those who suffer from
them... But when these things occur in a society wisaonsciously directed, the way
in which people will react will be very differemoim what it is when they are nobody's
conscious choice. Inequality is undoubtedly moeslilg borne, and affects the dignity of
the person much less, if determined by impersamakf than when it is due to design. In
a competitive society it is no slight to a persom offence to his dignity, to be told by
any szarticular firm that it has no need for hisvgggs, or that it cannot offer him a better
job.



Both Hayek and Nozick celebrate the unfetteredrusible hand of the market, in
which people can freely exchange their possessisiheng as the rules of acquisition are
just.®® The outcome may not be, indeed will not be, egadin, but the rules are just.
Neither Hayek nor Nozick is committed to equaligchuse in their view human beings
would not freely behave to achieve this. Both themimplicitly employing a view of
human nature that is classically liberal. So, altffoRawls and Nozick both claim to be
committed to liberty and freedom, they cannot agmregvhat constitutes fairness. For
Nozick fairness is simply about the rules by whpelople play, whereas for Rawls the
outcome is also important.

The communitarian critique

Rawls' thesis prompted another well-known contrsyewith those described as
communitarians. The communitarian position is noh#&ed one. However, it does seem
that most from this tradition have two key objentido the liberal position. Firstly there
is an objection to the liberal conception of thespe, or in other words to the often-
implicit assumptions made by a liberal positionaitbe constituent factors of human
nature. Communitarians reject the notion of th@aoinous, separate, self-determining
individual who is capable of detachment from tle@mmunity and its traditional
practices. This conception is apparent in Noziak Hayek. Rawls recognises that
'society is a cooperative venture for mutual advget Nevertheless, he is of the view
that 'men are not indifferent as to how the grelagéerefits produced by their collaboration
are distributed, for in order to pursue their etiy each prefer a larger to a lesser share'.
® This emphasis otheir endssuggests that these ends can be said to be autasom
from their community or society. Communitarians winask about the extent to which
an individual's interests and values are conditiapan the type of culture from which
they come. Communitarians take, in other wordsgrdirrationalist stance and they insist
that we 'can know a good in common that we cannowkalone'®®

The second objection they make is to the purpartedersalism and objectivism behind
liberal propositions. In question is the appromess of positing a framework for
organising society that does not take into constitan the particularities of different
sorts of cultures. Of course this question is melated with the first because a
communitarian might ask whether people from alturall backgrounds have an interest
in their capacity te@hoosehow to live their life. Communitarians in other mis highlight
the paradox that a liberal position traditionallpports tolerance towards another's
views, while at the same time seeking to find ursakand objective reasons for
defending their particular claims and views.

It is in the light of this debate between the ldderand communitarians that | intend to
consider Chomsky's ideas. In particular | am irgtee



in Chomsky's views about the first of the two arebsontention; namely that concerning
the conception of the person, or rather, humanreatshall begin by considering a
communitarian critique of Rawls' conception of gegson. At root two things are
claimed. First, Rawls' implicit conception of humaatture is inconsistent with his
concern for fairness and equality, and secondlyahgway this conception of human
nature is faulty. My view is that it is on this gien of human nature that the
protagonists on both sides of this debate havedifies with reconciling justice,
fairness, equality and liberty. By clarifying thbdrtarian socialist position, or at least the
Chomskyan version of it, it is possible to see ti@tons of equality and freedom need
not remain mere abstractions, but rather can beteege necessary to the human
condition.

In Rawls' conception of justice, primacy is giverthe rights of the individual: these
rights cannot be undermined by other rights, sucthase of a group or of a community.
Justice therefore derives its foundational priresghdependently of the community.
This, according to Sandel, makes Rawls' view digasdeontological rather than
teleological ®° In other words it does not presuppose any endegiion of the good life.
That the right of the individual has independeninfdational principles is what justifies
its primacy. Because individuals are capable of@sig free will, this capacity takes
primacy over any possible aim or group of aims thatexercise of the will or wills may
desire. The ability to choose has priority overc¢heice. According to Sandel, Rawls'
conception of justice defends the foundational ati@r of the right over the good,
thereby giving it primacy, on the grounds that fhig/hat it is to be fundamentally
human®’ It is fundamentally human to exercise free wilcboice. Therefore any society
organised to sanction or discriminate in favouoiodgainst any particular choice in
terms of the good life would ultimately constraomge individuals from exercising their
capacity forchoosingtheir own particular conception of the good life.

The liberal conception of human nature and its criics

Sandel's claim is that because Rawls attributeslatesmoral worth to an individual's
capacity for choice he is implicitly supporting@nception of what it is to be a human
being. In other words he is making certain claifasid human nature. To go against the
Rawilsian priority of right is to contradict our essial nature as human beings. As such,
because the subject has priority over its enddtarehds are autonomously chosen, the
self is already constituted and its bounds arelfiXdne self cannot therefore be
constituted by the ends chosen. No matter the @atfusocialisation, the self is
irreducibly prior. According to Mulhall and Swifthis is making a metaphysical
noumenal claim, because it implies that 'humandseirfare] dual-aspect beings, a part
of nature and yet simultaneously possessed oftfasuhat transcend natur® Mulhall
and

Swift, by making this point, seem to be implyingtHree will is a metaphysical concept
and as such cannot be accounted for in the samasvather things in nature. Or to put



this another way, because we cannot explain ofyvére existence of free will, it cannot
therefore be part of nature and so it must be aphgsical concept. This is a point, as
will be discussed later, which Chomsky questions.

This metaphysical character in Rawlsian liberalismpparent, according to Sandel, not
only because of the implications of certain statei:m@e makes, but also, Sandel argues,
because it is an assumption necessary to the arigasition. When, behind the veil of
ignorance, people are deciding upon the naturkeoirtstitutions that society ought to
have, there must be some notion of how they stamelation to one another and society.
Rawls attaches certain motivations to the subjebtria the veil of ignorance, such as
'mutual disinterestedness’, and then claims ttiadadh, when the veil of ignorance is
lifted, such motivations may not emerge, they paeviis model with possible human
weakness to guard against. Certainly it does shatrRawls, having envisaged the way
people might make decisions behind the veil of ignoe, seems to assume people would
engage in capitalist acts once the vell is liftedndel, however, wants to argue that
motivational assumptions such as 'mutual disintede®ess' necessarily derive from
Rawls' conception of the subject as an autonombogser of ends, and as such Rawils is
embedding certain questionable empirical genetaisa Sandel argues that the original
position is 'implicated too deeply in the contingpreferences of, say, Western liberal
bourgeois life plans’ but that it also "achievesrouch detachment from human
circumstances, that the initial situation it deses is too abstract to yield...any
determinate principles at aft®

Sandel is also concerned that although subjectsbmautonomous choosers of ends, it
is of course possible that in the plurality endy meerlap, in which case there can be
cooperation. In Sandel's view, because such oya@rgps merely a coincidence of
circumstance, such cooperative relationships cadomoégarded as constitutional of the
self in the Rawlsian picture. For Rawls 'the plityabf distinct persons with separate
systems of ends is an essential feature of humaaises, [and so] we should not expect
the principles of social choice to be utilitaridfi'Interests are interests of an autonomous
individual who is an already constituted self. Itiées are fixed prior to any relationship
they have to another or to circumstance.

Sandel's key objection then to Rawlsian liberalisrihat it involves a conception of the
person as antecedently individuated, in other wasdisaving a@ priori fixed identity
that is autonomous and self-determining which, etiog to Sandel, cannot escape
arbitrary transcendentalisrft. Sandel objects to this firstly because it suggasts
voluntaristic way of conceiving of an individuat&lationship to their ends. In other
words

an individual autonomously exercises his or het avid chooses an end. Individuals do
not then choose ends from the experience gainedgimtersubjective cognitive
processes. His second he calls the 'sociologigattbn' is that no matter how
committed an individual is to an end, the end cavenbe constitutive of the seff. The



individuated self will always stand apart fromvtdues and ends. Thus it is not possible
to feel divided between values or ends, or to tieel between identities. The problem is
not that an individual will not make 'the good ob¢her' their end, but rather that such an
end can only be said to be in that individual'sri@st. In other words the good of the
community can never be said to be a motivatiorgiratieto or shaping of an individual's
identity.

According to Sandel, not only does Rawls rely upgrarticular conception of human
essence which is controversial, but he also, defistambition to conceive of a society
which is maximally neutral between competing nagiofthe good, draws up a far from
neutral conception of political society. In othesnds, his non-neutral, idealist and
metaphysical assumptions about human essence arfdgtecessarily colour his picture
of political society. If the self is assumed todrgecedently individuated, and the good
reflects that, then this excludes versions of thedgthat presuppose selves with
constitutive attachments to community, for examplas means a communitarian
conception of politics is ruled out. A person's coitment to a community or goal cannot
be conceived of as part of their identity. Peopteild be forced to see mutual
cooperation, for example, as being in their owernest, because it offers greater reward
than solitary effort. It is not possible to see valitcooperation in liberal society as
constitutive of the self. The liberal claim to peege as wide an area as possible for
conceptions of the good, conceals the actual inipasof constraints on those who
believe that their constitutive self can only balised by organising society for the good
of the community. By this view it is not possibtegee our goals or ends, indeed the
community, as contributing to our identity. As Sahdbserves '[m]aybe for some it is
asking much more to ask that they act selfishlyaathan benevolently”

On the one hand conceptions of the good that regardommunity as the main
organising principle are precluded, and on theratie extent to which identity is formed
by the community is also denied. Hence the libisrabt as neutral as he or she might
think.

Sandel is of the view that Rawls' conception ofahtecedently individuated self also has
implications for his understanding of the procegsvhich individuals choose ends.
Individuals choose ends by rationally weighing k@ pros and cons and possible
outcomes. Rawls discusses the process in termsopigp making rational plans in order
to realise their main desiréé.According to Sandel, this means desires are teflec

upon, but the self as a product of those desirastis

While the plan of life or conception of the goodshappropriate to a particular person is
said to be 'the outcome of careful reflection’ itlear that the objects of this reflection

are restricted to (1) the various alternative pkamd their likely consequences for the
realization of the agents desires, and (2) thetegernts and desires are themselves, and
their relative intensities In neither case doekeotibn take as its object the sglia

subject of desireg®



Sandel objects to the idea that who we are careotftected upon in terms of the
choices we make. Such bounds are not within thpesobthe agent; we cannot transform
the self, we can only reflect upon our choices thiede are contingent not integral to the
self. Choices can be nothing more than an expnesgipersonal preference. 'As long as
it is assumed that man is by nature a being whos#®his ends rather than a being, as
the ancients conceived him, who discovers his ehés, his fundamental preference
must necessarily be for conditions of choice rathan, say for conditions of self-

knowledge'"®

For Sandel, Rawls' conception of the person asadéntly individuated comes up
against a serious problem when Rawls employs fifereince principle. In Rawls' view,
social organisation should not permit those endowi¢idl advantage to gain more than
those without. 'We see then that the differenceggple represents, in effect, an
agreement to regard the distribution of naturarted as a common asset and to share in
the benefits of this distribution whatever it tums to be'” An individual with talent or
intelligence needs to be conceived of as havingdlassets only as a matter of
contingency. Since talent is conceived of as mearehtingent it follows that an
individual should not be the rightful possessoresards that flow from such talent.
However, Rawls' society recognises the need tovetst talent, so institutions need to be
designed accordingly, but with the difference piptein mind. This means that
institutional arrangements evaluate talent withatyccooperative principles in mind,
and as such talent cannot have value independgfrithpse institutional arrangements.
However, Sandel argues that if an individual carb®tegarded as the rightful pre-
institutional possessor of reward due to talens, &ctually not just because these
attributes are contingent or arbitrary, it musbleeause such attributes cannot be
regarded as being essential characteristics cfdlie

Sandel's objections are two-fold. First, he is ygyawith the distinction between people
and their talents. '[G]iven his sharp distinctiaiveen the self, taken as the pure subject
of possession, and the aims and attributes it pessethe self is left bare of any
substantive feature or characteristic...the g&#ifis dispossessed...the self, strictly
speakinghas nothing "® Second, Sandel is unhappy with the view thatljestuse the
individual does not possess his or her naturdbatgs, there is no reason why society
should.” As such Rawls' difference principle

cannot be justified. If he wants to justify the pios that society is more deserving of an
individual's assets than the individual, then hetadfer a very different conception of
the self. '[T]he difference principle commits Rawdsan intersubjective conception he
otherwise rejects. & The point that Sandel is making is that Rawlstemtion of the
individual is not consonant with his concern fardass and redistribution. The notions
he is trying to reconcile of equality and freedaii fo be reconciled as one value will
always undermine the other. Using Sandel's critmfugawls it is possible to argue that
this failure is due to his conception of the self.



In defence of a communitarian position, Sandel esghat the difference principle works
more effectively with an intersubjective conceptigdrthe self®! This intersubjective
conception of the self is also more effective foruamderstanding of the process that
might go on behind the veil of ignorance in orderdach agreement.

What matters is not what they choose but what sfeey not what they decide but what
they discover. What goes on in the original posii®not a contract after all, but the
coming to self-awareness of an intersubjective gpéfn

Rawls' objective for using the hypothetical veiligiiorance to describe the process that
individuals might go through in order to determthe shape of social institutions is to
ensure that the outcome is fair. Because nonesgbdities behind the veil holds any
power or knowledge of outcome, the process thethgmgh in order to reach agreement
is merely proceduraf? If the original position guarantees that the agrest is fair, to
what extent can it be argued that individuals egerchoice? If no one has any power or
knowledge with which to bargain, everyone's intey@sust be identical. In other words if
the veil of ignorance were more than hypothetitalould be experienced as extreme
constraint. As Sandel argues

...what it means to say that the principles choséhbeijust ‘whatever they turn out to
be' is simply that, given their situation, the Ertare guaranteed to chooserigat
principles. While it may be true that, strictly s@ng, they can choose any principles
they wish, their situation is designed in such & twat they are guaranteed to 'wish' to
choose only certain principle¥.

However, in Sandel's view, if we had an intersulbyjecunderstanding of the self as
bound to the community, then it might make senseigao accept the constraints of the
veil of ignorance.

In Sandel's view Rawls needs to accept the commasitonstitutive of the self in order
to defend his principles of justice. However, tisis

impossible, given that Rawls regards the indivituadiht to autonomy as having
priority. In other words Sandel argues that Rawilly i fact produces a contradiction in
attempting to reconcile a society that is both fed just, where the right is prior to the
good, but where outcomes are the product of prae¢distice and equality of
opportunity. Sandel instead offers a view wheretnysense of self cannot be separated
from the community to which we belong, and it ihex that interaction with the
community develops and refines our sense of self.

On this strong view, to say that the members afcéety are bound by a sense of
community is not simply to say that a great manthefn profess communitarian
sentiments and pursue comminitarian aims, but rakiz they conceive their identity-the



subject and not just the object of their feelingd aspirations-as defined to some extent
by the community of which they are paft.

If equality was conceived of as in the interestthefcommunity and so was put before
the autonomy of the individual, this would not b@erienced as constraint, because the
inter subjective character of the individual woeltsure that this could come to be
accepted as integral to the person. And so to iggghinase again, Sandel asks us not to
forget 'the possibility that when politics goes hWwele can know a good in common that
we cannot know aloné®

This discussion has sought to show that debatesmdrie organising principles for the
good society are derived upon or infer, even g thinot explicitly acknowledged, a view
of human nature. This debate between the so-cillechl and communitarian suggests a
polarity between the two positions on the questibhuman nature. To sum up, if
autonomy and self-determination of the individsatleemed worthy of protecting, then
such a claim carries with it the assumption thahé beings are capable of self-
determination. Rawls, taking this as his startiogp then assumes that people will act
self-interestedly, which brings with it inequaliggainst which the worst-off will have to
be protected. In attempting to defend the logicedistribution Rawls must undermine
his conception of the autonomous individual. Assiiceems that Rawls fails to
reconcile the primacy of self-determination witk desire for redistribution.

Sandel, by contrast, is of the view that commuimitgrests can become constitutive of
the self. While Sandel's work is less concerned Rawls with establishinthe princples
around which society can be organised, his critiogsertheless proposes that
empirically speaking persons do have 'qualitieshairacter, reflectiveness, and
friendship that depend on the possibility of camsitie projects and attachmenfé'were
society organised to encourage such qualities & egalitarian outcome may be

possible. Sandel's conception of the good socigigests a more malleable conception
of human nature. Self-determination and therefezedom in Sandel's framework, then,
is only ever a phantom generated by a certain fafreocial organisation.

Returning to the original conundrum. If absolutéoaomy of the individual is defended
then it becomes difficult to justify equality inyaredistributive sense without somehow
infringing the priority of autonomy. Conversely afitonomy is not taken as constitutive
of the self, but as something merely fostered, tiealternative fostering could take
place. Egalitarian ends could be sought, to wHiehindividual could become amenable.
However, under such fostering the liberty of theoaomous individual would have to be
reduced to facilitate resocialisation.

Chomsky's views on human nature



At an earlier stage in the chapter it was shown ti@libertarian socialists or anarchists
defended the view that the concepts of equalityfeeetiom were logically consistent
and even interdependent. From the above discuigoguestion still remains whether
human beings are capable of, indeed have natuaealtbw, the realisation of such a
possibility. The liberal/communitarian debate siugigehe two concepts can never
become conjoined in practice for reasons of hunaara. Can the libertarian socialist,
or more precisely the Chomskyan, view of humanneatald anything to this debate, and
in so doing transcend the dichotomy between theprviples: freedom and equality?

In clarifying Chomsky's views on human nature, \&e ok at a debate he has with
Foucault on the subje&® Foucault's work is concerned with power, and inigalar, the
notion that power lies in discourd@ He looks at the change and development of, for
example, the medical discourse during the sevetitesmd eighteenth centuries and
exposes its covertly oppressive character whichjdrview, serves to construct the
subject. Foucault explores the rise and fall ofdisses, to demonstrate his contention
that 'the mad' and 'the homosexual' are examplégedfistorical construction of the
medical discourse. It seems likely that it is psety because the conclusions drawn from
Foucault's historical study of discourses resuét sonception of the subject as
constructed that he is chosen to debate the sulfjeeiman nature with Chomsky, for
whom humans have certaarpriori or antecedent, innate characteristics. As Wilkin
argues '[Foucault's] dismissal of human naturesasgother construction of bourgeois
civilisation, when coupled with his understandirigh@ socially constructed subject,
raises grave difficulties for any substantive actaf human agency® Chomsky, on
the other hand, is openly committed to the notiba buman nature, despite his own
acknowledgment that our understanding of preciadigt constitutes human nature is
only at an extremely formative stage, and may nbeesomething we

can know? In the light of my account of the debate betwéenliberals and the
communitarians, Foucault can be seen to be takpas#éion on human nature not
dissimilar to that of the communitarians. Chomdkycontrast, is clearly more in line
with the Rawlsian view that there are substantive@dent elements to human nature.

However, what is striking when one actually look¢he debate between Chomsky and
Foucault, is the degree of agreement between thkeis.may seem paradoxical given the
outline of their presumed positions on human natreecognising why there is
agreement, it is possible to appreciate Chomskgts of human nature and its
complexities. The position Chomsky takes on hunsnne can be said to derive from
his work in linguistics, although, as has beenuBsed, he is reticent to make any formal
claims of this nature. Very briefly, his argumenthat the 'normal’ adult has acquired a
sophisticated array of abilities that allow comnuaion with others to take place. This
leads us to consider the data available to thdt aaltry to establish how they go about
acquiring such sophistication.



[H]aving done so, in principle we're faced withemsonably clear and well-delineated
scientific problem, namely that of accounting foe gap between the really quite small
guantity of data, small and rather degenerate alityuthat's presented to the child, and
the very highly articulated, highly systematic, formndly organised resulting knowledge
that he [sic] somehow derives from these d4ta.

Chomsky goes on to argue that '[t]here is only possible explanation, which | have to
give...for this remarkable phenomenon, namely tharapsion that the individual
himself contributes a good deal, an overwhelmimg ipafact.'®> And so Chomsky
concludes, 'l would claim then that this instinetknowledge...is one fundamental
constituent of human natur&’ He tentatively takes the argument further wheargees:
'l assume that in other domains of human intellbgein other domains of human
cognition and behaviour, something of the samersast be true®

Foucault, on the other hand, acknowledges Tiftus that | mistrust the notion of human
naturea little' (my emphasis)?° It is important to note that he is reticent beesls goes
on to argue that his reason for this mistrustas te finds 'it difficult to see in this a
scientific concept®’ Because he arguésstorically human nature has not played a
scientific role. 'In the history of knowledge, thetion of human nature seems to me
mainly to have played the role of an epistemoldgiwdicator to designate certain types
of discourse in relation to or in opposition todhogy or biology or history?® Chomsky
makes two points in response. First, even thoughamunature has not been scientifically
employedn the pastthere is no reason to suppose that it cannotdeeded as a useful
organising concept fduture attempts to explain knowledge acquisition

and human behaviour. However, in his second pa@radecepts Foucault's skepticism and
concedes that it may not be possible to give thmmo@f human nature any scientific
content:

Can we explain in biological terms, ultimately inygical terms, these properties of both
acquiring knowledge in the first place and makisg of it in the second? | really see no
reason to believe that we can; that is, it's aclarof faith on the part of scientists that
since science has explained many other thingdliaisb explain this®®

Foucault goes on to accept human nature may befal @sganising concept for new
advances to be made in the area of understandmgrnbehaviour.

Chomsky and Foucault then, appear to agree. Butdaovthere be agreement when the
implication of Foucault's work is that subjects @édnistorically been structured by
oppressive exclusionary discourses, whereas Chdsnskyk claims to uncover the
extraordinary creativity of human capacity, whiegdoncludes must be innate? Foucault
then identifies why it is they agree whereas theiting suggests they should not. It
seems that Foucault and Chomsky are fighting diffeghosts, and it is this that leads
them to a difference a&fmphasisFoucault is fighting two ghosts in the history of



knowledge. The first he calls 'attribution'. Heetif to the way in which discoveries in
knowledge are standardly attributed to an indivigwaich has the effect of devaluing
what he calls 'collective phenomena'. When theskettive phenomena’ enter history
they are usually characterised as responsibledioliig back the inventor. His second
béte noires the way in which the history of knowledge cames of truth as waiting to
be revealed rather than as possibly being coretitoy history itself. '[S]o that it won't
be compromised by history, it is necessary notttiatruth constitutes itself in history,
but only that it reveals itself in it; hidden to g eyes, provisionally inaccessible, sitting
in the shadows, it will wait to be unveilet’ It seems that Foucault is not necessarily
trying to take any firm position on this questidrtrath and its relation to social context,
but more that he is only trying to redress the th@dan the history of ideas, for he goes
on to say:

And what if understanding the relation of the sabje the truth were just an effect of
knowledge? What if understanding were a complexXtiphe, non-individual formation,
not 'subjected to the subject’, which producedcgdfef truth? One should then put
forward positively this entire dimension which thistory of science has negativised;
analyse the productive capacity of knowledge asllactive practice; and consequently
replace individuals and their 'knowledge' in theedlepment of a knowledge which at a

given moment functions according to certain rulésciv one can register and describe.
101

Foucault argues that Chomsky, on the other haad,Bbeen fighting against linguistic
behaviourism, which attributed almost nothing te theativity of the speaking subject:
the speaking subject was a kind of surface on wimfdrmation came together little by
little, which he afterwards combine? And so Foucault concludes 'l hae,
appearance at leasg completely different attitude to Mr. Chomsky @pos creativity,
because for me it is a matter of effacing the ditenof the knowing subject’ (my
emphasis)®® It seems then that in Foucault's view their déferes lie in the fact that
they are asking different types of questions, bist does not necessarily make their
claims incompatible. Certainly Chomsky seems t@ptthe motivation Foucault has to
guestion the history of knowledge in the way hesdéte argues:

Now, as far as what you say about the history &fnee is concerned, | think that's
correct and illuminating and particularly relevantact to the kinds of enterprise that |
see lying before us in psychology and linguistied the philosophy of the mind.

That is, | think there are certain topics that hiagen repressed or put aside during the
scientific advances of the past few centurt&s.

However, Chomsky would take the view that just lbseasome 'knowledge' is dubiously
constucted, it does not follow that the knowledgelf is necessarily false. One of
Foucault's specific concerns is the way in whighdiscourse of medicine has
pathologised homosexuality. Chomsky is also corezkabout the way in which society



has pathologised certain groups within society. &uhe says of the attempts to link race
and intelligence: it is...possible that there aree correlation between race and
intelligence. Buin a non-racist societythese differences-if shown to exist-would be of
no significance }°° The point is that it is not the fault of the kneditje that it is used
perniciously. Rather it is due to the charactethefsociety in which the knowledge is
acquired and then used.

Chomsky is certainly not as sceptical as Foucddttathe possibility of seeking truth,
although he is also aware that a truth need nabiBelute. New knowledge can and does
alter our understanding of something. As Wilkinwaeg: 'Chomsky'Bost-cartesianism
leads him to recognise that there are no absoéutainties or truths in science or
knowledge generally, such a position is not opamstdHowever, this does not mean that
we are forced to adopt the position of...scepticidfAWilkin then quotes Chomsky as
saying: [tlhe lack of indubitable foundations need lead us to reject the working
assumption that there is an objective reality taliseovered, of which we have at best a
partial grasp*’

Returning to the debate between Chomsky and Faumadithe question of human
nature, we see that what causes the appearanteaufricilable differences between
them is the result of the temporal difference i th

guestions they are asking. Foucault is concernddtive oppressive way in which
knowledge is and has been used inghst and presentn other words during a time in
which society is and has been hierarchically orggohi Chomsky's political writings are
also concerned with the oppressive way in whichAlkadge has been used in the past
and present. However, his work in linguistics lehofs to the view that in language
human beings are creative within certain innatecsral rules'° While he makes no
pretence that he has any scientific evidence tpatit, it is reasonable toelievethat

this creativity is a more general feature of humature. Given this belief, he takes a
further step by arguing for 'a conception of humature which emphasises as essential
to it the need for creative work under one's ownti@d, solidarity and cooperation with
others'*®°If it could be established, or at least accepiteat, creativity was indeed a
feature of human nature, then such a feature doghform any view of the way in
which society might be organised in fiiture. While Chomsky would not disagree with
Foucault that societies have been and are orgamseatth a way that does not allow the
full character of our human natures to flourislgdarcing some quite distorted results in
human behaviour, this does not mean that this akealys be the case. Chomsky's
concern lies not only with thgast and presertiut also with théuture He not only
studieswhat isbut from this suggestshat ought to ber rathemwhat might beln this

way, Chomsky lays the ground for an important eleinoé any political theory-a vision
of the future informed by an account of human reatur

[H]aving this view of human nature and human needs,tries to think about the modes
of social organization that would permit the freastl fullest development of the



individual, of each individual's potentialitieswhatever direction they might take, that
would permit him to be fully human in the sensda¥ing the greatest possible scope for
his freedom and initiative!

Foucault, by contrast, because of his scepticismartds establishing any sort of truth, let
alone truth about human nature, stops short osanyof prescriptive agenda. The
temporality of their questions, then, affects tlemphasis, and distinguishes them-
Foucault as critic, Chomsky as theortst.

But is it really possible to reconcile Foucaultsstructed subject with Chomsky's
creative subject? Chomsky is not making any categjoclaims about the specific
content of human nature, apart from claiming that creative. Of course creativity can
manifest itself in many different ways, both goodidad, constructive and destructive.
In his view humans do demonstrate creativity, degpie odds, and his research in
linguistics provides evidence to support such aeation. And as Wilkin argues, this
creativity is evidenced in Chomsky's political wrgs, which 'are

filled with snapshots of peoples who have strugglgadinst [hideous abuses] and who
have established international solidarity in deéeopeoples they have never met and
whose cultures they have never directly experientédHowever, that human nature has
a creative capacity does not mean that this capaditnecessarily manifest itself, and
here is where the oppressive character of classtescworks with more or less success,
to construct a subject, suppressing what may oikerlae natural tendencies. In the
context of language development Chomsky argues:

Language development, like all human developmeititbes heavily determined by the
nature of the environment, and may be severelyduninless the environment is
appropriate. A stimulating environment is requite@nable natural curiosity,
intelligence and creativity to develop, and theal#ea our biological capacities to unfold.
The fact that the course of development is largebrnally determined does not mean
that it will proceed without care, stimulation, amoportunity.**®

For Chomsky then, it is not inconsistent to agrée the Foucauldian and
communitarian position that takes the view thateheironment constructs the subject,
and to agree with those arguments attributed tdiltbeal Rawlsian position that
individuals nevertheless have a specifiable hunzdara of politically relevant
dimensions. However, there is a crucial differebegveen the Rawlsian antecedently
individuated self and Chomsky's antecedent self Raavls the self is autonomous, self-
determining and individual. Whereas for Chomsky tweantecedent is creativity, and
from this he derives the view that human beingsiireqconditions that are fresnd
cooperative. So for Chomsky, as for Rawls, freed®orucial but for very different
reasons.

Naturalism and human nature



Chomsky is deeply sceptical of those who hold tlearyas Sandel's view suggests, that
humans do not have an intrinsic nature, therebgestgng they are empty vessels into
which knowledge and values can be poured.

I would like to assume on the basis of fact andehmp the basis of confidence in the
human species that there are innate structuresnaf. i there are not, if humans are just
plastic and random organisms, then they are fifestb for shaping behavior. If humans
only become as they are by random changes, themathgontrol that randomness by the
state authority or the behaviourist technologisamything else? Naturally | hope that it
will turn out that there are intrinsic structuregermining human need and fulfillment of
human need'*

In his view the idea that the human brain or mind thereby our human nature does not
have an intrinsic structure to it, is the stufiofth.

The background myth is that the human brain iscedlyi different from any other object
in the physical world: namely, it's diffuse and wastured. There's nothing else in the
physical world like that... Nothing is just some lkigoeba. Well, a standard picture is-
and it's the same as the picture of human malieatilat the brain is different. Even
though it is (or maybe because it is) the most dwaed object that we know of in the
universe, somehow it's unstructured. That means espect of it is the same as every
other aspect, and it's malleable and pliable armhsaVell, that just cannot be true.
Everything we know is completely counter to it. Bxteing we know points to the fact
that it's like other physical objects that devalogphe natural world. And if it is, we're not
going to find that one system has the same stralghuoperties as other systems. You
don't elxlgect to find it in the other parts of tloelp. Why should it be true above the
neck?.

Mulhall and Swift find the Rawlsian picture of teelf-determining individual

problematic because it implies that free will ismataphysical concept and as such cannot
be accounted for in the same way as other thingature. Thus 'human beings...[are]
dual-aspect beings, a part of nature and yet samettusly possessed of faculties that
transcend nature”® Chomsky would suggest this is a questionable aggom Just
because we cannot explain free will naturalisticdtbes not mean we have to resort to
the conclusion that it is therefore metaphysical.

Similarly he is of the view that just because we @part of nature, this does not mean
that our social and political environment is naoaéxtremely important for human
development (see note 114 in Chapter 1).

These views on human nature can then in Chomsiexishwe logically associated with
certain social and political assumptions and claldesause of their natures, human
beings need liberty to develop their creative cajemscas well as equality in terms of
access to resources in order to sustain themsaheeso to develop their innate capacity



for creativity in a constructive and cooperativehes than an individually acquisitive and
destructive way.

What sort of light do such claims throw upon theetal communitarian debate which at
root contain a fundamental disagreement about huraaure? Rawils is criticised for
giving foundational priority in any organising peiples for society to an individual's
capacity for choice, such that an individual's cétgdo exercise free will must be
protected over and above any other conceptioneofitiod, such as the good of the
community. In Sandel's view, Rawls is not only nmgkclaims about what ought to be
the case, but he is assuming certain fundamental

characteristics actually are the case for humamgseilChomsky would, it seems, accept
the Rawilsian position that the individual's libemyst be protected, precisely because
individuals are capable of exercising free will. wiver, Chomsky does not seek to
protect individual liberty simply because free velists. Free will is valued because it is
expressivef human nature, and liberty is thereftwactional Free will provides the
necessary conditions for the exercise of the areatpacities. As ever, he is cautious
about claiming to have anything but the most ruditagy evidence to support such a
claim:

Now, | don't think that there's any scientific graany hint of an idea, as to how to
explain free will. Suppose somebody argues thatrd is an illusion. Okay. This could
be the case, but | don't believe that it's the.daseuldbe. You have to be open-minded
about the possibility. But you're going to neeceayypowerful argument to convince me
that something as evident as free will is an ithasi(Original emphasis’}’

Reconciling the naturalistic individual and communty

How would Chomsky defend himself against Sandélfsation that simply holding such
a conception of human nature necessarily entaitsaeption othe good, which ought

to be precluded if individuals are supposed to thediberty to choose their own ends?
In other words is it necessary to conclude thatibberal and Chomskyan view of human
nature, by definition, precludes the choice of aigag society based upon the view that
a person's identity is constituted by their comreittrto a community?

It has already been argued that even though on €kgswview humans have certain
innate capacities, these capacities are triggenmedat) depending upon the environment.
As such, even though Chomsky wants to argue thaghwcreativity requires freedom for
its expression, the environment or community inclita person operates is going to be
crucial. The character of the community then isadten of self-interest. Given that it is
also Chomsky's view that different people will shitair for different skills and have
different aptitudes, it is likely that an individuaith a particular skill will recognise the
need for cooperation with others who have skili tre different and perhaps



complementary. The freedom of others to develop tven talents is of interest to every
individual quaindividual.

My own hopes and intuitions are that self-fulfifiand creative work is a fundamental
human need, and that the pleasures of a challeegearwork well done, the exercise of
skill and craftsmanship, are real and significant] are an essential part of a full and
meaningful

life. The same is true of the opportunity to untierd and enjoy the achievements of
others, which often go beyond what we ourselvesdcamnd to work constructively in
cooperation with others!®

Chomsky makes a similar point with reference tglage. Just as language has, in his
view, an innate biological basis it also, crucialigs social uses. 'l think that the use of
language is a very important means by which thésigs [human beings], because of its
biological nature, creates a kind of a social sparplace itself in interaction with other
people.**®

An immediate objection can be anticipated. Suppaenot perceive someone else's
skills and talents as useful or necessary to nmeyocommunity? Suppose in my view |
feel an individual or group of individuals could semething more useful or necessary.
Here it seems to me that Chomsky is right not teerany claims about some ideal
society where such conflicts would not arise. Qleiaiis possible to envisage times
where certain resources become scarce and thesiatecconcerning relative production
versus relative consumption would have to be m&deapromises would have to be
made. But, as has already been mentioned, Chomglgs'[e]ach individual is both a
producer and a consumer, after all, and that méei®ach individual has to join in
those socially determined compromis&In his view we do not 'need a separate
bureaucracy to carry out governmental decisidfisDecisions can be 'made by the
informed working class through their assemblies thed direct representatives, who live
among them and work among thetf%.Of course, 'in any complex industrial society
there should be a group of technicians whose &agkproduce plans, and to lay out the
consequences of decisions...[b]ut the point is thage planning systems are themselves
industries, and they will have their worker's calshand they will be part of the whole
council system, and the distinction [with stateigli®m] is that these planning systems
do not make decisions®? Chomsky does not then regard such libertariarsidszbeing
applicable only to pre-industrial or rural socidty his view ‘industrialization and the
advance of technology raise possibilities for sedfhagement over a broad scale that
simply didn't exist in an earlier perio®* Community choices and compromises, then,
involve individuals as both producers and consumers

Chomsky's reference to social space raises theigued how humans can be within a
social context. It is suggested here that libeataeind communitarian ideals need not be
mutually exclusive, not only in terms of their vi@vhuman nature, but also in terms of



political practice. A person can be both antecdgendividuated in the sense that
identity is or could be both given and at the séime intersubjectively constituted
through cooperative relationships. The individuatedl need not stand apart from its
values and ends. Communal ends facilitate and eehadividual ends, just as following
individual ends benefit the community.

Sandel objects to Rawls' conception of justicerggvpriority to the right over the good,
but the right in Chomskyan terms would involve ce@pively determining the good. It is
important to note that the good would never be kits®r fixed. Chomsky's conception
of the good is not a restrictively prescriptive sewof the good, but neither is it elusive or
amorphous. His conception of the good insistsitidividuals should be free to
determine their own creative ends within the linoitshe resources available to their
society at any particular time. Freedom then iathet to the objective conditions at any
historical point in time. Thus conceptions of tleod will vary according to objective
conditions and cultural backgrounds. Even this waaiception of the good is never
going to be absolute. In Chomsky's view it is alsvgging to be something that
individuals and communities will have to strive tmgs. This view serves to delineate his
political position, and thus sympathy with anarthisproaches.

What | think is most important about anarchism. t3gécognition that there is and will
always be a need to discover and overcome strisctiifgierarchy, authority and
domination and constraints on freedom: slavery,eaglgvery, racism, sexism,
authoritarian schools, etc., forever. If human stcprogresses, overcoming some of
these forms of oppression, it will uncover other§?.

So in Chomskyan terms it makes no sense to peerén absolute ideal or blueprint of
the good. 'Anarchism does not legislate ultimatatims to these problem$? Indeed

to consider doing so is, for Chomsky, highly suspkes suspect firstly because any
deviation from Chomsky's weak conception of thecdgaould imply by definition

relative degrees of lack of freedom. But theneéfilom is not conceived of as being
necessary to human nature in order for its crawgtiviflourish, indeed if as
communitarians seem to think ends, goals or thel gao be and should be constitutive
of the self, then this presumably is not of concétowever, the thesis that human beings
are infinitely malleable opens up the whole podisybof reaching totalitarian
conclusions, benevolent and egalitarian or othexwitie second reason why prioritising
the good is suspect is that it carries the presiompihat we are aware of all the possible
constraints on and abundance of resources. 'Wesadth commit ourselves to the
problems we feel most pressing, ...many of which veei@no position even to identify
under the intellectual and material constraintswfpresent existencé”’ Chomsky here
again is emphasising that our knowledge and holtatudh must always be flexible, that
we must be open to the possibility that new prolleviil present themselves which will
give rise in turn to new and possibly superior klemlge. We must never therefore
conceive of a static solution to human problemsaoafial organisation. The most we can
do is give people the freedom with which



to facilitate the triggering of creative solutiaiosthe problems faced at any particular
historical time. This means that Chomsky's vieireédom is not simply a permissive
one, but a politically demanding one, requiringgachent and caution in our political
arrangements.

Conclusion

This chapter has argued that Chomsky is not inster#, as some have tried to show,
when he claims to be both a libertarian and a 8stiélis socialism poses no particular
problems: it is about the need for and the wayhictv humans organise and live together
collectively as individuals. The values of freedand equality are not mutually

exclusive. Indeed, as the libertarian socialisrmarchist tradition has itself always
maintained, equality should not only mean equatitierms of access to resources, but to
remain meaningful should also include political @y so that individuals are given the
liberty to take part in decision-making processesther words, for libertarian socialists,
equality is shorn of its progressive value if itassimply involve a body such as the state
determining productive output and distribution. Banly, freedom or liberty is
meaningless if the distribution of resources inaety is inegalitarian, because a lack of
resources by definition will constrain an individladreedom.

Chomsky's views on human nature lend his partiqudaition on libertarian socialism
greater authority. Liberty and equality are notyanterdependent and progressive
values, since, in Chomsky's view, they are alsessary to or preferable for the healthy
development of the human condition. Chomsky's exaddor such a necessity is far
from concrete, as he admits. However, his workniguistics is certainly suggestive of
such a claim. The liberal and communitarian debatealso grappled with the concepts
of liberty and equality, raising serious problerbsut the possibility of reconciling the
two values. This suggested the interesting posdsilf looking at Chomsky's views in
the light of this debate and specifically the aspéthe debate between Rawls and
Sandel. A key feature of this debate directly congétself with this question of human
nature. According to Sandel the liberal positiorsonial organisation implicitly posits a
conception of the person. The liberal individuaghigonomous, rational, self-interested
and self-determining. These characteristicsagoeori given, and as such are not
influenced by the nature and character of the gpaiewhich individuals co-exist.
Sandel, in criticising Rawls' conception of theiindual, raises the possibility of a very
different conception of the individual. In so doiS8gndel questions the whole notion of a
human nature in ang priori sense. For the communitarian, human beings aada@e
extent formed by the society from which they cofbjects are, in this view,
constructed, and the goals or ends chosen areitcdinstof the self. In Sandel's view it
is Rawls'



conception of human nature which makes it imposditsl him to reconcile the values of
equality and freedom. Of course Sandel's concejtidmuman beings does not bring him
any closer to reconciliation either, but then thigjective is not on his agenda.

This chapter has also argued that Chomsky's canoeptt human nature shows that the
values of equality and freedom are not mutuallyesigce. Chomsky offers a hybrid
version of the liberal and communitarian conceptbhuman beings. Freedom is a
requirement for human creativity, not a requirenfenfautonomous individuals. Subjects
are or can be both self-determining and determiwéddlst the environment in which
individuals grow is crucial to their developmentiast course objective conditions will
affect and or constrain choices, it is Chomskyeswor hope that human nature is by no
means totally plastic. Human beings are capabseibidetermination and so the freedom
to develop their creative capacities ought to lmtquted. However, at the same time it
must be recognised that there always are objectimstraints, such as periodic scarcity
of a material resource. In Chomsky's view, humandseare capable of collectively
determining how best to manage resources, giveoljeetive constraints. Freedom and
equality, then, are not absolute concepts butlaraya relative to objective reality. As
such Chomsky cannot be accused of teleology. ByMiew, there is no 'end' to history-
but there can nevertheless be progress.

We first set out to consider Chomsky's claim ndtawe a political theory. His claim is
significant because it acknowledges very real gajosir knowledge, and yet, it seems,
despite this, his ideas do, nevertheless, corstiuaheory. His theory establishes that any
aspirations for social and political organisationstrest upon a view of human nature. It
has been established that his libertarian socidkstls are informed by his observations
of human behaviour which in turn inform his suggest about our human nature.

Having ascertained that he has a solid cohereatétieal framework, we now turn to
consider how he employs this theoretical framewothis critical analysis of society.
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3
State capitalism
Introduction

Chomsky is said to write and speak about Americaeign policy and specifically about
America's relations with Latin America and the Mel&ast. Although this is true, it is to
conceive of his work too narrowly. Certainly hisergless, tirelessly documented,
combing and interpreting of historical and contenapp events does focus upon the
American state and its international relations. ldeer, his work is full of ideas about the
man-made structures and relations in society stabésh and perpetuate inequality,
injustice, inefficiency and the potential for gldlo@struction. In this chapter, | look at
what is, as has already been mentioned, Chomskg@gal focus-the American state.
However, from this | want to see if his ideas adygthing to our understanding of the
state, from those who have attempted to theorieatdhis human construction.

The initial thing to strike one about Chomsky'slgsia of the American state is he is
deeply critical of actions carried out in the naofi¢he state. In particular we quickly see
that his general view is that the state appeaasttin the interests of the more powerful
in society. The general view then that servesamé his understanding of the state, is
that state actions are on the whole inimical tortbeds and aspirations of large numbers
of people. When we think about this in the conte#fttis ideas on human nature, we see
that he is concerned to strip away social strutttoastraints to human creativity and
emancipation. The state then becomes an obviogettir critical analysis.

The method | employ to explicate and assess Chdmsiews on the state is to look at
his views by comparing and contrasting them to Naoxr the subject. | have relied upon
the work of McLellan, Maguire and Evans to helgempret Marx's position. My purpose
in taking this approach is to consider whether Céloyis observations and analysis
belong and/or contribute in any way to this crititeeoretical tradition. In so doing |
hope to establish therefore whether he can bets&hploy a theoretical framework,
Marxist or otherwise.

| begin by looking at some of the general claimsrtakes about the way in which the
state functions and consider his emphasis onlg#simternationally. | look at what the
international role can tell us about the stateh last an institution and more specifically



within its national context. Chomsky's analysiswais that, in contrast to Marx's view,
the state's role is not just judicial, ideologiaat at times coercive (although these are
important enough). Rather, the state is also amitapt economic agent in a capitalist
economy. Indeed Chomsky wants to argue that the glays an absolutely crucial role
in the maintenance of a capitalist economy, botlonally and internationally. By
comparing Chomsky ideas in the light of Marx's loa $ubject, we see that the
framework Marx employs-which sees the state aslgnegsbsumed to the workings of
the economy-does not enable us to recognise itsspemtly proactive character or indeed
the violent manifestations of this activity. If wensider the state in the light of
Chomsky's emphasis we can question not only theinvenich states are conventionally
defined, we can also question the consequencgmiitical thought of a theory which
reifies state activity by reference to a reifiedmamy.

State defined by function

What is the state? The state is that body of utgiins-specifically the civil service or
bureaucracy, the legislature, the judiciary andntliigary-that provide governance of a
given territory. Not a very extraordinary statemandtl certainly not one many would
want to argue with. However, Chomsky himself neagually explicitly defines the
concept. Indeed he rarely defines any of his cas¢spmething his critics are eager to
challenge him ort. It is unlikely that such omissions are mere owgsiespecially given
that his other specialism is linguistics. Rathertion debates about the meaning of a
concept such as 'the state' are less importantatsidng questions about how this entity
under its ‘common sense' conception actually casdtself and what its functions,
interests and actions are. Answers to such questimvide illuminating ways to
conceive of the state that can go beyond defirstaffering tighter and perhaps more
neutral (and therefore less disputable) concepti®k#len makes this point when he
argues that political philosophy has a tendenaet with timeless, abstract
philosophical categories without considerationropeical practices. When this happens
a concept such as the state is under considerégdileal type' is put under scrutiny.
Assumptions are made about it being the locus wigpoable to bring about order,
liberty and peace, and so are untroubled by tHiyed oppression and waf.

Certainly, even a relatively cursory review of Claiyls work would suggest that while
he would not dispute the fact that the state thénbusiness of governance, a more
illuminating characterisation of the state

is that its function is actually control. This agisithe blander connotations associated
with governance, such as 'direction’, 'guidanceé"mfluence’. How is it, then, that
Chomsky could not disagree that the state is afpmegrnance and yet also explicitly
demonstrate that actually the state is concernddaentrol? Are the two claims
compatible? The answer is yes, because Chomskygmalclass analysis, although he
rarely uses the term class. Chomsky's work is wiahcerned with state policy and its
effects on populations both domestic and foreidre population for Chomsky is distinct



from the elites, which are groups of anyone witlv@g economic and/or political.
Evidently then, the population, or 'rascal multgids Chomsky prefers to characterise
them inYear 50110 signify the view elites commonly have of the plapion-are
controlled. On the other hand, elites who are hettselves directly involved in policy-
making are subject to direction, guidance and erflee. '[Clontrolling the domestic
population...that problem [is] a central one facimy atate or other system of powér.’
For Chomsky, then, the state is in no sense an éimieot of some general interest as
Hegel had supposed, or for that matter an arbéewden multiple competing interests, as
pluralists would have it. Its function is unresetiyeto protect the interests of the rich and
powerful and, in so doing, to control the 'rabBlBA those in power, it seems obvious
that the population must be cajoled and manipuldteghtened and kept in ignorance, so
that ruling elites can operate without hindrancth"national interest” as they choose to
define it'.* Chomsky's early work focuses on the more obvioagsin which the state

can exercise control through the military and tigiothe judiciary® He has also always
had an eye upon the way in which intellectualsgarniek to accept such control as
natural, thereby justifying the process. His laterk advances on the analysis of control
by exposing the more subtle aspects of state dptttrough, for example, the media.

State autonomy

If the state's function is protecting the interestthe rich and powerful does this mean its
role is merely super structural? In other words ssmply servile to the rich and

dominant interests in society or does it have saatenomy? For Chomsky the rich and
powerful of a society are those with business e#tx. They are those who acquire the
private profit made in the process of financial amtlstrial production. They are also
those who are in positions of political powerYlear 501he regularly refers to the 'state
corporate nexus®,which suggests a direct connection or link betwiderstate and those
with private business interests. This link is mad®e explicit when he argues, with
reference to the foreign policy of the Americartestéhat: 'those segments of the
corporate system that are particularly concernel international affairs typically exert

an overwhelming influence on the design and exeoudf foreign policy. You can see
that simply enough by just who staffs the executind the top decision-making
positions. They're overwhelmingly drawn from majorporations with international
interests.” He makes the same point in his 1973 weok Reasons of State

However, does this nexus mean that the state rdinate to business interests and that
the corporate elite is monolithic? In terms of ststibordination and in connection with
domestic policy, Chomsky argues that the ReagatvBears represent a period of
serious 'pathology' because of the entrenchmeattafo-tiered society in which large
sectors are superfluou$to such a degree that ‘[sjJome corporate circlesamkening to
the fact that "a third world within our own courtwill harm business interest®. Of
course this could mean either that the state mnamous and therefore does things
contrary to business interests or that in pursbumgness interests it might be making a



mistake about the means by which to do this. Tlen@&ky regards the two as a nexus
suggests the latter, and implies a degree of sutairdn. However, it is not as simple as
that because the corporate elite is not monolitBimmsky notes that in connection with
foreign policy, for example, there will be 'secarder considerations' which expose
conflicting elite interests. Nevertheless, in tewhs 'first approximation’, a consensus of
interests will be found concerning, for examplepagition to any form of nationalism
that excludes foreign investment. In other wordsehwill be universal opposition among
the American elite to any country attempting tolede foreign investment, and
specifically American investment: The means by which to achieve conditions suitable
for American business interests can be among tBesend order considerations’, and
this is the point at which some might argue théeestaercises a degree of autonomy.
However, it is unlikely even then that it couldsfe®wn that the state acted in a way
contrary to business interests.

Chomsky, then, regards the American state as opgitatserve American business
interests, but recognises that interpretation e$¢hinterests is by no means
straightforward. However, he is also aware thatstiage is susceptible to other pressures,
for example pressure from the public at large, sagchebellion against a particular

policy, as in the case of opposition to the Vietnaan. In such an instance it may have to
reject its initial business-orientated policies.d@tirse responding to instability and
attempting to reassert the status quo is stihéinterests of business, but instability also
has the potential of threatening the state's owwival. The state can be said, then, to
have a relative autonomy and Chomsky would argaeahtimes it even has interests of
its own. Indeed, state management can have aestiier'enhancing its own power.
Perhaps the best way to characterise the relafptisn is one of mutual support. It is a
partnership, the two spheres being symbiotic, éveis relationship is very unequal.

The necessity of the state under capitalism

The most telling point Chomsky makes to illustrdie symbiotic nature of the
relationship between business and the state libsiassertion that free market
capitalism is dead. The free market model as &Bydte argues, has been abandoned:
'take note of the broad-if tacit-understanding thatcapitalist model has limited
application; business leaders have long recogrifsdt is not for them®® Of course the
notion of free market capitalism is threatened withtradiction. 'Free market' means
both ‘competitive’ and 'independent of the st&w®/en that there is a tendency towards
monopoly, because monopoly profits are higher firafits under competition, the state's
anti-monopoly legislation is necessary to mainfege (competitive) markets. But
Chomsky's point goes beyond this. He wants to arfiysg that industrial societies in no
way conform to the free market model and thatithishy they are successful. Lenin
makes a similar observation in his study of cajsitas tendency towards monopaly.

But, second, Chomsky wants to say that the busita@ssnunity is also dependent to a
large extent upon the economic support rather tihampurely legislative support of the
state. 'Business circles have long taken for gcatitat the state must play a major role in



maintainingthe system of private profit' (my emphasits)The central point then is that
the state has a necessary economic role for tletidunng of a system based upon the
pursuit of private profit.

Chomsky's point is that business has to be indt@ed/est, especially in conditions of
slump, or the threat of slump. The best inducengeatguaranteed market and/or public
subsidy of aspects of business such as researdeaetbpment. As far as Chomsky is
concerned the only aspects of the American ecortbatyremain competitive are those
which depend upon state intervention in the formuilic subsidy or a guaranteed
market: for example advanced technology, capitehisive agriculture and
pharmaceuticals. The state then is crucial, inois as tax collector, to enable it to offer
businesses the possibility of securing privateiprgeynes was not wrong to come to
British capitalism's rescue with his solution afridand management'. However, what
was wrong was his focus on welfare and job creatioorder to prop up demand to
ensure healthy profits. These aspects of statenelipee, Chomsky argues, start to give
workers security, powers and expectations thatfare with the pursuit of profit. He also
makes the point that '[i]f the government gets Imgd in carrying out activities that
affect the public existence directly, people wilimt to get involved in it*° Erik Olin
Wright and Claus Offe observe the same contradictimat the functions of the welfare
state undermine the process of private accumuldti@dffe, in an attempt to suggest a
resolution to this contradiction, suggests the ibdgy of reducing the state's productive
activity, but concludes that this would be incotesig with his basic assumption that the
accumulation process

requiresthe state's involvement in the production procBsgh Offe and Olin Wright
spot the contradiction but neither can come up witbsolution.

America however, according to Chomsky, resolvesctimdradiction. It does this by
engaging in what Chomsky calls 'military Keynessamior the 'Pentagon system’, which
is still public subsidy, private profit, but hasthdded advantage of strengthening the
powers of the government and state rather thawétfare of the general population.
Under this system the state creates demand faianyilnardware. This makes it
necessary for America to constantly identify 'ereshiand the Cold War was the perfect
pretext for this. The state engages in researctdeanelopment for high technology in
order to sustain the edge militarily, and thisefi#t into other industries. But the state also
buys military products. '[The] private sector taf{{ever when there are profits to be
made. This crucial gift to the corporate managerbieen the domestic function of the
Pentagon system; benefits extend to the compudestry, electronics generally, and
other sectors of the advanced industrial econothyT]he Pentagon system...has long
been the engine for economic growth and presetiagechnological edgé?

For Chomsky, then, the state is essential to thewal of a system driven by capital in
its pursuit of private profit. The state not onlppides the legislative conditions for a
capitalist economy, but it is also itself a majooeomic agent. The 'hidden hand' after all



belongs to the state. The idea that the state é&canomic agent in bourgeois society is
missing from Marx's analysis of the state. In vigiwhe similarities between Marx and
Chomsky, this difference is worth exploring.

Marx and Chomsky on the state

Maguire argues that in Marx's early writings thisra tendency for him to ‘downgrade’ or
'dismiss' politics?® In The Communist Manifestblarx makes his famous statement that
'the executive of the modern state is but a coremitor managing the common affairs of
the whole bourgeoisie”* Some commentators have argued that this claimostsphe
view that the 'normal’ posture of the state is @ingervility to the bourgeoisie, or that the
state is merely a reflection of the economic bBsg.as Miliband points out, to say the
state acts 'on behalf of the dominant class igsay that it acts 'at the behest of' that
class, and 'the notion of common affairs assumesgxistence of particular one€ Of
course Marx's statement does not in itself precCidemsky's position; 'managing the
common affairs' could mean ensuring a market abdidising production. But Marx,
being more concerned with the legal and constibatiooles of the state, it seems does
not have this in mind.

Both Maguire and Skillen argue that Marx regardetidynamics of a capitalist economy
as 'autonomous’, and as having its own 'rationality

and 'self-regulatory’ powers. '...[A]ccepting thedeomists™ myths about a self-
regulating society, Marx and Engels presented spaabandoned to naked economic
struggle'* In different ways Maguire and Skillen both ask saene question. If the
economy is self-regulating, why did politics nottiver away' after the bourgeois
revolution??* Skillen quotes Marx's observation that 'the dathpulsion of economic
relations completes the subjection of the labotoéne capitalist?® and argues that the
conception of politics as being actively engagedrily by the state is too narrow as
political activity is present in all aspects of mbg. This does not mean, as Poulantzas
(and Althusser before him) would have it, thatsltede is everywhere in society, but that
many other institutions in society, the family lgpione, also have political relations and a
political role in contributing to the maintenandetlte economic system. Skillen's point is
that Marx does tend to identify bourgeois politaesl political struggle with the state-as
if politics is only concerned with the state and #tate is only concerned with politics.
But turning Skillen's own argument onto itself, I too can be accused of having too
narrow a conception of the state as concernedwaitiypolitics, i.e. not recognising it as
an economic agent.

Maguire, on the other hand, argues that politidsndit ‘wither away' preciselyecauseof
activity such as Marx's, in other words, precidegause capitalist society is itself open
to radical questioning. Maguire argues that theedtas an important function simply in
maintaining its role as a bourgeois state, i.e.tbatis taken to represent a ‘communal
interest'. Marx recognises that this ‘communalege is illusory. However, capitalist



social order and hierarchy is a reality, and sehémaintenance of that reality, the state
can be taken to represent the 'general interedéfased by that reality, which happens to
be one that serves the interests of the rulingcl®rkers, then, do have a sphere in
which they can see themselves as equal and fragsadle the bosses, and for bourgeois
civil society to be self-maintaining this conceptis crucial. Maguire calls this the state's
'repressed ideological’ function. But there is @isoepressive function or 'suspended
coercive' role, if this ideological tool fail&

Maguire identifies another important reason for¢betinued presence of politics
(Maguire also seems to take politics to be synorusmwaith the state and so falls foul of
Skillen's criticism that politics is conceived obtnarrowly), and this goes beyond the
need to legislate against monopoly. It is thavge]if they were the only human
inhabitants of a world of profit-producing machintge bourgeoisie would need a state
in order to regulate their own affair$’ because as they are in competition with one
another, the temptation would be to break their owd@s. In other words capitalism is by
nature predatory, so that without the state busesewould need to resort to warlords and
mafiosi to protect their patch. Lenin makes the esg@wint-that war is a feature of
capitalism.

Lenin's concern is with the imperialistic naturecapitalism and a nation's international
face, but his analysis also applies within a sgcfétThe state then is not only necessary
to regulate individuals.

Although Marx in his early work and ithe Communist Manifesteemed to regard the
sphere of politics and the state as peripheratfagcfore servile to the unproblematic
momentum of the market, he characteristically evisis view in the light of the events
in France and post-1848 Germany. Marx had beendsmifthat the bourgeoisie would
clearly identify itself as a class 'for itself aseize control of the state, but the
aforementioned events undermined this confidendledin ability to see their own
interests clearly, which necessarily included 'lgeois freedoms’ such as universal
suffrage. The options were, as Engels put it, leyachy...capable of taking over, for
good pay, the management of state and societyeimtarests of the bourgeoisie, or the
"normal form" of a Bonapartist semi-dictatorship".

Marx's analysis of France and Germany is concewittdan interregnum between the
collapse of the old order and establishment ohthe. As a state is going to contain
agents with an interest in the maintenance of iti@ler, Marx needs to identify agents
who can take control of the state in order to esgdegislation in favour of the newly
emerging order. The fact that the bourgeoisie #8li& France and Germany failed to do
this, or that the state failed to respond in tligired way to the needs of the new order,
suggests a degree of autonomy. As Marx argues tondgr the second Bonaparte does
the state seem to have made itself completely ifggnt' > The bourgeoisie failed to
recognise their potential as a political force. Miagy argues that Marx's ideas on political
action still make economic motivation critical imetlast instance. '[P]eople act on



motivations which can be related to the econonticasion in which they arose and...that
in political crises classes will realise the depamzk of their way of life on their
economic position, and will act to preserve orHartthat position®* Marx does
acknowledge that before and after the event, ceaoald have gone other ways. The
point is that even in a crisis when the state nppear to act autonomously, political
decisions will have a material explanation. As M&re argues, 'Marx...considered this
corre?!?tion between economic substructure andipalitormations to be a very loose
one'.

Even if one accepts that Marx was prepared to gieater significance to the political
sphere of the state in his later work, especialllyis analysis of transition, he
nevertheless confined his analysis to legal andaryjlprocedures. As a result there is a
tendency to represent the state as a tool, whieebhdlirgeoisie either uses or does not.
This places the proactive emphasis on the bourngeassthe agents in the mode of
production and denies a vision of the state inoagtive role.

Despite the obvious closeness of Chomsky's andlyditarx's, there is a distinct shift of
emphasis. Not only does Chomsky state the explicit

links between business interest and state actisnwyhole analysis of current events in
society revolves around the state and its proactinagacter. The state is the key player
that makes it all possible. Marx insists on ecorwimiperatives that shape state
decisions, i.e., material interests. But in Chonskiew, were it not for this institution
the economic system would self-destruct.

If we look at Rudolf Rocker's analysis of the dexghent of capitalism, and accept that
Chomsky regards his ideas as of a similar traditibthen again we see a similar shift in
emphasis. 'Later, when absolutism had victoriooggrcome all opposition to national
unification, byits furthering of mercantilism and economic monopolgave the whole
social evolution a direction which could only leadcapitalism...' (my emphasis}. In
other words capitalism was not an outcome in theeld@ment of the productive forces
but an outcome of the impact of centralised powepmductive forces. According to
Rocker and Chomsky, were it not for concentratategbtower, capitalism would not
have been possible. Indeed, Rocker is deeply @rivicthe view subscribed to by the
historical materialist version of history that cewts the rise of the national state with
necessary progress. As far as Rocker is concdtitelrise of the nationalist states not
only did not further economic evolution in any walgatever, but the endless wars of that
epoch and the senseless interference of despatitime iife of industry created that
condition of cultural barbarism in which many oéthest achievements of industrial
technique were wholly or partly lost and had tadxiscovered later or?” In a

discussion of the development of European indugogker talks of 'unbridled
favouritism...convert[ing] entire industrial linestnmonopolies'.



This places a very different emphasis on the dgwvetmnt of industry towards monopoly
from that put forward by, for example, Lenin.linperialism, the Highest Stage of
Capitalism,Lenin derides Kautsky for suggesting that caggtalivould develop more
rapidly without monopoly. Lenin says:

Let us assume that free competition, without amy gfomonopoly, would have
developed capitalism and trade more rapidly. Batrtiore rapidly trade and capitalism
develop, the greater is the concentration of proda@nd capital which gives rise to
monopoly. And monopolies have already arisen-peégisut of free competition! Even
if monopolies have now begun to retard the progliegsnot an argument in favour of
free competition, which has become impossible éfteas given rise to monopoly?

Monopoly and its concomitant, imperialism, are rssegy outcomes of capitalist
accumulation rather than policy ‘favouritism'. Leniriting in 1916, argues that
capitalism has reached a state whereby the feature

free competition is being superseded by a new fdraracterised by monopoly. Crucial

to this process is the role of banks, as thesatanstitutions become completely

involved in decisions of industry, to such a deghes the industrial capitalist becomes
wholly dependent upon the bank. This stage of fieazapital enhances the concentration
of capital and monopoly and means 'the predominahtiee rentier and of the financial
oligarchy'.*” This in turn results in the export of capital mpierialism and hence the
'rentier state'-'it means the singling out of alsmamber of financially powerful states
from among all the rest®

Lenin's treatment of imperialism tends to regarldRkport of capital and the setting up of
debtors who are tied to the creditor, as evolutipn@hile the state is mentioned, it is
only to note its rentier status and to recognis¢ ithperialist state will be pitted against
imperialist state in the race for the division foé world. There is no sense in which the
state is regarded as having facilitated either entration or export of capital.

That Chomsky accepts Rocker's line of analysisggessted by the following comment
Chomsky made iiYear 501 Chomsky is discussing the formation of the DUEelst

India Company. This company he argues had virtiaéé powers but was controlled by
Dutch merchants and financiers. He says: '[ijn lyigimplified form, we see already
something of the structure of the modern polite@nomy, dominated by a network of
transnational financial and industrial institutiomsgh internally managed investment and
trade, their wealth and influenestablishecand maintained by the state power that they
mobilize and largely control' (my emphasi®).

The state and force

If the state's role, both at the birth of capitaliand during its mature imperialistic phase,
is given only very scant attention, then it is plolesto miss the important issue of the



state's use of force. If, however, we give theestatore central and integral part to play
in these devleopments then it is imperative to esklthis issue, given, as Weber pointed
out, that the state claims a monopoly of the udegifimate force over a given territory.
Maguire argues that Marx accepts that force iscessary accompaniment to the
separation of 'independent producers' from th&perty, thereby making them property-
less and hence suitable as waged workers. 'Fothe imidwife of every old society
pregnant with a new oné®However, once the process is complete the 'dufipedsion’
sets in. As Marx says i@apital lll: 'The direct producer is driven rather by force of
circumstances than by direct coercion, throughllegactment rather than the whip, to
perform it on his own responsibility* And if we turn to Lenin's account of imperial
expansion then we do get an account of war petpétiay states, but the emphasis is on
the resort

to force by industrial competitors who are in thisiness of dividing the world in search
of markets and resources. What we do not get sethecounts is a picture of those
subjected peoples/countries that are ‘plundereatauired, resisting and so necessitating
force. This is because for Lenin the economic n@itallynamic of finance capital

brings about unproblematic subjection. 'Financetahkis such a great, it may be said,
such a decisive force in all economic and in akrnational relations, that it is capable of
subjecting and actually does subject to itself estates enjoying the fullest political
independence’?

Chomsky would not contemplate such a conclusiongtdphically demonstrates that
countries unwilling to be subjected to the powecapital and who attempt some sort of
independent development are instead subjectectmtist violent reprisals by state
force, and in particular American state force. Chkynthen, is challenging the image of
the iron grip of capital unproblematically rollimgit to the satellites to incorporate the
world under its global hegemony. Of course oneaaunjue that Chomsky's focus is on
'developing' countries and that they are simplg period of interregnum necessitating
greater state prominence, in the same way as wdsteope did during the period Marx
was studying. The difference in Chomsky's analigsthat the state force, if not directly
carried out by the metropolis state, as is sometithe case, is encouraged and certainly
facilitated by the metropolis state in other wobgighe state of a society no longer in a
period of interregnum.

The state and international relations

This brings us to a key contribution of Chomskg'shte study of political theory in
general, and state theory in particular. Chomskgik is principally concerned with
American foreign policy, in other words with the Antan state and its relations with
other states and populations. This sounds narrialysed, but he broadens his analysis
by pointing out that the American state is suppbeted assisted in its policy by other
‘advanced' (Chomsky would prefer to have them daimply ‘'wealthy') industrial states.
These other states he points out are westernnatligiEuropean and therefore white, that



is except the Japanese who are regarded by wesiteshas ‘honorary white&®
However, Chomsky focuses on America not only bee#userica is the most powerful
state in the "alliance’ but also because he isdlfmAsnerican. He regards himself, along
with every other citizen, as having responsibifdythe policies of his own country,
before those of other statés.

Very simply, Chomsky's thesis is that the Ameristate actively pursues policies that
are in the interest of American business both atdhand abroad. A key feature then of
foreign policy is to secure favourable conditioas American business. Broadly
speaking business interests derive from the negithtaas to invest abroad. This need
arises, as Lenin

made clear, from the very dynamic of capital itselbwever, Chomsky holds that capital
cannot achieve this on its own. Its developmenttbde facilitated by the state. So, the
American state with the assistance of other advhnestern states, which have similar
interests, must ensure that less developed costeiep their doors open to foreign
investment. This does not mean that there willogtensions between those countries of
the 'first world'. As well as having many similaterests internationally, these wealthy
nation states are also in competition with one lagrotThey are not monolithic, just as
elites within a nation are not.

The tools by which the American state and itséallcan secure these interests, are not
dissimilar to those employed by the state on ita papulation. These tools include
legislation,* police enforcement and military intervention, atsb, it is important to
note, an economic role. Chomsky gives graphic ausonot only of military missions
carried out by the American state but also of @gabilities in the arena of economic
warfare. That the American state has to pursue swens illustrates the degree of
resistance, and the overwhelming evidence put fimhlvg Chomsky of its grotesque
effects stands to question the theory that cab#@alsome sort of automatic effect on
anyone who comes into contact with it.

So the state is not only in the business of cdimiglts own population, among the
wealthier nations it is also crucially concernethwiontrolling populations and states of
less developed countries. This control is necedsacguse of resistance. Lenin says
'[the creditor is more firmly attached to the dwtthan the seller is to the buyéf This
may be so but it would not itself preclude a debiation closing its doors and finding a
solution to its own debts, except that this isaltwwed because of the creditor's need to
remain a creditor. And the institution that ensutes it is not allowed is thetateof the
creditor nation. That states have an internatitac# does not, it seems to me, warrant
separate study. The internal and external rolesabés are inextricably linked. To study
the state without consideration of its internatiowoée is to misrepresent it. Chomsky's
thesis emphatically compels this conclusitn.



Why is it so important to incorporate questionsga@ning international relations into a
theoretical analysis of the state? One of the akgtrestions asked when studying a state
concerns the nature of its relationship to its patan. An answer to this is generally
taken to identify the nature of the state in questlf we say a society today is 'liberal
democratic’, we mean its population enjoys unidesstirage and electoral equality in

the form of one person, one vote. Individuals magteaepresentatives to form a
government that in turn directs the state; andhigprocess there is freedom of speech
and opinion and discussion. It also means thastidte protects and enforces property
rights. If property rights are enforced this metrat individuals and corporations can run
businesses independently from the state, as lottgegobserve the

law. In other words there is a separation of thelipiand private domains. That a society
is described as democratic is no longer regardéuthe suspicion that it once wélt

is a positive feature that implies it is respongivéhe will of the people, or rather,
significantly, to the will of the people under jtsisdiction. In other words it is a term
used to describe its internal relations. Its vistaee generally extolled when it is
compared with totalitarianism, where a governmelt the state monopolistically control
all economic institutions, media and military, oft@ith the help of repression from a
secret police.

Before addressing the central question about e poration of international relations
into state theory, it is worthwhile to question teétive virtue of liberal democracy. For
example, some commentators have argued that teeprioblem of liberal democracy is
that democracy can be illiberal-majorities can egprminorities. Nevertheless this is no
argument for totalitarianism. On the whole the tdi label of a democracy is worn with
pride. Keane, in a discussion on democracy, arthatshere is a case for the extension
of democracy. However, in his view there are inhevgeaknesses in democracy. He
argues, for example, that it necessitates relatiad/or ‘philosophical insecurity'. It is
also a problem because of the possibility thatightnfail to protect elements beyond
man such as nature. In other words, Keane argeesmctacy must know its limits.
Nevertheless he concludes by saying '[a] bad deamgds... always better than a good
dictatorship'*® But for whom is a bad democracy better than a giic@torship? As
Chomsky argues about a period prior to the collapsactually existing socialism' ‘[flor
three-quarters of the population [in Brazil]...thenddions of Eastern Europe are dreams
beyond reach®® Similarly ‘[tihe UN Economic Commission for Latikmerica and the
Caribbean (CEPAL) reports that the percentage®fXbatemalan population living in
extreme poverty increased rapidly after the esthbient of democracy in 1985: from
45% in that year to 76% in 1988".During an interview with David Barsamian, when
Barsamian said 'l recall your saying that if a p@asn El Salvador were to fall asleep
and wake up in Poland, he would think he were eswvka', Chomsky replied, 'Not much
doubt about that>?

Putting aside the problems of economic equalityeurgdiberal democracy, the question
must be asked. Can a liberal democracy retairragrpssive claims, when



representatives chosen by the people of a commaoaityise their power internationally
to secure favourable conditions for those peopthaf community at home, and in the
process not only pursue economically undemocratis dut also employ profoundly
undemocratic means?

America, as Chomsky freely admits, 'is a free ggcimuch more so than any oth#t.
Nevertheless, the state, seeking to secure thegt$eof American business, attempts
(often successfully) through its foreign policystecure access to cheap resources and
labour, as well as investment

opportunities for American capital within less dieyed countries (LDCs) (including the
Middle East). It does this, Chomsky argues, byding up alliances with local elites who
use American aid to maintain a military and/or peliorce which can brutally suppress
labour and overcome political organisations pregfin wealth redistribution. The
process is not always smooth. In some instancessuitable elite is democratically
elected (Chile), or a nation attempts some forimaépendent development (Nicaragua),
or a local elite starts to step on the toes of Aca@rinterests (Panama). In such instances
the US responds with economic sanctions and mayesigineer a CIA coup, as in Chile
1973, clandestinely fund contras who use terrafestabilise development (Nicaragua
1980s), or directly invade (Panama 1989) in ordeestore suitable conditions. In a
close analysis of events, Chomsky also finds thdhe proportion of US aid increases,
so too does the level of human rights abu¥eand that the US state engages in state
terrorism,” all in the cause of 'deterring democraty’'.

Chomsky's contribution to state theory

That a country does not exist in a vacuum is ols/idihis is most obviously understood
at an economic level. The international characteapital can be seen in transnational
corporations and in the international finance markido one doubts that if the
Bundesbank cuts interest rates this will have sonpact in England. But the sphere of
politics at the level of the state is strangelystast to such analysis. Taking the
American state as an example and given the dedm®aeer that it has internationally,
which as Chomsky demonstrates, it is preparedépws must ask two questions: (1) to
what degree can a state with such a repressiveratitinternational tendency be
regarded as representative of the democratic ideded the leader of the 'free world'
(ignoring for the moment the known weaknesseshefrél democracy at the national
level); and (2) is the very real freedom enjoyederra liberal democracy dependent
upon the maintenance of certain economic and/atigadlconditions internationally?

On the first question, Chomsky's work methodicakposes evidence about not only the
degree and nature, but also the purpose, of Amesitzde intervention in the affairs of
other countries. In order to do this he questitiesafficial or hegemonic interpretation of
events. A method Chomsky commonly employs to deithto draw parallels. He does
this either by comparing America's reaction to separate events such as Iraq's invasion



of Kuwait and Indonesia's invasion of East Timarhe uses language which serves the
same purpose. So, for example, he describes a Aatarican dictator as 'fascist’,
elaborates on the nature of the regime and desdfilgeunequivocal and supportive links
the American state has with that regime, be itaichs or training for military personnel.

He does not then need to go on and describe Magsdtaly. The use of the term

'fascist' suffices. The problem with this, as Chkyisscritics are quick to point out, is
whether the term ‘fascism' can be applied to atticivho is open to American support
and domination, since a salient feature of fasersthe 1920/30s was its extreme
nationalism?>’ Again Chomsky makes no attempt to defend his @ifgecerm, but it

could be argued that such a critique can be shovave implicit within it a very narrow
understanding of a state's nature, i.e. as condgmmmarily with the state's relation to its
own population. It is precisely the failure to rgogse a state's international character that
is constraining.

Fascism has a number of other important charatitsri$-or example opposition to the
'ideals of the Enlightenment’, in other words opjpas to 'the idea that people had
natural rights, that they were fundamentally eqthedt it was an infringement of essential
human rights if systems of authority subordinateshs to others™ For Chomsky this
opposition, and a resort to violent repression caggacteristics of Latin American
dictatorships, and it is not enough to give theertiore benign label 'dictator’, which is
compatible with their being despotisms of the betest variety. To conclude, as David
Robertson does, that 'the word has very littlegiacmur set of political categorie¥,is

to suggest that language and meaning is statieri@Zldey are not; words also have
histories. As David McLellan points out, for exampthe word "dictatorship” did not

have quite the same connotation for Marx that é&sdfor us'®°

Chomsky's work compels us to think that it is midgd to suppose a national state's
character is determined solely by its mode of gaalce over its own territory. Similarly
his related work on the way the elite has the paamer opportunity to frame agendas and
define issues, gives us a way of understanding @y this case, nationalism is still
taken to be a defining characteristic of fascismre®ing with Orwell and his conception
of 'newspeak’, Chomsky seeks to expose the comsttanguage imposes on thought, in
particular limiting the possibilities of radicalssient. So when Chomsky controversially
uses the term ‘fascism’, it is possible to argatlibcause political concepts used for the
labelling of a state concentrate upon those cheriatits that concern the state's
relationships internally, this encourages us ta$ospecifically upon those characteristics
that are national. So as fascism has had a stromagignalistic character it is assumed, as
it was for example by Morris, that this is therebglefining characteristic. Thus we
cannot call a Latin American dictator ‘fascistm@arly, because the government of
America is elected by universal suffrage, it is#fiere democratic. If a state is
democratic it strains the imagination to connecttégrnationally with violent repression

in support of fascist regimes, despite the now obwireality.



Chomsky never actually argues that America is &sien though he often alludes to
certain similar characteristics. For example, hiesa

piece of research carried out on the US Army manofthe 1950s which finds a
'disturbing similarity between the Nazi's view bétworld and the American stance in

the Cold War'®* He is unwilling to collapse the differences betwediberal democratic
state and a fascist state in the same way thaaRzals (1979) does, but he does allude to
certain similarities, internally, to totalitariams Gramsci (1976) observed that
governments of the east relied upon force, whegeasrnments of the west had achieved
hegemonic control. What Chomsky's work demonstiiatésat the American state
engages in force (abroad) and hegemonic contrdiof@e), although Chomsky would
prefer to refer to the latter as ‘fraud’ or ‘pragadp’. The need for ‘fraud’, Chomsky
argues, is to obscure the degree to which the istatgolved in maintaining the system

of private profit, and especially the very violenanifestations of this policy abroad.
Fraud is principally achieved through the mediagkeby the ‘free market' in ideas pretty
comprehensively filters out dissident ideas. Thisat a particularly new concept. Curran
and Seaton, for example, have tracked the diretatie introduction of advertising had
on 'left-wing' newspaper& But again, Chomsky is unwilling to claim that tla¢e of the
left-wing press was due to 'market forces'. Theestéso had a hand, because as he
argues, media conglomerates, anxious for a regufgply of 'news-worthy' stories that
can be presumed credible, so reducing the neduettk@nd investigate, have a tendency
to go to the government. This allows the governnbef¢ed out ‘propaganda’ and 'lies’.
With reference to its success he says '[ijn a Baety,all must goosestep on

command, or keep silent' (original emphagi).

Given the degree and nature of American state wavoént abroad, as well as its
attempts to obscure such action, it fits the fadatsel quite well, as long as we are
allowed to drop the 'nationalist’ stricture.

Returning to Miliband and his debate with PoulastZaMiliband's critique helps us to
see where Chomsky's contributions solve many optbblems Poulantzas was having.
In his critique of Poulantzas, Miliband argues tRatilantzas sets out to establish the
relative autonomy of the state but ultimately fadslistinguish between class and state
power. Miliband, having unpicked Poulantzas's arguinto establish that there are
important differences between state, party andsclale, argues that Poulantzas is 'not
really...interested in the bourgeois-democratic foifrstate at all®® This is because, he
says, Poulantzas believed that 'Marx and Ergyedtematically concei@onapartism not
simply as a concrete form of the capitalist state,as a constitutive theoretical
characteristic of the very type of capitalist st{teiginal emphasisf® Miliband argues
that 'Poulantzas lays great emphasis on Engefsienee to Bonapartism as "the religion
of the bourgeoisie® but he rejects Poulantzas's attempts to substastiah a claim,
beyond this single reference. Miliband concluded tBngels was wrong', that
'‘Bonapartism is not the religion of the bourgeodiall-it is its lastesortduring
conditions of political



instability so great as to present a threat taviaéntenance of the existing social ord®t'.
With the international perspective that Chomskyegius, it is possible to see that the
American state and its ‘first world' allies do nebthe international context as one of
extreme 'political instability’, especially in thenditions of the Cold War, but even
without that pretext. Bonapartism is then perhapsenapparent in the capitalist state
than Miliband is prepared to concede.

The tension between state ‘forms’, resolved byd blaipoleon'soup d'etashowed to

Marx that '[p]olitical liberties appeared irrele¥da the bourgeoisie, so long as business
was good and social order maintain€tNevertheless, as Evans argues, Marx ultimately
maintained that '[p]ure, undisguised class rukwsays a danger to the ruling class, as it
attracts rather than diverts the antagonism osttigect classes® The powerful modern
state with its international features demonstrtiasthe choice of state form need not be
an either/or choice.

Returning now to my second question: to what extetite very real freedom enjoyed
under a liberal democracy dependent upon the nraint® of certain economic and/or
political conditions internationally? As we haveeseChomsky's work suggests that in an
analysis of the state an international perspeaivseful for understanding a state's
character. It may be thought from this that whdddsg suggested is that the state has a
benign and a nefarious face, and that these tweegrarate halves. This however is not
Chomsky's position. The national democratic anérivdtional terroristic are two sides of
the same coin. The faces may take different fobasthey belong to one coin. For
Chomsky this coin is one that is ultimately profdlynanti-democratic. By this Chomsky
means that the capitalist state is in oppositiotheaconcept of democracy...as a system
in which citizens may play some meaningful parthia management of public affairs".
Elites across the world and throughout history dkentry of industrialists, or the
vanguard Party or the Central Committee', and thwlse qualify as "experts" because
they articulate the consensus of the powerful @@phrase one of Henry Kissinger's
insights)' find that the people are 'not to bet&ds’? Quoting 'experts' from seventeenth
century England, to government officials of firsbnid war America,® to the mentors of
the intellectuals in the Kennedy efaChomsky finds references to the 'rascal multitude'
'beasts in men's shapes', the 'bewildered heedigiiorant and mentally deficient’,
whereas 'rationality belongs to the cool observerdight of this, democracy has had to
have a particular ‘form'. The form taken is 'afpedi system with regular elections but no
serious challenge to business rufgiyhereby '[t]he public is granted an opportunity to
ratify decisions made elsewher@This ‘form' has been most successfully achieved in
the west and as such '[ijn the stable business+tird western democracies, we would
not expect the US to carry out programs of subwargerror, or military assault as has
been common in the Third World”.Clearly Chomsky is



arguing that western liberal democrasyualitatively different from fascist or

totalitarian regimes, but also from the 'fledglidgmocracies of the 'south’. However, its
relatively benign stability is principally due toet success business has had in having its
interests met. With the new 'democracies’ of thetgdhe populations are still learning
that those 'government policies that private pdimels unwelcome will lead to capital
flight, disinvestment, and social decline until imess confidence is restored with the
abandonment of the threat to privilege...[so] untégsrich and powerful are satisfied,
everyone will suffer’”® The south is learning this with the aid of a goed! of

repression.

However, defining business interests is not a etedissue, so the liberal western form
of democracy gives rise to a range of possibletiposi or a plurality between the so-
called Doves and Hawks. Nevertheless, Chomsky ardtigere is essentially one
political party, the business party, with two fact".”® Within such a system
ideas/people become marginalised if they fall algtsif ‘the prevailing consensus'. But it
is useful for there to be disagreements withingirevailing consensus between the Doves
and the Hawks, because this serves to promoteliaetihat people do have choice and
freedom. Also, and more importantly, ‘[tlhere aifedences between the Hawks and the
Doves. Given the scale of American power, even Istifférences translate into large
effects for the victims®® Nevertheless ‘[tlhe pragmatic criterion dictatest wiolence is

in order only when the rascal multitude cannot retolled in other ways®*

The 'form' of democracy manifested in the stateesponds then to the degree to which
business needs are met. However, it is also comnurderved that systems of
government, even totalitarian ones, require a degféegitimation, and do not rely
totally upon terror. Neil Harding makes this paahiout the pre-1990s Soviet stateHe
argues that it is one thing to explain its irratibty and another to explain, beyond the
period of terror, its enormous stability. He mainsathat the system could not have
survived upon egalitarianism because it depended gfate allocation of 'graduated
rewards' (or denial), and promises to out-perfolmanpetitor systems. In this sense it
enjoyed 'complicit legitimation'. It was not onkg ifailure to out-perform but also, and
related to this, the degree of its corruption wrgohdiscredited the system, that finally
the regime became de-legitimated-crucially in theseof the elite.

Harding's argument is that despite the seemirggitimality’ of a system, legitimation can
be achieved through satisfaction of material nedtkstern liberal democracies have
been successful at meeting material needs andtieectration of wealth internationally
has facilitated the degree of stability and leggtiion. Chomsky himself often refers to
‘welfare for the rich' and the 'poor subsidising wealthy' but this is always in reference
to western taxpayers subsidising the rich througtesntervention. Nevertheless it seems
that this is also an international phenomenonthat western economies are dependent
upon 'third world'



resources. For example, referring to 'British ardkeed western interests in the Persian
Gulf', Chomsky quotes official declassified docutad¢ion which states that, among other
things, '[a]n assured source of oil is essenti#héocontinued economic viability of
western Europe®® Stability and legitimation are closely connecte@tonomic viability.
Engels made a similar observation. In a letter aotkky he wrote: '[yJou ask me what
the English workers think about colonial policy? WWexactly the same as they think
about politics in general. There is no workerstyphere, there are only Conservatives
and Liberal Radicals, and the workers merrily shiesfeast of England’'s monopoly of
the colonies and the world markéf.Lenin agreed: ‘[t]here is first the habit of ecomio
parasitism, by which the ruling state has usegritsinces, colonies and dependencies in
order to enrich its ruling class and to bribe iwér classes®

On this matter Chomsky is never as explicit as Enged Lenin, but certainly it is hard
not to draw such conclusions from his argumentsideas. The American state's control
over weaker states and populations-in other wasdgsattern of international relations-is
a necessary condition of its own internal stahilfyen if economic 'realities’ make the
claim that the west is economically dependent uperthird world questionable, there is,
as Chomsky also points out, the 'threat of a go@angle’. In other words western
legitimation is more easily achieved if a moreattive and viable alternative can be
ensured not to arise.

Given the degree of political and economic instgbdmong the 'third world' countries,
which indicates the extent of dissatisfaction amtiray populations with the current
arrangements, the appropriate conditions for caetircapital accumulation with its
attendant excesses are by no means certain. Ldokitiie rich and wealthy theretise
stateto ensure the system's maintenance. State aggrdsstomegpso factodefence;
defence of thetatus quo

Conclusion

This chapter has sought to consider the definiatufes of a state, as exemplified by
Chomsky's close scrutiny of the American stateeBiZhomsky's assertion that the state
operates in the interests of national busines®@rEsing that the interpretation of these
interests is far from obvious), this chapter hassadered the international manifestation
of this interest in the light of Marx's analysistbé state in capitalist society. We find that
Chomsky's analysis not only considers the politioahifestations of the state's role in
the support of business, he also shows that ialmesessary economic role. Potential
investors, sceptical about taking risks or not drdy the level of profit, need to be
tempted to invest and the state plays a crucialirosubsidising industry as well as
purchasing its products. Recognition of the staitdésas an economic agent is missing in
Marx's analysis of the state.

Because Marx's early work fails to focus on théedgroactive role, there is a tendency
to characterise it as a mere reflection of the segiynself-sustaining metabolism of the



economy. In other words there is implicit hereittea that structural processes massively
influence and operate independently of agents wibciety. Nevertheless, Marx is
forced to revise his analysis with the failure apital's agents-the bourgeoisie in France
and Germany-to take up the challenge of capitalsaenit the state to its command.
This revision leads Marx to claim that the statd #s agents assume a 'pretentious’ form
during crisis2® Marx, however still maintains that political actitn the last instance is
economically motivated. So despite this 'preteriglmnstate is still conceived of as
subsumed to the dynamics of the market, in othedsvto structural conditions.
Chomsky's shift of emphasis enforces a view ofsthée as having a more proactive role,
as he refuses to reify the economy. Reificatiothefeconomy raises problems for an
understanding of the way in which we are to unaéadthe spread of capitalism's
relations of production around the world.

In a similar vein to Marx, Lenin argues that monlgpnd imperialism are inherent
features of capital, which suggests that expodagital happens relatively
unproblematically. But with Chomsky's emphasisimarole of the state, we see that its
role is essential in providing the necessary camutfor export. Such a focus on the
state's active role compels us to consider theaflerce in the establishment and
maintenance of business interests abroad, bringtogjuestion any implied structurally
determined allure of capital. The state, in purgunsiness interests, seeks to secure
conditions born out of capital's quest for markatd resources. The methods by which it
achieves such conditions vary from economic totjgaliy repressive, and the degree to
which the state intervenes in the process indidaesglegree of resistance to capital's
international appetite.

The chapter concludes by arguing that if we keepimd Chomsky's analysis of the
American state's international activities then thasy feature becomes enlightening in
any attempt to identify the nature of a state.theowords, if representatives of the
American state use their power repressively inrkernational arena, this must qualify
the democratic credentials not only of that repnesgtéve, but also of the state itself. That
political analysis has been resistant to such atp®isuggestive of the extent to which
structural analysis has captivated political thdu§ttructural features and categories
characterise the actions of agents, not the othgrasound. We can see this when we
look at the reaction of critics to Chomsky's uséhefterm ‘fascism’ to describe
dictatorships open to American domination. Statesstandardly defined by reference to
their relationship with their own citizens, and &ese the first form of fascism was
nationalistic this is taken to be a defining chéastic, despite the fact that fascism has
other more durable features-

such rigidity in state theory acts to constrairujiat. America is taken to be democratic,
despite its international links with fascism an@mvts totalitarian features at home. Marx
argues that the state is likely to become Bonegiartinature during times of crisis and
instability. When the international picture is imded in an analysis of the state then the
system looks much less stable than an analysiswlgrfocused upon a state's internal



characteristics. This suggests a Bonapartist fdratade is more 'normal’ than is often
supposed.

It is not being suggested that the freedom enjayéfttst world' democracies is not real,
even though this freedom is more attainable forestiman for others. However, the
guestion is raised whether its democratic formoissomehow dependent upon repression
abroad. Any system of government requires a degfresgitimation, even under benign
totalitarianism (i.e. totalitarianism not relyingan terror), and this is closely linked with
the degree to which a system satisfies the populatmaterial needs, and captures the
'hearts and minds'. Concentration of wealth intgonally, made possible by the violent
and repressive actions of the state, contributéisetalegree of stability and legitimation
enjoyed by the ‘first world'.

It might be thought that concentrating on the Aremistate is too narrow a focus, but
Chomsky often seeks to demonstrate the complic¢iogreer ‘first world' states in its
actions. That the American state seeks to se&mericanbusiness interests does not
lend Chomsky's views to particularism. Other stafgitalist liberal democracies, having
similar domestic structures to America's, exhibé& same tendencies in international
relations as America, requiring foreign marketsifmestment, etc. Although this
involves them in competition with America it alswes these states common interests in,
for example, keeping third world countries opeffai@ign exploitation. So there is
competition within an international alliance whagneral function is the international
expansion and global domination of private intexe8s America has the strongest
economy in the world it is not surprising thataadls the alliance. It is interesting that
over 150 years ago Marx observed America's polgmiiaer because of the purity of the
(American) state's relationship with its bourgemidilcLellan points out that for Marx
America was 'the most perfect example of a modete’8’ and 'that the state simply as
an instrument of class domination was to be foumlgl m North America'®® It seems it

is still to be credited with such purity in its by to recognise most clearly and ruthlessly
its business interests.

It has been established that there is a discerdifilerence between Marx and Chomsky
in terms of the emphasis placed on the role oktate in capitalist society, to the extent
that Chomsky always refers to 'state capitalisathar than simply capitalism. We see by
this emphasis that Chomsky is keen to highlightte of agency in social and political
affairs, but in a way which recognises the inflleo€ non-reified

structural characteristics of society. The questi@t may now be raised is what effect
does this shift of emphasis have on state thedniciwhas of course been massively
influenced by Marx's nascent ideas? In other wdtasguestion is whether Chomsky's
observations and claims offer anything distinctivelebates on state theory and in so
doing thereby constitute a theory of the state.
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4
State theory

Chomsky's views on the state are notoriously seattend untheorised throughout his
voluminous works. Reference to the state is ofeamegal and to obtain a more accurate
interpretation requires an appreciation of othezdds prevalent in his works. Pulling
together his ideas within the context of an exgtiebate on a particular subject is a good
way of assessing the coherence of his positiomdardo establish whether in fact his
ideas can be said to be constitutive of a theory.

Having compared Chomsky's views on the state iibsé of Marx's, | plan now to look
at Chomsky's work in relation to contemporary stagorists such as Block, Carnoy,
Skocpol and particularly Jessop. | am interestatiase who have attempted to develop
Marx's ideas into a coherent theoretical positiecdnse, as the last chapter established,
Chomsky's work is close to this tradition, but leeertheless demonstrates a distinctive
shift of emphasis. The question is what relatiopsifiany, this shift of emphasis has
with theories of the state. With this in mind, 3gss work is of particular interest
because in order to develop his own ideas withenMlarxist tradition, he
comprehensively engages with the main strandsnteagporary schools of thought.

| begin by considering the three general positisitsin the Marxist tradition as

identified by Jessop: capital-theoretical; classstietical, and strategic-theoretical, this
last being Jessop's own position. | briefly consateer developments within state theory
but on the whole do not find them relevant for gdesng Chomsky's views. | then
examine a further development in state theory, hathe 'statist’ position. This is
relevant because it gives great prominence toutenamous power of the state, and
seems therefore to have some common ground witimSkys position.

In the light of these various strands of thougtirh to Chomsky's own position. The
position most compatible with Chomsky's seems tthaeoffered by the class-
theoretical approach, but again Chomsky's partictdesion contains significant
modifications which have implications suggestivadfistinctive position.

Connections in Chomsky's work to the capital-theoakor capital-logic approach are
more difficult to ascertain. On the one hand Chomsk



refers to capitalism and capitalists, which suggasteconomy susceptible to a certain
capital dynamic, and on the other hand he is aispant to accord this dynamic or logic
any conceptual primacy. Instead, in his view, Gjsitn is a shadow of its theoretical
self, given the extent to which distortions areeféd through the state by and on behalf
of elite groups.

Despite the fact that Chomsky's ideas on the gtaiacorporate some of the criticisms
made by Jessop of these two schools, Chomsky'sqros incompatible with Jessop's
own strategic-theoretical approach, which emphasasgegree of democratic
participation as being constitutive and so necgdsaany state theory under capitalism.
Chomsky is sceptical of the extent to which the deratic form of state capitalism offers
a real channel for popular intervention and pgréition. However, despite the fact that
Chomsky does present the capitalist state as fferipurer form of class rule than the
presentations of Jessop and others, he nevertligesanot argue that this is an
unchanging position. He points out that statesthean elite are themselves subject to
competitive forces at thaternationallevel which alter the balance of power between
states. An international capital-logic (or capitadics), does then stalk the international
environment because there is no international stadestort and manipulate capital's
dynamic, in the way that occurs within the natiomayironment. In these ways,
Chomsky's work embodies a variation upon a longjtican of well-established theories
of the state.

Theories of the state

Bob Jessop itate Theory seeks not only to explicate developments in steery

over the last twenty years, but also to draw aunfthese developments his own distinct
views on the subject. As a Marxist he is concergeastn the power and logic of capital,
to work out and make clear the extent and conditmfrstate autonomy. In particular he
is unwilling to concede that the developments, gapigically and historically, of

different state forms are simply differences inegmance, and that 'in the last instance'
they all function in the interests of capital.

Jessop identifies three general positions withinNtarxist tradition that can be taken on
this question of 'relative autonom$/1) capital-theoretical, (2) class-theoreticak 8)
strategic-theoretical. The debate between thetfirstpositions concerns the question of
whether it is the logic of capital or the naturectafss composition that determines the
nature of, or more specifically the autonomy og #ate in the first or last instance. On
the first position Jessop argues that there arestramds. Firstly, there are those who
claim that the logic of capital generates the rfee@ state form which functions as the
'ideal total capitalist'. As Mandel argues:

Capitalist competition thus inevitably determinggrdency towards an autonomization
of the State apparatus, so that it can functicandgeal total capitalist' serving the
interests of the protection, consolidation and espan of the capitalist mode of



production as a whole, over and against the cainfjianterests of the 'real total
capitalist' that is composed of 'many capitalshimactual world®

The state mediates and is therefore autonomowatian to the interests of particular
capitals, but is subordinate to the interests pftahin general. The other strand, having
more historical specificity, stresses that the cetitipn between particular capitals
generates a need for a state under 'normal’ conditf laissez-faire capitalism but also
theincreasingneed for the 'primacy of the politicdl'given the imperfections of the
system which generates monopolistic rivalries arges. In other words the relations of
capital and their inherent contradictions give ts@ transitional nature of state form,
which has apparent autonomy from the economy wisicievertheless illusory. It is
illusory because of the state's 'function [...] toge the cohesion of a class-divided
society so that accumulation can proceed in stt&l order' Holloway and Picciotto
coined the term 'separation-in-unityo attempt to capture the unplanned chaotic
character of capital accumulation, whereby theedtas little direct effect on the process,
except that periodic crisis triggers the 'steermegzhanism of state intervention’, thereby
altering the form of the state itself. Holloway a@Pidciotto argue that '[tlhis approach,
which takes as its starting point the antagonrgtiations between capital and labour in
the process of accumulation, thus provides us avitamework for an historical and
materialist analysis of the state'.

The second approach, the class-theoretical appratszhhas two strands. The first
'instrumentalist’ approach finds that the stat#&s corresponds to the changing balance
of class forces. The state and its managers haaeitomomy, and class interests are
unproblematically interpreted into policy. The stahen, is an instrument or tool in the
hands of the ruling class. It simply transmitsititerests of the dominant group, who are
able to clearly articulate their interestd.he ease of this transmission is largely due, as
Miliband pointed out, to the fact that the statensnned by personnel with social
backgrounds and personal ties which give them gastared with the economic elités.
At certain points, perhaps during equilibrium ofdes, or even an overall weakness of
class forces, state managers are able to acquercaptional independence
(Bonapartism). The second strand, sometimes reféoras 'structuralist’, is associated
with Gramsci's ideas and Poulantzas' work, andsfthd state actively shaping class
forces, rather than simply responding to th&hin shaping class forces, a process that
depends upon the forms of organisation and reptats@m or structure, the state
modifies the balance between them. Thus, the statet simply an instrument but rather
it actively

organises the bourgeoisie's political and ideolgiomination and ensures the
disorganisation of the dominated class. In otherdacthe threat to the unity of
competing capitals is achieved through the natbirdemlogical hegemony and this unity
is dependent upon the form of the state. This hegé&unity extends to the
incorporation of forces beyond the dominant gro@apsi so requires a degree of sacrifice
of short-term interests from both dominant and dwted. The effectiveness of particular



forms of state such as parliamentarianism is cenedlin respect of the different degrees
of bourgeois domination. Despite the seeming séparaf the economic and the
political, they are dialectically connected, be@ar economic crisis can lead to a
restructuring of the political, which in turn while a precondition for overcoming that
crisis. Having set out this distinction betweenittetrumentalists and structuralists
within the class-theoretical approach, both JessabCarnoy point out that it is

unhelpful to label the debate between Poulantzdd\viliband in this way because in fact
aspects of each appear in the work of both thinkérs

The strategic-theoretical approach, favoured bgaless an attempt to develop and
transcend the difficulties of the capital- and stdseoretical models. Within the ‘capital-
logic' approach, it is not clear exactly how thetestfunctions as an ideal capitalist since it
is assumed that in the last instance intervensaiways in the interests of capital. In
other words it is not clear how the interests gfitzd are to be determined, given, as
Jessop argues, that capital accumulation is itseéfrently contradictory’? The implicit
argument of the capital-theoretical position setorise that there is one logic of capital,
and therefore only one strategy for its accumufatAlso absent from such an analysis
are the non-economic variables of class struggternal critiques attempting to address
these shortcomings, by conceding the influencdasiscstruggle and thereby recognising
that state intervention may not correspond direwit the needs of capital, are
nevertheless constrained, in Jessop's view, bgtaateve conceptual approach to class
struggle. In other words, class struggle is n&tfitseen in turn as being influenced by the
historical nature of political and ideological tabms. In contrast, the class-theoretical
approach which does address this latter pointstemadverestimate the autonomy of
politics and ideology, failing to recognise the swaints of the economy, and therefore
the dynamic of capital accumulation. It also tatl@ggranted the unity of a class, without
explaining this unity.

Jessop argues that it is not good enough to sioghpine the two approaches, rather he
argues it is necessary to make clear how the cesmiesyl principles of the two
approaches relate to one another. Firstly, he arguis useful to consider the
contributions of the 'regulation approach' whi@ther than postulating one universal
logic of capital, postulates that there are varmags for accumulation to occur and that
accumulation is influenced by institutional formsscial forces, and compromise.

In other words, capital accumulation needs to galeged-it is not automatic and law-
like. Equally, regimes of accumulation and reguolatvary temporally and spatially and
can be contingently influenced, making laws andligteons impossible. Secondly, using
Poulantzas' later work, Jessop argues that thaldootes or class struggle acts within
and through the state and thereby gives the statemp The state in itself has no power,
rather it gains power via the social forces thatlaough the state, making the state a
social relation. However, the institutional formatructure of the state nevertheless
contains a particular class bias. Jessop arguehdhathis emerges is the weak point,
because it is not made clear in Poulantzas' wdikven so the contradictory nature of



class interests precludes the possibility of tiei@ga simple 'logic’ of capital and so a
crude bias in the state. Jessop develops Poul&pastion by arguing that the state
becomes the site where the strategies for accuiowlate developed. Such strategies are
themselves always in part influenced by past pagtef strategic selectivity. He employs
Foucault's idea that the way in which a strateglifs power relations explains the

unity of a system of domination, and that thislitsenot the product of one person or
group, it is simply the outcome of micro-power tles.** The bias or domination then is
intentional, but has no subject. The unity impogpdn the state's activities and the
strategies of the moment, is achieved via a hegenpooject. There is, Jessop argues, a
complex dialectic between social forces and ecoo@md political structures.

There have been other developments within statgyh®ne is the post-Marxist work of
Laclau and Mouffel® who argue that the basic assumptions of Marxi®rsabverted by
the new logic of hegemony which entails social coonpse and thus contingency,
thereby radically undermining the logic of capi@iscourses (social practices) fix social
relations with meaning, but only in relation to etldiscourses, making it impossible to
totally fix the meaning, so that social relatioas ©nly become relatively fixed
moments. Society and thus the state become impessibefer to as fixed social
relations, requiring rather that in analysis tliespective moments be deconstructed. A
second development has been the "autopoiesisiqgmgihis position contends that some
systems, the state being one, have within therpribygerty of radical autonomy. In other
words as a system the state 'defines its own boigsd@lative to its environment,
develops its own unifying operational codes, imp@eais its own programmes,
reproduces its own elements in a closed circuiyslits own laws of motion*®

However, neither of these two developments is paily relevant to the question of
Chomksy's position, partly because, as should beaear, he would question their
underlying premises.

The state-theoretical or statist approach is déurtlevelopment identified by Jessop
within the recent body of work on the state thaelsvant to establishing Chomsky's
ideas on the subject. Such an approach either

begins with an analysis of the state as an ingtiitat structure with the power to
penetrate society, or focuses on the independemtpexercised by state functionaries.
Within this position Skocpol argues to 'bring thats back in"’ as she is concerned to
move the debate away from the so-called 'societyred’ approach (a term Jessop is
expressly critical of, given the amount of work Miats have devoted to the influence,
effects and autonomy of the state). The 'societyred' approach it is argued, finds the
state responding to and possibly subsequentlytaftesocietal forces, be they the forces
of class struggle or the laws of capital. For Skid¢pe state itself is to be recognised as
an independent source of power, separate fromtgpb@ving its own special interests,
as a result of its unique infrastructural capasibeth in terms of its connection with
international relations, and because of its mantbateaintain social order. As Skocpol
argues 'the political crises that have launchedbo®volutions have not at all been



epiphenomenal reflections of societal strains asglcontradictions. Rather they have
been direct expressions of contradictions centretle structures of old-regime staté¥'.
The state's autonomy, however, is not simply acsteature of all governmental systems,
but rather its scope and the manager's willingf@sautonomous action does vary. In
Jessop's view this approach reflects a 'nostakgae to return to a strong state at the
very moment when various trends in internationghaization, interstate securitg, and
civil society are all undermining the typical feads of the sovereign nation-state'.
Skocpol's position does seem to emphasise thethi@the state has got a progressive
character to it.

This approach is not dissimilar to that identiftedHall and Ikenberry® as the realist
position, although the emphasis here is on théioekhip of sovereign nation states
within the international system. Nevertheless thgsn this view, operating within an
international relations capacity, is endowed withdpendent power, having no higher
authority than itself. The point for realists islabbesian one, namely that the prevention
of anarchy and invasion and the maintenance ofr@esupremely important and that
the state is the institution best able to secuee@and prosperity. 'The search for
security by a state means that, in a system dstatwill seek to play balance of power
politics.'?* International trade rivalry can degenerate into, waas in the post-world war
two period, a 'hegemonic stability' can be negetiajiving one state a recognised
leadership role, carrying with it certain functiboaligations for the system as a whole.
Realists also contend that for reasons of milisagurity the state provides the impetus
for industrialisation, highlighting a link betwearstate's power and its wealth.

Block's empirical work?? also in the statist tradition, claims to underntine Marxist
notion that the ruling class is class consciousiardclass for itself. He seeks to
demonstrate the degree of conflict and disagreebetnteen managers and capitalists.
Indeed he argues that the

‘class-theoretical’ or 'business dominance' appraeche calls it, tends to 'understate the
short sightedness and irrationality of the busimessmunity' 2 But, as Domhoff has
argued, the evidence of antagonism within the uplaas ‘does not contradict the
evidence that the upper class is a governing dasse may be disagreements and even
conflict over long-range strategies and short-aatits, but the primary goal of that class
to protect the private property system as a whoteta reproduce its own control over
major institutions of society remains intaét'Domhoff also wants to question where the
autonomous state, characteristic of both the statid realist positions, begins and ends.
%5 As Levine has argued, Skocpol ‘assumes the sepaditthe state from social and
economic forces, analyses the state in its owrt,ragid then claims that the state
influences and directs change in both the econamicsocial sphere$® What, she asks,
are the origins behind the existing state strustire



Having briefly reviewed the various positions taksnthose state theorists relevant to
drawing out Chomsky's position, this chapter nomguo look at Chomsky's views on
the state to establish the framework with whiciwioeks.

Chomsky on the state

How then do Chomsky's ideas fit in with these comterary debates on the state? The
principal focus of Chomsky's work concerns the BahiStates and its foreign policy. This
means that a key part of his analysis concernsttte. He combs state documents,
guotes state managers and records state act@itieg with their effects. He considers
the American state's relations with the rest ofwiest, with the east and with the so-
called 'third world'. The state is found activeffeating the course of events both
between states and other states, and between atatdiseir populations. His more recent
work is also concerned with the American statelwisies in relation to its own
population. Whether it is through 'aid’, econon@iocions or military intervention, the
state is found to have an enormous influence omdnadfairs.

It might be thought from this that Chomsky's anislys compatible with the 'statist'
position and, given his international focus, i&alrst' counterpart. However, this is far
from the case. Chomsky is quite clear about hisaesfor focusing upon the state, and
the American state in particular, and it is celtaivot because he sees it as an
independent, or evahe independent, root of social dynamics. Neither duesegard the
power that states exercise as progressive, 'negegs@evitable. His reasons are
political. As discussed in the last chapter he $esuupon the state, the American state in
particular, because by exposing the often horrggffects of foreign policy he hopes he
can modify and put pressure upon the governmemads® of the American

state's form (democratic), it is relatively susdaptto domestic public opinion. He is
concerned with the human consequences of his asiahshe argues:

It is, for example, easy enough for an Americagliattual to write critical analyses of
the behaviour of the Soviet Union in Afghanistad &astern Europe (or in supporting
the Argentine generals) but such efforts haveslifthny effect in modifying or reversing
the actions of the U.S.S.R. ...Suppose, for exantipét,some German intellectual chose
in 1943 to write articles on terrible things doneBritain, or the U.S., or Jews. What he
[sic] wrote might be correct, but we would not EEwmuch impressed’

Chomsky's own political position determines theipatar focus that his work takes, and
it is perhaps for this reason that the complexity auances of his work are often missed.
This point is worth dwelling upon even though ¥atves a slight deviation, because it is
the source of much misunderstanding of Chomskyhlkwi@homsky's critics often accuse
him of focusing solely upon the crimes of the U&esi{(and its allies) to the exclusion of
the crimes of other states. Steven Lukes, for ex@anapcuses him of ‘contributing to
deceit and distortion surrounding Pol Pot's regim@ambodia'?® Chomsky would make



four points here. First, his work does not excladgcism of so-called ‘communist’
regimes. Second, as with the point above: [t]imae&s of Pol Pot could be denounced,
but no one had any suggestion as to how to stop.tiiee comparable crimes in Timor
at the same time could have been stopped by asedtquublic opinion, since the US and
its allies bore prime responsibility for the?.He makes this a general point-that
criticising one's own state or society is more @ffe than criticising others. Third, his
work on Cambodia sought to illustrate his 'propagamodel’ which demonstrates the
media's biased handling of the affair which, bageah the available evidene¢the time
exaggerated atrocities. And fourth, atrocitiestafes that are so-called ‘communist' or
‘'extreme nationalist' are in part a response t@téSsure. Again, however, he qualifies
this:

Since gross distortion of these remarks is preblietdet me reiterate the obvious: this is
not the sole factor leading to repressive and bprtectice in the regimes called
'socialist', but it is the one factor we can inflae, and therefore will be the factor that
will primarily concern those whose concern is ttphguffering people rather than
improve their image or contribute to imperial viote.*°

So time and again he explains that the reasoniggrdrticular emphasis is the result of
political calculation, but that this should notth&en as pointing to a particular priority
theoretically.

The statist theory then would not encompass Choimsigw of the state. He would go
along even less with the international relatiosallst’ stance, particularly the Hobbesian
view that states are a means for peace. He carefoduments the extent to which states
are perpetrators of violence and not even viola@idtke self-defensive sort. In

Chomsky's view the state fails miserably to sep@ace, even if one was to concede that
Hobbes could conceive of state violence being assary means for peace. For
Chomsky that end is never to be reached througdetheeans. The state, in his view, is
not some all-powerful, determining and self-det@ing entity, rather it is a 'centralised
structure', which is governed by a 'branch of tHimg class'*

This puts Chomsky firmly on the society side, ieda to accept Skocpol's state/society
dichotomy. Chomsky's position is not however tadden as some form of crude class-
theoretical instrumentalism, whereby the rulingsslaimply utilises the state as a tool
and had its interests unproblematically interprétedtate managers. His position is
more complex for two reasons. First, he arguesttigastate itself does enjoy partial
independence or autonomy; that 'independent ingien be detected 'in some of the
particular directions that state capitalism takésere he is thinking of military interests
that in the US have acquired enormous assets areddoasiderable decision-making
power. Nevertheless, he argues these could bééitpd by the ruling class at any
moment by simply withdrawing its [the Pentagonésjaurces® That this does not
happen is a result of their 'interpenetratidhit might be assumed that by
'interpenetration’ here he means interpenetratia@erms of personnel, that Pentagon



officials have business interests in the militgshiere, etc. But he means more than this,
as | shall come back to.

The second point that gives Chomsky's argumentsra complex quality is that despite
referring to ruling class interests he also empdeasihat 'the ruling class itself has
internal conflicts'>® This point that the ruling class itself is in clictf and the difference
between the particular interests of capital andyrgeral interests of capital, are issues
which Jessop is particularly keen to resolve bezatishe theoretical level they pose
certain problems. However, Chomsky argues thdteaptactical level conflicts of
interests are often only marginally damaging: '[&lby] elements of the ruling class that
have a particular interest in one or another spbkegevernmental activity will probably
tend to dominate them. What they do may be in adnflith class interests of others, but
the others do not care that much; it's not a ntajog with them, so they let it go.
[Conflicts] sometimes...can break out into real ciotdtserious conflicts® But such
contradictions of private accumulation are neveugh to undermine the whole system.
Chomsky does however want to take this point camiegrruling class conflicts a step
further, because he argues that in important wagset conflicts of interests contribute to
the illusion that there is a plurality of interebtsing

represented in public life and that there is gemwuiaebate and choice. He argues:

Debate cannot be stilled, and indeed in a progarigtioning system of propaganda, it
should not be, because it has a system-reinfochiagacter if constrained within the
proper bounds. What is essential is to set the d®tirmly. Controversy may rage as
long as it adheres to the presuppositions thahdéfie consensus of elites, and it should
furthermore be encouraged within these bounds,hblmng to establish these doctrines
as the ?\’/7ery condition of thinkable thought whilenfercing the belief that freedom
reigns.

Chomsky, then, recognises that there are confiiciisterest within the ruling class that
therefore undermine any simplistic view of the statting at the behest of some
monolithic ruling class. However, he also argued th practice these conflicts do not on
the whole damage certain interests enough to pugmestion the whole system or throw
it into crisis. Presumably if a section of parteuinterests were to be severely threatened
it is unlikely that these interests could acquive hecessary support to put enough
pressure upon the state, precisely because theiegts are particular-other particular
interests 'do not care that much'. As long as @rdbes not go beyond certain bounds it
is a useful feature of a properly functioning calst democracy.

Chomsky's relationship to the ideas of the capitgie school is more complex. On the
one hand he clearly views the state as having gleonmnterdependent relationship with
capitalists, or to be more accurate, using hisitestagy, with the corporate elite. This
presupposes the notion of capital and thereforgateon. He also quite clearly finds a
class analysis compelling for considering 'howeyatt of choice are influenced by



material interests and other interests that aneein class terms*® However, on the
other hand, he veers away from referring to, omerating, an economic law or logic of
capital. Instead he argues that there are tendermi¢that as it is individuals who are in
control it is conceivable that they could behavéedéntly.* This last point is important
because, as he repeatedly documents, certain pgesmygemore control than others.
Indeed, some have so much control they are ald&dagly influence the rules of the
game. Agency then is crucial to any analysis ofad@nd political organisation.

It seems fair to interpret the point that Chomségras to be making by claiming that to
discuss the dynamic of capital and the nature pitaiésm is to reify the processes.
Chomsky takes capitalism to mean a system of fraskets, but as he often argues we
have only an approximation to capitalism. The maiksubject to all sorts of distortions-
distortions that benefit those who effect théfin a sense he is less interested in the
finer dynamics of the economic system, with itsdmcy for crisis,

its ability for self-regeneration, and the statels in these processes. He begins from the
other end of the equation, so to speak, by ackriwyihg the ever-present interventions
and extent of the distortions, which seriously undee any notion of the economic
system having direct determinist effects. Thouglaggital-logic theory may be more
defensible if understood as the identification ofotvents but of tendencies, nevertheless
to start from the premise afcapital-logic is to underestimate the constansgmee of a
further variable: a political power exercised irddhrough the state. The criticism of the
capital-logic school being made here is similathtt made by Jessop.

Obviously this is not to say that contemporary waonkpolitical economy that employs
concepts of capital and capitalism are not thenesebensitive to the impact and
distortions of state intervention. From this pectpye, however, it seems that the virtues
or otherwise of intervention are considered in geohtheir effects on the economic
system and its stability or otherwise. Chomskythenother hand, takes intervention for
granted, and asks rather how different forms arirgntion affect the relationships of
power between elites and the population. In fagjdes a step further. Rather than
treating intervention as a novelty in the functignof the system, perhaps during times
of crisis, he regards it as a prevailing featurbe' Great Depression had put an end to
any lingering beliefs that capitalism was a viabfstem. It was generally taken for
granted that state intervention was necessaryderdo maintain private power-as,

indeed, had been the case throughout the develdprmress?

This shift of focus illustrating that Chomsky doest attribute any necessary priority to
the logic of capital or the nature of capitalismhis analysis of the state or of any other
feature of society, can be demonstrated by loo&irtys ideas on Keynesianism and
specifically military Keynesianism.

Chomsky regularly refers to military Keynesianisrhis is the system whereby the state
stimulates demand, in this case for military hansavd@he need to stimulate demand



arises because the economy has the tendency #bispir recession as a result of
investors withdrawing investment when the returtoslow. Keynes argued that if the
government stepped in and boosted demand, investutsl be given the incentive to
invest.*> Under the military form of Keynesianism, the gawaent not only subsidises
production costs but is also the consumer. Keymedel, however, sought for
governments to intervene in the arena of welfaith lousing, hospitals and social
welfare generally. Keynes recognised that workegsat just workers, they are also
consumers, and that demand from them, and thusiegisn, would be boosted if they
had a higher standard of living. Hence creatingathy productive economy. However,
as Chomsky points out, these forms of state expaediwhen taken too far, interfere
with the class-based nature of society, by giving

ordinary people security and expectations whicheamihe the privileges of the wealthy.

Military Keynesianism is not dissimilar to Kidrortisesis on the 'Permanent Arms
Economy'*®* However, Chomsky shows a distinct shift of emphé&sim Kidron's
position. Kidron questions the effect of an inftheems budget on the economy. Using
Marx's theory concerning the tendency for the odgerofit to fall, Kidron finds that arms
production serves as a leakage in the system bedasgproduction of waste. In other
words arms spending keeps up the rate of profiiélson argues, in Marx's view there
would be a tendency for the rate of profit to falbvided there were no leakages from a
closed system where 'all output flows back intodytem as productive inputs through
either workers' or capitalists' productive consuomt** The luxury consumption of
capitalists was the only existing leak Marx cowdntify but he felt this was not
sufficiently important to undermine the tendencytfee rate of profit to fall. Leakages
then keep the rate of profit from falling, but Matixi not think there were any of any
significance. Given this logical claim derived frdns analysis of capitalism, his theory
was able to predict the crisis and therefore tkedyicollapse of capitalism. Kidron
however, in the necessary attempt to identify &dge, in order to explain the tenacity of
capitalism, identifies arms spending as being cigifit to arrest the fall in the rate of
profit.

Chomsky's focus is quite different. Again he witt meify the economic system. Instead
he asks what effect a permanently inflated armgéuldas on the respective classes.
Chomsky finds that the effect is one of public sdyp$or private profit. He uses several
names for this system: military Keynesianism, thktany industrial complex, and the
Pentagon system.

The 'military-industrial complex'-in essence, afaed state for the rich with a national
security ideology for population control (to borr@@me counterinsurgency jargon),
following the prescriptions of NSC 68. The majostitutional mechanism is a system of
state corporate industrial management to sustgimteichnology industry, relying on the
taxpayer to fund research and development and ge@vguaranteed market for waste
production, with the private sector taking over witleere are profits to be made. This



crucial gift to the corporate manager has beemltimeestic function of the Pentagon
system (including NASA and the Department of Energyich control nuclear weapons
production); benefits extend to the computer ingugtiectronics generally, and other
sectors of the advanced industrial econofny.

In short the system enhances the control by batle shanagers and the corporate elite
over the production process. At the same time @k®&as the position of ordinary people
who are compelled to contribute, and not

just through their labour, to the profits of thealhy. Military Keynesianism is not the
only market distorting intervention of this typehmh makes the private enterprise
systemappearefficient. Others include the manipulation of epecosts:*® the
subsidisation of transportation, not to mentioreaxdlities like pollution. As Chomsky
argues '[i]f the real cost of trade were to be waled, the apparent efficiency of trade
would certainly drop substantially”.

Again then, we see that although Chomsky and Mi@areisiploy similar terms and
concepts, Chomsky is keen that the role of agehoyld not be removed by implication
from the analysis. Kidron's thesis of a ‘permarents economy' places the focus of this
intervention entirely upon the function it has fbe economy, thus removing the very
political character of intervention.

The extent to which the capitalist system is takem given, and assumed to be the
guiding light for capitalists (and hence by someotists of capitalist states), can be seen
in Block's work. He is unhappy with the Marxist angents that there is a correspondence
between capitalist interests and state activityakgies that during some research on US
international monetary policy, one of the 'moseratting aspects of the study was the
discovery that the American policymakers who ordjyndesigned the International
Monetary Fund did not share the vision of an operldveconomy that dominated the
State Department and American foreign policy inghst-world war two period*® He
takes this as evidence not only of conflicting pties between different government
departments, but also as evidence of divergingipigs between the state and business
interests. The problem with this conclusion is thassumes that capitalists have an
interest in the free market. As Chomsky argues:

To the public they [the state] made free markéd, talit in front of the business
community they talked differently, and so JamesdBake State Secretary announced
with great pride to the business convention thatRbeagan administration had offered
more protection to US manufacturers than any optieeeding post war administrations,
which was true, but a little modest. It was in faffering more protection than all of
them combined®’

Neither is it surprising that foreign policy depaents talk about an open world
economyOthereconomies must remain open to foreign investnignatre's a lot of



passionate rhetoric about free markets, and ofsediinat's free markets for the poor at
home and abroad®

The economy then is, and always has been managsintarkets are ideological tools,
and in Chomsky's view intellectuals have fallentfa story.

Something like a capital-logic?

In Chomsky's view, the state managers and the catgelite together can, on the whole,
manipulate things to their advantage. Howeverhag bperate within a parliamentary
democracy their manipulations have to be obscuried.extent to which they can
manipulate things is in part determined by theilitglio control the rest of the
population, or at least deny them access to efitestbn-making processes. Capitalist
democracy offers 'a symbolic pageant or, at modevice whereby the public can select
among competing elite groups and ratify their deas, playing the role assigned them'.
>l Some direct state manipulations fail and therddmes convenient to allow what are
often concentrated private interests to keep nie-@terests at bay. Chomsky uses such
an analysis in his account of the media. Herersfthat the concentrated private
interests are a useful controlling factor in thélbao retain positions of privilege. In
other words this is an example of (loaded) marlegtding to control in favour of
privilege.

This is particularly clear in his analysis of thedra, where he employs what he calls the
'‘propaganda model'. He argues that there are aetunhfilters that operate to preclude
the possibility of dissident opinions or ideas reice a voice within the media. Two of
these filters are particularly significant in thiaéy demonstrate the powerful part secured
by private interest. The first he calls 'the sz@centrated ownership, owner wealth, and
profit orientation of the dominant mass-media firmfsHere he is pointing to the
enormous amount of capital required to set up aspaper, making such a venture
prohibitive to just anyone with an interest in sachenture. However, the degree of
concentration is, Chomsky argues, a result of ticeesssful effects of the market, but
crucially not a free market. Chomsky uses the vedr€urran and Seatoti who argue

that during the early nineteenth century a thriviadical press was seen as a thorn in the
side of the ruling elites. The government triedespond to this directly by introducing
taxes to put up costs in the hope of squeezinganlital newspapers. However, ‘[tjhese
coercive efforts were not effective, and by midiceythey had been abandoned in favor
of the liberal view that the market would enforesponsibility'>* Chomsky also notes

the way in which the deregulation of the media reaiHas loosened restrictions on
concentration and cross ownership, making takesosasy, and contributing to the need
for such enterprises to be unequivocally aggressimeerning profitability.

The second filter that demonstrates the 'beneffitiseofree market as a means of
controlling dissident opinion® concerns the role of advertising. Prior to adsert
having the role it has today, the price of a neywspaad to cover the costs of production.



This ensured that the customer's choice influetlteguccess of the paper. However,
with the introduction of advertising as a critiéatm of revenue for the survival of
media, it became a powerful mechanism to ensutevityas not

generally consonant with business interests areedextcess. 'With advertising, the free
market does not yield a neutral system in whichlfbuyer choice decides. The
advertiserschoices influence media prosperity and surviialginal emphasis)°

Chomsky is thus invoking the machinations of thekag but only to highlight that it is
far from 'free’, being rather the avenue by whidkigte interests can exercise power. It is
notable that in ChomsKky its invocation is concemati the non-direct control of
ordinary people.

It seems then that Chomsky is saying that the tilerd are important for demonstrating
the logic of heavily loaded markets where privaterests are concentrated, but
significantly only for the control of the generapgulation. By contrast it cannot be said
to be determining of state activity. The economy&tem in place is a mere

approximation of its abstract ideal type, principdlecause of the degree of manipulation
afforded to those state and corporate elites. Anchpital's logic is a useful mechanism
for disciplining the 'bewildered herd' (the elitew of ordinary people). 'In general
invocation of market forces as if they were lawsafure, has a large element of fraud
associated with it. It's a kind of ideological vaag with its inherent class interest5.’

Hence, we see that Chomsky's position providesfaadlemphasis on the state in
capitalist society from the positions offered bg ttapital-and class-theoretical models. In
particular he is reluctant to accord special ptyoi® any economic logic, given the
possibilities for manipulation and distortion afied the state/corporate elites. The latter,
however, cannot be said to represent a monolithity,uand conflicts of interest abound
between them, but are rarely serious enough tatatie system of production for private
accumulation.

There is, however, a major problem with the staryes. If the elite have it so well sewn
up how are differences in state form explained gaaigically and historically? How, in
other words, do we account for change? Or, tot@raother way, how do we account for
the waxing and waning of national fortunes withidienate of what we might want to
call aggressive 'competition’. Certainly there teradency in Chomsky's work to
emphasise the similarities and continuities rathan to draw out the intricacies of
difference. This is because at the political letaeke remains, in his view, an 'elite
hostility to...a functioning democracy ...responsiveppeals from the masses of the
population®® no matter what the nuances of policy or party @hés point holds for both
western forms of government and also so-called Conmshforms. So, for example, it is
Chomsky's view that despite the end of the so-@¢&lleld War, US policy will be 'more
of the same®® There will continue to be opposition to nationatisvelopment with any
form of meaningful redistribution of resourcesmiay no longer be possible to blame



such developments on Soviet expansionism or tdrdaltlvention 'self defence'. But this
simply means new pretexts will have to be devised.

Before addressing this question of change to nalifmmtunes some of the parallels
between Chomsky's view of the state and Jessoptegit-theoretical approach are
worth considering. Both reject the notion of a togf capital having a determining effect
on the state. Without this it becomes necessaigetttify a mechanism or mechanisms to
account for state activity. Jessop employs theonatf 'strategy’, arguing that the state is
the site that brings together dialectically pasitsgies with the present balance of forces,
which generates new strategies and hegemonic psojessop clearly wants to reject
notions of instrumentalism and agency, but it fidlilt to see how, using the notion of
strategy, these can be avoided. Even given theeptioo of dialectical forces converging
on the state, if one uses the notion of strategydgests intentional, subjective
articulation of direction to determine ways and meahomsky meanwhile would
accept the claim that his analysis involves issiéstentionality. As he argues:

business, state, and cultural managers, and atiicséctors generally...must internalize
the values of the system and share the neceskasipiils that permit it to function in the

interests of concentrated power and privilege...tBay must also have a certain grasp
of the realities of the world, or they will be uthalbo perform their tasks effectively.

Chomsky also concedes a dialectical relationshiydsen such intentionality and social
structures. In other words he claims that intergtioot only affect social and economic
structures but are formed in and by them. He ardAesing as individuals, most people
are not gangsters. Matters are often different whep subordinate themselves to
institutional structures of various sorts, sucle@porations or the national stafé."

It has been argued that Chomsky regards eliteaxasda significant amount of power
over and above any capital-logic, power which tisid to ensure that the accumulation
process functions largely in their favour. But thes yet another level to Chomsky's
position, a deeper underlying set of argumentis.pgbssible to bring these out by turning
now to the divergencies between the positions sgaje and Chomsky.

In Jessop's model, the democracy is a system tatirggi meaningful working-class
participation. But by Chomsky's view, this is givian too much conceptual weight. The
so-called compromises made by business within gatigp democracy are not treated by
Chomsky as representing sufficiently working-cledsrests, for the agenda is always
pre-set and characteristically narrow. Chomsky egjthat there are rare times when the
population can exert significant pressure on tatesiThe decade of the 1960s was such a
time, with the civil rights movement and oppositiorthe Vietnam war. The

parliamentary system, however, does not, in Chofaskgw, indicate meaningful
working-class or popular participa-



tion. Neither, for that matter, does corporatisngtaer state form which Jessop puts
much store by as evidence of a state not whollyaesive to business interests: in other
words as evidence of a relatively autonomous s@ttemsky is much more sceptical of
the degree to which participation is open to ordinzeople (although he does not deny
that there is some), and he often refers to thelptpn as being treated like an audience
or as mere bystanders. 'The public are to be obsemot participants ..5? Indeed he is
so convinced of the degree to which decisions lhaes, and are being, removed from
public scrutiny and participation that he no longegards the concept of hegemony as a
useful one®® He speaks of the 'de facto world government'ithappearing in the form

of the World Bank, the IMF, GATT and other tradgamisations, which are increasingly
removing power from parliamentary institutiofi§He also studies opinion polls and
regularly notes the discrepancy between claimegatifor government activity and
actual support. For example:

In the 1980 elections, 4 percent of the electorated for Reagan because they regarded
him as a 'real conservative'. In 1984, this droppet percent. That is what is called 'a
landslide victory for conservatism' in politicaletoric.

Chomsky's ideas then are wholly at odds with tliaenal choice theorists such as
Adam Przeworski who argues that at certain pointieucapitalist democracy workers'
and capitalists' interests may not be completegcancilable®® Indeed, in Przeworski's
view, it may even be the case that it is rationahMiorkers to choose capitalism for both
material and political reasons. For Chomsky sudahogs exist only within certain
narrow bounds and, as careful analysis of opinmis gan show, what represents a
‘choice’ is often wildly misrepresented.

The weight put on the effectiveness of democratititutions in Jessop's work serves in
part as a powerful counter to the idea of puresctake or at least to an obvious bias.
Jessop would reject the possibility of outrightsbia class rule given the contradictions
within ruling class interests. In other words, Jesssop, the nature of democratic
institutions and the possibility for a shift in thalance of class forces are significant in
accounting for change. Chomsky on the other haathséo be arguing that there is a
much purer class rule than Jessop and others &lown his view the elites, by virtue of
their wealth and power, can manipulate the systarthkir own ends, and it does not
matter that these ends are sometimes in confligttfds leaves the question of how
change comes about. How does Chomsky's work actmuhistorical and geographical
differences?

Central to Chomsky's work is the view that elites @arganised within the nation state. It
is through the nation state (although not exclug)bat many important victories and
market distortions are achieved for



elite interests. This emphasis on the nation stiadesense concentrates on and
emphasises the competition between capitalistenatienally. In other words capitalists
are brought into international competition with arether in a very specific manner,
through their respective nation state. It is th@leasis on this point in Chomsky's work
that indicates a deeper underlying logic to hisvgi@n political economy. Here we find
an economic logic at work that has the power tavetttand undermine national elite
power by virtue of the dilution of the states' ughce internationally. To illustrate the
point being made it is useful to consider an examplChomsky's work. Elsewhere it has
been shown that in Chomsky's view the military Kesjian system operates in favour of
national elites by securing public subsidy for ptesprofit. There are, however,
dangerous implications in the longer term at therirational level, as Chomsky argues:

Japan has been remarkably successful economittalipy no means weak from a
military point of view, but its military strengtls not commensurate with its economic
power. In fact, the United States has been tryanget Japan and Europe to re-arm, to
increase their armaments, partly because our indugtanning system, which is so
militarily oriented is very inefficient. It meany are producing waste and our
competitors are doing the work on different grourddgan also has an industrial
planning system, but it's not producing waste pittslucing computers and cameras and
tape-recorders and so on. That's driving the UrStadles out of world markets, so we
want them to create an inefficient system like abrsugh armament’

The point then is that elite manipulations throtigh state at a national level have effects
that cannot be controlled so easily at an inteonatilevel. Rather, an economic logic is
at work in the competition between nation statebtarir elites, that no one set of
national elites can control for any length of tirités not being argued that capitalists and
elites are in any way nationalist in the usual sefg¢he word. It is recognised that they
do not normally demonstrate any loyalty to a patéic piece of land, or the maintenance
of a cultural form, and so this gives them an méionalist character. Nevertheless it is
being argued that attachment to a national staiteparamount importance to the
maintenance and entrenchment of their privilegesthdr is it being argued that national
elites and their states do not harg/power or influence internationally. As Chomsky's
work amply demonstrates, the American state hagtezkenormous influence
internationally, and particularly in the 'third vidr In this sense the American state has
attempted to pose as an international state andpmiate the international economy for
its own ends, suggesting that any internationahdyin is itself subject to distortions. But
one state among many, no matter how powerful, icapable of

enough manipulative power. After all, there is a @ntradiction. On the one hand, there
is the requirement that other nations have heaf®n economies with which to do trade
(for example economies actively created by the W8Augh the Marshall Plan). On the
other hand, there is the possible danger that thesse national economies can become
real and ruthless competitors. Without an inteorel state, the elites are forced to



nation state allegiance, generating a special ¢ygempetition and conflict between
them. It is at the international level that somegflike a capital-logic comes into play.

Conclusion

The theory of the state that is implicit within @hsky' work demonstrates a
characteristic combination of complexity and sirapyi. By comparing his work with
that of other theorists, in particular Jessops fiassible to draw out the subtle points of
difference in Chomsky's work. Like Jessop, Chom&jgcts any simplistic notion of
ruling class interests, interpreted as some mdnolitnity. However, Chomsky does not
consider their disunity to be system-threateningroinsoluble contradiction leading to
inevitable crisis, characteristic of the capitairside of production. This is because he
regards the so-called free-market system as resalglyi (by capitalists and state
managers alike) unworkable. Instead the statevietes (not unproblematically), as it
always has, bringing distortions to the marketnireffort to maintain and/or entrench
divisions in wealth, power and privilege. In themse Chomsky offers what might be
called a complex instrumentalist view of the st@emplex in the sense that Chomsky's
theory distances itself from any economic deterstiview of the state, yet does not
ignore that structural advantages exist and ageconstant state of flux and re-
negotiation through state manipulations of theamei political economy. In other words,
his theory recognises that the direction and moumerdf the economy's metabolism is
far from self-sustaining, but requires constanutagon. This view clearly divides
Chomsky from the 'capital-logic’ school of Marxisbught.

Chomsky is also less convinced than Jessop andsdtied democratic state forms offer
effective channels for the working class to hawe meaningful influence in the flux and
negotiation of power and privilege. He in no sewsshes to underrate the differences
between democratic capitalist society and totaditaregimes. Indeed he argues that the
'United States is probably the most open and fremsety in the world®® Such freedom
however is largely formal and elusive to grasptifier bulk of the population, because of
the lack of structural conditions for its exercid@yway, freedom is of course a relative
concept, and to argue that America is 'the most,fre not to say it could not be freer.
Capitalist democratic state forms then, are famftieing an effective measure of

popular participation. In general Chomsky find tiie population is successfully
relegated to the safe confines of bystander status.

Though Chomsky does not think that a capital-ldgis any significant overriding
determining power at the national level, it doemnsgossible to infer from his works that
in his view a capital-logic does have contradicsitimat can undermine a nation's private
interests at the international level. That thisags, its suggested, the result of the
absence of a state to regulate matters for paaticaderests at the international level.
While there is no international state, the most gdw elites will converge on national
states in an effort to secure their continued [@geas. This allows for the possibility that



the success of one national economy can, undetytiemics of competition, undermine
and constrain the power of another national econ@uayon the one hand, Chomsky can
be interpreted as saying that at the national leltels can distort, circumvent and
mitigate against the contradictions of capital aglation, but that at the international
level, because there is no corresponding stat@pigat-logic can manifest itself in
unpredictable ways.

Chomsky's arguments offer a distinctive and comgmsive set of views on the state. His
emphasis upon the international dimension of gtateer is especially important. To
claim, as Jessop does, that the international petisp does not require special attention
is surely to miss something cruci&l.Chomsky's views do meet the criteria of a theory,
in the sense that they offer a coherent framewattk which to critically analyse a
disparate set of variables. While his theory igeqaiear about the structural features of
social and political organisation, he is, neverthsg| at pains to establish that these
structural features are not static, law-like aretinthey are, rather, fluid, temporal and
spatial. Although we are all agents of these stinest, as well as subject to them, some
are more responsible for their maintenance thaarsitgo his theory is positing a
capacity for prediction, and yet always with thewpso that things could be different.

If we are to accept Chomsky's theory on the sthé& we can see that those who act in
and through the state are actively engaged in naatwring and securing the 'national
interest’, however narrowly conceived this interaal be. His theory, like those of
Marxists, acknowledges that private business istsrare constitutive of the 'national
interest’. However, his theory places emphasih@inational interest’ within the
international arena. The international contextdsras to consider the implications for
our understanding of nationalism. In other worflagents acting in the 'national interest’
mean that state behaviour is constitutive of natiem, then those nations with
significant international power must be particufatliccessful in ensuring their 'national
interest’. America is a case in point, even thdtsghationalism goes largely untheorised
and even unremarked. This raises questions abewtdk in which nationalism is
theorised. These questions form the focus of tixé cleapter.
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5
Nationalism

Chomsky's work on the subject of state theory satsgtain questions about the nature of
nationalism. Indeed his work throws into questioa tvay in which nationalism is

usually conceived. In particular, political thougint nationalism, like state theory, pays
too little attention to the impact of the intermaial environment on nations. The
international environment is treated as havingnavitable dynamic of its own, instead

of being seen as the product of the 'national’ dgeetting possibilities afforded to those
more powerful nations.

It is common when discussing nationalism to distialy between nation and state. This is
because some commentators object to equating natiibrstate on the grounds that
some nationalist movements seek recognition ofoplpgoften using notions of

ethnicity) who have no single unified territory aherefore state (for example pan-
Turk). Equally there is the desire to keep apations of nationalism and nation, because
some nationalisms are nations of intent. In otherds some nationalisms seek the
establishment of a nation. In reality, what migatdescribed as successful nationalisms
are those that achieve establishment of the nataognition of which requires a state;
hence the tendency to collapse the two terms im0 kb, as Alter argues, a nation is a
goal rather than an actuality and consequentlyétion is ‘synthetic®, and given that the
state relies upon notions of the nation, then angadled 'nation’, even the most accepted
and established ones, must constantly seek acoepaaa recognition. Nationalism is
that process. As Michael Walzer has said of thee sthe nation is invisible, ‘it must be
personified before it can be seen, symbolized legtazan be loved, and imagined before
it can be conceived',

In this chapter | begin by looking at some of thaditions commonly said to be
necessary for nationalism to arise. For manyassociated with the modern period and,
in particular, is seen to arise in the transitaiycess to modernity and progress. In other
words it is a feature of a society in interregnénurther consideration concerns that of
the role played by the intelligentsia. The intedlgsia is regarded as pivotal in finding a
way of unifying a people that, in the context ofigintenment

ideals, finds sovereignty lies with it. Herd&for example, finds that common ethnicity
and culture are an important social cement and tinatugh the survival of these
distinctive characteristics, the national will daascertained. In the spirit of the
Enlightenment he is careful not to attribute sugrevalue to certain ethnic or cultural
attributes. However, whatever his intentions, hasdly surprising that the use of
ethnicity, when linked to notions of modernity gmagress, should lead to the idea of
superior cultures and even the concept of a mester



Having considered these common features, | thendbseveral dichotomies that are
used as a way of theoretically distinguishing betwihe various manifestations of
nationalism. In this section | look specificallythe work of three writers on nationalism:
Kamenka, Plamenatz and Smith.find that the way in which they take nationalias
having polar forms is characteristic of much worktbe subject of nationalism. The
work of Alter and Schwarzmantélfor example, also makes similar reference to two
polar positions as a way of comprehending the wiffeforms of nationalism. The
difference between the polar forms of nationaligrs In the distinction between those
nationalisms seeking supremacy and those seekiegtion. Implicitly, and sometimes
explicitly, this dichotomy carries normative clainfisrmer, bad, latter, good. Plamenatz
and Smith argue that early forms of nationalisndé&zhto be tolerant and liberal whereas
later forms prevalent in the 'third world" haveded to be separatist and intolerant. Smith
meanwhile regards earlier forms of the supremayi as 'special’ while later forms are
at least understandable, given the onslaught ofermézm. The dichotomies also carry a
temporal feature, suggesting perhaps the deathtmfmalism with the birth of the nation.

In the next section | look at the problems raiswdstich interpretations, given that none
of the commentators consider the nature of thenate®nal political economy. All
implicitly regard the direction in which this ped@f modernism is going as 'normal’ or
inevitable, and therefore fail to see that the abar of modernism serves the interests of
some peoples/nations more than others. Using Chgsnsisights into American foreign
policy it is possible to recognise that internaéibaffairs are driven by the 'national
interest'. This 'national interest' however, isially the very narrow interests of business
elites. The process by which elites attain consardt least lack of opposition,
constitutes a form of nationalism: in fact a ratpericious, intolerant form of
nationalism, not made available for consideratigrhe uncontextualised temporally
located dichotomies mentioned above. Since Amemedionalism seeks ends that are in
many instances compatible with the nationalismtbéonations who accept the
international context, for example other nationghiemwest, American (and other
western) nationalism appears both tolerant andgiiohe. | plan to look at the dichotomies
employed by each of the three commentators in daderrn each on its head, using

Chomsky's work on American foreign policy as a catsely for doing this.

In the last section | raise and answer possibleabigins to the argument that the
behaviour of America and western nations genetalhstitutes an ignored form of
nationalism. First, a possible objection may be tha trend towards internationalism is
especially characteristic of the 'first world' andnnected with this, that the bourgeoisie
are more internationalist than the working clasghthever hope to be. A second possible
objection is that America fails to exhibit the maspport characteristic of nationalism.
Both criticisms, however, fail to recognise the ortance to the bourgeoisie of the nation
state. This can be seen first in the collectionaifonal taxation, necessary to support the
pursuit of profit through the provision of publialssidy; and second the role played by
the state in propagating the myth of a distinciveerican national trait of concern for



principles. This, it can be argued, ensures therdign of opposition, which serves for
tacit consent-a form of mass support.

Conditions for nationalism

Nationalism is a concept that is applied to marffecént social and politico-economic
movements and sets of circumstances. Indeed ipiseal to movements with such
different characters that most commentators orstgect feel it is necessary to construct
binary oppositions as a way of distinguishing tbedjfrom the bad variety. So there are
the democratic varieties versus the authoritareeties (Kamenka 1976), or the
Western forms versus the Eastern forms (Plamergat&)1or the polycentric versus the
enthnocentric nationalisms (Smith 1971). Howeusds possible that such distinctions
blur continuities and perhaps more damagingly pigelthe possibility of seeing certain
forms of national behaviour as nationalistic ocasstituting nationalism.

For many, nationalism is essentially modern arfhg even been claimed to be the
'gateway to modernity®.For some, it dates more specifically from the Eren
Revolution.” With the revolution came an attempt to embodyl&lefithe Enlightenment
that sought to put ordinary people at the centrhiofys. Kedourie argues that Kant's
ethical teaching helped to foster and encourageb@haviour and beliefs based upon
self-determination. 'A good man is an autonomous,raad for him to realize his
autonomy, he must be free. Self determination bac®mes the supreme political good.’
8 Kedourie goes on to argue that, as nationalisessentially a doctrine of national self-
determination, it found in Kant's writings a power$ource of vitality. Smith defines
nationalism as 'an ideological movement for thaiathent and maintenance of self-
government and independence on behalf of a graupe ®f whose members conceive it
to constitute an actual or potential 'natién'.

Kedourie's verdict is, however, negative. Kedoarigues that with the influence of these
ideas politics became a fight for principles. Aslswonflicts become, he argues, less
open to negotiable peace. This is because prirgcgalenot be compromised in the same
way that interests can be. Putting aside resernvatbout Kedourie's idealist stance and
the question of why self-determination is a matfgorinciple rather than interest,
Kedourie's main unease, it seems, lies in whaghe the elasticity in interpretation of
the French Constitution of 1790. Two years aftedaléng it had renounced all wars of
conquest, the French nation then decreed thatutdxseek to defend all peoples
struggling in the cause of liberty. As such, Kedewargues, a new style of politics came
into being, making the expression of will the costene by which to override treaties
and compacts. With this '[tlerrorism became théntedk of purity".*° Smith rejects
Kedourie's outright negative verdict. Howeversipossible that Kedourie's sweeping
appraisal has more insight than Smith gives hirditfer, a point to which | shall return.

Linked to the arguments that nationalism is assediwith, or to put it more strongly,
provides the impetus for modernisation is anothetdr, which Smith (1971), Nairn



(1977), Kedourie (1966) and Plamenatz (1976) ahdea necessary condition for
nationalist movements. This concerns the role efitkelligentsia. Recognising the
constraints of traditional society, the intelligeatpropagate a new education, of which
nationalism is a product. Of course this raiseqjiiiestion of whether nationalism is a
grass root sentiment or an elite construction,targdpoint distinguishes those who think
it to be an ethnic movement from those who regaag i statist construct. The latter
argue that nationalism arises in those who sedlgseernment within borders prescribed
by colonisers, and the former argue that natiomaéisises within those who consider
themselves to be an 'ethnic’ group, with commotuceiletc. and become politicised.
Both seem constraining. Smith argues that educdtteracy and developments in
communication generally, made possible the spréadtmnalist ideas, and Anderson
demonstrates the way in which the modern noveltaadaily newspaper situates the
reader within the 'national imaginatiotf But, as Smith points out, the aspirations of the
intelligentsia together with technological oppoityrdo not in themselves explain the
doctrine's appeat®

Nevertheless, nationalism is seen to be a neceadamct to modernisation. It 'arises in
the course of stabilizing or making possible tlaasition from autocratic to democratic,
or at least popular, governmenf'a transition which may be painful. As Nairn argues
nationalism became the 'historical construct' t&enapid development tolerable and to
ensure the rejection of 'alien rufe The powerful French Napoleonic state was seen to
embody notions of Enlightenment progress, and gssgwas something the western
intelligentsia put great store by. As such thearatitate came to symbolise progress, the
way to preserve independence and

to become modern. This, Plamenatz argues, is @sétl nationalism, because he regards
nationalism as a primarily cultural phenomenon.

What then is the link between those liberal and a@atic ideas and nationalism that can
then take illiberal and undemocratic forms? Enkgiment ideas, which preached the
right to exercise individual free will, promptedacklash by those who feared for the
stability of the existing community. As Smith arguescognising that individuals are not
atomistic and isolated but rather are rooted inroomities, which give rise to common
characteristics, nationalism found in the 'natiataracter' a channel through which to
embody the ideas of Mill and Locke. Political freedbecame the active retention of
historically evolved habits and traits. Politiceeédom became promotion of Rousseau's
'‘General Will'. Following the French Revolution theople had come to be seen as the
source of sovereignty, and the boundaries of th#ibecame the national boundaries.
Recognition of this general will would secure natibself-determination, creating a
potent combination, with its curious amalgamatibbackward looking and forward
looking characteristics. The promise is that treusggy of 'our’ future lies in the
autonomy of 'our’ will (a will that it is "our' rig to defend), which evolves from 'our’
traditions and past, ensuring that 'we' progressigwncertain times without
interference from the 'other'. It is the interptieta of whose will belongs to the general



will, 'us' and not ‘them’, which has led to soméhef more obviously pernicious forms of
nationalism. This is especially so because natismalin seeking a common identity,
looks to identify common language, history and ebkeod.

To summarise, it is argued that nationalism isadufiee of modernity and becomes
prominent in those societies moving from premodemodern forms of social,
economic and political organisation; in other wosdsieties in transition or in a period
of interregnum. It is also said to embody Enligimemt concepts such as freedom and
self-determination, but within the context of aioaal will. It is therefore resistant to any
form of external control or encroachment. Howeitsrattempts to identify commonality
within a group based upon various interpretatidretionicity also makes it open to
notions of superiority and hierarchy which can gmagionalism a supremacist and
divisive tendency.

Dichotomies

The tension within nationalism between resistamzbsupremacy reflects the potential
that nationalism has to take different forms arsdaleeady stated, theorists attempt to
categorise these polar forms. Kamenka, in discggbi@ conditions for the different
manifestations of nationalism, argues that theti@aary form arises within nations with
secure, longstanding states and national terr&oBg contrast, the more progressive
form grows in nascent oppressed nations, whicmatrget politically

nations, and require the vehicle of nationalisrarieure progres$® Kamenka is more
interested in making understandable the logic efrdactionary type, and has little to say
about the progressive type except to raise thea@aSerman nationalism. Early German
nationalism was progressive because it soughtaatidin, being well aware of its
'disunity and political backwardnes¥' This it was thought contributed to its exclusion
from world trade by the Swedes, Dutch and Frenaweéver, its later nationalist fervour,
once it has become an established nation, Kamegkas, was a 'rather special
phenomenon®® Reactionary nationalism, then, is treated as waduSimilarly, Alter has
argued that the German case was 'perverted nasondf It was special not just because
of certain specific historical circumstances, betduse, he claims, it sought primacy
among European nations, a tendency not generabceded with the early liberal
modernisers. We are left wondering what gave ogbé more reactionary form and why
Germany, presumably an example of this, is consdlarspecial case.

Plamenatz goes some wa%/ to answering this questmuistinguishes between the
eastern and western varietyWithin the western variety there are two sub-\&e on

the one hand, the liberal form, a feature of tisé d@ntury, found amongst those peoples
who had not achieved political union but aspired {taly, Germany); and on the other
hand, the frequently illiberal form apparent in tlext century, epitomised by the fascist
movements. Like Kamenka, Plamenatz obviously syhgeas with self-determination,
and seeing nationalism as essentially the embodiofehis, feels the need to explain the



specific historical circumstances which gave reséhe illiberal form. As he explains: 'in
the west this illiberal nationalism has been thigonalism of people defeated in war or
disappointed in victory. It has been the natiomalesf peoples already united politically
and humiliated or disregarded in spite of thisyhit Clearly it is treated, even in its
most oppressive form, as essentially a reacti@otoething. But the question of what,
exactly, is not raised except to refer vaguehhtuse 'defeated in war or disappointed in
victory'.

Of the eastern variety, Slavic, Asian and AfricRBlgmenatz regards this as being quite
different. Here people, having had ideas and prestexported to them that they were
unfamiliar with, then had to transform themselvEsey had to 'reequip themselves
culturally...if they were to raise themselves to liénel of the peoples who, by the
standards of civilization into which they were lpirawn, were more advanced than
they were'?? In other words, they have had to create natiafeitities in order to 'assert
themselves as equals'. Here then nationalism isa¢ineiand competitive-necessary in
order to 'catch up'. In these cases, Plamenatzaffilhis eastern nationalism is in some
ways far removed from the spirit of Herder. It athoimitative and hostile to the models
it imitates and is apt to be illiberd? Its distance from the ideals of Herder lies in the
fact, according to Plamenatz, that 'eastern’ naliem often abandons

its own cultural roots, seeing them as inadequetead of having respect for what is
'native’ as Herder had argued. So, in contrasaiméhka, Plamenatz regards 'eastern’
nationalism as usually illiberal, but both treaastcomprehensible in terms of a reaction
to external stimuli.

When we turn to Smith, who contrasts ethnocentiib polycentric nationalism, it is
notable that he regards nationalism as a featuremy of the modern period but also of
the premodern and ancient peri6tThis is because Smith is troubled by the view that
all accounts of nationalism associating it with thedern period account for its rise by
reference to exogenous factors imposed on humagsebo variously thinkers have
attributed its rise to industrialisatioft,capitalism 2° state and nation building’ political
messianisn?® or intellectual invention and imaginatidi.Smith, in contrast, is of the
view that nationalism's appeal can only be accalifdeby reference to more enduring
and perhaps endogenous features. For exampledbgnised power of appeal to
'symbols, myths, values and memories, attachmemssoms and traditions, laws,
institutions, routines and habits-all of which malgethe complex community of the
nation'.*° These, he argues, are enduring features of hupmeakthat are tapped by
nationalism. As such any explanation of nationalibat links it causally with modernity
will fail to account for nationalism's enduring pistence.

Of ethnocentric nationalism, Smith argues that fiwisn finds inherent irits people only,
by the grace of God, power and value. Its cultume rzligion is the repository of truth
and those beyond this culture are inferior an@jimorance. Smith argues that this
category of nationalism characterised the anciedtraedieval world, for example the



Greeks. Anderson, who regards the developmenttafrrsism as essentially an
eighteenth-century phenomenon, also argues tharéa¢ global religions and sacred
languages of the past generated communities that agetaken-for-granted and self-
evident as nationality is todal}. As Anderson argues, one notable and characteristic
feature of these classical communities concerneid ¥iews on membership. 'Chinese
mandarins looked with approval on barbarians whofpby learned to paint Middle
Kingdom ideograms. These barbarians were alrealflydnato full absorption. Half-
civilized was vastly better than barbarigh.’

By contrast, Smith's characterisation of polycentationalism accepts that there are
many power centres and that other groups have ¥aoewhich it is possible to learn.
This nationalism seeks "[n]ormalisation”, the iddédecoming a "nation” like others, in
a condition of dignified equality’, aiming to beenamong equals, belonging to a 'family
of nations'® Of this type, Smith argues that there are no exasrip the ancient world.

It is a modern form of nationalism. However, hegla@ant to assert that there are many
examples of 'ethnocentric’ nationalism in the modeorld, although, as Anderson points
out, rules of membership are slightly less tolethah those associated with the great
global

religions. Here Smith is thinking of the nationais, if only incipient, of Africa, Asia and
Latin America.

So, despite the need to distinguish between tlierdiit varieties, they all find that
nationalism is an internal reaction to a set oémdl circumstances prompted by among
other things (depending upon when nationalism iedlfom) modernisation, which is
succinctly put by Smith as 'collective resistarméoreign rule'** Other common
elements then draw out the distinctions betweemdi@ positions.

Problems

What is missing from these accounts is an explamadf what the common
characteristics or the nature of this ‘foreign rolgght be-in other words what is
constitutive of modernisation. The form modernsatssumes is usually taken for
granted and it is, in a sense, treated as ineeitalgicessary and agent-less. Alternatively,
it is treated as a 'special’ case and as repréisendha peculiar set of circumstances.
What is missing from these analyses of nationaigssenconsideration of and linkage with
the international political economy. Certainly #rdernal trigger is associated with a
period in the development of societies which iasgiional and is to do with their painful
passage to modernisation. Implicit within this ide#at once a society becomes a
modern nation then, unless it has a problem wittonities, nationalism becomes a thing
of the past. However, perhaps the virulent but segiminvisible nationalism of some
powerfully established nations within the internatl political community explains why
certain groups seek the unifying umbrella of nal@m to resist. In other words the
'foreign rule' is itself a form of nationalism, bate which cannot be accounted for by the



dualisms offered. It is peculiar that this is ogeled given that many commentators
would accept that all contemporary states use maigm in different forms and to
different degrees to achieve cohesion.

If we turn to Chomsky, we find that he traces thextricable links between the nation,
the state and the international political econobopking at the US, he argues that
'policy is driven by the twin goals, of reinforcitige private interests that largely control
the state, and maintaining an international enviremt in which they can prosper If

we accept that an aspect of nationalism is resistém 'foreign rule’, then, the fact that
'intervention in the Third World...[is] in part impet by the goal of securing a
hinterland for the state capitalist economies'lgwegjuires consideratior® In other
words what requires consideration is the dynami¢kese capitalist economies in
relation to their modern states. Chomsky contehdsit we do look closely at the nature
of, for example, the American political economy wié see that 'militancy abroad to
assert US power, and military spending’ are usifukvive a flagging economy at
home'3’ Concern about a flagging economy is principally a

concern about flagging profits, but in this respaiitary spending is useful.
Development in military technology, which then feedto all sorts of other high
technology industries is state subsidised-in otywds, is funded by the taxpayer. Once
these developments become profitable the privat®istakes over, and in the military
sector there is a guaranteed market. This endueanaintenance of profits. In effect,
military spending becomes a regular injection & &nm of the economy.

What the aforementioned theories about nationadisnthen, is preclude the possibility
of seeing an established nation, like America f@meple, as a case study for
nationalism. As Chomsky's work demonstrates, howeat/@ould in fact serve as a very
good case study. Of course, here it might be obgetttat what Chomsky describes is
American neo-imperialism and that imperialism aatlanalism should be kept
conceptually distinct. This is true on both coubts, what Chomsky does make clear is
that in order for America to act as it does intéorally, it must ensure national support,
or at least it must not attract opposition. It musibther words, make sure that the state
and its elected representatives are free to pyrsliges and action that are in 'America’s
national interest'. Imperialism is the other sifiéhe nationalist coin. To conclude as
Kamenka does that 'nationalism as a political mam@mormally does not arise on a
scale sufficient to make it a central issue intpzal life...[because]...[o]ne does not
agitate for that which one already h¥suggests a static reified nation that, once
established, exists within a vacuum, unquestiomeduatroubled by competition or
external threat, perceived or real. Or that iust p case, as Winston Churchill put it, of
'rich men dwelling at peace within their habitasbf? It also assumes that once nations
have established a state, the boundaries of 'thaitory, the relevant nature of 'their’
cultures and history become unproblematically edifiwithout internal or class conflict.
Again, as Chomsky shows, through the example of kaagthis is simply not the case.



The American state employs nationalist techniqaeseek support and suppress
resistance internally and abroad.

Having critically assessed the main contentionsriationalism is essentially a transitory
and passing phenomenon, characteristic of thosetsscbeing born into the modern
world, | shall now look at the more specific bounda drawn by Kamenka, Plamenatz
and Smith to account for nationalism's differennifestations. | shall then consider
these in the light of Chomsky's work.

Progressive versus reactionary nationalism

As we have seen, Kamenka treats progressive nasionas a phenomenon characteristic
of oppressed societies that use nationalism to mase While notions of modernisation
and progress are open to question, the literaturgationalism seems to take, as a
qualifying characteristic

of the modern period, inclusion of the people witthie political system: in other words
the move away from absolutist monarchy to some foirskemocracy. The implication is
that once a nation is born, as long as it doesuféer from the 'special’ reactionary type
of nationalism, it has by definition progressedj 8o possesses the relevant modern
characteristics. Any group of people seeking inddpace from an oppressor will find
unification under a banner such as national seékrd@nation a useful weapon. But in
reality, a modernised nation having attained indepace, a national identity, territory
and state can become anything but democratic,tareed not thereby be suffering from
a 'special case' of reactionary nationalism. Chgraskork shows that countries
officially designated as democratic are a long Wwagn the ideals of the Enlightenment
despite being labelled liberal democracies.

Rudolf Rocker is highly sceptical of the associatd the development of nations and
states with progress’ ‘'The [French] revolution did, indeed, free the gledrom the

yoke of royal power, but in doing so it merely phedl them into deeper bondage to the
national state. And this chain proved more effecthan the strait jacket of the absolute
monarchy because it was anchored, not to the perfsivie ruler, but to the abstract idea
of the ‘common will', which sought to fit all eftsrof the people to a definite norfit.
Rocker counter-poses culture and nations, argtiagthe former has become
impoverished as political unity has become entredclereece, he argues, 'brought forth
a great culture and enriched mankind for thousanhgsars, notn spite ofbutbecause

of its political and national disunioff> Kamenka paints a quite different picture, seeing
within the modern period the conditions for progtensensus and harmony. 'Some
nations had been fortunate and had gained theitorgal and political status before the
demand for popular sovereignty; they could setberd needing little more than a
modest glow of pride in their history and cultuxe@the task of economic and political
progress and to friendly co-operation with otherares.' Chomsky, like Rocker, would
be more than a little sceptical of Kamenka's haimeimpressions. He would also want



to take issue with the image of 'friendly co-opendtbetween nations. As he argues,
America views with increasing unease the developroftne European Community,
seeing it as an attempt for greater independenaiehvwmight interfere with US 'global
interests'. Prior to 1989 he argued 'Europe andnJppse a greater potential threat to US
world power than the Soviet Union, if they move &ds a more independent role’, not
however, that he thinks the likelihood of outrignflict likely. ** Nevertheless he traces
the contours of conflict within and between libgpalitical economies, rather than
harmony.

Turning to Kamenka's notion of reactionary natigsral this, Kamenka argues, is 'for the
deprived, for the unfortunate, for those who $i#lire to find or create the conditions for

their own dignity'** Nationalism

that is reactionary, he argues, is that which teuerprimitive hates and chauvinism. It is
difficult to know what he means by "primitive’, btts likely that it is supposed to mean
something that is not informed by reason, a hatratis irrational. Kamenka does not
give examples of reactionary nationalism, exceplisouss the obvious case of Germany.
But he wishes to argue that this is a special casemsky's analysis of American foreign
policy suggests that it is difficult to think ofnaore appropriate case of reactionary
nationalism than American elite attitudes to sdechtommunists. These elites are hardly
the unfortunate and the deprived.

Chomsky argues that any country which seeks a &irimuly independent development,
in other words a country that perhaps seeks lagidtréution without any influence

from America or the west, is automatically labelle@mmunist' and as 'excessively
nationalist’. The reasons for this are threefoldstFprior to the collapse of the Soviet
Union, to label a country communist/nationalist wasutomatically link it with the

Soviet Union. This had the effect of creating tigpiiession that the Soviet Union was on
some sort of expansionary mission, ready to takienvorld, which meant that the
country accused of behaving nationalistically cdugdseen as being by implication
aggressive. 'Throughout history, the standard @etgenobilize a reluctant population
has been the fear of an evil enerfiyThis excuse has of course been removed, with the
collapse of the Soviet Union, and Chomsky noteptbblem America has had since in
finding a satisfactory cause to stimulate the 'fifi@ hatred'*® Second, this had the
effect of obscuring things in order to allow foiffezient public support for continued
maintenance of a large military budget, in casectineeds to be 'defensive’ action.
Happily, military Keynesianism also stimulates #gwnomy. Third, any 'defensive’
action undertaken can then become, by implicaidreeing of the indigenous
population from the terrors of totalitarian comnsmi This serves to stimulate and
maintain the chauvinism embodied in the belief thaerica is the leader of the free
world, bearer of progress and the embodiment afgRtdnment freedom. The 'primitive
hatred' then, is far from ‘irrational’. It is highiational for those whose interests it serves.



Perhaps when Kamenka refers to reactionary natsmnaWhich he sees as being
informed by irrational hatreds, he is thinking at&ragua or even Vietham. But as
Chomsky dryly comments: "Westerners have often baéfted by what they call the
"xenophobia" of Asian peasants and tribesmen, agrhenon not yet explained by
modern anthropology, which seems to arise amongpgrthat are subjected to saturation
bombing, forced population removal and other madéprotection” designed by their
foreign benefactors:’

Eastern versus western nationalism

Unlike Kamenka, Plamenatz finds the liberal forrmafionalism a dead breed. It was, he
argues a feature of the west in the nineteenthucgntlationalism in this century, by
contrast, has been primarily illiberal, both inwestern and eastern forms-both
comprehensible given the relative external pressugain, however, the nature of this
external pressure is considered at a rather abstragd. Concerning the eastern variety,
vague reference is made to the export of ideas femognisably advanced nations,
which prompts the desire to catch up and emuldéenéhatz seems faintly critical of
eastern nationalism for abandoning its culturatspbut no room is made for seeing it as
anything other than a necessary and chosen patingltne example of Vietnam again,
in his first political book Chomsky looks at theywhe mandarins of American power
pondered the problem of exporting the idea of sgttip certain institutional
arrangements necessary to counteract instabilgyargues, 'what is striking is the
implicit assumption that we have a right to conéirowr efforts to restructure the South
Viethamese %overnment, in the interests of whatietermine to be Viethamese
nationalism'™ Then, when attempts to export the idea failed Aimericans resorted to
force, because they perceived this tarbtheir national interestAmerica claimed that
the South Vietnamese were puppets of the commuiiisesy could not decide which
communists-'the American authorities persistedhvéa@ssumption, a point of rigid
doctrine, that China was an agent of Moscow, theGfng an agency of North Vietham,
which was in turn the puppet of Moscow or "Peipingboth..."*° This allowed them to
claim that they were assisting the South Vietnanme#ieeir struggle for self-
determination and democracy. But as Chomsky's stfithye Pentagon papers shows, no
link between Vietnam and China or Moscow was eubstantiated. Such an example
illustrates the clear reactionary nationalism ofekiman foreign policy, which as
Chomsky documents, contributed to the developmekttiteooft-labelled reactionary
nationalism of the Vietcong.

But if, as argued by Kamenka and Plamenatz, tleedlor progressive brand of
nationalism can be identified by its faith to trecttines of the Enlightenment, as well as
having respect for what is 'native’, then the Saiétnam National Liberation Front
should have qualified. As Chomsky argues:

It organized 'the rural population through thernastent of self-control-victory by means
of the organizational weapon', setting up a varidtself-help ‘functional liberation



associations' based on 'associational disciplmgled with ‘the right of freedom of
discussion and secret vote at association meetargs'generating '‘a sense of community,
first, by developing a pattern of political thougtrtd behaviour appropriate to the social
problems of the rural Viethamese

village in the midst of sharp social change andpsd, by providing a basis for group
action that allowed the individual villager to dkat his own efforts could have meaning

and effect'>

It is possible to see from this example that Kea®siconcern about the French nation
decreeing to defend all peoples struggling in #ngse of liberty is perceptive, if not for
the reasons that Kedourie gives. Kedourie's problgit is that the doctrines of
nationalism presuppose an idealistic state of pedie, based upon human reason and
social justice. Kedourie takes a highly consenesitance, viewing such quests as
unattainable and thus dangerous in an imperfeddwBut Kedourie's concern might
have been a concern about who does the interprefiting decree. The question is who is
the French nation? It seems to be assumed thabifiaty is deemed to have modernised
then the state is accepted or assumed to be thedemdnt of the general will. This is
guestionable and as the state operates within erwitvironment, specifically the
international political economy, this too needgéotaken into consideration. As
Chomsky argues, for 'corporations and businessrgiiye.their (special) interests are
the national interest” That being so we must be suspicious of such staiport for
peoples struggling in the cause of liberty.

Ethnocentric versus polycentric nationalism

Smith's so-called ethnocentric nationalism is, adhave seen, a phenomenon not just of
the modern world, specifically the 'third world'js also something which has
characterised ancient societies. Smith does waentgige that this type of nationalism is
'weak', at least not in the sense that the movermsdess intense, but that it is weak
because of the "submergence" of the idea of tagdm" and its "independence" under
that of the religious culture and the divinii# This form of nationalism is also
characterised by attempts to export and exteridfiteence. It is fairly common to see in
nationalist movements the same claim to absolutl,ttogether with the use of ritual

and myth, as can be seen in religious movemerndsebhnationalism has been described
as a 'secular religior™® Now it may be, as Smith suggests, that some 'tiindd"
nationalist movements do hold to the fore defere@aartain religious ideals which are
considered repositories of a greater 'truth’ thamwhich can be supplied by the general
will. But, in terms of the export of influence, agaas Chomsky's work shows, a better
and more successful example of ideas being expodeld not be found than in America
and the west more generally. Not only this but Anger intellectuals are also shown to
worship the secular religion of the state: '[W]apsbf the state has become a secular
religion for which the intellectuals serve as pifie®d.”* Chomsky is referring to the

way in which



intellectuals accept, on faith, American staterskato act only for moral reasons and
always in the defence of freedom, despite the hestorecord. When reality collides with
the myth, as in the Vietnam war, the intentionsstileregarded as high, but the
consequences were merely mistaken. He goes oy:to sa

The more primitive sectors of Western culture gohfer, fostering forms of idolatry in
which such sacred symbols as the flag become a&cttohi forced veneration, and the
state is called upon to punish any insult to thewhta compel children to pledge their
devotion daily, while God and State are almostgsdiubly linked in public ceremony
and discourse. >®

Quoting an American journalist who wrote ‘[d]lemagyréas been our goal in Nicaragua,
and to reach it we have sponsored the killing otifands of Nicaraguans. But killing for
democracy-even killing by proxy for democracy-ig¢ a@ood enough reason to prosecute
a war',”® Chomsky notes that despite the critical tones #iimply assumed that policy is
guided by a 'yearning for democracy'. The offidacttrine is that this 'yearning' is not
equivalent to trying 'to convert anyone to a spegblitical, social or economic system'.
>’ Rather it is simply, in the words ofNew York Timediplomatic corresgondent, the
desire 'to see American-style democracy duplicitezlighout the world® -American-
style democracy being conveniently designed tefyadilite interests. However, the
historical record shows that this is more than gudesire, as the example of Allende's
Chile among others demonstrates. An ambassadomeating on the use of sanctions,
explained the need at the time to 'do all within power to condemn Chile and the
Chileans to utmost deprivation and povertyWhen this failed, assassination proved
decisive in realising the 'desire'. At one leve tlesire might be thought to have failed,
given the nature of 'democracy' in, for exampldphChina, the Dominican Republic, the
Philippines, El Salvador and Guatemala. But as Gkgrargues, 'it makes little sense to
attribute to the United States greater tolerancégdolitical ideological-deviations” on the
grounds that it does not insist on "the U.S. braihdemocracy" and tolerates
"authoritarian dictatorships™® Actually it can be deduced that the political fasn
largely irrelevant to the American 'desire’-whatdally important is that the economic
order is receptive to US interests. Neverthelebonisky does notice that there is
increasing convergence between the social conditdthe so-called 'third world' and
the west. 'One thing you have to give Reagan cfedihe has to a certain extent broken
down the distinction between the United Statesthadrhird World. He's a real
egalitarian. You now have Third World conditionskdansas... There are more homeless
in the streets of the United States than in Managercapita®' America, it seems,
provides an excellent example of Smith's depictibn

ethnocentric nationalism, but is curiously abseonfthe discussed cases. It seems that
attempts to theorise nationalism renders Ameri@nalism invisible.



Returning to the use of dichotomies to classifytilees of nationalism, Alter employs
the term 'integral nationalism' to refer to a catggf nationalism not unlike that referred
to here by Smith as 'ethnocentric’ nationalism.a8peg of the Italian, German and
Jocobin examples he states:

[e]xponents of integral nationalism are preparescurmpulously to assert the interests of
their own nation at the expense of others.... Whabig 'ethical’ and morally justified is
whatever serves the nation and its power; forhigiter purpose injustice, even crime, is
acceptable. Here lie the roots of relentless patswctand violation of the law, of
expansionist foreign policy and the unbridled aiobi of a ‘master race' %

America comes to mind as a more contemporary catalidr this type of nationalism. In
the arena of international law, the US is a regafender, given, as Chomsky notes, that
'the U.S. government...consistently prefer[s] thenaref force to that of diplomacy®
resorting to blatantly illegal attacks and act$esforism. These offences are monitored
and ruled upon by international bodies such agjtdethe International Court of Justice
and the World Court. In 1986, for example, the Wdburt ruled that the US attack on
Nicaragua constituted 'an unlawful use of forceit 8ich decisions have little influence
it seems. "The United States...vetoed a UN SecuotyynCil Resolution calling on all
states to observe international law' and it alete@ against a General Assembly
resolution calling for compliance with the World @bruling’.®* Such decisions are
defended in terms peppered with ethical rhetorauathe US requiring 'freedom to
protect freedom’, while the UN is slammed for iiyto undermine the legitimacy of
western ideas, institutions and intere§tsMleanwhile, argues Chomsky, the globall
conquest by Europeans, which is led by one of tveiean-settled colonies, America,
goes on, a conquest which has lasted 500 y&drsthe early years of this conquest,
during the English colonisation of North Americdydinsky notes the frequent use of
racial categories to distinguish the barbarian'sarages' from the 'noble racéThis
usefully contributes to demonising the ‘enemy'eeessary process before the job of
'felling trees and Indian$® Even this century, Winston Churchill sought supor the
use of poison gas against Kurds and Afghans, ieteto them as ‘uncivilized tribes’,
while Lloyd George argued for the 'right to bompbgers'®® The master race it seems
may no longer refer to a group bound by biologyrather a group bound by economic
and political interests.

Chomsky does regard the 1960s as a turning potstins of an 'improvement in the
intellectual and moral climat€® This period, he argues, saw an increase in awssefe
and concern for oppressed sectors of the popula®ioch sentiments, however, came
under heavy attack during the 1980s as they wedaniger of threatening elite interests.
As a result those who continued to draw attentiotiné issues of ethnocentrism started to
be accused of 'political correctness'. As Chomsgues 'what could be more natural than
a propaganda campaign claiming that it is leftitsovho have taken the commanding
heights and control the entire culture, imposirgjrtharsh standards everywhef&'.
Nevertheless, despite the backlash, and it stilhbe less acceptable to refer to peoples



in racist terms; that is with the exception of Gieomsky argues, 'anti-Arab racism’, the
‘only kind of racism that can [still] be openly ezpsed'’?

In more ways than one, then (but not in every wayshall argue), the United States can
be described as conforming to the ethnocentric foirmationalism. One question that
might be asked is whether polycentric nationalisraiiher a realistic characterisation of
any nationalist movement or, even if nationalieentselves truly seek this, whether it is
attainable. Smith argues that '(collective) autopodividuality and pluralism...form
thesine qua norf modern "polycentric" nationalisni® However, it is doubtful in
today's internationalised economy whether natiasplrations of collective autonomy
and individuality are realisable. Smith concedex jp]olitical independence is typically
perceived to be insufficient without economic acitgt. ”* Nevertheless it seems
plausible to suggest that the issue is one of @eg@me nations have more autonomy
than others, so some nations can be more natibtiais others. If this is the case, then it
calls into question the whole notion of pluralitymuralism. This defining characteristic
of polycentric nationalism, conforming to Herdedsals, presupposes an international
order of nations having equal status, each ald&poess its own cultural character: a
‘family of nations'. It seems that the realisatésuch an ideal is what is sought when
one considers the setting up of the United Natiblusvever, in reality to achieve any
sort of common ground amongst nations that arenéaig in competition with one
another is a tall order. As Chomsky points outl987 the United Nations, 'speaking for
"the community of nations" voted a series of disament resolutions. It voted 154-1,
with no abstentions, opposing the build-up of weegio outer space (Reagan's Star
Wars) and 135-1 against developing new weaponsassrdestruction. The Assembly
voted 143-2 for a comprehensive test ban, and 1f8r-& halt to all nuclear test
explosions. The US voted against each resolutmned in two cases by France and one
by Britain.'” The failure of pluralism within a ‘community oftins' is demonstrated by
the impotence of the United Nations which is unablenforce resolutions. This is
particularly visible when one of the more poweriations opposes a resolution, but
suddenly

becomes less visible when, for example, the USssteelse a UN resolution to cover for
intimidatory tactics. In other words America usles toncept of human rights abuses as a
weapon against its enemies. The enemies are thidbedf 'excessive nationalism' or
‘ultranationalism' or those who are ‘fiercely nagilistic' because they seek reforms that
challenge privilege, and/or because they seek dpaednt that is independent of and
does not recognise the needs of American inter@stgrican 'national interest&® That

this concern for human rights is mere rhetoridhisvén by the correlation Chomsky finds
to exist between the level of US aid and the leféluman rights abusef.

Using Chomsky's work, then, we can challenge th®ndhat some nations engage in
this benign form of polycentric nationalism. We adallenge it, not just with the
historical record that Chomsky provides, but alsdhe grounds of logical consistency.
In theory, the mouthpiece for the nation is théestiut in practice the state serves the



interests of a narrow but wealthy business-oriedtaection of the population, and it is
this sector's interests that become the 'nationatast’. This sector's interests, as
Chomsky vividly shows, are not merely internal bxternal too. In other words the state,
in the process of securing the 'national intersggks not just certain internal conditions,
but also certain external or internationally corideconditions. Such internationally
conducive conditions might include securing progucpossibilities in a tax free zone,
or ensuring repatriation of profits, or having &€ an un-unionised, and therefore
passive, cheap labour force. The uneven naturapfadist development has meant that
nations do not meet on a 'level playing field'other words, the pluralistic conditions
necessary for a 'benign’ polycentric nationalisexsaimply not present. The national
interest of weaker nations may simply be to puesuéndependent path of development
(or self-determination), and this decision willta&ken as a response to the national
aspirations of stronger nations whose aspiratiatenel beyond their own national
borders. It is this very prevalent and contempofargn of nationalism associated with
the stronger nations of the west, which is strangbkent and invisible from attempts to
theorise about nationalism.

Possible objections

The argument put forward so far is: first, thatiaowlism is not simply a transitory
phenomenon associated with the birth of a natiahrdther is an ongoing dynamic of all
nations within the modern climate of internatiocapitalism. Acceptance of this premise
allows us to see certain forms of national behavésunationalistic or as constituting
nationalism. Second, given this premise, it is athgtihat attempts to theorise about the
different forms of nationalism become problematicey become prob lematic because
expansionary national behaviour of a society ngéon

in a period of interregnum gets ignored which,umt leads us to miss the significance of
this for understanding the defensive nature ofomatism in what are known as
developing nations. Nationalism of 'third worlduoiries is typically treated in a reified
way as though it is a reaction to some form of itadole international development of the
forces of production, industrialisation or modenmidn fact it is more realistic to
recognise 'third world' nationalism as a reactmthe concrete experience of the
intentional expansion of ruthless ‘first world'inatlism. As such then, it is possible to
see American behaviour as not only a form of natiiem, but as fitting more accurately
the illiberal, reactionary ethnocentric conceptiossally reserved for describing the
eastern, or third world nationalisms of today, e so-called 'special’, 'perverted’
nationalisms of yesterday's Europe.

There are two possible objections that could beechagainst such an argument. First, it
may be asserted that the bourgeoisie are interradists rather than nationalists. As
Lowy points out, 'Marx stressed that "while the tgmoisie of each nation still retained
separate national interests, big industry creatddss, which in all nations has the same
interest and with which nationality is already déad Certainly, Marx saw a trend



towards internationalisation suggesting the demis®tionalism. Second, it would be
guite easy to show, especially using Chomsky's wark, that America is a class-ridden
society and so does not display the mass supparacteristic of nationalist movements.

On the first objection, what Marx's point failsrecognise is the extent to which 'big
industry', despite being highly mobile and appegatmhave no respect for national
boundaries, still remains, as Chomsky's work malesr, dependent to a large degree
upon the support of a particular state. In otherdspbig business remains intimately
linked with the nation state because of its needdibsidy, developments in
technological know-how and guaranteed marketsyen simply to push its interests
abroad. Elites, then, retain links with the natonl in particular the state, in order to
benefit from, among other things, national taxatilites, interested in maintaining
certain interests abroad are also dependent ugostdke, as Chomsky makes graphically
clear, when they require the use of force, in otdeansure the submission of those
resistant to their interests.

Smith has argued that internationalism, rather tieng a threat to the survival of
nationalism, actually helps to fan the flames dforalism. To a certain extent this is a
similar point to those points already made abolbpagh it would be more helpful to
draw out the impetus behind the so-called inteomalism and recognise it as another
form of nationalism. Smith does go on to argue th&trnationalism is simply the mutual
recognition and legitimation of other people's oadilisms, institutionalised in a global
framework'.”® But by not recognising that behind the appareterirationalism are
certain nationalisms that set the

agenda, he fails to note that the institutionaligethal framework is not equally tolerant
of other people's nationalisms. In other wordsitbernational framework favours some
nationalisms over others rendering the favoured amasible. Smith's framework
implicitly regards social organisation around gliotepitalism as normal. As Hobsbawm
argues secessionist nationalisms are in fact usefumd can be encouraged by the more
powerful nations as long as it is not secessiom filwem.

The optimal strategy for a neo-colonial transnatl@tonomy is precisely one in which
the number of official sovereign states is maxirdiaad their average size and strength-
i.e. their power effectively to impose the condisaunder which foreign powers and
foreign capital will have to operate-is minimized[T]he US...and their corporations
would prefer to deal with Alberta rather than Cam&d

All the while, if there is no international stateg¢nsure the preservation of elite interests,
elites will have to resort to allegiance with atgadar nation state.

The second possible objection concerns the ex@emhich nationalism can be said to be
a feature of America, given that there is no obgimass support commonly found in
nationalist movements. This is true although Chgmeauld probably want to qualify



this by arguing that a certain degree of idolatnydrds the state and its national interests
can be found among the intelligentsia. This is irtgrt because as Anderson has argued
the intelligentsia is crucial for the development gromulgation of nationalist

sentiment. For some, nationalism is not instingtagZelinsky has argued-it is not
genetically encoded, rather it is a doctrine thashie drilled into the hearts and minds
of its adherent$® However, having argued that America does not dispharacteristics

of mass support, Chomsky's work shows that the Aaeistate is extremely thorough in
its attempts to divert internal opposition. Sohaitgh there is no mass support,
successful attempts to divert attention mean tbdher is there mass opposition. While it
is possible to argue that the considerable dedreeter apathy in America is evidence of
dissent, inaction actually has the effect of reiaifog the status quo, thereby acting as
(mass) tacit consent. In other words in contrasigtmaviourist claims a non-action is still
an action.

The usual method by which attention is divertelyishe use of propaganda, another
typical feature of nationalism. As the next chapteyues, Chomsky devotes much time
to studying the media, which, because they aresmbss like any other, successfully
filter out dissident ideas. Through the use of cangmn Chomsky shows that American
elites will use high moral rhetoric, spiced withsna@presentation and historical
inaccuracy, in an effort to secure support (evemiy tacit) for intervention or sanctions.
Such actions are deemed necessary in order toesumnational

interest’, which is considered threatened evemaif threat is simply the 'threat of a good
example’, as in Nicaragu.However, the rhetoric will be that interventiomiscessary

to free people from a tyrannical leader guilty ahtan rights abuses or simply of being a
communist. Meanwhile, the media keep quiet aboahtss/occurring elsewhere which
are morally offensive, but which for a number aisens, including sale of arms, may
serve the American 'national interest' (e.g. E&sDi).

All commentators agree that fear of an enemy ig useful in promoting national unity.
Alter, writing of Germany, argues that 'images ¢fostile world beyond Germany's
borders, were evoked to whip up support at homéhenationalist cause; ongoing
political tensions with other countries were attdily heightened to bolster national
loyalty'. # Again this mirrors American anti-Communist poliés Foley has argued, the
Cold War 'was a war designed to produce the typgtbnal anxiety upon which
xenophobic and blind national solidarity could weti®* Another channel that, Chomsky
argues, serves to divert attention is that of spational sport he argues is 'a way of
building up irrational attitudes of submission tdleority, and group cohesion behind
leadership elements, in fact it's training in i@aal jingoism' 2 In concurrence,
Zelinsky, who regards nationalism as a civic religiargues that 'if nationalism or
statism is the high church version of the new dispéon, then sport may be looked upon
as its low church manifestatiof?.



An important difference, then, lies between argulmg America does not exhibit the
mass popular support characteristic of nationalsiharguing that the population does
not actively oppose policies supposedly designethi® 'national interest'.

American nationalism

If America is taken as a case study for nationglisfmat can be said about it? Zelinsky,
in a study of American nationalism that fails tet®matically highlight the problem this
nationalism has for theories of nationalism, néwaess argues that work on nationalism
is 'eurocentric’, according the US 'only a passiagce'. He argues that the 'American
experience may tell us more about the essential@at nationalism and statism than
any other examplée®’ Foley argues that American nationalism rests upbalief that the
American people have a divinely-inspired historjpafpose to set a moral example to the
rest of the world: that, as Zelinsky puts it, 'deviprovidence is utilizing the US to
achieve universal freedorfi®. Early American political thinker§? providing the
necessary input from the intelligentsia for thealepment of national sentiment, but
being unable to appeal to ethnicity, common histooynmon culture or even language,
found, in rhetoric about democracy and liberty, tleeessary glue for a national identity.
Nye argues that 'American nationalism has alwags leennected not to place but to

principles'.?® As such it is infinitely more subtle, for expansimy purposes than, for
example, Hitler's crude appeal to superior radiaracteristics. In this sense, Foley
argues that the American War of Independence amdémherican Civil War were two
events concerned with liberty and civil rights, ethshaped the American identity.
Accordingly ministers from Kennedy's era to theserg appeal to the population to
recognise that 'the United States has responmbilitfwhere] other nations have
interests'?* Certainly, if one turns to Chomsky's work, we finich comparing official
policy rhetoric concerning certain high moral ideaith the reality as gleaned from
official records. Chomsky consistently finds thetdric wanting. The ideals that serve as
national cement to American unity persistently renjast that, ideals.

Before concluding this chapter on nationalisms imécessary to consider whether its
findings leave it open to the charge of offeringpaception of nationalism that locates
nationalism only with conditions of modernity. Smih his latest book on nationalisth
argues that the tendency in much of the literatoitecate nationalism with modernity
fails to enable us to account for nationalism'sueimg) presence. He also argues that this
literature implies a political instrumentalist apach, where ‘culture is infinitely
malleable and elites free to choose whatever agjiectulture that can serve their
political purposes or mobilise the mass&dn his view

...such a usage is unduly restrictive. It omits oihggortant dimensions of 'nationalism’
such as culture, identity and 'the homeland', ay fittle attention to the character of
the object of nationalist strivings, the 'natidrtie result is a serious underestimation of
the scope and power of nationalism, and of itsiettoots.>*



While Smith may be correct to identify some formigationalism with real grass root
sentiments for 'the homeland', this does not theneled to exclude the political
constructivist approach to nationalism. The twodheet be mutually exclusive.
Exclusive emphasis on the cultural roots of nafismg emphasising common ethnicity,
language and history may again serve to constraimderstanding of nationalism,
rendering invisible American nationalism. As Nygus, here we have a form of
nationalism motivated less by place than by thadation of a supposed universalist
principle, the principle of freedom. In this sen&ejerican nationalism mythically
creates a closer loyalty to the ideals of the Edigment than could be imaged by
Herder.

Conclusion

This chapter has sought to show that charactesig8aally picked to define nationalism
such as ethnicity, history, language and cultuee ar

inadequate. This is not to say that nationalist enoents do not appeal to these features
to build national sentiment, it is simply to sagttfiocus upon them constricts a wider and
more adequate appreciation of nationalism. By abaingj this constriction and another
widely held belief that nationalism is a featuresotieties in transition to the modern
period, we get what promises to be a richer apatieci of nationalism and one that
makes visible the nationalism of America. It sed¢had studies of nationalism, like state
theory, also concentrate too much on internal ateristics of the nation and the state,
and too little on the dynamics of the internatioctaracter of the nation and state. Vague
reference is made to reified notions of transiaod modernity, without proper
consideration of the concrete nature and workirfigeeinternational political economy.
Indeed the international order in place is takemasnal' and as potentially desirable for
all peoples and nations, especially if they waritadch up’. As a consequence of the lack
of appreciation for the international environmetd depending on the degree of
resistance to this international order, nationatigyet ranked on a linear scale of liberal
versus illiberal types. This implicitly evaluatdégetnationalisms, the former being the
better variety and the latter being the less ditradorm, even if these latter are
comprehensible, given that acceptance of the iatiermal order is likely to offend certain
historically cherished cultural characteristicscBase the international order is taken as a
given, separatist nationalism becomes by definiéeineme, ethnocentric and
reactionary, rather than a case of peoples singaiisg an alternative form of
development, separate from the international ofdeanwhile, those cases with an
extreme illiberal character that nevertheless adtepinternational order get labelled
special or perverted.

By questioning the theoretical dichotomies, andkégping in mind the nature of the
international politico-economic environment in arfler nationalism not to be treated as



only a transitory phenomenon of modernising natidrizecomes possible to see the
national behaviour of countries like America asplg@ationalist; further a nationalism

of the reactionary, ethnocentric and illiberal esyi Indeed, it becomes possible to see
nationalism as a feature of all contemporary stapstalist societies (as well as
developing transitory ones). Instead of regardixga@sionary tendencies as a 'perverted’
form or as the 'offspring of "genuine" nationalistnand typical of those struggling to
modernise, this form should be seen as a corditatlye maintenance of state capitalist
society, and as typical therefore of the more dgyed nations.

America and 'first world' nationalisms are, it seehighly successful at disguising
themselves, particularly from political theoristheir invisibility is suggestive of the
extent to which their manifestation is taken asrtbem. As black writers and feminists
have argued, one extremely significant charactemstracism and sexism is the extent to
which the white male is taken as normal so thatyglieg else is 'other’, different,

pathology. This is also true for state and natish@ropaganda. For the invisible to
remain invisible and for the norm to remain themgthe possibility of the ‘other’ must
be quieted, removed. This means information, kndgdeand rhetoric must secure these
requirements. Chomsky's social and political thaungit only exposes this 'other' it also
offers a theory, to which we now turn, about tharofacturing of consent'.
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6
Politics and the media

The media is a key area in the political analy§id@am Chomsky. The term 'media’ here
is used to refer to forms of mass communicationlniytis argues, '[m]edia are the
instruments of [the] strange, taken-for-granteddfarmation...[that occurs when] we
learn to...match blobs of coloured pigment on canwasur expectation of a
landscape...[or] see runic squiggles as letters ngadaminds™ Many of the frameworks
that inform Chomsky's interpretation of eventsiarglicit within his more general



critique of American foreign policy. This is not ebhis view of the media. Here he and
Edward Herman set out a systematic framework arthevhich they call the
'‘propaganda model'. They then proceed to testibdel. However, despite Chomsky's
explicit attempt to set out his theory in this aitda useful to place his framework within
the wider context of his social and political thbtg

This chapter does two things. First, the centrabthtical traditions within media theory
are set out. Then Chomsky's propaganda model esided. To complement this model
other ideas of Chomsky's are drawn in. Second, Gkgmtheory is examined in the
light of this large tradition of media theory. Ap&nom the social science discipline of
international relations, media theory is the ordgial science discipline that makes any
sort of regular reference to Chomsky's politicalught. What is of interest is the way in
which many media theorists use and interpret hikwlargely incorrectly, 1 would
argue).

Studies of the media can usually be divided intedlgeneral areas: analysis of the
conditions of ownership and control; analysis & tfature of media content; and analysis
of audience reception or the effects of the me8jgoroaches to these questions are, on
the whole, polarised between those who employ aiglairamework of analysis and
those who employ a liberal pluralist perspectivéthll both perspectives are tensions
between those who regard the media as an instrusnéod! of some group or individual,
for example the owner/s, or perhaps the editorthose who regard the media as a
structured institution within the wider structuriesociety. Here individuals within these
institutions are agents whose actions are detethbgehese structures, for example the
structure of ownership or patterns of consumption.

In looking at the general theoretical debates emtledia, it is interesting to discern
where Chomsky is positioned by those who attemgtae together the enormous body
of work in this area in order to place researcthinithe various available frameworks
and perspectives. There seems to be universalragre@mong media theorists that
Chomsky's work belongs within the instrumentalistrikist tradition. This 'labelling’
involves important implications for the assessnartt usefulness of his work. In an
attempt to unravel the debates, | shall consideztindr Chomsky's label is appropriate.

It is usually argued that those who adopt a Mapésspective focus their research on the
guestions of ownership and control, or contentasl Conversely, those who adopt a
liberal pluralist perspective favour research iataience reception and effects. As a
result, criticism has been levelled at work in bvditions for failing to address the full
picture. It is suggested that the focus of analigsises open implications about
whichever part remains unresearched. In other wdhndgindings that Marxists make
about ownership, control and content are said fyiroertain characteristics about,
among other things, the audience. By labelling C$lons work as instrumentalist
Marxist, there is implicit criticism that his work lacking in two respects: that it does not
take sufficient account of structures; and théils to offer an analysis into audience



reception and effects. It is probably for thesesosa that there is little serious attempt to
offer a more comprehensive analysis of his woshdll be considering then not only
whether Chomsky is appropriately described as sinumentalist, therefore implying
lack of structural analysis, but also whether hesdadeed fail to offer an insight into the
media's effects on its audiences.

Apart from questioning other interpretations of @ts&y's works, this chapter seeks
therefore to elicit Chomsky's views on the medigenms of the three areas in which
guestions about the media are usually raised: ahigeand control; content analysis;
and audience and effects. In order to do thisiihjgerative to look at his work with
Herman within the wider context of his ideas iniaband political thought.

Media theory

How do we understand the role of the mass medairsociety today? This question has
exercised social and political theorists sinceethy days of newspaper production, but
particularly since the rise of fascisfiQuestions one might ask about the media and its
place in our society can be said to fall into treesas. What implications, if any, are
there to be drawn from the nature of media ownprahd control? Can any conclusions
be drawn from the form and content of the media&lzawhat, if any, are the effects that
media messages have on audiences and thus socetygenerally. Attempts to provide
a theoretical framework within

which to answer these questions have, largely spgafallen into two distinct and
mutually exclusive positions.

In the literature that tracks the history of ideastained within these two theoretical
traditions, the two positions are usually labelibéral pluralist and Marxist Broadly
speaking the former position finds that media tnstins, personnel working within the
industry, and audiences, are largely autonomousy &he autonomous in the sense that
their behaviour and decision-making patterns cabecaid to be determined
systematically by, respectively, other institutigasy. the state), by 'bosses’ or, in the case
of audiences, by media messages. Such a framempties certain characteristics about
the nature of modern industrial society generagmely that no one group in society can
be said to be systematically dominant, that powgiuralistically distributed, and that
people are capable of articulating and exercidiwegy individual and group interests. One
consequence of working within such a frameworkéa fjuestions concerning the
character of ownership have a reduced importaies ®wners are only one of many
interest groups in our pluralist society. Such t¢asions are supported by evidence of the
apparent (but perhaps relative) demise of the mdgbaron and the rise of the ‘faceless’
shareholder. Indeed as the many studies lookieditdrial decision-making processes
will bear witness, there is often tacit supportBarrnham's ‘managerial revolution thesis'.
* Research within this tradition, then, has focusedn, for example, 'agenda setting'



conventions or (and this has been particularlyfsdnoerican work) research into
audience reception/effects.

By contrast Marxist work in the field has begumifrthe premise that media institutions
work within and are subject to the constraintshef wider economic, political and social
framework of capitalism. As this economic systegngicantly privileges a minority
group, who might loosely be described as 'owneth®Mmeans of production’, then it
seems logical to conclude that the ideas and messag out by media institutions
operating within this system will avoid underminitinggse privileges. This is perhaps to
put the argument too carefully, for many from tiaition have been more pointed in
their interpretation of such messages, finding tipesitively supporting the status quo.
To this end, then, theorists from this traditiowédaoncerned themselves with two sorts
of questions. On the one hand, there are mattgrslitical economy. For example it is
argued that the rise of the shareholder has noiffisigntly altered structural relations
between the powerful minority and the majority, eyfethe minority are less easy to
identify. ® And it has also been argued that the minoritynateas ‘faceless' as might at
first be thought, indeed that there are signifigadividuals/families whose names
repeatedly appear within the category of 'owri@®n the other hand, there has also been
considerable work done analysing media contentchvbiaims to find demonstrable bias
in favour of the status qubJust

as the pluralist position is said to carry witimiplicit assumptions about the nature of
society, so too does the Marxist position. The inipassumption behind such a
framework is that audiences are an undifferentiatads who unproblematically 'read’
messages in the 'required’' way. In other wordssages flow in one direction from top
down, hence the oft-quoted analogy with a 'hypodemeedle’.

Within both traditions, there are varieties of nteand differences of emphasis and there
have been attempts within each perspective to agdr#icisms levelled from without.
Within the pluralist tradition there has been alieass to acknowledge certain structural
constraints such as those placed upon a medituiimti and hence its managers by, for
example, consumers. This position thus recognisessito autonomy® Marxist analysis
has, however, sought to address the 'polysemigtenaf messages, seeking to identify
the 'preferred meaning', but recognising that eimgpdnd decoding are separate
moments in discourse. Such work, taking its leachfGramsci (1971) rejects the

implicit analogy of audiences with sponges, findingtead that meanings are negotiated.
Notions of bias are dropped in favour of terms likéerential structures™

Within both perspectives an important tension,ayealluded to, concerns the extent to
which practices, outcomes or events can be ataibid intentional action rather than
structural constraint or vice versa. It is ofteawrd this question that commentators
bring in the contributions of Chomsky, or ratherpte more precise, Herman and
Chomsky, as an example of work in the Marxist tiadithat is also instrumentalist.
Golding and Murdock argue that: '[ijnstrumentalistsus on the ways that capitalists use



their economic power with [sic] a commercial marggstem to ensure that the flow of
public information is consonant with their inteesthey see privately owned media as
instruments of class dominatioh’ Instrumentalists are contrasted with structursiigo
are said to be 'concerned with the ways the optipes to allocative controllers are
constrained and limited by the general economicpatitical environment in which the
corporation operates? Golding and Murdock argue that the instrumentaiste is
'vigorously argued' for in Herman and Chomskanufacturing Consent

Ownership and control: the propaganda model

This is a good point at which to begin an analgéi€homsky's contributions to this
debate on the media's role in society. Before dthigg however, it is worth commenting
upon the focus d¥lanufacturing Consengiven that Chomsky co-authored the book
with Edward Herman. Being co-authored, the boolkoabe taken as a pure
representation of Chomsky's ideas. In the lighihid, having set out the propaganda
model, | shall attempt to tease out differencesimilarities between Chomsky and
Herman by looking at this work in the light of Cheky's other

writings that are not co-authored. In setting bt propaganda model | shall also
consider Golding and Murdock's charge (or perhssan attribution?) of
instrumentalism.

As Chapter 1 has shown, Chomsky maintains thabke dot have a political theory. 'Is
there anything in the social sciences that eventsriéie term "theory"? That is, some
explanatory system involving hidden structures waidin-trivial principles that provide
understanding of phenomena? If so, I've missetf ilbwever, looking at his work with
Herman on the media, Manufacturing Consentheir '‘propaganda model' certainly
looks like some sort of theory, and one with stretrgcturalist elements at that. The
'‘propaganda model' suggests that there are fieesfithrough which the 'raw material of
news must pass' before an event is deemed newswBrifhree of these five filters are
unquestionably structural in flavour; all suggegtihat there can be tests of the model as
a whole.

The first notes the necessary large investmeninegjwhich precludes the majority from
‘ownership of media with any substantial outredahthe case of the press, the
application of the free market and the drive faxfppled to an ‘increased stress on
reaching large audiences', and this, togethert@thnological improvements, meant an
increase in capital costs, which drove out the \ngrkclass press? In other words such
structural constraints preclude all but the weaftbyn setting up in the media business.
From the time of media entry into the market, psses of concentration and
conglomeration mean 'the pressures of stockholdeestors, and bankers to focus on
the bottom line are powerful® This also means that media institutions lose 'sofne
their limited autonomy to bankers, institutionaléstors, and large individual investors'.
" The point is, then, that the 'media giants are.ughdinto close relationships with the



mainstream of the corporate communifythrough directorships and outside investment
in media stock. At this point Herman and Chomskgdpin the possibilities for
instrumental action, when they argue that '[t]Heslelings, individually and collectively,
do not convey control, but these large investorsrnake themselves heard, and their
actions can affect the welfare of the companiestheid managers™ They go on to
argue that '[a]nother structural relationship opertance is the media companies’
dependence on and ties with the governm&iote that they even use the term
'structural’. Here they are referring to the faettthe government grants franchises and
licenses, and so presumably has the possibiligxefting pressure, of requiring
companies to conform to regulations that bear satad¢ion to the interests of the
government.

The second filter identifies the media's dependempos advertising as a source of
revenue, which means that the advertisers' chaitest media prosperity and thus
survival.

With the growth of advertising, papers that atedcds could afford a copy price well
below production costs. ...For this reason, an atheg-based system will tend to drive
out of existence or into marginality the media camps and types that depend on
revenue from sales alone. With advertising, the frarket does not yield a neutral
system in which final buyer choice decid®s.

This has two effects. First, the lion's share ofeatising revenue will tend to gravitate
towards media forms attracting the affluent audeei@homsky notes the sophisticated
techniqgues media companies use in selling 'spacetd@ing to audience profile. In other
words, at the extreme, little support could be tbénom advertisers for television
programmes attracting audiences without buying poimehe case of the British press,
Raymond Williams has noted the sharp polarisatian has occurred since the
introduction of advertising between the tabloid &noladsheet press, so that there are no
longer any national newspapers of what he callslde'middle” weight' type.
Furthermore, despite the fact that 'society...has beeoming significantly better
educated and informed', the popular press has toaek towards older cultural styles'
using '[a]ll the devices of sensational simplifioatand spurious personalisaticii'.

So '[w]orking-class and radical media...suffer frdm political discrimination of
advertisers. Political discriminationsgructuredinto advertising allocations by the stress
on people with money to buy. But many firms wilvalys refuse to patronize...those
whom they perceive as damaging their interé3{shy emphasis). Again, as with the first
filter, this is clearly a structural claim. Nevestbss, as with the first filter, Herman and
Chomsky inject intentionality into the structuredinework, and this point constitutes the
second effect: that advertisers have the possilafitvithdrawing their patronage from
'unfriendly media institutions®*



The third filter in the 'propaganda model' concehesmedia's requirement for a regular
and credible supply of stories to meet news sclesdwhich leads them to rely heavily
upon the government and business corporations.daaiorcriteria are highly influential
here:

They cannot afford to have reporters and cameral jplaces where important stories
may break. Economics dictates that they concentinaie resources where significant
news often occurs, where important rumours andsledbund, and where regular press
conferences are helt.

This makes governments and corporations obviougesdor attention. Such sourcing
satisfies two media institutional needs, first thavernment and corporate sources are
deemed credible, allowing the media to maintaiaiaof objectivity, and secondly that
this in turn reduces the need for costly invesiigathecking for credibility.

Again, such economic criteria are structural. Hosvetderman and Chomsky are not
satisfied to leave the argument at a purely strattavel. The relationship between the
media and the government and business they argeymsiotic’, and they go on to
document the size and sophistication of the varmmusic relations operations within
government departments and corporate businesdesetilato have their interpretation of
events and agendas publicised. 'In effect, theelaugeaucracies of the powerful
subsidizeghe mass media, and gain special access by tranitsution to reducing the
media's costs of acquiring the raw aterials of, prodiucing, news' (original emphasi®).

As indicated above, while the last two filters brgs obviously purely structural in
character, they clearly have structural elementkem.

The fourth filter Herman and Chomsky identify iakf and the enforcers'. This refers to
the ability and substantial resources that goventraed big business have to mobilise
complaints and pressure which 'can be both uncadaffier and costly to the media'. As
they argue, i]f certain kinds of fact, positiar,program are thought likely to elicit flak,
this prospect can be a deterrefitHerman and Chomsky go on to document the various
bodies in the United States that are mainly furfgletirge corporations which seek to
redress a perceived liberal bias in the media.pdssibility of doing this 'reflects the
power of the sponsorg®

Herman and Chomsky call the last filter the 'idgglof anticommunism'. This refers to
the tendency (which is due to the first three $tmat filters) for the media to interpret
any policies at home and abroad which threatengrtgnterests, but particularly
American property interests, as ‘communist’ or-g@mmunist' and therefore as
representing a threat. As they show, however, tineept of communism is 'fuzzy' and
can refer to anything from countries that seeknalependent nationalist development
path, to policies that promote some kind of langmperty distribution. The term
becomes an emotive, catch-all phrase to referyorannot committed to the economic



and power distribution of the status quo. As sisgués tend to be framed in terms of a
dichotomized world of Communist and anti-Commupisivers, with gains and losses
allocated to contesting sides, and rooting for "side" considered an entirely legitimate
news practice?® Since their work oManufacturing Consenhomsky has noted the
guest for some new threat to replace the '‘Commthmisat’ now that the Soviet Union
has collapsed® Drug wars (Noriega) and totalitarian monsters @4irs) have proved
useful alternatives, but are ultimately less effecthan the threat of the 'evil empire'.
The fall of that empire may have brought about gearin the terminology and the
targets, but the point remains that alternativevgiare demonised. These last two filters
are clearly more instrumental than structural.

These findings could suggest one of two thingsyTdwild suggest that the blanket
charge of instrumentalism be misplaced. Certaimterms of the ideas contained within
Manufacturing Consentt is inappropriate to

label them instrumentalist and therefore not stmadt In 1980 Murdock argued that the
dichotomy between instrumentalism and structuralsmfalse dichotomy, and that for
an analysis to be effective it ought to incorpotadéh. It seems that in his later work with
Golding, when he findManufacturing Consertb be instrumentalist, Murdock fails to
see that Chomsky and Herman do indeed 'look atdh®lex interplayetween
intentional action and structural constraint' (ovég emphasis)** Indeed, Herman and
Chomsky baldly state that to 'see the pattern ofipudation and systematic
bias'...'requires a macro, alongside a micro-(stgrgtory), view of media operationd?.

Alternatively, such findings could suggest that itietrumentalist elements of the
propaganda model are peculiaManufacturing Consengnd are not therefore
characteristic of Chomsky's work generally (in whaase the charge of instrumentalism
would be more appropriately directed at Herman@hdmsky, not Chomsky). If we

look at the rest of Chomsky's writing, we do indéed that setting out the 'propaganda
model' as a framework with which to understandwbekings of the media is unique.
Nowhere else does he explicitly formulate a fram#war theory, with which to make
sense of eventd® The clues to the framework with which he workssiattered about
within his empirical observations. This seems tggast that perhaps the charge of
instrumentalism is appropriate to Chomsky's wotk,the same cannot be said of his
work with Herman. Certainly Milan Rai seems to ththat he can detect 'an interesting
difference of emphasis between the two PropagarmstieMheorists": 'Herman, as befits
an economist, stresses the corporate power of gutanenterprises and the mergers and
other forms of economic concentration which haveagiced monopoly or oligopoly
power.' In other words, Herman focuses on the siracaspects, whereas: 'Chomsky, in
contrast, tends to emphasize the individual sueentieach intellectual to the dominant
ideology.™* This point made by Rai is extremely persuasiveari$ky does argue that
'[a]cting as individuals, most people are not géergs Matters are often differewhen
they subordinate themselviesinstitutional structures of various sorts' (emgphasis)>°
Unlike other researchers into the media, who manphi refer to 'the journalist'



Chomsky always names individuals. However, Raldgs aorrect to employ the term
‘emphasize’. Although Chomsky's work does not Sideaspecial and discrete space to
developing structural models with which to makesseof events, as previous chapters
have attempted to establish, it cannot thereforeobeluded that such structural aspects
are absent from his work.

Structuralism in Chomsky

It has been established that the propaganda modslglace considerable emphasis upon
structural features at work within the productidn o

safety standards, and subsidizing the productidngtf-technology waste. There is a

classic means of achieving this end: heightenitgrmational tensions and creating a war
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scare.

Chomsky is at pains to point out that this systérmational security ideology for
population control (to borrow some counter-insuejargon)’ was equally useful for
the Soviet Union?? 'The rulers of the Soviet Union march along a pelrpath’.*®
Meanwhile, for the United States, apart from therey at home, the real enemy has been
any country (although typically it has been thecatied third world) which attempts an
independent course of developméhin other words the real threat is the threat of
nationalism?® This fear of nationalism is due to America's cande protect its access
to cheap labour and resourc®syhile at the same time precluding others from igajn
access:’ Itis also concerned to avoid the 'threat of adgexample®® which rivals
capitalism in its struggle to win and maintain thearts and minds' of the people. In all
these senses, of course, the Soviet Union wasiftictovith America, but the conflict
also served as a convenient frdfit.

In crucial respects, then, the Cold War was a kifcit arrangement between the
Soviet Union and the United States under whichiBeconducted its wars against the
Third World and controlled its allies in Europe, iletthe Soviet rulers kept an iron grip
on their own internal empire and their satellire&astern Europe-each side using the
other to justify repression and violence in its calemains

It is for structural reasons, then, that Chomskscesptical about heralding the end of the
Cold War (or its beginning for that matter), be@muhat remains are 'the guiding
geopolitical conceptions, which are essentiallyanant, since they are rooted in the
unchanging institutional structure of ownership doeination in our own society"

As can be seen from this example, Chomsky employstaral analysis alongside the
more apparent focus upon intentional action. Hiskveiemonstrates that the two are not
incompatible. Those that claim his work is instrumagdist intend this as a criticism,
implying a failure to use a structuralist approakltlose reading of his work suggests



not only that the claim is inappropriate, but alsat Chomsky himself would not accept
the pejorative implications usually associated it term ‘instrumentalism’.

The crucial point about Chomsky's analysis, howesdris recognition that structures
exist only because certain powerful people interaily uphold them. 'These are not laws
of nature, and we need not merely watch as evariitdduin their inexorable progression.
Human decisions are made within human institutiaiternatives exist and can be
pursued.” As an alternative to instrumentalism, structuralis usually

taken to imply that people's actions are determumadtentionally by social structures.
This suggests immutability. As Golding and Murdeclgue, some ‘forms of
structuralism...conceive of structures as buildikg-kedifices, solid, permanent and
immovable'>? It is curious that ‘instrumentalism'’ is used paimely because people do
intentionally act through institutions, althoughsitalso true that institutional or social
structures do limit the ranges of alternative artiand make some possibilities more
difficult, and therefore less likely, than othefs. we've seen, Chomsky accept this
dialectical relationship when he argues that: tjagcas individuals, most people are not
gangsters. Matters are often different when thépslinate themselves to institutional
structures of various sorts, such as corporatiotiseonational state* Nevertheless his
work implies that the room for manoeuvre for thaséhe top is much greater than for
those at lower levels. Chomsky is absolutely césout the levels of intentionality
among the powerful and is unceasing in his docuatemt of this, together with its
consequences. It is plausible to argue that heeplde emphasis here (and it is an
emphasis) for strong political and scientific reaso

The responsibility of intellectuals

This point relates to a piece of Chomsky's earlging, 'The Responsibility of
Intellectuals'> Here he argues that '[i]t is the responsibilityréllectuals to speak the
truth and to expose lies’, and he seems to ingludealists as well as academics within
the term ‘intellectuals®® He adds that they should do this in the hopehii@o doing the
liar will be forced to reconsider his or her actisfis choice of emphasis then is
determined by its moral value, ‘where the moraligalf an action is judged in terms of
its human consequence¥'So, for example, when asked why he focuses orgimes

priority in his political writings to US foreign fioy, Chomsky gives three reasons. First:

| find it in general horrifying, and that | thinkat it is possible for me to do something to
modify it, at least to mitigate some of its moshgarous and destructive aspects. In the
concrete circumstances of my own society, wheireeldnd work, there are various ways
to do this: speaking, writing, organising, demaaisig, resisting, and other¥.

Second:



In part it reflects a judgement as to relative im@oce: the impact of US foreign policy
on millions of people throughout the world is enotrg, and furthermore these policies
substantially increase the probability of superpogemflict and global catastrophg.

And third that:

In part, it reflects my feeling that while many péohere do excellent and important
work concerning crucial domestic issues, very fewoerned themselves in the same
way and with the same depth of commitment to fargiglicy issues-°

The point is that while important structural eletsesre present in Chomsky's work, for
him the more important emphasis is to focus upenathy in which such structures
facilitate, encourage and therefore tend to produatemtional action, intentional action
which can have crucial consequences. For manygdgmstitutes the rising spectre of
‘conspiracy theory'. But as Herman and Chomskyeangtheir preface tdManufacturing
Consent[w]e do not use any kind of "conspiracy" hypoikds explain mass-media
performance. In fact, our treatment is much clésexr "free market" analysis, with the
results largely an outcome of the workings of mafeces'; market forces which,
nevertheless, allow and encourage a 'guided maykezm'®* However, lengthy analysis
of the various structural conjunctures that aresjides at any particular historical point in
time merely raises the debate to a level of abstrathat is of 'monstrous irrelevance’
given the ongoing character (despite the varietstrfctural possibilities) and nature of
inequality experienced by so maf.

Chomsky's content analysis

Having established that there seems to be onlyrgina difference of emphasis
between Herman and Chomskjanufacturing Consertan serve as an appropriate
source for establishing Chomsky's views on theealgf the media.

The propaganda model is concerned with settingh@utharacter of ownership and
control of the media within capitalist society. H&n and Chomsky, and Chomsky in his
other work, then set out to test the model, usieghtypothesis that the character of
ownership does influence media content. Indeedn@Ghy finds the media regularly
guilty of bias in the failure to highlight contrations in rhetoric. Unlike most other
analysts of media content, Chomsky focuses histadteon the coverage of foreign
affairs, and in particular the treatment of sucherage by newspaper journalists. His
analysis covers both the quantitative and qualgatharacter of reporting. Having said
this he does confine his analysis to what mighddscribed as the more easily
empirically verifiable aspects of media choiceshsas their agenda-setting role, the
frames of reference used and the language emplayether words, unlike the Glasgow
Media Group, he does not get involved in any sbeemiotic analysis of picture content.
% Their emphasis however, in part, reflects the flaat



the Glasgow Media Group use television coveragejich significant aspects of the
storyline are conveyed through film footage. Nevpgwa use photographs, but they are
less central to conveying meaning. It is a chdiosyever, that also seems to reflect the
desire of a committed 'scientist' to make his wgirlctly verifiable. As picture content
relies heavily upon connotation rather than dermmtathis stricture cannot be met.

The bias Chomsky identifies is that 'the mediaasde interests of state and corporate
power, that are closely interlinked, framing theiporting and analysis in a manner
supportive of established privilege and limitindpelee and discussion accordingf.

This sort of argument usually elicits some of thmiliar objections addressed in Chapter
3. How can the media be said to serve interestatkaften conflictual? Implicit in such
a criticism is the view that Chomsky's contentiosesents interests as monolithic. This is
certainly the form that Harrison's critique of tBsgow Media Group's work takés.

And Schudson, for example, argues '[it is] a probleto understand why, if the large
corporations and the media work hand-in-glove citvporations in the early 1970s
should have been so vehemently and sincerely aghastdia coverage of politics, the
environment, and busines® However, it is certainly an over-simplification of
Chomsky's position to suggest that media/ corpfstatte interests are homogenous.
Because Chomsky is far from content to leave lgaraent at the level of abstraction,
but rather concentrates upon empirically verifyiihg ‘propaganda model’, careful
reading in conjunction with such generalised cotmbes (as quoted at the beginning of
this paragraph), provide an infinitely more nuanpedition. It is Chomsky's contention
that the business sector is hierarchically stractun terms of size and respective power.
The most powerful sectors recognise the state'srgkutility in terms of its necessary
role in aiding the processes of private accumutafioSuch aid includes the costly
business of research and development into new ey maintaining general law and
order at home and protecting or enhancing foreigestment. The government's
viability rests upon its ability to provide sucldawhile at the same time presenting itself
as representing the general national interestgbhernment (as distinct from the state),
the personnel within the state, and corporatessliiewever, can and do disagree about
the best policy to achieve these aims. Here is evttex conflict can and does arise. The
recognition of such potential for differences inrepn in no way conflicts with the
contention that none of these players questiontitigy of state involvement in general

or the principle of private accumulation.

Like everything else under state capitalism, théimare also hierarchically structured.
Chomsky's charge of bias is principally directed/hat he calls the 'elite media'. This is
because they have the largest circulation, sodkenpal of impact is large, they are also
agenda setters for the smaller outlets, and be¢hasdite media become part of the
historical



record. In other words their interpretation becoimetory. As we have seen above in the
five filters of the 'propaganda model', Chomskyuagythat the media has strong
personnel and structural links with the state asnparate sectors. [T]he political class
and the cultural managers typically associate teéras with the sectors that dominate
the private economy; they are either drawn direfctyn those sectors or expect to join
them.®® Such association, together with the knowledgeossible sanctions (filters three
and four), mean that the media are unlikely to jaeghe underlying assumption
regarding the utility of the state and the privateumulation process. But, as Chomsky
wants to emphasise, this does not mean they cannot.

The question though is how can this view of the iméé reconciled with the view that
the media are 'too liberal' and 'cantankerous'@dddas Chomsky notes, the American
media are often portrayed as having too much ioesiple power-power that they are
said to wield with significant outcomes. In the €as the Vietnam war, for example, the
media are said to have turned the American pullnest the war, leading to America's
defeat; or, in the case of Watergate, they aretsaidve brought the downfall of Nixon.
Both these cases are held up as examples thatteenefeite the proposition that the
media can be said to be in any way subserviertate-sorporate interests.On the
contrary, however, Chomsky argues that ‘[t}he spetbf discussion reflects what a
propaganda model would predict: condemnation betal bias" and defence against this
charge, but no recognition of the possibility tHéderal bias" might simply be an
expression of one variant of the narrow state-a@ateadeology-as, demonstrably, it is'.
9 In the case of Vietnam, Chomsky argues, the metlialy accepted the view that
American intervention constituted defence agairsnh@unist aggression. Nowhere in
the American media is it admitted that Americackéal Vietham. Nor is there any
guestion that America had the right to interveoaigh in time some concede that its
intentions were misguided. As it became plain thatAmericans were not going to get a
quick victory, opposition mounted. However, amoing Doves, both in government and
the media, opposition to the war was couched puneigrms of the ineffectiveness of
American intervention and the growing costs, batbnemically and in terms of
American body bags! In the case of Watergate, the media displayed ruttage

when the Nixon administration was found to havekbrointo the Democratic Party
headquarters. But Chomsky argues there was nogeutyaer the far more serious crimes
of the Nixon and earlier administrations, exposeexactly the same time, including the
use of the national political police to undermihe Socialist Workers Party by repeated
burglaries and other illegal acts from the earl§d®.”* As he suggests, the media
obviously recognised '[tlhe Democratic Party repnés domestic power, the Socialist
Workers Party-a legal political party-does nbt'.

The media, then, do become adversarial, but ongrvdertain sectors of the elite make
their power too transparent. Periodically the medethreatened with some form of
regulation, but as Chomsky points out all this ssrthe useful purpose of maintaining
the image that the media do function as a ‘fousthte’. The cry comes up that the press
must remain free from the state to protect demggiaad most accept that this is a



laudable objective. Chomsky argues that no onesalse possibility that they also be set
free from private power. So not only do the mediagkthe discussion within tight
bounds, they also do not themselves raise thelpligsihat they are not adversarial. The
accusation of bias bears 'the implicit messages fay and no further? In other words

it delimits the 'bounds of the expressibfe".

One method Chomsky employs to test his 'propagamatiel’ is to use 'systematically
selected examples that are as closely paired @syhalows'.”® For example he looks at
the media's treatment of Cambodia under Pol Potantgares it to the coverage (or lack
of coverage) of East Timor. Chomsky's researclctlyrealls into question the findings
of those media researchers who, by watching joistsadt work in setting the agenda,
attempt to identify thgeneral’codes and conventions' employed in the 'gateikgep
role. Galtung and Ruge argue that a key decismrgxXample, about whether an event is
worthy for selection or not is whether it can beet#d as perceptually intelligible to the
audience. In other words consideration is givewlether an event is interpretable
within the cultural framework of the receivéf.On these grounds it might be claimed
that East Timor did not fit the convention of pgreal intelligibility, thereby explaining
the paucity of coverage. Chomsky would find sudteam highly questionable. His
works leads to a thorough questioning of the hypsighthat journalists do work to such
general codes and conventions. In contrast toitlkdéngs of Galtung and Ruge his
contention is that 'the US mass media's practiehitions of worth are political in the
extreme'”®

Chomsky's alternative contention is that 'the USifless community has been warm
toward regimes that profess fervent anti-communemspurage foreign investment,
repress unions, and loyally support US foreigngyali® In other words, such countries
can be fairly easily identified as being friendfae.%° Those that are victims of regimes
that are identified as foe become worthy victimbeveas the victims of friends are seen
as unworthy. Chomsky compares the treatment imigia of the Polish priest Jerzy
Popieluszko, who was murdered by the Polish paticectober 1984, with that of one
hundred religious workers who were murdered, witbrg) evidence of official
involvement, in different areas of Latin Americaween 1980 and 1985. It needs to be
born in mind that Popieluszko was murdered by wes at the time an 'enemy state’, in
the sense that Poland was said to be communist€kyofinds that the relative coverage
in terms of number of articles/news items, column

inches, front pages and editorials for Popielusak@utweighs the number of articles
etc. forall the Latin American victims put together. He alswl$ that the coverage of the
religious workers in Latin America 'displayed calesiably less outrage and passion than
that of Popieluszko®! Rather, Chomsky argues, coverage ‘was low-keyesigded to
keep the lid on emotions and evoking regretful phidbsophical generalities on the
omnipresence of violence and the inherent tragédyman life'  This is despite the

fact that seven of the victims were themselves Agaarcitizens and four of these were
women who were raped before being murdered. Thédwondred also included the



murder of Archbishop Oscar Romero. It is diffictdtsee how any one of these victims,
but particularly the eight just mentioned, would have satisfied journalistic criteria for
newsworthiness, and particularly the criteria foltural relevance. As Chomsky says
'[tlhe drama is there for the asking-only the prsscern is missing®® This case is not
an isolated one.

Galtung and Ruge do concede that the ‘codes aneiotions' employed by journalists
have a distorting effect on the character of nesgslgction. In particular they note that
there is a tendency for news to be centred onmditens and elite people. They go on to
point out that this preference means that whersiplesevents will be presented as the
actions of particular people. This they argue mehasthere is a tendency not to present
events as the outcome of 'social forces'. Thisimspounded in their view with a
preference for events that unfold and acquire nmepquickly so that they are easily
accessible to the audience, rather than eventsatkeplace over a long period of time.
The latter they argue are unlikely to get recordetil a dramatic climax is reached. This
tendency is strengthened, they suggest, by theeatuhe medium (particularly
television with its reliance on the sound bite)other words the medium itself is partly
responsible for an inability to deal with histotiead social processés.

Chomsky regularly comments not only that 'the stofdiystitutions and how they
function’ is absent in news reports, but also tihey 'must be scrupulously ignoreti'lt

is likely that he would find rather patronising tleernalistic convention that prefers
quickly unfolding events because it is thought thét aids the audience. He is noted for
commenting in an interview with James Peck

[w]lhen I'm driving, | sometimes turn on the radiald find very often that what I'm
listening to is a discussion of sports. These @ephone conversations. People call in
and have long and intricate discussion, and its pleat quite a high degree of thought
and analysis is going into that. People know a érahous amount. They know all sorts of
complicated details and enter into far-reachingussion about whether the coach made
the right decision yesterday and so on. Theseraiaary people, not professionals, who

are applying

their intelligence and analytic skills in thesea@nd accumulating quite a lot of
knowledge and, for all I know understandifly.

He goes on to argue, 'l don't think that internaiaaffairs are harder', it is just that
people are not given enough information which &ilgaccessible®” This last point

about accessibility is important, because Chomskitiss are keen to come up with
occasions when newspapers can be found to saysogehallenging. But his point is
not that such insights never appear, because aghes '[a] diligent search through all
the media would unearth an occasional exceptid¢thé&) pattern, but such exceptions are
rare'.®® Such exceptions are no good if they are isolatsés; or an obscure point buried
in column seven of an article. Quantity of inforroatis all important. To this end



Chomsky counts column inches, and notes wheremiki®@ newspaper or news bulletin
an issue is raised. Governments are well awaredtieof the best means of controlling
news was flooding news channels with "facts”, oatsddmounted to official information’,
to push things off the agenda or at least dowf{ In this way '[b]y dint of endless
repetition...the required doctrine...becomel[s] estaklistruth' > Harrison argues that
the Glasgow Media Group's use of the term 'rarglrarsual’ to draw attention to the
frequency with which issues are raised is unacbéptzecause neither term is
scientifically quantifiable. This however soundslasugh he is suggesting that human
behaviour must have the same degree of predidiabdiphenomena in the natural world,
for the study of human behaviour to be regardestesntific. Of course Chomsky would
object to the study of human behaviour being cadledience. But even if one were not
to accept this claim, 'rarity' can have a socwtistical basis.

Not only can it be demonstrated that the medialdogpenormous emphasis on certain
issues, and very little on others, while at theesgéme using emotive language for some
cases and not for others. Chomsky also argues ttraider method of 'thought control’
can be identified, namely the use of Orwellian n@ek, whereby 'language is abused,
tortured, distorted, in a way, to enforce ideolagjigoals' ™ To illustrate this he gives the
example of when, in 1947, the Pentagon stoppedylibanWar Department and became
the Defence Department. Others like 'the free ward 'the national interest’ are

designed, often very consciously, in order to ¢rpliock thought and understanding. For
example, about the 1940s there was a decisionaplhpl conscious decision, made in
public-relations circles to introduce terms like& enterprise’ 'free world' and so on
instead of the conventional descriptive terms ldepitalism'. Part of the reason was to
insinuate somehow that the systems of control amilimmation and aggression to which
those with power were committed were in fact a lohéreedom. That's just vulgar
propaganda exercises.

It is also possible to see that since the collapslee Soviet Union it has become
common to refer to the west as having 'market ecoes, since it is reckoned that
market distribution is better than state distribnti

It is Chomsky's contention that the combinatiothef endless repetition of certain views,
together with the 'fostering [of] lively debate’istly 'within the permitted bounds’, as
well as the use of questionable terminology, mdtean extremely 'well-functioning
system of propaganda’ which ensures that '[tjopesfits] impact...is remarkably
difficult’. ° This question of the media’'s effect is somethinghich | will return.

Chomsky's bias?
Before moving on from the methodology and form ab@isky's content analysis, it is

worth considering another common criticism thanede of his approach. Chomsky's
criticism of the nature of the media’'s coverag&pémy states' is often taken as some



sort of defence of the actions of those statess @itiicism suggests to me that the critic
has not properly read Chomsky's work, for Chomskglways careful to point out his
condemnation too. For example regarding the metlegsment of the Popieluszko case,
he argues, '[tlhe act was vicious and deservegrésentation it received* However,

his interest is not in a lengthy repetition of sedmdemnation, but rather to look at the
relative treatment of other equally objectionabplessibly worse actions, which in his
view deserve equal or even greater publicity odeomation. Some of Chomsky's critics
come from the 'left'. Indeed, in his view a sigraint achievement of the propaganda
system has been its ability to keep the left dididad on the defensive. He notes that
'western propaganda’ was quick in ‘identifyingdiemantling of socialist forms as the
establishment of socialism, so as to undermindilattarian ideals by associating them
with the practices of the grim Red bureaucray'.

In 1979 Chomsky and Herman publishter the Cataclysnirhe book looks at 'the
facts about postwar IndoChina insofar as they @adgertained, but a major emphasis
will be on the ways in which these facts have batarpreted, filtered, distorted or
modified by the ideological institutions of the We¥ One chapter is devoted to
Cambodia where they argue 'there is no difficuttgocumenting major atrocities and
oppression, primarily from the reports of refuge¥sThey offer a lengthy discussion on
the difficulties of ascertaining the credibility mdports generally, but particularly of
refugee reports, and recommend caution. They tbhemndo argue that in fact their
concern is less with the facts about events in @aliab and more to do with the lack of
evidence provided to supgort 'the standard medtai@: a centrally-controlled genocidal
policy of mass execution® This is because

[w]hen the facts are in, it may turn out that therenextreme condemnations were in fact
correct. But even if that turns out to be the cdseill in no way alter the conclusions we
have reached on the central question addressedhosvehe available facts were
selected, modified, or sometimes invented to craatertain image offered to the general
population *®

They also consider the complete lack of considemagiven to those who suggested an
alternative from the original interpretation of et® For example that many of the
reported deaths were 'not the result of systersiigghter and starvation by the state but
attributable in large measure to peasant revenghsciplined military units out of
government control*”° as well as starvation and disease which wereesdir
consequence of the 'legacy of colonialism and rapeeifically, the US attack on a
defenceless society, [and] the United States widjimy] desperately needed aitf! The
media failed to admit that reports from the regimre mixed, and some reports
suggested 'that there was a significant degreeadant support for the Khumer Rouge
and the measures that they had instituted in thatcgside' % Another telling silence,
again occurring at the same time, was the comfdeteof media indignation expressed
for the American-backed Indonesian invasion angddegnt massacre of something like
one-sixth of the population of East Timdf®



A year after the publication of this book Steverkés, a figure of the left, published an
article entitled 'Chomsky's betrayal of truths'kkes accuses Chomsky of ‘contributing to
deceit and distortion surrounding Pol Pot's regim@ambodia’. He asks 'what
responsible person, let alone intellectual can tthdat Cambodia between 1975 and
1978 suffered a regime of terror, with mass kilingrutal forced labour, the systematic
elimination of cultural life, the extraction of dassions, and tortures and atrocities of all
kinds?"% But as Chomsky points out in an unpublished réplyukes, he was not
disputing this conclusion. In a sense, Chomsky'glusions on the evidence concerning
Cambodia are irrelevant to the point he is tryimgiake. As he and Herman state in their
book 'we have not developed or expressed our vienes.’*® The point being made by
Herman and Chomsky was the lack of evidence, amddlective use of what evidence
there was, to support claims concerning (a) theqied numbers involved and (b) the
causes. It is a point of logic that a true condnsnay be reached through bad argument
and inadequate evidenég?’

Chomsky on effects and audiences

This issue raises another, which brings us onddast type of question that is commonly
raised in connection with the media: namely, what,

any, effect can the media be said to have on dgeaae? Clearly Chomsky regards one
effect of the endless repetition of certain intetptions of events to be that it becomes
enormously difficult to get heard and be understwbén questioning the established
interpretation. In other words, one effect thatriedia has, given the nature of
ownership and control, is that anything but congftriotic support for one's own state
gets translated into an apologia for another statedcities.

Chomsky's contention on this point is that the esslrepetition of narrowly bounded
debate has the effect of making the accessibifityews such as his extremely difficult.
This conclusion is not hypothetically deduceds]tds we have seen, based upon
experience. In a 'free' society, his questionscuresbtions like them get silenced or
misunderstood and derided. As he states in arvietewith Barsamian, when referring
to his work inThe Washington Connection, After the CataclgsFateful Triangle,

'liln England and Australia, again countries venyam like us, these books are reviewed,
discussed, etc. Not in the United States, howeVVeOf course these countries have
‘'essentially the same values, institutions, samignizations, etc.' but the books can be
reviewed in these other capitalist countries beedlugy are ‘primarily concerned with
American policy' 1%

It was pointed out at the beginning of this chaptat Marxist perspectives on the media,
which look at ownership structures and observecbia®ntent, are accused by liberal
pluralists of dealing with the effect on the audief such media organisation by
implication. The implication is that the audienaapgly absorbs media messages
unproblematically.



Chomsky's views on the media's audience or thelpbpn at large are, like many of his
ideas, more or less deeply embedded within his maomis. His views are usually
associated with the Marxist tradition, and by irogtion what is known as the 'mass
society thesis'. The most influential theoristtogtthesis is C.W. Mills in his workhe
Power Elite *°® McQuiail in reviewing this thesis argues that istral propositions put
an emphasis on

the interdependence of institutions that exercaseqy and thus the integration of the
media into the sources of social power and autha@iontent is likely to serve the
interests of political and economic power-hold@itse media cannot be expected to offer
a critical or alternative definition of the worldnd their tendency will be to assist in the
accommodation of the dependent public to their. fafe

In other words the media are centralised and damyitiae public is an atomised mass,
the direction of influence is from above and is @rag/-this view of things is described as
pessimistic. By contrast the liberal pluralist perstive is said to view the audience as
being 'fragmented’, 'selective’, 'reactive’ antivat Support for this view is provided by
the

many empirical studies that suggest audiences eadwn to come away with very
different interpretations of what they have sééh.

Chomsky's views on the audience cannot be saitlitdd either of these categories, for
the simple reason that both these perspectivesi@acally view the individuals that
make up 'the audience' as having the same degpwefr as one another. In the 'mass
society thesis' each individual within the audieasesuch has no power. The audience is
a mass. In the pluralist thesis each individuahinitthe audience' is deemed as such to
have the power to be 'selective’, 'reactive’ attd/&. Chomsky by contrast employs a
type of class analysis and for him an individuabdity to be 'selective’, 'reactive’ and
‘active’ depends upon their class position. Buttwlbas it mean for individuals to be
'selective’, 'reactive’ and 'active'? To estalilisih they are does not tell us very much
about the relationship between the audience anchdua. The question that ought to be
asked is to what extent is a member or group fitoeraudience able to get their
'selections' and 'reactions' accepted. Stuart Hdis earlier work with the Birmingham
Institute of Cultural Studies, recognised the peald that the findings of audience
research pose for the 'mass society thesis'. Acggyche argued that media texts could
not be regarded as 'transparent’. He argued ingtaaithe 'encoding’ and 'decoding’ of
messages were both different moments of produciibere is then a lack of equivalence
between the two sides of the communicative exchangdehis is how
'misunderstandings’ or different readings ariseveibeless, in this asymmetry between
the codes of the 'source’ and the codes of theivest the former has the privilege of
offering preferred meanings. But this still does tedl us anything about the ability of an
individual or group to get their preferred meanangepted. It simply suggests that there
is the possibility for this to occut*?



It is Chomsky's view that what might be called ‘#uelience’ includes the advertisers.
The advertisers are the buyers of audiences anti@raedia's most valued customers.
As we've seen, he argues that advertisers haysother to distribute 'flak and
enforcement'. He also documents the many occasgibas they exert this force, mainly
through funding for various pressure groups, bsto abmetimes more directfy? This
segment of the audience then has the opportunfiyetdude certain messages from
being encoded. As he states, 'it would hardly cama surprise if the picture of the world
they present were to reflect the perspectives r@iadasts of the sellers, buyers and the

product'

Then there are what he often refers to as the [dexed herd' or 'rabble’. He uses these
terms with irony. In their non-ironical sense thegress the view that elites have
(sometimes explicitly) of the rest of the populatit” It is this group of 'unimportant
people’, sometimes referred to by elites as 'spt@aests"-meaning, women, black
people, working people generally (in other words4gorporate interests, posing as
repre-

sentatives of the 'national interest’, but threargprs of the population nevertheless) who
must be kept in line. It is this group from whommsent must be engineerétf

However, it is his view that this group is seleetand reactive and can be shown to have
views on issues that are different from those tihafpropaganda system seeks to spread.
To this end Chomsky frequently makes referencepioion polls and letters written to
newspapers by the public. But it is the politiogdtem, which 'is essentially a one party
system, what sometimes has been called the proparty, that is successful in
depoliticising people by removing channels for digs

[This] is why you get these apparent paradoxespbld, for example, reveal that the
population is overwhelmingly pro-Reagan, while wipeople are asked: would the
country be better-off or worse-off if Reagan's p@ls were enacted, about the same
proportion say that the country would be worse-8.you have a huge majority for
Reagan and about an equivalent majority opposadtpolicies. That is not
unreasonable in a depoliticized society:".

However, the media can be found manipulating tealte of opinion polls. Again with
reference to the Reagan administration, Chomskyesg

The population overwhelmingly opposed the poliggkis Administration, and even the
Reagan voters in 1984, by about three to two, hopeatchis legislative program would
not be enacted. In the 1980 elections, 4 per dehiecelectorate voted for Reagan
because they regarded him as a 'real conservadtivi984, this dropped to 1 per cent.
That is what is called 'a landslide victory for servatism' in political rhetoric¢®

It is his view that people are ‘intelligent enougtunderstand that they are not voting the

issues'tt®



State capitalist democracy has a certain tensitmnegard to the locus of power: in
principle, the people rule, but effective powerides largely in private hands, with large-
scale effects throughout the social order. One twagduce the tension is to remove the
public from the scene, except in fortf’

The point is that this segment of the audiencebeafound to have views at variance with
those of the corporate sector and the media blikeutnese sectors, they do not get the
opportunity to have their views encoded.

This raises a question. If the propaganda systematisery effective, why does it have to
be maintained? Chomsky seems to have two responses

to this. First, he does think that there are ocreswhen the propaganda system has a
short-term effect on the views of the public. Refey to Bush's so called drug war, he
argues:

The short-term impact was impressive. Shortly @fterNovember 1988 elections, 34 per
cent of the public had selected the budget dedgitGeorge Bush's No. 1 priority once he
takes office.' Three percent selected drugs apriopty, down from previous months.
After the media blitz of September 1989, 'a remhlkd 3% say that drugs are the
nation's single most important issue," Wall Street Journateports, with the budget
deficit a distant second at 6 percent. ...The realdMoad hardly changed; its image had,

as transmitted through the ideological institutiae$lecting the current needs of power.
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Also certain media campaigns are more effectiva tithers:

Part of the difficulty is that even the most efict propaganda system is unable to
maintain the proper attitudes among the populdtbotong. The currently available
devices have none of the lasting impact of apmetie Soviet threat?

The second explanation for the maintenance of tbpgganda system is that it is actually
‘educated elites who are the prime targets of gapda'** The dramatic difference
between letters and professional commentary atiagtrates the failure of the

ideological offensive of the past years to reagohd educated elites.?* The reason

for this, Chomsky argues, is

[m]ost people are not liars. They can't toleratertauch cognitive dissonance. | don't
want to deny that there are outright liars, justzZen propagandists. You can find them in
journalism and in the academic professions as Bell.l don't think that's the norm. The

norm is obedience, adoption of uncritical attitydeking the easy path of self-deception.
125



In other words: 'for the intellectual elite themad, it's crucial that they believe it
because, after all, they are the guardians ofdtitle. fExcept for a very rare person who's
just an outright liar, it's hard to be a convincexgonent of the faith unless you've
internalized it and come to believe ¢ It is Chomsky's view in fact that 'the intelledtua
elite is the most heavily indoctrinated sectr'.

In this sense intellectual elites are slightly eliéint from those in the business community
itself, whose interests are more directly servethieymaintenance of the status quo.
Chomsky argues that in fact: '[t]he

business community has demonstrated a high defjt@ss consciousness and an
understanding of the importance of controlling witaty call "the public mind". The rise
of the public relations industry is one manifestatof this concern for "engineering of
consent".*?® Chomsky also often quotes from corporate docuntéatsare not designed
for public consumption, which again demonstrate thiderstanding. Nevertheless, even
they will seek to justify their policies by refer@nto the benefits of this course for others.

The favored conception of development, for examplepmmonly presented in terms of
the alleged benefits to the indigenous populatian the interests of American investors
and corporations or their local clients and asgesial'he belief that what you are doing

is helpful to the peasants of north eastern Baxztisn't harm your business operations,

but just makes it psychologically easier to corgimm act in your own interest”

Like advertisers, if the correct line is not adltbt@ they can generate 'flak’, and ensure
that a more appropriate message is encoded.

In no sense then can Chomsky's views of the audibaedescribed as a view that sees
the audience as an undifferentiated mass. His véa@e/snuch more nuanced. In general
the media, by keeping the range of debate narroegueage apathy and complacency.
With a wider and more searching debate of theissaks there could be, he believes, an
improvement in the moral and intellectual climat® He argues ‘[tJhere is reason to
believe that the substantial improvement in theegarcultural and moral levels set in
motion in the 1960s continued to expand, imposomddions that any system of
concentrated power must me&t:Without this wider debate however, the most
powerful and damning effect that the media candie t® have is that the fostered apathy
allows governments to continue to get away withqoes that are ruthless and
destructive.

We regard it as wrong, indeed pathological, toldteal from a starving child. But we
engage in such behavior on a massive scale witenand thought when the act is
disguised in terms of high policy: for example, whéS power is employed to overthrow
a moderate regime in Guatemala that is attemptimgnprove the lot of miserable
peasants, replacing it by a successor devotedoaregriented agriculture while tens of
thousands starve and most of the work force laboder the conditions of semi-slavery



(that is, those who survive the death squads ruhdéyegimes placed and maintained in
power by the United Statesy?

The processes are complex:

...we have to try to understand our own societies. iiot a simple picture. In the United
States we see, for example, the tiny Jesuit c€uest for Peace which, with no
resources, was able to raise millions of dollardhfarricane relief in Nicaragua from
people who have been able, somehow, to keep tidgpendence of thought and their
hold on simple moral values. On the other handseesthe rigid fanaticism, wilful
ignorance, and intellectual and moral corruptiothefelite culture. We see a political
system in which formal mechanisms function witlidisubstance, while at the same time
dissidence, activism, turbulence and informal prdihave been on the rise and impose
constraints on state violence that are by no meagkgible.'*

The media then do have an effect, but only on cedide segments of the population.
Lack of resistance to the status quo is less dtigetanedia having a successful effect on
the rest of the population, and more to do withahsence of channels for resistance.

Conclusion

It has been argued in this chapter that Chomskgary of the media is not merely
instrumentalist. Like his analysis generally, hasiders the crucial importance of the
structural aspects in our society. However, thasetsires are not static or law-like. He
clearly does want to emphasise agency and so textent his theory has an
instrumentalist character that should not be olestut has become fashionable within
the social sciences to 'bring the agent backmdl,ia particular society's Victims'. This
development is an attempt to move away from anyaisabf society that sees the
individual within society as a mere object, as sspge receiver of the messages of
socialisation. Taken to its extreme, this shift tzad us up all sorts of relativistic blind
alleys. More sophisticated attempts such as PallisWiearning to Laboudemonstrate
that although, in the final analysis, the outcorhmdividual action may be functional to
'the system’, the action itself, nevertheless, lirarational choice, given the
institutional constraints3* Fiske's work which looks at the pleasures andetton of
quiz shows for many women would be another exampidhis development is seen by
many commentators to be progressive, especialiaifoids relativism.

It is accepted that it is important to avoid sudiges in any analysis of society, that the
'oppressed' are mere unwitting victims. Howeveoni¢ is going to do that it is only
logical to also accept that one cannot treat tivegpiul as mere unwitting oppressors.
Many social scientists seem resistant to thisgoronclusion. Chomsky's work has
always focused upon the agents, but he has alwagteld them within the structure of
state capitalism. His prime line of attack is thites, because in his view there is a fair
degree of recognition amongst them that these



structures facilitate their self-interest. Howewenning throughout his work, especially
in the context of the media, he reminds us thatuhienportant people' can and do make
a difference. Nevertheless they are marginalisedirimarginalisation is not however an
effect of the media, as has been argued by manjamethmentators. It is principally a
lack of resources including a lack of institutios&uctures. Having said this it is his view
that the media do encourage apathy and distrac¢fi®But more importantly Chomsky
wants to argue that the 'manufacture of conseintipsrtant for reducing cognitive
dissonance amongst the educated elite. Their tepetidebate within the safe confines
of how best to manage state capitalism amountsetargues, censorship and a peddling
of propaganda. This does not mean alternative vaa@siot expressed in the media, as
Chomsky shows they are, but the importance is #fenlse and emphasis. Chomsky
seeks, among other things, to redress the balandkd historical record. He also hopes
to encourage, support and give confidence to othleosdo, and others who may yet
guestion the standard lines of debate, especladlyet good and honourable journalists
that he recognises are already out th€fdf more questions were asked, the moral
support from the media that elites currently enjogy begin to crumble.
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Conclusion
Chomsky-militant optimist

It has been the purpose of this book to argueNbam Chomskyloeshave a political
theory which explicitly rests upon a view of hunraature. It has been argued further that
this theory represents an important synthesispréaalent polarisation in social and
political theory between an analysis of structugesus an analysis of agency.

The key to Chomsky's social and political thougliais been argued, lies with his
essentialism. This means that in Chomsky's viewdrubreings have certain essential
biological characteristics which inform their sdd@haviour. Social behaviour here
includes human capacities for productive work. Csioyrthus appears to be opting for
the agency side of the structure/agency dichotdtowever, he does not accept that
explanations are solely a product of an agentls Stifluctures are influential on
behaviour in complex ways, although some more ptaliy than others. The point is
that Chomsky wants to emphasise agency, but witinguiting that structural features
are not important for explaining why things are Weey they are. The significance about
Chomsky's analysis is that he does not claim talie to explain how the connections
between human intention and structural conditiongkw It is that he thinks there is
strong evidence to suggest there are connectiadghat any analysis should highlight
this.

Essentialism is usually regarded pejoratively. Thisecause, given that human beings
quite evidently display very different capabiliti?sd capacities, it would perhaps follow
from this that societies are stuck with the 'fdet some people have useful or worthy
capacities while others have less useful or evevouhy capacities. In other words
because essentialism means that these capacéibso#rgically given, the implication is
that there is no use in fighting for a more egahiasociety, because people are just born
unequal. As such, essentialism is deemed reactioHamever, as Chomsky has been
shown to argue, in his view this conclusion is gouiusible if one accepts that different
human capacities and capabilities ought to be réiffigally rewarded. In Chomsky's view
there is no reason why this should be the cadasiaiew, if people were given the
opportunity to organise themselves from the groumdso to speak,



different capabilities would be shown to complemam¢ another, and the idea that they
should be hierarchically evaluated, as is currethidycase, would not apply. So in
Chomsky's view human capacities have a biologiahermined nature, and differences
should be celebrated. Chomsky not only objecthécanti-essentialist position because it
carries with it elitist assumptions, but he alsel$ehat the logic of the anti-essentialist
position implies that human beings are mallealather words it implies that
differences between people are simply the resudnahegalitarian society and so can be
ironed out by an enlightened engineer of the envirent. Whilst Chomsky would accept
that an inegalitarian environment is responsibtepfpple not developing their abilities
to their full potential, he objects to the ideatttidferences should be flattened out. What
should be flattened out, in his view, is the difatial evaluation of abilities, but not the
differences between abilities.

So there is a very significant caveat to Chomség&entialism: although his work in
linguistics offers very suggestive evidence fortsaalaim he has no scientific evidence
as such to support a more specific explanatiomoh s proposition. His views are based
upon a combination of both hope and hunches bgsea his work in linguistics.

Because of this caveat, as the first chapter melkes, Chomsky does not believe he can
claim his social and political writings constitigeience. However, as he also points out
the anti-essentialist argument has no scientifidence either.

In Chapter 1 we see that, in Chomsky's view, pagsscientific inquiry is a valuable and
necessary human endeavour. He argues, '[e]limgtadatific and technological inquiry
and, shortly, several billion people will die oastation, rather more than will die in a
nuclear war.? 'It is far from clear that the recent populatioplesion could exist, even at
bare subsistence level, without these factdsid he goes on to explain that scientific
inquiry involves employing the 'scientific methediich means rational inquiry. 'The
method of rational inquiry...insists that conclusia®uld follow from premises and that
theories should be subjected to empirical té#trid on the subject of what constitutes an
adequate theory Chomsky argues that it should gpwee sort of insight into some
domain of phenomena, provide some explanationdazlmg things, or come up with
principles that are less than obvious that haveigezapsupport'> Chomsky is aware that
some findings made through scientific inquiry wittihe natural sciences have been and
will continue to be superseded on the basis of e&dence or new tools designed for
discerning evidence, however, the method for aatgpiew evidence remains the same,;
i.e. it remains rational. As far as Chomsky is @ned ‘it has been a reasonably
successful approacfi'However, this is only the case within the natsménces. As he
argues '[i]t's hard to do these things outsiderg small core of natural sciencesThe
point is that as we move towards spheres of gréat@an concern (e.g., questions of
choice

and will, of creativity, of social structure) wanél that science has nothing to sayh
Chomsky's view then we can go some way to detenmitiie laws of nature, but when it
comes to introspecting about our own motivationatés we are a long way from having



anything useful to say. Indeed in his view, asec&s we may not even have the
faculties to begin to answer such a question. Aargaes: '[wlhen we get to the areas
where we're talking about choice of action, orft that we're only incited and inclined
but not compelled, | don't think there are any cdaies for a theory or explanation.
Whether we even have the right kind of intelligetwstudy those questions or whether
they're just too difficult to study, or what, | doknow".®

If social institutions are the result of human actiand because we cannot yet, if ever,
scientifically explain human action, we should olaiim scientific credentials for social
and behavioural analysis. As is very evident, hutrgmaviour has many different
manifestations, in part as a result of the envireninso presumably social institutions in
turn can and do have various manifestations. Ay argues: [tlhese are human
institutions: we can affect them. They're not lafsature that we're talking abodf.As
such the label of science is inappropriate. Tatpistanother way, when 'policy experts'
or 'social scientists' comment upon their objecrwdlysis, whatever their comment, they
are either defending the status quo, or challengifyhichever position they take,
ultimately they are taking it because they hol@dain view about what is good or
necessary for human social existeric&ecause, on this issue, we have no knowledge
that comes close to being scientific, the analgaisbe nothing more than speculative.
And so those 'experts' that posture as 'sciengisgsseriously misrepresenting their
findings. But then as we have seen, in Chomskylsiap this indicates more about
them.

As Chomsky points out, it is not just the case Huaial analysis which calls itself
scientific is misrepresentation because rationgligw is not open to us here. Given that
we do not know enough about human nature, it © this case that much of the work that
goes under the banner of 'social science' doesveot come close to rational enquiry. To
offer a concrete example to support such a claimn@ky would have us look at the
disparity between political rhetoric and the consages of actual policy. When looking
at American foreign policy the rhetoric is alwakigtt America has some uniquely
principled and moral mission to aid others in thespit of freedom and democracy.
When one then turns to consider the consequengadioy, we find that its
implementation has involved highly unprincipledsaetnd has consequences that are far
from democratic. (We might cite Nicaragua as am®a here, although Chomsky
considers many others.) However, 'policy experd''aocial scientists' in making an
analysis, will almost universally accept the rhetais the true intention and then, given
the evidence of consequences, will

resort to explaining the disparity between the &asanere 'blunder’, good intentions gone
awry or as principles that have been thwarted.

In Chomsky's view the regularity with which theubtlers' occur rationally draws one to
the conclusion that the rhetoric is just that-rhetan attempt to mask hidden intentions.
One can then try to draw conclusions about whate¢hotentions might be, and looking



at power distribution within American society is,his view, a useful place to start. For
Chomsky, looking at this disparity between inpull aatput is the rational way to
proceed. It cannot however be scientific becaubemwe proceed from a comparison
between input and output to what this implies fomlan organisation, we are in the realm
of making claims about human nature which canntbgesubstantiated scientifically. It

is his belief, and it is only a belief, that freeds good for human beings, and 'that
objectivescholarship free from the ideological restrainkscln are imposed by the
general political consensus and distribution oééowould lead to radical conclusiornt'.

Chomsky's position on the natural sciences vetsaisdcial sciences is nicely summed
up in the following story:

Over the years, I've worked in areas ranging fromth@matics and automata theory to
philosophy to intellectual history to the domaindlitical science.' I've noticed
something quite striking: when I'm invited to giaealk to a graduate math colloquium,
or a physics or biology colloquium, at some majaivarsity, no one asks about my
credentials, though it is obvious at once thatrisha pro. Rather they ask whether what
I'm saying is right, can it be improved, etc. Samphilosophy, where there is a tradition
of intellectual honesty. In intellectual historygvirever, people go bananas and produce
the most outrageous falsifications and absurditiésy to send what | am saying to
‘'oblivion." And in 'political science,’ the quiteaadard response is that | have no right to
speak because | lack credentials. (There are,wobepexceptions.) The explanation is
obvious: in the sciences, there is no need to walgut credentials since the fields have
intellectual substance and integrity. In the hurtiesi where a substantial number of
practitioners are people with tiny minds and lirditenderstanding, it is necessary to keep
outsiders from prying in (they might have ideasjollwould be terrifying). In political
science and other forms of ideology, it is obvithet protection is necessary. So this is
all clear enough. In fact, such terms as 'MargistFreudian’ give the game away. In
mathematics, one is not a 'Gaussian," and in physie is not an 'Einsteinian.' The
interest is in the ideas, not cults and Gdls.

The first chapter concludes that even if we arecmept Chomsky's arguments that all
social and political analysis ultimately relies npEpme

notion of human nature which cannot claim to bald&hed scientifically, this does not
mean that observations are just a matter of inééaipon. If, as Chomsky seems to accept,
there are real connections and therefore consegsevitach can be derived from the
relationship between social structures and hunfarctiances, then presumably the
consequences of social structure can be measuagtsagery basic things like human
survival. Information such as this must enableoudraw conclusions about human need
and therefore human nature, giving us informatiooud how we may best arrange things
to meet these needs. In other words even if wenesar scientifically explain the precise
nature of human intention and the relationship ketwthis and social organisation, this
does not mean that given the experience of vafmuss of social organisation we



cannot then make conjectures about our nature. €kypemploys this methodology
when he compares proclaimed policy intention withqy outcome. He makes rational
conjectures based upon available evidence aboutfattars there might be, other than
proclaimed intentions, which affect policy and #igy account for the outcomes. He
finds such conjectures consistently work in exptagroutcomes. These conjectures
thereby become the framework or theory with whixhinderstand new events.

The curious thing about Chomsky's position is tieatlaims not to have a theory. He
certainly objects to describing his social andtpml analysis as scientific and yet he
clearly thinks that it is possible to proceed nadilty. He regularly claims that social
scientists draw irrational conclusions which prgmges that iis possible to draw
rational ones. Were it not for this we would be ieith a rather Oakeshottian anti-
rationalist perspective on things:

In political activity, then, men sail a boundlessldottomless sea: there is neither
harbour for shelter nor floor for anchorage, neittarting-place nor appointed
destination. The enterprise is to keep afloat oevan keel, the sea is both friend and
enemy, and the seamanship consists in using tbarees of the traditional manner of
behaviour in order to make a friend of every hestitcasion™*

Such a view is inimical to Chomsky's concrete asialyWere this not the case, we would
have to ask why Chomsky the political commentatar eritic does what he does.

Having established that Chomsky's ideas are catiggtof theory, but one that is
underpinned by a view of human nature, ChapteoRdd at his ideas about human
nature and how they inform his vision of the goodisty. It was found that Chomsky's
essentialism holds that human beings are inherergBtive. It is his belief in human
creativity which leads Chomsky to the political gios that human beings ought to enjoy
conditions of freedom, in order to realise theeative potential. The

point about Chomsky's essentialism is that he ismaking claims about absolute
characteristics, for example, that human beingsampetitive and so by implication
non-altruistic. He is arguing that human behavitas many different manifestations and
that the environment does act as a trigger. Scewhiman beings are agents in the sense
that their given inherent characteristics willgio extent, determine their intentions, these
intentions will also be subject to the constraoftthe environment, in other words the
social structure. It is this combination of essaigim with the recognition that the
environment mediates essential characteristicssiwikisuggestive of the view that
Chomsky is somehow bridging the agency/structucbatomy.

If Chomsky is arguing that human beings have aeitaiate capacities, but that it is the
environment which allows them to flourish or withisrhe not simply falling into the trap
of concluding that human beings are malleablezherovords is his position not simply
that itis the environment which is determining in the lastance, so that he ends up



being a structuralist after all? As Haley and Londfargue, when discussing Chomsky's
view on the 'televangelist who bilks an innocerdaw of her life's savings'

He [Chomsky] may see the evangelist, but belieagltle has gotten caught up in the web
of a human institution that has taken arbitranhatity. Having been trapped in this
institution, the evangelist has begun to act indiitomary way for humans to act in such
institutions. This line of thought would make Chd&ysound much more like a
behaviourist than he (or I) would likE.

Is there anything in Chomsky's argument which allerto overcome this conclusion?
As the second chapter shows, when Chomsky argaehluimans are innately creative,
and that conditions of freedom would allow thisatiéty to flourish, he is not saying:
and therefore conditions of freedaught to beamposed. In other words he is not taking
a behaviourist line which implies that if 'we' (Wh@r 'we' is) impose certain conditions
then a change of behaviour will follow, which imgdiplasticity. Rather in Chomsky's
view human beings have an 'instinct for freedoms'sAch if human beings could be
given all the facts and control over the way theganise themselves, they would
recognise the compatibility of libertarian socitbsganisation with their natures. In other
words human beings need free access to resourasmditions of freedom and equality.
Chomsky's alternative picture of life presents itk & picture in which we can be in
control.

In Chapters 3, 4, 5 and 6, having establishedG@hamskydoesemploy a theory, and
one which employs a theory of human nature, thdigaons of his theory for an
understanding of various features of social andipal life is considered. His critique of
social and political life is

looked at within the context of other theorists.tfis end Chapter 3 attempts to locate
Chomsky's ideas on the state and capitalism by aamgpthem with those of Marx. It
was found that Chomsky's focus upon the internatioharacter of the state highlights
the proactive role played by the state in the lesrcommunity's interest for capital
expansion. This suggests that the structural engpbésapital's dynamic in Marx's
analysis obscures the role of agency. If the rblegency through the state is
acknowledged, especially in the light of what afterodraconian foreign policy
measures, then whether we define a state to beatatioor totalitarian, for example,
comes into question.

Chapter 4 continues a concern with the state bypaoimg Chomsky's ideas on the state
with contemporary state theories. In particulas thapter was concerned with the
difficulties state theory has had with reconcilthg question of structure and agency. It
was found that although Chomsky emphasises agertug analysis, this is not to the
exclusion of structural characteristics, and paléidy the paradox of competition, even a
competition which is favourably engineered. Natimstate competition requires there to
be healthy competitors for there to be a competitiball, but the danger will be that



despite state engineered head starts, the race stillhave an unexpected outcome. At
the international level, without an internationigte to prop up private accumulation
generally, business interests will have to allyrtkelves to a nation state forcing
themselves into competition with what may ultimgteé a 'superior’ nation state, in that
it is able to achieve more for those interesterms of public subsidy for private profit.
Chomsky's theory is characteristically simple aatiatlows for the complexity of
contingency.

In Chapter 5 Chomsky's theory of the state is tigexiitically analyse theories of
nationalism. While most of Chomsky's theory of stegte is derived from his analysis of
the American state, his ideas (as he often ackrume® are generalisable to other states.
What his analysis demonstrates is that a statissn d'étreis to promote the 'national
interest’ which according to Chomsky means eliterest. As such then, countries most
successful in international competition must béngabationalistically in the process.
However, it was found that theories of nationalfaihto acknowledge this, and it is
difficult to locate successful first world' nat®within their typologies.

Chapter 6 considers Chomsky's theory of the métigaanalysis of the media is crucial
to his political theory because it explains the wawhich elites seek to divert attention
away from an acknowledgement of the power theydvi€he other crucial reason to
consider his analysis of the media is that the mexdone of his principle tools for
evidence in his analysis of society more gener#lig.from the media that he finds
evidence of the disparity between the politicatonhie and the political outcome. And he
points out the media's failure to acknowledge dmsparity. However, this failure
illustrates the structural point that they

are institutions operating in the business intemest so it becomes too dangerous to
properly explore the disparities between rhetonid action-too dangerous that is to elite
interests. The chapter establishes that as witthby generally he incorporates an
analysis of both structure and agency. As suclmdtien that his ideas are merely
instrumentalist is challenged. However, as befoieacknowledged that he does
nevertheless seek to emphasise the agency asptialf and political behaviour. Just as
it is politically dubious to treat the ‘workers'tbe 'masses' as dupes, so too is dubious to
suggest that elites are unconscious carriers wétsiral constraints.

Throughout, this book has sought not only to ehland locate Chomsky's social and
political thought, it has also sought to do thishivi the context of other theories of
society. Throughout, the research on comparatieeribs demonstates the ongoing
problems of reconciling difficulties around struetand agency. All attempts to theorise
about society seem dogged by this dichotomy. Wthikemay not be the only reason, it is
possible to make the conjecture that this failorestercome the dichotomy of structure
and agency has left social and political thougtgrom what is usually regarded as the
fatal attack of the postmodern critique or cultusdativism. While theories concerned
with structures may be more 'objective’ and theeefoore concrete and law-like, they



nevertheless have difficulty remaining realisti¢hout the incorporation of agency.
Theories have been forced to incorporate agendywibi this they lose their decisive
and predictive force. If we are not to be left witle politically apathetic (or worse,
reactionary) conclusions of postmodern thought,m@$ig/'s theoretical humility, but
theorynevertheless, must be the key to move us beyaidahiatus.

Enlightenment ideals are too readily linked tottedernist project. With the modern
period's failure to fully and successfully emantgpahe pursuit of Enlightenment ideals
and progress comes under attack. But, as EllensutsikVood argues, the resort to
postmodernism is to throw out the Enlightenmentybaith the modernist bath watéf.
Chomsky's essentialist analysis which seeks tosxpay constraint on human
autonomy, be this economic or political, offersoaceivable analysis of how to
theoretically nurture the Enlightenment baby.

Notes

1 Chomsky's equivocation here has been critidigedot offering us a view of ‘what
is to be done'. Arnove, A. (1997) 'In perspectNeam Chomsky' ilnternational
SocialismSpring, no. 74, pp. 117-40.

2 Chomsky, N. in Raskin, M.G. and Bernstein, 1987)New Ways of Knowing: T
Sciences, Society and Reconstructive Knowlddge/men and Littlefield, p. 108.

3 Chomsky, N. in Raskin, M.G. and Bernstein, 1987)op. cit.,p. 135.
4  Chomsky, N. in Raskin, M.G. and Bernstein, K1987)op. cit.,p. 147.

Elsewhere he argues that science involves haaitigebry that has a certain internal
rigor and that provides explanations for empirjgaénomena and insight into the
principles that account for them, principles that ot obvious and that account
puzzling phenomena. But science is not the only twaypme to an understang of
things.' In Otero, C.P. (ed.) (1988pam Chomsky: Language and Politics,
Montreal: Black Rose Books, p. 465.

5 Chomsky, N. in Otero, C.P. (ed.) (198®) cit.,p. 464.
6 Chomsky, N. in Raskin, M.G. and Bernstein, i1987)op. cit.,p. 131.
7 Chomsky, N. in Otero, C.P. (ed.) (1989) cit.,p. 464.
8 Chomsky, N. in Raskin, M.G. and Bernstein, 1987)op. cit.,p. 109.
9 Chomsky, N. in Otero, C.P. (ed.) (198®) cit.,p. 464.
10 Chomsky, N. in Otero, C.P. (ed.) (1989) cit.,p. 280.
11 Chomsky, N. in Raskin, M.G. and Bernstein, KL987)op. cit.,p. 131.



12 Chomsky, N. in Otero, C.P. (ed.) (198Ipam Chomsky: Radical Priorities,
Montreal: Black Rose Books, p. 201.

13 Chomsky, N. in Raskin, M.G. and Bernstein, IdL987)op. cit.,pp. 148-9.

14 Oakeshott, M. (196Rationalism in Politics and Other Essaysdianapolis:
Liberty Press, p. 127.

15 Haley, M.C. and Lunsford, R.F. (199dam Chomskyew York: Twayne, p. 193.

16 Wood, Ellen Meiksins (199%)emocracy Against Capitalism: Renewing Historical
Materialism Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Bibliography
Achbar, M. (ed.) (1994Manufacturing Consent: Noam Chomsky and the Media
London: Black Rose Books.

Alter, P. (1989Nationalism London: Edward Arnold.

Anderson, B. (1991) (1983nagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and
Spread of Nationalisp2nd edn, London: Verso.

Arblaster, A. (1994, 2nd edemocracy Buckingham: Open University Press.

Arnove, A. (1997) 'In Perspective: Noam ChomsRyhternational Socialism
Spring, no. 74, pp. 117-40.

Arthur, C.J. (1986Dialectics of LabourOxford: Basil Blackwell.
Baker, J. (1987Arguing for Equality London: Verso.

Bakunin, M. (1973Bakunin on AnarchySam Dolgoff, ed. and trans.), London:
George Allen and Unwin.

Ball, T. (1995)Reappraising Political TheoryOxford: Clarendon Press.

Barrington Moore, Jr (1966ocial Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy
London: Penguin.

Barry, N.P. (19957 Introduction to Modern Political Theoryondon: Macmillan.
Barsamian, D. (1992Y¥oam Chomsky: Chronicles of Dissestirling: A.K. Press.

Barsamian, D. (19948 oam Chomsky: Keeping the Rabble in Li&grling: A.K.
Press.

Barsamian, D. (1996Yoam Chomsky: Class Warfaleondon: Pluto Press.

Barsky, R.F. (1997 oam Chomsky: A Life of Dissef@tambridge, Mass: MIT
Press.



Berger, P.L. and Luckman, T. (196B)e Social Construction of Realityondon:
Penguin.

Berlin, 1. (1969) 'Two Concepts of Liberty' KFour Essays on LibertyOxford:
Oxford University Press.

Bernstein, R. (1976)he Restructuring of Social and Political Theo®xford:
Methuen.

Block, F. (1987Revising State Thearihiladelphia: Temple University Press.

Blumler, J.G. and Katz, E. (eds) (197/je Uses of Mass CommunicatipBsverly
Hills, California and London: Sage.

Bricianer, S. (1978pannekoek and the Workers' Counc8s Louis, Missouri:
Telos.

Burnham, J. (1960)he Managerial RevolutigBloomington, Indiana: Indiana
University Press.

Carey, A. (1997Yaking the Risk out of Democracy: Corporate Propatgversus
Freedom and LibertyUrbana: University of lllinois Press.

Carnoy, M. (1984Yhe State and Political TheqriPrinceton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.

Carter, A. (1971Yhe Political Theory of Anarchisthondon: Routledge and Kegan
Paul.

Chalmers, A.F. (1992)hat is This Thing Called Sciencé®ijton Keynes: Open
University Press.

Chomsky, N. (1966fartesian LinguisticsNew York: Harper and Row.

Chomsky, N. (1969American Power and the New Mandatikiarmondsworth:
Penguin.

Chomsky, N. (1970At War with Asia: Essays on Indo-Chjridew York: Pantheon.

Chomsky, N. (1971Problems of Knowledge and Freedom: The Russellkest
New York: Pantheor

Chomsky, N. (1973For Reasons of Stgtdlew York: Vintage.

Chomsky, N. (1974peace in the Middle East? Reflections on Justiak an
Nationhoo(, New York: Pantheon.

Chomsky, N. (1979)anguage and Responsibilitiew York: Pantheon.



Chomsky, N. (1982Jowards a New Cold WaNew York: Pantheon.
Chomsky, N. (1985Jurning the TideLondon: Pluto Press.

Chomsky, N. (1987&pn Power and IdeologyMontreal: Black Rose Books.
Chomsky, N. (1987tpirates and EmperordMontreal: Black Rose Books.
Chomsky, N. (1988The Culture of Terrorisgiondon: Pluto Press.
Chomsky, N. (1989a) 'An InterviewRadical PhilosophyAutumn.
Chomsky, N. (1989h)ecessary lllusiond.ondon: Pluto Press.

Chomsky, N. (1992d)eterring DemocracylLondon: Vintage.

Chomsky, N. (1992)hat Uncle Sam Really WanBerkeley, California: Odonian
Press.

Chomsky, N. (1993Year 501: The Conquest Continuesndon: Verso.

Chomsky, N. (1994\orld Orders: Old and NewLecture at Conway Hall, Red
Lion Square, London, 22 May 1994.

Chomsky, N. (1996&owers and Prospects: Reflections on Human Natodetiae
Social Order London: Pluto Press.

Chomsky, N. (1996b) 'A Painful PeaceZiiMagazine January.

Chomsky, N. and Herman, E.S. (1978&gr the Cataclysm: Post War IndoChina
and the Reconstruction of Imperial Ideolpddottingham: Spokesman.

Chomsky, N. and Herman, E.S. (1979bg Political Economy of Human Rights
Volumes 1 and 11, Nottingham: Spokesman.

Chomsky, N. and Herman, E.S. (197%be Washington Connection and Third
World FascismNottingham: Spokesman.

Chomsky, N. and Herman, E.S. (1979, 1988nufacturing Consent: The Political
Economy of the Mass Medlidew York: Pantheon Books.

Curran, J. (1970)he British Press: A Manifestbtondon: Macmillan.

Curran, J. (1990) 'The New Revisionism in Mass @omiation Research: A
Reappraisal' ifturopean Journal of Communicatiovol. 5, pp. 135-64.

Curran, J. and Gurevitch, M. (eds) (19819ss Media and Societiondon: Edwart
Arnold.

Curran, J. and Seaton, J. (198bwer without Responsibilityondon: Fontana.
Dolgoff, S. (1973Bakunin on AnarchyNew York: George Allen and Unwin.



Donald, J. and Hall, S. (198Bbplitics and IdeologyMilton Keynes: Open
University Press.

Dupre, L. (1966)he Philosophical Foundations of Marxishew York: Harcourt,
Brace.

Durkheim, E. (1952%puicide: A Study in Sociologfdohn A. Spalding and George
Simpson, trans.) London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Edgley, A. (1995) 'Chomsky and the StatePaditics, 15(3), pp. 153-9.

Edgley, R. (1970) 'Innate Ideas' in Royal Insétat Philosophy Lectures llI,
Knowledge and Necessityondon: Macmillan.

Elders, F. (1974Reflexive WaterLondon: Souvenir Press.

Evans, M. (1975Karl Marx, Political Thinkers no. 3, Parry, G. (General Boit
London: George Allen and Unwin.

Feyerabend, P. (1975ayainst MethodLondon: New Left Books.

Feyerabend, P. (1975b) 'How to Defend Society Agjebcience’ ilRRadical
Philosoph, Summer.

Feyerabend, P. (198Farewell to ReasgriLondon: Verso.
Fiske, J. (1989Reading the Populatondon: Routledge.

Fleming, M. (1979 he Anarchist Way to Socialisifiotowa, New Jersey: Rowmen
and Littlefield.

Foley, M. (1991 American Political Ideas: Traditions and Usagé&anchester:
Manchester University Press.

Forbes, I. and Smith, S. (1983)litics and Human Naturd.ondon: Frances Pinter.
Foucault, M. (1977Discipline and Punish: Birth of the Prisphondon: Allen Lane
Foucault, M. (1980Power/KnowledgeHemel Hempstead: Harvester Wheatsheaf.

Foucault, M. (1981The History of Sexuality, Volume 1: An Introduct{éturley, R.
trans.), Harmondsworth: Penguin.

Fowler, R.B. and Orenstein, J.R. (1993) Introduction to Political Theory: Towa
the Next CenturyLondon: HarperCollins.

Fukuyama, F.K. (1992)he End of History and the Last Mdrondon: Penguin.

Galtung, J. and Ruge, M.H. (1970) 'The Structdréaseign News' in Tunstall, J.
Media Sociolog, London: Constable.



Gamble, A. (1981An Introduction to Modern Social and Political Ty,
London: Macmillan.

Gans, H.J. (1979eciding What's New&New York: Pantheon.

Gellner, E. (1970) 'Concepts and Society' in Wild8.R. (ed.Rationality Oxford:
Basil Blackwell.

Gellner, E. (1983INations and NationalispOxford: Basil Blackwell.

Giddens, A. (1977%tudies in Social and Political Theoggtutchinson.

Glasgow Media Group (1978ad NewsLondon: Routledge and Kegan Paul.
Glasgow Media Group (1980)ore Bad NewsLondon: Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Glasgow Media Group (198%Yar & Peace NewsMilton Keynes: Open University
Press.

Golding, P. and Murdock, G. (1991) 'Culture, Comimations, and Political
Economy' in Curran, J. and Gurevitch, M. (eds) ()99ass Media and Socigty
London: Edward Arnold.

Goodwin, B. (1982Vsing Political IdeasChichester: John Wiley and Sons.

Gramsci, A. (1971pelections from the Prison Notebod@kaiintin Hoare and
Geoffrey Nowell Smith, eds and trans), London: Lemae and Wishart.

Guerin, D. (1970Anarchism New York, London: Monthly Review Press.

Gurevitch, M. and Levy, M. (1986) 'Information akaning: Audience explanati
of Social Issues' in Robinson, J.P. and Levy, Ms)&he Main SourceBeverly
Hills, California: Sage.

Haley, M.C. and Lunsford, R.F. (199%pam ChomskyNew York: Twayne
Publishers.

Hall, J.A. and lkenberry, J.G. (198Bhe StateMilton Keynes: Open University
Press.

Hall, S. (ed.) (1984 ulture, Media Languagd.ondon: Hutchinson.
Harding, N. (ed.) (1984)he State in Socialist Societyondon: Macmillan.
Harrison, M. (1985YV News: Whose BiasRpndon: Policy Journals.
Harvey, D. (1989Yhe Condition of Post Modernjt®xford: Blackwell.

Hayek, F.A. (1944) (1986)he Road to Serfdgrhondon: Routledge and Kegan
Paul.



Herman, E.S. (1996) 'The Propaganda Model RedisitdVlonthly Review
July/August.

Hobbes, T. (1973)eviathan London: Everyman's Library.

Hobsbawm, E. (199Mations and Nationalism since 1780ambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Hobsbawm, E. and Ranger, T. (eds) (1983 Invention of TraditiqnCambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Hogan, M.J. (1992 he End of the Cold War: Its Meanings and Implica
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hollis, M. (1977)Models of ManCambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Hollis, M. and Lukes, S. (198Rationality and RelativismOxford: Basil Blackwell

Holloway, J. and Picciotto, S. (1978) 'Towards atéialist Theory of the State' in
Holloway, J. and Picciotto, S. (edSjate and Capital: A Marxist Debateondon:
Edward Arnold.

Horkheimer, M. and Adorno, T.W. (194B)jalectic of Enlightenmenitohn
Lumming (trans.), New York: Seabury Press.

Hudson, W.D. (ed.) (1969he Is/Ought Questioh.ondon: Macmillan.
Inglis, F. (1990Media Theory: An IntroductigrOxford: Basil Blackwell.
Jaggar, A. (1983feminist Politics and Human NatyrBrighton: Harvester.

Jessop, B. (199@tate Theory: Putting Capitalist States in theiaéd Cambridge:
Polity Press.

Joll, J. (1969)he AnarchistsLondon: Methuen.

Kamenka, E. (eds) (1978he Nature and Evolution of an Iddaondon: Edward
Arnold.

Katz, E. (1987) 'Communications Research sincausdeld’' inPublic Opinion
Quarterly, vol. 51: S25-S45.

Keane, J. (1991) in McLellan, D. and Sayers, &s)8ocialism and Democracy
London: Macmillan.

Kearney, R. (1995%tates of Mind: Dialogues with Contemporary Thirsken the
European MingdManchester: Manchester University Press.

Keat, R. and Urry, J. (1979pocial Theory as Sciendeondon: Routledge and
Kegan Paul.

Kedourie, E. (1966)\ationalism London: Hutchinson.



Keynes, J.M. (1936)he General Theory of Employment, Interest and Mone
London: Macmillan.

Kidron, M. (1967) 'A Permanent Arms Economylmternational Socialism
Reprints: 2, 1:28 (Spring); republished 1989, Lamdsocialist Workers Party.

Kuhn, T.S. (1962The Structure of Scientific Revolutipi@hicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Kymlicka, W. (1990)Contemporary Political Philosophxford: Oxford
University Press.

Layder, D. (1981%ptructure, Interaction and Social Thepbyondon: Routledge and
Kegan Paul.

Lenin, V. (1975)mperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitaljdheking: Foreign
Languages Press.

Locke, J. (1986) in Stewart, M. (edRpadings in Social and Political Philosophy
New York: Oxford Univerity Press.

Long, P. (ed.) (1969)he New LeftBoston, Mass: Extending Horizons.

Lowy, M. (1976) 'Marxists and the National Questim New Left Revieyno. 96,
April-May.

Lukes, S. (1974ower: A Radical Viep.ondon: Macmillan.

Lukes, S. (1980) '‘Chomsky's betrayal of truth§imes Higher Education
Supplement7 November.

Maguire, J.M. (1978Marx's Theory of PoliticsCambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Mandel, E. (1978).ate CapitalismLondon: Verso.

Marx, K. and Engles, F. (1848, 193H)e Communist ManifestiMoscow,
Lawrence and Wishart.

McCarney, J. (1996) Review of Killing Time: The tdbiography of Paul
Feyerabend, unpublished.

McLellan, D. (1971aMarx’'s GrundrisseSt Albans: Paladin.
McLellan, D. (1971b)'he Thought of Karl Mardondon: Macmillan.

McLellan, D. (ed.) (1977Karl Marx: Selected WritingaMiilton Keynes: Open
University Press.



McLellan, D. and Sayers, S. (eds) (198brialism and Democraciondon:
Macmillan.

McQualil, D. (1987Mass Communication Theory: An Introducti@mnd edn),
London: Sage.

Miliband, R. (1969)T'he State in Capitalist Societyondon: Weidenfeld and
Nicolson.

Miliband, R. (1973) 'Poulantzas and the Capit@istte’ iflNew Left Revieywno. 82,
Novembe-December.

Mills, C.W. (1956)The Power EliteNew York: Oxford University Press.

Morris, Stephen (1981) 'Chomsky on US Foreigndybin Harvard International
Review December-January, vol. 3, no. 4

Mosse, G.L. (1976) 'Mass Politics and the Politicgaurgy of Nationalism' in
Kamenka, E. (ed.Jhe Nature and Evolution of an Iddaondon: Edward Arnold.

Mulhall, S. and Swift, A. (1996 reprintjberals and Communitarian@nd edn),
Oxford: Blackwell.

Mulkay, M. (1979)Science and the Sociology of Knowledgendon: George Allen
and Unwin.

Murdock, G. (1982) 'Large Corporations and the @drdf Communications
Industries' inCulture, Media and Society: An Open University €dilon Oxford:
Methuen.

Murdock, G. and Golding, P. (1977) 'Capitalismn@ounication & Class Relations'
in Curran, Jet al. (eds)Mass Communication and Societyndon: Edward Arnold.

Nairn, T. (1977 The Break up of Britain: Crisis and Neo-Nationaljdmondon: Nev
Left Books.

Neocleous, M. (199€Administering Civil Society: Towards A Theory ditSt
Powel, London: Macmillan.

Nielsen, K. (1973) 'Social Science and Hard DatCultural Hermeneuticsl, pp.
115-43.

Nozick, R. (1986 Anarchy, State and Utopi@aeprint), Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Oakeshott, M. (1991Rationalism in Politics and Other Essaysdianapolis:
Liberty Press.

Offe, C. (1975) 'The Theory of the Capitalist 8tahd the Problems of Policy
Formation' in Lindberg, L.Net al. (eds)Stress and Contradiction in Modern



Capitalism Lexington, Mass.: D.C. Heath.

Offe, C. (1984 Contradictions of the Welfare Stateondon: Hutchinson.
Olin-Wright, E. (1978)Class Crisis and the Stateondon: New Left Books.
Osborne, P. (ed.) (1998%pcialism and the Limits of Liberalisinondon: Verso.

Otero, C.P. (ed.) (198NNoam Chomsky: Radical PrioritieMontreal: Black Rose
Books.

Otero, C.P. (ed.) (1988)oam Chomsky: Language and Polititéontreal: Black
Rose Books.

Otero, C.P. (ed.) (1994)yritical Assessmentgolumes 1-4, London: Routledge and
Kegan Paul.

Pannekoek, A. (1909, 191R)arxism and DarwinismChicago: Charles H. Kerr.
Pannekoek, A. (1970 orkers' CouncilsSummerville, Mass: Kont and Branch.
Peck, J. (1988yhe Chomsky Readdrondon: Serpent's Tail.

Philo, G. (1987) 'Whose newd2&dia, Culture and Societ®(4), pp. 397-406.

Phillips, A. (1997) 'From Inequality to Differenc& Severe Case of Displacement?’
in New Left Revieywno. 224, July-August.

Plamenatz, J. (1976) 'Two Types of NationalisnKamenka, E. (ed-Jhe Nature
and Evolution of an Ided_ondon: Edward Arnold.

Plant, R. (1991Modern Political ThoughtLondon: Basil Blackwell.
Plato (1948)The Republi¢Cornford, F.M., trans.), Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Poulantzas, N. (1973®olitical Power and Social ClaseEmothy O'Hagan (trans.
ed.), London: New Left Books.

Poulantzas, N. (1978tate, Power, Socialisthondon: Verso.
Poulantzas, N. (197%ascism and Dictatorshjp.ondon: Verso.

Przeworski, A. (1979Economic Conditions of Class Compromi€aicago:
University of Chicago, mimeo.

Rai, M. (1995)Chomsky's Politicd.ondon: Verso.

Raskin, M.G. and Bernstein, H.J. (198w Ways of Knowing: The Sciences,
Society and Reconstructive Knowledgewmen and Littlefield.

Rawls, J. (1972 Theory of JusticegCambridge Mass: Harvard University Press.

Reimer, N. (1967American Political Theory: The Democratic Experienol. 1,
New York: D. Van Nostranc



Robertson, D. (198®)ictionary of Politics Harmondsworth: Penguin.

Rocker, R. (1937\Nationalism and Culture_os Angeles, California: Rocker
Publications Committee.

Rocker, R. (1938, 197&Anarcho-SyndicalispNew York: Gordon Press.

Rothblatt, B. (ed.) (1968rhanging Perspectives on Mahicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Salkie, R. (1990The Chomsky Update: Linguistics and Politigawin Hyman.

Sandel, M.J. (1983)iberalism and The Limits of JusticBambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Sarup, M. (1988An Introductory Guide to Post Structuralism and Pdsdernism
Hemel Hempstead: Harvester Wheatsheatf.

Schlesinger, P. (198@utting Reality Together: The BBC and Its Némewvised
edn.), London: Sage.

Schudson, M. (1991) 'The Sociology of News ProducRevisited' in Curran, J. a
Gurevitch, M. (edsMass Media and Societiyondon: Edward Arnold.

Schutz, A. (1980The Phenomenology of the Social Wdkkorge Walsh and
Frederick Lehnert, trans), London: Heinemann.

Schwarzmantel, J. (1998pcialism and the Idea of the Natid¢temel Hempstead:
Harvester Wheatsheaf.

Seymour Ure, C. (1969) 'Editorial Policy Makingtire Press' iisovernment and
Opposition Autumn.

Skillen, T. (1972) 'The Statist Conception of Re#' inRadical Philosophy2,
Summer.

Skillen, T. (1977Ruling lllusions: Philosophy and the Social OrdBrighton:
Harvester.

Skocpol, T. (1979ptates and Social Revolutigridambridge: Cambridge Univers
Press.

Skocpol, T. (1985) 'Bringing the State Back Imagtgies of Analysis in Current
Research’, in Evans, P.R., Rueschemeyer, D. anth8Kkd . (edsBringing the
State Back InCambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Smith, A.D. (1971)heories of Nationalisj.ondon: Duckworth.



Smith, A.D. (1979Nationalism in the Twentieth Centu@xford: Robinson.
Smith, A.D. (1991 )National Identity London: Penguin.
Smith, A.D. (1998Nationalism and Modernisnbondon: Routledge.

Taylor, C. (1967) 'Neutrality in Political Sciende Laslett, Peter and Runciman,
W.G. (eds)Philosophy, Politics and Socigt®xford: Basil Blackwell.

Urmson, J.O. (ed.) (1979he Concise Encyclopedia of Western Philosophy and
Philosopher, London: Hutchinson.

Walzer, M. in Zelinsky, W. (ed.) (1988)ation into State: The Shifting Symbolic
Foundations of American Nationalisi@hapel Hill, North Carolina: The University
of North Carolina Press.

Weber, M. (1930, 1974)he Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitaljdrandon:
Allen and Unwin.

Wilkin, P. (1995)Noam Chomsky: On Knowledge, Human Nature and Fregdo
PhD thesis, University of Southampton.

Wilkin, P. (1997)Noam Chomsky: On Knowledge, Human Nature and Fregdo
London: Macmillan.

Williams, R. (1978) 'The Press we Don't Deseme&iurran, J. (ed-Jhe British
Press: A Manifesi, London: Macmillan.

Willis, P. (1977)Learning to Labour: How Working Class Kids Get WongkClass
Jobs London: Saxon House.

Wintonick, P. and Achbar, M. (eds) (1994 Manufacturing Consent: Noam
Chomsky and the Medi&ontreal: Black Rose Books.

Wood, Ellen Meiksins (1999)emocracy Against Capitalism: Renewing Historical
Materialisrr, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Woodcock, G. (1986Anarchism(2nd edn), Harmondsworth: Penguin.

Index

a

advertising

and media 116 -17, 154 -5, 170

After the Cataclys (Chomsky and Herman) 167
agency



dichotomy between structure and 6 - 8, 9, 16 -327 36, 37, 180, 185, 186, 187
Allende 138

Alter, P. 125, 126, 130, 139, 144

Althusser 85

American Civil War 14

American War of Independence 145

anarchism 4, 19, 42, 49, 50

attempt to trace roots of thought 47 -8

Chomsky on 19, 73

and freedom 46, 50

opposition to authority 19, 47

opposition to private ownership of the means ofipiction 50
similarities between radical feminist approaches 24

and socialism 47

Anderson, B. 128, 131, 143

arms production 114

authoritarian socialism 49

‘autopoiesis' position

and state theory 107

Baker, James 115

Bakunin, M. 4, 22, 46, 49, 50

banks 88

Barsamian, David 91, 169

behaviourist approach 23, 36

Bernstein, R. 13

Birmingham Institute of Cultural Studies 170
Block, F. 108 -9, 115

Bonapartism 94 -5, 99, 105

bourgeoisie 84, 85, 86, 95, 106, 127, 142
brain, human 70

Brazil 91

Bundesbank 92

Burnham, J

'managerial revolution thesis' 152

Bush, George 172

business community 96

and class consciousness 172 -3

constitutive of 'national interest' 122
influence on American foreign policy 81 -2, 890, 91 -2, 132
and the state 81 -2, 83, 87, 91 -2, 96, 97, 98199, 142, 186
business corporations and media 155 -6, 162

Cambodia 110, 164, 167 -8
capitalism 4, 7, 22,52, 114
Chomsky on 37, 104, 112 -13



Lenin on 83, 85 -6, 87 -8

Marx on 9, 37, 114

and the state 4, 9, 80, 83 -4, 87, 104 -5, 103, 115, 117, 118, 121
Carnoy, M. 106

censorship

Chomsky's opposition to 19 - 20

CEPAL (UN Economic Commission for Latin Americadathe Caribbean) 91
Chile 92, 138

Chomsky, Carol 2

Chomsky, Noam

and American foreign policy 2, 4, 21, 79, 89 - 909, 150, 160 -1
assertion that social and political analysis istheory or science and reasons for 11
24, 26, 30 -2, 36, 37, 75, 154, 181, 184

books not reviewed or published in America 2

charges of being idealist and reductionist 25 -6

claims of being a 'conspiracy theorist' 9

conception of the good 73

critics of 110

critique of non-theory assertion of 12, 37 -8, 75

debate with Foucault 44, 64 -9

on empiricism 23

essentialism of 32, 34 -6, 37, 69 - 70, 180 -4 13 187

and 'Faurisson affair' 19 - 20

and human nature 25 -6, 44 -5, 58, 64 -9, 7074175

on intellectuals 2 - 3, 4, 22 -3, 30, 35, 1371483, 160 -1, 172
intended atheoretical quality of work 5, 31

as a libertarian socialist 19, 38, 42, 43, 47,548,74, 75

and linguistics 1, 28, 32 -3, 34, 36, 65, 68,131

marginalisation within academic circles and readon 1, 4

and mediseemedia

methodology 27 -9, 37 -8

opposition to censorship and defence of freedoexpfession 19 - 20
opposition to theory 29 - 32

position on natural sciences versus social scie183

as a rationalist 20 -3, 27, 32

and re-describing reality 23 -4

on religion 21

research into and appetite for political issue1

on the statseestate

and structuralism 5, 157 -60, 161, 180

Churchill, Winston 133, 139

class-theoretical approach 103, 105 -6, 109, 112, 119
Cockburn, Alexander 2



Cold War 84, 94, 95, 117, 144, 158, 159
Communist Manifesto, TH{#arx) 84, 86
communists 135

communitarians 73, 74

critique of Rawls' theory 43, 44, 55, 57 -8, 58}, 65, 70 -1, 73, 74
versus liberals debate 53 - 64, 65, 70, 71
community

reconciling the naturalistic individual and 71 -4
conspiracy theory 161

corporations

and media 155 -6, 162

corporatism 119

creativity 44, 68 -9, 71, 75, 184 -5

Curran, J. and Seaton, J. 94, 116

democracy 91, 93, 95, 96, 116, 118, 121
see alsdiberal democracy

Department of Energy 114

disarmament 140

Domhoff, G.W. 109

Doves (Liberals) 27, 96

drug issue 172

Dupre, L. 37

Durkheim, Emile 16

Dutch East India Company 88

East Timor 110, 144, 164, 168
eastern nationalism 130 -1, 136

elites 30, 93, 117, 158

Chomsky on 4, 27, 118, 174 -5

manipulation of by 116, 120

and national level 122

and nationalism 9, 126

relationship with rest of population 95

and the state 81 -2, 105, 116, 119 -20, 142, 186
view of human need 28

empiricism 14, 20, 23, 30

Engels, F. 85, 86, 94, 97

Enlightenment 48, 49, 125 -6, 127, 129, 136, 145,
Epstein, Barbara 2

equality

and freedom 42, 45, 46 -7, 47 - 53, 53 -4, 64,7/#4,
essentialism 34 -5, 180



and Chomsky 32, 34 -6, 37, 69 - 70, 180 -1, 184835
ethnicity 126

ethnocentric nationalism 131, 137 -40

European Community 134

Evans, M. 95

fascism 93 -4, 98 -9, 130

'Faurisson affair' 19 - 20

feminism

anarchism and radical 24
Feyerabend, P. 20, 33, 54

attack on science 17 - 19

concerns shared with Chomsky 22
difference between Chomsky and 21
on rationalism 22

and tradition 23

Fiske, J. 174

Fleming, M. 49

Foley, M. 144, 145

For Reasons of Sta(€homsky) 82
Foucault, M. 42, 107

debate with Chomsky over human nature 44, 64 -9
France 86, 98, 137

Fraser, N. 47

fraud 94

free market 83, 115, 121

free will 59, 70, 71

freedom

and creativity 44, 71, 75, 185

and equality 42, 45, 46 -7, 47 - 53, 53 -4, 64,754
and Marxists 46

threat to by state 49

French Constitution (1790) 128
French Revolution 127, 129, 134

Galtung, J. and Ruge, M.H. 164, 165

GATT 119

Gellner, E. 19

Germany 86, 98, 144

and nationalism 130, 135

Glasgow Media Group 161, 162, 166

Golding, P. and Murdock, G. 153, 154, 157, 160

'good society' 6, 42 - 75, 184 -5

Chomsky's view on human nature 43, 44 -5, 589640, 71, 74, 75, 184 -5
Chomsky's view of liberty 44

critique of Rawls' thesis by communitarians 43,38, 57 -8, 65, 70 -1, 7, 74



debate between Foucault and Chomsky 44, 64 -9
debate between liberals and communitarians 53 65470, 71
equality and freedom 47 - 53

naturalism and human nature 69 - 71

Rawls on justice and fairness 43 -4, 54 -5

reconciling the naturalistic individual and comntyrr1 -4
Gouldner 26

Gramsci, A. 94, 105, 153

Great Depression 113

Greece (Greeks) 131, 134

Guatemala 91, 173

Guerin, D. 47

Haley, M.C. and Lunsford, R.F. 185
Hall, J.A. and lkenberry, J.G. 108

Hall, Stuart 170
Harbord, Shaun 2
Harding, Neil 96
Harrison, M. 162
Hawks (Republicans) 27, 96
Hayek, F.A. 56 -7
Hegel 81
Herder 126, 130, 131, 140, 145
Herman, Edward 5, 150, 153, 154, 155, 157, 161, 16
Hernstein 35
Hitler, Adolf 145
Hobbes, T. 54, 111
Hobsbawm, E. 143
Holloway, J. and Picciotto, S. 105
Holocaust 20
Hudson, W.D. 13
human nature 25 -7, 52 -3, 57, 180
Chomsky's view of 25 -6, 43, 44 -5, 58, 64 -9,70D,74, 75, 184 -5
and creativity 44, 68 -9, 71, 75, 184 -5
criticism of liberal conception 55 - 64, 74 -5
liberal conception of 43 -4, 54 -5, 58, 59 - 60,-8, 65, 69
Marx's view 37
and naturalism 69 - 71
Humboldt 48 -9

IMF (International Monetary Fund) 115, 119
imperialism 87, 88 -9, 98, 133, 139
IndoChina 167



Indonesia

invasion of East Timor 92

industrialisation 72

industry 87, 88, 97

Inglis, F. 151

instrumentalism (instrumentalists) 7, 105, 108,11121, 153, 157, 159, 160
'integral nationalism' 139

intellectuals (intelligentsia)

Chomsky on 2 - 3, 4, 22 -3, 30, 35, 137 -8, 148 11, 172
differences between European and American 3

and nationalism 125 -6, 128, 143, 144

'Intellectuals and the State' 22

intentionality 8

International Monetary FungeelMF

international relations and the state 89 - 92, 99
internationalism

and nationalism 125, 126, 127, 142 -3

interpretation 11 - 12, 15, 16, 26, 27

'is' relationship between 'ought' and 14 - 15,2845

Jacques-Rouz 50

Jaggar, A. 24, 26

Japan 89, 120, 134

Jessop, B. 103, 104, 106 -7, 108, 111, 113, 198141, 122
Joll, James 47

justice54 -5, 58

Kamenka, E. 126, 129 -30, 131, 133, 134 -5
Kant 48, 127

Kautsky 87, 97

Keane, J. 91

Keat, R. and Urry, J. 14, 15, 16 - 17
Kedourie, E. 127, 128, 137

Keynes, J.M. 83

Keynesianism, military 113 -15, 120, 135, 158
Khumer Rouge 168

Kirdon, M. 114, 115

knowledge 21, 33, 66, 67, 68

Kuhn, T.S. 17

Kuwait

Irag's invasion of 92

labour 37

Laclau and Mouffe 107
language 32 -3, 69, 72

Latin American dictatorships 93



Layder, D. 7
Leibnitz 33
Lenin, V. 90, 97, 98
on capitalism 83, 85 -6, 87 -8
on imperialism 87, 88 -9, 98
Leninist model 4
Levine, R.F. 109
liberal democracy 91, 92, 94, 95 -6, 99, 134
see alsalemocracy
liberal pluralist approach
towards media 150, 151, 152 -3, 169 -70
liberalism (liberals) 7, 27
conception of human nature 43 -4, 54 -5, 58, 69, 61 -2, 65, 69
critique of Rawls' theory by communitarians 43, 88, 57 -8, 58 - 64, 65, 70 -1, 73,
74
and freedom 45, 48
paradox 019 - 20
Rawls' conception of justice 43 -4, 54 -5, 58
and the state 45
versus communitarian debate 53 - 64, 65, 70, 71
libertarian socialism (socialists) 185
Chomsky as 19, 38, 42, 43, 47,48,51, 74,75
and equality and freedom 47 - 53, 64, 74
and the state 45, 47
libertarians
critique of Rawls' theory 43 -4, 55 -7
liberty seefreedom
linguistics
Chomsky's work in 1, 28, 32 -3, 34, 36, 65, 68,181
Lloyd George, David 139
Locke, J. 49, 129
Lowy, M. 142
Lukes, Steven 110, 168

McLellan, David 37, 86, 93, 99

McQuail, D. 169

Maguire, J.M. 84, 85, 86, 88

'managerial revolution thesis' 152

Mandel, E. 104 -5

Manufacturing Conse (Chomsky and Herman) 153, 154, 156, 157, 161
market economics 9

Marshall Plan 121

Marx, K. 7, 142

and America 99



and Bonapartism 94

Capital Ill 88

and capitalism 9, 37, 114

Communist Manifest84, 86

on force 88

and human nature 37

on internal contradictions within social relatii2s
and Napoleon 95

on socialism 8

and the state 46, 84 -5, 86, 87, 97 -8, 99
Marxism (Marxists) 4, 7, 104, 107, 122

analysis of media 150, 151, 152 -3, 169

and freedom 46

'mass society thesis' 169 -70

materialism 45

media 9, 29, 31, 160 -75, 186 -7

and advertising 116 -17, 154 -5, 170

analysis of foreign affairs coverage 161 -2

and audiences 152, 153, 168 -74, 175

and business corporations 155 -6, 162

and Cambodia 110, 164, 167 -8

content analysis 161 -7

criticism of coverage of 'enemy states' by Chonis, 167
hierarchically structured 162 -3

'ideology of anticommunism' 156

labelling of Chomsky within instrumentalist tradit 9, 151, 153, 154, 156 -7, 174
and Latin American murders 164 -5

liberal pluralist approach 150, 151, 152 -3, 169 -

links with state and corporate structures 155 62, 163
Marxist analysis 150, 151, 152 -3, 169
and 'mass society thesis' 169 -70
and opinion polls 171
ownership and control 152, 153 -7
places emphasis on some issues but not 0143 -4, 165 -6
propaganda moc 110, 116, 143, 150, 153 -7, 161, 162, 167, 171 -2
theory of 151 -3
and 'thought control' 166
and treatment of Popieluszko 164 -5, 167
and Vietnam war 163
and Watergate 163
Miliband, R. 7, 94, 94 -5, 105, 106
'military industrial complex' 114 -15, 158
military interests 84, 111, 132 -3



military Keynesianism 113 -15, 120, 135, 158
Mill 129

Mills, C.W. 169

modernisation

and nationalism 126, 127, 131, 132, 133 -4, 145
monopoly 83, 87, 88, 98

Morris, Stephen 93

Mulhall, S. and Swift, A. 54, 58 -9, 70

Murdock, G. 153, 156 -7

Nairn, T.128

Napoleor95s

see alsdBonapartism

NASA 114

nation 125

nationalism 9, 125 -47, 159, 186

American 122, 126, 133, 135, 136, 139, 140, 143, 144 -5, 146
in ancient and medieval world 131

conditions for 125 -6, 127 -9, 132

dichotomies 126, 129 -32

eastern versus western 130 -1, 136 -7

and elites 9, 126

ethnocentric versus polycentric 131 -2, 137 -41

and fascism 93

and Germany 130, 135

'integral' 139

and intelligentsia 125 -6, 128, 143, 144

and international political economy 132, 146

and internationalism 122, 125, 126, 127, 142 -3

and modernisation 126, 127, 128 -9, 131, 132,-43345
polar forms126, 129 -30

progressive versus reactionil29 -30, 133 -5

and propaganda 143

as resistance to ‘foreign rule' 132

and self-determination 127, 128, 129, 130

and Smith 126, 127, 128, 129, 131 -2, 137 -9, 14Q,-3, 145
tension between resistance and supremacy wittin 12
and third world countries 137, 142

natural sciences 15, 17, 181, 183

naturalism 32 -4

and human nature 69 - 71

in social sciences 12

New York Review, T 2

newspaperseepress

Nicarague92, 135, 138, 139, 144, 174, 182
Nielsenl4, 26 -7, 29



Nixon, Richarc163

normative claims 14, 25

Nozick, R.42, 43, 44, 46, 47, 50, 52, 55, 57
Nye 144 -5

Offe, Claus 83 -4

opinion polls 119, 171

Orwell 93

‘ought’

relationship between 'is' and 14 - 15, 25, 26

Panama 92

Pannekoek, A. 49

parliamentarianisr106, 118 -19

Peck, James 165

Pentagon

becomes Defence Department 166
Pentagon system 84, 114 -15

pernmanent arms economy 114, 115
Persian Gulf 97

phenomenologisil2 - 13, 14, 15, 16, 26, 32
Plamenatz, J. 126, 128, 129, 130 -1, 136
pluralism81, 140

and media 150, 151, 152 -3, 169 -70

Pol Pot 110, 164, 168

political philosophy

concern for 'ought' questions 14
polycentric nationalisr131 -2, 140 -1
Popieluszko, Jerzy 164 -5, 167

Popper 17

positivists2, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 32
postmodernisn187

Poulantzas, N. 85, 94, 105, 106, 107
pressl54, 155, 161 -2

see alsanedia

progressive nationalisi129 -30, 133 -4, 136
propaganda and nationalis143
propaganda model and me110, 116, 143, 150, 153 -7, 161, 162, 167, 171 -2
Protagoras 18

Przeworski, Adam 119

public relations indstry 173

Quest for Peace 174



racism 35, 67, 146

Rai, Milan 31, 157

rational choice theory 119

rationalism 20 -3

Rawls, J. 42

communitarian critique 43, 44, 55, 57 -8, 58 - &4, 70 -1, 73, 74
conception of justice 43 -4, 54 -5, 58
libertarian critique 43 -4, 55 -7
reactionary nationalism 129 -30, 134 -5
Reagan, Ronald 115, 119, 138, 171
realists 108, 111

reality, re-describing 23 -4

reason 20

relativism 17 - 19, 91

religion 21

Republicans (Hawks) 27, 96
'Responsibility of Intellectuals’ (Chomsky) 160 -1
rhetoric

and consequences of actual policy 182 -3
Robertson, David 93

Rocker, Rudolf 49, 87, 134

Romero, Archbishop Oscar 165
Rousseau

Discourse on Inecality 48

'‘General Will' 129

ruling class 119, 121

conflicts within 111 -12

and the state 105, 111

Sandel, M.J. 42, 69

criticism of Rawls 43, 44, 58, 59 - 62, 63 -4,-1073, 74
Schlesinger, P. 27

Schudson, M. 162

Schutz, A. 16

Schwarzmantel, J. 126

science 12 - 13,17 - 18, 181 -2

scientists 35

self-determination 57, 59, 63, 64, 69, 70, 74, 75
and nationalism 127, 128, 129, 130
self-interest 43, 71

'separation-in-unity’ 105

sexism 35, 146

Silvers, Robert 2

Skillen, T. 80, 84, 85



Skinner 5, 8
Skocpol, T. 7, 108, 109, 111
Smith, A.D. and nationalism 126, 127, 128, 129, 13 137 -9, 140, 142 -3, 145
social action approach 16
social science(s) 12 - 13, 182
and phenomonologists 13 - 14, 15
and positivists 13
relationship between ‘is' and 'ought' 14 - 15
as a science of interpretation 15
and theory 13
versus natural sciences 183
socialism (socialists) 8
accused of having explanatory accounts deternbgetbrmative views 25
and anarchism 47
compulsion to ensure that capitalist acts do ooup51 -2
and equality 45, 46
and the state 45
see alsdibertarian socialism
Socialist Workers Party 163
'society-centred' approach 108
sociobiology 34
South Vietnam National Liberation Front 136 -7
Soviet Union 29, 96, 110, 134, 135, 156, 158, 159
sport 144
state 9, 46, 79 - 100, 103 -22
autonomy 81 -2, 94, 104, 108, 111
‘autopoiesis’ position 107
and business interests 81 -2, 83, 87, 91 -2, B&@®, 99, 141, 142, 186
and capitalism 4, 9, 80, 83 -4, 87, 104 -5, 108,115, 117, 118, 121
Chomsky and Jessop compared 118 -19
Chomsky's contribution to theory of 92 -7
Chomsky's view of 86, 98, 103, 109 -15, 116, 121 -
class-theoretical approach towards 103, 105 8, 102, 117, 119
control function 81, 90, 116
criticism of actions carried out by 79
defined by function 80 -1
and elites 81 -2, 105, 116, 119 -20, 142, 186
and force 88 -9
function to protect interests of rich and conpropulation 81
international dimension of power 122
and international relations 89 - 92, 99
and intervention 113
and legitimisation 96, 99
libertarian socialist view 45, 47



Marx's analysis of 46, 84 -5, 86, 87, 97 -8, 99

and nation 125

perpetuator of violencl11l

and population 90 -1, 118 -19, 121 -2

and realists 108, 111

'regulation approach’ 106 -7

'society-centred' approach 108

statist approach 103, 107 -8, 109, 111
strategic-theoretical approach 103, 104, 106, 103,
susceptible to pressure from the public 82
theories of the 104 -9

and threat to freedom 49, 50

'state corporate nexus' 81 -2

State TheoryJessop) 104

statist approach 103, 107 -8, 109, 111
strategic-theoretical approach 103, 104, 106, 103,
structuralism (structuralists) 7, 8, 16, 105 -6

and Chomsky 5, 157 -60, 161, 180

and instrumentalism 157

structure dichotomy between agency and 6 - 869,177, 32, 36, 37, 180, 185, 186,
187

student activism (1960s) 30
subjectivity 13, 17
Suicidel6

Taylor, Charles 14 - 15

Thatcher, Margaret 7

theory 15 - 16

Chomsky's opposition to 29 - 32
and descriptions of reality 24

and falsification 17

and feminism 24

and natural science 15

and observation 8

and phenomenologists 16

and positivists 13, 16

and social sciences 13

Theory of Justice, fRawls) 43 -4, 54
third world 97, 99, 109, 120, 132, 137, 138, 142
transnational corporations 92
totalitarianism 91, 94, 99

UN Economic Commission for Latin America and theriGbean (CEPAL) 91



United Nations (UN) 139, 140 -1

United States 22, 29, 132, 138

anti-Communist policy 135, 144

Chomsky's foreign policy analysis 2, 4, 21, 79; 89, 109, 150, 160 -1
differences between European intellectual trad#tiand 3 - 4
disarmament resolutions 140

and European Community 134

influence of business on foreign policy 81 -2,-&®, 91 -2, 132
international monetary policy 115

international relations 97, 98

and media 163, 164

military interests 111, 132 -3

and nationalism 122, 126, 133, 135, 136, 139, 140, 143, 144 -5, 146
and Nicaragua 135, 138, 139, 144, 174, 182

and Pentagon system 84, 114 -15

similarity to fascist state 93 -4

and Soviet Union 29, 159

and the state 94, 98, 99, 109 -10, 120

use of force 139

and Vietnam 136

University of Victoria (British Columbia) 1

USSRseeSoviet Union

utilitarianism 55

Vidal, Gore 2
Vietnam 135, 136 -7
Vietnam war 82, 118, 138, 163

Walzer, Michael 125
Washington Connection, TH&9
Watergate 163

Weber, M. 16, 88

welfare state 83

western nationalism 130, 136
Wilkin, Peter 54, 64, 67, 68 -9
Williams, Raymond 155
Willis, Paul

Learning to LaboL 174

Wood, Ellen Meiksins 187
Woodcock, G. 47 -8

work 51 -2

World Bank 119

World Court 139

Wright, Erik Olin 83, 84

Year (50181, 88



Zelinsky, W. 143, 144
Zimmerman, M. 14

-end-



