BETWEEN CIVIL SOCIETY AND THE STATE: THE
POLITICAL TRAJECTORIES OF SOUTH AFRICA'S
~ INDEPENDENT TRADE UNION MOVEMENT FROM
| 1970-1993

by

Bettina von Liares



DECLARATION

\i
i
e
E "J, i
i T .
H i i
' 1 |I
I 1 i
It o B :
i M
' . )
1
4
|
L

¥ declare that this dissertation is my own, unaided work. It is being submitted for the degree di‘
nsters of Arts in the University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg. ¥t has not been submitted
before for any degree or examination in any ather University,

Beitinz vou Lieres

28 day of February, 1994



PREFACE

During the course of my studies, the intellectial comradeship of » pumber of people has been of
gresit limiﬁuncc"to rme. X should ke o rd:ord ny gratitade to the following individualst My
supervisor, Peter Hutlsnn, whe has been ay mvtuuabla source of support and fntellectusl sﬁmulstlen,
Stephen Loww, meeuor Vincent Maphai, Pmﬁ‘eslor Al Siadler, my colleagues at the Univemgy uf
the Western Cape and the Masters seminar group at the University of the Witwatersrand, Special -
warm thanks to Merrick, Vera, Hedwiy, Yhor, Anne-Marie, Schmuelchen, my | parents, Tante

Renatz, Hiltrud and frisnds who supporied rae during the last months,

Bursaries from the University of the Witwatersrand snd the Human Scienices Research Council
assisted me financially during the eourse of this study, The opinions recorded here do not pﬁrport fo

represent these bodies,



ABSTRACT

This thesis examiney the political trajeciories of the independgnt union moversent from 1970-1993. It
srgues that the political sirategies adopted by the unions' lea&enhip reflected significant differences
with regard o the political contest over the democratic forms of South African society. The political
ideology of the wnions' Jeadership was made up of two coutrasting “logics’ of political struggle, The
onc, which we churacterise a8 "simple polarisation”, viewed the objective of the unions' struggles
primarily in terms of 2 competition for political dominaxce which involved a simple dichotomy
hetween the apartheid state and x unified opposition movement. In this view the opposition was
conceived of as a homogenious, collecilve pubject, unified in its common assault on the state.
Underiylng this togic: of opposition was a denal of specific and different identities snd interests and
democracy was seen to be directly associnted with the destiny of one distinct social actor, The logicl
of “"simple polarisation” was domingnt within i.. Congress of South African Trade Unions
(COSATU) throughout the 1980's. it wa;s nourished primarily by COSATU's clese relationship with

the ¢ liarterist section of the wider opposition mevenient,

There existed within the wnions a second political ¢radition which emphasised a logic of
“Institutionalised pluralism”. This corrent viewed the orgamization of opposition primarily in
institutional terms. Tt emphasised the building of union independence outside the xegiz of the wider
opposition movement. Underlying this tradition was a pluralist conception of democracy. Associated
with the early Federation of South African Trade Unions legacy of fnstitutional independence, this
logic reared its head within COSATU towards thie Iate 1986's wk=a the federation entered a series of
corporatist arrangements with eniplnyér: and the state. Although there seems to be evidence that
there existed (at least some) support within the ranks of FOSATU of a form of workers' contral
more easily reconcilable with an anti-piuralist than plaralist conception of democracy, the nature of

FOSATU was such, that, when sufficiently pressed on the issue of which logic of demoeracy -



"gimple polarisation” or "imstitetionalised plurslism™ - it endorsed, the lstter wonld have besn
Mcqusefomer.
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INTRODUCTI_ON

On the evening of the 24 January 1971, the newly elected Polish Communist Party leader, Edward Gierek,
unexpectedly appeared at the gates of the occupied Warski shipyard in the Polish town of Szczecin, In the
weeks preceding his arrival more than thirty Szczecin factories had set up a network of strike commitices
which effectively controlled the everyday 1ife of the cify. Their demands inclnded not only the withdrawal
of the price rises, but also the recognition of the strike commitiees as avthentic permanent ropresentatives
of the workihrce and, in the longer term, new and free, independent trade unions. The workers had
deliberately argapised themsclves ovtside of the aegis of the ruling party. Following Gierek's arrival at the
shipyard, there enstied an unpracedented nine-hour-ie g confrontation in which Gierek adopted a tone of
frankness and humility. *When it was proposed ihat I take over the leadership of the Party at first 1
thought I would refuse...] am only a worker like you..." (quoted in Garton Ash 1983: 13) After defuging
him in complaints about the official trade unions, the lies of the official media and the inefficiency of the

ruling class, the wotkers finally shouted: "Pomozemy! Pomozemy!" ("We will help youl™)

In August 1580, nearly ten years later, Gierek flew off for a ifwree-week holiday in the Ctmera during the
strike that was to become, in the words of East European writer Milovan Djilas, “the most significant
development in Eastern Europe since the second woarld war." (quoted in Garton Ash 1982: 68) When his
deputy, Minister Jagielski, entered the Gdansk shipyard in which the government had agreed to meat the
strike's leaders, he and his party had to push their way through a crowd of two-thousand hostile workers,
This time, unlike the zst time when they had shoufed “Pomozemy”, the workers and their leaders knew
exactly what they wanted. "We are prepared to give up the z1.2,000 pay rise, but on the quesﬁon of fres
trade unions we shail ot be moved!* (quoted in Garton Ash 1983: 56)! And moved they were not. Their

T At the end of these negotiations the Polish workers knew that they had tumned the infamous phrase on its head
when, strike leader Lech Walesa read ott the following statement” "Kochanif We return to work on I September. We
all know what that day of, of what we think...of the fatkerland...of the family which is called Poland..We got all we
could in the present sitnation. And we will achieve the rest, because we now have the most important thing: our IN-
DE-PEN-DENT- SELF-GOVERNING TRADE- UNIOKS. This ig our guarantes for the futur~  (quoted in Garton
Ash 1983:66)



L

words reverbersted at Soliderity's First National Cougress in Gdansk on Sarurdsy 5 September, 1981,
when,initsﬁrstdraftprogrammeSolidaﬂtydaﬁmdimifu'amith-ﬁa'&adesuqism“énda‘m
social movement®,
What we had in mind wss not only Eread, butter and sausage, but also justice,
demacracy, truth, legal™y, humar: dignity, freedom of convictions and the repair of the
republic. All elementary values had been oo mistreated to believe that anything could
improve withont their rebirib. Thus the economic profest had to be simuitaneously a

somalprawsgandthemaipmtesthadwbcmmmyamralpmtest {quoted
in Garton Ash 1983: 223)2

What Solidaﬂt)fsownmembminnﬁtiveljrgraspedwasthatthclirunionwu much more than a simple
trade union. Its gignificance lay in the building of a wider social movement which challenged the hitherto
unquestioned authority of the commuinist party government, In his classic account of the birth of
Solidarity in August 1980, Timothy Garton Ash, pondering on the phénomenal rise of Solidarity,
concludes that “the impossible happened”.

It was impossible in the Marxist Leninist world view that workers should feel the need

to revolt against a Workers' state. It was impossible for them to be authentically

represented by an orpganisation in dependent of the communist party. It was impossible
for a Leninist party to share power with such a rival. (Garton Ash 1983: 283)

The significance of Solidarity went far beyond its tenacity as 8 stubborn union movement, It signafled the
beginning of civil sociefy opposiiion in Eastern Eurepe. This, of course, was distinctly at odds with_i‘hc
official culture of politics within the East European party regimes, which were built on the sssumption
that there is o distinction between state and society. These party-state regimes had for docades attempted
toprevemagenuimplumﬁsmmthemaimenameanddistdbuﬁonofpawer.'I‘hebasicpol}tieal.

2 In the same programsme it was declared that the union had "a findsme-sial duty to take every poasible. .step to save
the country from downfall and society from misery, apathy snd self-destruction.” This tequired "reforming the state
and the economy on the basis of democracy and universal public initiative,” {quoted in Gartor: Ash 1983: 223)



wommicandcmmrﬂnmmofpmdmimmméemdeﬁesmmmpousedbyahm:mﬁc
appamms(mmmbymm),whmhmmmdmﬂmuyby beorbing it fully into the structures
dmm?wﬁuwmhwh@eﬁmmwmmmmmﬁumdﬂm 1570%
and early lm’smfomdbmmasﬁwh&mmmmmy.m%mmm:mm
society cultivated impostant new democratic meanings. In the course of its struggles, Solidarity became
puissant comurmnicator of & fiew conception of democracy in Polish society. When the Polish workers
voiced their demands they were not merely calling for specific policy changes oa the part of the state: they
malso.mphc:ﬁydemandlngﬂwnghrtomumscandwmakedmands.ﬂommmmhm ‘:kcm
insisted that they had no wish to engage in politics, their actions were prominently political. 'I'he:r :
objections and demands called into question the very logic of the communist party regimes, ie. the
totalitarian tendlemy to absorh the public sphere and to imbibe civil society into the state.

mewwmnmmw&ﬁwbmmcwﬂyﬁﬁr&cmgm.ﬁamuﬂmmm
symibolic dimensions of the w0 contrasting forms of society, i.e. demacracy and fotalitarianism. Bven if
the future of Solidarity did not reflect the exhilarating character of its initial tests of sirength with the
regime, the struggle which was conducted from 1980-1051 ha' been interpreted as embodying a cruciil
shift from cne form of society to another. Solidarity moved beyond the dilemma of reform or destraction
ofthccommunistpowerandinstcadasscﬂedthcautommyofﬁvi!societyatadistanmﬁdniihcocrmﬂy
organised comminnist power. In doing this it contradicted the logiciof tolalitarianism from within, by re-
affirming the distinction batween civil society and the state which the communist party had aimed o
eradicate. With each demand Solidarity widened the gap between the comununist power and the workers,
insuchawaythattheformer couid not longer appear as the representative of the latier. Polan, for
instance, has argued that

what was involved.,.was the rejeciion of a single-celled political structure and the
evolution of & far more highly diversified organism, In ofher words, an organism that
would be able fo cope with the complex social problems and the munltiform human
aspirations that are the concomitant of a modernised society, (Polan 1983; 4)



Commentators on the Polish sitution have conceztratéd not 5o much on the namrow structural end
institutional consequences of Sotidarity’s strugates for the political ordering of Polish society 2s on the
 wider gmbolic dimensions and effects of its eacounters with the ruling communist vegime, (See, for
example, Arato 1981, Lefort 1986, Polan 1984) By “symbolic" we urderstand to mean those
representations which, alongside the cancrete institutionsl stractures of any given social formatiou, play
.-anactiverohinthe constitution: snd regulation of the logic ofaspedﬁcﬁistoﬁcalpmiodntpcﬂiﬁeal
system. In democractes, e.g. the "symbolic” can be understood to underline the "disembodied® character of
power, i.e. @ conception of political power as unpossessed by 3 single sociallj.'urce. The ocoupation of
political power is governod by a set of conventional and procedural riles. In totalitarian socicties, by
conirast, the "symbolic® can be nnderstood to acceniuate the “embodied” character of political power, iea
conception of political power possessed by and permanently embodied in one specific social 1dcnmy By
"logict we mean the organised system of social practices informed by such-ropresentations. In our view
both thess termis force us to mvebcyondm_:enmwh'mmminsﬁmﬁonﬂdmwnsim of 2 specific
system of political domination into a wider consideration of the overall frm of society which, in turn, is
made up of the interplay between these dimensions and their symbolic representations. (Both terms will be
considered more closely in our discussion of Claude Lefort's conception of “totalitarianism® in chapier
om.)@nﬁdawmmmofﬂwmmpmﬂmaﬁxdmedmomhmaﬁmﬁmﬁm&iﬁmﬁm
Solidarity's achievements went way beyond the concrete institutionalisation of an independent base for
{rade unionism. Its assertion of “civil society' signalled the beginning of a new democratic politics, It
marked the beginning of a new democratic logic in the social ordering of Polish society.
By contrast, {he fterature on South Africa’s political opposition movemmients has concents  _gely on
the historical build-up of the structaral conditions of the pp]itical struggles between dominant social
actors, Little has been written on the value of opposition forces with regard to the constitution and
organisation of the overall political form of society. Theoretical problems in the analyses of the economic
and political conditions of social change in South Africa have focused, inter alia, on the relatonghip



between class and race aud between the political struchire of apartheid and the capitalist econonty, as well
as on changes in form of the apartheid state,

The central objective of the fiberal and Masxist critiques of apartheid during the 1960's and 1975's was to
giveanaccountoftbe&melgenocahdtrém;*'_ xﬁonofﬂnmambfracialdomiﬁaﬁﬁn Boihbudlﬁof
thought spproached the anatysis of SmhAﬂm'smalformauonmtcmsuf e }-moﬂcal camm.cmn
of the structure of apartheid. According ic the liberal critique of the apartheid state, a distinction is
postulated between apartheid ideology and practice on the on: hend, atd, on the uther, a set of ratiopal
pmﬁmﬂ&vdmmﬁ@pmmaﬁmﬁﬁﬁsimmﬁdmﬁempiﬂiﬂmmwm&is
claimed, are warped and distorted in the polifically imposed conditions of apartheid in South Africa. In
more sophisticated versions of the liberal critique it is argued that capitalist develepment in South Africa,
25 elsewhere, roquired state coercion, repression, and denial of commeon po-irical rights during the earlier
siages of capitalist development. Political rights were fortuitously, not necessarily distributsd according o
racial criteria. As it matured, South Africa caprtalism would follow more closely the trajectory of
industrial capitalism eisewhere, Eventually, racial conflicts would dissolﬁ iato economic ones. (See, for
crample, Horwifz 1967, Lipton 1974, Marquard 1965, van den Berghe (ed.) 1979) Later Iiberal critiques
of apartheid insisted that the origins of apartheid Iay in a complex system of inter, ont between class
interests (of white Iabour as well as of sections of capiial) and racism/ethnicity, reinforced by ideological
and security factors. The overall tenacity {(and later erosion) of the apartheid project was located within an
analysis of conflicting views and interests of different groups and classes within the ruling white
oligarchy. (See, for example, Liplon 1985) The revisionist Marxisis of the 1970's argued that libersl
theory concsslsd a number of feafures of capitdism in South Africa, and in particular, the importance of
Labour repyession and coercion in the constitution, of the Isbour force. The revisionists pointed out that, in
positing a tension and conflict between the logic of capitalism and the logic of the apartheid state, liberal
analysts failed to explain the success of apartheid in realising the goals of both white supremacy and
economic development. Questions were asked sbout the relationship between classes and racial politics,

class interests and racial practices as well as between capital accumulation and state racial policies. (Ses,



for example, Johnstone 1970, Legassick 1975, Trapido 1971, Wolpe 1970) In time the reviszonist
Marxists were scoused of neglecting 2 more detailed look ¢ the form of the apartheid siate. (See, for
cxample, James 1984, Posel 1983, Wolpe 1988) Tiwy were accused of assigniug to the state a merely
*m*mmm%mam-@ﬁﬁmmmmmm&wmud
state institutions, Revisionist Marxists had argued that racial politics wese cfass politics and more detailed
empirical inquiry sbout state institutions could merely fiesh out the details of an already known dynamic.
During the laie 1970, af the fime when the apartheid state started 1o "roform" besic Verwoerdian
: idaaiagymdpracﬁccam&nmmgeawmmmmpaymamﬁonmuéﬁm of the
state: and 10 the terrain of politics related o changes in the strategy of the apartheid stae. Muci:q_fthc
literature around tl'ns time focused on the changing strictural implications of rew phases in state
reconstruction, Issuss covered included new adaptations (and phases) in stae strategy for the maintenance
of the structure of racial domination® anu ideological struggles within the South African state. This
included historical recons!mctions.uf the ideological system of Afrikanéer Nationalism and its relation to
the_overaﬂdevelopmentnﬁhnsystemsafchuandmdaldominaﬁon4.

For both tiberals and Marxists the political logic of the system of racial domination was analyssed, first and
foremost, in terms of the overall structural (political, social and sconomic) underpinnings of the system of
racial domination. Few attempts were mads to situate analyses of the form of the spartheid state inte g
wider congeptual matrix which considered the overall (strucﬁzral, institutional and symbolicy form of
apartheid society. The revisionist Marxist approaches, albeit often implicitly, were predicated on a
Marxist conception of the superiority of “proletarian democracy” over "bourgeois demop*.acy“, on, that is
to say, a rejection of the concepiual couplet “democracy/ totalitarianism' which, as we show in chapter

3 The literature on the: reconstruction ~¢ state sirategy in the period from 1970-1990 is vast and varied, See, for
cxample, Adam 1980, Baldwin 1974, Bekier and Hunphries 1985, Bloch and Wilkinson 1982, Frankel 1980, Freund
1984, Glaser 1984, Hindson 1987, Kallaway 1983, Liplon 1985 {Chapter three), Molteno 1977, Moss 1980,
Molutshungn 1980, Nolutehungu 1982, Platsky 1986, Stedler 1987, For an overview of state sirategy during the
1980's, see, {or example, Cobbett et al: 1986, Mare 1986, Moqris aud Padyachee 1988, Seegers 1984, Stadler 1084,
Posel 1984b, 'Welsh 1984

4 See, for sxample, Adam 1975, Adam 1983, Adem and Gilomes 1979b, du Toit 1981, du Toit 1983, Goldberg 1985,
Mazmi and Tidy 1984, Moodie 1975, O'Mesra 1977, O'Meara 1982



one,hasnopoﬁimeplac;ormietq_;ﬂayinc:assimmAsmhmmisionimsppmhedtﬁe_
symbolic andlihu'ﬁoliricafusing acnnceptual framework that excluded the "tmﬂitaxianism"}"democmc)"‘.
distinction. Tn 1971 mmmmmmm-mwmmmmwmmu{
e contrast between democrace’ and totalitarianism i the South African situation. He argued that the
m&wm*mamlimkmmcmwmmmm1960'sifﬂu:;amhAﬁimm
is described as & *demcceatic police state". (Adan 1971: 37-52) t Lis claracterisation of the state Adam
refers largely 10 ihe conorets itw..itutional aspects of the structures for political pile pit into place by the
state during this period®. xnouxm,mdfonowmgWozpe,mhuwem melyregiﬂenthetam
*iolalitarianism™ and does not consider its apphcalnhlytotheSmﬂhAﬁw&mtuanonmterms of a wider

r.om;'ast with the term "demoam,y"ﬁ.

For the most part the Hierature on opposition io the apartheid sysiem has concentrated ¢ a4 historical
accounts of reslslanm politics. {See, for example, Feit 1967, Gerhar t 19?8,.Hirson 1479, Kans and
Carter 1972, 1973, 1977, Lodge 1983, Marx 1992 ard Roux 1964) This literature has concentrated Im;gcly'
on the pre.gress and chronology of 2. sistance organisations and their ideological orientation, As one of its
central aims the literature on resistance politics has aitempted to classify the strategic orientations of
resistance organisations, It has focused on debates concerned with whether or wot resistance organisations
concerned should target racial discrimination, national domination or economic exploitation in their
struggle against apartheid. (See, for exariple Marx 1992)

Similarly, for the most part the literature on Scuth African trade undonism has focused on the sfwctural

organisation and strategic orientation of the unions’. In the evolution of the analysis of unionism during

5 I chapter four we contend tiat the term "totalitariansm® can be applied in an analysis of the spartheid state during
the 1960's if located in a conceptual matrix that considers a re-fashioning of i term along the lines of the sast
Evmgean debale o2 "post-totalitarianism®, (Sec wLr diseussion in chapter four: pp 96-101)

6 For a critique of Adam in this regard see Wolpe 1988: 44

7 See, for example Baskin 1991, Bonner 1983, Browne 1987, Carrim 1986, Cronin 1986, Brwin 1985, Fine and
Webster 1589, Friedman 1987, Golding 1984, Hindson 1983, Lambext 1383, Lambert 1987, Lambert 1989, Lambert
and Webster 1938, Lewis 1983, Lewis 1985, Lewis 1988, Maree (cd.) 987, Mlambo 1989, Naidoo 1985, Naidoo
1985, Njikelana 1084, Njikelana 1984b, Obery 1987, Obery 1985, Pillay 1989, von Hold: 1987, Webster 1084



the 1970' and 1980%, the caiegory of "politica] unionism® was developed in order o capture the wider
political consequences of union struggles in South Africa8. The aims of the South African inventors of the
category of “political unionism” + - two-fold: Firstly, to identify the specificity of South African
unionism vis-a-vis modes of unionism in other social contexts and secondly, to chatcterise its wider
gppositional character, The Congress of South Adrican Trade Unions (COSATU), for example, has been
Jargely treated as a {widexr) social movement in opposition fo the apartheid state and its oppositional
impHcations are analysed exclusively in terms of antl-racist and anti-capitalist criteria. (Ses, for example,
Cooper 1981, Lambert 1989, Lambert and Webster 1988, Scidman 1991) As such studies of the unions’
wider political identity have focused largely on the strareglc gquestions faced by the unions, ¢.g. on debates
concerned with whethet or not t'.¢ unions concerned should struggle against apartheid in this way or that,
by forming altiances with this party or that, by submerging themselves in the Liberation Alliance or not or
by struggling for socialism a8 an immediate objective or not. What they have not done is consider the
nature and effectivity of different sirategics from the point of view of the distinction between democracy
and totalitarienism - a distinction which in our view cuts right across the usual array of o ceptlual
distinctions deployed in the study of South African unionism. In our view the existing literature a5 been
content to describe the content and conduct of union struggles as expressions of the unions' composition,
organisation and the leadership's atlitudes to the strategic debate on the transformation of the structural
and institutional dimensions of the apartheid state. Too littie attention has been paid to the quéstion of the

unions' effect on the overall political form of society and its symbolic construction,

The analysis ip this thesls is concerned with sitnating the political trajectory of the independent urion
movement from 1970-1993 in a concepiual matrix which considers the symbolic construction of the

8 The most conventional argument in this regard is that under the specific conditions of racial domination in South
Aftica a new form of unionism emerged that differs from reguiar trade unionism in that it iv concerned with labour as
a social and political force, not simply as a commodity to be bargained over. As a result its concerns go beyond the
workpliue to include the sphere of reproduction. Under these conditions the frade unions, in alliance with students,
the youth, the unemployed and commanity groups, begin fo play a leading role in the si~sle for democracy and
political rights in society at large. Such politica] unionism reaches out to those rectors autsids the formal proletariat
and forms alliances with other groups in civil society, often turning to broad political answers for their members'
problems. (See, for example, Munck 1987: 232-233, Lanbert 1989, Lamber and Webster 1988)
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overall form of South African society in termis of the coniras? between democracy and fotalitarianism, The
argument runs as follows: We share with Norberto Bobbio the view (in chapter one) that modern
democracy must come {o terins with pluralism, Invoking, amongst othexy Noburte Bobbio and Clende
Lefort, we develop a conception of democracy as pluralist aod procedural. Piuralist, in that demooracy
requires that political differsnices be aired and not denied, and procedural in that claims to express th
popular will are adjudicated by means of a set of procedures defining the conditions to be saﬁsﬂcdbdcré.
the “place of power' (Lefort) can be (Jegitimately) occupied, In contrast to the classical Marxist view in
which democracy is closely iicd up with the destiny of a particular social identity, that of the proletariat,
and the specific historical movement ofwhi-ch it is part, i.e. the (inevitable) transition to socializm, and in
which the problem of institutions which regulate political differentiation does not even ariss, a pluralist
and procedural condeption of democracy relies on a very different conception of history and society, one
that acknowledges the permanence and legitimacy of conflicting interests, Central to Lefort's definition of
democracy is the idea that the political sphere of power becomes separated from gociety as 4 whole and
that those who ocoupy can exercise public authority but never claim to appropriate it permanently. The
notion of puwer ag “an empty place” is crucial 1o the nature of modern democracies. Democratic societies
assert a distinction between the symbolic and the real dimensions of political powsr, Power can never be
permanently possessed by any person or group. A democtatic society is an indeierminate one in which
procedures (e.g. elections) play a role in the construction of its political identity. (See Lefort 1986) By
contrast fotalitarianism® is a form of society in which all activities are interzelated ‘and in which the
separation bebwveen different domains of social life is claimed to be negated. Totalitarian societies seek to
subordinate other spheres in society such as the economic sphere, Iaw, knowledge and so on, to absoth

civil saciety into the state and to efface every form of social division.

¢ Totalitarianism, for Lefort, should not bo seen as & specific politics! regime or as an assortment of political
institutions. It is not the same thing s 8 political dictatorship, such sz the ope-time dictatorship of ¥ranco, 1t must be
viewed a8 a yymbolically constituted form of society.




1t

In chapter two we ei\__:ploy the “democtacy\totalitarianism” distinction to examinc:the development of clvil
society opposition durmg the apartheid era. W§ argue that under Verwoerd limited freedom was ;'granied"
to South Aﬁ'it;a's disenfranchised by & centrally organised regime which bound the disenfranchised
populace to its rule throngh a series of "social contracts” that had their soots in repressive labour controls.
These controls were rooted in a fofalising logic. They were predicated on the assuraption that civil society
had no place within apartheid sociely. Politics coukd therefore be only official apartheid politics. The
emerging opposition during the 1970's represented an attempt to unseat the Nationalist Party from the
"place of power®, Pitled against a post-tofalitarian regime the emerging opposition was engaged in an
attempt to restore civil society, and with it democracy.

In chapiers three and four we analyse the politics] identities of the independent trade union movement
taking as our stariing point the conceptual matrix outlined above. Although these two chapters include
an empirical apalysis of the unions' growth from 1970 -1993, our prime concers is to jocate our analysis
of the independent ynion movement within a general framework which considers the contrast bets.cen
dermacracy and totalitarianism, In chapter three we argue that the emergence of trade unionism in the
1970's mes<ked the beginning of an emerging contest between two distinct forms of political socicty,
democracy and totalitarianism. The unions of the 1970's concentrated on building an independent
institutional base and they sought to overcome the divorce of econownics and politics by relating demands
for a workplace "role of iaw" {o normal issues of pay and conditions. To a large extent ihe unions strategy
to acquire power was based on a doctrine of worker contrel that broke with the formalistic notion of
representation that characterised the old forms of liberation organisation. This doctrine was based on the
notion of participatory democracy which emphasised accountability of delegates to members, open debate
and grass-roots participation in decision-making. The principles of democratic worker cantrol, albeit not
always consistently implemented, became a crucial characléristic by which FOSATU affiligted unions in
particular distinguished themsslves from other unions. FOSATU unions emphasised the imporiance o
trade union independence in the wider struggle for a non-racial democracy. They were distinguished by
their refusal to engage in political action outside the ambit of the shop-floor concerns of their members
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andesclwwedalignmcmwitﬁnaﬁonalpoﬁﬁmlmmmmﬂthwghthmmnsmbemthat
tners existed (at least some) support within the ranks of FOSATU of a forin of workers' control more
casily reconcilable with proletarian than pluralist democracy, the natare of FOSATU was such, that, when
sufficiently pressed on the issue of which democracy - proletarian or procedural - it endossed, the
procedural would have been selected over the proletarian, Takcninthcréund the various fegtures of
FOSATU-thaductrinﬂofworkercontml,itsindepandenceanditsnlaﬁonwithﬁcntate-eanbeviewed
ummd@en&mm&m:gingwmemmmpmmwm.ﬁwymﬁmmﬁumm
withaconucpﬁanofdemocrécyasinde&arminateandpmceduml'!h;y stand in a relation of sifinity to a _
fully blown demaocratic project a5 defined throughout in this thesis. .

In chapter tour we argoe that the Congress of South African Tr&dcﬂl‘Unians (COSATU) came into
existence wiﬁ: a leadership whoss political ideclogy was shaped by two é‘pﬂicting views on the role of
\nions in the widsr struggle for democratisation. On the one hand COSATU {eadership incuded unionists
who bad matured in and though the political tradition of the Charlerist movement which took 8 its
guiding document the Ficedor', * ‘harier. On the other hand COSATU's iammp included those
unionists who in the 1970's hau x;r.;ught for an independent institutional base for unions ouiside of the
aegis of both the wider liberation movemeiit and the apartheid state. 'I'hroughou;'-j.he 1980's COSATU's
struggles were informed by both these traditions. A logic of simple poiarlsarf;ifz was prominent in
COSATU's discourse when the federation was fighting its struggles during the stah’:s of emergency. In
1987 COSATU adopled the Freedom Charter which, gave credence (however mdu‘ect) to orthodox
notions of socialist transition and the accompanying assumption that all political (and ﬁtherwise) relevant
mlodgcninpmmmofaﬁngimnedpoﬁﬁmmﬁq.mslogichiuMmmahgienf |
inst:'mﬂonafise& pluralism which was domeinant in the 1970's and emerged again i:i__ 1986 during
COSATU's May Day siayaway. The insﬁt;lﬁaual logic was copfirmed again during the late 1920's when
COSATY) begun to consider seriously its participation in corporatist arrangements with tha- state and
employers, The Labour Relations Act campaign inifiated an candid shift within COSATU's ieadership

away from the logic of simple polarisation towards a commitment to the logic of institutionalised
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phuralize. Since 1990 COSATU's sirategy ks coniributed to the emergenos of inatitationa] arraagsenents
v{fhjchpwmaplmﬂinwmupﬁméfémmm. )
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CHAPTER ONE: DEMOCRACY AND TOTALITARIANISM

On both the right and left of the political spectrum today contemporary developments underline the
urgency of the search for new poliical policics, sirategies and institutional arrangements, In the West
liberal political thought appears to have come {0 a major point of transition as pressures for state
intervention gonflict with traditional emphases on individual liberty. In Africa the increasing move away
from suthoritarian regimes and onc-party states has forced into the open questions around the extcnt 10
which the formal existence of individusl rights can guarantes freedom for those massive number of
individuals who are restricted systematically, for want of resuuraes and opportunitics, from participating
actively in polit;?ml and civil life. In the East thf__ -'s of state-dominated societies and of ever greater
pressures for democratic institutions bas fed to a qué;stioning of the connections between democracy and
bureaucracy. Eastern or Marxist political orthodoxy 1s vulnerable in the face of the demands for, among

other things, a free public sphere safeguarded by a polity that respects human righis,

Renewrd concstn gbout the direction of contemporary politics has given way in fresh consideration of the
very essence of democracy. The notion of democracy is, of course, a complex and contested notion, a
noﬁonwhichtodaymcansdiﬂhrentﬁﬁngstndiﬂ‘e&ntpeopleandy&whichis, in one form or ancther
scemingly championed by all. There has recently emerged, however, the pre-dominance of distinct
politicat values. Today multi-party pluralism and representative democracy stand wnchallenged as the
world's leading political principles. With the collapss of Soviet-style communism many socialists now find
it difficult not to proclaim the liberal democratic doctrine of representative democracy as the mast
adequate form of democracy. Many who had previously envisaged a socialist society as one without a
plurality of distinct interests, and homogenous in its proletarion identity, are now vigorous supporters of
the doctrine of political pluralism. The rush to endorse liberal pluralism is based on the widely shared
view that Marxism is insufficiently grounded in democratic theory, The shift towards a pluralist
conception of dernocracy is based, at least in part, on the argument that Mantict theory itself offers no

b b
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viable political theory of the actual institutions and workings in a post-capitalist state. Some socialists,
acknowledging this charge, have rasponded by rejecting socialism completely, Others, in the belief that
socialism still has & necessa.ry role to play, have done s by incorporating the liberal-democratic doctrine
of representative democracy and political pluralism into a wider re-thinking about the conditions for a

more pluralist socialisml0.

Recent socialist thought generally accepts that there are fundamental difficulties with orthodox Marxist
theory. For Noberto Bobbio, for instance, the development of a repressive state in Soviet-style countries
can be traced to probletos in the thaught and practice of classical Marxism. He has argued that there is an
alamnting Jack of concrete institmtfonal proposals of what should replace the political democracy under
capitalism in the classical Marxist conception of political rule. Undetlying the classical Marxist
conception of democracy is a mistaken mistrust of the idea of competing centres of power in society,
Classicdl Marxism's lack of 2 commitment o pluralist institutions of political rule produces an anti-
democratic element in its conception of the political {ransition fo socialism. (See Bobbio 1987; 34-41)
Before we consider more carefully the way in which writers like Bobbio have attempied to develop a
position which moves beyond a rigid juxtaposition of'Marxism with liberalism, et us turn our attention to

a consideration of the classical Marxist conception of dentocracy.

The Concept of Democracy in the Classical Marxist Canon

Central to the classical Marxist cenception of democtacy is the idea that the state, as an instrument of
class rule, must be abolished. Marx argued that socialism emerged from the internal development of
capitalism and the conditions of exploitation and oppression that it imposed on the working class. Change

came from the formation of a revolutionary consciousness among the proietariat due to growing awareness

10 1n & recent article on the current trends in the re-thinking of socialism, Litke Martell, for example, argues that
socialism has imporiant contriions to meke amidst the present ascendancy of pluralism and liberalism, There are
soecifically socinlist principles which are important but lacking from the doctrines of pluralism and liberalism.
Socialist values such as equality, co-operation and valies and structures of mutuel regard are necessary for a pluralist
and liberal society, yet not conceivable within an exclusivaly Yiberal or pluralist perspective, {Martell 1992; 153)
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that their emancipation entailed the overthrowing of capitalisty. Unlike the other classss, the prolatarit
had no vesisd interests 10 defend, and hence had nothing to gain from the protection offcred by the
mwmww&mm -

The stste, for Merx, is ot a iadepeadent structure sbove socisty. On the contrary, it is deeply embeddod
i socio-soomoels rebations sod ls Eaod with particular interests - the interests of the dominant propertied
MNW_MWM%M&WW@;MWMWMW
over maciety wd goices those who challeage it. The siats, from its origins 1o its present form. is nothing
but the stymaierd coBaotive power of the possessing classes for the suppression. of others. Sincs the stats
i & "mperuzectwe” which develops on the foundations of social and economic relations, and +.<s the
'mmawmmdmmwmmmmﬁnﬁmmmmm
' dﬁmmﬂsﬁmummm&omm:tmwdmmme:yhmmmmcmm
' md‘mdomntclass ite abolition as an instrument of class rule is a crucial moment in the
trangition to a higher democratic order. In The Critique of the Gotha Programme Marx writes that

The question then arisés: what transformation will the state undergo in communist

society? In other words, what social functions will remain in existence there that are

anglogous to present fuactions of the siate? The question can only be anmswered

scientifically, and one does not get a flea-hop nearer to the problem by a thousand fold

combination of the word people with the word state. Befween capitalist and comnunist

society lies the period of the revolutionary transformation of the one inip the other,

There correspands to this also a political transition period in which the state can be

nothing but the revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat, (Marx 1972b: 395)
The *Dictatorship of the Proletariat”, the transitional period between capitalism and communism, marks

the beginning of the withering away of the state,

Simple Communism
With the abolition of the state Marx anticipated the withering away of conflict in futnrr communist
societies. Marx supposed the state could be replaced by siniple administrative functions, In The Civil Wer
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JnFrmczMa:xaxguesthatunderihs'DmmmpofﬂwPrm mm&mmmm
the separation between the exscutive and the legislature which mari tha copitalist state,
m_wmmmthMMWMMm
served to mask their abject subserviency to all succoeding govermmente o whick, in
o, they had taken, aad broken, the optiw of allegiance. Like the rest of public

msmgmmﬁjmmmummﬁkmmhm
1 5} -

m'wwumm@ubﬁmﬁmummmmmﬂmm&
distribution of the surplus product, would simoply not arise. All communists would make decisions on il
public matters and without Tesorting to separate political institutions for securing agroements o
reconmhngconﬂlcts Thenoﬁonofbeingaciﬁzcn-actinginmmm“dthoﬂmsltomcistordefcnd
certain poliry goals - would dissppear. Freedom consists in bresking down the barriers between the saie
and the res! of society, and therchy maxinuising unity, harmony and fulfllment ameng self-Getermiing

Centval to the notion of a conflict-free, classless and siateless social order in the classical Marxist
conception of political rule is the idea of the "end of politics*. The "end of politics" (or the end of ihe era
ofthestate)refemmthctmnsformﬁmafpdiﬁcalﬁfcuithasbmminmpimﬁami.c.the
dismantling of politics as an instititionally distinct sphere in society used in the perpetuation of class rule.
Theemancip;ﬁonofﬂnwoﬂdngclassesnwessaﬂlyimpﬁwthemﬁonofanewferm:rfgmmﬂm:int.In
The Poverty of Philosophy Marx wrote:.

The working class in the course of its development, will substitute for the old civil

society an association which will exciude classes and their antagonism and there will be

no more political power so-called, since political power is precisely the official
expression of antagonism in civil society. (Marx 1963: 182)
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Discussing the way in which the proletariat will use its political supremacy, in {he Communist Manifesto,

he wrote:
When, in the course of development class distinctions have disappeared and all
production has been concentrated in the hands of a vast association of the whole pation,
the public power will lose ite political character. Political power, properly called, is
merely the organised power of one class oppressing another. If the proletariat during its
contest with the bourgeoisie is compelied, by the force of circumstances, 10 organise
itself at a class; if, by means of 2 revolution, it makes itself the mling class and, as such,
sweeps away by force the old conditions of production, then, it will, along with these
conditions, have swepk avway the conditions for the existence of lass antagonismg and of
classes generally and will thereby have abolished it own supremacy as a class ... In place
of the old bourgeois society, with its classes and class antagonism, we shail have an

association, in which the free devclopment of each is the condition for the fiee
development of 2li. {Marx and Engels 1972; 352-353)

With the destruction of the bourgeois class, the need for "organised pofitical power” will cease to exist,
Siice the state is 2 "superstructure” which develops on the foundations of social and economic relations
and since it is an instrument of one class, when classes are finally smashed, all political power will be
deprived of its footing and the state - and politics - ax a distinet activity will ne longer have a role, Classes
are inscribed into the state. And precisely because so many of the apparainses of the modem state are
adjuncts of class domination the working 01@ cannot simply seize state power and tur it to their
advantage afier the revolution, Marx argues in the Civil War in France that the political instrument of
their enslavernent cannot serve as the political instrument of their emancipation. The "master of society”
will not becorie a "ssrvant” on request. (Marx 1972a: 356) The struggle to abolish the state and to bring
an end io politics is thus the struggle for the reabsorpiion of the state by society,

Starting from Liberal Premises
The classical Marxist idea that the state must be reabsorbed by society can be seen to have important anti-
democratic implications, Tt can be seen to imply the welding togather of previously disparate social

spheres and identities into one, homogenous social éntity, society. If society is not divided info different
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stateless whole, then the problem of inetitations which regulate political differentistion does not even
erise. Under communism society becomes a simple politica! snisal - i is made up of 2 single democratic
identity, Le. the political identity of the proietariat. Institutions of political plurslism becoms comgpletsly
mmhmaammmmMm.aymwﬁn
mbﬁuﬁwmﬁmﬁmm&uﬁmmﬁmymbcmwgmmmam
theary of political ruls,

NoabertoBobbiommthatitisthism&cmmn-fnyimﬁmafwmofwmmuuplam
the political democracy under capitalism that sericusly weakens the Marxist political project. He argoes
that liberat-demaocratic fresfoms are crucial for any democratic project. The only way forward for the
mmmn;mdmmmmﬁmm
away from itz substantive core towards & more procedural one. Bobblotaksonboa:ﬂhisswiaiixtpmject
poﬁﬁmlﬁatmoflﬂaaﬂdmmhummﬁmhmmwﬁm( andacmnpﬁﬁve
multi-party system. Modern democracy, Bobbmargues,mnsteometotcmsthhplmalima.ForBobhio
onlyahberals:atecanguaranteesuchplm'allstarrangememsmdthenghtsthattheymﬁ freadom of
opinion, speech, assembly, the press, political association, and so on. This type of procedural democracy is
different from the classical Marist conception of democracy in thet according to the latier only one
political project is to be recognised as legitimate. Bobbio vrites that

Marx, together with his friend Engels abolished the legality of the representative state

and maintsined that all states, by virtue of being states, are dictatosships and that the

transition from the bourgeois state to the proletarian stale will gimply be a trangition

from one dictatorship to another, Furthermore they congistently argued that tho essentisi

thing was that the historical subject changed for all to work out for the best, irréipactive

of the form (the legal form, that iz in which the new historical subject organisy! its

authority). Canwebcatailsmpnwd:fmahststa:ecunhmntobedmtntmhmand

their leaders claim that they are the sole interpreters of Marxism-Leninism? (Bolbio
1987 106) .
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For Bobbio a poitical system is democratic if collective decisions, i.e. decisions that affect the whole
cominunity (no matter how small or large) are taken by all its members. (Bobbio 1987: 90} We should
adopt what he calls a "minimal definition of democracy" as a form of government “characterised by a set
of rules (primary or basic) that establish who is authorised to make collective decisions and which
procedurss are (o be applied”. (Bobbio 1987: 90) These "rules of the game® are designed tﬁ facilitate and
guarauice the widest participation of the majority of citizens in the decisions ihat affect the whole of
society. A minimal definitior: of democracy consists in the following rules:
1) That all citizenz who have reached the age of majority, regatdless of sex, race, creed or economic
condition, possess rights and can vote on collective issueg or elect someone to 9o so for them.
2) That everyone's vote has equal weight, counting for only one. _
3) That all citizens mvoteaccordingwthcﬁmﬁeelymivedatupiniomﬁmisinaﬁeempeﬂﬁon
between rival political groups which vie with each other to aygregate demands and transform them into
coliective decisions.
4) That they have & free choice in the sense of having real alternatives to pick from,
5) That they are bound by the majority decisions (wheﬂygr relative, absolute or qualified).
6) That no majority decision can limit the rights of the minority to become in their turn, asnd-on equal
Lasis, the majority. {See Bobbio 1987: 66}
The function of some of these rules is to establish in advasce the procediral character of the general will,
Bobbio writes that

ever since Roussean we know that the general will should not be confused with the wili

of all. But we will never know what the general will is if we do not decide on which
ways it is expressed. (Bobbio 1987: 111)

Democracy must noi be based on the assumption of a pre-determined identity of society. (Bobbio 1987:
92) It must be viewed in procedural terms, i.e. 45 a mefhod or a set of rules for forming the collective witl,

A democratic system must guacantee the existence of a plurality of organised politica) groupings that
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permanently by one single social force. Conflict and dissg™t are inevitable. In comtrast to the idea that

detnocracy is Gependent on a very distinct social formation, Bobhio'som@ﬁonofdcmmisbmdoﬁ"
the very possibility of a mutation of any distinct form of society. Underlying Bobbic's pt -sedural .
conception of democracy is the idea that political power is tied up with the possibilizy of different social

actors acquiring political power and the impossibility of permanent slosure with regard to the overall form

of society.

Bobbio's procedussl conception of democracy is an important departure from the class:cal Marxist
conception of political dexrmmcy which relies on a conception of history and society in which conflicting
interests have no permanence and legitimacy. In the classical Marxist view, demozracy is closely ted w2
with the destiny of a specific social identity, thai of the proletariat, and of the specific historical movement
of which it is part, i.e. the (inevitable) transition to socialism. Political power (in the form of the sl;ate)
becomes nothing more than the instrument of a social force whose identity iy established a priori, Pchtml
power (and with it political democracy) is always a manifestation of something external to itself. The most
democratic exercise of power, in the classical Marxist view, is that of prolefarian rule, i.¢., a form of rule,
which for Marx, is recessarily linked to the disappearance of the staie as an instrument of class rule. In
the clagsical Marxist conception of political rule, then, democracy is linked, in a substantial way, to the
destiny of one specific social actor. By contrast, Bobbio's procedures ars based on the principle of political
pluralism according to which a democratic system soust M& the mstcnoc jh plurality of nrganised
political groupings that compete with one another. Once the undesirable illusion of a subsiantive
mm&mmk&mmmnuﬁnmmwnﬁmofmmbc

eﬂugedFmB&bhthmmﬁeeﬁenﬁonofr@mwﬁve&modmywmmdmmsof.. \

social life, It is for this reasen that Bobbio argues that the criterion for judging the state of democratisation
achieved in & g'ver country should no longer be {o establish "r’ ! votes, but rather “where” they can
votc.Thisentailsmcextensionofmprcsmlaﬁvcdﬂmocmcf‘tomoreandnwreareasofsociallife:ﬂn
central question is wot to look for the emergence of a new type of democracy but for a process "in which
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quite traditional forms of democrady such as representative democracy, are infiltrating new spaces, spaces

occupied until now by hierarchic or bureancratic organisations”. AsChsntallﬁwﬁ'eputsit, for Bobbio
we should procesd from the democratizetion of the state to the democratisation of
society, strugglifig againgt antocratic power in all its forms in order fo take over the
various spaces still occupied by non democratic ceatres of power. T'o democratise society

requires, for Bobbio, tackling all the institations ~ from family to school, from big
business to public administration - that ar¢ not ran democratically. (Moutfe 1993: 83)

Claude Lefort and the Empty"Place of Powsr"

In the work of Ciaude Lefort an attempt is made to develop a systematic perspective on the political and
symbolic forms whicn have come tﬁ prevail in modern societies. Lefort's understanding of thie nature of
democracy requires a vision of the political as a discursively consticted ensembie of social relations, In
this regard Lefort's conception of the political carries the same meaning as Laclau and Mouffe's
understanding of it. For Laclau and Mouffe the political can only be forruulated adequately within a
problematic that conceives of the social agent not as a unitary subject tat as the articulation of an
ensemble of subject positions, constracied within specific discourser and always precariously and
temporarily sufured at the istersection of that subject positiorn. This requires gbandoning the reductionism
and essentislism dominant in the classical Marxist and liberal interpretations of the political sphere, and
acknowledging the contingency and umbiguity of every identity, as well ag the constitutive character of

social division and antagonism. (See Laclau 1988, Lactar and Mouffe 1985, Mouffe 1988)

In line with a conception of the politi.Jl as an frdeferminate entity, Lefort identifies democracy with the
dissolution of landmarks of certainty. Democracy is far more than a cluster of institutions, It is &
politically constituted, and indeterminate form of society. According to Lefort snodern democratic society
is a society in which power has become an *empiy place” and is separated from Law and Knowledge, In

such a society it is no longer possible to provide a final gnarantee because power is no longer incorporated
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into a transcendental instance. Power, Law and Knowledge arc no longer servants of a determinate
instance such as “the proletariat” in the classical Marxist conception of democracy, The notion of & |
substantive common good becomes umpoassible. Democracy is based on the uncertamty of who will hold
power. As & result the democratic revolution, for Mfort, depends rn struggles in the name of rights rather
than pre-deiermined interests, Solidarity's challenge to the Polish mmumst regima was & democratic
onebecauseitdemandedmerighttomkedwmnds.ﬁvenﬂ:mghﬂﬁs did rot seem to call into question
the principles of the regime, this, for Lefort, is a dynamic which moves already beyond the closed space of
totalitarianism. (See Lefort 1986) |

In contrast of this kind of modern democracy iotalitarianism is a model of society which seeks to instituts
itself without divisions, which seems to have mastery over its own organisation, a society in which each
part seems to be rels;ted to every other and is imbued by one and the same project of building secialism.
Socialism, e.g., in ideological terms is constructed as 2 social personification. There is the "People-gs~
One®, and the ‘ Other”, The "Other" is vutside the body politic. As Letcrt indicates this kind of social
imagery reaches back to the Middle Ages, where the social body was represenied by the King's body.
Totalitarian regithes claim to embody the *Truih®, as a result of which they are able to represent he
People” as if they were an homogenous group, In order to do this, thess regimes need to control and
transform all reaims of life and to assert their authority across all division of the social body. Such a
society can permit no opposition to its claim to embody the *Truth®. Fower, Law and Knowledge are, and
can cnly be, indistinguishable. In democratic socicties, by contrast, Power, Law and Knowledge are
separated from another, and it becomes possible to celebrate the fact that there ave different “sphieres” in

society cach with their own “logic* and organisatory principles.

‘The concgption of democracy as a form of society in whith diversity is ¢ longer regarded as subversive to
any substantive definition of "Society” or of *The Peaple®, ¢ntails the rejection of homogeneity as a
guiding principle of social orpanisation and an insistence on plurality, social heterogensity and diversity.

This conception of democracy entails a very specific: conception of the naturs of power. In democratic



societies, power is not something which can be ¢mbodied, as was the cuse in the ancien regime (in the
person of the Prince), or under communism {in the Party). In democfaﬁc societies power becomes an
*empty place”. According to Lefort

Democtacy is sustained by the tension betwesn two principles: ont the one hand, power

stems from the people; on the other hang, it is the power of nobody. The principls that

power belongs to nobody is reflecied in tiw comtemporary institutionalised forms of

competition between political parties, but the real significance of this principle goes

beyond any particular instinstional arrangement. The iension benween these two

principles is essential to democracy and it cannot be resolved without tigeatening to
destroy democracy as such. (Lefort 1986: 21)

According to Lefort the distinction hetween “civil society’ and thel ‘state’ is only possible in 2 form of
society in which power can be exercised but not permanently ¢embodied. Rather than treat the identity of
society &s something which derives from an a priori organisstory principle - i.e. God in the ancien regine,
and Race or History in the fascist and communist varieties of totalitarianism - it is only possible to
distinguish between different “spheres” of the social once we accept that power is irreducible and belongs
to no-one. In such a society, conflict between different interest groups ceases to subvert the identity of the

social and, instead, becomes its constitutive principle.

Democra~ and "Civil Society'

So far we hav. developed a conception of democracy as pluraiist and procedural. Plurafist, in that
democracy requires that political differences be aired and not denied, and procedural in that claims to
express the popular will arz adjudicated by means of a set of procadures defining the conditions to ba
satisfied before the "place of power" (Lefort) can be (legitimately) occupied, The will of the people is not,
then, dafined ex ante in the terms of some body of theory claiming privileged access to “the good life” but
is rather identified by means of regular clections held under specified conditions and according to
specified procedures. Although the people are deemned sovereign, the identity and interests of the neaple
are subject to change, hence the recourse o the regular electoral expression of the popular will. For Lefort,

the “place of power" can thus be said to be "empty”, to be a symbolic place quite distinct from any current
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(supposedly) infallible ciaim to ‘trutl. This climinstes the need for elections snd, in fact, smy
institutionalised contestation of political power. "

Democtacy, thus, depends on and facilitates the pluralisation of political identities, or, put differently, the
emergence of a “civil society’ not yoked 1o the exercise of state power. Lat us now conSlder the role that
. eivil mciew opposition can play it the mablishmcntofdcﬁwcmcy‘ The term “civil socisty' has becn used
widely in Central and Eastern Europe with reference to the independent self-organisation of society as.a
fmponse to centralised Communist regimes. 1t began to Be used in the West, and msioually"in Poland,
during the lais 1970's with veference to a form of political dissent best exemnplified by the Polish trade
union movement Solidarity’s independent socisl activity in the face of a state-directed society. (Amato
1981, Pelcijmki 1988) As an alternative to centralised power relations in totalitarian cﬁm:rmnist regimes,
*civil society' becamie a synonym for a wids variety of different political and sucial processes associated
. with the self-defense of an independenily organised society. As such it involved a chalienge against the
arbitrary uss of state power and an attempt to prevent the state from imposing its will unilaterally on the
rest of seciely. The emergence of these independently orpanised spheres was of crucial importance for the
meaning of democracy in these societies. It signalled the beginning of a fundamental challenge to
fotalitarian regimes which regarded all individuals, groups and organisations as their property and as such
sought to extinguish civil society by absorbing it fully into the struciures of the stats, As such ‘civil
societfisatthecentmofixmgesofop;ositiontototalitaﬁaniinEastmEumpeandprwedthe
forerunner to democracy. It usheted in a new set of democratic relations.



26

Originally the term *civil society’ was simply a synonym for the state. John Locke, for example, refcrmd to
*civil" or "political society” when discussing his conception of government. (See, for sxample, Locks
1960: 330-333) With Hegel the terms *state’ and “civil society’ became separated. The term “civil society’
came to mean a domain of interaction distinet from the state and the family. ¥ was the market, the
commercial sector of society and the institutions which were necessary to the functioning of the market.
‘Civil society' became an aspect of the modern stats, concerned with the economic sphere of production,
exchange and other market relations, the social sphere of ciasses and autonomous organisations which he
catled "corporations”, and the "civil ™ sphere of pablic institutions such as courts and various regulatory

and welfare agencies, {See Pelcynski 1988; 364)

For Hegel ‘civil society’ is also an arena in which the modern individual legitimately gratifies her self-
interest and develops her individuality, but also learns the value of group avtion and social solidarity,
which educate her for citizenship and prepare her for participation in the political arena of the state] 1
Hegel used the term “"buegerliche Gesellschaft" which bas subsequently been translated as "bourgeois

society® and as “civil society’12.

Marx appropriated the “civil society’ idea and made it the foundation of his whole theory of history,
society and the state. He gave his attenti( « to the econcmic aspect of “civil society'. *Clvil society’ was the
realm in which the propertyless were subjupated by the owners of the instruments of production. At the
heart of the Marxist conception of “civil society' was the division of labour, exchange, and private
ownesship of the means of production, and the society divided into property-owners and the propertyless.
Marx equated “civil society' with "bourgeois gociety”. He eliminaied all distinctions between the lega-ai .

existence of an independent public sphere and the orientation of its actors. That is, any legal framework of

11 The jdea that “civil society" constitutes & sphere in which individuals and groups can actively practice their
citizenship is central to the recent revival of the *citizenship” school as embodied in the work of Chantal Moufle
{1992} and "communitarian school" theurist Michael Walzer (1992).

12 For ., more detaited exposition of the Hegelian noticn of "civil society in this regard, see Bobhio 1987: 139161,
Shils 161, Weiner 1991: 207-323.
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a civil socisty established within the context of bourgeois social relations wonld necessarily be dominated
by public aetivity oriented towards the pursuit of bowrgeois interests,

Thus, ‘civil society’ is presented by Marx as & contingent historical phenomenon, and not s a naturally
given state of affairs. It is an historically determined entity, characterised by particular forms and relations
of production, class divisions and struggles, and protected by "cormresponding” péliﬁcal-legal wiechanisms,

In the German Ideology he writes,

The form or relstions determined by the existing productive forces at all previous
historical stages, and in its twn determining these, is *civil society’..Already here we
see how this “civil society' is the trus focal point and theatre of all history, and how
absurd is the conception of history held hitherio, which neglects the real relationships
and confines itseif to the actions of princes ami states...'civil society' embraces all the
material relations of individuals within a definite stage of the development of productive
forces, It embracss the whole commercial and industrial life of'a given stage and, hence
transcends the State and the nation, though on the other hand again, it must assert itself
in its foreign relations as nationality and inwardly must organise itself as state. (Marx
1972¢: 127)

The power relations in 'ci{ril sociely’ are explained mainly in terms of forces and relations of production,
"Civil society' is viewed as the economic form in which the bourgeoisie creates a world after its own.
image. In the famous passage in Prefuce 10 A Critigue of Political Econonty Marx states:

My investigation fed me to the resuit that the legal relations as well as the forms of state

are to be grasped neither from thentselves not from the so-called development of the

human mind, the sum total of which Hegel combines under the name " civii society™,

that, however, the anatomy of “civil society' is to be sought in political economy. (Marx
1977 38%)

Mazx perceives the modern separation of the state and ‘civil society' a5 a transitory and undesirable
phenomenon. The modem state is alienated social power, and for this reason struggles to abolish
alienation within "civil society’ signal the obsolescence of the stute. The life expectancy of bourgeois civil

societies is limited, inasmuch as they give birth fo the proletariat, the potentially universal class that
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signals the dissalution of &l classss. Modern “civil society' produces the nniversal clsss, the proletariat, -
which in¢reasingly defines “civil society’ as a gite of struggle between classes. Tha histotically determined
victory of the proletariat make possible 1he reabsorption of state institutions fnto an active social order
freed from bousgeois domination, Only through the prior transformation of *civil soclety® by class struggle,
and the sbolition of the divisions between the state and “civil society’ can the proletarist complets its
liberation and become ghile i organise its powers of self-determination into 2 fixed and harmonions social
order, a communist society in which no-one else would mle over anyone else, and in which power would
be exercised by all. Marx believed that “freedom consists in converting the state from an organ
superimposed upon society into one completely subordinate 1o it.* (Marx 1972b: 354 He assumed that the
successful strugple of the working class for control over 'civil society’ would permit the abolition of the
state, Freedom consists in breaking down the barriers between the state and “civil society’, the bartiers
betweaen differsnt spheres of life, . & Jiereby maximizing the unity, harmony and fulfillment amongst all
individualsi3 Marx emphasised the ceatrality of market-related activities in civil society, In the Marxist
conception “civil society’ was the realm of capitalist exploitation. Bourgeois society replaced ™civil
society™ and the problem of pluralism becaroe a non-issue. Mark made the siate entirely depcndent cn the
ruling clags in “civil society’™ and in this sense placed society entirely under the control of the state.
Marx's economistic account of “civil society' led him to ignore the democratic potential of the type of
citizens' initiatives referred to earlicy. Mechanisms such as an independent press, freedom of assermbly and
rights to vote were interpreted as the "form" through which only hourgecis power is consolidated, rather
than as a necessary condition for post-bourgeois demnocracy, It encouraged fts deliverance into the hands
of revolutionaries contemptucus of "bourgeois freedoms” and obsessed with the trampling of the civil roots

of political democracy in the same of eliminating capitalism.

13 Manrx supposad the state could be sbolished and replaced by simple administrative functions. He believed that
struggles between adminisirators and other communists, or conflicts over the distribution of the surplus product
would simply not arise. All communists would make decisions on all public matters and without resorting to ssparata
political institutions for securing agreements or reconciling conflists. (See our discussion in chapter one)
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Gramsci retained the Marxist ideas of the state as predominantly an instrument of class rule, but insisted
that ‘civil socisty’ was not merely an adjunct fo the state. It was a sphere of various antonomous
organigations and activities, which by no means merely pespetuated the ideofogy and class interesis of the
bousgeoisie. While in-the economic and state spheres the bourgsaisie exercised more or less fill
"domingtion"®, in the civil spheve it did not always have a monopoly of political, moral and intellectusl
influence, or what he called *hegemony®.

‘What we can do, for the moment, is to fix two major superstra.-tural "levels™; the one

that ca be called ‘civil society', that is the ensemble of organisms commonly called

"aeivate”, and that of "political society” or “the State®. Thege two levels correspond on

the one hand to the function of "hegemony® which the dominant gronp exercises

throughout society, and on the other hand to that of “direct domination” or rule

exerciged through the State and the juridical government. (Gramsci 1971: 12)
“Civil society' was, so to speak, the soft underbelly of the capitalist system, It offered other groups and
classes & chance 1o undermine the bourgeoisie's position in the realm of ideals, values, ceiture, education
and voluntary otganisations, and thus prepare the way, gradually and over a long period, for a political,
revolutionary struggle againgt the capitalist state and property relations. An arena of expression, interest
articolation, and associational aciivity. “civil society' could be used by the working class to slowly create
its own hegemony of interests, cultural orientations, and ideclogical cuatlooks to mark the prelude to its
own domination of the state and the eventua! absorption of the state into & “civil society’ dominzated by

working class interssts14,

14 Norberto Bobbio argues that in the end, howeve:, Gramsci remains faithful to the classical Marxist gosl of a
commanist society withont class divisions, and thus without the division between the state #d society. The furhure
struggle without a state, which Gramsei calls "regulated society” is the ultimate goal of v rking class struggles,
guided by the party and its intellectuals, fo esteblish an anti-bourgeois hegemony within “civil society”, itself
conceived e the mediating link between the class-structured economy and state institutions based ou coercion
Gramsci supposed thai in Western bourgeois systems "*civil society™ comprised a variety of institutions which
function to reproduce or to transform the dominant bourgeois sense of reality, which is shared hy the dominated
classes and groups. "Civil society* resembles the trench system of modern warfure. Its Iabyrinth structure normatly
resists the *incursions™ of economic crises and protects the state apparatys, Gramsai argned that a protracted “war of
position" for coniro] over "civil society” would be the most effective way of politically undermining the domination of
the bourgeoisic in the économy and state. The empowerment of the proletariat depends centrally on’ the
transformation of "eivil society”. However, in the end, even for Gramsci, a projetarian contestation of *civil socisty™
would develop a communist socisty with the erasion of the distinction between civil society and the state ang a
determinate conception of democracy as a distinct, "proletarian” {orm of society. (See Bobbio 1987 135-161)



Following the reception of Gramscian ideas in Western Marxism and more practlco-strategic concerns
around the failure of socialism in so-called existing socialist countries, there has been & renewed focus on
“civil society'. The rewitalisation of the term *civil socioty™ amongst the so-called "New Left" ks come
with institutional concerns regarding the prevention of & cuntulation of power at the centre and & concern
with the diffusion of power beyond the state. (See, for example, Arato and Cohen 1984, Bobbio 1987,
Cohen 1982, Held 1987, Held 1989, Hirst 1986, Ku*ma 1984, Keane 19889, Keane 1928h) Contrary to
mcmwmmmmmmméé‘aﬁlmwmmmmmﬁMmm
conmedwiththeupamnonofboththmdnmam Thwhawaﬂmnptedmmmﬂwmﬂmﬂand

soctal commitments of sociglism but to replace the statist forms with more pluralist forms.

Mo‘sm@wﬁmdmmﬁmﬁmﬁﬁwdmmmmmwmm
commitied to the democratisation of socialism thrmlgh new forms of demecratic parﬁt-:ipation which goss
beyond conventional liberat democracy, Proposing more than a mere accommodation of existing liberal
democratic forms, these proponents of *civil society’ argue for the acceptsnce of traditional Western libersl
den':locratic institntions and their extension from the polity to the economy and civil society. This project
has infolwi amongst other things, new pluralist, deccnn'ahsed and participatory forms of democracy.
(See, for example, Bowles and Gintis 1986, Dahl 1985, Held 1987, Hirst 1985, Kzane 1988, Laclan and
Mouffe 1985, Mouffe 1988a, Walzer 1989). Ofien proponents of this view have relicd on the role of
citizens' initistives in an independently organised ‘civil society' to signpost the way forward for
democratisation. Independent secondary organisations in “civil sociely’ are seen a8 pressure points to act
as a check upon and as a subitute for the state. In this context the civil society alternative relics on the
generalisation of a sense of civil virlue into society as & whole, ie. the spreading of a wltm‘eof
commitrmon: to public sffairs and political activity into wider society. The task of the citizen is to become
critically involved, not anly in the state, but in society as a whole in which she participates through

membership in a plurality of associgtions.
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The search for a more active conception of citizenship is a response 1o the limitations of the statist
mnmﬁmﬁmﬁﬁmmmmyofm'wmlhdmdﬁngmdaﬁnmm&ﬂtmwamr
vitalisation of the term civil socicty’ has refi- an the notion of "citizenship” 85 # means through which 1
examine anew the question of democracy. Compared to those proponents of “civil society' who argue only
for the separation between the state and civil society, emphasising an antonomeus *civil society’ as & route
to democracy, these so-called “citizenship” theorists are as concerned with democratising the state and
decentralising state powers info *civil society? as they are with separating off the state from “civil society’

and minimising its role.

Articulating Liberal Freedoms and the Common Good

The “citizenship" school has ils roots in a revival of the civic republican view of politics that put a strong
emphasis on the nation of a public good, 1t received its foll expression in the Halian republics at the end
of the Middle Ages but its origitis go back to Greek and Roman thought. It was reformulated in England
in the seventegnth century by James Harrington, John Milion and other republicans. (For a more detailed
presentation clf the history of this school of thonght see Mouffe 1992) The "citizenship® school is based on
the idea that politics is the realm in which individuals recognisc themselves as participants in a wider
political community, Proponenis of this school call for a greater role for active citizens participating
equally in politics to determine the common good. All citizens should be entitled to an active and equal
part in the political governance of their society and should have the citizenship rights and the resources to
make this possible. The emphacis on civil society as a bed for participative citizenship depends heavily on
the generalisation of a sense of “civil virtue® in society, 8 culture of commitment to public affairs and

political activity.

In this context “civil society’ emphasises the importance of a plurality of associations encouraging the
demacratic involvement of citizens. It is srgued that this pluralism of autonomous organisations broadens

our view of citizenship by not Jimiting it to membership of a state. The citizen is educated into citizeaship
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through voluntary participation in a variety of roles in a variety of associations. The individual is not
sacrificed to the citizen. The plurality of identities through which we are constituted and whic™
correspond to our insertion in a variety of social relations should be legitimised. (Ses, for cxample,
Sandel 1982, Skinner 1984, Walzer 1992)

The emphasis on citizenship has been criticised from a number of different angles, One impottant
criticism concerns its propagation of the notion of a "common good”. It is argued that underlying the idea
of "citizenship® dernocracy is 8 commitment to the idea of 8 common will. This idea atose in pre-modern
times in the face of absolutism and before the days of mass nation-states svhen small republics ot city-
statesoouldmal;:eaclaimtoanintemalhomogeneiw“. Th:idmofagenemlwﬂlcenbcseentdpre—
suppose the idea of a single substantive common good. In this sense, then, it potentially denies the
plurality of a political cornmunity. It potentially re-invents the anti-democratic implications inherent in
the classical Marxist conception of proletarian democracy which reliss on the idea of a unified, single-
ceiled communist society. It can be seen to imply the same (otalising asswmptions abouf & hdmogcnous
social entity implicit in the classical Marxist conception of the “dictatorship of the proletariat®. As we
have argued, for Marx, under communism society becomes a simple political animaf - it is made up of a
single democratic identity, i.e. the political identity of the proletariat. Institutions of political pluralism

become completely redundant in the context ofa single pre-given proletaricn society16,

15 Modern societies are too complex and pluralist to sustam.a ervnmon will. In large complex societies, run through
with plural divisions, differences and fractores, it is impogsible to conceive of the possmlhty of & common will,
arising spnmaneonsly from the people as a whole and shared by them all.

16 Ag we argued in chapter two, Marx reduced the civil socisty idea to its cconomic dimension, and made it the
foundation of his whole theory of history, scciefy and the siate. Civil society is +  ~uted by Marx as a contingent
historical phenomenen, and not &3 & naturally given state of affairs. Civil socicty, . -iistorically determined entsty,
characterized by particular forms and relations of production, class divisions and struggles, and protected by
corresponding politicel-legal mechanisms. And not only are bourgeois ¢ivil socicties products of modern times, Their
1ife expectancy is limited, inasmuich as they give birth to the proletariat, the potentially universal class that signals the
dissolntjon: of all classes and of civil society. The power relations in civil society are explained mainly in teris of
forces aud relations of production, Civil scciety is viewed ns the economic form in which the bourgeoisie creates a
world after its own image. Marx's economistic account of civil saciety led him to ignore the democratic potontial of
the type of citizens' initiatives referred to earlier. Mechanisms such as an independent press, freedom of assembly and
rights to vote were interpreted as the form through which only bourgeois power is consolidated, rather than as &
necessary condition for a new socialist democracy.
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'lhclogk:d' democsacy and the logic of liberalism”, brings together 1desr~kz)outlhc common good" with

-mmﬂmfmmmlum (Set Mouife 1992: ll)Smhanamcalatlonzsumypossibleomcwe
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pdzﬁca!sociﬁyumtedmafﬁmungagmenl andmmehenmm (Rawls 1987;
10)

At the same time , however, there is a danger of separating struggles for individual rights completely from
a conception of the political community. There is a danger in the Jiberal-democratic doctrine, Mouffe
argues, of prioritising right over good. Charles Taylor points out that the mistake with the liberal
approach is that
Ii fails to take account of the degree to which the free individual with his own goals and
aspirations whose just rewards it is trying to piotect, is himself only possible within
cerizin kinds of civilisation; that it took & long development of certain institutions and
practices, of the rule of law, of rules of equal respect, of habits of common deliberation,

ﬁmmamﬁon,ofmﬂhnaldevelopmentandsomtopmdmibemo&m
individual. (Taylor 1955; 200)

We should not accept a false dichotomy between individuzl liberty and rights on the one side and civic
activity and political community on the other. The crucial democratic challenge is to envisage the modern

democratic political comumwity oufside of this dichotoray.
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Modern deragoracy as a new “regime” mmnmtﬂedhythaarﬂmﬁatmnbﬁmntheloglc
of democracy and the logic of liberalism; by the astection of' popular sovercighnty
together with the declaration of a set of fundamentsl human rights that need o b
respecied. Tt therefore establishes a perticular form of hnman: co-existencs, which
requires the distinction between a sphere of the public and a sphere of the private as well
as the separation between church and state, civil law and religions iaw. This is the great
contribution of political h'beralismtomodemdmmcmcywhxchguamntwsthemm
of phizalism and the respect of individual freedom., (Mouffe 1992; 11) ,

The artizulation: between the idea of individual freedom and the idea of a civic participation mmst be
dependent not on any substantive idea of the good, but rather on a shared perception of a set of political
principles - liberal democratic principles - which establish & common mm- around the procedural
conditions for the political actions and judgments of citizens. In other words it is necessary to conceive of
a mode of political gssociation, based on the ides of an “ethico-political™ bond that establishes linkagas
among the pasticipants in the political process. To belong to this kind of political community requires a
common commitment not to any substantive notion of a common good, such as communism in the
classical Marxist conception of "proletarian democracy™, but rather to acmmwnbondbaseq_.tma *public
concern”. It is therefore 2 community "without a definite shape or definite identity and in eonturuous re-

eractment”. (Mouffe 1992: 233)

The Limits of Pluralism
Pluralist socialists are aware that the project of pluralism is wot without its pitfails. The history of

pluralism is, of course, long and complex. Anglo-American pluralism initially arose around the turn of the

century and peaked over the decade following the first World War. It found 1ts voices in the works of suen

Anglophone writers as Havold Laski and Arthur Bently. It conntered those theoretical perspectives that
affirmed the sovereign site as the centre of political life. The s¢ od generation of pliralism, found
expression in the 1950's and 1960'c in the work of Robert Dahl, amongst othevs, Unlive the first
generation pluralists, whose connections 1o political struggle generated a oritical perspective on the stafe,
the second generation was concerned with the logstion of political powes in sociefy. This, in their account
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operated through a diffuse concatenatinn of aufonomous and competing groups, rather than through the
socio-economic sovercignty of a dorginant elite whose mterests deiermined the policy outcomes of
political inttitutions and processes. (Amongst the betier known of this gensration are Banfield 1965, Dakhl

1561, Lindblom 1965, Truman 1967)

Kirstie McClure identifies a set of features common to both these generations of pluralisw, Both
phtralisms_have besn articulated in opposi;_ion to unitary, monolithic or totalizing conceptions of the
political domain, particularly in so far -, these presume some singularly sovereign or unique agency
© oversesin v determining political processes and/or social relations. Both pluralisies have insisted upon
the irred -ciblc. piuralily or multiplicity of social groups. For both pluralist generations, however, the
political valu.cs of such groups i undersiood to have no necessaiy ontological g sunding, They are not,
in other words, & political expression of essences, but appear, rather, as contingently constituted political
entities, that is they emerge thresgh the dynamics of particular straggles arising ﬁilhin the realm of the
social, and are elaborated us pah‘tic&l through a process of articulation. Both view the social subject as site
of multiple and interseciing gronp memberships or identiﬁ_es within that social plurality. Both of these
generation begin wiih a conception of the "politiest® Whi& noes not view different groups as essences of
any deeper idcﬂtity or socigl relation, but rather ag selfeudefining and independent, in pasticular of the
state. They are understood to have no necessary relstion to state power except in 5o far as they aviiculate
such a reJationship. As McClure points out,
Uithin pluralist constructs such groups have an obhjective ,-political character and identity
with regard to political power, processes and institutioas only in so far as they have

articulated a "subjective” political identity and character in these terms, (McClure 1992:
115)

At present we are in the midst of a third generation of pluralism which includes a range of perspectives.
Theses include current argyments for cultural pluralism, the pluralist democratic theory of commuitarians
such as Michael Walzer and the recent theorstical work of Chantal Mouffe, (Ses, for example Dakl 1982,
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Hirst 1990, Mouffe 1992, Walzer 1983, Walzer 1992) Mouffe's understanding of the nature of pluralism
requires a vision of the political as a discursively construcied ensemble of social relations. Her conception
of the politicall7 and the *impossibility of society® carries the same meaning as the democratic revolution
as analysed by Claude Lefort who identifies democracy with the disappearance of landmarks of certainty.

In a democratic society power is no longer iricorporated into a transcendental moment,

The third generation writers ave painfully aware of the dangers of an excessive fragmentation of the
political sphere through an overly particularist conception of plnralism. They argue that such an extrame
form of piuralisim according to which all interasts, all opinions, all differences are scen as legitimate,
could never provide the framework of a political regimel®, Society can easily degenerate into a
fragmented asociality which prevents any kind of social project. And this is precisely where the limits of
pluralism lie. Pluralism can never be total in the sense of representing simply & collection of particularised .
identities. Pluralism requires some measure of consensus amongst its differsnt entitics as fo the necessity
of & pluralist framework in the first place. While if is important 1o defend the widest possible pluralism in
many areas, culture, religion, morality, it is also necessary to acknowledge that citizenship as a form of
political identification presupposes an allegiance to the political principles of modern democracy. The
conditions wh_ich are necessaty for an active citizenship have as their underlying premise the principles of
liberty and equality. Antagonistic principles of legitimacy cannot co-exist within one single association.
Modern democracy, far from being based on a relativist conception of the world, as it is somstimes
argued, is articulated around a certain set of values which, like equality and liberty, constitute political
principles. Those who conceive the pluralism of modern democracy as being total and as having as its

17 For Moufle pluralism can only be formulated adequately within a problematic that conceives of the social agent
not ay a unitary subject but as the articulation of an ensemble of subject positions, constricted within :peclﬁc
discourses and always precaricusly and temporarily sutured at the interssction of that subject position. This requites
abandoning the reductionism and essentialism dominent in the classical Marxist and liberal interpretations of
pluralism, and acknowledging the contingéncy and ambiguity of every identity, as well as the constitutive character of
social division and extagonism. (See Laclau and Mouffe 1985)

8 As Laclau and Mouffe argue in Hegemony and Socialist Strategy, such an essentialism of the elements remains
within the problematis it tries to replace, becanse a clear-cut identity presupposes a determinate set of relations with
all the other fragments or elements. This, in tum amounts o nothing more than a reintroduction of the category of
tofality whose elimination was aspired to in the first place. (See Laclau and Mouffe 1985)
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only restriction an agreement on procedural rules do not realise that there can never be pure, neutral
procedures without reference to notmative concerns. Thus, in arguing for a procedural definition of
democracy we are not endorsing a liberal probiematic which simply defines democtacy as the sbsence of
state interference in the lives of its sabjects, and which raduces the tasks of the government to the
maximisstion of nogative freedome. On the contrary, procedures can never be independent from 2 distinct
setoé'mmmmm.AaPau!}Hmtnbse:ves,piumlismmustbeviewedmlasagivenmofaﬁairs,
but rather a4 *4n aspiration in a process of political development”", (Hirst 1990: 40) The fogic of pluralism,
i.e.:tll;le assungsion that power must be differentiated amongst a differentiated citizenry, only acquires a
* democratic jdentity under certain conditions and in the context of ¢rtain articulations. What then are

these conditions? ‘Whan Robert Dahl discusses the democratic conditions for pluralism, be provides the

* following checilist: /

1) Bepality in voting: In making collective binding décisions, the expressed preference of each citizen
- {citiyens collectively constitute the demos) -:;ughttobeiakcncquallyimoacc_:ountin determining the final
solution. -

2) Effective participation: Throughout the process of collestive decision making, including the stage of
pumng matters on the agendsa, each citizen ought to have adequate and equal oppottunities for arriving at
his of her considered judgement as io the most desirable outcome,

3) Enlightened understanding: In the time permitied by the need for a decision, each citizen ought to have
adequate sand equal opportunities for arriving at his or her considered judgement as to the most desirable
cutcome,

43 Fiznal control over the agenda. The body of citizens (the demos) should have the exclusive avthority 1o
determinewhatmaﬁe:sareorareuottobedecidedbynﬁansorfprocessesthatmﬁsﬁ'thaﬁrstthree
criteria. (Put in another wiy, provided the demos does not alienate its final control over the agenda it may

delegate authority to others who may make decisions by non democratic processes.) (Dahl 1982: 6)

Dahl argues that a process of decisions-making is democratic if it meets the criteria omlined above.

However, these criteria ave so demanding that no actual regime has ever fully met them. In today's Iarge-



scale democracies the demos s too large to fulfil the participatory ideal. Because of this crucial
shortcoming, Dahl argaes that within a system of largo-scale demoéracy, swaafler democratic units are
desirable. Tn large political systems smatier democratic units can help to prevent domination and o create
mutoal conirol, In this sense they are a necessary elei. At in a large-scale democracy, both us a pre-
requisite for its operation and as an inevitsble consequence of its institutions, By this Dahl means that to
Mtdﬁmm«mﬁngmmmwmmmiwm
organiestions would violate the criteria of effective participation and would mock the ides of final control
over the agenda by the citizen body, (Daki 1982: 37) However, as desirable as indspendent small-sale
demacratic vnits such as political parties and secondary organisations are, they can also have anti-
demooratic consequuncts. In this regard Dahl argues that organisational pluralism can be consistent with
extensive political and economic inequalities. Pluralism ir and of itself does not lead to an equalisation of
" resources and capacity. Organisation i itself a resourcs and can be used for narrow interest, as opposed to
WMWMD&!WM

alihough organisation is indispensable for offsctting the universal tendency toward

domination, the pattern of pluralism in a8 particular country even while checking

dorastion may help sustain inequalities of various kinds, including inequality in

confrol over the government of the state. For example, when organisations are not

broadly inclusive in their membership, postical inequality isa likely consequence, for,

other things being equal, the organised are more inflpential than an »quivalent number
of unorganised citizens. (Dahl 1982; 40)

Not only can organisational pluralism exacerbate political inequalities, but it can also lead to the
brezkdown of what Dahl calls "civic cousciousness”, By this he means that because organisational
pluralism implies a plurality of interests there exists the danger that by expressing and giving strength to
particular interests, otganisations would prevent the expression of the general will and sharpen
particularist demands at the expense of a common democratic order. “Because associations help to
fragment the concerns of citizens, intercsie that many citizens might share - 1sient ones perhaps - may be

slighted.” (Dahl 1982: 44) Thus, the result of marginalisstion and competing groups representing
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relatively particularist interests can damage the logic of pluralism by removing one of its roies, L.e. 1o give

society as a whole an overall pluralist form.

Hirst argues that given the limital‘.ians-of pluralist representative democracy in large-scale societies,
democracy must be seen not so much as a geestion of popular sovereignty, but ratiier as a set of "political
mechanisms, of which representation through electicns is one, that exercise constraints on government but
is not itself a from of popular government”, (Hirst: 1990: 28) By formulating ihe problem of democracy in
this way Hirst undercuts the idea of demiocracy as government by a sovercign people, whether directly or
througl} representatives, For Hirst democracy is a question of public controll?, If we want a more
democratic society, we nead to make room for & multiplicity of democratically munaged associations and
otganisations which exercise effective control over the public agenda. Such a plurality of independent
organisations are important for the democratisation the key public powsr, the state. A pluralist
representation of organised social interests can enhance democracy in the sense of greater public
influence. The specific form of such pluralisi representation, for Hirst, lies in supplementing the

institutions of representative democracy with those of corporatist forms of democracy.

Corporatism can, of course, take on many different forms. Autloritarian er state corporatism can be seen
to have denied democracy in its attempt to impose corporatist relations on civil sociefy. Even libersl and
societal corporatism (based on voluntary participation) is in danger of creating corporatist pockets of
political power that are organised, exciusive, self-serving means which bypass the conventionsl

procedures of representative democracy, Aware of these dangers, Hirst's concsption of corporatism is

19 Although the "civil society/citizenship” paradigm makes an important contribution to the debate on the
democratisation, of socialism and liberalism, there are A numbey of other problems that plague this schiool of thought.,
As Martell points out it is difficalt to ses how the citizenship idea of individual participation is feasible in muss
complex societies whick du not provide sufficient opportunities for mass participatory democracy. It is difficult to sae
how mass participation can be comipafible with the dominsnce of representative democracy in such societies,
Representative democracy, on the fice of it would seem {o be an anathema to the participatory ideals of the
citizenship demociacy it involves decisions being made by an exclusive sector of society, politiciens. The essance of
representative democracy is that authe sy s given to a party to rule and what is not involved is rule by the people
themselves. Daspite pointing out thet g ssting represemiative institutions are not up to making space for gremter
representation, proponents of the citizenship school do not really offer alternative concrete institutional atrangements
which address the limits of representative demoniacy. (See, for instance, Martell 1992 15644165)



based ont two strands of "aseociationalism®. It is based firstly, on the idea that associations can provide
forums for the active popular participation of individuals in politics at accessible decentralised levels.
Secondly, corporatist relations between sssociations can provide a mechanism through which inferest
groups can pariicipate in government and plutalistically negotiate a common good, At an institutional
level associations would be given & role in corporatist political forums. Corporstism can enhance
democracy in two ways: Firstly, associations parucxpaung in corporatist an'angcmcnts can provide forums
for the active popular parficipation of individuals in politics at accessibls levels, See- w5268t
relations between associations can provide a mechanism through which interest groups can parﬁcip;z}e in
government and pluralistically negotiate a commeon good and enable non-ststist forms nfplannln;g and co-
ordination. Corporatism asctibes a strong role for voluntary associations in & pluralist civil society and an
inclusive corporatist polity comprised of associstions representing the plurality of interests in society
riegotiating agreed social priorities. It is threugh the latter functisn that corporatist forems serve o
facilitate consultation and bargaining betwein social interests and public bodies. They serve as channels
for the reciprocsl influence of governing bodies and those governed. (First 1990: 14) Thus, for Hirst
corporatism is 4 specific form of pluralism. It is a more democratic and resifient plurslism in the sense
that it can achieve two things: ﬁrst]_y, limit political inequalities and secondly, foster a civic domain
without undermining pluralisin's emphasis on differentiated ir:f;'ércsts. Corporatism allows Jess powerful
and resourceful interests to bargain for more equal distributions of the common good. Less powerful
interest do not merely exist alongside or under more powerful ones, but both enter inio a relationship with
each other. In this sense corporatism enhances the demnocratic content of pluralism. Corporatism involves
a commitment to an overall public or sucial good through the negotiation of compromise Corporatism
soclalises plurglism, Secondly, corporatism, through its emphasis on bargaining builds cmc
consciousness and a civic “domain® and is much better placed to avoid the danger of excessive
fragmentation of the ﬁolitical space in which independent organisations funciion. A purely assoctationsl
society couww easily degenerate into a series of petty tyrannies, each at war with each other. Corporatism
can. provide the conditions for a co-operative and mutoalist pluralism which prevents unfsttered

coinpetitive fragmentation. Corporatism, then, describes a political structure and system of relations
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intended to facititate tho pluralist negotintion of social priorities. The process is one in which social
priorities are negotisted by independent interosts interscting in pluralist, but inclusive structaves and
forums, Tt is based on the plucalist principle of power differsstiation, but claims to democrstiss this
Drinciple by eraphasising mose co-operation betwesn different pockets of interests. |

Conclusion

In this chapter we have attemapied to outline the theoretical grid employsd in this thesis. Invoking, for the
mmpartuwork:ofBoWo, Mauffe and Lefort, we have argued that democracy is not merely a form of
governinent, bt f;asmthorto do with 2 form of society, vis one in which no single *truth' pervades and
governs all social sphemaﬁdpmmicesaudinwhich, as u consequence, these are abie to develop

. according to ﬂ;eirowneadgem:iesandparformam criterig. In other words, democracy depends on and
facilitates the I;Iumlisation of social identities, or, put differently, the emergence of a *civil society' not
ynkedtoﬂmexetcimafs&tebom. In contrast, totalitarianizm is a form of staté and society which is
based on the claim to possess some “absolute knowledge'. Not only does this prevent the development of
an autonomous civil society but it also eliminates the need any institutionalised contestation of political
power. A pluralist coriception of democracy, however, does not mean that individual struggles over
substantive political claims have no place in a demaocratic society. Individual civic struggles over distinet
political demands are a crucial component of the wider struggle for 2 pluralist démocracy. However, in
order for their parlicipants to be able to claim that their struggles are aimed at the establishment of
democracy, they need to share a perception of a set of political principles - liberal democratic principles « -
which establish a common consensus around the procedural conditions for the political actions and
judgments of citizens. Let us now examine the development of Sonth Africe's civil society in the light of
the ‘democracy'Aotalitarianism’ distinction.
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CHAPTER TWO: DEMOCRACY, CIVIL SOCIETY AND THE STATE
South African “civil society' opposition emerged in its most developed form during the 1980% as -
counterweight to the suppression of “civil society’ by the apastheid regime through {he restrictions i
imposed on the civil and political rights of the disenfranchised populace. It was the decade which saw th
collapse of the pillars of apartheid under social, economic and political pressures from the black majority
Verwoerdian Apartheid rule during the 1960'% had aitempted to entrench white political control in Sout]
Africa and to repress civil socisty. (See, for example, Adam and Gilomee 1979, Gilomee and Echlemme
1989) It constituted an aitempt to permanently occupy the "place of power” and to suppress tiw
emergence of any independent initiatives with the potential to thresten the apartheld project. Against thi
background the struggles of the Chartersit opposition throughout the 1980's represented an attempte:
restoration of civil society. In this chapter it will be argued that the political identity of this oppositic
was complex, Mors than not it can be seen fe have involved a conception of democracy predicated on th
assumptions of pmt‘éi&ffén as opposed to procedural demucracy, and as such, can be seen 1o have stood i

a relation of affinity to that kind of political project that negates political differences.

Let us begin with an attempt to characterise Verwoerdian Apartheid in terms of the conirast betweer

democracy and totalitarianism.

Totalitarianism Revisited

Western political science of the fifties defined totalitarianism by & set of criteria such 2 the presence of i
charismatic lcader, mass terror, the permanent "purge”, and ideological mobilisation. Classical theorist:
of totalitarianism such as Friedrich and Brzezingd, for example, argued that there were five features of
totalitatian dictatorship: an official ideology, a single m~<s party under a dictatorial leader, terroristi
authority of the secret police, a centralised control of the entire econormy  and a monopoly of arms, (See
for example, Arendt 1952, Friedrich and Brzezinski 1954, Nemnann 1957) These criteria were supersede

in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Unien by the advent of Khrushchevian reformism according to whicl
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the “irrationsl tarroriat® viclence of the Stalinist era was replaced with less overt forms of totalitarian
conirol. In this context the theme of "post-totalitarianism® gained prominence, (Linz 1975)20 It arose as &
major theme in studies of the political process in Soviet-typs societies in the late 1960's and early 1970's,
In the wake of events of the revelutions of Budapest 1956, the 1968 Prague Spring or Solidarity in Poland
in 1980-1981, & new approach to the Communist systere was pursued in the light of the concept of
totalitarianism. It came to be recopgnised that totalitarianism was no longer what it used fo be, and that the
state-parties' hold over society had changed sioce the Stalin era. These struggles were proof that the
systemwasfsrﬁomstaﬁcathhatits stability was precarions, It was increasingly argued that
authoritarian regimes of the “post-totalitarian" type differed from more classical totalitarian regimes by
the fact that while they had at least the intent to be “iotal” regarding the basic raie .n d'étre of the Stalinist
state?}, they also recognised that Stalinist methods of state dominance and coercion were no longer
tenable in conditions of nations) diversity and modernising societies. Whereas totslitarian mgimes of the
Stalinist variant emphasised centralised mobilisation for party-directed fulfiliment of ideological and
social goals, post-totalitarian Communist regimes de-emphasised mobilisation by reducing contzol over
social processes and "granting2? increased autonomy for select gmup523. In noting the impact of
increased social parlicipation, some analysts argued that Soﬁet—typ; states functioned according to a
modified interest group model, The party-states had begun to recognise certain institutional interests as
legitimate, (See, for examplé, Hough 1972, Janos 1970, Odom 1976, Skilling 1966) The "post-
totalitarian” state had far more powerful weapons at its disposal than the use of terror, New techniques of
“totalitarian" control included attempts by the regimes to bind the populace {o the party-state through a so-
calied "social contract". Inmwhsihmﬁonsthestatewasthcmleemplwoflawmmiscapacﬂy

20 The term "post-totalitarianism™ required its definition a9 & perticniar type of suthoritarianism in Linz's well-known
essay.

2] The cheracteristics of the post-fotalitarian system emphasised the party-state’s predominance over social
processes end refuisal to allow for genuinely pliralisi and independant social activity.

22'I'heterm"granting",asvdnbcshownlatﬂ-.phyedacmtralmleinﬂwﬁmvmmerdimdimonthe
centrality of the Nationslist Party in the re-ordering of society during the 1960s.

23 For an overview of emerging dissenting interest groups in Central Europe and the Soviet Union during the 1960's
and 1970% see Weigle and Butterfield 1992,
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became a thoroughly modem weapon of totslitarian control, smceempmymemdmwmmgm-
mﬁmmmﬁmmﬁm,unmmmmpﬁmmfmm@mm«
“post-totalitarian® societies. The citizens adapted themselves by giving up their individua! rights and
mmmmdmgajobm:y,m&mamumaumuepmaﬂimpudt"mamm*
betvieen the state and the citizen: Thus, 35 Rupnik observes, "post-totalitarianisrn® has nothing to do with
the degree of violence or terror employed.

Power remains totalitarian even when the forms of repression are less visible (albeit still

virtually presenf). Ons could go as far to suy that a system becomes truly totalitarian

only when the "terrorist® phase i complsted - when all the subjects have lost their
autonomy and capacity for self-governinent. (Rupnik 1988: 272)

However, while “post-totalitarian® politics may heve involved some sort of opposition and new non-
violent methods of control within the parameters of the ruling power, in the end the political process sl
remained insulated from frecly associated, non-state social interests. According to Rupnik at the end of the
dayuwdebmamuwhmmmmmimsymmmeWmhM(msmofﬂw
"post-totalitarian® themse) hinged on the status of ideology. Rupnik maintains in his definition of
totalitarianism our earlier theme vis-a-vis the symbolie projectiont of the party’s internal s'ructure into all
spheres of soclety. (See Rupmik 1988) The ultimate Jogic of post-totalitarianism wes still the
instrumentalisation of all components of society as 2 conseguence of society's lost automomy. Autononiy
was still fimited in many other more "hidden” ways. For example, it was limited by the fact that those in
power tended 1o control all these sources and circuits of information, The erosion of memory remained
the permanent goal of post-tmali@ﬁan power. In this respect ideology continued 1o be thc centre of
totalitarian regimes by creating a system out of the "jamming'; of information and meriory. In the post-
totalitarian phass ideology remained not only the sol¢ discourse and means of communication between the
state. It also remained the chief means of homogenising and integrating the ruling apparat, Iﬁns now
examine the debate of South Africa’s regime form,
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The Debate on Apartheid's Regime Form

Duwring the 1970's and 1980's the debate sbout the relationship between apartheid and capitalism
dominated much of the literatare on the form of South African society. (See, for e_xa...pie, Adam 1971,
Johnstone, Legassick 1975, Lipton 1985, Tragido 1971, Wolpe 1970) "he central objective of the debate
was 10 give an account of the emergence, persistence and transformation of the apartheid state. The debate
focused on the impact of capitalist development on the system of racial domination?4, A common
criticism of the revisionist Marxist school, in particular, was that it neglected investigations into the
specific form of the state and treated the state as & mere instrument of struggles that had their nexus
elsewhere, "at a distance”, from the state, (See, for example, James 1984, Wolpe 1988: 39) Critics argued
that the neglect of state structure and the inherent economism in the revisionist Marxist approach made
little room for a “specification of the political terr.:1 outside of the state”. (Wolps 1988: 39) As a result

there was oo little attention paid to the specific form of the state.

One attempt during the 1960's to analyse the form of the state was the South Aﬁ'man Communist Party's
characterisation of post-1948 South African history in terms of stages of fascism. In his book The Ris: of
the South Afiican Reich (1964) Brian Bunting attempted to provide an acconnt of Sonth African fascism
throngh a comparison of the political-legal structure in South Africa with that which developed in
Germany vnder Hitler. The argument was made that the Nationalist Party appropriated the state
bureaucracy i a way as o become a "parfy-state” in the mode of the ruling party in Nazi Germany,
State power had been utilised fo introduce repressive measures to climinate all extra-parliamentary

opposition. In Bunting's account the growth of fascism was juated with the increasing utilisation by the

24 The liberal pols of the debate argued that canitalist industrialisation would in the long run wsmantle the {rrational
system of apartheid and that race relations in general would succumb to market imperatives end the substaptive
rationality of cconomic developinent, {See, for example, Horwitz 1967) The revisionist marxist pole of the debats
argued that capitalist development wounld not, simply by virtue of some abstract market rationality, undermine the
structurz of raciel domination. Far from undermnining macis] domination, cepitalist development required apd
depended on authoritarien racial structures to mobilise labowr and keep tabowr opposition in check. (For an overview
of the revisionist argument ses James 1984)



ruling National Party of the state as an instrument of control. Tt used this instroment to extend the army

amii police force and to intensify repression by attempting 1o eliminate opposition.

Critics argued that Bunting's description of South Africa as & "fascist” state was siplistic. Wolpe, for
example, argued that if by fascism was meant, amongst other things, ﬁ situation in which the apparatuses
of power (including state legislature and executive, judiciaty, coercive organs and party) became fused in
such as way that they had little autonomy from one another, (and when independent organisations in the
sphere of “civil society” were eliminated or subjected to overwhelming controls sach that they were unable
to act ax centres of opposition), then the South African state was not "fascist”. The existence of white
parliamentary democracy and a judiciary that had never been subordinated to the executive limited the

executive's capacity to control the excluded black population. {See Woipe 1988: 40-44)

Other writers that addressed the question of the form of the statc included Heribert Adam in -l'xis famous
analysis of apartheid during the 1960's. (See Adam 1971) Adam argued that the apartheid project during
the 1960's could be described as "totalitarian”® if totalitarianism is defined #s the suppression of all
atteinpts for change detriinental to the subordinate group. Accordingly 2 regime was considered
totalitarian if it excluded aliematives to the established system, if it did not respect boundaries
guarantesing the freedom of political opponents, and if it prosecuted the advocaies of structural change
and bans their organisations. In this sense South Africa during the 1960's constituted a totalitarian state.
All efforts to try to bring about changes in the social situaiion in the country either wittingly or
unwittingly, were defined as Communist and, therefore, as illegal. The existing liberal white apartheid
opposition .had no chance of gaining support of the exclusively white eleclorate and was, therefore,
permitted to exist but only under permanent supervision and restricted to new forms of censorship and

political ostracism®5 (Ses Adem 1971: 37-52) In our view this relatively broad concept of totalitarianism -

25Berger and Godsell in contrast, argue that Souti Africa apariheid ceunot be described as "otalitarian®. They argue
that non- deinocratic regimes can be divided inio those cyganited elong totalitarian, and those organised along
authoriarian lines. In totalitarian states, the ruling group makes a fotal claim on society. All aspects of social
organisation are rendered subordinate to the ruling political institution The party contrels alf arenas of human
endeavour through idealogically linked and subordinate organisations. In authoritarian regimes political power is
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as exclusion of alternatives to ihe established system - offered several advaniages over Wolpe's
formulation. It avoided the static, stectural distinction between supposedly .democratic and supposedly
totalitarian states, and focused instead clirectly on the question of the degree of suppression of opposition
and, as such, offered a more layered anslysic of the symbolic "threshold of autonomy*25, As we argued
earlier no lotalitarian regime achieves total conirel over society. 1t would be beiter fo speak of the éystem's
totalifarian tendencies, anchored in ideology, with its own inherent and self-perpetuating logic. What
differentiates totalitarian regimes from other so-called authoritarian regimes is not the «.gres of concrete
totalitarian action but its intention. The mere existence of some form of opposition can be compatible with
the continued actuality of a post-totalitarian regime, There can exist a dichotomy in the svstem, which is
totalitarian inside with the ruling party clinging to an ideolopical legitimacy and post-totalitarian outside
where exisis mere ideological rituat and some apposition. Let us now concider in more detail the political

identity of the apartheid project.

The Logic of Apartheld : A Case of Post-tctalitarianism?

In “post-totalitarian* regimes, there emerges, Rupnik argues, a dichoiomy in the system, which is
"totalitarian® insifld the party (itself clinging to an ideological legitimacy) and *post-totalitarian® outside
{where there is 2 mere ideological ritual). (See Rupnik 1988: 279) In this definition of totalitarianism the

main thing is to discover the inchoation at which autoeromy is lost in order to provide a definition of the

exercised undemocratically, outside of any institutions making mlers accountabla to the rules. However, society is not
acocommadated in # mawix of institutions all created by, or under control of, the politicel eiite. Areas of organisational
autonomy cxist, though none powerful enough to chalienge or change the political clite. South Afiica, they argus,
belongs to the anthoritarian and not the totalitarian category. Political power is exercised undemocratically, but the
“gpace” exists for churches and unions and artists and academics to operate outside of gavernmental fremeworks. In 2
tutalitarian stats such new institutions immediately threaten Jie existing o-der, merely by their existence. The
emergence of Solidesity in Poland challenged the state-recogni: * unioe movem nt, and indeed threatenied the rola of
the state-supported unions as well as the Communist Party to which these unions owe allegiance. (Sec Berger snd
Codsell {eds.) 1988: 258)

26 1f one presupposes the existence of all the clussical features of totalitsrianism (see our carlier discussion) then the
South Affican stats cannot be regarded as a totaliterian state, since some of the above mentioned features are either
completely missing or exist only in a modified form. IJTowever, the clessical view of totalitariansm can become =
merely descriptive corcept of tfotalitarianism. It is jnsdequate jn that it does not take jnto account the historical
developments in which these characteristics scquit.  .¢ie significance. _
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totalitarian situation. Thos, as soon as one moves from the theoretical model to the analysis of reality, the
concept of totalitarianism makes roosn for no}iuns such as “totalitarian situation" or an "underlying trend
to totalitariantism™ of the “impulse tm;rards lotalitarianism”, No so-called totalitarian system can achieve
total control over society. What differentintes totalifarian regimes from other so-called authoritarian
regimes is not the degree of concrete totalitarian action but its intenivi. Although apartheid after 1948
was by no means a coherent blueprint, in our view it barboured an underlying rendency to
totalitarianism®”. Gilomes and Schiemmier argue that before 1960 there wers two distinct phases of
apartheid. During the first decads after 1948 the Nationalist Party introduced apartheid's statutory groups
and campﬁlsoxy residential segregation. In other areas, such as regulating labour, curhing African
urbanisation and black opposition, its effcris were often hesitant and contradictory, (Gilomee and
Schlemmer 198%: 64) After 1960, however, there was a far more determined and uncompromising effort
to impose apariheid as a systematic _olicy. During the early 1960's the state had managed to suppress the
upsurge of black resistance and the 1960's saw a great economic boom which made the government more
confident. Apartheid, which Lad hitherio been presented by the Nationalist Party as separate development,
intensified?3.

Archetypal apartheid was developed to its epitome under Verwoerd during the 1950's and 1960, It
represented a brutal and massive sttempt on the part of the Nationalist Pany to impose apartheid as a
*grand* or total" experiment. During the early 1960' the state had managed to suppress the upsurge of
black resistance with unexpected ease. All vestiges of black representation in the "white" political system

were remnoved®, The apartheid system comprised the following main elements: labour regulation (influx

27 For a critique of the view that apartheid was a coberent blueprint see, for instance, Posel 1987.

28 The apartheid system was tied to much more ambitiens pofitical and ideclogical objectives than the policy of
separate development. For an overview of the difference between both systems of white domination sce, for instamice,
Gilomes and Schleminer] 989: chaptars one and two.

P5ince South Africa's creation as a state in 1910 the black majorisy was largely excluded from politicel
participation. Black South Africany were axcluded from the institutions and proceures of format
democracy. Beginning in 1910 a wids range of measures was adopted to ensure that whites retained
political power, including legislation that slowly, but remorselessly ended the limited access of Coloureds
and Africans to the vote and remioved even their indirect representation in the Parlianent.
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control and other forms of regulating labour30); communal apartheld and statutory zace classification> L,
group sreas3?, separate education33, separate amenitis and other residual forms of apartheid3%; and
political contrel and privilege. Although apartheid was conceived of as being the mere instrument of
Afrianer Nationalism, it tended to assume a hegemonic position during the 1960's, when it was iaken to
its extreme in prescribing public behaviour and :"private intercourse and in reguiating the pesition of
blacks., The politicr” dimension was equally indispensable in persuading the ordinary woter that the

government was to ensure white unity35,

In terms of the Bantu Homelands Citizenship Act, all Africans were regarded as ciiizens of different
homelands, Since the homelands were supposed 1o compensate for representation in the white area, ot
would have expected the rapid development of th@ areas a5 alternatives to pelitical integration. However,
in the two decades that followed the government made it onlv too clear that it was not interested in
“granting" any form of political empowerment. There was no attempt to increase the land allocated to the
homelands over and above ihe thirteen percent which had been laid down in 1936. Far from recognising
the human rights of wban Afvicans, the government used the bomelands as a justification for the
repattiation of surplus Africans and as an excuse to deny Africans in white ateas citizenghip and their

South African uationality. The government's resettlenient policy and strict curbs of African urbanisation

30 For &n overview of the way in which the Nationalist Party tightened up the system of influx control during the
1960 see Lipton 1986: 33-37. For a comptehensive analysis of the system of labour control se¢ Greenberg 1987,

31 The policy of compmunal apartheid, with its drastic race classification, sex laws, and tirban segregation was one of
the most radical exercises in socisl engineering in the world. In the cities each group was supposed to develop its own
communal life. In their systesatic planning the spartheid cities were recopnizably different from the segregation
cities which had preceded them. Comnunal apartheid ensured thet intergrotp contact was kept to & minimum, It ajso
provided the basiy of segregated sdueation, health facilities and social services. The great majority of black townsiips
remained soulless domitnry towns.

32 gee, for example, Kitkwood 1954

33 See, for exatuple, Christic #.1d Collins 1984
34 Sue, for example, Cartes 1958

35 In the period prior 16 1948 there had boen nothing comparable to the forced retnovals which occurred '« - ween the
carly 1960's and the early 198t's. Nothing svmbolisesdthe vppossive pature f apartheid more than the raesive seale
v which population refocation occurred
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greatly impaded the prospects for growth. Apart from the rapid natural population increase, between. 1960
and 1980 the homelands had to accommodate one millivn Africans removed from the farms, 600 000
from *black spots”, and three-Guarters of a million removed frosm white cities under a policy of township
relocation. (For an overview of the operational festures of apartheid see, for example, Adam and Gilomes

1979b, Gilomes and Schismmer 1989, Lipton 1985, Stadler 1987)

Apartheld As Post-totalitarian Ideology

Apartheid in its most overt form during the 1960's displayed totaltitarian impulses. It involved 2 type of
post-totalitarian social contract in which society had no option but to participate. As an ideclogy apartheid
dates back to the 1930's when church leadars, acsdemics, journalists and politicians of D.F. Malan's
National Party staried formulating its underling principles, The Verwoerdian ideclogy of apartheid had
embodtied an ethical defence of separate development, as the inviolable right of each ethnic group, Whitss,
led politically by Afriksners, were saidtobear.amoral obligation to bestow and preserve t_his right on tha
part of Indians, Coloureds and the various ethnic groupings. (Ses, Adsm and Gilomes 1979: chapter four)
Apartheid was vaunted as the only moral-Christian course for South Aftican politics. The nght of whites
to nutional self-determination (manifest historically as white economic and polifical supremacy) was God-
given, and any move towards political or social integration with other ethmic groups was morally
indefensible.

The ideclogy of apartheid was historically and conceptually bound up with that of Afrikaner Nationalism,
Afrikaners were depicted as the rightful purveyois of the white man's moral and political mission. In
claiming this moral prerogative of undiluted power, the Afrikaner “volk” legitimated its drive towards
national ity which would enable it to win and exercise such power. (See Adam and Gilomee 1979;
chapter four) The apartheid modsl portrayed the individual as a socisl being who finds folfillment only in
a community, The wmdividual was seen to have no rights while the voik had a god-given right to exist,
Whatever rights the individuals enjoyed were derived from the collectivity. Gregor observes that
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Apartheid as a theoretiva! .ystem is distinguished from other ideologies only when the
collectivity with which the individual is identified is specified. Leninism originatly
identified that collectivity as the economic class. Fascism identified that collectivity as
the nation.state. Apartheid, on the other hand, has identified that community as the
historically constitated volk. (cited in Gilomee and Schlemmer 1989; 41)

The political onder that the ﬁationalists constructed .aﬂer 1948 was aimed at enhancing Afrikaner
nationalism by entrenching white political control in Somth Afvica, Through apartheid Afrikaners
governad not only themselves, but also all other groups in society. Apartheid "granted” 35 others that
which one group (the Afrikaner) demanded for #tself. This argument was made by both religious leaders
and by secular intsllectuals.

By the mid-1960's Nationalists were expressing the ethic of "grant onto sthers” in grandilogquent terms.
The Afrikaners mission as a "matore volk® was seen fo be the rescue of other demoralised volke., This
mission would be completed only if other volke and communities had accepted self-determination, which
included complete independence. In the formulation of this ideclogy the Nationalist Party took on the
status as the central force "granting® such separate freedoms,37 These *granted” freedoms often took on a
very repressive form, In Verwoerd's view it was only logical to remove the African representatives from
parliament, He said in 1959

The Native Representatives cannot be rétained because they are declared epemies of the

this policy of emancipation. What they say in Patliament is not so important, but it 18

because of the access they have 1o the Natives, and the siuius they have acquired to

create the wrong impressions in the minds of the Bantn masses, to try to dissnade them

from the process of growing independence, that they should be deprived of this

opportunity to abuse their position. (Verwoerd HAD, 1959, col. 6237, cited in Gilomee
and Schlemmer 1989: 98)

36 Apartheid gave expression to the Christiart ethic of *grant onto others® that which one demanded for oneself,

37The logic of verwoerdian apartheid in so far as it constituted an atterpt to imbue different parts of
society with the same character was totalitarian, At the very heart of the gpartheid project lay the intent to
define every part of South Afiican society in terms of its contribulion to the grand project of verwoerdian
apartheid. Tie National Party believed that it occupied a privileged position in detérmining the character
of society. This single organ was seen to constitute the leadiag social force around which other forces had
1o gather in order to yeceive "freedom”,
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Verwoerd was ¢uite blatant about his view that other races were not part of the South African nation,
Coloured people were not allowed to participate. in (he referendum on the question of South Africa
becoming & republic in 1960, Verwoerd said a year fater:

Let me be very clear about this: when I talk of the nation, I talk of the white people of

South Africa. (Verwoerd 1960, cited it Gilomee and Schlemmer *89: 98)
In 1965 be argued that South Africa was a whits state despite the resistance of other groups. A National
Party pamphlet cntitled *Apartheid and Guardianship® clearly spelt ont the privileged status of the white
National Party in society:

The right of the Non-Eurcpean 1o exist and 1o develop is acknowledged, but apart from

and under the guidance of the European. (cited in Gilomee and Schiemmer 1989: 96)
The Nationalist Party's status as the "grantor” of freedom and the "donor” of the form of South African
society translated itself into different forms of political oppression. On the ons hand the Nationalist Party
did not conceal the jackboot. Black activists and whites who supported them were subjected to political
intimidation and physical violence, Heavy penalties, including bannings and house arrests were imposed
for non-violent, pa";sive resistance to apartheid measures, Opponents were subjected to police surveiliance

and hatassment, to possible loss of jobs and, for Africans, endorsement out of the urban areas.

Bat there were also a range if "hidden” conirols which displayed the same features as the so-called social
confracts in "post-totalitarian® vegimes. One of the hallimarks of Nationalist party rule was the vast
network of bursaucratic controls, which bore heaviest on Africans bat affected other groups as well, The
most important conirols were the pass laws, govenﬁngnotunlyAﬁimnmobiﬁty,bmaJsu access to jobs,
housing and the right tc have their families live with them, thus giving officials immense power over the
basic requrements of existence. A, largs network of informers easurad that they could be used against the
government's opponents. These control intim:dated and demoralised people and acted as a deterrent from

stepping out of line, Another deterrent was the prospect of lengthy and costiy court cases, such as the four-
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year treason trigl, involving 156 leading opposition member (including whites). The expansion of the role
and powers of the state gave officials a mote sublle range of pressuses which could be sued on Colouscds,
Indiang and Wkiteg Colowred and Indiens needed official swproval for housing and business. Thess
Mﬁdmfomsofmnﬁdmnﬁdmewmpﬁameofmmacksmdwmu&nwwﬁwwdamdfmm
were seldom required, and did not during this period grow as fast as the bureancracy. Indirect coercion
was the major control mechanism. (See, for example, Adam and Gilomee 1979b) As Adam pointed out in
his 1971 overview of opposition,

to stay out of troubls has now become the major overall attitude of most Africans and the
political consequences of this way out have to be taken into account. (Adam 1971: 47)

Thus, in the 1960s the dichotomy was in place: on the one hand, the National Party constructing iis
identity as the sole "grantor® of fieedom inside the party and, on the other hand, a disbelieving, but largely
acquiescent "outside” society bound to the ruling party through a set of overt and hidden controls.

Civil Society and Oppoéltion

So far we have argued t.hat apartheid state intervention constituted an attempt to permanently ocoupy the
“place of power” and to suppress the emergence of any independent initiatives with the potential to
threaten the apartheid project. Nonetheless, opposiﬁon to the spartheid state did emerge. The political
identity of this opposition was not always straightforward, It was made vp of competing conceptions of

democracy vis-a-vis the identity of the will of the people,

While the complex social development in South Africa Aefies strict categorisation, we suggest, foliowing
Weigle and Butterfisld's charmctefisation of civil society's development in Ceniral Europe that there were
four stages in the ongoing development of civil socisty. Firstly, defensive, in which private individuals
and indapendent groups actively or passively defended their autc;nomy vis-a-vis the apartheid regime;

secondly, emergent, in which independent groups or movemerits sought limited poals in a widened public
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sphere which was sanctioned or conceded by the reforming apartheid mgime; miﬁiy, mobilisational, in
whchm@endmtwormwmmumndﬂmlcmmd&mﬁmdmbyoﬁermg
altemamformsofguvemmmto a politicised society; and fousthly, instiodional, mwhlchpuhhclj'
supporied leaders enncted laws guarantecing automomty of social action, leading to a contractual
relationship between state and society regulsted eventally by free and fair elections. (See Weigle and
Butterfield 1892: 1)
7

The first "defensive” phase, in which individuals and independent groups actively or passively defended
their autonomy vis-a-vis the state lasted until the early 1970%. When the Union of South Africa was
formed in 1910, its Constitution excluded all Blacks from parliament and denied most of them the right to
vote. During the first period of black protest, from 1912 through the 1940's Africans relied mainly on
tactics that fell wichin the law. Convinced that whites would respond to persnasion, African leaders used
petitions, deputations, and resolations to lobhy for their rights, If their tactics wers moderate, so wire their
goals. Africans were willing 1o accept & qualified franchise for those who could pass a '3 Jon" st
However, even these moderate aims were rebuffed. The land acts of 1913 and 1936 sharply limited the
places where Afticana could Tivs or own property. Africans wers removed from the comimon voters' tole in
Cape Province in 1936. (For an overview of this period, see Karis and Carter 1972, 1973, 1977, Lodge
1983) In 1948 tha National Party was voted into power with tle promise of apartheid - a system of greater
racial separation. At the time & younger generation of African nationalists was gaining popularity within
the ANC. Similar in background to the middle-class professionals who created the ANC in 1912, these
younger activists were impatient with moderate tactics and the failure of he ANC to develop into a mass
movement. Inder pressure by this prouping, the ANC adopted 8 programme of African nationulism and
mass action in 1949, This gave rise to the defiance campeign of 1952, a nation-wide civil disobedivnce
movement which saw more than 8000 Africans and their alfias gaing to jait for defying apartheid laws.
But the campaign lapsed before it had broken down the laws dividing the races. New repressive laws were
passed, inctuding the sweeping Suppression Of Communism Act and others limiting demonstrations and

mestings. For a full description of this period see Gerhiart 197% awd L.xipe LURR) In 1956 the
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government brought treason charges against 156 opposition leaders. Although the trial eventually ended _
in the acquittal of the defendants, it crippled the activities of the ANC and its atlies, the Indian Congress
movement and Communist Party of Scuth Africa which had been formaily banned in 1950. (Gerhart
1978, esp. chapters 5 and 6, Lodge 1983) | |

In 1959-1960 the Conmumumist Party resurfaced as an independent political entity afier almost a decade of
subterraneas ife, having changed its name to the South Afvican Commanist Pasty (SACP.) The first issve
of Affican Communist emerged in October 1959 and a leaflet in 1960 announced the re-emargence of the
party in South Africa, Tt disavowed the old united front” 38 tactics of Congress as inappropriate in the
revolutionary situation now said to be confronting South Africa. 1t now gave prominence to socialist goals
and the leading role of the working class in the national detmocratic revolution. The 1959 Affican
Communist We of "the liberating spirit of communism™ in Afiica and "the proleiariat as the most
advanced class", since it alone would to the end against imperiatism while the middle classes would like
to compromise and accept minor concessions which will leave the masses little better off, Tt was necessary
that the united front be led by the working ¢lass and that workers be n'rhganised not only in their own trade
unions but also politically in thieir own party. (For an overview of this rupture of the SACP's overall
orientation see Fing and Davies 1990: 208-211) The Party argued that the winning of political
independence was only the "first" phase and that "the revolution must contixme to wipe out all rerananis of -
colonialism, including economic backwardness, in order to attain complete independence. In its 1962
programme, The Road to South Afvican Freedom, the SACP spelt out the new revolutionaiy direction it
had taken. Apartheid was analysed as a “~ecial form of colonialism” designed to enforce the "maximum
exploitation of labour" on behalf of the *monopolists” who are “the real power in South Africa®, The state
was characterised as moving “towards the patiern of fascism: an open, terrorist dictatorship” in which
almost every "legal channel is closed”. (See Fine and Davies 1990: 210) This type of political sirategy
subsumed the associations of ciﬁl society to its own centralised project, the revolutionary uvcn‘.hrnw of the

state. It opposed attempis to reform apartheid from below or to develop the popular organisations of civil

38 See, for example Lodge 1983: 188-199
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revolutionary sirategy, but a revolutionism which counterpoised itself to civil socisty, Confounding the
general question of reform with the top-down mode! of reform purseed in the previous period, this
strategy ended up rejecting all partisl reforms, all particular campaigns, all nsgotiations with the state and
all participation fn official bodics. In its theoreticel aspect it explained spartheid as a specific form of
capitalist staie based on the super-exploitation of biack labour and incorporstion of white labour. It

formuiated the relationship between apartheid and cﬁpital in a functionalist mode, analysing the dynsinics
of apartheid by reference to the needs and inierests of capital alone in isolation from the coniested terrain
of popular struggle. (See, for example, Johnstone 1970, Legassick 1975, Trapido 1971, Wolpe 1970) This
strategy can be seen to have been predicated on the Marxist conception of the superiority of proletarion
democracy over bom-ggois democracy and its doctrine of procedursl, institutional political contestation.

During the repressive period of the 1960's opponents of the apartheid state either utilised the limited
structures of expression tolerated by the state or turned to underground activity. Deciding that tleir only
choice was 10 submit o to fight, members of the ANC and their Commnist allies turned to armed
struggle and formed Umlkhonto We Siswe (Spear of the Nation). It focused its attacks on elements of the
economic infrastructure and symbols of the state. On July 11 sécurity police captured Umkhonto leaders at
their headquarters in Rivonia, a2 white suburb of Johannesburg. ANC leaders including Nelson Mandela
were sentenced to life imprisonment. By the mid-1960's the government had not only uprooted most of the

undergreund but had also demoralised the entire radical opposition, (See Lodge 1983: 231-255)

In the second "emergent” phase in the 1960% social groups or movements gought Timited goals in a wider
public sphere which was sanctionsd by the reforming apartheid state. (See, for example Posel 1984) This
stage lasted from the early 1970's to the early 1980's. A fresh generation of politicised African, Indian and
Coloured students gave birth to a new doctrine and organisation of resistance in the late 1960's and eardy
1970's. They spreud a doctrine of "black consciousness”, which Jike the Africanism of the PAC, rejected

claims for whites in the liberation struggle. In December 1968 Afiican and Indian students formed the
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SouthAﬁ-iqanSmdems'Organisaﬁon(SASO)wﬂhStweBiknasitspmidentAccordingtoSASOitw
necessary to liberate blacks from their own attitudes of inferiority and subservience before political rights
could be achieved. Black consciousness aiso estsblished 2 following in black theological seminaties and in
the black communities though the biack People's Convention, BPC which was launched in 1972, (Se¢
Pityana, Ramphiele, Mpurolivana and Wilaon (eds.) 1991.) During this period an attempt was made f0
build the foendations of an independent civil socisty by carving out 2 reaim of autonomy for opposition
W.EWM,MMmmmmwmmmmm
1973 with the banning of Biko and seven other leaders. By late 1977 it Jooked as though the black
consciousness movement had bean crushed. Biko was killed in detention in September 1977, andinthe.
same month the government banned nineteen biack consciousness organisations. -In early 1973, at the
time of the crackdown on the black consciousness movement, a series of strikes broke out in Durban,
Three years tater discontent with the system of education for Africans crupted in 1976, when stadents in
SOWETO organised a protest against the introduction of Afrikaans as the medium of instruction in
African secondary schools. After 2 decade of apathy the SOWETO student uprisings roused much
opposition. The protests revealed the ruthlessness of the govcrnment yet aisoghowed its vulnerabitity.
Once the 1976upﬂsinghadbeenquclled,boﬂ1ﬂ1cSomhAﬂicansmteand-.;tsoppbnmmcmbarkedon
complementary efforts at pragmatism. The idealism and emotionalism of Black Consmousnesswere
gradually replaced by a variety of popular organisations established by local activists. Eager to mMe
this turn-away from mass militancy, the state did not hinder the development of these local organisations
and aiso relaxed regulations conirolling the legal growth of trade unions. The Wichshn Commission's

findings sct out & new industrial relations framework which gave the unions more space to organise.

Civil Soclety Opposition During the 1880's
In the space provided by stair reforms during the fate 1970's, Charterist leaders formed the United
Dernocratic Front (UDF) in 1983 and secured internationsl donations to co-ordinate locsl initiatives. The

formation of the UDF initiated the third phase in the ongoing developmert of civil society. It was a
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offering alternstive forms of governancs to a political society. This phase was captured in slogans such as
“ungovernebility™39, Doring this phase new tactis took bold. Student, consumer, and voter boyeotis,
minss demaoustrations, national "stayaways” from work, and the g: ywih of trad union power - botl in the
wiipiace 2 o an adfunct to commmnity-based action -renderod apartheid unvworkable and forced the
Fovernmiad to sesk new political solufions. Despite several states of emergency black politicat
crpsndeniions ssarged stronger then at any time in South Africa’s modem history. (For an overview of
mm&umsmmmmmu@n(@) 1992, Marx1992)ltwasd|mng
Mpbmthnt ‘civil society’ began to represent 8 more stable democratic challenge. Whereasbdoreﬂw
MWMMMMewmmMmmwlackﬁmmm
m and opposition was easily crushed, during.this phase © wposition moverents began to build
concrete oppositional ceritres that fundamcntglly challenged the centratity of the Nationalist Party. Even
in the face of harsh resistance independent opposition movements persisted in art’culating and attaining
independent goals. As opposition became more adept at publicising its aims and reaching a wider
audience, its gualsbecﬂm:inméasingly far-reaching. Opposition movements began to associste their goals
with changes in the entire systein, including a findamental reformulation of their chjectives vis-a-vig the

apartheid regime.

A central feature of civil society opposition during the 1980's was the logic of showdown with the centrally
organised powerful state apparatus and a belief that the fundamental contradiction of the svstem was embodied
in the oppe sing interests of the ruling elits and society at large. The revolt in the mid-1980's heightened the

conflict in South Africa, promoting a sophoric belief among many opposition leaders and their followers that

3% Dusing this phase resisiance was often couched in "us® and “them” terms, terms which suggested an arfificial
polarisation of society into two relstively homogenous camps. In many cases theotists in this vein coascicusly drew on
Lenin"s concept of "dusal power", and whilst they continaally stressed the importa. 2 of struggles wages within civil
society, at both focal and national levels, this was simply scen as a means to build up.an alternative power base
through which to overthrow the state. In no sense did they acknowledge the independent and irreducible identity of
the various actors within eivil society, or regard the seperation between these spheres as having anything other than
tactical significance. For the most part, the political projects endorsed by these thinkers focused almest exclosively on
the role of the siate in articulating social change. (See, for sxample, Fine 1993)
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the organisations of the popular classes counterpeised to the state’s reform process a strategy of
*ungovernability”. The ideology of “pecple’s power” together with the strategy of "ungovemabiln}' (the
struggle for “iiberated people's zones” which the state was unsble to penetrate), was bused cn the belief that
South African society was entering a period during which "dual power* was possible, As advobatod in 2
significant speech by Zwelakbe Sisul to the NECC in 1986, unbridled "ungovernability” was to be moderated
by the development of alternative governance struttures that could exercise "peaple's power” in the short wrm
and provide the basis for more formal democratic governance ia the long term. UDF activists were not 50
naiveasiobelicvethatﬂustatemsldwdelomlpawmmchpopﬂarmmbutmeydidbeﬁmtim
state power could be offset, if not replaced in tbe liverated zones of townships fhat the local authorities had
been vnable to control. By further engaging local populsr control, the Charterists sought t achieve a forsm of
*dual power" which anticipated the final victory.

The notion of "dual power” can be seen to have had its roots in has its roots in the classical Marxist and
Leninist conception of the transition w socialism in which the Paris Comnmune is held up #s a model of how
power can be nseized" under the *wwiatorship of the pioletariat". Democracy was closely with the destiny of a
specific social actor. This was expressed by a contributor to New Era, a publication affiliated with the Cape
Town UDF:

Demacracy means, in the first instance, the ability of the broad working masses to participate in and to control a
democracy, not sume libexal, pluralistic debating society notion of a "thousand schools contending, {quoted inL

The notion of "dnal Prwer” found resonance in many public utierances of the leaders of the UDF. In &
prominent position paper presented at an IDASA Conference in 1987, UDF Acting Mational Publicity
Secretary Murphy Morobe said that *few weapons are more powerful than mass participation and unity in
action against the common ensmy”, (Morobe 1987: 10}



In August 1987 the four-year-old UDF officially adopted the Freedom Charter, The Charler as a
*comprehensive political programme* indicated the UDF's leadership's confidence that "the Front, through its
correct line, has become the only viable political home for those in the legal opposition movement wh stand
for gennine change®. (quoted in Marx 1992: 177) tnitially the UDF had been intended as a vehicle to bring
together differert sirands of opposition %o the cosstitutional reforms and it had not defined its ideclogy
precisely. It had professed a “catchall” character and iis loose swructure had provided. promiss of considerable
political diversity. The initial statements of e UDF were usually Limited to a few key priaciples .= -uded to
unite a broad social spectrum, "from workess to studeits, from priests to businessmen, Nyanga to Chatsworth,
to SOWETO to Elsie's River”. (See Lodge and Nasson .1988: 129) The organisation sepported the mn-racial
*unity of all people™, "a gavernment based on the will of the people”, and a *willingness 10 work together*
despite “different approaches to the problems that confront us". Initially, then, the strategic aim was 10 a.iucve
wide-spread consolidation against the system and iis ruling elite in and through a non-specific popular
alliance against the apartheid system. |

In time thongh, the politics of the struggle against racial domination was geared towards the establishment of
a unified and collective subject under the ideological leadership of a specifie strand of opposition politics. The
adoption of the Freedom Charter asserted the predominance of “harterist ideology within the UDF, The
adoption of the Freedom Charter symbolised the centralisation of the movement under its national leadership
and the reduced space for the accommodation of alternative views. Despite diversity within the Charterist
camp?0 the overall effect of the adoption of Freedom Charter was that the UDF seemed fn claim fo represent
the sole legitimate form of internal opposition. Many Charterists agreed with Zwelakhe Sisulu that “the

masses believe in hegemony, unlike the intellectuals, clinging to their own power and ideas”". {(quoted in Marx

40 mnterpretation of the Charter's meanings and programme implications varied cansiderably within the Frotd's formal
lezdership and intelligentsia. Lodge s:gues thut three distinct tendencies were discernible. On the right were the widdle-
class nationalists, who often came from the older genesation of politicians, Their ravks included the clergy, .ocial
notables, and professionals whos=> leadership had compensated for the absence of organised opposition in the aftermath of
the 1979 uprising, In the ceritre were the national democrats, who supprded the ANC/South African Commmist Perty’s
view of a "popular democratic revolution” with a strategically submerged lonig-ferm socialist objective. To the left were
the socialists, whose prime concern was that the working class should articulate and work towsrd its own objectives
within any polit:cal alliance of whick it way a patt. (Sue Lodge and Nasson {eds.) 1991: 129)
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1$92: 177) The Charterists increasingly referred to themselves a5 the “sole progressive movement” and later
as the “maxs demacratic movement”. Atthe 1987 OOEA'IUCongressthcmostdimctassertionoftheFmdom
'Chazter as the only legitimate political orier.ation for the OppDSl :on movement came from g guest speaknr
mhmmmmm&memml’\m«-a YouthCox,gmss Hsarcruedthatﬂwpoliﬁcaldabﬁte
was ot

between those Tos socialism and those against.., Those who stand for the adoption of the

Proedom Charter sre also those who are commitied to the socialist transformation of the

South African socisty...The argument between those calling for the Freadom Charter

and those calting for 2 Workers Chaster iz shout nothing else but the South African

route and methods to reach socialism. No socialism can be created in South Africa by

ignozing the plight of the colonially oppressed black commumitizs. The Freedom Charier

mmmmmconlypmgmﬁmtmnmﬁympmsemthamuonalpost-aparﬂmd
society. (guoted in Baskin 1991: 218)

These centraliging teruencies were, at least in part, nurtured by the specific conception of democracy
underlying the Chsrter's politicsl orfentation. The history of the Freedom Charter is closely bound up with the
political doctrine of "national democracy” or “éagional democratic stn{ggle", the official doctrine of the ANC
and the UDF during the 1980's. The idea of national democracy is based on the notion that a people fighting
colonial or racial oppression hag a right to pationyl selfideterminstion, expressed in South Africa in the
demmand for nonracisl majority rul in & unitary state. It is widely held on the South African left that racial
oppression in South Africa is best understood when considered as an instance of colonial oppression. L xcause
the Sonth African case differs in some significant respects from other instances ofcolqnialiémthctmn
" Jlonjalism of a special type® (CST) is used by subscribers of this view. The crux of the theary is an anslysis
of South Africa’s social realities as a system of internal colonialism, or "colonialiem of a special type". The
theory of CST was fully enunciated, and adopted as official policy by the South African Communist paty in
1962, Iis central tenets were amrived at "by the end of the 1940's™, and adumbrated in the Central Cominittee
report to the 1950 CPSA conference. That report argued that "the distinguishing feature of South Africa is

that it combines the characteristics of both an impesialist state and g colony within a single, indivisible
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geogruphical, political and ¢conomic entity”. (Davies o sl: 1984), By 1962, the CST pomtmn had been
expended jnto 2 major theoretical statement,

The CST theory raserts that race domination and oppression have their roots deep in South African history,
and dévaloped into their present extreme form in the exs of monopoly capitalism. Thus South Aftica combines
the worst festutes both of imperialism and colonialism in a single national houndary. The indigencus
 pepulation experiences the features ¢ u colony: national oppression, poverty, exploitation, and potitical
rightlessmiens. This fosters 8 strong nation_al identity, (The SACP held that there were no acute or antagonistic
dasséividonsamngtheAﬁicanpeoplc.)Fromﬁuﬁitfonmdthattﬁ:;pany‘sitnmediatcmskmtoﬁght
for the national liberation of .. : "colonised® people, and for the Lusinment of & national democratic revolution
which would overthrow the colonial state and white supremacy and estsblish an independent staie of national
democracy. The revolution was thus conceived of as having distinet stages: the first for 4 natious! democyatic
state, to be followed by an advance to socialism. (Bundy 1989: pp 3-¢) The CST anslysis holds that thets can
be no direct transition to socialism in South Africa. A "national democratic state” must be traverssd befure

socialism can be constructed.

The theory of national democratic revolution was first developed by Soviet and allied Marxisis in an attemnpt
to deal with problems confronsing the strugele for socialism in specifically colonial societies, The term
*national democracy” introduced a new theoretical matrix vis-a-vis the specific development of capitalism in
societies with colonial legacies, The term was iniroduced in ozder 1o characterise ex-coloniyi (and dependant)
countries engaged in a non-capitalist path of development in opposition to imperiglism and towards national
autonomy. The specific development strategy associated with the term “pational democracy” was identified as
an example of a non-capitalist road towards socislism, and social formations engaged on such a path of
development were conceived of ns *transitional social structires® which were neither capitalist nor soclalist,
(Hudson 1986: 11.23) In such countries, the strategic implications of this novel conception suggested that
local communist parties sheald not aim immediately st socislist transformation. Rather, they should look
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towards the building of a national democracy aimed at establishing conditions for an eventual fransition to
sogialism, (Hodson 1986:14-20)

mmwdmmmmmummummpmmmmmmjw
Glaser this separation suggests zot only the possibility of an abandonment of socialist commitments, but
equally seriously raises the danper of a second stage, a stage of transition to socialism, bereft of the civil
liberties and democratic rights envisaged for the state of national democracy. There exists, in other words, the
danger, that cace I.a first stage of ational democracy, with its guarantees of liberties and pluralisr, has been
completed, a second stage will be commenced under the aegis of a single entrenched vanguard party, fused
with the staie and dominating civi® s ziety, National democracy would then be superseded by some *higher"

from of democracy, such as proletarian democracy, (Ses Glaser 1992; 107-109)

The stags of national democrecy is viewed as a definite stage in the overall development of society, which for
Marx is based on the necessary movement front #upitalism to communism with socialism intervening as a
transitional phase, Despite its specificity the stage of national democracy is nonetheless inserted inte an
overall teleological conception of the movement from capitalist to communistz. As such it remains embedded
in the orthiodox Marxist conceptions of democracy as a substantive form of society. Democracy is not
indeterminate. Democracy is dependent on the overall movement from capitalism to communism and hence
has its origins in a pre-determined conception of the overall form of society, There is thus a2 more
authoritarian subdiscourse within national democracy?l. It is 2 discourse that stresses the homogeneity and
collective wills of the peoples and the centrality of nation-building. Glaser argues that this discourse

sometimes stresses collective at the expense of individual rights and treats dissent as alien and divisive, I may

41 At the same time, there can be sezn to exist a democratic component within the strategy of nations] democracy, lis
democratic components lieg in its call for equal citizenshup and rule through popular corisent, In other words, this
comnponent believes in the idea that all citizens -irrespective of rucial, ethnic, national, language, religions of cnltural
backgrounds and irrespective of social class - bave  formally equal claim within & polity created in the name of national
democracy. In principle at least & government of national demotracy ie more likely to enjoy legitimacy with its subjects
and to give expression to popular aspirations in some broad sense. It is this derosratic component that is often sivessed by
those who defend the strategy of national democracy as the most spplicable strategy for democratisation, (See, for
example, Cronin 1987, Glaser 1952)



be used 1o imply that a particular national-liberation movement is synonymous with the “people”, their "sole
and authentic” representative, the embodiment of their collective interest and will, (Giaser 1992: 106-107)

“Th, to the sxtout that these matters were debeter in UDF opposition circles the Froodm Chaster seemed
t&tﬂy mmm&mﬂoﬂalmasheldwﬁwSACP, cuflined above, In our view these can.

- .hmﬁmﬁwmammwmuxdmawm@mmwﬁm
40 sociatiam whioh, in turm, ﬁ'&ﬁwmamﬂmﬁﬁmwﬁmd"mmmﬁu

The Debate on "Clvil Society' from 1990-1893

The fourth, so-called “institutional” phase, in which publicly supported !.aders enact laws guarantesing
-autonomy of social actmn, leading to a coniractual relationship between state and society regulated
eventually by free elections, began in Febmary 1990 when the government unbanned the ANC and &
range of other political organisations. it was during this period that the term “civil society’ gained

prominence in the opposition’s discourse on democracy.

The resurgence of the civil society\state distinction in South Africa from 1990 onwards was largely
propelied by post-February 1990 events. It expressad the wide-spread conviction that there was no
purchase in the idea of one-party government, tk2 conflation of state and civil society, the denial of civil
and political rights iu the name of economic development. 1t referred to the empowsrment of a rangs of
grass-rools arganisations - trade unions, civic associations, rural committess, women's and youth groups,
student miovements, étc. which were to be independent of the stote. The emphasis was on these social
movements retaining or obtaining autonomy £rom whatever political party is ia power, being abie to push
the state from below for beneficial social changes and nurhuring the seeds of democracy, civil zights and

tolerance in their own sphers of activity.
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post-apartheid state a5 a guaantor for democracy in the future. (See. for example Copelyn 199, Friedman
1992, Swiiliog 1991) They focused their attention on the capacity ofopposition movements to generats
change and “demacratise” civil society. In one of the post-1990 debates on independence, for example,
John Copelyn, a representative from the South Afncan Clothing And Textile Workers Um'oﬁ (SACTWU),
argued that trade unions needed 12 build an independent institational base in society in order to guarantee
their independence from both poliiical organisations and the state. According to Copelyn, the state should
not be viewed as the crucial institution for transforming the quality of life of workers. Instead, greater
emphasis shouold be gived to independent organisations of civil society (like the trade unions) to serve as a
check am the state and as a basis for the building of a democratic society. In locating the unions' role in an
independent civil society, Copelyn defined union independence as firstly, the capacity for dissent against
thcngte,andsecondly,ﬂwabﬂityoﬁhemﬁonmmmenttoliﬁiﬂhepomrsofthasiatc.Inhisview,
Whether the governmesnt is prepared 10 tolerate union opposition to its programmes and
policies is what makes the government a democratic ong. What makes the union

movement i independent one, however, is whether it is prepared to risk the anger of
the governm.nt in the pursuit of its members mandate. (see Copelyn 1991a; 27)

Copelyn emphasised the oppositional relevance of social actors. They were the nexus point of the

democratic challengs, As such Copelyn's viow stood in direct contrast to moré¢ orthulox M-ar.:ist:

interpretations of “civil society’. Nzimande and Sikhosana, for exampte, argued that “an argoment for a
‘civil society’ imuispendent of the state cannct be theoretically sustained because it obscures the

fondamental role of the state in brirging about democracy®. (Nzimande and Sikhosana 1992: 10). Re-

affirming classical Matxism's assertion of the state as a necessary servant of the bourgeoisie, they argued

that

the theoretical strength of Marxism and perhaps its scientificity Hies precisely in having

exposed that the stale in capitalist social formstions is the political expression of
relations in ‘civil society’, Marxism also exposed the facl that the separation betwesn
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‘chﬂmafmdthemmhrgelymldwloglceiomthathﬁuthemmm
soirce of exploitation and oppression in cap:ta]ist social formation, (Nzimsnde and
Sikhosana 1992: 12)

In insisting on the fusion between civil society and the state, Nzimande and Sikhosana re-affirmeu the
classical Marxist conception of the state sccording to which the state is simply an instrument of class
struggle. Their enderiying conception of democracy can be seen to have entailed a view of the “place of
power" as permanently occnpisd by a single social force, the proletariat.
mmnuastmNzimanc}canr;Sikhossmmhcrﬂmndsmtheume concentrated on questions of social
diversity and heterogeneity. Thess writers believed that the new social movements could potsntially form
a "post-modern® civil society characterised by social heterogzneity, conflict und by a broadening of the
area of tolerance, formal human rights and civil and political libertics. These writers highlighted the
possible detrimental sffects of a hegemonic political culture in which civil sociely is closed, non-phiralist,
homogenous, naturally harmonicus and conflict-fres, (See Friedman 1991, Glaser 1991 and Nina 1992)
Sirokins, for example, argued that,

where street coramitiees got off the ground in the townships in the 1984-1986 period,

two things seemed to have happeued: either broader political affiliations wers ignored,

or more frequently and in contravention of freedom of association, & political grouping

exercised control over an area and prevented supporiers of ifs rivals from entering the
local arena. (see Simkins 1988: 30)

In the same vein Friedman argued that whilst opposition movements were relatively successful in
establishing a separate "sphere” for non-state activities in their stmggle against the totalifarian “impnlses'
of the apartheid state, they nonetheless posited a conception of a future civil society defined solely by the
boundaries of these particular political organisations and social movements, As he put it,

in both activist rhetoric and theoretical writing, the gap between proclaiming social
mavements as imporiant elements and asserting that they are that society are perilously
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thin. The discourss suggesis that the entire range of interests and vatves within civil
society may be represented by. particular organisations....plratism is thus used to defend
1ot & diversity of interests and values within civil society but 3 pluralism between civil
society and the stuie, both of which are seen a3 vehicles of oor golitical teadition ... the
result is to legitimise a new assgult on pluralism, in which the totalising *people's state”
has, amocbe ke split into twe elem s, “siate” and "civil society’, democracy consists
of debate and contest betworn thew and within them - hnmbetmnthemwwm
of society. (See Friedman 1991a:10)  © 2
In chapier four we exminine the ways in which the ‘civil society’ debats impacted on the democratic

discourse of COSATU from 1990-1993,

Conclusion 5 _

In thie chapter we have argusd that men Apartheid rule during the 1960's had attempted to
entrench white political control in South Africa and to repress civil sacisty. (See, for example, Adam and
Gilomoe 1979, Gilomes and Schlemmer 1989) It constitated an attempt to permanently occupy the "place
of power" and to suppress the emergence of any independent initiatives with the potential to threaten the
apartheid project, Against this background the struggles of the Charterist opposition during the 1980's
repm:danmpmmrmﬂm of civil society. At the same time the political identity of this
opposition can be sten to have involved a conception ofdemocmcypre&imtedmoxe on the assumptions of
proletartan democracy as opposed to thase of a pluralist conception of democracy, Such was the nature of
the Charterist opposition, that, when sufficiently pressed on the issue of which "democracy’ - proletarian
or procedural - it endorsed, the ‘proletarian’ would have been selected gver the procedural’. In the nast
chaptgrwaarguethatihemem;rged_inﬂwmnksofﬂgFOSATUunions of the late lmd;samnwpﬁonof
democracy at odds with the one we have aitributed to the Charterist tradition,



CHAPTER THREE THE INDEPENDENT UNIONS OF T’HE 1970'5
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Themgmdtnﬂemmimhe Imsmkmthebeginnmgcfa newcyclémﬂwonsmng B
de Afvica'y chvil society. The sew unions of the 1970's concentrated on building their
mmmmkwﬁtwﬂmﬁpubhcsphm.wmtmmmm
' divoros of economxics and politica by relating demands for a workplace *rule of Law* to normal issues of
mﬁ_m.ﬁgwmmmwgmwﬁmﬂmmmbamdma dqctrincof
swarkee cmotrol. Tis dootsine wes bese on the notion of partcipatory democracy which emphasised
M\gm-w members, open debete, grass-roots participation in decision-making and
 umlon i froen nitional political movements, The instittional expression of this democratic
mmh#m&mmmwmmmMﬁmm@m
mm@mm.mmmﬁi:wmummatmmpuwfammﬁc
worker contred, afbeis not always consistently inplemented, became a orucial characteristic by which
FOSATYU affiliated unions in particular distinguished themsslves from other unions, FOSATU uﬁom
were animated by an iml;liciﬂy democratic *logic of institutionalised pluralism® in contrast to the
Congress-alignad unionism of SACTU in the 11 50's which ca. be ssen to have been predicated ona
proletarion conception of democracy-. Although there seems to be evidence that there existed (at least
some) suppoit within the ranks of FOSATU of a form of workers' control more easily reconcilabie with
proletarian than pinralist democracy, the nature of FOSATU was such , that, when sufficiently pressed on
thcismcofwhich‘dcmocracy‘-pmlemﬁmmpmwduml-ﬂ:ﬂﬂommepmoeduralwmﬂdhmbem
selected ver the proletarian, Taken in the round the various features of FOSATU - the doctrine of warker
conirol,ﬁsmdependemcmmmhﬁonwimﬁum—mbeﬁwedaswmm
belonging to the sama complex, democracy. They exhibit properties mmmt@i_m 2 conception of
democracy a8 indeterminate and procedural and, as such, stand in 8 relation of affinity to a fully blowa
democratic project as defined throughout in my thesis,



6%

The Emergence of independent Unio~s in the 1979'557'._25 |

In the 1950's the state introduced an industrial relations system designed to extlude the African lsbour
force from collective bargaining and negotiating power. It controlied the movement of workers and the
allocation of their Iabour by means of influx control laws and the 1sbour bureaux system, job reservation
42 gnd the denial of the right to vote, The pass laws were tightened and new controls reserved all skilled
Ttabour for other races. African workers were relepated to unskilled manual work and they could only work
legally if they acceptad a job offered by a government official. They were casily replaced and the tightenc
pass laws increased the risk of losing a job%3. African unions could not use official channels to influence
their members' woess, - three laws passed betwoen 1953 and 1956 cut them off from any direct say in the
official machinery which set minimum African pay. The 1933 Bantu Labour (Settlement of Disputes) Act
was designied specifically to cripple African unions, The new law installed government officials, Dantu
Labour Officers, 3¢ African workers' only representatives to emplayers and the wage board. The board
could now deal with the labour officers instead of unions and the new officials spent most of their time
Lielping employers keep African unions at bay. (See, for example, Homer 1976, Lambert 1983, Lewis
1981, Roux 1964)

The limitations the Nationalist Party placed on the uniosis severely cuitgiled their independence. As a
result of these restrictions the unions aligned themselves closaly with wider political movements. SACTU,
right from its inception, became part of the Congress Alliance and participated actively in the mass

political campaigns of the 1930's. SACTU members often formed a considerable proportion of membars in

42 The industris] colonr bar bad its origins in the mining industry. The Mines and Works Act of 1911 as amended in
1926 excluded Africans from specific ocoupstions. The act remained in operation throughont the 1970, The Bantu
Bailding Workers Act of 1951 curtailed the employment of Afticans in skilled occupations in the building industry in
urban areas other than African townships. The job reservation clause section 77 of the Industrial Conciliation Act of
1956 made explivit provision for the reservation of work for members of different population groups. Fa 1971 26 job
reservations preserving ceriain occupations exclusively for whites were in force, but the shoriage of skilled labour led
to a slight relakation and at the end of 1975 24 were in force.

43 Sec our carlier discussion on the "post-totalitarian” social conteact in chapter two,
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ANC branches. Friedman has argued that SACTU was 2 "captive of the nationalists” and that it
concentrated on wider political issues to the detriment of building ap its own resources on the factory-
ﬂn;r. %Cmmam,emywm'n&h@nﬂlibuaﬁonmuggle. It functionad as a
transmission belt conveying nationalist politics to the working ¢lass.(Friedman 1937: 26) 44 Fine and
Davies have taken Friedmen's argument further by arguing that SACTU's unjonism was not merely
"political®, but it also cinbraced & definite kind of politicul oricvtation, one that was influznced by ihe
Comvenunist Party and oriented towards the Congress tradition. According to them

a battle was fought out between those who sought to use SACTU as a springboard for

building working class orientaiion in Congress and those who sought to construct a

mass base for nationalist politics throngh the medinm of SACTU...The problein lay not

in the subordination of economics to politics, but in the substance of the politics that
prevailed. (Fine and Davies 1990:10)

In time SACTU's political orientation became heavily influenced by Communist Party politics. The Party's
political strategy can bé seen to have opposed atteé_mpts to reform apartheid from below or to develop the
popular erganisations of civil society except in so fur as they fed into the armed revolutionary struggle. In
chapter two we argued that this sirategy was not just a sevolutionary strategy, but a revolutionism which
counterpoised itself to civil sociely. Confounding the peneral guestion of reform with the top-down modet
of reform pursued in the previous period, this strategy ended up rejechng all partial seforms, all particular
campaigns, all negotiations with the state and all participation in official bodies. it formulated the
relationship betwesn apartheid and capital it a functionalist mode, analysing the dynamics of apartheid by
ref.rence to the needs and interests of capital alone in isolation from the contested {errain of popular

struggle. (Ses, for example, Johnstone 1970, Legassick 1973, Trapido 1971, Wolpe 1970) This strategy

44 the *"SACTU question” is hotly debated. Lambert, e.g. has argued that the sitnation was more complex and that
SACTU conventrated heavily on grassroots organisations and the building of factory floor commiteees, Politien did not
divert SACTU from its political tasks end its engagements in the elliance actually strenpthened workplace
organisation. (See, for example, Lambert 1985) Differing interpretations of SACTU's history have informed different
analyses of the sucresses and failures of the union movement during the 1970's.
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posxalar ismde. By contrast in the 1970's the independent unions s.ove to build up their power in the
mm&e&mdmbﬁum&mmmmm;ﬁmapmm
The wnions repestodly relied on the organised collective strength of workess 10 try and meet their
Mmmmmmmmmwmmbm&mmmmmmﬁmm
of self-defence, that resl reform was possible and thet institurional struggle could be effective, Their
emnrgcneemarkedthebcginningofancwcycleintheongoingdevelopmeninfciﬁlsoday.wﬁﬂemost

of black civil society remained excluded from the formal political process ang largely quiescent in the face

of state repression, the unions that emerged during the 1970's was a visible reminder of the aparthsid
governmeat's tenuous claim 10 represent 2 hegemonic political project, apariheid. During 1970’ the
Nationalist Party began to sanction a wider public sphere which opmedup "new poisibilities for
opposition. Growing black militancy, foreign pressure, changes in the Afiikaner class composition and the
fiscal crisis of the South Africa state propelled the government away from classic apartheid during the
19'70's, The SOWETO uprisings of 1976 brought home to dominant groupe the realisation that if their
mmrmsmﬁbesecmedmﬂwlongmadﬂingsﬂuﬁnmscfmﬁﬂmmlandpoﬁﬁcd

representation would have to be modified to cater for at least some sectors of the black majority,

The unions' first era from 1973 to 1976 was a struggle for survival as the tn.ons baitled to obtain
recogrition in 2 hostile environment, with both the state 2nd capital opposed to their existence. The wave

of si+i%es in 1973 canght the South African state and employers by surpriss. Betwsen 61 000 and 100 000
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African workers went on strike in demand of higher wages, (Foranmvieﬁofthe;%Wsﬁm
see Maree 1986) ﬁwmn&mummmmgmmmmmm
tradle unions, but bodies that seemed keas challenging (o the stazs and capital¥S, In Cape Town the
wwmwmmmmammmmmmmm
.mnmiﬁmmdmmenprmmonmamgmmmmgmmmdugwmmmmemﬂsm
In 1976mmmganmmmvﬁnmmwkm50memamm
upheavals severely distupted the indepeudei‘tt unions' organisation. The state impused the most repressive
messures yet taken against the independent unions when it prohibited the perticipation of twenty two

activists in the organisation by imposing banning orders on them.

From 1976 - 1979 the unions managed to establish themselves firmly at a8 small aumber of companies.
While their main efforts were dircited st shopfloor mobilisation, they sl conducted fairly intenaive
international campeigns in thetr offorts to gain recognition at these companies. At the end of 1979 the
uﬁomhsdmmssﬁﬂlywhbﬁsheﬂamﬂﬂmbam%hadmmmﬁ@ﬁwm@iﬁm

agreemenis with companies, but were organising at a considerably larger number of enterpriess.

In 1979 the state decided to recognise African unions after the Wiehahn Comnnission's first seport in
1979. The Wichahn's Commission's motfives were contradicioi;. The intention was to control the
emerging unions by Idmwing them into the established industrial relations system, in particular the
Industrial Councils, thus pre-enipting attempts by these unions fo establish a shop-floor presence and to
widen the scope of their activities into non-industrial relations arenas. This required giving unregistered
unions state recognition, enabling them to win space in their attempt to move beyond the wauggle for
recognition to direct negotiation at shop-floor level. (See, for instance, Cornell and Kooy 1981)

43 The institntions that emerged a5 forermners of the independent unions were the General Factosy Workers® Benefit
Fund in Durban snd Pietermaritzburg, the Urben Training Project and the Industrial Aid Society on the
‘W:twatersrand and the Western Frovince Workers' Advice Burean in Cape Town. (see Marce (od.) 1987: 2)



FOSATU and““"; Doctrine of Wmimrcmﬂml
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aﬂihamlumms. (See Marx 1992”195) It was anunﬂmlrabody wmmwmmm :
mw.mwmmmmammmmmmmw Although
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affairs and officials, (see Maree 1932.){Fmaaomﬁag_uﬁheum:yunmeadingupmmmmaf
FOSATU, see, for example Baskin 1991, Friedman 19875_ '

FOSATU unionsmdis&nglﬂshedbymeir refusal'to engage in political action mui&&aﬁbit& the
shon-doorcomernscftheumembemandcschewedahgnmenthth national pohumlmmmts Thcy” |
thusstrowiomnracngmhc.nagmemcntsandedabhshaneﬁhwvuhopmdmmmiheplmdI :

loymentofthearmbeu mwmmmsauonmmgmmmmmmm«_,”
employmnt.unprwedwuhngmndiuons,mcludmgamrkplm “rule of law", asmllashxghzﬂwdn
of remuneration. FOSATUmmﬂdwﬂydlﬂmgmshedﬁommhumby_zmmOn
buildicg vnions from a stroag base of wamber participstion and on punwiing ifs Mestbers' Soonomic
' mum”wmm.rosammmmmmoﬁmmmﬁﬁmbymgoﬁaﬁngmﬁm@mmgniﬁm_'
agreements with many companies, The agreements usuaily contained-the right ta- negotiats wages acid
working conditions at plant level, as well as procedural agreements such ¢ 3 grisvance, dismissal and
retrenchment procedures. The unions challenged arbitrary managerial prerogative in the workplace. ‘The
- policy and practice of many of the FOSATU umions to place sirong cmphasis on an active role fir shop
m:dsintbewoﬁé:m (See Baskin 1982 and Swilling 1984)

M
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The founders of FOSATU had in common that they were commitied to forging demaocratic unions, In all
cases the founding leaders constituted white intellectuals and some Africans with previous trade union
experience. Aware that there was the danger  lienating themselves from the bese of workers the
founders were at pains to build up internal demacracy as quickiy as possible. Internial democracy came to
be ﬁalued for at least three reasons: Firsﬂy,lithc struggle for pattial reforms in the workplace and the
demand for legal space in which to organise; secondly, the democratic self-organisation of workers and
the building up of tiw docision-making capacity of uneducated workers vis-a-vis their identities 55 workers
(as effective union regresentatives) and their identities as political citize.ns.(as effective working class
leaders), and thirdly, the struggle for indapendence from nationa! political movementsand the state.

Democracy and the Unions as Instruments of Collsctive Bargaining

First and foremost internal ﬁcmocracyeamctnbcvshwdinasﬁrasitmntributedtoﬂwmilimeeuf
unjons as instruments of collective bargaining, Most unions pliced great emphasis on worker
participation from the start and strove to gain direct recoguition of the union from managemsnt,
Generally, the greater the in-depth workplace organisation taking place in the unions, the mote successful
they were in acquiring a power base. The Consultative Comimittee of Biack Trade Unions, which placed
less emphasis on intensive shop-floor organisation than FOSATU did, accordingly had a weaker power
base at the end of the 1970%s. This was subsequently demonstrated by the advances the trade union
groupings made in gaining workplace recognition. At the end of 1983 the FOSATU utnions had no less
than 285 formal recognition agreements whereas the urnions in CUSA, which was more or less the
successor of the Consultative Committee, had less than 8 quarter of that with only 62 agresments. (Mares
1986: 660) ‘The central task that FOSATU unions set for themselves was to build up their puwer base on
democratic shopfloor organisation, It was made clear to workers that they would have to rely o their own
strength to improve theit wages and working condition. Unfon beaefits wers almost non-existent, Workers
were given not oniv formal and regular training by unions organisers, but also learning through
experience and struggle in negotiations and conflict with management, Formal education and training of

workers was undertaken by all the union groupings at thie outset as a way of advencing workers knowledge
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and understonding and preparing them 1o take control of the whions. In this shopstewards were given 2
pivotal role. They were given the key task of reciuiting and organising workers, collecting subscriptions,
canvassing worker positions ox issues and taking thern up with management. This required them to meet
rogularly as committses where they also rective+ training.

Union leaders were also st pains to establish democratic structures. A crucial eomponeﬁtoftlwdoctrimof
“worker control" was the doctrine of “reform from below", In all the unions the level at which worker
leaders were most represeniative was ou the shopfloor. (See Maree 1986: 642) Besides the daily contact
shopstewards and work committes members had wﬂh their rank and file members, the committees tended
to hold regular weekly meetings at wrich they had te report on their shopfleor actions to their fellow
wuttion members. Thers existed a form of representative democracy in most unions, The principle of worker
represeniative majorities was constitutionaily ensured st all hierarchical levels, This principles broke with
the formalistic notion of representation which charicleriged the old forms of libsraticn organisation,
emphasising instead the principle that workers sh;;uid'p;}ﬁcipate not only in action, but in decision-

making prosesses over how to act.

Democracy and Self-empowanﬁeﬁt

Jnternal democracy was alse valued in as far as it built up the decision-making capacity of uneducated
workers vis-a-vis their identities as workers (as effective nnion represéntatives) and their identities as
political citizens, {as effective working class leaders). The form of democracy that the founders of
FOSATU had in mind was explained by Alec Erwin who became the first general secretary of FOSATU.

It seems to me that there are, broadly speaking, two conceptions of democracy
One I would style a radicaldiberal conception which is that everyone must
have say and be allowed 1o voie. And within those Heople someone must be a
leader. I think that kind of demncracy is actually open to disguised powes
manipulation and control becauss every man speaking will not change basic
structures or institutior 1 socisty, We'd say you must have resilient
structures that can bold pauple accountable in 2 real senge. So the alternative
conception of democracy is a much more structured view: that peopls must be
gble to control what is possible to control. We musi establish more definite
siructures of sccountability. So what we were trying to build in TUACC, and
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are presently trying to achieve in FOSATU, is that the democratic stracture

must be tirongh a process of the fhctory controlling the shop steward becavse

that man the worker sees everyday in the plant, his access to him is far

greater. Then the shop steward sit# on the BEC and the report back system is

structured and definite. 1 I could contrast this 10, say, to a BEC that's elected

st ap AGM. There is no clear structure of systematic accountsbility there.

Now that is & very much slower process, becanse structures in themselves

never create democracy. So once having built shop stewards you then have to

make them effective shop stewards. I they are effectivs their membership ie

£oing 1o be more informed, conscions and interested in kngwing what they are

doing. And lkewise good shopstewards will make 2 good BEC, and a good

BEC a good nationa! Exécutive Committes.(quoted in Maree 1986 320}
Erwin's conception of democracy entailed a strong emphasis on perticipatory democracy and
sceountability of leaders to their followsrs. In part the strong emphasis that FOSATU leaders placed on
this aspect of the doctrine of worker control can be explained by examining the capacity of newly
uoijonised workers fo represént themselves. The overwhelming majority of the unions' members were
Africans with at most a lower primary school education which barely made them literate, were located in
the least skilled occupations in industry where they tended to kave no control over the application f their
iabour-power and were nof allowed any say over their working conditions. Added to this was the fact that
Advicans were denled any participation it the political processes of the country, Even their freedom to
decide where they would live and work was removed from the by the gpartheid state. Given their socio-
political background most African workers who joined the unions, had xuot acquired the capacities to make
decisions over issues that effected their working lives. Classical liberal processes of representation
whereby the will of the represented is transfermd directly to the representative. (who, in turm, are bound
by the political horizons of the represented) were not easily implemenied in a political environment in
which workers initially lacked the capacity to hoid their representatives accountable. Intellectual leaders
could easily play a dominant and overwhelming role in the unions. The basic way in which the intellectusl
ieaders sought to reduce their dominance and influential position was to build democratic workers' control
frem the shopfloor level upwards. According to Mares by and large FOSATU leaders were not in
“fundamental conflict with the rank and file workers by (rying to impd ¢ their own ideology on relutant
workers®. (Maree 1986: 666) They were generally not granted a Jegitimate leadership role unless they
were percieved by the workers to be acling broadly in the workers’ interests. To the extent that the anions
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dmnocracymsswghtasmmcflmaldngdmocxaﬁcrepmmaﬁonposﬁbh It was centrally concerned
with building the democratic capacities of worker as political subjects, In this scnse internal democracy in
FOSATU can be seen o have stood in a relation of affinity to that kind of democratic project that is
concernad with mechanisims and procedures for (he esiablishment of 8 democratic popular will.

Democracy and Political Independence ..

-mmmﬁwmmmamukmwmmdmmmﬁm&mmﬁmmﬁmm
South Africa, and 4s such was concarned with wider questions of political transformation, For a large part of
its life FOSATU refused to be drawn imto wider debates on national political issues. In fact it was only really
during the unity talks of 1981 and the political uprisings in 1984 that FOSATU was forced 10 begin to
articulate its views on wider political issues. FOSATU aligned unions did 1ot engage in political issues which
would have brought them into direct confroniation with the state duzing the 1970's, The unions also did not
affiliate to any other movement during the seventies. For the most part the unions concentraisd their energies
on oreating cntty points into the workplacs and building up their organisational strength on the shopfloor, Th2
strategy of the FOSATU umions formed a st contrast with the policy of SACTU which took up the issues
of state power from its inception on the giounds that economic exploitation could not be divorced from
political oppression. This did not mean that the strategy adopted by FOSATU unions was politicatly
itrelevant. Its political significance lay in the fact that the independent unions were putting &ll their energy
into organising and building up the collective strength of the black working class where it was poteuﬁally
most powerful, namely at the point where they exerted labour power, Trade unions' ultimate weapon against
the state ig the power to withhold lsbour, whereas the state has a multitude of weapons it can bring to bear
againstth;uniom.Abroaqpoliﬁcalmuvementwhichcsuconfmntthcsmtcstalllevclswithawidermgeof
strategies would be & more suitsble weapen. Insiead the unions played aw important role in Isyiog the
foundations which could assist in th¢ eventual transformation of the social relations of production in the

workplace.
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Htrm.thtilnbttonay!hatttht!idmtmdﬂmmandmnhadwﬁ&nswithmﬂleFOSA'Iﬁ
wm&mmmmmmmdwﬁammmﬁmm
mmmﬁelﬁlm&ytﬂm The one fradition included POSATU unions such as PWAWU
F g, Mﬂ*AﬂMWnﬁmMMT&WMﬁMMWMUMM)M
 group of wnions emphasised the importance of strong grassroots organisstion and representstive
Gemocracy. (Baskin 1991: 103) It also accepted that the strugple was fundamentally for nationsl
m and hemenauona: ciematic in character. But it was not hostils 1o questions of socialism.
miumthe'i&aofenmngamm*m;nyu&mmﬁngamﬂm or based exclusively on
I mW.Mamtﬂt,itemumgedparﬁd‘paﬁoniEthebroadestbossiblerangeofclasses
-‘ within the anti-apartheid alliance. The second group was mong}ylwated in the early FOSATU tradition

of an “independent worker” bloc, and inclade " +i'and Allied Workers Union), and NUTW
(National Union of Textile Workers). it placed , < * g grass-roots structures, Politically
it was often, but tiot elways, cautions towsrds the * V. “»d nationalist politics, Xt envisaged

an alternative working-class organisation in both factory a4 « . "anaity, separate from the traditions of
the UDF, SACP and ANC. Iis practice, particularly in the case of NUS 3, often amounted to political
abstentionism. (Sée Baskin 1991: 103 ) These unions stressed independence -bocause they valned hlghly
their autcnomy from bisck nationalist current and from the SACP. This position was most strongly
articulated by FOSATU's general secretary, Joe Foster, in 1982 during the debate on the unians' affiliation
to the UDF. Although most unions did not decide to affiliate to the UDF, FOSATU as'a whole was
confronted with the task of formulating a position on a possible political role fmf itsell, At FOSATU's
1982 Congress Foster gave a landmark speech that opened up a vigorons debate arqund the role of the
mmmmmmmnumﬁmmmmmmmfmﬁmmmgm
miovement with a strong factory floor emphasis, He argucd that political organigstions cannot fulfil the
requirements of worker organisations. He stated that a "populist” alliance of various classes was necessary
but that the ANC, as the leader of such an alliance was ening too much on the side of accommodation of
capitalists and others outside of the working class, As a result South Africa nesded a more explicitly
working class movement that would ensbls "workers to pisy .a major political role as workers.” The



79

FOSATU position was premised on Foster’s concept of an “independent workers' movement” in which
m'wﬁmmmmmwmmmcwmwmwmw
m(mFMI%Z)FWs..MMmmmﬁmﬁmmmwhﬁngwuﬁe&im
that any one organisation could claim % be the sole and suthentic representative of the working class. At
the same tme Foster's conception of trade umion “independence® might be sen to comtain more
mould of what might be called an organisational class reductionism according to which unions represest
edthcmrﬁngchw,whﬂeﬁeANC(andmﬂwSACP)mmemedﬂwmmegmidaW.hatvmst
siake in the debate on union independence from cougress, according to this conception was the
independance of the working class from the petty bourgeoisie. In a second subdiscourse vnions
independence had a more simple organisational mesning, U!Hw_‘:‘mrc the direct representatives of
pﬁfﬁaﬂarworkminﬂmircapacityssmrkmand(sodefendé:ﬁgofindependmarguedmimpﬁed)
_?i'uuldcnmpmnﬂsedcmocmcyforthesesamemrkmwemthese:&ionstofallunde:thedimcﬁonofan
external activist etite. Unions were the vehicles through which organised workers qua organised workers
could most democratically express their power in the workplace. The subordination of unions to full-time
political activists (nationalists or communists) would inevitably weaken this power. (See Glaser 1992) &
15 possible to detact in this latter position important democratic impulses. Foster's speech can be seen 1o
have questioned the role of the Conununist Party as the only representative of the working class. The
response te Foster's speech from the South African Communist Party (SACP) amounted to a strong
rejection of his view:

There has been and is a political party of the working class. To altempt to form a new

movement without first setting the record straight must lead to confusion, perhaps

disaster...the existence and achievemenis of the Communist Party are well known to

evetyone. Its members today are in the front line of struggle. Dare FOSATU ignore this?

And dare it ignore cither the confusion or division it wili sow in the ranks of the

working class if its sets up a new workers' movement in competition with or glongeide
the still living Communist Party? (Toussaint 1983: 45)

- I‘::J':-'}
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Underlying Toussain's viow was the idea that tnions must be subordinated fo a political party. His ws a
conception of the Commubist Party a¢ the “sols and authentic representative of the working class®, The
SACP claimed privileged access 1o a “acientific' comprehension of South African society and, therefors, of
MMWWMMMQnmmm(M}MmmM
parties harve doe in the course of this century, it believed itself entitlsd by (heoretical) right to ssume
regpomsibility Tor the organisation of society and its governance. Hence its aspiration to 2 totalising role in
thw@eh‘maﬂmﬂimmwnhﬁlﬁwm BymMFWsﬁmmhmmm
| mmeWnﬁmthmmmummdapﬁoﬁpﬁﬁm
otganising foecss in society. With the rejection of 2 privileged vanguard force can be soen to come &
maﬁmmmmwmﬁngcimmmﬂaﬁonmclaimtompmtﬂuwmﬁngcimaxa
Whole. As we argued carlier in the classical Marxist conception of "proletarian democracy” institutions of
poitical pluratism become completely redundant in the context of a singlé pre-given proletarian society.
By equating democracy with a substantive proletarian homogeneity Marxist theory privileges and
humogenises the proletariat into the only legitimate actor for social transformation. The unions would
compromise democracy if they would 2411 under a leadership external to themselves. Implicit in s view
was a recognition that it was important for the unions fo secure an independent institutional base in order
to guaraniee sufficient democratic space in which to carry out their programmes, This view ¢ntailed a
recognition of the fact that in order to alter the identity of the state and socicty inadimcﬁ}sn;iﬁazis
beneficial for workers, it was necessary to build up ap independent institutional identity in the context of
wider social and political differsntiation.

Ofmmmmmwnbeaoqﬁredmdmaimﬁanimmtmmmmemmﬁmofdmomﬁc
deciston-making. The indepsndence of group x from group y is, in other words, indspendent of the
political principles in terms of which intra organisational rejations are tismselves ordered, FOSATU's
independence could, then, have been combined with non-democratic relations within FOSATU itself.
Similarly, that group x is ‘independent’ of groups y and z does not entail that relations smongst these
groups are democratic. However, the protagonists of the FOSATU strategy never saw matiers thus, They
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perceived their independence as dependent upont intra union and federstion democracy. Independence was
sought not in isolation, but by means of a culture of internal democracy. The struggle for wider potitical
indspendence was intimately bound up with a culturs of internal democracy that bad as one of its main
objectives the poltitical self-empowerment of workers as active citizens in an environment of

accauntability and democratic representation.

Intetnal democracy was alsc valued in as far as it aliowed FOSATU unions io engage with the state from
a position of power, FOSATU unions were alzo concerned to show that real independence from the state
mﬂdnotnwessaﬁlybesecﬁredforn&aﬂyﬂ&ongh affirmations of non-co-operation, boycott, isolation, ctc.
but ratber through the growth of working class organisation. and the building of autonomons institutional
bases. The self-organisation of workers and 1he struggle for reform in the workplace were inseparable
twins which lay al the heart of the unions’ challenge to the prevailing orthodoxies of anti-institutional
radicalivm, The strength of this doctrine was revealed, for example, in the responge of the new unions to
state-initiated Iabour reforms, where they successfully broke from the frame of the “dictatorship of the
proletariat” by constructively adapting to new conditions of legality. The period from 1980 fo 1984 was
one of rapid expansion afier the state had switched to a policy of recognising African trade unions in 1979
and a resurgence of black worker militancy from 1980 onwards, FOSATU's supporied registration on. the
condition that it unions be granted non-racial registration, FOSATU saw registration not as an "end", but
as a "means”. Underlying the FOSATU position was a view of the state ag "conlestable®, i.e. not as a
neutral arbiter nor as the instrument of one class, but "as a repressive force determined by changhng class
relation”, (See, for example Fine, de Clergand Innes 1981)

The non-registration position, as advocated by the so-cailed "éommunity unions" saw registration ae an,
atteinpt to place limitations over trade unions. Implicit in this position was a view of (he state as
repressive and not “contestable”. Registration was viewed as a loss of independence for trads unions and
incorporation into the stats, (Seg, for instance, Hirsh and Nicol 1981) Those advocating non-registration
argued that the FOSATU position did not sufficiently take into account state power and 1ts spesificities,
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The same charge could, however, be levelled at the defenders on "non-registration®. By refusing to contest
state structures, unions that adopted non-registration were int dunger of treating the state as uncontestable
andhmauamimmmmwmwmw,_mwmemwmfmw
masses. (Poulantzas 1980: 254) Underlying this perspective was a view of the siale as g fixed and
homogenous entity, incapable of being constituted through relations with other social forces. The anti-
registration position involved a rejeciion of the kiea that it is possible to wags & protracted struggle within
thzsm.e,i.e.amugalethathasasimgodmthesaizxn(andmshing)ofmwpam,mm
transformation of the state spparatus. It was reliant on & centrist and instrumentalist view of the state, &
view which makes it impossible for us to engage in anything other than “frontal attacks” on the citadels of
state power. it can be seen to have underestimaied the complexity of an advanced industrial economy, and
ihe sorts of problems which are involved in its management, whether by the capitalist class or by the
armed workers during the "Dictatorship of the Projetariat® - and seems fo assume that once the working
ishass seize power they will antomatically bave the skills and capacities to run the economy, The FOSATU
position, on the other hand can be seen fo have contained an implicit recognition that struggles within
¢ivil society play & mgjor role in sha_:ping the nature of "the state”, and state projects, in turn, directly
impact upon “¢ivil society'. It acknowisdged a mutually determining and symbiotic relationship between
the siate and civil society and it represented a inore democratic undsrstan&mg of the trangition 1o & post«
capitalist economy, The decision to regisier with the state and participate in the official industrial
relations system contained an (albeit impiicit) conception of the nature of the modern state, and in |
particular, of democracy, at variance with that of the Congress movement. In refusing to kowiow to 8
strategy formulated externally, morve specifically, in rejecting the role and goal ascribed to the trade union
movement by the SACP, the FOSATU unions were not abdicating from the struggle for demiocracy in
South Africa. Their strategy was patiently to develop and consolidate and "indspendent institutional base™
rather than immediately engage in 3 direct confrontation over state power, This FOSATU position rested
upon a specific coziception of the state in modern capitalism, one guite different from that inferming the
strategy of the Congress inovement. In the perspective of FOSATU the state' was instead understood as an
ensemble of institutions and projects whose cosfficient of cohesions and class domination depends en the
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_ o mmammmmmmummmmm
mywmmwmmwmwmmmumwmw

' soem t have rested on # specific conception of the modeus state eud ifs relation % socisty. In contrast to

o e superhard decermindsm of the classical Marxdst conception, that of FOSATU can be seen 1o hsve

recognised the stats capsble of generating differentitl efficts depending on the balance of power, both
within and without the siate spparatuses. It is of opurse not inconceivable that 2 totalitarian formation
could further its stroggle by making use of such a margin of mdmrmimcy.now,'ifounsimm
confunction with FOSATLY's internal democratic culfure we might argue that its strategy of contesting the
state's labour reiations system wes based on a deinocratic understanding of political power. |

_The political tensions in FOSATU never resulted in an exaggerated factionalism capable of immobilising
the foderation. This svas ia part due o the fact that the doctrin &nd practios of democratic worker control,
as understood by FOSATU, was an all embracing set of guidelines that sccommodated the presence of
tensions and straing in the FOSATU's political strategy. It was effective as an umbrelia doctrine becanse it
did pot ¢laim t¢ be a set of political principles tied to a specific political position vis-a-vis sirategies for
political transformation. Its principle aim was to provide 4 set of procedural guidelines for prooedural. and
participatory practices. As such the doctrine did not possess an invariant and intrinsic set of political
principles. It was a,ble to includs a varicty of democratic forms and principles vis-a-vis political
transformation under its roof. Its main obiective was to provide a strategic framework for a cultare of
worker self-empowerment. The existence of this culiure facilitated 2 host of other strategic objectives
(such as independance from national political organisations). These objectives, however, did not comprise
the sole essence of the doctrine, )

Conclusion
In this chapter we have argued that such was the nature of FOSATU, that, when sufficiently pressed on
the issue of which “democracy' - proletarian or procedural - it enidorsed, the “procediral’ would have been



stlected over the ‘proletarian’. Taken in the round, the vatious properties of FOSATU - the doctrine of =

worker self-empowerment, its independence and can be soen to have stood in 2 relation of affinity o a
fully Blown democratic project as defined throughout in the thesis, That the relevant political question
{"democracy’ or “totalitarianism”} was never addressed explicitly cait b2 attribuied to the possibility that
the issue of national politicat arrangements and of how to identify the populist will on & nationsal scale had
not crossed the threshold of political reflection in FOSATU as this was not an issue of pressing
importance for the major part of its e:nsjt\emc. Trade unions concenirating on in-depth shopfloor
"« yrganisgtion are structurally and organisaﬁdliaﬂy net the rhost snitable institutions for taking up issues
beyond the shopfloor in a dizrect and democratic manner. Community oxganization with democratic
representation in the residential areas would, for instance, be more suitable organisations for taking l.llp
community-based issues. It can also be sttributed to the specific horizons of the national political
discourse of the wider Liberation movement. In this discoyrse the main objective was the dismantling of
the apartheid state. In the early 1980's debates around post-apartheid political pluralism had not yet been
articulated explicitly in the discourse of national political movemenis. The discourse was centred around a
politics of showdown. Potitical movements were regrouping after the crackdowns of the 1970's.'rh€_ir main
aim was 10 build independent (of the apantheid state) institational fortresses in black townships ax%?i R
state-fargeted areas, It was an oppositional discourse that had as its main frame of referenoa un

authorilarian state,

For FOSATU unions the main aim was 10 build their own capacity for worker control. The achievements
of the FOSATU unions were outstanding, not least because they brought nmdreds of black workers into
public life and began to assert (albeit often hesitantly and implicitly) the democratic importarice of an
autonomous civil society, The significance ofdwﬁﬂmmhymanlyinﬂwmnmwﬁ@pf
black trade unionism, but in the attempt to reconstruct the politicai culture of the liberation movernent. .
{See, for example, Fine 1992, Glaser 1992) The unspoken premise was that the struggle over indepmami',
institutional terrains was crucial in the wider struggle against apartheid. During this period the unions

began to shift the focus of apposition from counterproductive and often rhetorical direct challenges to the
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apartheid stats to the nurtoring aof antonomons political institutions. Although these seemingly posed no
iramediste threat to the state the uriions began o build the seeds of an autonomaas civil society. Ia this
sense, then, their efforts were from the stert political, ﬂpﬁmw&ﬁpﬂmmdamm
mlmmmwmﬁmwmmawmamwMW
based on the ssparatica of civil soclety from the state. Whert the big questions of political power were
thmatq:onﬂwtmdennionnwvenmin.lthe 1980%, ham.ﬂﬁsmaegmmmbyﬂsl&

_ ~ pluralist counferpart,



CHAPTER FOUR: THE DEMOCRATIC IDENTIT‘( OF COSATU
FROM 1985-1993

A central feature of apposition strategy during the 1980's was the Jogic of confronation with a centrally
orgasised and powerfil mammsm“mmmwtﬁm&mmmm '
mﬁcmmnﬁmmmﬂmmmmm'&wmmeﬁummhﬁ-
apartheid opposition mevement. Consolidation against the apartheid system and its ruling efite if: 3
significant way marked the political orisatation of the opposition movement. Tn chapter two we argoed
that 4 logic of simple polarisation took root in the thinking of the Charterist opposition movemeat. This
political tradition organised itself around the Freedom Charter. It advocated a politics of "us and them”.
The idea was to pit "the people® against the apartheid state, This logic attempted to cement the opposition
and transform & poientially atomised oppositinnal society into a collective subject. The Charterist
opposition sought to institute a civil society without divisions. Underiying the logic of simple polarisation
was the idea that democracy and freedom consisted in maximising the unity of distinct and disparate
oppositional 2lements. The opposition was seen as 3 unified entity in which each patt had to be related to
¢vury other and was imbued by one and the same project of eradicating apartheid. Conflict within the
opposition was seeq to be subversive to its identity. Democracy was closely tied up with this opposition
and its mﬁwmmmmgummgm&apmdm‘ The problein of
ingtitutions whichmgﬁlampoliﬁcal conflict was ofseconda.ry:mportame. In chapier three we argued that
the logic of simple polarisation had its counterpart in a Iogic of "institutionalised pluralism” which
emphasised the rle of political institutions. Throughout the 1980's there remmained evidence of & palitical
tradition that stressed the importance of political institutions in regulating the conditions for a pluralist
contestation of democracy. Dominant in the early FOSATU days, when ugionists championed an
independent workmg class movement, this tradition can be seen 10 have involved a commitment (albe.lt

often unintended) to the institutionalisation of conflict .



87

There existed wxﬂun CEJSA'I'U a complex and often intricate interplay betwesn these two logics.
COSATU came inio existence with a leadership whose political ideology was shaped by conflicting views
on tl role of unlons in the wider struggle for democratisation. On the one hand COSATU's lescdetship
included unionists who had matused in and throwgh the political tradition of the Charterist movement.
These umionisis had a tendency to favour the logic of simple polarisation. Or: the other hand COSATU's
leadership included ﬂmue unionists who in the 1970's had fonght for an independent institutionsl base for
uaious outside of thdlacgis of both the wider tiberation movement and the aprtheid state. Thess unionists
favoured tie logic of institutional struggle. Throughout the 1980's COSATU's denity was shaped by both
these traditions which were woven into the fabric of its struggles, surfacing in different guises and with
different degress of intensity throughout the 1980',

'I‘h_is chapter dea;s mainly with COSATU" political identity vis-a-vis the dcmocmcyltbialiurian
distinction. In the previous chapter we acgued that the unions of the 1970's had MMM on building
their resoutces in the context of 1 witened public sphare which to a large measure was sanctioned or
conceded by the reforming apartheid state, Althnugh the struggles of these unions were to a large extent
“defensive”, their assertion of independence harboured important democratic implications. The unions of
{he 1970's were animated by an implicitly democratic logic of “institutionalisedt pluralism" in conwast to
the Congrass tradition and the unionism it spawqed, that of SACTU in the 1950's. While temporarily
eclipsed with the establishroes.t ¢f COSATU in 1985, the specifically FOSATU perspective was kept aiive,
Although it naver held sway, it was nonetheless implementad, albeit inconsistently, by COSATU until the
end of the decade.
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The Launch of COSATU and the Challenge to Stats Power fT

For several decades priot to the 1980 the apartheld regime had attempied to silence both public opinion
and anti-apartheid opposition outside of the state, by striving 7o eliminate their autonomy front itself. The
emancipatory struggle during the 1970' had as an (albeit untintended) consequence the restoration of an
autonomons sphere of wocial relations lmmvn-as *civil society’. During the 1980's the public sphére became
increasingly divided:into official (“state”) and oppositional (civil society’) elements. The former
underwent substantial chapges once its monopoly was broken, while the latter became increasingly free.
The mutual influence of these two domains turned out {0 be irreversible. It was not stopped by the
successive states of emergencies and it played a decisive role in the farther development of civil society

and in political trancformations during the early 1990'%.

Sincs the Iats 1970's the apartheid state had faced a sustained crisis of legitimation. (See, for example, Glaser
1984, Moss 1980, O'Meara 1982, Saul and Gelb 1981} Following the end of the short-lived boom of 1979~
1982, the crisis of political legitimacy was amplified by the slide into eaonoﬁﬁc depressicn and the scope for
concessiouary economic reforms was curtailed. Increasingly the siate was caught vp with the threat of rising
oppnaition. Elements within the state were determined to map out a longer-term stategic offensive aimed at
defusing political conflict and restracturing the economy. Proceeding from the assumption that the state was
faced with a "Total Onslaught” aimed at undermining all levels of society, the new FW Botha administration
moved swiftly to implement a "Total Strategy" with three goals: to reform the political environment, 0 co-
ordinate all state action snd to maintain state security. The new strategy was based on the re-organisation of
the territorial basis of South Africa’s economic! and political system, and involved new controls on labour

movement and settlement#S, regional deveiopment policies (notably industrial decentralisation?7) and locsl

46 5ee, for example, Bekker und Humphries 1985 Hindson and Lacey 1583
47 See, for example, Cobett, Glaser, Hindson, Swilling 1986,
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and secondstier government reforms*® and comesponding constimtional changes®S. Although “Total
Strategy” left the territorial and political basiy of Verwoerdian apartheid intact (the bantustans, influx control
and constitutional exclusion of Africans from central yovernment), it did infroduce significant modifications
to some basic institutions of palitical Jife, in panticular those instititions that regulated acress to three social
arenas: the city (through the opening up of influx control), the factory (lhrough new union xights) sud the
government (through the tri~cameral pactizment) As such *Total Strategy” was contzadiotory: it failed to
address key structural contradictions inherent in the apertheid structure snd inadvertently crested spaces for
the initiation and decpening of opposition organisation and mobilisstion. By granting industrial rights, unons
were given gpace to challenge relations in the factoties and thus, in political society in general. The repeal of
influx control legitimated &nd increasingly generated an urban movement that politicised civil society and
| destroyed lhe cornerstoncs of the Riekert policy framework, Consti‘mtional reform provided the focus for
national organisation and resistanco on & scale not seen since the 1950's, "Total Strategy's” intentions were
thwaited by the consequent resistance that was given space by the veﬁ reforrus central to "Total Strategry™.
{See Swilling and Phillips 1989: 70.73) The staie had implemented a dual process of de- and re-racialisation
of social and political life and had instituted a partial and selective re-distribution of social resources towards
~ the black majority. (Morris and Padayaches 1988: 11-16) The democratisation of social and political life that
the reform process engendered was limiled, but nonetheless significant. This process dig not entail anything
like the complete Lberatisstion of political and ideclogical Iifs, or the extension of the democratic rights of
political election and representation of the disenfranchised majority. Nevertheless the movement to initinte a
process of Jimited Lberalisation of political 1ifs was real. It allowed for significant relaxations in some very
important spheres. Space was opened up for political organisations of the popular classes o emerge openly
and for other organisations to take on additicnal ur new political profiles (e.g. COSATU and.':NECC].
Particularly in the case of COSATU space was @vailable to operate a series of high profile campaigns, (Morris

and Padayactice 1988: 11-12)

48 gee, for example, Grest and Hughes 1984,

43 See, for example, Mare 1956.



In September 1984 an explosion of mass anger and unrest had erupted In the townships of the Vaal
Mmmmmmin@podﬂmmmmmmmmphyﬁwamemmuMy
counciliors responsible for these increases. The previous year had seen the lsunch of the United
Democratic Front (UDF) and the growth of civic, student and other mass structures. (For an overview of
the emergence of the UDF see, for example, Baneli 1984, Swilling 1987) The uptisings soon spread
around the couniry, particularly to the rest of the ‘Transvaal and the Cape. The state responded with
increased repression. In October 1984 it lnoved a force of 7000 into Sshokeng township, including large
mutnbers of SADF iroops. This was a pattern which was tobefollowedrcpeetedlyintlwfollwing mouths -
and years. During 1985 massmob:lisahonconﬂnuedto grow. Itz aim was fo éstablish people's power in
the townships, This involved building organs ofpeoplcspowermhasstmetcomnutlm student councils
and area committess. Opposition organisations attsmpted to make the townships "ungovernable® for the
apartheid regime. Many methods of mobilisations were employed. Consumer boycotts apainst whits
traders in white towng adjacent 1o African and Colonred townships were common. 5o 100 were regional
and local wask stayaways. School Baycotts were widespread, and in many respects the youth became the
spearhead of the uprisings. More than 300 township residents were kilied between January and July 1985,
over half of them in security force actions. On 21 July, the povernment declared a partial state of

emergency. (For an overview of this period sse Marx 1992: 147-188, Lodge and Nasson (eds.):1992)

On November 29, 1985 COSATU was iaunched. It represented Soath Afvica's biggest trade union federation
of industrial workers in South Africa’s labour higtory, The launch of COSATU marked the coming to the
surface of & process, which as we have anempied to demonstiats, had been developing fhroughout the 1970's,
The civil society which originated during the 1970 exhibited specific and unique features, Iis characteristics
included independent self-organisation embracing working class organisations which involved the elaboration
of a collective identity (national) and the striving o secure a legal guarantee for the existence and operation of
civil society, including the legal and institutional mechanisms for mediation which would enable the unions to

fight for their independence in civil society. COSATWU's first months were spent building up its own
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organisauonalcapamy Atiheﬁm_bd‘OOSATU'slmnmh“9 679 workers, minga]lthcmqjor-in&ustrial
mapmﬁmaqﬁmumhsd-msdupmjoinm new federation. Within eighteen months these memnibers
mmmmkmmmmmmmmmmmwmwﬁa
mmwmﬁm‘mmmmmﬁmmmmwmmmmmy.
Themlfor?'mnnion,mmwmmnummmmﬁiﬁm"}mmmmgh
against emplayers. Ane!abmaﬁhiq:mhyof.ugionalandlocﬂmmmiueesmmmmwmﬂw
naticmallmwpmﬂmmmammmdimlybymmﬁmmmrmemy
twenty-nine nnjon members. Althongh the merger processes in some industries were chamscterised by
problems such as internal divisions and lack of skills, the overnil effects of mergers was o create more
cohesion within COSATU and to allow the federation to esiablish a more coherent political pressace. (IFor an
overview ¢f the initial merger processes see, for example, Baskin 1991: 109-128) But more then anything it
was meeiing the chalienge of the state of emergency and debating forms of self-defence that mﬂdbeoﬁ‘ecﬁw_
utider new repressive conditions that had 2 decisive impact on the new federation and the role it sssumed for

itself.

COSATU was a product not only of worker organisation, but also of a climate of uprising and even
insurrection. Confidence and militancy wers the halimarks of the founding congress of COSATU. "Born in to
defiance” was how one sympathetic South African newspaper characterised the COSATU launch. In a fiery
speech to the congress, Hg first Pro dent Elijah Bargji condm?:d the bantustans, the government, and
apartheid in general and calied for an end to the state of emergency, the removal of troops from the townships
and gave President Botha six months to scrap the pass laws, "If that does not take place within six months, we
will burn the passes of the black man®, Baraji declared. (Weekly Mail, 6.-12.12,1985) The preamble to the
new federation's constitation pledged it to a “united South Africa free from oppression and economic
exploitation." {quoted in Plaut 1986: 64} It became clear from COSATU's launch ¢that the federation would
become involved in the wider political struggie against apartheid, At the launch of the federation 2 new era of
working class politics it South Africa was declared when conference convener Cyril Ramaphosa sald:
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By its shiesr size COSATU will put the stamp of the working clags on South African
politics more firmly than ever before...the challenge facing COSATU will be whether it
is able to link this worker base fo the present upsurge in South Africa's black
communities, It is time for the working ¢lags to tell him (Botha) to lay down his powers
and let the legitimate leaders of the countty take over the seat he now occupies. We ali
agree that the struggle of the workets on the shopfloor cannot be separated from the
wider struggles for liberation.,.We all agree that the struggle of workers on the shop
floor cannot be separated from the wider struggle for liberation. The important question
we have 10 ask ourselves is how is COSATU going to contribute to the struggles of
liberation. As unions we have souglit to develop & conscionsness amongst worker, not
only of racial oppression, but also of thair exploitation as a working class, As unions we
have influenced the wider political struggle. Our struggles on the shopficor have
widened the gpace for straggles in the community. Theough interaction with community
organisgtions, we have developad the principle of worker controlled democratic
organisation, But our main task as workers is to develop organisstion among workers as
well 4s a strong worker leadership. We have, as unions, o &ct decigively to ensure that
we, a5 workers *ead the struggle. (Ramaphosa 1986; 44-45)

Ramaphosa's speech carried an important message. COSATU was to take on & political role, and wounld
contribute to the liberation struggle in addition to its union functions. Behind Ramaphosa's carefully chosen
phrases lay a long history of controversy and debate that had beeti one of the major ressons why the founding
of COSATU, which was discussed as early as 1979, took six difficult years to achieve. A host of issues held up
the launch, but at the heart of the discussions had been a conflict over the political identity of the unjons, (For

an averview of the unity discussion leading up to the formation of COSATL see Baskin 1991: 34-52 )

May Day 1988 and The Logic of instifutionatised Pluralism

COSATU's political stance at the jaunch quickly became a reality, At its first meeting, the central execnrtilvc
committes of COSATU (CEC), called for national unity and united mass action against the Botha governmant
to achieve an end to the pass laws and the state of emergency, the release of Nelson Mandela and other
political prisoners and the upbanning of the African National Congress (ANC), (The Star, 12.2.1986) At the
National Union of Mineworkers Congress it February 1986 workers demanded the right to stnke unrestricted
by state intervention and Cyril Ramaphosa warned employers that if mine security and police did not ketp
the:r distance during strikes, wotkers would be “forced to defend themselves.” (quoted in Greenl 1980: 9)
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~ consultancy recording 185 000 "man-isys" lostduetuindustﬁalscﬂﬁndnﬁn'glanwy alone. (Sunday Times,
20.04.1986.) Three-quarters of these strikes were ascribed to COSATU affiliates. The strikes were oftent linked
to events in neighbouring townships and frequently involved non-wage issues. (See van Niekerk and Leger
1986.y COSATU affiliates confronted the state directly while also challenging employers to reject aparthwid.
‘I‘thUMnmmuncodﬂmtitwouldstaztaeoncertedcampaigntopressuﬁ:ethsxﬁningomnpaniato:akea
stand against the system of influx control while COSATU issned a statement warning business not to promote
the government'’s policies nor o try and divide workers. The latter warning came smongst aitacks on
COSATU by Inkstha and corporations which promoted tribal organisation at the workplace.,

On Mzy Day 1986 COSATU called for a stayaway. Prior fo May 1, worker pressurs had begun to force a
softening in management attitudes towards the unions' demand for a paid public holiday. Responding to
demands at the metsl industry wage negotiations in 1986 SEIFSA had declared that it would approach the
government o have May Day declared a nationsl holiday in future, Many employers, including the Federated
Charmiber of Industriss and SEIFSA adopted the relatively lenient palicy of *No work, No pay”, instead of their
custornary threats of dismissal or disciplinary action. (See Baskin 1991 122) The Chamber of Mines had in
the previous year rejected the NUM's demand for 2 paid holiday on May 1. The NUM had declared a legal
dispute, but had not pursued it. In carly 1986 the NUM revived the dispute and declared its intention to join
the May day strike, Onily days before May 1, the Chamber tried to interdict the NUM from doing this, arguing
in conrl that the union's demand for May Day was an old one which had sxpired. Surprisingly, the presiding
Judge found in favour of the NUM. Although a considerable time had lapsed, he declared, the right o stage 2
jegal strike, once obtained, "conld not go stale®. (Ses Baskin 1991: 122}

The 1986 May Day siayaway, the largest in South Africa’s labour history involved at least 1.5 million
workers, and cost R150 million in ipst production. (See Labour Monitoring Group 1986.) It became the first

riatfonal stayaway since the earfy 1960's. There was
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active participation by stdents, scholars, shopkeepers. self-emploved people, the
informal sector, the unemployed, and housewives. Many a hawker did not go to town,
many a shovkeeper shut up shop, and many a taxi driver did not drive. (Baskin 1991:
124)

Although the protagonists of the May Day campaign never thought of it in these terms, the “restoration” of
civil society became one of the objectives in the campaign. COSATU moved beyond the dilemma of veform or
destruction of the aparthaid regime and instead asserted the sutonomy of civil society at a distance from the
centrally organised state. In doing this it re-affirmed the distinction between civil society and the state which
the ruling Nationalist party had aimed to eradicate during the 1960's. With the May Day campaign COSATU
widened the gap between the apartheid state and the workers in such a way that the former conld not Ionger
not recognise the independence of the latter. As such the May Day stayaway harboured democratic imimlsu
that went beyond the l;g1c of simple polarisation. When COSATU's wotkers voiced their demands they wers
not merely calling for specific policy changes on the part of the state: they were also implicitly demanding the
right to strike, to criticise and to make demands. COSATU's May Day demands called into question the very
tendoncy of the ruling apartheid regime to absorb the public sphere and to imbibe civil society into the state.
In this sense, thea, COSATLI's achievements during the May Day campaign went beyond the concrete
institutionalisation of an mdependcm base for trade unionism. Its assertion of 8 “civil society' signalled the
beginning of a new democratic politics. It sepresented an instance of institwtionalised conflict in which
COSATU's ability to win the legal right to celebrate May Day symbolised the struggie for an independent civil
society. The success of the stayaway put considergble pressure on employers to recognise May Day as a paid
public holiday. It forced the state and employers to move away from simple polarisation and the denial of
specific (and different identitics) in civil society towards an acknowledgment of them. The Sunday Times
noted that |
South Africs's black workers have for al] times unilaterally declared May 1 a public

boliday. Government acceptance of this week's holiday by public fiat would not be wise
but gracious (Sunday Times, 4.5.1986)
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The May Day campaign became an important catalyst for a new and offensive phase in the development

of an independent civil socisty. It signan;dthelaumhing of a new institutionat phase of civil socisty in
which the opposition movement decisively undermined the legitimacy of the apartheid state by offering
alternative forms of governance to a politicised society. The mere struggle for the existence of an
ingdependent trade union movement held important democratic implications in that it contributed to the
emergence of institutional arrangements which pre-supposed differentiated mtere:ls in nomety-"o The
campaign, like the struggles of Solidarity during the period from 1981-1932 assumed a political
significance which went well bevond the content of its demands. Although COSATU's protagouists never
thought of it in these exact terms, the "restoration® of cfvil society>! was the undsrlying objective in the
campaign.

In 1987 the nurnber of strikes reached an unprecedented high. For the first time in the history of labour
organisation workers were involved in more than 1000 strikes and more than half & million workers were
involved in the strikes, ‘Two strikes, in particular, represented crucial moments ih COSATs challenge to the
apartheid stale, namely the railway workers' and mineworkers' strikes. South African Transport Services
(SATS), a state-owned corporation, had long been an essential pillar of aparibeid's white labour policy,
providing sscure and even sheltered employment o large numbers of poor whites, The mining industry had

always been a key pillar of the apartheid econiomy,

About 18000 workars of the state-owned South African Transpori Service participated in the railway workers'
stifke. Initially over the dismissal of a worker, one of the major issues of the strike became the refusal by
SATS management to recognise the South African Railways and Harbours WorkersUnion, (SARHWU). The

transport service then was not subject to the Labour Relations Act of 1956, which set up bargaining structures

soAndasawnsequence,thedesimbawidthepermanmtoccupaﬁonofsod&tyhyam'nglesocialfm.

51 We argued in chapter two that the tenm "civil society” can be viewed as an image of democratic opposition.
Acconding to Lefort the distinction bétween civil society and the state can only be made in a form of goviety in which
there exist procedural rules for the occupation of the "place of power*. (See our discussion in chapter tw: pp57-5%)
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for the private sector. Iostead it was covered by the Conditions ur'imploymm (SATS) Act of 1983 which
anmmdforslimnemndofunionismmbr.Inmmsofmisactthewnimoﬂmsponﬁffmmdme
power to decide which unions should be recognised. Ofﬂxellmoogtﬁsedlnﬁonsn&thiuSATS,theremom
for African workers, the Black trade Un’ f(BLATU). Public sector workers were also iot allowed to strike.
‘The question of bargaining rights for public settor workers had already come under scrutiny prior io the
strike. Wiehahn had examined the bargsining structures at SATS and had recommended an overhaul of its
structures, msuﬁkebemantmpomtmmmmcosmt'smggmfmanmepmmmm
federation. It came to symbolise fae wider struggle for COSATU's independence. COSATU demanded the
right of workers 1o join trade unions of their own choice. Eleven paople died during the stike, the largsst in
the history of BATS. The strike began on 13 March when about 500 workers downed tools at the City Deep
depot demanding the re-instatement of a colleague, Mr. Andrew Nendzamba, who had been dismissed for
handiny in late an amount of R40 collected during a delivery. The strike quickly spread to depots throughout
the Witwatersrand and to Verseniging, and by mid-April an estimated 180000 workers at 80 depots were on
strike,52 Workers' demands included that management made 2 statement of intent to eliminate racism and to
set up grievance machinery io deal with related complaints, management tock no disciplinary action ageinst
workers as a rcsuh of the strike and paid workers for the time they stayed away as a result of the strike.
Thioughout the strike management refused to meet the union, In subsequent developmenis SATS general
manager said he would be approaching the minisier of transport affairs 1o amend legislation retroactively as
soon as possible to provide for the continuation of re-instated workers terms of employment, including
pensions and long service bonuses. The strike eventually ended on June 6. SATS management, amongst other
agreememsagreedtoallowworkerstohavetheﬁghttoelecttheirownrepresentaﬁvesandﬂtataﬂwnrkmin
detention would get their jobs back on their release, For the state the strike provided an uncomfortable

52 Violence broke out in the sccond week of Aptil, Some 136 railway carriages were attacked, 30 being éamaged beyond
repair. The estimated cost of the damage was R&,6 million. Reilway carriages were sct alight not omly in Soweto but at
stations in Johsnnesburg as well. At one stage rail traffic ou the Witwatersrand was reported to be in cheos at psair hour,
About 17000 workers were dismissed when they did not meet the deadline. Onr April 22 police opened fire without a
warning on workers who were discussing the SASTS uliimatum at the SARHWU premises in Germiston (east Rand) - a
hall in a shopping centre. Three uniopists were killed. Later that day another three workers were killed when police
operied fire on # group of strikers who were marching fo the Doornfontein station to catch a train to Germiston. Police
then raided COSATU House,
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dilernma. Ot the one hand the state was bound 10 be soen 10 be making use of the industrial relations system
as an employer and, cn the other hand the state was in the midst of a growing attack on COSATU and its
mﬁﬁm.thﬁmﬁmmmiﬁmmﬁuumﬁmwwhmﬁ
organised worker militancy.

On the svening of August 9,1987inmpunsemacaﬂixychaﬁonalUnimnfwmworkmOﬂM_m
zmbla&mimworkemonSouthAﬁim‘sgoldandcoalnﬁmrcﬁmedmgoonﬁigmshiﬁ.Ihismthe
begirning of the biggest and costliest wage dispute in South Africa's labour history, The strike lasted for thres
weeksanawasmmuanycanedoffwhmummininghoumstmeddimﬁssingmofwom"m
N(Ms;ﬁkcmpresemednmanlyatmaﬁﬂeng&behvmthemhhghommdthcunion,butalsobetwen

COSATU and the state.

Both the SATS and the NUM strikes represented crucial moments in the opposition's struggle against the
apartheid rcgims, Although COSATU gid ot win all its demands it would be a mistake to dowsplay dow the
significance of these two events. Faced with popular protest the government made a substantial concession. it
recognised indspendent unionism in one of its key state-owned corporations. This comprﬁmise gymbolised the
success of COSATUPs wider (aibeit unstated) political objective, ie. the resforation of civil society and the

displacement of the apariheid regime from ifs privileged role as organiser of South African socisty.

COSATU, Dual Power" and the Logic of "Simple Polarisation

By 1987 COSATU had a strong organisational base. Already in 1986, stayaways by black woivers to support
commumity protests accounted for three quarters of ihe 1.3. million “man-days® losf in industrial disputes,
with oaly a quarter motivated by wage and benefit disputes. (Soe Ruit, .. -4d Niddeie 1988: 17, Republic of
South Aftice, Ceniral Statistical Service, South Afiica Statistics, 1988, Table 7.31) On May 6, 1987
COSATU jolned the UDF in its rejection of the White clections of My 6. Over a million black workers took
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part in a massive country-wide protest in the form of a pational dayaway on May 5 and 6. In 2 statement
(  ATU re-affirmed its political identity, an.ouncing that

it goes without saying that the protest is necessarily also a tesponse 1o the whites-only
eisction, which capitalises on and deepens fear, racism and ignorance amongst the white
eleciorate, and which aims to entrench power more firmly in the hands of a minority.
Thewhi&elwbmlmemmwmhdmthemlmmmngtmhmd

millions of the oppressed and exploited. (BusmessDay,341987} -

oy

.
.

Between 1981 and 1986,mavmgamu;iperupita'cmp had fallen dramatically, by 2,1 peccent, further
¢nconraging & shift of union activism away from the straggle for direct material gains towards wider and
popular political demands, (See Marx 1992: 210) As much as the developments inside COSATU, political
turmeil andﬂteeconomm recession all contn'butédtomc.ﬂseiﬂunion particijation in popular protest, it was
the combination of state repression and, relative to other members of the opposition forces, its freedom of
movement, that finally pushed COSATU to the forefront of the opposmon. COSATY and the UDF were the
twonrgmsaﬂonshar&sthxthythestateofemergency Trademnomstsmadeupabom 11, s%oft!wdetamees
an:d over 85% were members or union officials of COSATU. (Weskly Mail June 27 -~ July 3). By the end of
1986 abomﬂmuniommmkmmmhmbmdefsimdamﬁmemmmmws:am
of emergency which had been declared on June 12, {Race Relations Sm';.-ey 1986 Part 1: 248 In the months
after its launch, COSATU began to experience 2 wave of state repression that would continue to affect and, in
combination with its hard won autonomy and organizational coherence, shape thg_politieal character of the
organisstion into the 1990's, The repression increas=d with the state of emergency in June 1986, Many regions
had by then begun to establish regional structures that were playing an imporiant role in harnessing workers'
bargalning power beyond company level, These' structures were hard hit, Tor exemple, the Northern
Transvaal, for example, one of COSATU's earliest ﬁmctimu‘ng branchlr.»s, virtually collapsed in June 1986
when many workers and nificials, inclnding the chairperson, were detained. (COSATU News No.2: 1986) In
response 1o state repreeslon COSATU launched its Hands Off COSATU campaign in 1987, The d::mands
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With the massive strike wave of the immediste period afier COSATU's launch subsiding, the federation turned
its attention to building COSATU's structures and campaigns. An elaborate hierarchy of regional and local
committees was established in order to connect the pational Jeadership 1o the rank and file, epreseated
dimiybyana;e;ageofomsiwpmwdfmmrytwmty-nimunim_nmbem (See Nyameko 1986)
According to Naidoo, the congress's structure was designed to maximise "worker control from the shopfloor,
mihelechonofs]wpstmardstodetemnne pohciesandpracucas (Quotedeux 1992: 202) The
estzblishment and consolidation of orgamsaﬁonal stnu:tum remained COSATU's principle actimy at Jeast
through 1987, It allowsé COSATU to survive repeated attempts by the siate to destroy its orgaaisational
inf - '_ A L :
The Freeddm Charter and "Simple Polarisation”

At its 1987 congress COSATLY adopted the Freedom Charter. The way COSATU made. the decision to align
itself with the Freedom Charter was controversial. Eight of the federation's smaller affilistes hiad not yet
adopted the Chartsr before the entire federation acied to do so at the Congress, (For an overview of the
controversy see Baskin 1991: 212-223, Marx 1962, 213-219) o

The manner in which COSATU mads the decision to aily itself with the Charter was pertiaps Je6s worrying
than what doing so signified. By opening up the dcbate and rzising hopes that different factions could
influence the character of COSATU, its lendership created the possibility of muriyring the phursiian of
opinions and intesests. Tadesd, the adoption of the Charter acted as @ lightning rod for a more fundamental
ideological disagresment in COSATU. On the one si-le was the NUM, coming out of the CUSA (Counxil of
unions of South Africa) tradition of strong leaders less constmmed by democratic structures, with a more

explicit political position and embracing the inclusive Charterist alliance. The NUM called for the broadest .
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opposition, but could not speak for the beoad wodking class or remain outside the UDF's multidlass coalition.
(For further discussion of this position see Cronin 1936, Naidoo 1986, Njfkelana 15.445) Some sections of this
side relied on the orthodox Marxist conception ofthetransiﬂﬁn to sociglism in their defance of the Freedom
Charter. Adopting a vangusrdist siance, some NUM officials argued that the mineworkers and alf other
unions should effectively subordinate themselves to ¢l popular movement and to the Communist Faity as the
leading repmmﬁﬁe of the working class, Acoonding to COSATU president Barayi,
I'he SACP is the political vangmard party and has wide support. We siccept their policy

and advice...We are demucratic and autonomous, but we are not prepared to do anything
o offend the vanguard, (quoted in Marx 1992; 214)

NUMSA's (National Union of Metalworkers of South Africa's) inaugural congress had adopied two
resolutions, differently flavots 3, even if not diametrically opposed 1o the NUM position. NUMSA. hud agreed,
parily 45 a concsssion t0 3 sirong minority within its own ranks, o adopt the Froedom Charter, but it did s0
with qualifications, The Charter was simply & set of minimum political demands which could enly be realised
through the practical Jeadership of the industrial working class in the stmggle for the
establishment of a socialist society; where workers' control of govarzment and industry

will be enforced in the practice of a liberated South Africa. (quated in Baskin 1991:
216)

Ini & separate political policy resolution NUMSA. stresses the primegy impoztance of the struggle for socialiam
in which the Fresdom Charter was simply "agoodfounﬂation stone on which to start building our working
class programme”. The working class conld only make correct alliances and “lead theee atliances if it has a
clear programme and aims".
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The differences between the NUM and NUMSA positions were subtle, but in practice, significant. For the
NUM, the immediate ohjective was a non-racial democratic state. Potential alh.es ghould not be required to be
enti-capitalist, only anti-racist. While & socialist futut: was envisaged, movement towards this was through
working class participation in the national democratic stroggle. For NUMSA, socialism was the primary and
immediate objective. Soclalism, it impl*ad would bring democracy in its wake. Alliances should be buit, but
potential ailies should be committed to both an anfi-apartheid and an anti-capitalist position. The NUMSA
position included the more traditional response of the Congress' lefi critics who argued that the Charer,
narrowly conceived, lacked class content, that, by treating a people as homogenous rather than cless-
differentiated, it legitimates the power of "petty-botrgeois” nationatisis and the suppression of working class
interests and, therefore reduced the possibility of a transition to socialism. This critique, couched exclusively
in the language of class analysis, viewed the Freedom Charter as an essentially anti-democratic document. But
the NUMBA position aiso included elements of the early FOSATU tradition which argued for an independent
institutional base for the union movement as the most democratic mechanisin in and through which to ensure
the affectivity of working class struggles. In this view the adoption of the Freedom Charter posed a threat to
the independence of working class organisations because it implied the subordination of the unions' io the
wider Charterist opposition movement. Responding to the pressare from this group within the union, WUMSA
at the congress tabled two resolutions, one calling for the adoption of the Freedom Charter and the other
calling for the adoption of an independent Workers' Charter. Although the NUMSA position lost at the 1987
congress, the idea of a Workers' Charter guarantecing union independence was to re-emerge forcefully early in
1990 when COSATIJ entered & new corporatist phase,

COSATU's general secretary, Jay Naidoo, and other Jeaders anxious to avoid divisions, tried to piay down the
extent of differences on the issueS3, The NUM and NUMSA resolutions were not contradictory, deciared
Maidoo prior to the congress. Both

53 Discontent over how COSATU had adopted the charter suggesied that the federation had beent less than democratic

Marx suggests that certain sections of the vnion leadership believed that the charter had been bulldeeed through by pro-

charterist unions and that COSATU was forced to accept it by the wider political movement. (See Murx 1992 213) |

ﬁect, then, COSATU's leadership'y concern with unity underplayed differentiation in the foderation gnd artificially united
inter groups,
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emphasise different aspects of the workers' struggle against apartheid and capitalism for
national Lberation and socialism...Both unions see the Charter as laying the basis, or
bemg the niinioum progesmme, for the stmggle for socialism...The struggle for
socialism ig already unfolding within the struggle for national liberation. (quoted in
Baskin 1991: 219)

Naidoo's carefully chosen words could not hide the significance of COSATU's adoption of the Freedom
Charier: itsihmtedthefederationundntheaegixoi‘tthhaneﬁs_imuvmcmand-itsmmmitmmtto a the
strategy of national democracy. To the large mimber in COSATU who aiready believed that the Charterist
liberation movement répresented the aspiraﬁons of the majority of the country, linking the federation to this
movernent seemed the best way of ensuting that the unions embraced a broader view of opposition politics.
However, critics objected that this alignment would not ensure unity but, rather, would exacerbate divisions in
the working class, for instance, by making co-operation with ot.her union movements such as NACTU less
likely. They expressed dismay at -
how COSATU reconciles its commitment to a united working class movement, but in

practice, engages with only one political grouping, dominant as it may be (Browne
1987: 61) ' _

By adopting the Freedom Charter COSATU had inadveriently impregnated its political identity with the
political objective of the struggle for national democracy, Earlier we argued that this sirategy can be seen to
have besn based on a conception of democracy which is heavily reliant on & teleological and determinate
movement of society from capitslism to communism. It failed 1o take seriously the question of political
pluralism and the extension of civil liberties. In foct, the meanings of democracy was left unspecified by
COSATU's proponents of the national democratic steategy. The proponents of NUMSA'S “independent
uxionism® position did perhaps, provide a counier to the homogenising tendencies of Charterist democracy by
continually stressing the impaortatice of getling up structures of mandate and accountsbility and suggesting that

the presensce of such structures in turn rncreases the likelihood that worker self-management will develop in
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future as a countar-weight to bureaucratic domination in a fture democratic siate, However, in the context of
increasing state répression from 1987-1990 the logic of simple polarisation became the pre-dominant curnet
in COSATU' political thinking. |

1990-1993: COSATU's New Political Trajectory
On the 24 February 1988 the government placed restrictions on COSATU. It curtailed COSATU's political
activities as part of a general clampdown together with 17 other extra-parlismentary organisations.
COSATU's response was to defy the restrictions. In a statement COSATU nioted that

the state is attermpiing to restrict COSATU 1o what they see as legltimate trade union

functions. We reject this because there is no democracy in South Africa, and COSATU

and ofber organisations are part of the extra-parliamentary opposition that are

Iegitimately puiting forwards the demands and interests of our mwmbers both on the
shopfloor and in the wider society. (Baskin 1991: 269)

In May COSATU convensd a Special Conforenoeax;amponscto its restrictions. The congress focnised on the
need to creats the "broadest unity againgt apartheid repression and to create the democratic space to continue
to opcraté:'. In {ine with the logic of simple polarisation the conference argued for a unified opposition against
the apartheid regime. On the question of unity against the apartheid regime there were many strategic and
tactical debates around the most appropriate form of such unity. ‘The NUM called for a united front 16 be
formed bringing together COSATU and "tried and {ested mags-based organisations” with compatible political
programmes. These would come togcthef in & conference to work out & programme of action which would
"unify the broadest possible section of the South African population”. NUMSA and the CWIU (Chemical
Workers Indtustrial Union) put forward a resolution which calied for the estnbhshment of 4 broad front of all
working class organisations of the oppressed and exploited masses commiited o working sctively and
unreservedly for the immediate end to apartheid. (Baskin 1991: 279-281) A national convention called by
COSATU in September 1988 was banned by the government. Some of the organisars of the convention were



high ranking COSAT1] officials who were detained and subsequently restticted™4, In respanse to increating
state repression, COSATU went on the offensive. On the 6 June 1988 the biggest stayaway in Scuth African
history began. At least 1,9 miltion people did not truvel to work from Jone 6-8 in onder to volce their rejection
of the Labour Relations Amendment Bill which the government had proposed.

By late 1989, a variety of emerging developments inside and outside the country came to a head
simultanecusly, leading to a get of state actions that dramatically transformed the South Afvica conflict. The
decline of the Botha regime following PW Botha's siroke it 1989 resufted in important changes in the political
process in South Africa. The political conflict of the 1980's had begun to test the limits of political possibility
for, both the dominant groups and the upposition. The union movement played a major role in bringing the
conflict to its latest stage, They managed to maintain the momentum of popular moebilisation, undermining the
state's confidence in its ability to quell protests and heightening the faars of foreign businesses that were less
and less willing to invest in such an unstable environment, Countrywide stayaways demonstrated the usions'
capacity to lannch a general strike that could cripple an economy which had become reliant on black labour. A
vicious cycle of rising militancy, poputar nnrest, and sirikes scared away foreign investors and increased
public pressure in other countries for sanctions. As a result, the South Africa sconomy continued to suffer
from a chronic decling even after the Western sconomies had recovered from the reoessﬁon. of the early 1980's,
thus reducing the amount of resources available 1o the state for mollifving its black populace, aggravating
continued unrest, and farther dislocating the economy. Averages capital inflows to South Afiica of $2 billion

54 1 sddition to orgenising opposition inside the country COSATU'S sanctions campaign continued to put international
pressure on the government. At its antual ¢ongress in July, the federation rejected the selective zanctions applied by
western ¢~vérmments as "ineffective as & form of pressure” on South Africa. Instead COSATU came out in favour of
"compensatory and mandatory sanctions® as the oaly ones which are likely to bring effective pressurs to assist in bringing
about nan-viclent change in South Africa." It listed & number of measwes that it said it would support, including an end to
intemational loans fo the government, local government and business; diplomatic isolation, the stopping of emigration,
tourism and overseas trips by businessmen and government officials; the prevention of loan capital being invested and
skilled labons recruited abroad; ar J the implementation of the United Nations (N} arms embargo. On disinvastment, a
resolution reaffirmed COSATU's support for effeckive pressure on the South African political and sconemic system and its
view that ‘South Africa’s wealth should remain the property of South Afiica's peopie”. It also srid that companies
withdrwing should give the federation adeguate notice of their intentions, and should negotiate with representatives the
terros of their withdrawnl so that bona fide negotiations could take place. The main principle of the resolution had alrcady
been put into practice when NUMF+. ind negotiated the terms of withdrawal of the Ford Motor company from South
Affica with the compary.
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during the first three years of the decade were replaced by similar cutflows between 1985 and 1989, aitﬁe
same time that approximately $40 billion was lost &s a result of trade sanctions. These reversals had a strong
impact on the South African economy, which had long been especially dependent on foreign trade snd capital
due to the underdeveiopment of its internal markets, Already in 1986, private sector investment had fallen
behind asset depreciation, while inflation rogs to 16 percent, as compared with 3 percent in the United States.
By 1989, government officials scknowledged the econemic crisis, made worse by the already-heavy financial
burdens of maintaining duplicate apartheid structures and a large military ard police force. Privatisation of
public industries to replace tax revenues gave the state only temporary relief fram 3¢ il economic
decline, (Marx 1992: 227) Events in the country produced a noticesble shift in the attitudes of miajor
employers as it became clear that South Africa was moving in the direction of democracy. By the early 1970's
there was a growing convergence of views among capitalists about the rising cost and inconvenience of
apartheid for capitalism. Posel has contended that, since 1978, the South African state had increasing recourse
1o a technocratic ideclogy for the legitimation of its practices. In sccordance with this new strategy leading
businessmen were incorporated into cabinet committees in their capacity as specialists in such matters as
economic development, industrial decenisalisation, labour relations and inflation, (Posel 1984) With respect to
capital its alliance with the state in the advancement of “fres enterprise” was endorsed on the basis of principle
as well as pragmatism. Businessmen entered into a partoership with the state whilst at the same time being
able to crificise violations by the state of precepts of “free enterprise” to which it had pledged allegiance.
(Mann 1988: 66-67) During the mid-1980's liberal capital, intent on supporting reform. had not distinguished
between reform of apartheid and PW Botha's reform process. Everything contained within this process was
regarded as a movement gway from racial discrimination and dessrving the ungualified support lest the right
wing of the National Party regain its power base. However by the end of 1985 capital was making plain its
disiliusionment with the ingbility of the state to introduce the necessary political changes. In September 1985
several prominent businessmen flew to Zambia to conduct discussions with the exiled ANC, In Jamary 1986
the South African Federaten wnamber of Industries (FCI), which represented the majority of the
mznufactw ing sector in the country issued a so-called "Business Charter of Social, Economic and Political

Rights", which sppeared independently of the state and contained 8 set of political proposals for a foters
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copstitutional ordering of South Africa. As Mann points out, the Charter signafled that business would no
longer be bound by previous allianoes aud would be fres to seek political alties elsewhere, (Mann 1988: 82)

Towards the end of the 1980%, then, the state had to contend with pressurs from the business commmity,
rising popular opposition, economic strain, imternational re-slignment, division among whites, and
assossments of the likely actions of varicus black opposition groups. The state's effort to crush its opponents
fiad failed, with popular mobilisation not only having persevered, but also showing signs of increasing
organisational vitality, Even though the opposition movement had not been strong enough to overthrow the
minority regime militarily, it had succeeded in exacerbating an economic crisis and dividing the regime's
supponers. A military stalemate in Angola had demonstrated the South Africa state's vulnerability, and the
fallofoum:q’.'inisltgovemmcms in eastern Burope during the second half of 1989, Taking all these factors
togethet, it was clear that both material and ideclogical factors were pushiog the state to {ake some drastic
action, although the exact from of that action was difficult to predict at (he time, Afier the 1989 slection, de
Kletk had become fully aware of the political fragility of his power base. He had accepted the analysis tha: an
attempt to sesurrect Botha's strategies would lead to a substantial escalation of South Affica's internal war,
increased internationsl isolatisn and further economic dacline. "We are tired of sitting in the Mhu", one
cabinet minister said at the beginning of 1990. (quoted in Shrire 1991: 133) On 2 February 1990 FW de Klerk
selected the occasion of the opening of parliament to announce the unbanning of the liberation movements,
the release of political prisoners and his intention to repeal apartheid legislation and smergency restrictions in
all areas other than Natal.

1990: New Politicat Chalienges _

The new political climaie (both nationally and intetcationally) posed meny challengss for the opposition
movement, While the government was attampting to adapt to new conditions, sectors of the wider movement
for libexation in South Africa began responding to new global events, Like all commundist parties, the SACP
was significantly affected by the tumultuous events of 1989 when the "walis* of communism fell. Ceniral to

the SACP's response was a position paper by its general sscretary Joe Slovo examining whether sociglism bad
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failed. At 4 time vthen state socialism was collapsing, sw{;aanmpwdmmgmmemmemmwma
Socialimorbctterdmo&aﬁcsocialim Arguing that the East Eurepean experience leld importafit lessons -
mmmmammwm'swwmmmmmmmmdmmm
Bastern Evrope and slsewhere was “the divide which developad between sociatism and democracy”. Slovo
argued that "the way forward is through thorough going democratic sociatisn® and that sach a socialism |
involved a commitment to multi-party democracy, political pluralism, freedom of political aseociation and
expression, the holding of regular elections based on universal suffrage and the rule of the numerical majority.
(See Slovo 1990) In Jinuary 1990 the publication of Slovo's paper s&.inmuﬁonafairlypublicdnbme within
the SACP over ihe legacy of Stalinism. (See, for example, Cronin 1990, Gwala 1990, Jordan 19§0, von Holdt
19%0b) The debateﬁascontinued among the 400 delegates to the Party's congress in December 1991 and was
resoived in a contradictory manner, Delegates voted by five fo one against the term "democratic socialism” on
the logic that as socialism ig inherently democratic. At the same time the congress sdopted a manifesio that
envisages & socialist system with guaranieed political and civil Iiberties, multi-party clection, and an
independent judiciary. it new constitution committed % *. panty "o strive 10 win scceptancs a5 a vanguard by

democratic means®,

Within the SACP Slovo's paper acied as a catalyst for a heated debate on the party's political identity and the
future of the socialist project in South Africa. On the one hand were those party members who defended more
orthodox Marxist conceptions of democracy and the transition to socialism. (See, for example, Gwala 1990)
Others, more concerned with the wider re-thinking of the relationship between socialism and democracy,
attempted to move away from a rigid juxtaposition of Marxism with liberalism. For these thinkers the central
problematic lay in the ro-formulation of the classical Marxist conception of the tra' jiion to socialism away
from its substantive connotations towards a raore procedural conceptions of democracy without rejecting some
of socialism fundamental concerns for a wider social and economic equality. In this regard Slovo's insistence
on political plurslism was & fandamental departure frem the classical Matxist concsption of democracy. It
relied on a different conception of history and society, one that acknowledgesd the permanence and legitimacy
of conflicting inderests. In the classical Marxist view democracy is closely tied up with the destiny of a
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particular social class, the proletariat, and the specific historical movement, from socialism 1o commumism, of
which it is part, By emphasising political pluralism Slovo posited a procedural conception of democracy which
disallows any necessarily privileged role for the proletariat’>. The will of the majority is 0ot known in
advancs, but is rather to be regularly ascestained by means of elections held under determinate conditions. As
Hudsonandl.ouwpuintom,itmtaﬂedacpnccpﬁonofthostatewhichisquhediﬂ‘mntﬁnmthstuidassical
Marxism.

hmmﬂmnmglhemksof&emaﬁcpmthemummqmchu

instrument, but is rather maintsining the distinction between the symbolic and real

dimensions of power so crucial as Lefort had shown to the mode of legitimation specific
. o modern democracies, (Hudson and Louw 1992: 33)

In this view conflict is constitutive of, and not subversive to sociely. Caneonutam processes of political rule
such as zegular elections and representative democracy are built in and around a pluralist and diverse political
structure. Slovo's paper advocated the need for new socislist thinking to incorporate an emphasis on
institutional concerns regarding the prevention of a2 cumulation of power as it occurred in so-cailed existing

socialist countries.

The Labour Relations Act campalgn: New Democratic implications

Influenced by the wider re-thinking on soiialism and by pressure from within its own structures, COSATU by
the end of the 1980's had begun to enter into a series of corporatist arrangements with employers and the state.
Toalﬂgepmmep@mﬂmwitMn COSATU came from developments that took place in specific sectors,
suchasthenﬁning?industry. T the light of the crisis facing the mining industry in South Africa « 100 000
mine workers had been laid off and wp to 200 000 more could possibly face retrenchments - thc-NIJM

55 In a recent critique of Slove's paper Fiudson and Louw argue that Slovo's conception of political pluralisn is simply
asserted alongside 8 more orthodox matxist conception of "proletarian® democracy. Slove's conception of demau.avy, they
argue, containg a plarality of distinet and incompatibls meanings which are not successfilly fused together. (See Hudson
and Louw 1992)
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convened a historic mining summit which was sttended by delegates from the unions, emp!oyursmdtha
state NUM Assistant General secretary, Marcel Golding revealed the thinking behind the sammit

The problems facing the industry have o be managsd and more efficiently planned, and

for tbat reason we have called for a permanent mining cominission that will try to co-

ordinate the downscaling of the industry. Resource based industries do decline. We are

argning that there has got to be more efficient management for Sonth Africa's mining

resources and the only way that can be done is through beiter co-ordination and
planning. (quoted in Webster and von Holdt 1992)

The union proposed a joint union, employer and state pro;-"m to co-ordinate downscaling and
restructuring of the mining industry with the uim of developing a modern highly productive industry.
Propasals included joint initiatives on health and safety and on industry-wide training as well as retraining for
retrenched mineworkers. (See, for example, Leger and Nicol 1992, Maree 1993: 34-35) The NUM was also
involved in a path breaking prodictivity agreement in 1991 wage negotiations in the goldindlmrj'. The union
was forced 1o agree to a very low wage increase of 6% fearing that a greater increase would mean mine
closures and retrenchments,

Sector specific developments such as the economic crisis in the mining industry played sn important role in
confirming the overall trend towards corporatist arrangements. In May 1990 the historic accord between
labour (COSATU ard NACTU (National Council of Trade u"piuns» and the employers (SACCOLA (South
Afiican Consultative Commitiee on Labour Affairs)) was smm It signalled the beginuing of corporatist
artangements between COSATU, the state and capital. A more fandamental shift towards corporatism came
when the Laboria Minute signed by the COSATU, NACTU, s,accom, the NMC (National Manpower
Commission) and the Depaitment of M=, iver in September 1990 in Pretoria. It contained an agreement
between the participating parties that no future legisiation on the Labour Relations Act would be put before
parﬁmentunﬁlalllhcmajoractorshadbemeonnﬂted.Thisopened:hcwayfbri?ilatemlmgaﬁations
between COSATU/NACTU and SACCOLA on amendments fo the reactionary 1988 Labour Relations Act.
The outoome was presented (6 pacliament and led to the 1991 Labour Relations Amendment Act, the first Act

in parliament that was the final product of trilateral negotiations between state, capital and biack trade unions,
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(See Schreiner 1991: 38, CALS 1991: M)-mmcnce,tthaboﬁahﬁmncagreeldtlolmpealtheobjec&onablc
amendments 1o the Labour Relations Act of 1988 by February 1991, and agreed that 2it workers should have
basicuadennionﬂgmsmdmmisMddmmlymmm,mcmmmmm
workers, In future all labour laws should be considered by SACCOLA representing employers and the trade
union movement before being put before parliament>5.

Corporatist arrangements also extended to participation on statutory 's0ands pertaining 1o labour. The National
Manpower Commission and the National Training Board QNTB) became two bodies at a macro-level on which
COSATU was represenited on. The objectives of COSATU with regard to the NMC were clearly spelt out by
Schreiner {1991). According to him the aim of COSATU was to restructure the NMC into a tﬁpmﬁte orgeh of
the state in which labour has a co-determining role with capital ang the staie on 41l issues pertaining to labour.
It proposed that labour and capital should have equal represestation and be the majority parties on a
restructared NMC. The powers that COSATU wished the restmctured NMC to have included that no draft
legislation related to Jabour should be put bewee parliament ynless it has been lhméh the NMC. (See
Schreiner 1991: 39) COSATU accepted that a democtatically clected parlisment should have “the ultimate
right to pronowmsce on proposals from the NMC*. (Schreiner 1991: 39) This involved an immplicit acoeptance of

the legitimacy of a democratic parliament as represesttative of the general public interest.

COSATLU"s participation in these corporatist arrangernents can be setn to have represenied a confirmation of
the logic of institutionalised piuralism that had emerged in the FOSATU days. This time, however, what was
involved was the explicitly stated objective to acknowledge specific and different identities and interests, As

Birdand & : &rpointed out

55Thciradeunimmovmmtmwfawdt}wc&mﬂmgcofparﬁcipeﬁnginshapinglabourhwandeoﬂwﬁwbuguining
and tri-partite ingtitutions. The anti-LRA campaign had rajsed within tiwe trade union mo. . jent & debate of the kind of
Iebour law they would like to replace the LRA with. Participation in the NMC would raise the same questions af a
concrete and practical level as the labowr movement enteted into negotiations with employers and the state over the future
of industrial relations in South Africs.
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We accept that COSATU has historically, in the sbsence of major political parties,
represented the interests of the woirking people. But this tradition does not guarantee
thatthisﬁneofraamhv&illconﬁnueinﬂw_ﬁ:mr:.(BkdandSchrdnerlggm 28)

[

COSATU's corporatist partcipation signalled the beginsing of a decisive shiftin the politics of mass straggle
inSouthAﬁimFor.thcﬁmﬁmgboththestateandemplo;mWmm“hﬂnsm:ﬂrdaﬁomorder
conld ot be unilaterally imposed on the labour movement. The frade union movement was no longer confined
to simply resisting state and employer action over which they had 2o control and very litle influence. From
mmms&mmﬂdhmmmaﬂmpanufmmﬂmmwhmdmgmsﬁngpmmhum

located in a Yogic of simple polarisation.

The Labour Relations Act campaigr. sparked a sharp debate within COSATU on the merits of corporatism.
Supporters of the campaign such as NUMSA official, Enoch Godongwans, argued that it involved an
approach to "rcstmcmriﬁg which is informed by a socialist perspective and which is characterised by working
class politics and democratic practice and accountability of ieadership”. Socialism had to be casried out across
the termain of "negotiations”, “social contracts”, invlved “trade-offs between contending forces” and "is the
produsct of methods of strugele that combine advarices and, wnder certzin circumstances, tactieal fotreats to
make way for further advances”. (Godongwana 1992; 21) In a similar spirit Schreiner discussed the way in
whichuniomsh&dadvaw&dinto@ous national forams to begin o make demands that stretch beyond wage
oeganing .

There are good social contracis and there are bad ones, ones that work and ones that

dort't, ones that advance the interests of the ruling class and ones that assist in building

workers' power and otganisation. we would be political irresponsible to miss out on the
Iatter, (Schreiner 1991; 35)

Critics of the Labour Relations Act campaign and its corporatist flavour argued that corporatist arrangements
arc by definition bused on "an acceptan‘s of capitalist principles® and a desire to regulate, rather than

Iy
i
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transform the capitalist economy - thus producing bencfits which are disproporiionately beneficial to capital
and the state at the expense of the interést of the working class. (See for eample, Vally 1992: 13-15, 36, 51-
52, 61, 64, 7557 in this view the state M:maummmMmm&mL Even if
corporatist arrangements reflected: “he political dominance of labour, thcywerc ultimately domisnated by the
economic power of capital. For t’m rcason, it was impossible to fundamentally transform the mlaﬁonshipl
between capital and labous by entering into a social contract. In this view corporatist arrangements could not
be disengaged from the struggle between only two fundamental class aciors, Le. the bourgeoisic and fhe
proletariat. In no way were struggles ouiside of the stsfe, i.e. in civil society, seen to be able io alter the
identity of the state or allow for transformations within the state apparatus itself. This class~centric definition
undermined ary allusions to political pluralism and made it impossible 1o examine the role which
diﬁ'ercnﬁatedwliﬁcaiintmttsplayindetmminingthcbmadoontomofthedominantmcialfprmﬁon.By
contrast, rather than rely on any assumption sbout objective class intereste and historical destiny, Gogongwana
and Schreiner acknowledged that the complexity of social relations necessitates an institutionalised form of
socialism which accepts divisions between and within social grouping: and which attempts to accommodate
this pluralism. They viewad socialism 4s a cautious and balanced approach to the need to institutionalise the
interaction between the major political and economic forces and the desire to combine this type of socio-

political restructuring with ongoing mass action

The “corporatist” alternative was based on the idea that corporatist relations between assu:mﬂons can provids
a mechunism through which interest groups can participate in government and pluralistically negotiate 2 |
common good. .8 From 1990-1993 COSATU's campeigns began to assume such pluraﬁ& connotations, A
new VAT tax was introduced on Sepiember 1, 1991 and the labour movement called a massive stayaway for 4
and 5 November, On the 4th 68% of black workers siayed away from work and on the Sth 60%. This

57 For an overview of this view see Callinicos 1992.

58 An inclusive corporatist polity comprised of associations representing the plurality of interests in society negntivting
agreed social priorities. B is through e laiter function that corperatist formms serve to fucilitate consuliation and
bargaining betweerl socisl interests and public bodies, They serve ax chiannels for the reciprocal influence of governing
bodies and those governed. (Hirst 1982; 147
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represented figures of 3,7 million on the first day and 3.4 million workers stayed away on th becond day.
Althmxghthewmpaignandstayawayha%m_yetmcceededinforcingihegmmmnttochsngefihe
jmplementation of VAT, it did achieve a mumber of sucossses. nsmmtogm:;m:angeotm
unions, consumer and welfare orgenisations, political Wmsaﬁms,mediealassaciaﬂomandml!
businesses, p:d:ablyabmduooaiiﬁonthxnanymmSomhAﬁioabefore On the trade union front not
only did it deepen the relationship betwsen COSATU and NACTU, but it also brought in & mumber of
independent white unions which had not previously worked with the militsnt, mostly black trade nsions. This

laid the bagis for ﬂmn'e co-opersuon on broad trade union issues.

Politically- the campaigh shifted the balance of forces towards the tri-partite alliance and strengthened
COE'-ATU within the alliance. But the campaign also contained an important democratic connotation: through
cons,Mtation and negotiation with other social forces in civil society, COSATU made it clear that it considered
itself merely the mor* prominent amongst & mumbear of forces in “civil society' whose projects can expand the
areay of pressures at play upon capital and the stats to extract cutcomes favourable fo working class
organisations. This contained an frmplicit recognition that cml society is far from being rodocible in its
institutional expression ty a single party 61- liberation movement, The campaign represented a growing
recogrition within COSATU of 2 strong role for voluntary associations in a pluralist civil sosiety and an
inclusive corporatist polity comprised of associations representing the plurality of interests in society

negotialing agreed social priotities.

COSATU's campaigns from 1990-1993 invelved an atternpt to institute a new set of rules governing the
occupancy of the "place of power” in saciety. COSATU's corporatist strategies contributed to the emergence
of institutiona! arrangements which can be considered democraiic and “procedural”. They involved &
1wcognition that workers' struggles cannot rely on an historically pre-determined leading role of the working
class, but instead need to contest the identity of society through institutionaliséd forms of democracy.
COSATU recogniged that in ooder to aher the idertity of the state ar.d society in & direction that is bensficial
for workers, it had to build up an independent institutional identity in the context of wider social and potitical
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differentiatior, ‘This view was forcefully expressed by the general secretary of the South African Clothing and
Textile Workers' Union (SACTWU), John Copelyn, who argued that trade unions needed to build an
independent instimtional base in society to ensure independence for political partics and the state.

if the unions choose the former option (i.e. a labour wing of the governnent relying on

legislation to affect the workplace) it will be the death-knell for democracy in a post-

apartheid society, When inglituiions of civil society bacome 50 tied up with the workings

of gavernment that they become an integral part of (he giate machinery there is less and

less space for any criticism of the manner in which the state operates. If the trade union

moverent is 1o maintain its independence, it is not enough 1o simply adopt an ideology

of independance. We will sieo have to map out an alternative vision of a just society in

which the unions play an iinporiant role which is fundamentally independent of the

gtate, The union movement will have to identify arsas of activity that will provide it with

an independent institutional bage to constructively influence society, (Copelyn 19914
3D

Copelyn's argument was not new in COSATU. It took root in COSATU in its early days when FOSATU-
aligned unionists argued for an independent unionism. Copelyn's position3®, evoked images- of the early
FOSATU debate on ragistration when those in € . sur of registration argued that by entering the industrial
relations system the unions could potentially acquire-& powerful institutional bass in snd through which to
conduct their struggles, The FOSATU position had been based on anh acknowledgment that modetn social
formations are complex and diverse, and that their management requires formal, instifutionalised mechanisms
both to asceriain the majoriterian will and to put this will into practice, COSATU's politicat identity in the
carly 1990'% certainly drew nourishment from this aspect FOSATU's tradition. At the same tima thers will
continue to exist within COSATU a contest betweent different approaches 10 the project of democracy, in
particular on tne quastion of the degree of union mdcpendence At the COSATT Special Congress, held in
September 1993, delegates from nearly all affiliates expressed a series of regervations about the draft
prograrame of COSATU's "Reconstruction and Development Programme”. One of the reservations concerned
the fact that the Reconstroction Programme gan be interpreted 8s constituting the development pr  wamme of
the future govetnment. This point was made forcefuily by the fact that the draft placed before the congress was

59 At the 1993 COSATU Special Congrass delegates from nearly all affiliates expressed a series of reservations about the
draft progremme of COSATI s "Reconstruction and Development Programme”. One of the reservations concernad the fact
that the Reconstruct.on Programune can be interpreted ag sacrificing union indepeadence. €+ o von Holdt 1993: 23)
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anANCdmftofan.earlierCOSA'IUdraﬁ.COSATU,incﬁ‘oct,omldhmheenmntohmchomtnhalp
the ANC draft a broad programme for governmant that trisd to anticipate and accommodate the intersits of
most social forces in society, In doing this, it could have been seen to have lost the opportunity to put forward
a more powerful labour perspective and policy with which to clarify its own positions and to challenge the rest
ofsoc-icty.AsvonHoldtobscrved,ﬂﬁspmmﬁauymammtwaswdﬁcing of union independence. (von
Holdt 1993: 23) The words of COSATU's outgoing general secretary, Jay Naidoo, however, promised 2
determined defence of a pluralist democratic system in which unions independence i« guaranteed:

There is a role for all political tendencies and we must guarantee the right of palitical

parties and whatever tendency 10 be a public pressare group on a future government. If

they establish the majority, they become the future governmeni,. That is why we have

slways argued thut COSATU must be indspendent, We must have the right to challenge
3 fature democratic government (quoted in the Cape Times, 21.12.1993) :

Concﬁj‘lysion

In this chapter we have argued that there existed within COSATU a complex and often intricate interplay
batween two political logics. COSATU came inty existence with a leadership whose political ideology was
shaped by conilicting views on the role of unions in the wider struggle for democratisation. On thé one
hand COSATU's leadership included unionists who had matured in and through the political tradition of
the Charterist movement. These unionists had 2 tendency 1o favour the logic of simple pujaﬁ_salion. On
the other hand COSATU's leadership included those unionists who in the 1970's had Iftmght for an
independent institutional base for unions cutside of the aegis of both the wider liberation movement and
the apartheid state. These unionists favoured the logic of institutional struggle, Throughout the 1980's
COSATLs identity was shaped by both these traditions which were woven into the fabric of its struggles,
surfacing in different guises and with different degrzes of intensity throughout the 1980's.

The: logic of simple polarisation was prominent in COSATU from 1987-1989 when the federation was

stru ‘pring against the state in the political context of several states emergencies. in 1987 COSATU
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adoptedtﬁzﬁeedomﬂ!mmr, whish, brought to the fore that impulse in COSATY which dended specific
and different ideutities, During this phass COSATU had its weaknesses, typical of a large internally
diffsrentisted otganisation whose unity was forced on it parily by the logic of confrontation with a
powerful adversary. By apening up the public sphere and mising hopes that social groups could infinence
their own fate, COSATU created the possibility of bringing to the surfuce the pluralism ofopimons and
inlerests of other social actors of civil saciety. However, the fact that COSATU was a powerful mozno-
organisation attempting to represent the working class (despite enjoving envrmous social sppoit) affected
this process adversely. Although the process of differentiation of opinions and interests cams more visibly
to the surface when it became mors apparent that there would be & change in regime form, it was,
however, limited and blurred by the need to preserve unity in the face of an official adversary. COSATU's
alliance with the wider liberation movement, in our view, at times resulied in the artificial impcsition of
ideological unity on the organisation, COSATU's adopiion of the Freedom Charter gave credence
(however indirect) to orthodox notions of socialist transition and the accompanying assumption that all
political (and ofherwise) relevant krowlodge is in possessiort of a single-celled political entity. Internal
opposition or splintér groups were not encouraged in COSATU. The institutional tradition, dominant in
the carly 1980's, emerged in campaigns such as the 1986 "May Day" compaign which became zu -
important image of opposition against the regime's attempt to suppress civil society. This campaign, like
the struggles of Solidarity during the perlod from 19 1-1982, assumed a political significance which went
well beyond the content of its demands, Although COSATU's protagonists never thought of it in these
exact terms, the *restoration” of eivil socieny™0 was the underlying objective in this campaign, Tho mere
struggle for the existence of an independent trads union movement held important democratic
implications in that it contributed to the emergence of institutional arrangements which pre-supposed a
differentisted interests in societySl. The institutiona! tradition ererged agein at the beginning of the

60 W argued in chapter two that the term "civil socisty™ can be viewed az an image of democratic opponition,
According to Lefort the distinction betwaeen civil acciety and the state can only be made iit & form of socicty in which
there exist procedurml rules for the ocoupation of the “place of power®. (See our discussion in chapter two)

61 And as & consequence, the desire to avoid the permenent cecupation of soiety by a single social force.
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1990's when COSATU begun to consider the applicability of corporatist sirategies. COSATU's Labous
Relations Act campaign involved an sttempt to institate & new sei of rules governing the occupation of the
'plaoeafpow-.mmm$m19%mmmmtm'm*«dyﬂmmmaw .
objective, alihough less vigorously stated than other cbjectives such as the Teconstruction of Soulh Afica's
econory. From 1990-1993 CDSATU': sirsicpies contributed to the etnergence- of institgtional
mmwhi&b,'ﬁmmmkk;ﬂhﬂw“m&ﬂawmmwmmmi.e.
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CONCLUSION

This thesis has focused on the political trajectories vis-a-vis democracy of South African unionise from
.. 1u-1993. Tt has argued that the renaissance of trade unionism in the 1970's marked the beginning of 8
contest betwesn two distinct forms of political society, democracy and totalitarianism, The indeperdent
FOSATU unions of the 1970's and carly 1980's were detncoratically inclined whereas the unions aligned
1o the Congress tradition were ofien articulated a totalitarian cosiception of a *derocratic* South Africa,
"The FOSATU uttions were animated by an implicifly democratic logic of institutionalissd plurslism in
contrast to the more centralised democratic logic of the South African Cosaunist Party. To a large extent
their strategy 10 acquire power was based on & doctrine of worker control that broke with the formalistic
notion of representation that characterised the old forms of liberation organitation. This doctrine was
based on the motion of participatory &'emocracy which emphasmd accountability of deiegates to members,
open debate and grass-roods participation in decision-making. The institutional expression of this
democratic docttine came in the form of shop steward councils which provided the unions with
independent institutional footings in civil society. The principles of democratic worker control, albeit not
always consistently implemented, became a crucial characteristic by which FOSATU affiliated unions in
particular distinguished themselves from other unions. FOSATU unions emphasised the iraportance of
trade union indeépendence in the wider strugglé for a non-racial democracy. They were distinguished by
their refusal to engage in political action outside the ambit of the shop-floor concerns of their members

and eschewed alignment with national political novements.

Thus, the FOSATU unions were snimated by en implicitly democratic "logic of institutionatissd
phuralises® in contrast to SACTU's unionism of the 1950'. They rejected the role of trade ntions as mere
pressenries to the national Liberation struggle. Althoﬁgh there seems o be evidence that there existed (at
Jeast some) sapport within the ranks of FOSATU ost‘afqml of workets' contro} more easily reconcilable
with proletarian than plurslist democracy, the nature of FOSATU was such, that, when sufficiently
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pressed on the issue of which *democracy’ -proletaﬁauorproceduxal-itendoraéd.thsproeedunlmld
have been selécted over the proletatian. The political temsions in FOSATU' never resulied in an
_exaggeratedﬁcnonahmcapsblenfhnnmbihnngtbefedmuon 'l‘mswasinpartdnetothe&clthattbc
docmneandpracﬁccofdemomﬁcworkereomﬂmxbmmdbyFOSAw was an all embracing set
of guidelines that accommodated the presence of tensions and strains in the FOSATU's political sirategy.
Itwaseﬁ’ec;iveasanumbreuadoctrimbecauseitdidnmalaimmbeasetofpolitical principles tied 1o a
speciﬁé political position vis-a-vis str. Mgm for politicsl transformation, Its principle sim was 1o provide
a get of procedural guidelines for procedural and participatory practices. As suc: he doctrine did not
possess an invariant and intrinsic meaning vis-a<vis a distinct set of political principles. It was able to
include a variety of democratic forms and principles vis-a-vis political trarsformation under its roof. Its
" main objective was tp provide a strategic framework for a culture of worker self-empowerment. The
existence of this culturs facilitated & host of other strategic objectives (such as indéependence from narioral
political organisations). Thesa objectives, however, did not comptise the essence of the doctrine. Taken in
the round the various features of FOSATU - the doctrine of worker control, its independence and its
relation with the stats - can be viewed as inferdependent elements bel.i 0 the same complex,
democracy. They exhibit properiies congruent with a conception of democracy as indetermivate and
procedural. Thas the relevant political question ("democracy' or "iotalitarianism") was never addressed
explicitly can be attributed to the possibility that the issue of national political arrangements and of how to
identify the populist will on a national scale had not crossed the threshold of political reflection in

FOSATU as this was not an issue of pressing importance for the major part of its existence,

Temporarily eclipsed with the establishment of COSATU ir 1985, the mﬂiﬂy FOSATU perspective
was kept alive, Although it never held sway, it was, nonetheless implemented, albeit inconsistently, by
COSATU until the end of the decade. A central feature of opposition strategy duting the 1980's was the
logic of confrontation with a centrally organised and powerfil state apparatus sud an awareness on the
part of opposition movements that the basic contradiction of the syster consisted in the opposing intereats
of the ruling elite und the anti-apartheid opposition movement. Consolidation against the apartheid system
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and its nling elitc in a signifi_csnt way marked the political orientation of the epposition movement. ,A
logic of simple polorisation tdc;k root in the thinking of the charterist opposition movement. This political
tradition organised itself around the Freedom Charter, It advocated a politics of "us and them®. The ides
was 1o pit “tbe people” against (e apantheid state. This logic attempted 1o cement the opposition and
transform a potentially atomised opgoeltional society into a collective sobject. The charterist opposition
sought to instituis a civil society without divisions, Underlying the logic of simple polarisation was the
idden s dsmocracy and fresdom coasisted in maximising e unity of distinct and disparate oppositional
eln’nen::._'l'heopposiﬁonmmuaunlﬁedcnﬁ:yinwiﬁchmhparthadmbemlamdmmyaw
andwasimbueébynneandthempmjed of eradicating apartheid. Conflict within the opposition was
seen to be subversive to its identity. Democracy was closely tied up with this opposition and its substantive
claims around specific straiegiss for opposing the apartheid state. The problem of ingtitutions which
regulate political conflict was of secondary importance. The logic of simple polarisation hod its
counterpart in a logic of "institutionalised pluralism” witch emphasised the roie of political instinutions.
Throughout the 1980's thete remained evidence of a political tradition that stressed the importance of
political institutions in regulating the conditions for a pluralist contestation of democravy, Dominant in
the early FOSATU days, when unionists championed an independent working class movément, this
tradition can be seen 10 have involved 2 commitment (albeit often unintended) to the institutionalisation of
conflict. There existed within COSATU a complex and often intricate interplay between these two logics.

" COSATU came into existence witi & leadership whose political ideology was shaped by conflizting views
on the role of unions in the wider struggle for democratisation. On the one hand COSATU's leadership
included unionists who had matured in and through the political tradition ocl‘the Charterist movement.
These unionists had a tende -y to favour the logic of simple polarisation. On the other hand COSATU's
leadership included those unionists who in the 1970's had fonght for an independent institutional base for
unions outside of the aegis of both the wider liberation movement and the apartheid state. These unionists
favored the logic of institutional struggle. Throughout the 1980's COSATU's identity was shaped by both
these traditions which were woven irto the fabric of its struggles, surfacing in different guises and with
different degrees of intensity throughout the 1980's,
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OnecanmtﬁiltolregisterthatwhatﬂmgudinthepoﬂﬁmldimotFOSA’!‘Uwasadeﬁniﬁunof
socislism and democracy which sanctioned a degrees ofmintyaadpiayiuthepoﬁﬁmlﬁeld.
buMbynﬂimenthesofﬁecdomofummﬁonaMumaﬁmmmbemtﬁm
emerged was the beginning of an aitempt by an organisation with socialist affinities to come to terms
with liberal democracy. FOSATU's atteimpt constitutes an imsportant histarical moment in the
development of democracy in Scuth Afsica. It injected, albeit often in an unintended way, the issue of
political pluratisma into the discourse of the wider oppiosition movement. Th effects of PFOSATU's
injection were long-lasting, re-surfacing in COSATU at the beginning of ihe 1990's, The residual effects
of FOSATU's damocratic identity influenced the political idéntity of COSATU.

Past political trajectories vis-a-vis dsmocracy constitute important determinants of the success of South
Africa's post-spartheid democracy. The manner in which liberal democratic principles established under
the rubric of formal post-apartheid government interpenetrate with civil society is likely to be shaped by 2
series of collisions between a state-directed politicat of individual libesty and rights on the one hand, and a
community-directed politics of civic activity and collective participation on the other hand. Thess
collisions are bound to occur in local political arenas which have traditionally not been Liberal democrstic
in character. In many of these local communities associational life was built around political tradition
suspicious of pluralist competition. The idea that the will of the citizenry is the subject of a political
coniest was rejected. In todsy’s post-apartheid era the real_ possibility exists for these awthoritarian political
forms to entrench themselves even further, They are likely, at first, to remain invisibie, while ostensibly
appropriating the requisite symbols of liberal democratic principles. In turn they become so well
entrenched that the new government is willing to tolerate thern for the sake of "order” and "stability”,
‘What is becoming increasingly apparent in South Africa is that historical political forms are not
necessarily well placed to deliver their respective constituencies into the political arena of a new

constitutional democracy.
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Mmmummmmmmmwmww
ambit, Classioal Iiberal dexiocratic principles of *repressniation’ for sxasmple, are unsbls to take ool in
political communitics where the represesded have been preventad from developing their capacity to Torm
political wills and whers they Kave refaset im the pest 1o engage in the institmions of a reprosentative |
‘mwymtmmmummm@ﬁm.m'mmmmmmm'
liberal-demociatic disoourse is interpenetrating with & reconstruction and development discourse that
challenges classical liberal-democratic catrgories. This interaction is forcing political Jeaders to articulate
explicitly the (possible) paradoxical characier of the liberty-equality relation, What is at stake is the
fomuuﬁonmmushmem«amm@mmpqnﬁmpﬁmipmm«ma@mm

weil placed to take o the challenge of contributing to such a project remaing to be seen.
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