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SENVIANCY, FOLITICS =50 THE H:3DIA

This paper is largely apec‘ulatih.{"‘} It refers to a piece of work

on thes way certain foras of political dsvisncs and posiitical zctiviem are handled
I;J' the m hl-dil. and labelied in the political domsin. The research is still
in its early stages. It is act, therefore,possibls to pressnt any substantive
findings or to resuse the empirical evidence. But we are now at the stage

of sketching sut our working hypotheses, =and as thess suggest certain links
between the study of deviance, political hehaviour and mass media research,

it seamed n;:pur‘:u:']i.e to present, in a compressed anmd previaional form, the

process of ad-hoc theorizing for compent and discussion.

4

Political deviance does nct figure prominently in the study of deviant
bshaviour. Becker (1567) suggests that this {s bacause, in many forms of
social deviance, 'The coaflicting segments or renks are not orgenised for
conflicti; no one attempts to alier the shaps of the hierarchy". Yet it
is clear that the proceea by which certain deviant acts come to be defined
as '"social problems', the lsbelling process itaslf, anc the enforcecent of
social contrels all contain &n intrinsical’y political comporent. Horowitsz
and Liebowitz (1968} srgue that 'Deviance has been studied by ==ploying a
consansus welfere model rather than a confliet model’'. This model has
tended to suppre=s the political slement in cdeviant transactions with
'atraight' society. Lemert (1957 agpears to “e ore of the earliest
deviancy theor ists in the intersctioniat school to have spenly acknowledged
the cloae intarpenetration of labellinz theory with powar end ideclogy:

'Social action and control ususily emanate from elite power groups

who have their own systems of voluas. which differ fros those of
the gmmeral ool etion, [rom thase 377 otner Touos, #ad 2ven frem

thoge of individual sentors ol e slisse, The croanizaticonsl
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Bearing 9a centroiling svenis. inz position of groups and individuais

at tha point of their interaction in & social. structure is of great

significance iIn predicting the resultant =ction tazen by a socisty

+5 control or decontrol..’
Hnmuitz.and Li:e.-bauit:. {(1568) argus tnat, conventionally, devience theory
has accepted m ‘higzhily formalistic visien of politics' which confines
politics ‘te the forzal juridicial aspects of social life, such 28 the
electoral process and to the mzintenznce of a party apperztus through
procecursl norms’ . '

*In this n;v, only behavicur within the slectoral proczes is

definsd as political in character.’
From such a vemtzge point, ceri-iniy, the study of deviaance snd of politics
have little or nsthing to say © one smother. Yot events in tha real world
ara incressingly ravesling The operstional and ideclogicel content of this
formal proposition about pY .tics. From tho smormative point of view, all
politicel sction which is ot excressed via ths electoral process, which
does nmot contritute to tr: maintensnce of pariy apparatuses and is not
governed by procedural "orma, iz, by definition, Jeviant with respect to
politics. But, as ir all lakslling thsery, the question is, who definas
<hich action belongs where? Ope mticnally, tne asistecsnce of boundaries
batween 'politics' and 'mom-politizs' and the casting of certain 'political’
acts into the 'non-political' domiin, are themsalvee political acts, =nd
ceflect the structurs of sover arxd istersst. Thece acts of labelling in
the political domain, far from beiig self-svidant, or m law of the natural
world, constitute a form £f copti:uang =plitical 'woric® on the part of ths
elites of power: they ave, inde» , cften the cpeniag salvo in the whole
process of political caontrol.

The crisn distinetion neiwesd -OIE10 ape palitizally -eviant cehavionr
ig ipcreesingly ciffici’c aste. ¢ e ars uf least five roamcns for

rat, racy saci 1 devix b ogmouTs aT0 haipg noliticizad. Sacondly.

e e
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political activist groups are frequently also 'deviant' in life-style and in
values. Thirdly, the 'politics' of deviant political groups has, in con-

trast with the mors 'objective' content of traditional class politics, a

A

distinctive cultuzal or existential content: their dissociation from the
status quo is expressed as much in culturzl attitudes, ideology and life-
style a5 in progracme or economic disadvantage. Fourthly, the collective
organization and activities of such political ninorities have had the effect
of transferring soce guestions from the Isocial problem' to the 'poliitical
issue' category. In this way, the hidden political element inside devient

behaviour is rendered transparent, and he map of sccial deviance is altered.
¥

Fifthly, under cressure from events, the consensual nature cf sociological

-
e

theory - to which the earlier forms of deviant theory of, say, the Hertonian

variety, belonged - has been polarisad and fregrented. (2)

Hodels of socil
action predicated on the assuoption of an integrative and self-regulative

functicnal social order are nrogressively challenged by wodels in which, pre-—

cisely, th= interna] cohesiveness of the '"social systea! and its ability

to 'tension-panage! dissidents and deviants are rendered problematic. The
elaboration of such counter=-theories clearly apply in equal measure to the
analysis of socially deviant and politically conflictful behaviour. CLhus,
at different levels, both of action and theory, new, core radical perspectives
on the phenomencn of deviance have osened up, in which hard-and-fast disting-
jons between deviance and politics ere weakened. Horovitz and Liebowitz (1968)
therefore seem correct when they declare the distinction between 'politieal
marginality' and 'social deviance' to be, increasingly, 'zn obsolete distinct-
jon'. This presents us with new problems of definition which, in turm, open
the lines of confluence once again between deviance and oolitics.

Lemert (1967) gives 2 classic formulation of the distinction between -
'deviant croups' =né 'political minorities’.

*Croups ars individuals whosz walues are Yeing sacrificel by intoxicaticn
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and drunitenness may have no structure to formulate their vaguely
felt dissatifactions. OCn the other hand, minorities, because
their programmes are defined and their power is organised and
well-ticed, more reacily have their values cast intoc an emergent
pattern of social action'.

This distinction, too, is no longer so clear-cut. Certainly, we need some
way of distinguishing between behavicur labelled deviant, where the parti-
cipants formulate no programme of action, and recuire only to be left
alone by the zuthortties of contrel, or mores organised form of politiczsl
activism. liany so-called 'crinmes without victics' or "crimes' where the
only victims are the participants theoselves, £ 11 within the firﬁt cate-
gory. Such forms of action differ from the actions of solitical oinorities
whose 'vnluﬁs‘ are more readily cast 'into an emergent pat ern of social
action'. f;t, deviant groups who regularly, because of their deviation,
fall foul of the law, =nd are harassed by law-enforcing agencies and the
courts,=z2y, in response, develop =nrogrammes, organisstions and actions
directed at ending their stigmatisatien or redefjning tha Ieéal injunctions

against them. This represents, at the wry least, the inception of a pro-

cess of politicisation of deviant subcultures, zlong at least two dimensions:

by opposing constituted authority in the form of :he courts, politic.l
legislation and seccial contrcl agencies, such groups take up an organised
existence arainst the locus of authority as such., They undertake projects,
'to alter the shape of the hierarchy'. This, in twrn, oay lead to the
forging of formal or informal coalitions with other groups who are also
ranged against the hicrarchy on other grounds. Secondly, in the cou e

of organising thewmselves, deviant group come, retrossectively, to reﬂéfine
the social stigmas =2gainst them in necliticzl t;erns, .Ham::E, in recent years,
many deviant groups - druc addicts, hooosexzuals, welfare claimants, etc. -
have begun,cn their c'm as well as in cocpany with sther , more overtly
political groupings, to 'pioneer the development of organisaticnal responses

to harasszont'. In return, (especially within the spectrum of 'new left



politics) such deviant subculture provide 'a broad base for seolitical crganising'.
The ectent to which a 'soft drug' culturs is common both to devisnt and pelitigal
minority groupings in the United States is one indication of the coalgscence

of deviant and political clements within what might be broadly labelled a
'generational unéerground'. (Hall, 1969). This process of mutual interpene-
tration has been facilitated by the fact that, in any case, the political
groupings with which deviant subcultures are most likely to ally themsel es
rarely throw up clear and permanent organisaticnal forms, and are only loosely,

if at all, attached tc a stated programme of political reforms. ) In oany

cases, the 'members' of deviant groups and or nolitically activist m acrities

0
-

are cne and the same. his process of coalescence is attestad to in the wide-
spread convergence of criminal .and jdeological labels, applied, without much
distinction by lzbelling agencies to dissenting o morities of both a tdeviant!
and "political' type.

Horowitz =nd Liebowitz (1968} suggest that the 'right to dissent' is
traditionally accorded to cany organised political ninoriies b t traditionally
denied to most deviant groups. But, as political minorities increasingly
cross the line froo privatised deviancy to public protest, so the 'traditional
richt to dissent', for both groups, becomes problecatic and is contested.

Horowitz and Liebowitz (19638) 2l1so argue that the conventiopal wisdom
about devisnce in its liberal form is based on the 'majoritarian formulation
of politics'. -

IThis is a franmcwork limited to the political strategies available to
pajorities or to sowerful cinorities (our italics) having access to
elite grouns. The strategies availzble to disen ranchised pminerities

are largely ignored and thus the politics of deviance alsec go unexa-
mined'.

This sugcests an ioportsnt cdistincticn which we cannot neglect. In clas=ic
denocratic theory, of course, a very simple —odel was preserved in which poli-

tical decisions wrere arTived ztthrough the conflict endinteraction of organised
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oajorities representing the broad sections of the population, within the fraoe-
work of'a written or unwritten constitution, the electsorzl grocess, parlia-
mentary representation and the State. It is now cle.rly recognised, even by
its defenders, that such a2 sicele majoritzrian oodel of democratic politics

has little or no relevance as a portrait of the medern industrial state. '"With
the emergence of mass politics...zll hope of this immediacy and comprehensi-
bility was irrevocably lost'. (Holfe 1965). DBetween the organised major ities
of an electorate and the process of political decision-taking therc has grown
up the great cnrpurafe industrial state-within-the-state, intermediary bureau-
cratic organissations associated with national and local adoinstretion anéd go-
vernment, the weB of voluntary organisations and the intricate network of
private associations, oressure and interest groups, all of which, systeo-
atically, nediate and transform a simple, ocajeriterian model of the politicel
process. -hile democratic theory in its siople sense is wvestigially retained,
as a sort of a ideological =znd legitisating nyth, political theory has itself
had to coce to tarﬁm with the moch more complex and rapified nature of the
oodern state, and especially with the conplex of intermodiary associations
which fand in between organised electoral majorities and tiae politiéal nrocess.
As Partridge (1972) observes:

' OCnly the oost naive now entertain the codel cf a political systea in
which policy initiatives proceed from the body of the citiz:ns and the
function of governmeni is to give effect to the popular will., “or a

great nunber of .empiriczl reasons, we recognise that the politirs of
complex societies cannot work like th=at; that politiczl pertie wmmd other
organiscticns, leaders and elitez, bureaucracies and goverm:-:=ts necessari-
ly assuoe such functions as selecting and defining issves or problens
asserbling ané distributing inforomation, proposing molicies and advocat-
ing them, engaging in rnublic persuasion, demcnstrating the catisfactori-
ness of generzl lines of policy by initiating oractical seasures that

are secn te work.... These are anong the ways in vhich sovernoents (and
other influential political organisations and groups) may forge, con-
solidate ané exnand the zpproval or support which enables then to continue
toc enjoy and deploy authority - or, as we commonly sar, manufacture
consent?,

This modeficaticn in the simple variant of 'majoritarian poclitics! is

uwsually defined as a shift towards = thecry of demeccratic elitism, or demo-



cratic pluralism. 3ut within the theory of denocratiec pluralign, thers is all
the distinction in the world between those large corcorate institutions and
the web of powerful cinority interest or pressure groups which operate within
and upon the organs of the State, on the one hand, and the small, emergent,
marginal, disenfranchised mincrity groupings not instituticnalised within the
processes of political bargaining and coopromise. Jhile in Eheary-ﬁenacratic
pluralisz allews for the entry of new grouss and ascociations into the pplitical
arena, concretely and in przctice it operates in suchaway =s systematically
to ignore and disen ranchise certain emergent grouns ané interests which zre
outside the conscnsus, while maintaining intact the e isting structure of
]
political interest£. Yriting about the application of demoeratic pluraliso
in the context of Americsn political life, Wolfe (1965) has observed:-
"“here is a very shorp distinction in the public domain between legitimate
jnterests and those which are absolutely beyond the pale. If a group
or interest is within the framework of acceptability, then it can ba sure
of winning sone measure of what it seeks, for the crocess of national
politics is distributive and compromising. Gn the cother hand, if an
interest falls outside the circle.of the acceptable, it receives no
attention whatsoever and its proponents are treated as crackpois, ex-
trenists or foreing agents. Jith bewildering speed, an interest can
nove from 'cutside'! to 'inside' and its partisans, who have been scorned
by the sclid and established in the commmity, bucome presidential
advisers and newspajer coluwmists...Thus the 'vecter-sum' version of
pluralist theory functions ideolegiczlly by tending to deny new groups
or interests access to the political plateau. It does this by ignocring
their existence in c—ractice, not by denying their claia in theory.'
For our purmose, then, the ioportant distinction is not that beiween
2 'majoritarian' and a 'minority' formulation of peclities, but that between
“he powerful, legitimete pinorities and the weak, =pergent, oarginal minorities.
Power~ul political minority groups, whether hereditary, veluntary, pressure-
group or interesi based, share with elites =nd with organised majoritiss the
right to exercise influence, to organise to further their views, and to dissent:
they are understood to zct in = 'political' manner. Jeak, narginal, non-

institutionalised and illegitimate politiczl minorities shars with social

deviants the definition of their actions in terms of a '"socizl problen' para-



digr: they are 'explained! within a welfare-state, therapecvtic or psycho-
logical framcwork: their actions are, by definition, 'non-politieal'.

If one looks at thc political spectrum =s a2 whole, within this perspective,
it is clear that whils soce emergent minority interests gain ready access to
the political process, are zccorded a legiticate clace within the nrocess
of bargaining about cecisions or scarce resources, and Tlower-as successful
formed interests, other - which share 2any socizl characteristics with deviant
groups - are themselves defined as 'deviant' with respect to the politieal
process itself: different oodels of explanation are applied to the latter,
and they are subject to guite different processes of social stigoatisation
and control. i

de may now fornulate one of the central problens of the emergence of
deviant political minorities in the fcllowing way: -

A. %hen new politicsl movenents cooe into existence, it is z catter of eritizal
inportance whether they are legitinised publicly within the 'political' cate-
gory, or de-legitimised by being assigned tc the 'deviant' category. Deviant
groups and individuais may be sick, disadvantaged, co-ru:pted by others, I=d
astray or subject to sccizl disorganisaticn: but they are not exploited.
Consequently, they can be mads well again (therapeutic), isolated froom conta-
gion (segrescated) or supported (welfare ctate) - but they cannct org=nise or
dissent.
B. Under certain circunstances, legitinate political minorities are subjected
to severe 'status degredation' ceremonies, and are lumped wilh the oore oargin-
al groups. They are then subject to quite different forms cof public oppro-
prium, stigmatisaticn and exclusion. They have been syzhaiically'ggrlegitimﬂtﬁd.
In general t=rms, then, the line betwean social deviance and o nority
political militancy is disappearing. <The alliance etween scze fypes of social
deviance and political marginality has been strengthtened : wvolitics hes be=

cone more 'deviant' with restect to sociel nomms, =nd deviancry is orecressivels;
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politicised. The latent political content of the deviant orocess and the deviant
element in radicz]l politics now emerge together as a single phenomenon. 'As
this happens, political dissent by deviznt means will become subject to the

types of repression th=t heve been a traditional response in social deviance!
(Horowitz 1968).

11
- PR . . . 2 (L)
For the purpose of this paper, political deviance is very loosely defined.
The projects of such groupns Dust contain some manifest political aim or goal,
as well as merhaps a latent content of socially deviant attitules and life-

style. Their activities tend to fall cutside the consensual norms which regu-
late politieal canélict, and they are willing to employ means com=only defined
as 'illegitimate' to further or secure their ends. In life-style attitule and
relationships, they are sccially unorthodox, permissive, even subverzcive. They
are marginal to the more oowerful groups = erganised major ities, legitimate
minorities, inter-st-groups, elites - institutionalised in the political dooain.
They challenge thes remresentative/electoral/parliamentary framework which
stabilises the DBritish politicel structure, with its conpliceted cechanisms

for negotiating conflict. They tend tc by-pass the 'reformisn' of the orgenised
mass parties of the 'left' and the 'econcmism' of the trade unions. The fores
of political deviance I howve in oinéd here all have & radical political por-
spective and are recent arrivals on ths stage of pelitical life in advanced
industrial societies. Centrally, we ars cnncern%grgith oovements involving
students and young peonle, ethnic and religicus rinorities. “hese groupings
and formations are cozoplexly structured by class, but are not axplicitly class-
based. They are largely extra-parlicmentary in form. The types of deviant
political activities invelved include student nmilitancy and protest (confront-
ations with university authorities, sit-in's, occupaticns, etc.); oilitant

extra-parliasentery demonstrations, which zight invelve conflict with the police;



urban ricting and rebellion (e.g. Jatts) and urban insurgency (e.g. Ulster);
sporadic incidents or bombing incendiarism, attacks on property for Dclitical
reasons, (Yeathermen or 'Angry Srigade! activities); sguatters covements, reat
strikes, oiliteant tena:ts acticn; ethnically-orientad '3lack Fower! or
Panther-style activities, It will at once be clear that all these groups!'
activities fall roughly within the category of the 'new politics!' T extira-
parlizmentary cppositional groups which have so decis ively emerged e the
political stage of the advenced capitalist societies of the Yest in the past
decade. I want also to consider, as aspecial transitional category, the

case of '"uncffical strikes' - industrial strikes originating through shop-

floor crganisation rath=r than wvia the intiastive of union burezuc acies,
which,=ven when sdhsequently sanctioned by offical sponsorship, are systeo-
atically defined as 'deviant' to the political system as such, and contrary
to the 'national interest'. One might also inciude the resistence - scoetimes
with efficial umion sponsorship - to the recent attempts by both political
parties to legislate for conirol over the umions by scme form of Industrial
Relations Bill.

Our concerm is specificzlly with the way these emergent forms of peclitical
mpilitancy are definec and labelled. But it is necessary, first, to undarstand
their emargsnce and position in relation to the socio-politics]l structurzs as
a whole. 7This consiitutes at least = paper on its ocwn, and 2 Ffull account
cannot ngattEmytﬂd here. bDut, briefly, we may say that, in the years ime-
diately following the Second World Yar, the armed rivalry betwesen Zast and
West served to stabilise the internal political systeas of the ‘fest. The
expansion of welfare cagitalist structures, the dominance of mass arties
of tha centre-left and centre-right and the eveolution of socicl-denocratic
partias towards a general accooodation with capitsliso were integrzl aspects

of this process. This enforced stabilisation of advanced capitalist societies
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¥y the litceration movesents =2nd
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has, 1in recent years, Sesn brokan: first,
araed struggles of the 'Third Jorld', second by the emergence of pilitant
minerity sovements within the wostern czpitalist woijd itself. In the
majority of casas, these latter amergent politiczl groupings occupy

positions marginzl <o the instit:iticmal rwer grouss and the institutionalised

forms of class conflict upon which the welfore-capitalist consensus was
béééd. I;“;any-:ases,-thesz ac~ivist oinorities also ra2-z2ir sarginal to

the traditicnal class =agencies of change. Ewven i-:~re they ooenly and
consciously espouse z revolutionary class perspective, they remzin largely
segregated from the crganised industrial weorking elass. Such groupings

may work for, and tanpnrarfiy succe d in forging, alliances =nd coalitions
with class fcrua%icns: events ‘n France in 1568 represent ke clesrest
example of svch a2 convergence. In other circumstances, such groupings are
clearly in cne sepss or ancther "vanguard clecents'! in relsticn tc class
conflict, articulzting and zroooting protest from the outside amensst such
vider sectors as well &= ca their bzhalf, Thus, '2Elack Powec! pilitants
clearly sneak and orgzaise on bzhaif of the disenfroachised blsck aejorities
of the Deep South znd the disadvantaged tlack poor of the urban chetios: the
early civil rights —cwvement in Horthern Irs=land artficulated *%= structural
discontents of the poor, disenranchised Catholic minsrities in Ulster.
There is, clearly, a spect—um herc in *orms of the relation setween emergent
pelitical minorities of this new iype and their rezl or potential 'constitu—
ents', DBut, by and large, the »ace, content, stvie, directicn and teano

of development szmong such minority activist grouns ocve at a different rete
froo the growth of orgsnised nro!23% asongst the disadvanianed classes and
majorities. The relaticn here between the extra-parliamentary opnesitien
and the articulati of class cenflict in the more traditiomal s=nse exhibits
all the characteristics of a 'ccobined =né “neven v.‘.!ﬂaﬂnri‘.].vl:n;l:.'_‘f:':rl:’.{EWL Thei=

relative = arginality, not only to the political hear+lan? of iheir om
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societies, but alsc to ihe groups and classes on @hose behall they are
active, remains one of their defining charactaristcs.
4s Raymond Jiliiaos has remaried: -
"it seems to e tre thet in lzte capitalist zocieties scme of the most
powerful campaicns begin from specific unabsorbed (and therefore neces-
sarily sarginal) experiences and situations. Black Power in the United
States, civil richts in Ulster, the language movement in Wales, are
experiences comparable In this respect to the student movement and to
women's lIiberation. In their early siages, thess campaigns tend to
stress as sbsolutes those loczl experiences which are of course zuthentic
and yet oost important as indices of the crisis of the wider society'.
Despite the many differences within and between such groups, they share, by
and large, catain features in comoon. In socizl composition, they tend teo
recruit most successfully outside the sphere of productive relations proper:
either - a= in Black —ovemenis, ghetto rebellions, tenants and claimants
organisations, etc. - from *h= 'lv=pen' -mder-classes, or froo other groups -
lower professionals, students, social deviants, and drop-outs, intellectuals
and bohemians - marginal tc the structure of productive class relations.
Typically, they define their alienation from the prevailing structure in
social, cultural and experientizl, as well as econooic, terms: as Juliet
Mitchell (1971) remarks, 'their nosition enables them to embrace a "totalist"
attack on capitaliss ' - and thus to transcend the economisc which hes so
effectively neutralised working class organisztions cast in the frade union
or social-democratic moulés. In many cases, students have provided the
core-recruits to such groupings - recruits precisely from the sphere of
expanded higher and techniczl education, itself a consequence =f the growing
sophistication and cifferentiation of ths modes of reproduction and the
advanced division of labour in technically-sophisticated, pature capitalist
societies. Typically, such groups do not seek to adcance their cause via
the traditional access io elite influence; they do not seek to enhance their
positicn within the systao of political bargaining. Instead, they embrace
ailitant, activist, "extremist' political tactics, and explicitly challenge

the systen itself and its 'ruies of the game'!. Their technicue of protest
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and dissent contravenes the norms of politicz2l legitimacy which institution-
alise nolitical conflict. They take up deviant issues, adont deviant life-
styles and attitudes, in part bec:use of theelective affinity between their
political aims and sociaily=-subversive values, in part as a way of dranz-
tising and symbeolising their alienaticn froo the dominant crientations of the
hegeocnic system. Far from seeking to win their way, by the traditional
means of influence and negotiation, from the sargins to the mainstrean of
power, they accent their dis-asfiliation frem majority consensual values.
They are especially sensi tive to the hidden mechanisms by which the dominant
system wins and panipulates consent to jts own hegemony - socialisaticn through
the family and secondary institutions, the manipulative content and constraints
of the education pprocess, thz creatiocn of an environmenti of consensus in
the mass media. That is, their position cakes them acutely sensitive to the
spheres of ideclogical domination and coercinn.{ﬁl This sensitivity occurs
at precisely the stage, historically, when ideoclogical domination plays =2
special role in the pacification of class conflict,

! In a2 consumer sociecty, the role of ideoclogy is so importent that it

is within the sphere of ideology that the oporessions of the whole

systen sometices manifest themselves most apparently. It is here that

piddle class radicalism has its place' (kitchell 1971)

It is cssentially groupirngs. activities, strategies of this type which attract

to themselves the stigma of political deviance. =

Briefly then, these emergent forms of peolitical militancy apoear ct a
highly contingent moment, historically, in the evolution of advanced, late-
industrial capitalist societies. They are the product of, as well as the
response to, the corporatist structure and conscnsual style of oanaged capi-
talist socicties. (They are alsc the oroduct of more specific, contingent
structural features of such societies: their appearance in the same histor-
ical moment is, therefore, doubly determined, 'over-determined').

'Consensus politics' has becope, in one variant or another, the stable

(7)

form of institutional politics in panaged capitalism. In Britain in the
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post-war periocd, both major politiczi parties have been in active pursuit of

a basis of legitimacy rooted, not in class, or in group or secticnal interests,
but in a lo sely-defined solitical consensus. Consensus polities does not
represent a rezl decentralisation of power and authority. Rather, it is the
form in which elite class power manages the consent of 'masses' in socially
stratified, cZifferentiated, so-called 'pluralist' societies., In the ideology
and ?hetoric of 'consensus politics', the 'mational interest'! is renresented
25 transcencding all cther collective sccial interests. Ye draw a distinction
between the 'welfare state' and 'copsensual' variants of capitalist politics:
in the 'welfare stzte! variant, conflicts of interest are recognised, but arec

nitigated by reforms and regulated; in the 'consensual' model, 'all good men
and true', wh;te&er their class and social position or outlock, are supposed
to bave an over-riding interest in maintzining and advancing thes consensual
goals. Conflict, especially of an open or radical kind, is symbolically dis-
placed to the political margins. Those vho engage in conflict-politics, or
interpmt society in conflict terms, are powerfully stigmatised. The escential
task for conmsensus politics is:

'to construct around each issue by means of bargaining and compromise

a coalition of interests; to associate with this legistative prograome

the big battzalions of power in the state; and from this base to manage

public consent and isolate or exclude dissent!. (Hall 1967)
In Britain, the move towards 'consensus pol itics! has been underwritten by
persistent economic stagnation and crisis. The rhetoric of 'consensus. poli-
tics' in Britoin thus pivots on a basiecally economistic definition of '"over-
riding national interest'. The post-war effort, by Conservative and Lebour
administration zlike, has Sesn to win over the traditional agencies of working
class organisation and defence to octive integration within and collusieon
with the systen of politico-economic management. Zlsewhere (Williams 1968)

we have argued that ::cial democratic parties, like the Labour Farty, have

played a peculiarly zlaptive role in pioneering the path of integration and
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incorporation, thouch nowhcre has this Jrocess beon successiully sccooplished
or completed.

The politics of the ertra-parlismentary opposition is specificzlly the
politics of this stage in the evolution of 'integrzted' capitalist societies.
That is not to say it is the only form of polities - it exists as o new
strand of political dissent alongside and¢ in & complex relation to more tro—
ditional zgencies of change: capitalism, in seeking stability at this higher
level of integration, has not eliminated, but further coopoundad its untrans-
cended contradictions. 3ut the politics of deviance is a specific and conting-
ent response to the specific stage of evolution of modern capitalism. This
form of political protest emerges just at this stage (a) because the position
of such grouns is now more pivotzl than at earlier stage=s of the systen to
the systen's mode of reproduction; (b) because of the partial containment
of the tfaditimal agencies of change; and (c) because such groups are seculiar-
1y responsive to miodes of ideclogical domination which depand, in part, upon
the repressive and coercive functions of 'the state', in part upon the invisi-
ble lines of coordination == integration gerating in the ideological and
socialising spheres, or what have been called 'ideologiczl state apparatuses'
(Althusser 1971). The protests from students - the privileged but alienated
cadres of the new society = and frca blacks - the permanently lunmpen strata
of an ‘'affluent! society - are the loci of political conflict in moments when
the classic class agencies of change ars temporarily contained inside the
structures of bargaininc of the state, the mitigating institutions of welfare,
labouriso as = political practice, and eccnomisz. Hegemonic demands arise,
in their displaced, proto-political form, zmong supernumerary socizl strata
which remain, nevertheless, neither sufficiently developecmr evolved to be,

gn their own =zccouni, pivotal to revolutionary political transforoation.
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Societies moving ambiguously towards 'consensus politics!' therefore pro-
voke = specific counter-politics - the politics of devisnce. Jince the form
and content of consensus is hichly problemstic, it has to be powerfully advanced

in ideological terns. The drive to install consensual forms of domination at

‘the heart of ths political process itself is countered - specifically in

the ideolcgical zone = by the propulgation and articulation of counter-norms

and values: that is, by counter-cultured or 'deviant' forms of political action.
Shared norms, valuss and institutions - the 'sacred' character of the consensus
jtzelf = are stressed: conflicts of outlook and interest are repressed. Alter-
native nminority politics is -therefore impelled, not simply to advance counter-
interests within }h& nattern of regulated class conflict and 'due process' ,

but to exaggerate their degree of deviation from instituticnalised processes

as such. New systematic contradictions which arise are displaced, in the
search for consensus, froo the heart of political life. Groups which express
these grievances and contradictions, hawving bean given marginal political status,
are labelled 'marginal': they develop coalitions with grouns and issues already
so stigmatised, they crystallise their self-images in 'deviant! terms: their
deviance is then oade the basis for public denunciation and symbolic status-
degredation, which legitimates the enforcement of 'consensual norms' - and
repressive social control. 4 clossic political version of a deviance amplificat-
ion-spiral is jained.{H] Thus, the d ift and drive to consensus politics not
only engenders its own types of conflict, but tends to produce, as a response,

£

a specific type of opnpositionzl mcovement: politiczl deviance. Folitical de-
viance is the forn in which conflict reasserts itself at certain nodal points
in a systea drifting and driving towards consensus' managecant of the state.
The deviant cherzcter snd forz of minority pelities is an unintended consequonce

- but also = determinate negation - of the oovement towards consensualism in

the institutionalised lifs and canagecent of advanced capitalisi societies.
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ie argue that militant political Zeviance is engendered - in its location
incidence and form - as = counter-praxis to instituticnalised consensual
poltics, But consensus, in either its political or its ideological form,
does not spentanecusly evolve: it Cust be actively constructed. That is the
praxis to which deviant politics is a counter, The rise of conflict politics
in its deviant form is, therefore, problematic for the society, anc requires
jts own 'interrretative work'. Problematic situations are those in which the
availzble public ceanings and definitions fail to zccount for, and cgnnot
easily be extendec to cover, new developzents. (9) New political dsvelopments
which are both dramatic and -'mean ingless' within the consensually validated
norms, pose a chg}lenge to the normative world. They render problematic
not only how the political world is defined, but how it ought to be. They
-'breach our expectancies'. (10) They interrupted te'seen tut unnoticed, expect-
ed background features' of everyday political life (Garfinkel 1967). %hen such
practical reasons anZ accounis are hreached, and we are 'deprived' of ccﬁsensual
support for alternative definitions of social reality, the active work of
constructing new oeanings is not to be confused with the elaboration of theories
and explanatory sodels (though it often corprises the 'ad-hoc! element in
then): the latter are systematic accounts, governed by a more formal logic
of propositicns, vhich attenpt to be internally cohsrent and consistent.
Political structures engender their own characteristic ideologies and theoris-
ing, or, better, solitical structures, ideological and thecretical forms are
jnter-penetrating slezents or 'practices' in any specific social formation
which is 'structured in dominance' (Althusser 1971); but the work of public
and pragoatic canagenent of Zeolitical reality cannot be accomplished at this
l.mrel.hﬂ e zre dezling, rather, with thz construction of ad-heoc 'explanat-
iuns‘, accounts 'for 21l practical purpeses', working definitions of political

reality, with their own situctional legic {or 'logic-in-use') which serve to
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to 'make sense of! Zroblspatic situstions, and which then becoze thes 'socially-
sanctioned grounds of inference znd action that people use in their every-
day affairs and which we assuie others use in the same way'. (Carfinkel 1967).
As Berger and Lucicann {1967) n=ve suggested: -

'If the integrction of an institutional orfer czn be understcod only
in terms of the "knowledge" that its =menmbers have of it, it Follows
that the analysis of that “knowlegge" will e essentizl for an ana-
lysis of the instituticnal order in guestion. It is importcnt to stress
that this dees rot exclusively or even nrinarily involve a preoccupation
with complex thecreticzl systess serving as legitimations for the in-
stitutional order. Theories aiso have to be taken into account, of
course. But thcoreticzl lmewledge is cnly 2 small part and by no
means the most itjpertant part of what passes for knowledge in z society.
«..The pripary knowledge zbout the institutional order is kmewledge
on the sre-thecreticzl level... It is the sum total of "what everybody
knows" about & socizl world, an assenblage of maxims, proverbial nuggets
of wisdom, values and begli=fs, nyths and so forth, the theoretical inte-
gration of which recuires considerable intellectual fortitude in itself..'
1
The social construction zné the 'interpretative work! involved in explanations

at this level, which resolve problematic, troubling or deviant avenis, is,
nevertheless, a comoplex Drocess. Tne work of establishing new kinds of
"mowledge' about problematic features of social or politicsl life is accoo-
plished through the mediation cf longuage: the transactions of oublic language
is the specific proxis = the mraxis of public significaticn - througn which
such new '"knowledge'! and its social bese tis a dialecticcl one':
‘that is, knowledge is a social product and knowledge is =2 factor in
social change. This principle of the dialectic between social product-
jon and the chjectivzted world that is its troduct has slready been
explicated's (Serger anc Lucimann 1957).
The social production of new definitiecns in problematic areas produces both
texplanations' and 'justificaticns'. tLegitioaticn is this process of
"explaining” and justifying'.
'Legitimation "explains” the jnstitutional order by ascribing cognitive
validity to its objectivated meanings. Legitimation justifies the
jnstitutional order by giving = neroative dimmity to its practical
jpperatives, It is ioportaat to understand that legitimation has a
cognitive as well as = norontive element...legitimation not only tells

the individual why e should perfornm one action and not another; it =zlso
tells hio why things cre what they are'. (Zerger and Luckmann 1967).
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In complexly-structured, socially dfferentiated societies, like Sritain
or the United States, based on an advonced division of  abour, groups lead
highly segregated lives, and maintain apparently discrete, often contradictory

'maps of problematic social reality'. In such socisties, Durkheim observed,

'representations collectives become increasingly indeterminate'. This is
especially true of the political Tima.u{, Hhich-prﬂgre;ssivﬂly becomes a
segregated area, requiring & specizl expertise, familiarity or commitoent:

a finite province of the social weorld.

'Modern pass societies, indeed, are made up of & bewildering variety
of social worlds. Each is an organised outlook built up by people in
their interaction with one another; hence, each communication channel
gives rise tg a separate world... Each of these worlds is a umity of
order, an universe of regularised mutual response. Each is an area
in which there is sopme structure which permits reasonable anticipation
of the behaviour of others,. hence, an area in which one nmay act with a
sense of secutity and confidence. Each social world, then, is a culture ar-
e the boundaries of which are set neither by territory, nor by formal
group membership, b t by the limits of effective communication'.
(Shibutani, 1955).
This does not mean that there are no prevailing and dominant syobolic umi-
verses which 'integrate different provinces of oeaning and encompass the
jnstitutional order in a symbolic totality' (Berger and Luckmann 1967).
But it does mean that such symbolic universes operate at a high degree of
typification, and are experienced by the majority, as, at best, sedinented
and stereotypical constructs. (13) It also means that those who are not
directly concerned with enforcing norms and definitions in a problematic
or contested area of political life are heavily dependent for their "working
definitions' on theose agents, institutions and channels which have access
to power and have appropriated the means of signification. This accords with
our knowledge about the situations in which typically the pass media exert
innovatory power.

The mass media cannot inprint their meanings and messages con Us as if

we were mentally tabula rasa. 3But they do have an integrative, clarifying



and legitimating pover to shape and define political reality, especially

in those situations which are unfapil ar, problematic or threatening: where

no "traditional wisdom', nc firm networks of personzl inflvence, no cobesive

culture, no precedents for relevant action or response, and no first-hand

way of testing or validating the propositions are &t our disposal with which

to confront or modify their innovatory power. 1Ihe sort of 'effectiveness!

we have in mind here is not reflected at the primitive behavioural level

normally pursued in traditional mass mediz studies. It is best expressed,

as it has been by fHzlleran (1970), in the following terms: =
'"The sort of situation I have in mind is where television puts across
an attitude gr mode of bghaviour by presenting it as an essentizl com-
ponent of reduired behaviour in a valuwed group. It is stated or implied
that certain forms of ehaviour, attitudes, possessions, etc. are
necessary if the individual is to remain a cesber in 2 Croupes. Those who
do not have what it tazkes or refuse to make the z2ffort may be presented
as deviants or non-conformists. The appropriate social sanctions for
deviance and the modes of approval for acceptance are scmetimes explained
and illustrated. Adootion of the behaviour or attitudes may also be
presented as conducive to the integration and general welfare of the
groupe.. %hat is inveolved in this type of influence, is the provision
of social realities where they did not exist before, or the giving of
new directions tc tendencies already present, in such a way that the
adoption of the new attitude or form of behaviouwr is made socially
acceptable node of conduct, whilst fazilure to adept is represented as
socially disapproved deviance.!

In the area of political deviance, the prevailing, emergent 'common sense! de-

finitions have largely been the product of three main agencies: professional

politicians (or trade union leaderships) - the legitimate '"gate-keepers' of

the politiczl domain; agents or reporesentatives of the zgencies of face-to-

1 ~ u
(1%) tach of tkese agencies for the definit-

face control; and the oess nmedia,
ion of political reality has a different perspective on the phenooenon of
political deviance: but, like zl1l the zlements in a social formation 'structured
in dominance', these perspectives show a strong dispesition, in the face of

overt challenge, to 'hang tcgether'. By pclitical gate-keepers we mean, of

course, both the organised cass narties, since each has a vested interest in
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the 'sacred! naturs of the consensus. 3y nass mediz we sean, essentially,
television, the press (regionzl, natiecnzl and local) and radio. By 'lagenr.ies
of face-tc-face control! we mean vice-chancellors and wniversity administrators
with respect to student nilitancy; oublic snokesmen and the army with respect

to Ulster; official trade union functionaries with respect to 'unofficial

“strikes'; the police and the social welfare agencies with respect to squatting,

rent strikes, militant deconstratieas, 'Jlack Fower! militants, =tec. .

Iv

-

Gaertz (196L) has argued that the study of ideclogy as a2 specific social

1

praxis lacks 'anything more that the most rudiment-ry conception of the pro-
cesses of symbolic formulation'.
"The links between the causes of ideology and its effects seen adventit-
jous because the comnecting element - +he authonomous process of syo-
bolic formulation - is passed over in virtual silenca. Both interest
theory and sirain theory go directly froo source analysis to consequence
analysis without ever seriously examining ideologies as systems of inter-
acting symbols, as patterns of interworking oeanings. Theoes are out-
lined, of course; among the content analysis, they are even counted.
But they are refefred Jor elucidation, not to cother themes nor to any
sort of semantic theory, but either backward to the effect they pre-—
sumably mirror or forward to the social reality ‘they presumably distort.
The problem of how ideclogies transfors sentiment into significance,
ané so oake it socially avsilable is Shortcircuited.es."s
The new definitions of political deviancz do not emerge once-and-for-all, ==
'full-blown, inevitable totalities'. The work of 'classifying out' the political
universe, of building up meaningful 'semantic zones' to which deviant political
acts can be assigned and within which they 'melke sense', the processes of
t=lescoping, of ascription, of amplifying descriptions and the attribution of
tsecondary status traits', the use of charged associative metzphors which
summon ur old meanings in the service of explaining the unfacziliar, the - wvay

discrete events are selectively composed jinto composite 'action-images' and

tscenarios' of political zction, the use of analogies and metaphors which
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‘transform sentioent into sifnificsnce', win plausibility and commanc the
assent of uriformed and remote publics: these, and other orocesses coupose
the specificity of the praxis of pelitical signification as a discrete level
i)

within the 'ensecble of social relations'. Such interpretative work is,

at one and the sade —oment, social ané symbolic: its study constitutes a

reflexive theorciic=1l practice of iis ewm - that study once described by

Levi-Strauss (1557} a5 'the study of the lifs of signs at the heart of social
life’',

'Hot only is the semantic structure of an / ideological / figure a good deal
more comolex than it appears on the surrace, by an analysis of that
structure forces cne into tracing = smultizlicity of referential connect-
ions between it and social reality, so that the final picture is one

of a conflgurztlun of @issimilar mesnings out of whose interworking

both the exgressive power and the rhetoriczl force of the final symbol
derive. This interworking is itself a2 sccial process, an occurence

not "in the hocé" but in that public world where "people" talk to-

gether, nane things, Lake assertions, and tu a2 degree, understand each
other", (Gaertz 196%].

Such theoretical work, a2s 2 necessary and integral part of the study of deviance,
(and of politiczl ceviance in particular}, as well as of politics and the

ey . - (16) :
media, is only just Leginning. All toc often we still employ the cuch
" eruder concepts of 'intentional bias' and 'delitorate distortion! (rather than,
say, the more structural notions of 'unwitting bias! and 'systematically

(17) These notions ars based on either simple

distorted comounications!').
functionalist or siople reflexive nmedels of thz relaticn of consciousness to
social being wholly inadeguate to the situations they are called upon to
explain. They repress the reciprocally structured interaction of social
experience and the culturzl form in which experience is handled.

The process by which certzin kinds of political deviance come to ba
signified in 2 distinctive way, ancd the relation of the agents of signific-
ation to this process is ccaplex, and can unly'he epnforcad by detailed snaly=-

is. The events dealt with herc, and the quotaticns are intended for illustrat-

jve purposes only. Ho is there space to evelop the argu=ent about how
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this kind of analysis can be carried through. 3Sut we mﬁst insist that analysis

of political signification through linguistic transactions in the public

domain must give szecizl weight to the linguistic mediation, and the process

of symbolisation itself, as Gaertz (1954} has argued. In cur analysis, we

have adopted the method of 'immenent structu al analysis', in preference to

guantitative analysis cf the Zanif est content of political coc—unications.

This method is concernsed with thes 'interior relztions' which linguistic forcs

establish within a2 'systex' of discourse, as well as with the 'codes' and the

'logics-in-use' vhich integrztz linguistic items within an inferential structure

of argument. ZThe logic is a *situated logic' proceeding (via the basic tropes

of condensation anﬂ displacement) as ouch by inference as by direct statement.

Special attention is paid to stylistic and rhetorical features of expression.
1Structural analysis proposes...such a framework in which the style is

the l¥el of integrzticn of content in the code from which it arises.

Thus, analysis of style, and particularly, analysis of figures of

rhetoric of content in the interior of the code is the best way to

reach the code. The figures =f rhetcric are...the mooent wherc the

code (normally unconscious) betrays and confesses its nrosence.

(Burgelin 1558).

Analysis of politiczl coxmmiestions concerning political deviance
conducted by this method of semiological analysis revezls one dominant por-
vesive decp structure in the materizl. (7 This is the strocture we call
minorities/oajorities. 411 the agents of significcotior when dealing with this
type of political behaviour zoploy the minority/majority distinction. The
world of politiczl deviznce is systematically 'classified cut'! in terms of
this basi¢ opsositicn. Peoliticians of local and nmational stotus, in public
speeches and repcrted statecents, the media in all its forms , and the agents
of face-to-face contrel all consistontly employ the minerity/majority explan-
atory =odel,

One brief cooparison suggzssts how nowerful this minority/majority structure

is. The wo cases concern the incidents around the deStruction of the gates
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within the building at LSE in Januery/February 1969, =2n< the occupation of
the main acoinistrsiion block by students 2t 3immingham University in
December 1968. The first was one incident in 2 series of militant confront-
ations betwe:mmn stufents and university zvthorities at LSZ over a period of
three years; the second was an isclated incident at a university noted for
its conservative outlock and political guiescence. The first invelved the
destruction of mioperty, several incidents of milling and scuffling; the
second involved nc destruction of =roperty and no incidenis which could he
labellad as 'politiczl violence'. The first involved the clesing of the
Schocl for severzl days; in the second, only the adoinistration block was
occupied and nurth teaching continued throughout. Yet, a study of the
way both incidents were ;ignified reveals a convergent use of the minority/
majority paradign. In both cases, the active political groups were defined
as '"soall minorities!, exploiting tha najo;ity of their compatriots, and
holding their institutions and the public at large 'up to ransoa'. This
image of a conspiratecrial oroup survivés, in the LSE case, the virtually
unaninous vote, on fehruary 3rd, in favour of two motions supporting militant
action; and, in the 3irzingham case, the fact that the occupation was
supported by an overwhelcing majority of those voting in the relevant extra-
ordinary oeeting of tha Guild of Undergredustes.

The events at LSE were widely reported in the naotional press. The
Birminghar cccupation was sparesely reported, the main coverage being on
the regional televisicn 2nd radio news, a2nd in the local press. A clear
example of the pinority/majority peradigm as zpplied in the LSZ situation
is the following report in the Sketch: (19

'A cabal of about 300 students at the London School of Economics has,

for patently selfish and confused reasons, caused 2,700 other students

to be denied their studias.

They deliberately engineered a closure of the College. The majority

suffer, The hooligan clique withdraw to repair their wounds and excite
themselves in yet anciher storm of public outrage... I believe that even
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the people who have been prepared to tolerate student idiosyncracy have now
had their fill of this calculated anarchy. The group of 300, including
foreignerseess"

4Another example may be quoted from the Evening News: (20)

'It is an astonishing piece of anarchy...3,000 students, the bulk of

who want to work and appreciate their privileged position, are being

deprived of their rights by 2 comparative handful of revolutionary

socialists (probably not more than fifty) whose avowed aim is to create

physical havoc to overthrow the LSE regime - and the nation's regime,

too... Yhat these revolutionaries want is violence for its own sake'.
This structure of argunent was common to press reports of the LSE events as
a whole, ' though there was the usual cdistinction,in terms of tone and sensation-

3 21

alism, between the popular and the 'posh' papers. Thus, the Telegraph (21)
predicted, more sedately:

'Students froo the LSE are likely to dissociate themselves from the
militant minority at 2 Union oeeting at Zuston today.!

The prediction was wrong. ®eports in the press and television, as a whole,
were full of the 'wreckers of the Schocl'; this was also the occasion of the
now-famous remarks by the then Secretary for Education, ¥Mr Short, aha#t
'acadenic thugs' and '"Brand X revolutiomaries?,

Exactly the same paradiom dominates the coverage of the Birmingham events

in the local press (Birminghan Post and Evening Hail). The simplest way of

characterising this coverage is to guote from the lead editorial of the Post
for Saturday 30th Hovember - the second of five editorials on the subject in

the relevant eight days:

'The real affliction for Vice-Chancellors is that wmiversities are also
collecting grounds for small oinorities, who, under a oultiplicity of
labels, advocate revolution angd are out to stir up trouble. Although
their aims are prinecipally political these can make effactive use of
genuine student discontents or aspirations. Yice~Chancellors have the
duty to meet the just aspirations of the majority while at the same tinoe
giving no ground teo deliberate trouble-nakers,'

On the following Tuesday, the Post printed, on the front page, running
across the top of the page, and pre-empting the main news headlines of the

day, a letter form 61 students, condemning "militant extremist minority’'.



26.
It introduced the letter to its readers thus:

'The Post believes that the activities at Birmingham University are

stimulated by a minority group. Unhappily, there is growing evidence

th=t the public is tending to zssociate 21l students with the extremists.

This letter underlines what we feel is the attitude of the majority.!

The same inferential structure of argument is to be found throughout the reports
of comments made by local councillors and aldermen chout the occupation, as
well =s by representatives of the University administration. One councillor
spoke of 'a small minority of agitating adolescents' holding up "the life of
the whole University'. Another said, 'I believe that the majority of s udents
are quite sound and want to get on with their studies...!

In the vast pajority of the press and television reports covering militant
student protest in the period of high activity between 1967 and 1969, the
majority/minority paradigm is employed. The same is true of public statements
by représentative peliticians and by face-to-face agencies of control. It
has become ubiquitous as a 'co aon-sense explanation' of the perplexing
phenomenon of why student protest has pade its appearance on the political
stage, and of why it should assume such militant forms. Tt thus serves the
latent function of resolving into intclligible terms a highly problematic
phenooenon. It is a powerful labelling device. It has cognitive power, effect-
ively classifying 's?ﬁgents' into two groups. It has evaluative power, since
it attaches t; the favoured group the preferrad title of  'mejority', fransb
ferring to ?his category the sacred symbolism attaching to 211 'majorities!
in a parliamentary ﬂeéucracy. It has crystallising value, iq that it separates
out the complex groupings and-prutc-Iurnatiuns within student radicalism into
sinple, stereotypical umits, resolving acbiguities. It has geﬂerative puuér.
On the basis of this simple polarisation, all sorts of 'secondary status attri-
butions' can be made. The classified groups can now be particularised and
concretised by attributing to them status traits, drawn from other deviant

areas, where the stereotypical classifications already exist. Thus, 'minorities’
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become 'extremists', and, in the cowse of time, accrete a variety of other
gualitative attributes: they are '"hooligans'... 'a2 hooligan clique'...
twreckers'...'agitating adolescents',..'a cabal’...'thugs'..."adolescent
hooligans'...'mentally disturbed'...2 'smash-now-and-think-later caucus'...
'outside agjtatﬂrs'...'rwdies'...'plntters'. It also has expressive power,
providing a framework for the minting of new epithets vhich are powerfully -
picturesque: 'Brand X revolutionaries'...'A bunch of hairy coconuts'. Above
all, it has explanatory and predictive power. For it is only if the student
world can be polarised into a minority-extremiste-clique and a majority of
dupes, 'judgmental dopes', whose desire for legitimate reform and whose attent-
iun_.tn their stud.ies is being subverted and exploited by the minority, 'who
have something else in nind', th=t the phenomenon of student militancy can be
rendered accountable within the consensual norms of what polities should be.
Finally, it has consolatory power: if only the small handful of agitators can
be isolated - 'probably not omore than fifty! at LSE - normalcy can be restored,
the status-quo affirmed. )

The minority/-ajority paradigm is also a persuasive definition. It is
emplo ed, not sicply to explain and account for the phenomenon of student
militancy, but contains its own implicit sirategies for containment and its
own inferred call for retributive punishment. In almost 211 cases, the
minority/majority paradign atteopts to build a coalition bewween the moderates
and the agencies of control. It attempts tc win over 'majority dupes' to a
position of active cooperation with the authorities. The clearest exanple
of this is in the Fest editeorial =zlready quoted:

At the very least five-sixths of the 6,000 or so students at Birmingham

University have held alosf from the movement that incugurated the "direct

action', and it is safes to assume that even oore disapprove of the actual

form this has now tsken, L'he Vice-Chancellor is entitled to loock for
support not only to the public but to the general student body, bectuse
he is upholding their right not to have their studies and umiversity life

interferred with 5y a clanant and apparently intolerant minority group.
Unfortunately, when in like circumstances, firm action has been cantemplated
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elsewhere agzinst an activist minority the majority has sometimes felt
it should side with thosé being disciplined. The fudent majority

- - shonld remember that if Birmincham University had to be closed because
of student indisciplins, thé general public would probably bear it

with considerable fortitude. It is the student majority that would
suffer?, .

The 'explanation' thus frequently assumes a characteristic rhetorical form. (22)
I;: s.Eliir:s the student body into two siople and opposed groups - the "pure!

(hut stﬁpid} end the "polluted': it seeks to "win over' the majority to

the side of Ithe reasonable, the rational, the normal, the natural (all these
nnrl:nit;ive elements are mntrall;r built-in to the paradigom itself and are active=-
1y presmt in its actual use): but it also counterposes to students as a

whole - as if aud:i.q.lces to a spectacle = the 'general public', whose relation
:tﬂ what is goi;ng ﬂr:., it is inferred, cannot be anything but distant, passive
disinterested and rcemote. If the paradign serves to stersotype the nmineority
extremists, intent on viclence for its own sake, andthe majority as reason-
able but simple men, whose good-will is being used and sxploited, it also
stereotypes 'the public' as = distant, heterogenous and uninveolved mass -
spectators to 2 dangercus but diverting sycbolic drama. linked only by their

as yet unexpressed wish to see the ressonable, the normal - 'due Iprncess' -
resume its steady course once again: a2 silent majority. This process of
splitting/isolation and projection is the precise rhetorical forn assumed by
elite power in the society of 'masses'. It is ‘the new symbolic version of the
ancient principle of 'divide and rule'.

The significant fact, for our purposes, is that this minarityfnﬁjnrity
paradign in its amplified form has become one of the most persistent 'in-
ferential structures' in the signification of political deviance of ‘all types
in the political domain and in the mediz. It has long since become a standard
'deep structure' in the definition and labelling of militant political demon-
strations, such as the protests against the South E:'Erinan cricket and Spring=-

bols tour and the famous Hyde Park/Grosvenor Square demonstration against the
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Vietnam War of Uctober 27th, 1968. The times, for m&ple, eseported to
Mr Callaghan, then Home Secretary, as saying in the lHouse of Tommons on the
Friday before the Vietnan demonstration:

'The organisation of the demonstration, Mr Callaghan said, carried a

heavy responsibility when they called large numbers of people together.

The overwhelming nuober of people in the march were likely to be concern=

ed passionately with the issue of peace in Vietnam. They must be care-

ful, he said, not to allow themselves tc be oxploited by =2 tiny minority
whowere basically not concerned with this issue, but with undermining
and destroying the institutions that enabled protests to be oade, !

Taking his cue from this paradigm, Mr Marcus Lipton then undertook his
own private piece of amplification, referring to the organisers as a 'motley
crow of crackpotS...'. ’

It has for lc:;tlg also been the ﬁmt definition applied to ‘tmo.:‘:’ficial
strikes! - the notion of conspiratorial cligues, challenging the due authorities
of their own leaderships znd holding the innocent public up to ransoa. far
a long period, the use of this paradign in respect of 'unoifidal strikes'
had a strong element of 'cualition—t;uildjng‘ - it was designed to 'win over!
union leaderships and tl;:; TUC to 5upport- for the Government in the effort
to restrain certain types of trade union conflict, and to 'distance' the mass
of the public (the consumers /audience) from any commitment to the event,

Its use has certainly also been a2 common feature of the process cf oublic
signification associated with develeopments in lNorthern Ireland. +ith respect,
especially to wents in Ulster since the later months of 19730, thi=s paradigm
has indced attained the status of a 'self-fulfilling prophecy', with the
emergence of the IRA stigmatised, split off from and counterposed to the vast
majority of 'good &#nd reascnable folk' of both religious nersuasions in
Ulster, whose grievances ars being exploited for the pursuance by a tiny
minority of a 'holy war! against Stormont, “hitehall, the army and forces
of moder ation and reform. Indeed, the emergence of the IRA - a kmown, labelled,

stigmatised, extremist group, committed to the policies of armed insurrection

and physical force - has powerfully crystallised and simplified the complex
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problems of signifying the Ulster crisis to the British sublic. It permittec

¥

the agencies of signification - the political managers both at Stormont and

at WYhitehall, the agents of face-to-face control in the shape of the army and
its public relations machinery, and the media of press, radio and television =
to extract, isolate and stereuti:Pify a isn:m!.l“ organised Land of foreign'
insurgents, committed to violence against the state, from the complex structure
of exploitation, disenfranchisement and oppression of the Ulster minorities,
and, behind that, from the interlocking complex of immediate class-rule at
Stormont and distant colonial oppression in the continuing links between

-

Britain and the Protestant ascendancy. Accounts of engagements between the

]
para-military fo.rn:é‘.'s of the IZA and the aroy could now be depicted in simple
form as a straight confrontation between a minority extremist element and =
peace-keeping force. In the language of the weekly and nightly accounts of
bombings, explosions, street encounters, etc., the IRA is consistently attribut-
ed an active, destructive role, the aruy a2 passive, neutral one. Thus, the
girl inadvertently shot by a sniper bullet is described in the press headline
as 'Girl shot by IRA sniper', but the girl inadvertently wounded by army fire
is described as '"Girl shot in IGA-Army crossfire', (23) The d@ifficult task
of extracting a political solution to the Ulster crisis has been, accordingly,
supapressed, replaced by the call for military measures to 'end the violence'.
On this basis, the public has been brought to collude with such develooments
as the imposition of internment without trial, and the use of repressive and
coercive methods of inter-rogation on the basis of the inferred logic that
'the gunmen and the bombers cust be brought to heel'. 7The power of the para-
digm to crystallise a complex political situation in = ereotypical and sinmplif-
ied terms may be evidenced in 2 8BC television news broadcaster of Februory

27th, 1971. The Ulster correspondent observed that 'the Northern Ireland

situation is resolving itself into a straight battle between small grouns of
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armed acitators and the 3ritish army'. 3ut this comment was accorpanied by

filo clips froo incidents in 3elfast on that sase day, showing a block of

flats ('predominantly Catholic') where 'youths' (but also, visibly, Women and
children) were involved in persistent stone throwing and pan-rattling at soldiers
and in which the zrmy had to attack the flats in order to ‘rogt out the rioters'.
The form in which these events were signified sioply left no room in which

the oost critical guestion could be posed: that which would have exposed the
fact that the aroy were unlikely to isolate and destroy the IRA gqunmen precisely
because they were tactily and actively sheltered, supported, forewarnec and

assisted by the vast majority of the working class Catholics in the predominant-
1

1y Catholic areas. The power of signification to legitimate repressive control

and methods of intimidation was nowhere so powerfully attested to as in the

whole episode surrounding the revelation of the pethods used to interrogste

detainees. The plain fact is that the vast majority of the allegations of

physical brutality investigated by the Compton Report, and widely reported

on in the press and television, were confirmed: but the meaning of the physical

forms of interrogation was symbolically legitimated by a surely aemantic

device: that of re-defining the methods not as 'brutality' (unacceptable)

but as 'physical ill-treatment' (acceptable). 4s Compton (1971) asserts:
t7here we have concluded that physical ill-treatment took place, we
are not making a finding of brutality on the part of those who handled
these complainists. Ye consider that brutality is an inhuman or savage
form of cruelty, and that cruelty implies a disposition to inflict
suffering, coupled with indifference to, or pleasure in, the victim's
pain. Ye do not think this happened here.'

It is 2 nice distinction. The generative and associative power of the paradignm

is evidenced in an interview with a Stormont politician, transmitted in the

7.00 p.m. Hewsdesk on BBC radio, in which, in reply to a question as to whether

the 'youn, hoodluns'cn the street were organised, he replied: 'Yes, by men

described as shadowry figures...Just the sort of person of inelegant mentality

such as lay behind the bombing incident with lir. Carr...anarchists, proto-
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revolutionaries, call them what you will'. These are only a few, brief
examples taken at random from the coverage of the UYlster crisis. In any sub-
stantive analysis of the process of political signification, events in Ulster
provide an almost paradigmetic instance.

The paradign was also, significantly, employed with reference to the

actiﬁti_e;s., not simﬁly- of unofficial =inorities in strike situations, but to
the official trade union leaderships in so far as their wage demands threatened
to attempt to contrel the level of wages by both Labour and Conservative
governments: and more recently, as unions undertook strike action in defence
of their claims, and one-=day strikes in oppesition to the proposed Industrial

]
Helations Bill. The escalation of the use of the oinority-extrecists/majority

-moderates common-sense explanation in response to the actions of groups which
can in no sense be labelled 'political deviants' - that is, the transfer of
£ the more militant actions of powerful majorities and legitimate minorities
to the 'deviant' category - can be pinpointed in the renowned speech by Mr Jilson
in June 1966 concerning the strike by the Hcotional Union of Seaman: 'A natural
democratic ravolt is now giving way, in the nape of militancy, to pressures
which are anything but demccratic...az few individuals have brocught pressure
to bear on a select few on the Executive Council of the NUS, who, in turn, have
been able to dominate the majority of th=t otherwise sturdy unicn...this tightly
knit group of politically motivated men...' A more recent exaople was ¥r Carr's
televised speech, on the eve of the second one-day strike against the IZD
(17th March 1971),in which he described the action as one of 'mindless mili-
tancy', 2 'denial of democratic leadership', the 'acts of z small minority
recognising no responsibility to anyone or anything' and contrary to the wishes
of the 'vast majority, including those who oppose the Bill',
The mi.nﬁritw’majurity’, extremist/moderate way of labelling acts of polit-
ical deviance is now haing. applied to situatiorewhich are intrinsically quite

different-in manifest character, e.g. in relation to industrial conflict.
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This process of 'cross=-attribution' and amplification is characteristic of
persuasive infercatial expl nations which try tc resolve ambiguities at the
sape time as they actively contain threatening and problematic politiczl deve=-
lopments. A close analysis of the way this process of stignatisation and sig=-
mificaticn is carriecd through yields other deep paradioms which, in a :.aimilar
way, tap sacred and symbolic values which e widely shared (e.g. the sanctity
of majorities, the "due process' of negotiation as a way of resolving conflict,
the taboo against violence and confrontation, the role of reasonableness,
rationality, ooderction and compromise in the regulation of confliet, = the
sacred values of British institutional political life -, and either '"map' thenm

on to new, problematic situations, or 'map! emergent political phenomena in

terms of already known and legitimate wvalues. (24)

Some nroblems of considerable cobplexity are posed by the model and account
offered above. These can only be briafly resumeé¢ here. The first cluster
of problems concerns the relationship, at both theoreticzl and empirical levels,
between the dominant and subordinate forms of ideological consciocusness present
in a society at a specific historical c—cment on the one hand, and on the other,
the level of ideological 'work' and praxis with which we have been primarily
concerned. Such a discussion must take as its departure Gramsci's (1971)
caoncept of hegemonic and corporate class formations and, linkecd with thet,
the ssence of the marxian notion of dominant and subcrdinate value systems -

the classic foroulation of which is the German Ideclogy. In a useful amplific-

ation of this model, Ferkin (1971) suggests that we must concern ourselves
with at least three levels of ideological concSiousness: a dominant veluc—

system - 'those groups in society which occcupy positions of the greatest
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power and orivilege will =zlso tend to have the geatest access to the means

of legitimation': a subordinate vaiue system, the generating milieu of

“which is '"the local working class community'!, and whose content is both

different from, but aliso subordinate to and accomomdated within the dominant
value-system = it is 2 "megotiated version of the dominant wvalue systea';

and ;dhat he calls a radicel value-system, which is in effect a counter system
of values to the hegemonic idsology. ihnugh all ideological systems contain
the interests of hegemonic class forces imprinted in them, dominant value-
systems represent themselves as the natural Dental environment and horizon

of the whole society, and t!n; explanations of gaccounting for new problematic
events tend to be &accm;;lished within the mental universe, the symbolic forms
and the embedded interests of such forms of consciousness. As Marx (1965)
observed, 'cach new class,..is compelled...to represent its interests as the
comron interest of all the mezbers ‘df a society...expressed in ideal form:

it has to give its ideas the form of universality and represent them as the
only rational, universally valid ones'. Installed ideological  perspectives

cf this type are thus not only the -symbclic beareres of the social interests
of ruling groups, but tend to be amplified intc what Lefebvre (1968) calls

'a vision or comeption of the world, a YWeltanschauung based on extrapolaticns
anﬁ interpretations', Their function is not simply to assert, in a naked

open or direct menner, the establishment of class power, but to provide for
society as = whole what Harris (1968) calls 'a more or less coherent erganisat-
ion for our experience'. Ideolocies are one of the principal mechanisms which
expand and amplify t‘he dominance of certain class interests into hegemonic
formation. Their role, as Lefebvre remarks, 'is to secure the assent of the
opprassed and exploited. Ideologies represent the latter to themselves in
such a way as to wrest from them, in addition to material wealth, Itheir

'spiritual' acceptance of this situation, even their support'. The crucial
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point, made by Poukantzas (1971) is that 'the dominant ideclogy does not
simply raflect the life conditions of the dominant class-subject "pure and
simple", but the political relationship in a sccial formation between the
dominant and doninated classes'. In the gloss by Steacman—Jones (1972),
'ideologies are not sizply the subjective oroduct of the "will to power"
of different classes: they are objective systems determined by the whole )
field of struggle between contending classes'. Thus, though e can see,
over time, the cecntinuity in thenes, interests and content of a dominant
jdeological formation, we nevertheless have to desal with the process by which
jdeolog..ies are reproduced, scek and win consent in a contending situation,
=5 the socizl pran; through which they renew themselves at the heart of social
life, and gain legitimation as dominant perspectives. This process is com=
pounded by at least two further factors. First, the social division of
labour, the distribution of power and the segmentation and differentiation
of different classes and groups vill work in such a way as 1tp stress differ—
ent elements in the given nrt.hudo:l:]r'.. As Harris (1968) comments:
i 1Orthodoxies have an elastic guality to cover very different social
groups, to unite them within a cosmmon terminolegy, but inevitably
the version of the orthodoxy held by cdifferent social grouns will be
different, incorporating each group's specific perspective.’!

The second point is that ideologies only survive if they are able to
change, transform and applify themselves so &s to take account of, and inte-
grate, within the existing mental environment, new events and developments
jn social conflict. As Gaertz insisis, ideologies are 'maps of problematic
social reality' (our italics). Ideologies which are thoroughly fixed in their
forms and content are not flexible enough to sustain themselves in the face
of problematic and threatening events. Thus, thoush ideclogies w2y remain
a2t cne level, stable and persistent over time, in terms of the class interests
they represent and the constituent elements legitimated within them, at -

nother level, theymguire to be continually reproduced, amplified and_elaboratad



so as to 'cover' the unexplained. #s Lefebvre remarks, 'No historical situation
can ever be stabilized once and for 211, though that is what ideclogies aim at'.
The objectivation of social lknowledge within the environment of a specific
ideoleogical formation is, therefore, an on-going social process with its own
specific contradictions (Althusser 1971). This process constitutes ideological
work as a specific sccial praxis - and it is this aspect of elaboration which
we have tried to 'met' in our concept of 'signification within the public
discourse'. It follows from this that ideological discourse is characterised
by the rigidity of its stru%turing at the level of 'deep' interests, and by the
relative 'upennes?' - the flexibility, the labile quality of its forms - at the
'‘surface!level. %he borrowing of a Chomskyean metaphor of 'deep' and 'sur-
face' structures for the study of ideologiczl discourse is not fortuitous, =ince
the study of ideclogies as a specific level of a social formation reguires
precisely such a model by which quite restricted elements give rise, via
'rules' of transformation, and by way of specific forms of praxis (signific-
ation) and institutions (e.g. the mass media), to a heterodox variety of 'surface!
forms. Recent studies of the nature of ideological idscourse stress its
polySemic character. Althusser (1970) has observed that, though specific
ideologies have 2 tistory, there can be no 'history of ideology! as such:

'Unlike a science, an ideoclogy is both theoretically closed and politic-

ally supole andé adaptable. It bends tc the interests of the times,

but withcut any apoarent movement, being content to reflect the

historical changes which is its mission to assimilate and master by some

imperceptible modification of its peculiar internal relations...Ideo—

logy changes therefore, but imperceptibly conserving its ideological

formj it moves, but with an immobile motion which maintains it where

it is,; in its place and its ideoleogical role,!

The polysemic or polyvocal character of ideological discourse presents
us with another set of problems whose range can only be sketchily be touched
upon here. The mediatory role played by rhetoric and symbolisation in the

elaboration of ideclogical formations has been emphasised by Geertz. Ideologies,

like other 'cultural' systeos, consist of symbolie items, rich and diverse
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in their connotational power, which have been ordered and disposed, through
human use and through social structures, into diverse and interpenetrating
meaning-systems. Sarthes (1571) and other semiclogists have, correctly, dr-sm
our attention to the fact that since individual itemz in such meaning-systems
are 'arbitrary', what matters is the relational system (correspondences and
oppositions) into which the clements in = constituted symbolic field - or,
as Levi-Strauss would put it, the relations of difference within a sysiem of
meanings - which specify and signify., Harris observes 'The central role of
culture...is to present us with a diversity of partial or coherent systems
with which to organise our experience, so thst by identiiying objects and attri-

buting systematic meaning to them, we shall be able to overcome the problems

i
we face in seeking;in survive“. Of course, the same object may be identified
in a host of different ways within different systeos'.

It is the structure of social relations which establish, maintain and
preserve certain meaning - systems in being, generating around them the gquality
of a stable, '"teken-for-granted' world, ?hich permits certain ideological clusters
to retain their power to specify new and troubling events in old and legitimated
terms, and which tend to "rule oft of court' other. alternative meanings.

In this way, through their continued production or objectivation within a specifie
social formation, certain seanings come to represent what Zerger and Luckmann
call 'the social stock of knowledge at hand' which supplies us with '"typificat-
ory schemes required for the major routines of social life, not only the typi-
fications of others... but typifications of 211 sorts of events and experisnces
both social and naturalf,
'Yhen governoent becomes as changeable as the men who constitute it,
when the apparent objectivity of institutions disseolves into no core
than the contradictory subjectivitie= of an uncoordinated mass of indi-
vidual wen, it is no wonder that some onlookers feel a "sense of meaning-
lessness" '. (Harris 1668) ;
4Hut only will ideological sy=stems be polyvocal in their symbolic content: they

will frequently be extended and amplified to deal with new situations by 'putting

together', often in an illogical or incoherent way, vwhat Wwere, previously, the
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fragments of more ordered or stable meaning-systems. As they evolve, ideologies
eoploy what Gramsci has called traces embedded in previously accumulated cult-
ural traditions. The process of ideolegical elaboration is thus closer, as
Harris has noted, to Levi-Strauss' process of briccolage, than it is to the
consistent elaboration of theoretical or rhileosolpical 'world views'. The
usual mode of ideological znalysis, common, say, in the work of Luk.acs or
Goldmann, which analyses ideological formaticns at their most representative
and coherent point, linking them with major chilosophical totalisations, misses
the critical ad-hoc level at which ideologies are brought to bear on specific
situations, and organise the experience of particular groups and classes of
wen. Ihe distinci;.im Har:-is- suggests between 'higher' and 'lower order'
maning-systmsi; an important one, because it distinguishes the great
conceptual schemes and totalisations, historically embedded or sedimented over
time, or articulated with a rare logical consistency, from 'lower order' systems
which are more directly related to immediate experience, and which are concerned
with 'particular ways we use this logic, the associations we make and unmake'.
1Tt is the lower order systeos about which men ar jue, which change, +hich
vary between historieal periods. Of higher order systems, philosophers
examine perhaps the tip of the iceberg, giving an account of some of the
rules presupoosed by our ordinary use... A
In line with this, it seems to follow, as Berger and Luckmann argue, that the
critical study of ideology must deal with the continued production of everyday
knowledge itself, in so far as this knowledge provides us with the terms, cate-
gories and the classifications within which social reality itself is apprehended
and maintained. As they remark:
'Only a very lioited group of people in any society engages in.thenrising,
in the business of "ideas" and the constructien of ¥Yeltanschauungen.
But everyone in society participates in its "mowledge! on one way or
anocther'.
Such a critical study cust therefore take Qs its object of reflection the
forms, content and production of 'everything that passes for "imowledge" in

society' - or, to put it in another way, with the everyday forms of ideolegical

consciousness, including thc process by which naw kinds of lmowledge are legi-



timated and win assent for their plausibility in the rezl world.

This brings us to the third cluster of problems: the relationship between
what we have called the differant tagants of signification', or the role
which the institutions charged with the production and amplification of
'knowledge' play within a socizl foroation which is complexly structured
in dominance. The starting point for such a discussion must be Gramsci's
(1971) notion of the production and maintenance of social hegemony.

"hat we can do... is to fix two major suparstructural Mlevels":

the one that can be called "civil society"”, that is the ensemble of

organisms commonly called "private', and that of "political society" or

the State. These two levels correspond on the cne hand to the function
of 'hegemony'! which the dopminant group exercises throughout society

and on the nth;er hand to that of "direct domination" or command exer-

cised through jthe State and "juridicizl" governoent. The functions

in question are precisely organizational and conrective. Ths intellect-

uyals are the dominant group's "deputies" exercising the subaltern functions

of social hegemony and political government'.
The functions for this double structure which Gramsci anticipated included
the organisation of 'spontaneous' consent, 'given by the great masses of the
population to the general direction imposed on social life by ‘the dominant
fundamental group', and the exercise of coercive power, which "legally" cnforces
discipline on those groups who do not "consent” either actively or passively'.
Gramsci's (1971b) formulations are based on the notion of ths_-:-!-i;;ti'rlcti\re role
and position within the State of the 'coercive apraratus', which brings 'the
mass of the people into conformity with the specific type of production and
the specific enononmy at a given coment'; and the apparatus for the maintenance
of social hegemony, 'exercised through the so-called private organisations,
like the Church, the Trade Unions, the schools, ete.'. He adds that 'it is
precisely in civil society that intellectuals operate aspecially.’ This
distinction has recently been expanded by such theorists as Althusser and
Poulantzas who, while differing precisely in the way they conceive the

relations between what Althusser (1971) has called the 'Sate Apparatus' and

the 'Ideological State Apparatuses';. nevertheless share, with Gramsci, a



fundamental determination to think'! the specificity of the ideological or
superstructural level within a complex social formation, In essence, both
insist that a dominant social class maintains its rule and legitimacy, not

only through the coercive agencies of the State, but also via 'the whole
institutional superstructure of bourgecis class power: parties, reformist
trade unions, newspapers, schools, churches, families...' (Steadman-Jones 1972):
both insist, therefore, on the specificity, the 'relative autonony' - until

the 'last instance' = of the various levels of the superstructure. Poulantzas
(1970) argues that though State power imposes limits on the ideological
institutions, 'power relations in the State Ideclogical Apparatuses do not

-

depend directly on the class nature of the State power and are not exhaustively
i
determined by it'.’ Thus, 'in a social formation several contradictory and
antagonistic ideologies exist'. Althusser (1971) argues that 'ideologics
are realised in institutions, their rituals, and practices' - 'it is by the
installation of the Ideological State Apparatuses in which this iedology is rea-
lised itself that it becomes the ruling ideology'.
'But this installation is not achieved all by itsclf; on the contrary,
it is the stake in a bitter and continuous class struggle: first against
the former ruling classes ' and their positions in the old and new ISA's
then against the exploited class... In fact, the struggle in the ISAs is
indeed an aspect of the class struggle, sometimes an important and

symptomatic one... But the class struggles in the ISAs is only one
aspect of a class struggle which goes beyond the ISAs',

Jespite the important differences of emphasis between these theorists, the
important questions which they address concerm the relations of unity and differ=-
ence within the ideological or signifying agencies, between the ideological
institutions of 'indirect hegemony' and the State institutions of 'direct
domination'., Only by concrete analysis can we determine the degree to which

the signifying agencies may undertake their work of amplifying and elaborating

a specific form of ideological consciousness within limits set by the pre=

vailing structures of power and inkrest, and yet not be '"exhaustively deter=-
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mined by it' = becoming, that is, the locus of contending and confliciful
definitions of the situation, the focus of struggle ai the level of authcrity
and consent, (as Althusser puts it) 'the seat and the stake' of ideological
class struggle.’®

'Ideclogies are not "born" in the ISAs but from the social classes at

grips in the class sfrugg'e: from their ccnditions of existence their

__practices, their exmerience of the struggle, etc.'. (Althusser 1971)

In any specific historieal conjuncture, therefors, we are required to
examine the specificity of the role and the work which such agencies of
signification undertake; +to acknowledge that contradictory definitions
contend for hegemony within their orbit: at the same time recognising that
their form, content and direction cannot be deduced from some abstract 'domi-
nant ideolgoy' which is taken, in a process of conflict-free realisation,
to saturate all the complex levels of a social formation from one end to
another in =n unproblematic manner. As Gramsci observed:

1The dominant group is coordinated concretely with the general interests

of the subordinate groups, and the life of the State is conceived of as

‘a continuous process of formation and superceding of unstable equilibria..

between the interests of the fundamental group andthose of the subordinate

groups - eguilibria in which the interests of the dominant group will pre-—
vail but only up to a certain peoint, i.e. stopping,short of narrowly
corporate economic interests!,
In our case, we are requirad to offer an analysis which would clarify where
the dominant paradigms of an ideological consensus originate: what the role
of the media, the political apparatus and the judicial andother agencies
of face-to-face control play in elaborating these definitions: the existence
of disjunctures between the different levels of civil and state institutions
in the amplifying of such '"maps of problematic social reality': the differ-
ences between the different institutiens, and yet their complex unity-in-dominance:
the locale of struggle and conflict in the elzboration of consensual perspeci-
ives: and the forms of class struggle expressed by these similarities and
differences.

de cannot mmdertzke such =n anzlysis here. DBut this resymé of problens
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posed by our initial analysis allows us to formulate, meore nrecisely, the
nexus of issues which this paper explores. It is an atteapt to explore the
mediations beiween a rhetorie and ideolegical discoursa, its social location
and function., The Sosition adepted is t.h.ﬁ_t these levels must be studied, zat
once, with attention tc their full specifity, and, simultgneously, in terms of

This attempt necessit-

their place in a complexly sitructured social formation.
ates what might at first appear to beatheoretical detour, by way of certain
key concepis and perspectives of phenomenclogy, syﬁbnlic interaction and ethno-
methodological iseas. In this detour, what, in former paradigoms which have given
th:is problec sustained attent_inn, is presented either as an unmediated deter=-
minisa (v 'lgar narx.:i.st} or a formzl determinisn (structuralism) is translated

= back into the mnc;;ts of araxis - signification maintaining andinterpreting
a social reality, definitional work, etc. . Ideological discourse about
prohlem_tic political events ars not conceived as flowing, full-blown, fromo
the heads of practical bourgeois men and institutions, as unproblematic for
them as they are for those who are enclosed within their horizons of thought.
"Explanaticns! of political events zre cﬁn:eived as normative structures

'_" which have to be objectivated by their own specific social practices, evolved
and realised by specific groups and institutions, maintained and sustained amidst
contending definitions in situations, and only with some difﬁ-.cult:r winning

Such lexplanations' are related to more

assent among subordinate groups.
stabie, more comprehensive historical ideoclogical formations, in that, at a
lower level of specificity, they rehearse, thematically, linguistiecally,
rhetorically, the '"vocabularies of motive', the historical interests and

" experience of dominant grouwss and classes which lie embedded within the environ-
ment of a public language, and which are drawn on - made active - in a per-
suasive sort of 'labour', in specific settings of dominance. T-here are points

at which such definitions are minted anew, when the work of ideological briccolage

is accomplished for the first time: there are other times when these rhetorical



. &3'

elemerits, in their truncated form, lie sleeping in the public language, awaiting
an appropriate segquence of events to awaken then. In crisis ooments, when the
ad=hoc formulas which serve, 'for all practical purposes', to classify the
political world meaningfully and within the linits of legitimacy are rendered
problematic, and new problems and new groupings emerge to threaten and challenge
the rulingpositions of power and their social hegemony, We are in a speically
privileged position to observe the work of persuasive definition in the course
of its formation. This is a privileged moment for the student of ideolcgies.
In this process the mass —edia play an extremely important recle: but they
remain only one of the severzl institutions in which this process of signific-
ation is realised.: The relation at any specific moment between the ad-hoc
definitions arrived at within their domain and the structure of a prevailing
or dominant ideology: the rzlation between the work of managing the definition
of social reality and reproducing the relations of production and power:
the relation betwesn the ideological and the coercive apparatuses of the State:
the outcome of the groups which contend on its terrain over the means and modes
of signification: the relation, above all, of the operative definitions of
power and control, which are employed by the state appratus, to the structure
of definitions 'determined by the whole field of struggle between contending
classes! - the area of censensus, to which the media seem too powerfully azttach-
ad: these and other related issues can only be clarified Oy the study of a
specific conjuncture between the different levels of practice and institution
in 2 historical moment.

Je said such a study was only possible on the basis of a theoretical
detour. But the route by which such insight is gained into the specificity
of ideological discourse cannot be the final resting place «f theory. Pheno-
menology teaches us to attend, once again, to the level of ceaning: sSymbolic
jnteraction presses on us the decisive level of 'definitions of the situation'

as critical intervening varisbles: cthnocethodology refers us to the interactive
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work by which normative features of interpreted social situations are sus-
tained, and to the indexical character of expressions. Yet, in the end,
these differ~ent aspects of the proc.ss by which abnorr 21 political events
are signified must be returnsd to the level of the social formation, via
the critical concepts of power, ideology and conflic=.

"The questicn', Dreitzel (1970) has recently observed, 'is to understand
how the assignment of significance to social acticns and events works', e
have to analyse the construction of such nams and typifications through
the pattern of interpretive comrmmication'. But,
'in order to overcome the limitation imposed by phenomenolegical bracketing,
studies of communicative behaviour should be open to the fact that the
rules of interpretation are not invariant essences of social life-world,
but are themselves subject to other social processes...In fact, communic-
ative behaviour rests on work and power relations as well as on languagej
and if we comprehend the typification schemes of language as the oost
fundamental rules of everyday life, we zlso have to notice that even
language is subject tu distortions caused by the condition of our life-
style...The interpretive paradigm may well serve to bring a deeper under=-
standing of the potentialities as well as the limitations of the patierns
of communicstive behaviour that produce and reproduce the social reality...
However, the socizl world.is structured, not only by language, but alse
by the modes and forces of material production and by the systems of

domination.«s"

VI

Mjilitant political activity of the kind described in this paper is a rezal,
new, cmergent feature of political conflict in our society. Its significance
as a form of 'political deviesnce', while not wholly attributable to the
cultural process by which such acts are labelled and defined as deviant, apnears
in large measure as an aspect best understood in terms of that labelling pro-
cess. Events zre real enough, bt they are appropriaged in social conscious-
ness only as they are culturally defined. Our analysis oust therefore attempt
to discover the ideas, values and attitudes which inform those definitions.

It must alseo reveal the categories, conscious or unconscious, into which events
are grouped and classified, ranked and ordered, so as to make them meaningful.
These frameworks of value and meaning are 'inferential normative structures'

of social life. They are widely shared, th-nch not by everyone, 2nd zre not
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understood in the same way by groups who-have different life-situation and pro-
jects; and who may be the objects rather than the subjects or authors of such
'accounts'. These maps of meaning give plausibility order and cocherence to
discrete events, by placing them within a common world of meanings. Culture is
knitted together by these overlapping, partially closed, incomplete mappings of
problematic social reality. Such 'structures’ tend to define and limit the
range of possible new meanings which can be constructed to explain new and un-
familiar events. In part; such normative structures are historical constructs,
already objectivated and available as the informal social knowledge - 'what
everybody knows' about a sﬂcial_situatiun. They have been routinised and sedi-
mented over time, and are available for the construction of new definitions

and labels only in t;uncated form. They also exhibit varying degrees of
'closure' and of 'openness', of coherence or contradictoriness, They are
'moving structures' in that they must be continuously revised and amended

to 'cover' new events. They are never stable. The process of amending and
revising known definitions, orf of corstructing new ones, is a societal process,
and like all processes in society, is 'structured in dominance'. Nor are they
fixed. They contain or m=ke use of their own 'logic=-in-use', which serves as

a set of loose generative rules which govern the way the 'explanation' can

be used. Such normative definitions contain strong predispositions to 'see'
events in certain ways: they tend to 'rule in' and 'rule out' certzin kinds

of additional inferences,

In problesatic situations, old normative structures are often 'mapped! on
to new situations, or new situztions sre 'mapped' in terms of older meanings.
“hile not limited to 'social interest' in a narrow sense, such structures arise
in and are maintained by the reciprocity of social life: they therefore have
embedded in ther the life-situations, outlooks, interests and ‘aformal models
of the social world of those who actively project them. They are structured

by power and dooination: inevitably, the normative ad-hoc explanations of
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dominant groups tend to exert more power, to 'cover' a wider range of topics,
to provide more inclusive and comprehensive formulations, than those of sub-
ordinate groups. The conflicts between social groups zre thus alweys and in-
evitably mediated by conilicts between contrasting normative definitions: indeed,
the conflicts are understood only in so far as such outlooks exist. These
structures thus 'betray themselves' at different levels of social life, with
respect to wider or narrower areas, with greater or lesser degrees of structurat-
ion. At the level of everyday comprehension, the common-sense world is 'classif-
ied out' in stereotypical ways which simplify and crystallise complex social
processes in distinctive ways. At this level, then, they surface in the form
of informal "models', ad-hoc expianatinns, proverbs, maxims, routines, recipes,

'
truncated social n}th§: images and scenarics. at the level of socizl life as
a whole, they '"surface! as full-blown ideologies, symbolic universes, secular

versions of the sacred canopy.
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Empirical work relating to this project is currently being undertaken
in the Hews/media project, Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies,
Birminghan =
Deviance always represented a 'devient' area within the overall Aperican

structural-functicnalist paradign. Cf.: D. Matza, Becoming Deviant
(1969, Prentic-Hall)

Elscwhere I tried to identify the altermating rhythe in American "new

left' politics, between thc 'political' and 'experiential' pole. -
Cf.: 'The Hipoies: &n inerican Moment' (1969, in Student Power, ed. J. Nagel,
Merlin Press)

Despite massive documentation, there j= still no adegu=ate typology of the
tactics and forms of struggle of the oprositional movements of the 1960's.
The American movement probably represents the widest range of tactics,
though it omits some: see,inter alia, The New Left: A Documentary
History, ed. M. Theodori (1969, Scbbs-Merrill), FPart two of Politics

of the New Left, ed. M.  Stolz (1971, Free Press Glencoe) contains exiracts
on 'Forms of Action'. Horowitz offers a list of anti-war activities
arranged by factics, in the Appendix to The Struggle is the Hessage

(1970, Glendessary Press). Oppenheimer deals exclusively with urban
insurgency, in Urban Guerilla (1970, Fenguin). See also Keatherman,

ed. H. Jacobs (1970, Ramparts Press)

No. adeguate theoretical eccount of these emergent covements is yet ayeil-
able., Habermas, though abstract and moderate in perspective, is supaost-
ive: Toward a 2ational Society (1971, Heinemamm). Two modest but import-
ant attempts are J. Hitchell, Yoman 's Estate (1971, Penguin) and T. Hairm
'“hy it happened' in The Beginning of the End, ed. Juattrocchi and Nairn
(1968 Panther). /ny =deguate account would have to deal with what Graosci
called 'orgenic' and "conjunctual' features.

Though contemporary critiques retain both the notion of 'dominant ideology’
and of 'consensus', there is little detailed work which analyses the
pediations between them. 2

For a brief characterisation of 'consensus puliticsf, sec May Day Manifesto,
ed. Raymond ¥Yilliams (1968, Penguin)

For the original notion of a 'cdeviancy amplification spiral', see L. *filkins,
Social Policy, iction and Research (1967, Social Science Faperbacks).

or its application to the role of the media, se= J. Young, 1Role of the
Police as “mplifiers of Deviancy', in Ipages of Deviance, =d. S. Cohen

(1971, Pelican)

Cn 'problematic situations', cf.: J. Douglas, 'Deviance and Respectability',
in volume of the same title, ed. Douglas (1570, Basic Books), and 'Deviance
and Order in a Pluralistic Society', J. Douglas, in Theoretical Sociology,
ed. McKinney & Tiryakian (1970, Appleton-Century-Crofts)

The nerspective employed here is, of course tethnonethodological'. Cf.
especially, H. Garfinkel, Studies in Ethnonethodology (1967, Prentice-Hall)

Althusser's formulations on the specificity of practices anc contradict-
jons within 'the ever-pre-givenness of a structured complex unity' seen
to us crucial and definitive. See,especially, 'Contradicticn and Over-
Determinetion' and 'On the Marxist Dialectic' in For Marx (1969, Allen
Lane, The Penguin Press) :

York is only just beginning on the specificity of 'signification' as a
form of —raxis. Apart froo the work of marxist structuralists, such as
the Tel -ucl greup, sec some suggestive remarks on poiesis as a praxis,
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1k,

15.

16.

17.

18.

in Lefebvre, The Sociolegy of Marx (1968, Random House)

Cn degrees of '"typification', see Berger and Luckmarnn, The Social Construct-
jon of Reality (1967, juchor Books) -

The media both serve as primary agents of signification, generating
descriptions and explanations of their own account, and as secondary
agents, relaying and amplifying accounts given by other agencies. “here
it seccondary function is concerned, the link must be made wvia the
notion of the Hedia's 'accredited witnesses'! - its sensitivity to dher
power signifying agencies in society, set against the problems of access
by alternative minority groups. It is by way of some structure composed
of accredited witnesses/limited access/notions of news values that the
media reproduce the structure of dominance and subordination within

the public discourse.

For an attempt to sketch the modes of signification in the press, cf.:
S, Hall, Introduction to The Popular Press and Social Change, 1935 - 65
(Rowntree Report: Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies)

I am indebted here, especially, to Jock Young and Stan Cohen for the
opportunity to discuss work in the area of the media and 'deviance', much
of it as yet unpublished, which considerably advanced this argument.

See, -inter alia, Jock Young, 'Mass Media, Drugs and Deviancy} unpublished
paper for the BSA Conference on 'Social Control, Deviance and Dissent!',
and Stan Cohen, Hods and Rockers: Folk Devils and Moral Panics, (1972,
Paladin)

For the concepts of 'unwitting bias' and 'inferential structure', cf.:
Kurt a2nd Gladys lLang, 'The Unique Perspective of Television and its
Effects', American Sociological Review, Vol 18, No.1 (1953) and 'The
Inferential Structure of Political Communications', Public Opinion -uarterly
Vol. 19, (Summer 1955). For a recent applicaticn of these concepts,

see Halloran, Elliott and Murdock, Demonstrations and Commumication,
(1970, Penguin). On the signification of protest, cf.: inter alia,

Kurt and Gladys Lang, 'The News Media and Collective Violence' (forth-
coming), Murray Edelman, 'Myths, Metaphors and Folitical Conf rmity',
Psychiatry, Vol. 30, Mo. 3 (1967}, Ralph Turner, 'The Public Perception
of Protest', American Sociological Review, Vol 3%, No. 6 (December 1969)
and Allan Grimshaw, 'Three Views of Urban Violence', American Behavioural
Scientist, March-April 156E,

The semiological analysis of ideological discourse now developing in France
appears as yet to have made little or no impact on traditional content
analysis or mass communications 'effects' studies which use content analysis
as a base.

Sketch, 27th January 1969
Sketch, 28th January 1969

.Teleggagg, 3rd February 1969

For = very similar model, cf.: J. Young, 'Mass ledia, Drugs and Deviancy',
EE- cit. -
See, for example, E. McCann, The British Press end Northern Ireland (N.I.
Socialist Research Centre, 1971) and M. Foot, 'Ulster Coverage or Cover Up',
Ink, 7th Jenuary 1972

For the notion of 'mapping', see R.D. Laing, Politics of the Family,
(Tavistock, 1971).
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