TWO. AYACUCHO, MAY 1992.
ClVIL SOCI ETY THECRY AND THE EXCLUSI ON OF CULTURE FROM

STATE

Para hacer |a guerra hay que ser fil ésofos. E
c. Gonzalo se plantea politicanmente |as batall as,
no t écni camente.

(PCP- Sendero Lum noso, qtd. Gorriti ElIlenbogen
278)

It is question of effecting groupings of powers,
and these are what constitute affects.
(Del euze and Guattari, A Thousand Pl at eaus 341)

civil society as gl obal discourse

In our current era of globalization--or rather, in as nuch
as our current era is characterized in terns of

gl obal i zati on--social scientific discourse about civil
society cones to serve as the discourse of the left. Wen
the framework of analysis is the global, the operative
political polarity is alnost inexorably that of gl obal
capital faced with national or regional networks of civil
society relations. Critical discourse on globalization

al nost w t hout exception opposes regional or national civil
societies to global processes--rather than, for instance,
positing different possible nodes of globalization. It
depends upon and feeds a di chotony between | ocal and
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global. So if populismarises with the transition within
nati onal devel opnent processes, civil society discourse
catches hold at the point at which national or regional
situations open up to or face onto the global--as in the
br eakdown of communi st reginmes in Central and Eastern
Europe, or the struggle against Latin Anerican
authoritarianism Cvil society is conceived as the
terrain on which closed states and political societies are
forced to open to denocratizing initiatives within the
context of a global shift in forces.

This "opening up" is, however, anbivalent: civil
society is a hinge, the site both of the particularistic
(or national) and of the universal (or global). It is
particularistic in so far as nationally and regionally
based novenents conbat (econom c or political) reginmes that
are apparently inposed fromabove or without; its clains
are universal in so far as such novenents al so draw on
gl obal networks to put pressure on particular, relatively
bounded and perhaps aberrant, instantiations of such
regines. Hence civil society is a fluid space, in which
i nternational non-governnental organizations operate to
create the image al so of sonething |like a global civi

society--a globality conceptualized as a network of
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localities. |In either case, the critical discourse of the
civil society is designed to open up a breach between the
gl obal and what is left of the national or the regional.
Into this breach pour the NGOs and with them the soci al
scientists as the apparent standard-bearers of the left.

O rather, it is not so nuch that disciplinary
anal yses follow on froma particular problematic, but that
specific disciplines construct their analyses in distinct
ways and so construct specific problematics. Especially
over the past few years, that array of disciplines that
make up the social sciences have constructed a franme of
reference in terns of global and gl obalization processes,
to which they oppose nation states and what seemto be
their national civil societies--whereas the humanities and
culturalist disciplines remain concerned for the nost part
wi th devel opnents and conflicts within particular national
cultures. Wthin the humanities, therefore, the dom nant
political polarity is taken to be that between the popul ar

and the power bloc, in classical left populist form
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whereas the social sciences take classical liberalismonto
the international arena.!?

Beyond disciplinary differences, the distinct projects
of cultural studies and civil society theory al so respond
to distinct political contexts. Social scientific
di scourse about civil society becones the standard
di scourse of the left in contexts that are nore anenable to
gl obalizing interpretations, such as Latin Anmerica, while
cultural studies takes up the sane role in contexts such as
the US and the UK. In each case, | argue, what appears to
be a project of the left echoes rather than engages the
dom nant paradi gns of governance, which thenselves tend,
respectively, toward technocratic neoliberalismin Latin
Anmerica and toward neopopulismin a netropolis that is
slower to open up to the global. This is so even as
dom nant regi nes and their apparent oppositions in both
metropolis and periphery are also m xtures (of various
sorts) of populismand technocracy, perhaps increasingly

so. This is one political fallout of globalization, that

1 The distinction between these oppositions is not sinply that of
scale. Each works according to a distinct tropol ogy: populisnis

dom nant trope is displacenent of a foreign body, while civil society
theory's that of the synecdochic relation of part to whole. It is in
this sense that civil society remains within the liberal tradition,
even as it translates liberalismto a global context.
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we see a steady convergence of reginmes and the conjunction
of market populismand state technocracy to produce diverse
regi nes of popul ar managerialism

Yet the result of such convergence is |ess an
accommodati on or rapprochenent between cultural studies and
civil society theory than it is the steady consolidation of
the latter as the dom nant node of |eft social analysis;
for it is, after all, civil society theory that establishes
itself forenost on the terrain of the global. Those within
the tradition of cultural studies increasingly either try
to appropriate the requisite social scientific vocabul ary
of globalization and civil society or, true to the
tradition's populist inpulses, accept a subordinate
position in a claimto greater radicality and conti nued
i nsi stence upon the local in the face of the global. The
proponents of civil society theory, on the other hand,
encouraged by their apparent success in anal yzi ng what
appear to be the great emanci patory narratives of recent
times (in Eastern Europe and Latin Anmerica), gain
i ncreasi ng confidence. The concept of civil society, this
foundi ng concept of nobdern Western European political
theory, returns fortified fromits peregrinations in the

former Second and Third Wrlds to be put to use in a First
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Wrld that is no longer so clearly central within the
gl obal schene of things.

It is this project of returning the concept of civil
society to the West that |ies behind Jean Cohen and Andrew
Arato's theorization and defense of the concept:

The concept of civil society [. . .] has an anbi guous
status under liberal denocracies. To sone, it seens
to indicate what the Wst has already achi eved, and
thus it is without any apparent critical potential for
exam ni ng the dysfunctions and injustices of our type
of society. To others, the concept belongs to early
nmodern forns of political philosophy that have becone
irrelevant to today's conplex societies. It is our
thesis, however, that the concept of civil society
indicates a terrain in the West that is endangered by
the logic of admnistrative and econom ¢ nechani sm but
is also the primary | ocus for the potential expansion
of denocracy under "really existing" |iberal-
denocratic regines. |In advancing this thesis, we
shal | denonstrate the nodernity and normative/critica
rel evance of the concept of civil society to all types
of contenporary societies. (vii-viii; my enphasis)

By contrast, nmy argunent in this chapter is that not only

does civil society theory not help explain "our" type of
soci ety, nor does it adequately explain those (post-
authoritarian) societies in which it has had such apparent
expl anat ory success. Moreover, and despite the

emanci patory and oppositional role that it clainms, | argue
that civil society theory plays into the hands of
technocratic neoliberalism providing a false hope for a

nai ve vision of denocratization. The concept of civil
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soci ety marks off fundanentalismas other in order to
reinforce the rationality of an expansive state. It tries
to reconstruct the social pact, no | onger through affect

but despite it.

Especially in Latin Anerica, civil society's expansion is often
sinmply equated with denocratization. |In part such clainms gain their
emanci patory aura fromthe fact that (and to the extent that) civil
soci ety discourse dresses itself in the rhetorical flourishes of the
old left, as can be seen in Jorge Castafieda's call to arns:

Here, then, is the first denocratic order of battle for the
left: to encourage every conceivabl e expression of civi

soci ety, every social novenent, every form of self-nanagenent
that Latin Arerican reality generates. (372, ny enphasis)

Such a conprehensive celebration of civil society, however and in al
possible forns it may be conceived, is clearly hyperbolic--and is an
obstacle to any sustained theorization or definition of the term Its
only limts here are the limts set by the imagination. This is
political and rhetorical shorthand, a gesture toward the new rather
than a real attenpt to think the problenmatics of self-nmanagenent and
organi zati on. Yet Castafieda (since elevated into political power by
Mexi can president Vicente Fox) is not alone in his clarion call for
the rejuvenation of Latin Anerican civil society, and this sense of
engagenent is not only a result of nmartial netaphors (of "denocratic
order[s] of battle"). 1In the wake of authoritarian regines, and the
failure of previous left projects in the face of authoritariani sm

| eft and social denocratic intellectuals throughout the continent seem

to agree that rebuilding civil society is the key step towards
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consol i dating denocracy and ensuring respect for individual and soci al
rights. Specifically, Castafieda's social denocracy (which is adapted
fromthe 1980s positions of the centrist CEPAL, the UN s Economc
Commi ssion for Latin America and the Cari bbean) has been taken up by
many as one of the few alternatives with which to oppose the doni nant
neoliberalism The left's call to battle (or gesture towards the new)
derives fromits enbattled position nowthat it no |onger sets the

agenda in Latin America--let alone worl dw de.

In the face of the suggestion that it offers a
coherent alternative to neoliberalism | argue that civil
soci ety discourse is neither coherent nor an alternative.

It is no alternative, for--as we learn from|l ooking at
Sendero and recent devel opnents in neoliberal Peru--

neol i beralismtakes civil society discourse at its word and
then sone, seeking to inplenment a transparent and perfectly
functional civil society wthin the national space. The
civil society discourse of the left is truncated and

i ncoherent, and achieves only half-heartedly what the right
does so well: to exclude culture and affect fromthe sphere
of the state for the sake of sonme dream of |ibera
rationality. By contrast, | suggest that we need to | ook
at what is constitutively ignored or repressed by such

di scourse: the affective relations that signify the
irreducibility of the cultural within the political.
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My critical focus in this chapter will be on Cohen and Arato's
presentation of civil society theory. | take at face value their

claimthat "despite the proliferation of this discourse, and of the

concept itself [. . .] no one [had] devel oped a systematic theory of
civil society" (3) before their intervention. It is interesting,

however, to note the extent to which they downplay the specifically
Latin Anerican set of discourses on civil society. Despite their
remark that the Latin Anerican treatnent of these thenmes (particularly
in Quillermo O Donnell, Alfred Stepan, and Fernando Henri que Cardoso)
is "the richest, npbst open-ended and npbst synthetic" (48) anbng those
di scussi ons that have returned the notion of civil society to the
contenporary socio-theoretical map, Latin America drops off this same
map. Later it is the experience of "state-socialist countries" of
Eastern Europe alone that is nentioned as providing "the worl d-
historical inpetus to revive the category" of civil society (487).

No doubt this situation is result in large part of Cohen and
Arato's obvious unfamliarity with Spani sh conpared to their nuch
greater famliarity with Gernan texts, though their overall project of
relegitimating civil society as a concept for the West also requires a
certain occlusion of non-Western di scourses. Mdyreover, their
di scourse anhivalently clainms both inspiration and di stance from
social actors thenselves: inspiration in so far as the reference to
actual |l y existing social noverments enabl es Cohen and Arato to claim
they are "not speaking in a void" (346); distance in so far as they
reject the "denocratic fundanentali smtypical of collective actors

based in civil society" (561). They maintain this (anti-populist)
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position even as they are aware of the criticismof "soulless
reform sm' that they face in part as a result.
Perhaps it is along these lines that we can understand the

phenonmenon of Castafieda's Utopia Unarnmed and its huge success both in

Latin Anerica and in the US, in that Castafeda is far | ess wary of
ei ther fundanentalismor even a form of (neo)populism Castafeda's
text has had wi de influence, and in many ways has defined the
framework for rethinking the Latin Anerican left not just in the
soci al sciences but also in the humanities and in the public sphere
nore generally, although it has done so without offering much that is
new (his analysis of civil society and social novenents being
essentially little nore than a sinplification of Al ain Touraine's),
rat her by encapsulating a general trend (that consists in the
reeval uation of national liberation novenents and advocacy of nbderate
state intervention in the econony and wel fare projects), and providing
both historical context and a sense of urgency.

That what is fairly unabashed social denbcracy and--as also in
Cast afieda’' s subsequent book on Che Guevara2--a spirited farewell to
all that the Latin Anerican left has held dear for nost of this
century should al so be chanpi oned even by those who m ght have
positions nomnally far nore radical that those of Castafieda's, nay
seem surprising. This success can maybe understood in terns of the
project to inject a dose of fundanentalism (of "soul") into a

di sillusioned (apparently post-revolutionary) Latin Arerica: a

2 For which see Jean Franco's reading of the various recent biographies
of Quevara and the effort they expend in detailing the apparent
futility of the traditional Latin American left.
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fundanentali smof civil society ("every conceivable expression [. . .]
every social novenment"). Hence perhaps the central position ascribed

to Castafieda in Duncan G een's Silent Revolution, which is distributed

in the US by Monthly Review Press, a bastion of the traditional |eft
if ever there was one. G een suggests that the "rigorously
intellectual" (192) Castafieda's adnmittedly "hodgepodge" proposal is
"one of the nost anbitious" attenpts to fornulate an alternative to
neol i berali sm (191), steering a mddle ground between CEPAL and the
Sdo Paul o Forum Castafieda's (and nore generally, new social novenent
theory's) drawis the ability to nmake the "middl e ground" the site of
a fundanmentalism to enphasize (even in the spiritedness of its
farewell to arns) the radicalismof Cohen and Arato's "self-limting
radi cal i sm' (493 and passi m where Cohen and Arato thensel ves
enphasi ze rather the self-limtation.

In simlar vein, the Monthly Review al so published WIIliam

Robi nson's highly laudatory account of the Sdo Paul o Forum the broad
coalition of leftist Latin American groups and parties. The Forum
sonmething of a "Wio's Wwo" of the Latin Anerican left fromBrazil's PT
(Lula's Worker's Party) to the Sandi nistas, the FMLN and the Cuban
Communi st Party, essentially supports a platformvery simlar to

Cast afieda's. Specifically on civil society, Robinson describes the
Sdo Paul 0 Forum s position as follows: "The correl ation of soci al
forces in civil society is at least as inportant as who actually hol ds
power, naybe nore so. [. . .] The state nust be denocratized through
popul ar control over its activities" (6). The actors in civil society
are to be the new social novenents, given (Robinson reports) the
proposition that "There has been a real revolution of civil society in

Latin Anerica" (6) with the rise of such novenents.
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Though the S&do Paul o Forum enbraces al nost the entire spectrum of
the Latin Arerican left, fromthe PT to the Cubans, including also the
United Left (11U of Peru, clearly the Peruvian Comuni st Party--
Shining Path (henceforth in this text Sendero Luni noso or sinply
Sendero) renains outside this, as al nost any other, coalition. For
Cast afieda, Sendero functions effectively as the horizon of all leftist
reform sm and al so the warning for any who choose not to rethink a
denocratic alternative: "the condition for the renewed viability of
reformsmin Latin America [. . .] lies inevitably in the threat of
something worse. Since it cannot be revolution as such--the way Cuba
was for nearly twenty years--it nust be different, yet terrifying
nonet hel ess. This is the syndrone of Sendero Luni noso" (488). |If not
reform then Sendero: Castafieda suggests that Sendero is both the
out cone of neoliberal social disintegration (and as such "reflects the

new bane of Latin America" [448]), and the ne plus ultra of a left

that refuses to reform This, for Castafieda, is the fundanentalismto
end fundanentalisns. |f Sendero "can certainly instill fear in the
hearts and m nds of many" (448), this is a fear both of the neglected
masses (should they not be harnessed to a new program of reforn) and
of the recalcitrant left (should it nmanage to harness the masses to a

program beyond both revolution and reforn).

82



defining civil society

The great attraction of civil society theory is that it
seens to offer a radicalized "third way" between statism

and | ai ssez faire market economics.3 After all, it would be

hard to contest Jorge Castafieda's assertion that "the left
must have a progranmt (427), and nust go beyond what tends
to be nerely critique of market econom cs and the

w t hdrawal of the state, a critique usually based on the
ef fect of such policies upon the poorest nenbers of
society. It is not that such critique is unnecessary--far
fromit--but rather that it is insufficient as the right
controls the intellectual as well as the political
initiative. The left needs a programthat goes beyond the
pi eceneal celebration of |ocal resistances that all too

of ten passes for the cultural politics of US intellectuals.
It is partly in rejection of such a cultural (non)politics
that, in the face of globalization, the I eft has generally
chosen to enphasi ze the broad constructi on and

consolidation of civil society as a programthat would both

3 O course and ironically, the pronmise of a radicalized third way is
equally the attraction of populism
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appeal to the state and gain legitimtion from broad
sectors of society.
Wth utopianisnms wane, civil society theory offers a

bounded ut opia that would be quintessentially nodern

(rather than pre- or post-nodern). For "an age when
totalizing revolutionary utopias have been discredited"”
Cohen and Arato offer "a self-reflective and self-limting
utopia of civil society" (451). Cvil society is self-
limting in so far as it is the sphere of

nedi ati ons between subsystens of society. Civil society is

nmodern in so far as it depends upon an account of

noder ni zation as the process of differentiation

(constituting the energence of such subsystens). It is on
the heels of the differentiation of the econony and the
state, and thus al so econom c society and political
soci ety, as separate spheres that civil society energes as
a reciprocally differentiated sphere that, according to
Cohen and Arato's working definition, serves as:
a sphere of social interaction between econony and
state, conposed above all of the intinmate sphere
(especially the famly), the sphere of association

(especially voluntary associ ations), social novenents,
and forns of public conmmunication. (iXx)

Wth this definition they claimto be follow ng the

"contenporary collective actors" who have put the project
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of civil society back onto the political agenda in so far
as "by 'civil society,' these actors have in mnd a
normati ve nodel of a societal realmdifferent fromthe
state and the econony"” (346).

Yet even this tripartite nodel, taken from Antonio
Gransci, is not sufficient--even if it is "fundanental"
(423)--for Cohen and Arato. Rather, they understand civil
society to be positioned both as the site of and at the
nexus of a whole series of nediations and differentiations.
| ndeed (here follow ng Polanyi as well as G ansci) they see
nmodern civil society as a crucial part of "the re-creation
of a fabric of societal internediations [. . .] in a new

and posttraditional forni' (425; enphasis in original).

Political society nediates between civil society and the
state and (if only "in principle") econom c society may
nmedi ate "between civil society and the market systent (x).
Moreover, and inportantly, civil society is also internally
differentiated in a nunber of ways. First and forenost

they stress the anbival ence of civil society, expressing

this anbivalence in terns of a dualistic framework that
coul d account for both integration and innovation. Thus
(follow ng Jirgen Habermas) they invoke a distinction

between "lifeworld" and "systent whereby they associate
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civil society with the communicative interactions of the
lifeworld and define both the state and the econony as
subsystens gui ded not by communi cation but by the
rationalized nedia of power (within political society) and
nmoney (for econom c society) (426). Moreover, civil
society is also itself internally differentiated according
to the same schema in that at the porous border between the
lifeworld and the subsystens Cohen and Arato see both the
possibility of an institutionalized encroachnment upon the
lifeworld--the "negative dinensions of civil society" (442)
for which Cohen and Arato see M chel Foucault as the
forenost theorist and critic--and al so the possibility that
soci al novenents m ght "exert pressure for inclusion" (532)
and (above all) "influence [. . .] within political (and
econom c) society" through "receptors” in the real m of

t hese subsystens that "can, within limts, be added to and
denocrati zed" (531).

G ven their stress on differentiation, Cohen and Arato
are consistently opposed to what they termthe
"fundanental i sns" (410) of dedifferentiation, the failure
to respect distinctions within civil society), particularly

the "denocratic fundanentalisni (e.g. 453) that, refusing

the distinction between civil and political society, would
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overwhel mthe state and that they see leading only to
anarchy. This termnology is a curious |abel for an anti -
tradi tional position arguing against fundanental and
essential differences--especially given that they also (and
nmore conventionally) use the termfor the traditionalist
and essentialist "fundanentalismof false communities"”

(24), and this without differentiating between these two
usages. This apparent slippage only nakes sense in so far
as both fundanentalisns (the radical denocratic and the

traditionalist) are seen as anti-nodern--whet her postnodern

or an appeal to the prenodern (or "primtivist" [453]).

| ndeed Cohen and Arato place thenselves firmy in the
defense of "the universalist tradition of cultural and
political nodernity" (24-5) and, further, see their
argunent as one for the "further nodernization of the
culture and institutions of civil society" (25; their
enphasis). In this context their self-limting civil
society theory offers a defense of political nodernization
(guaranteed for Cohen and Arato by the relative autonony of
the state and political society), econom c devel opnent

(I'i kewi se guaranteed by the relative autonony of economc
society) in so far as they mght be (denocratically or

of fensively) nediated by a civil society that would al so
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(defensively) maintain the integrity of the lifeworld. Any
threat to this social order is seen as a threat to
nmodernity in toto, and is ternmed a fundanental i sm

Yet Cohen and Arato seemaware that it is (at |east)
the trace of such fundanentalismthat has provided
sonet hing of the soul and prom se of social novenents in
Latin America (and el sewhere).4 They admt that their
project may appear (as they catchily put it) "deficient in
its notivational ability" (455). The sign of their
anbi val ence lies not only in their reactive |abelling (and

stigmati zing) of denocratic "fundanentalisns,” but also in
their marked and anxi ous sensitivity to the charge that
their owm programis but "soulless reformsm (e.g. 423).
It is interesting that, unusually for such a densely-
referential book, here Cohen and Arato's interlocutors are
un- nanmed, as though the charge of soullessness had no
specific authors or cane fromno specific place. The

question of affect haunts their text. Nor are the

denocratic "fundanental i sts" pinpointed: naned theorists

4 Indeed | will argue below that the distinctions they draw are not
only arbitrary (as | think Cohen and Arato would adnit, at least in the
sense that their precise delimtation is the result of a particular

hi storical conjuncture--a particular stage of nodernization and soci al
struggle) but also, in the end, untenable.
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who argue against the differentiation of civil and
political society (paradigmtically Hannah Arendt) are
rat her described as advocating "direct"” or "radical"
denocracy (cf. 200). Yet fundanentalismis enbodied for
Cohen and Arato: it is to be found anong the soci al
movenents thensel ves. However nuch it may be hoped that
nmodern soci al novenents "are no | onger notivated by
fundanental i st projects of suppressing bureaucracy,
economc rationality, or social division" (16)--Heaven
forfend--we find that in practice fundanmentalismis
"typical of collective actors based in civil society" (561
my enphasis).

Here perhaps we find the notivation for the book's

project as a whole: the concept of civil society needs to

be "reconstructed" to protect it fromits own nost fervent

supporters. Civil society discourse is a victimof its own

success; its fashionability (for Cohen and Arato) |eads to
its anbiguity and the threat of fundanentalismon the part
of social actors. For while "the notion of rebuilding or
defending civil society certainly tends to increase

mobi l i zation," it remains all too "easy for such actors
[articulating this notion] to slip into fundanentalisnt

(421). Fundanentalismis "one side" (if "only one side")
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"of the new social novenents" even if it is also the mark
of civil society out of control and leads to "the
optimstic views of the theoretical defenders of civil

soci ety who see denocratic publics, intact solidarities,
and forns of autonony everywhere" (422). Here then "the
defenders of civil society [. . .] start to fall under the
suspi ci on of ideology" (422). Fundanentalism occupies the
central role that it does for Cohen and Arato's

t heori zati on because they see fundanentalismas the fal se
consci ousness of actors within civil society. ©Moreover,

t hough soci al novenents are prem sed on the porousness of

t he boundary between civil and (particularly) political

society, civil society has to be defined in ternms of the

def ense of this boundary. GCivil society theory is now

unhi nged from and opposed to civil society discourse.
The articul ation and defense of this boundary
constitutes the primary politics of civil society: in Cohen

and Arato's Habernmasi an term nol ogy, t he utopi an horizon
of civil society' [. . .] is based on preserving the
boundari es between the different subsystens and the
lifeworld. This is the standpoint fromwhich civil society

theory would articulate both a (defensive) critique and an

(affirmative) project of intervention into political and
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econom c society. But by extension, civil society bounded

by the political society is also civil society bounded by

the (nation) state. Inevitably, a non-fundanentalist civil

society theory that accedes to the separation between civil
and political society likewse is tied to political society
and its institutional support, the nation-state.
Admttedly this is only inplicit in Cohen and Arato's
theorization. But it is everywhere taken for granted, in
their discussion of citizenship, of legality, of common
identity and so on, as part and parcel of their nodernity,
that civil society should be a national civil society.
Civil society theory therefore inposes a series of
boundaries: and what it ainms to exclude is ostraci zed as
fundanentalist. Dom nique Col as's geneal ogy of the uses of
the concept of civil society denonstrates that whenever
civil society is invoked, the term depends upon the
demarcation of a fanaticismthat is its other. Gvil
society is always a conponent part of a "regul ated system

of differences" (G vil Society and Fanaticism 280), and as

such is threatened by the possibility of indifferentiation,
which is registered as fanaticism The system of
differences itself has been variously conceived over the

Il ong history of the termis use: civil society has been

91



defined in contradistinction to the people, the Gty of
God, the state of nature, and the state (23). G vi
society, in all its uses, allows then for "the flexible
managenent of rmultiplicity, heterogeneity" (288). The
greatest threat to civil society is posed not by the other
el emrents that also serve to manage nmultiplicity, but by the
specter of nmultiplicity itself. What distinguishes
contenporary civil society theory as articul ated by Cohen
and Arato--what makes this a historic noment for civil
society theory--is that wwth the energence of denocratic
fundanentalism fanaticismis now a conponent part of and
hence practically (fromthe point of view of practice)
i ndi stinguishable fromcivil society. For the first tine,
encouragi ng and nobilizing the forces of civil society also
summons forth the fanaticismthat threatens to abolish
civil society.

The nore that civil society expands, the nore it
i ncorporates fanaticismor fundanentalism The nore soci al
nmovenents and groups are integrated into civil society, the
nmore differentiated and conplex civil society becones, the
nmore civil society resenbles the pure, inmmedi ate
multiplicity that would destroy the entire system of

differences. Cvil society's triunph is also its downfall:
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as it incorporates previously excluded or oppositional
groups, these groups now threaten to annihilate civil
society fromwithin. The nore perneable are civil
society's boundaries, the nore it loses its capacity to

mai ntain and regul ate the principle of bounding difference.
Civil society discourse therefore needs to naintain the
sense that fundanentalisns remain that are not or cannot be
incorporated within civil society itself. Fundanentalism
W t hout wards off the nore serious danger of fundanentalism
within. 1In Colas's analysis, concerned above all wth
Eastern Europe, an unreconstructed Leninismis civil
society's ultimte exterior. |In Latin Anerica, Sendero
Lum noso provides the horizon of all such civil society

di scourse. Sendero serves as the ultimte, unrecuperable
fanaticism civil society discourse conjures up Sendero as
a warning, as an apocalyptic threat to frighten any who

m ght be tenpted by fundanentalism denocratic or

otherwise. In response, civil society theory enphasi zes

once nore the inportance of the nation-state.

For Castafieda, the notor of denocratization is a reformul ati on of
Latin Arerican nationalism "the left in Latin America has no choice
but to remain nationalistic" (298). This is scarcely surprising given

the intinate connection between civil society and the state, and the
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preem nence of the nation as the domi nant state form |In other words,
a continui ng enphasi s upon nationalismis a continuing enphasis upon
the state as the location of the political, especially in the face of
a globalization that pretends to be above politics and a neoliberalism
that affiliates itself with the global in order (apparently) to deny
the political. Castafieda regards nationalismas the comobn

denomi nator of all Latin American |eft nmovenments in the twentieth
century, and as the left's positive legacy that may still be nobilized
agai nst neoliberalism |ndeed, his book may al so be read as an
attenpt to trace the nationalist zeitgeist of Latin American
opposi ti onal novenents, a history encapsulated in his opening anecdote
concerning the Argentine noney clained by both the Sandinistas and the
nont oneros, for whom the Cubans acted as nedi ators: national forces
here overdeternine even the |eft dreamof a regional revolution. The
| atest incarnation of this nationalist inpulse is to be a protective
regi onal federalism which is also to be intrinsically connected to
the "birth of a global civil society" (311). Again, however, this
civil society has to be seen as connected to first regional and then
gl obal coalitions of states; the state is to remain the guardi an of
politics and the regul ator of culture; nationalism (whether regional

or federal), then, attributes to the state an increased neasure of

aut onony whereby it can also regulate the transnational flows of
capital. So it is that nationalismis to be the prenise of

Cast afieda’' s anti-neol i beral project.

As such, and though perhaps it dare not speak its

name, the project of civil society's defense and self-
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limtation is also a culturalist project. Cohen and Arato

are sonmewhat unclear as to their definition of culture,
except in so far as it is internal to the lifeworld

di mension of civil society and is constitutive of tradition
and identity. Thus "an anal ytical franmework" on soci al
movenents "that focuses exclusively on strategic
interaction"--their interventions into political (and

possi bly econom c) society--"msses [. . .] the cultural
orientations"” (512). |Ironically, for Cohen and Arato it is
the fundanental i st position on civil society that is anti-
culturalist and anti-traditional, while an enphasis on
self-limting utopia isolates and preserves "the cul tural

di mensi ons of civil society"” (514). For Cohen and Arato
justify the differentiation (and rationalization) of
econom ¢ and political society as "a precondition for

releasing the cultural potentials of nodernity" (539).

VWhile nmy concern here is mainly with the social sciences (and with
a particular, if domnant, formof the social sciences), it is not as
if such a faith in the virtues of civil society is not present at al
in the humanities. |ndeed, perhaps because Latin Anerican
intellectuals in the humanities are nore likely to be funded, at |east
in part, by the state, or to see thenselves as state intellectuals
with a public role and audi ence, then they are generally closer to (or
| ess aut ononous fron) the social sciences in Latin Anerica than
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humanities intellectuals are el sewhere. Néstor Garcia Canclini is
perhaps particularly representative here, and particularly renowned:
as a phil osopher turned anthropol ogi st, no doubt part of Garcia
Canclini's success is due to his ability to construct a hybrid

di scourse whose rhetoric appeals to the hunanities and whose research

credentials appeal to the social sciences. H's Hybrid Cultures

appears to offer a theoretical perspective on and critique of
nodernity a la cultural studies (or even postnodern theory), with its
of fering of the new paradigmof hybridity and its nanechecking
Bour di eu, Lyotard, Janeson and so on. On closer inspection, however,
any theoretical perspective remains little nore than offered.

Post nodernity interests Garcia Canclini in so far as it is a
denocrati zati on of power, but not in so far as the state is weakened
(especially the state's capacity to subsidize cultural production
[278]), for hybridity remains a relation of domination in which the
mar ket both overwhelns "the art of the West" and is "stronger than the
di fference of the subalterns or marginalized groups" (39). Because he
bel i eves that there can be no successful subaltern resistance, he

t heref ore suggests that the only course of action openis
acconmodation with the state, through civil society.

As George Yudi ce el aborates (and cel ebrates)--again, in one of the
nore prominent leftwing journals, Social Text, a flagship of the
culturalist left--Garcia Canclini's regional federalismis very nuch
the politics of civil society, to be seen in tandem w th Castafieda’ s
proposals. Garcia Canclini, however, gives civil society a cultura
focus, prem sed upon the virtues of a non-totalizable market (and
"consunption as a 'neans of thinking' that creates new ways of

t hi nki ng" [Yudice 18]) and upon states "setting regul atory policies"
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(18) particularly for cultural goods. "Comunities of consuners" of
these cultural goods are to provide "the cultural adhesive for
Cast afieda’' s nore econom cally concei ved regi onal federalisn (19).

Yet again, Sendero provides the horizon of all such civil society
di scourse, outside the narket of possible political positions. Yudice

guotes Garcia Canclini's Consuners and Citizens: "a deterioration of

peasant and urban economies [. . .] has [. . .] spawned
fundanental i sns of ethnic and paraethnic novenents (e.g., Sendero

Lum noso), which are obstacles to integration" (qtd. Yudice 19).
Further to Castafieda's expl anation of Sendero as a synptom of
neol i beral breakdown, here Sendero is also defined as a (para)ethnic
fundanentalism But in this light and given Sendero's status
(especially in Yudice's argunent) as synbolic obstacle to the
realization of a multicultural civil society, we could reread the |ast

words of Hybrid Cultures, which ask "how to be radical wthout being

fundanentalist" (281) as also, in part, asking how to be radica
wi t hout being Sendero. For if Sendero is nothing else, it is radical
At the sanme tine, the question of how not to be Sendero becones
strictly unanswerable. |f Sendero is inconceivable, it is also
i ndescri babl e and unknowabl e for precisely the discourse that so
anxi ously wishes to distinguish its own (civil society's) incipient
fundanentalismfromthat represented by Sendero. |ncarnating
fundanentali sm Sendero is unrepresentable: if fundanentalismis the
abolition of all boundaries and all nediations, the iconoclastic
erasure of the difference between referent and sign, then it can
scarcely enter discourse. Conversely, if fundanmentalismwere to be
under stood as one discourse anong others, then it could be conceived

as part of civil society, its differences relative and negoti abl e.
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Sendero's unrepresentability haunts civil society discourse and
provides a rationale for paranoid attenpts to discipline civi
society. |If Sendero cannot be seen, its partisans could be anywhere
Civil society's fundanentalisms can then be rooted out in the nanme of
extirpating Sendero's fundanmentalism (or a fundanentalismlike
Sendero's) that has no (conceivable) place within civil society. Just
as Quzman was frustratingly elusive for the Peruvian security
services, so also with Sendero's nmilitants: their eyes and ears were
everywhere, but even the bodies of fallen conmbatants were renpoved from
the scene of battles before the security forces arrived. Francisco

Lonbardi's filmLa boca del |obo puts this paranoia on display as it

shows a detachnent of the Peruvian arny who wake up after their first
night in a renote Andean village to discover that at sone point,
someone, w thout disturbing any guards or sentries, has replaced the
Peruvian flag that was flying above the building with Sendero's hamer
and sickle. Throughout the film Sendero are never seen--the guerrilla
constitute the absolute horizon and linmt of visibility in the clear
Andean air, the real that invisibly threatens national order and

i nternal coherence. Finally, the conmmandi ng officer breaks down under

the strain and first orders a nassacre of the villagers and then | oses

control of his own nen.>

51 amgrateful to Alberto Mreiras for drawing ny attention to these
aspects of the film

98



new soci al npbvenents

If civil society, particularly in the (Latin Amrerican)
South and the (post-Soviet) East, has undergone a profound
transformation (a "revolution" as WIIiam Robi nson suggests
[6], taking his cue fromthe Sado Paul o Forum, or is
perhaps in the West to undergo such a maj or change, the
agents of this transformation are said to be largely the
new soci al novenents: Cohen and Arato's claimis that
"social novenents constitute the dynamc elenent in
processes that mght realize the positive potentials of
nmodern civil societies" (492). New social novenents have
by now inspired a vast literature, and practically a new

t heoretical approach.?®

6  Though Cohen and Arato argue that this is not a fully constituted
theory of civil society. O Alain Touraine, for instance, one of the
key intellectual theorists (and propagandi sts) of the new socia
novenents, they state that "[his] work points us in the right
direction, but he does not offer a theory of civil society" (523). As
| noted earlier, | amtaking at face value Cohen and Arato's claimto
be the first to offer such a theory; however | amaware that this claim
could be contested on a nunber of levels, not |east by those partisans
of new social novenents who naintain a (nore or |less principled) anti-
theoreticism At times, noreover, this anti-theoreticismis theorized
interms a critique of theory's (or Theory's) colonizing effects. |
consider nmy own project inline with this (essential postcolonial)
approach, but al so hope to go beyond this problematic: the nere
denmonstration that (say) Cohen and Arato's civil society theory is
Eurocentric is in the end unsatisfying. Let us see, rather, how civil
soci ety theory energes at the conjuncture of various (European and
Latin Anerican) discourses, techniques of control, and projects for
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New soci al novenents are variously taken to include
the post-sixties counter-cultural opposition (such as anti -
war and anti-nuclear activism, single-issue pressure
groups (for exanple, of environnental or AIDS activism,
identity politics (femnism the | esbian and gay novenents)
particularly in so far as they break fromeither
parlianmentarian or revolutionary projects. As such they
tend to be defined in terns of both constituency and
strategy, and thus in terns both of a new (anal ytic)
under st andi ng of society and of a new (political) relation
to the state. For on the one hand new soci al novenents
theory breaks with theories of "nass society" by describing
such novenents as expressions of increased social
differentiation: in this sense they are also very nuch
synpt ons of nodernization and "a weakening of traditional
cl eavages in which people are freed fromtraditional ties
of class, religion, and the famly" (Kriesi et. al.

Xviii). On the other hand (and this is key for Cohen and
Arato), new social novenents theory tends to enphasi ze

| ocalism (at times particularisn) and (often cultural)

liberation, and |l et us then perhaps begin to inmagine alternatives that
woul d be aware of the full conplexities of such a conjuncture.
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def ensi veness deriving froma "self-limting collective
identity" (Cohen and Arato 518) that woul d preclude

projects of either smashing or capturing the state.

In Latin Anerica social novenents theory usually describes the
di sparate nmovenents--for exanple, of those organizing soup kitchens,
protesting di sappearances, working for the environnent or for
i ndi genous people's issues--that took over the role of opposition to
authoritarian regines with the repression and apparent failure of
traditional social nmovenents such as political parties or trades
unions. Though identity politics is usually to the fore in new soci al
novenents theory, that many of these novenents are perhaps trades
uni ons (for exanple, Chico Mendez' rubber tappers' union) or grow out
of histories forned above all by traditional political parties (as
especially in Chile) perhaps alerts us to the fact that their newness
may be deceptive; indeed, it nmay be that what is newis rather the way
in which their role is conceived and the extent to which their
coordination is to be much | ooser, nmuch nore preni sed upon difference

t han consensus.

If many of the identities pronpoted through these new
soci al novenents are hardly new (though not all, and there
are certainly a wwder variety of political positions now
avai l able), they would earlier have been coordi nated by
| arger organizations, such as parties, whose principle of

unity was to be found el sewhere. The new social novenents
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t hus apparently conformto a nore direct representation of
the social, and are to performa |ess attenuated nedi ati on.
For previously social novenents clained to speak for a
plurality of subjects in a single voice, representing them
across a broad range of issues; the new social novenents,
on the other hand, are nore particularized both in terns of
their conposition and in terns of the issues they address.
As so many of the new social novenents (from fem nist

coll ectives to nei ghborhood commttees) work according to a

|l ogic of inhabitation (of gender or of barrio), if not

necessarily a logic of identity, they hold out the prom se
of a quasi-natural participation in the political, a

prom se accentuated further by the apparent everydayness of
their typically small size and anti-bureaucratic workings.
In terns of Cohen and Arato's analysis, which stresses the
dual nature of social novenents as they "operate on both
sides of the systemlifeworld divide" (531) (i.e. in so far
as they nedi ate between the strategic project of political-
-and econom c--soci ety and the defensive project of civil
society as lifeworld), new social novenents theory stresses
the extent to which such novenents are rooted in the

lifeworld. This rootedness is taken to be quasi-organic
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precisely in that the lifeworld is defined by its

resi stance to bureaucratic rationalization.

Is Sendero al so a new social novenent? Cenerally it is not seen as
such. Indeed it is usually contrasted with novenents such as the

rondas canpesi nas because of the latters' political stances, form

organi zation, willingness to enter into coalitions with the state as
well as with other popular groups, and so on (and for a detailed
exani nation of the conflict between Sendero and the rondas, see

Degregori et. al., Las rondas canpesinas). On the whole Sendero has

confounded those who have tried to understand it in ideol ogical terns
(as either new or old social novenent whose enphasis would be on the
promul gati on of doctrine or program and benused or shocked those who
see it as an irrational deviation fromthe political (as mystica
death cult or barbarous terrorism. As Nelson Manrique points out,
the inplicit convention in Peru is that one "categorizes [Sendero] as
terrorist. \When the discussion reaches this point, apparently it is
i mpossi ble to say anything nore without running the risk of being
consi dered at best an appeaser of Sendero, if not a covert Senderista"
("La década de la violencia" 137). This point was also nade to ne (in
di scussion of a draft of this chapter) by Quillernbp Rochabridn, who
suggests that as a result Sendero has becone a screen agai nst
di scussion of the |eft nore generally.

One coul d ask, for example--and again | amindebted here to ny
conversation with Rochabrun--why is the left not nore |ike Sendero?
In the late 1970s there was a consensus on the left that Peru was in a

pre-revol utionary situation and that arned viol ence was the obvious
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solution. Seen in this light the left's nove towards sonething |ike
civil society discourse in the (eventually disastrously unsuccessful)
United Left of the early 1980s is far nore puzzling than Sendero's
conti nuance of what was arguably a common |ine. No doubt the sane
guestion goes for the Latin American |eft nore generally.

Yet Fernando Cal derén, Al ejandro Piscitelli and José Luis Reyna, in
an influential overview of new social novenents theory, present
Sendero as an exanpl e of such a novenent, if one that is "striking
absol ute, cruel, and disconcerting" (21). Again, however, for these
authors Sendero is nore synptomthan actor (even though what nakes it
so "striking" and "disconcerting" is precisely its actions): "the
novenent reflects the conpl ex processes of exclusion and
di sintegration occurring in Peruvian society" (21) and "Sendero
Lum noso is strong because the Peruvian working class is weak" (21).
By inplication, Sendero is a new social noverment because it is not a
novenent of the Peruvian working class, and because it successfully
chal | enges (or takes the place of) traditional organizations of that
class. Curiously, Calderén, Piscitelli and Reyna al so state that
Sendero "parallels [. . .] the creative search of this society, stil
overshadowed by its own past" (21). Wether Sendero is a synptom
result, or obstacle to this search remains unclear

In any event, Caldero6n et. al.'s definition of new social nobvenents
is so capacious as to raise doubts as to the terms use: as well as
Sender o and obvi ous candi dates such as the Madres de |a Plaza de Mayo,
they include also the Sao Paul o netal workers and Central Anerican
national |iberation novenents as new soci al novenments. A nore
coherent narrative would include these latter two nmovenents under the

category of old social noverments. Yet much witing on new soci al
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novenents falls into simlar problens of definition, which is not to
say that nore coherent theories of the new social novenents may not be
possi ble. No doubt Laclau and Mouffe's work is the benchnmark for new
soci al movenents theory as theory (Cohen and Arato shy away from or
claimto transcend new soci al novenents theory), yet there has been

little advance since their Hegenpbny and Socialist Strategy, and nost

anal ysts have concentrated on specific anal yses (though with all the
proper theoretical gestures) rather than nore general and yet still
ri gorous observations. Practically, however, Sendero generally
functions as the limt of new social novenents theorizing, even if
perhaps theoretically one night inagine a narrative in which Sendero
coul d coherently be included in such anal yses. Again, discussion of
Sendero becones a neans to avoid discussing the left and its limts.
Sendero itself encourages the viewthat it is the linmt of social
novenent theory through the aggressivity it has shown to other such
novenents in Peru, epitom zed above all perhaps in its assassination
of Maria El ena Moyano, an organizer in Villa El Salvador, a comunity
on the outskirts of Lima. Above all such aggressivity is a challenge
to the general assunption that new social nobvenents can quasi -
naturally enter into nutual coalition, an assunption that rests on the
still nore fundanental, and usually unquestioned, prem se that Latin
Anerican (and other) societies really are organi c whol es, precisely
the prem se Sendero sets out to challenge. Sendero's claimis that
the new social noverments are foreign incursions into the Peruvian
political scene, especially those supported by non-governnental
organi zations: "From Sendero's sectarian point of view, organizations
that support grassroots groups represent an attenpt on the part of the

i mperial powers [. . .] to strengthen the chains of capitalismin

105



rural Peru" (Smith 54-5). It is another question as to whether
Sendero woul d claimthat an organic society can be achieved. Perhaps
it realizes the violence entailed in such a project, and thus the gap
bet ween the present state of society and a future organicism Yet
nost | eft anal yses before the 1980s (or even the late 1980s) woul d

al so have questioned the organicist prem se. |ndeed, new social
novenents theory's nost significant effect on social theory is perhaps
the institution of this new organicism even as it also highlights

di fference, these are always negotiabl e differences.

The new social nobvenents are to constitute a renovated
civil society, and civil society is to becone the site of

an i nhabitation as nuch as of a representation (this is

"“civil society as an ordinary | ebensraunt as Cal der6n,

Piscitelli and Reyna have it [30]). Gvil society is to
engage in an autopoiesis or self-making (here Cohen and
Arato follow on from Ni kl as Luhman) as soci al novenents
relatively autononmous fromstate structures or external

i nfl uence becone the internediaries of power, enabling
negotiati on between lifeworld and (ultinmately) state.
Politics is here conceived as a process of ideol ogical
conflict and continual negotiation to build hegenony
(understood in comruni cational and, for Cohen and Arato,
di scourse ethical terns) anong diverse social actors.

Cvil society would be the space apart from but adjacent to
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political institutions, within which the terns, strategies,
and actions of power are debated, contested, or approved by
soci al novenents that represent and are inhabited by the
different elenents and identities in an increasingly nodern
and differentiated society. As Calderd6n et. al. put it,
"soci al novenents would be aspiring not only to actualize
the rights of social and political citizenship (that is,
participation in decision-mking nmechanisns) but also to
create a space of institutional conflict in which to
express their demands" (29).

Though this paradigmis probably dom nant in social
scientific discourses franed by the probl ematic of
gl obalization (and especially in anal yses of Latin Anmerica
and post-Sovi et Eastern Europe), it has been contested, on
both political and historical grounds, by those who stil
favor sone version of the previous paradigm Before this
enphasis on civil society inits diversity and
fragnmentation, left projects centered upon class and
national anti-inperialism and upon a contest for the
state. Many who hold to this perspective consider the new
wei ght given to negotiation within civil society a retreat

fromwhat they see as the nore fundanental antagoni sns
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deriving froma determ nant node of production, and an

evasion of the task of taking the state itself.

Yet the rise of new social novenents theory is a reaction to the
failure of this revolutionary nodel --and the observation that in many
ways any one state is nmuch the sanme as another, facing nore or |ess
the sanme problens with nore or | ess the sanme range of answers.

Mor eover, perhaps the basic bl ockage for previous |eft projects was
the belief in class essentialism-here expressed in the notion that a
worker's state could be fundanentally different fromthe capitali st
state. It is fromthe failure of class essentialismthat both

cul tural studies and new social novenents theory arise, and this

per haps expl ains the inportance of Laclau and Mouffe--who pinpointed
this precise problem-for both. The nbst inportant theoretical and
practical problemnowis that of how to go beyond cl ass essentialism
wi thout | osing the relation between culture and the state, i.e.
without falling into the mi sapprehensions of cultural studies and
civil society theory. This will entail reversing or inverting Laclau
and Mouffe, particularly their enphasis on the discursive. This

reversal is the theory of posthegenony.

It has been suggested that in that traditional
political novenents have never been so exclusively the
preserve of relatively privileged groups (such as
intellectuals or male blue collar workers), the new soci al

nmovenents of wonen, environnental groups, indigenous
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peopl es and so on draw from and understand t hensel ves in
reference to a context still overwhelmngly defined by the
earlier formof politics. Therefore the state should still
be the object of struggle rather than the neutral nediator
of relatively autononous conflict. For this to be the
case, this argunent suggests, the role of traditiona

soci al novenents to coordinate | ocal issues and identity-
centered concerns remains crucial if the social energy of

protest is not to be dissipated.

Anot her problemwi th new social novenents theory, as Oin Starn
observes, is that it is generally assuned that such novenents will be
novenents of social protest. Starn conments that in Arturo Escobar
and Sonia Alvarez' collection, "not a single essay considers drug
gangs, conservative civic novenents, soccer hooligans, neo-Nazi
ski nheads, faith heal ers or evangelical churches" ("To Revolt Agai nst
the Revol ution" 558)--although to be fair, elsewhere there has been
wor k done on sonme of these phenonena, and on evangelicalism
particularly (e.g. Burdick). Starn goes on to argue that

the lack of attention to these kinds of nmass organi zati ons from
the social novenents schol arship operates to preserve both the

pl easing ring of insurgency to the |abels "popular initiatives"
and "social nobilization" and the sinplified picture of the

di spossessed as always in feisty opposition to the state, the
ruling classes, and the powers that be. (558)

If Sendero is one horizon of new social novenents theory this is
per haps the other. Such conservative novenents and Sendero alike
threaten the notion of an organic society of the oppressed. Starn

observes that even these conservative novenents have progressive
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aspects (and that equally the nobst cherished organi zati ons of popul ar
protest can and do reproduce relations of domnation). Yet at the
same time Starn holds Sendero itself at arns' |ength, taking at face
val ue Sendero's own clains of "absolute [. . .] certainty" to
characterize the guerrillas only in terms of "nmyopic inflexibility"
(561). |Is this not positing a honbgeneity to Sendero that Starn is so
qui ck to unravel in other novenents? Again, Sendero serves as the
limt of any analysis, even in the context of quite a subtle account

of other groups, such as here the rondas canpesinas.

the tiller of the state

The new soci al novenents paradigmis in fact |less a break
fromthan a continuation of the earlier understandi ng of
politics. For neither position questions the underlying
assunptions of civil society itself as an attendant,

medi atory sphere that should guide the logic of state
policy (be the state transfornmed or nerely reforned).

Whet her the social novenents be new or old, the terrain of
denocratic politics is essentially taken for granted--only
the agents of its transformation or stabilization are in
dispute. In either case we have a bipolar division between
the people (envisioned either as a relatively coherent
national or class bloc or as a nore or |ess fragnented

coalition of diverse interests and identities) and the
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state, for which civil society (constituted by soci al
nmovenents new or old) acts as nedi ator.

This is true despite the apparent conplexity of Cohen
and Arato's tri- (or nmulti-) partite vision of social
structure. For what becones clear is the limted nature of
all nedi ations except that between civil and political
soci ety--the structure they envisage is soon reduced to an
essential bipolarity. So, first, we see that the notion of
econom c society is vestigial or (perhaps better) under
erasure. Despite the assertion of "the obvious
permeability of political and economc institutions to
soci etal norns" (549) as a theoretical tenet, in practice
t he boundary between civil and econom c soci ety appears
remar kably i nperneable. Thus el sewhere, imedi ately after
they have again argued that "the political public is an
open structure because of its perneability to general
soci al comuni cation,” Cohen and Arato add that they "nust
admt that it is difficult to apply the sanme conception to
econom c society, where conditions of publicity and
therefore the possibilities of denocratization are even
nmore restricted" (713 n. 134). Indeed the project of a
medi ati on between civil and econom c society is, for Cohen

and Arato, scarcely on the agenda. Any influence of soci al
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novenents on the economc to be deferred to a somewhat
distant (and only possible) future: social nobvenents engage
ina "politics of influence targeting political (and

per haps econom c) insiders" (532; ny enphasis) and they

"target political society (and will one day perhaps target

econom c society as well)" (532; ny enphasis). The

prospect of denocratizing econom c society nust remain a
theoretical possibility, but is effectively bracketed off--
literally, in parentheses--fromany current political
program One wonders about the arbitrariness of this
bracketing, the effect of which is to render econom c
processes inscrutable and inviolate.

Second, and simlarly but nore anxiously (and finally
still less successfully), Cohen and Arato |ikew se attenpt
to bracket off the state itself fromscrutiny or influence
by mai ntaining a fundanental distinction between civil and
political society. As | argued earlier, the insistent
synptom of the tensions involved here is found in their
positing of a "denocratic fundanentalisnm as sonething |ike
t he fal se consci ousness of social novenents. But the
rationale for maintaining this position is confused to say
the least. At tines, the argunent woul d appear to be a

denocratical |l y-grounded anti-denbcracy: excessive
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dedifferentiation is "inconpatible with [. . .] the
presupposi tions of nodern denocracy" (469) or even "it

woul d i nvol ve such an overburdening of the denocratic

process that it would discredit denpcracy by associating it
with political disintegration or by opening it to
subversion through covert, unregul ated strategic action"
(451; ny enphasis). Denocracy is to be defended agai nst
denocracy, and social novenents to be doubly defensive in
that they are both to protect their conmunal identity
within the Iifeworld agai nst the encroachnent of
bureaucratic rationalization, but also to do so by
preventing precisely this identity fromitself--to ensure

t hat "conmmunicative interaction is unburdened fromthe task
of coordinating all areas of life" (539).

At other points, however, the limtation of denocracy
is justified | ess according to such paternalism(also
expressed in the nore nuanced, but perhaps nore nystifying,
proposition that there are distinct "forns of denocracy
adequate" to the various subsystens" [415]) but rather as

t he defense of efficiency in contradistinction to

denocracy. So, for exanple, "the need for steering
mechani snms for the state and the econony nust be respected

if we expect themto function efficiently" (415). This
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argunent fromefficiency is at |east nore coherent than
that from any paradoxical anti-denocratic denocracy,
especially given that it parallels the argunent nmade al so
in defense of the econony's inviolability. For in

di scussing the possibilities of a formof civil

di sobedi ence that would target econom c society they state
sinply that "econom c efficiency should not be sacrificed
in toto to denocratic pressure” (741 n. 80). As in

cl assical devel opnentalism efficiency and noderni zation
are posited as a priori principles higher than

denocrati zation: denocracy is to be advanced for the sake

of efficiency (and nodernization) rather than vice versa.

As efficiency thus beconmes ground, civil society |oses

its primacy and beconmes a subsystem of the "steering
performance [. . .] [of] systemrationality" (479). In

this light the problematic of civil society is |ess that of
denocracy (a society-centered problematic) than that of the

state-centered issue of legitimcy.”’ Cvil society, from

the point of view of the state, is the solution to the

7 That legitimacy and legitimtion could end up as the defining

probl ematic for Cohen and Arato is unsurprising given their dependence
on Habermas. But in applying this problematic explicitly to civil
society theory, civil society is viewed from above--i.e. fromthe point
of view of the state, rather than fromthat of the social novenents.
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dilenma faced by "bureaucratic-authoritarian regi nes[, that
t hey] never manage to solve their problens of |egitinmacy”
(50). We end up then with what is essentially a nanageri al

di scourse: the logic of civil society becones that of the

best neans to guide the tiller of state. Mbreover, civil

soci ety becones that tiller, an auxiliary part of the
state's sel f-guidance nechanism The nediating role of
civil society is sinultaneously a rationalizing role, as
cultural particularities are filtered, sorted, negotiated
and finally elimnated in the | ogic of managenent--even if
what is to be managed are once again particularities.
Het erogeneity here becones unity. GCvil society and the
state thus work to process the cultural, strip it of its
irrationalities, and return its energies as the force of
managenent. Here it is that the discourse of civil society
functions to exclude culture fromthe sphere of the state:
a nedi atory operation becones inexorably an ancillary role
of returning culture to itself, but in alienated,
m srecogni zed and rationalized guise.

For in the end it nmatters not how many inputs there
are to civil society, how many different voices or
representations are heard or recogni zed, nor even how t hey

are coordinated--for the different possible constitutions
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of civil society provide only variations on a thene. This
is true however inportant those variations nay cone to be
for individual agents or sectors of society--and clearly a
difference of sone kind is made when a particular group is
constituted as represented in civil society, when the
limts of the field s inhabitability are changed. Yet
what ever the variations, in so far as the state is a
singular unity--in so far as the state clains a legitimte
nonopoly of a specific force, as per Max Wber's classic
definition (78), in so far as the unity of the nation-state
goes unchal | enged--civil society functions as a

conbi natoire to produce nonopoly frommultiplicity. Gvi

society transforns nultiple inputs into a single output
(policy), even as the state then turns back to civil
society to redifferentiate or stratify it in nultiple ways.
For however nuch the state differentiates--as indeed
it does, whether by classing sone individuals citizens and
others not; or by classifying the insane, the educated, the
crimnal and so on--it differentiates according to a single
principle, which is its own principle of differentiation
itself. The state functions as the singular principle of
nmodernity's differentiations. Hence the paradox that the

state is a machine to produce difference, yet it depends
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al so upon civil society as a machine to produce unity,
singularity--the singularity that is the state itself. In
the end the multiple negotiations within civil society are
both in the shadow of and the necessary | egitimating
conponents of an em nent unity that then overcodes such

di fferences according to a single legitimte and

| egitimating principle.

Max Weber hinself has | ed nmany off the track in stressing the
aspects of force and legitimacy in his fanous essay on the state,
especially in so far as he portrays the state as bound up in a

Bi | dungsroman of increasing legitimation: "In the end, the nodern

state controls the total nmeans of political organization, which
actual |y cone together under a single head" (82, ny enphasis). Yet if
the state is defined by its nonopoly, it is surely not sinply "in the
end" that it acquires such nmonopoly. It has to be assuned that the
state always has this nonopoly, at least ideally. Indeed the state is
per haps anobng the nost ideal of organizations, only existing fully in
ideality (no doubt this is the point of Hegel's argunent that the
state is the inevitable culmnation of the voyage of reason). Glles
Del euze and Félix Quattari argue that "The State was not formed in
progressive stages; it appears fully arned, a master stroke executed
all at once. [. . .] it is the basic formation, on the horizon
t hr oughout history" (Anti-Cedipus 217).

If Sendero is the limt of new social novenents theory--and equally

the limt of Peruvian civil society--it is because it represents what

117



is strictly unthinkable fromw thin such theory: the presence of

another state form Sendero (particularly at its height: say, My

1992) established a counter-state in the areas it controlled (nost

not ably Ayacucho), attenpting to construct "a new noral order in the
countryside. Theft, adultery, w fe-beating, corruption, failure to
cooperate in comunal work projects and other noral infractions were
severely punished by flogging and occasi onal executions" (Poole and
Réni que 62). Deborah Poole and Gerardo Rénique go on to suggest that
"During [the] early years nmany peasants viewed the PCP-SL positively
as a source of the noral order and security which the Peruvian state
had for centuries failed to provide" (62). Sendero is thus less anti-
state than a parallel state (not uniquely so, but nore aggressively
sei zing a nonopoly of legitinmate violence than other conparabl e
novenents), exploiting historic weaknesses in the Peruvian state's
claimto nonopoly, and civil society cannot operate according to such
a binarism Hence the sinultaneous denmand for greater
representativity, for greater adequation between state and civi
society: "The whole of civil society appears nore and nore lucid in
its demand that the State represent the national community and its
interests on top of the party interests of the State governnent"”
(Tello 116). Maria del Pilar Tello, anbng nany others, thus points to
a crisis of legitinmacy of the state that is, however, effect as nuch
as cause of the Sendero rebellion. Denobcratization neans a nore
adequat e representation as the current representational system has
broken down, has split into two (or nore) parts; yet the state nust

maintain its emnent unity, which it here fails to do
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neoli beralismand the limts of civil society theory

What then constitute the limts, if any, of the state's
overcoding? |If civil society's expansion is at the sane
time the expansion of the state's ability to convert
cultural differences of various sorts into state-sanctioned
difference according to its principle of legitimtion and
uni queness, what is to stop the expansion of this state-

civil society conbinatoire? Indeed, neoliberalism far

frompronoting the withdrawal of the state, is fromthis
poi nt of view rather the expansion of the state to
sonething like its extrene attenpt at transparency and
social totalization: the state appears to shrink in that
under neoliberalismit attenpts to maintain a direct and
total relation of legitimation with the social. 1In other
wor ds, neoliberalismtakes up the fundanentalism of civil

society but fromthe side of the state. Neoliberalismis

the state's reaction-formation in the face of civil
society's (inevitably fundanmentalist) demands: in Paolo
Virno's ternms, this is the "counterrevol ution" or
"revolution in reverse" whereby social denmands are appeased
but also inverted by the state (240). G vil society is the
state's reaction to a constituent power that it identifies
as fundanental i sm
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Neol i beral i smtends towards the extreme of civil
soci ety's expansion by accelerating the process of its
increasing legitimting power, perfecting and increasingly
relying upon the conbinatory apparatus. Perhaps the nost
visible nmeans by which this is achieved is in the use of
opi nion polls, through which the residual blockages of a
civil society that nmaintains that sphere's relative
autonony are elimnated, and public opinion enters directly
into a managerial discourse with the state. The thickness
of civil society tends to disappear, as the state noves to
an apparently direct relation with the public. Far, then,
fromw t hdrawi ng under neol i beral regines--and contra
neol i beral rhetoric and ideol ogy--the state expands
dramatically as, in Mchael Hardt's terns, civil society
wWthers. But this is a state that aspires to transparency
inits technocratic conversion of disparate affects into

statistical opinions and then a single set of policies.?8

8 Hence while | amintrigued by the notion of the "interregnum" as
theorized by Al berto Mreiras, followi ng Paul Bové who defines it as a
situation in which "there are ordering forces but they have not yet
sumoned their institutional rule into full view' (qtd. 11), | am not
so sure if it is not just that we (political and cultural theorists)
are tardy anal ysts of the new stage of institutional rule. But | would
agree with Moreiras's suggestion that our current obligation is to
under stand (again) the function and operation of val ue-production (and
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It was a feature of Alberto Fujinori's regine in particular that
opi nion polls acquired--or appeared to--the guiding force for
political decisions. Especially after Fujinori dissolved congress
with his auto-gol pe of 1992, public opinion was the mainstay of his
political legitimtion--a public opinion constituted solely through
the opinion polls. As Poole and Rénique indicate: "Over the next few
weeks [followi ng the coup], Peruvians were subjected to an aval anche

of opinion polls, nbst purporting to denonstrate nassive public

backing for Fujinori's coup. Mst were sinmple 'yes' or 'no' polls,
suggesting w despread support” (161). Mreover, nostly such polls are
taken at face val ue by researchers and acadenics, and the nechani sm
they constitute sel dom questi oned. Mbst social science acts as if it
were prem sed upon unconditional belief in such surveys, so that when
the tools of social science are taken up by a reginme there is little
that the social scientist can do but applaud this incorporation of
social scientific calculation into the workings of power.?®

Pool e and Rénique's further coment is illuninating: "What the
polls clearly reveal ed was the potency of Fujinori's 'anti-political'

and 'anti-establishnment' stance" (161). W may in the first instance

doubt that polls "clearly" reveal anything thenselves; yet in the

"that which val ues obscure"” [14]) in these newtines. Here the concept
of efficiency is clearly key.

9 Even the one book on Peruvian opinion polls, Fernando Tuesta's No
Sabe / No Opina is mainly concerned sinply with their representativity
and their treatment in the press. In interview, however (14 August
1997), Tuesta partly confirnmed what is comonly runored, that Fujinori
wor ked closely with an Argentine polling conpany (headed by Sau
Mankew t ch), about whose operations little is known. As these are not
publ i shed polls, they are not discussed in Tuesta's book.
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second instance, the fact of this barrage of polls reveals and
constitutes the anti-political nature of the regine. The regi ne was
anti-political in that it alnost fully converted the conplex relations
between culture and the state into a managerial discourse interior to
the state itself; culture has been expelled fromstate discourse. The
MRTA hostage crisis and its resolution in the Spring of 1997 is also a
clear exanple of this procedure: the MRTA, sinmlar to and affiliated
with the FMLN and other darlings of the 1980s |left, assuned that there
shoul d be sonme public space of negotiation, even if it had to be taken
by force. Fujinori, on the other hand, insisted that such negotiation
was i npossible, and when the polls indicated that the tinme was right,

i mpl emented a technocratic solution to elimnate this bl ockage to the
state's expansion and transparency. The MRTA was all too visible,
while Fujinori's preferred node of control is nore simlar to the

subt erranean tunnels that perneated the ground beneath the Japanese
enbassy, equi pped with sophisticated |istening devices, just as the
dream of the social scientific poll taker is invisible perneation of
the social conbined with absol ute eavesdropping skill. On the other
hand, the MRTA inplenented only poorly the representative strategies
of civil society and new social novenents theory, as in the end they
clained only to represent thenselves and to speak only for and to
their own activists in Peruvian jails. Still, even this mnina

i nhabitability of civil society proved inpossible.

Opinion polls are the extension rather than the
negation of civil society discourse: they take the notion

of popul ar representation to an extrene, offering the dream
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of a direct representation of popular will (the utopia of
di rect denocracy) rather than the nedi ated representations
of formal denocracy, whether instantiated in parties or in
t he new social novenents. For such institutions have their
own wei ght and rel ative autonony and thus, fromthe
perspective of neoliberalism their own distortions upon
the political process, whether those distortions are
measured in terns of bureaucracy or corruption. 10

Neol i beral i sm approaches the limts of civil society
di scourse. Left and social denocratic intellectuals such
as Cast afeda counterpose the expansion of civil society to
t he hegenony of neoliberalism-and it is true that
neol i beral civil society no | onger |ooks rmuch |ike civil
society, especially as it has been inmagi ned by the left,
because there is no role for parties, or for left
intellectuals. But this is because neoliberalism conjures
up a nore perfect civil society. A new breed of
intellectual, the technocratic nmanager, cones into play,

observing public opinion and inplenenting specific

10 perhaps this is why the discourse of scandal is so prevalent and so
power ful now. even relatively mnor scandals are magnified and
scrutinized by a press and a political establishment that sees before
it, as if in a mrage, the possibility of elimnating all such
obstacles to the snpboth and direct operations of a technocratic direct
denocr acy.
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strategi es of containnment (whether this be econom c, soci al
or mlitary containnent). This is a cold world. And it is
here, at this cold limt of neoliberalismthat we can see
how far we are from populism-if also so cl ose--and begin
to ask what exactly has been excluded fromthis social
formati on.

For at first glance neoliberalismseens to overlap
w th populism-and perhaps hence the fact that so many
current regines are hybrid neoliberal neopopulist regines.
What these two formations have in commopn is the assunption
or construction of a direct relation or pact between
governnent and people, and so in effect an apparent
expansion of civil society. But populismis not a
di scourse of civil society and operates rather according to
a certain affective affinity that serves to obscure the
state; neoliberalism on the other hand, excludes al
affective relations to i npose a hitherto uni magi ned

universality of the state. Populismcollapses civil

society into the cultural sphere (even as the state is |eft

alone in this substitution), while neoliberalismcoll apses

civil society into the state. Hence the disparate noods of

each formof regine: neoliberalisms coldness and cruelty

on the one hand, and populisnis ecstatic |ove on the other.
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We al so see very different dramaturgies in the two

formations: the bodily incarnation of society in populism
wth its crowds in the central plaza facing the charismatic
| eader, in contrast to the privatization of social space in
neol i beralism the social represented rather by statistical
informati on on a sheet of paper reviewed by a | eader

W t hout qualities.

On populist |Iove, John Krani auskas has witten of Peronismthat:
Wth [Evita's] death of cancer in 1952 [. . .] the paradoxica
structure of Peronisms political negation of nodernity--
si mul t aneousl y nobilizing and denobilizing the working class and
wonen--is witten right into her body, which itself becones

literally 'seized by neaning' and by a love that is not, quite,
patriotic. (129)

Meanwhile, it would be hard to inmagine a regine |l ess enbodied in its
| eader than that of Fujinori, whose public image was consistently
nmut ed, who was an unknown agronom st and nat henmatici an before he took
the elections fromthe flanboyant (if perhaps not exactly charisnmatic)
Mari o Vargas Ll osa, and whose reticence is popularly attributed to his
Japanese heritage. Fujinori's defining characteristic is a certain
rigidity, coded as strength, but this is hardly the strong | ove of
Evita, whose every effort was to produce the effect (and affect) of
natural and spontaneous enotion--however nmuch in fact her ailing body
was propped up by makeshift technol ogy.

One night conpare Fujinori's reticence to Abinmael Guzman's. Though
clearly the latter's withdrawal fromthe public sphere prior to his
capture in 1992 was al so dictated by pragmati c considerations, Quznan

gai ned the reputation of always being just out of reach, consistently
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evadi ng capture by the narrowest nmargin. He could be imagi ned as

al ways everywhere but nowhere: at tines runored to be dead, Sendero's
maxi mum | eader | eft only sem -legible signs of his spectral presence,
such as a pair of eyeglasses found after an attack in Ayacucho. It is
synptomatic that the Peruvian state viewed the captured videotape of
GQuzman dancing to "Zorba the Greek" as such a publicity coup, as it
soci alized and culturalized Sendero's maxi mum | eader--at a tinme when,
ironically, it has been suggested that, owing to health problens, he
was seldomable to travel to the Andean regi ons where Sendero had nost
power and support. Quzman could never project himself at his people's
side in the populist manner, and rather is represented in Sendero

i conography as the teacher, the bookish professor, finally as the

i ncarnation of a formof thought--pensaniento Gonzalo--that allies him

as the "fourth sword of Marxisni along with a parade of dead
foreigners (Marx, Lenin, Muo).

Starn offers the intriguing suggestion that Guznman took his nom de
guerre, Gonzalo, fromthe character in Shakespeare's The Tenpest
("Maoismin the Andes" 414). This is especially fascinating given the
way in which this play--about colonial relations in the Amrericas--has
structured Latin Anmerican self-conceptions fromJosé Enrique Roddé's
Ariel to Roberto Ferndndez Retamar's Caliban. Guznmin chooses neit her
the nodernist, spiritual position of Ariel, nor the materialist, third
wor | di st position of Caliban; rather, he chooses Gonzal o, the cl osest
we have in the play to a European intellectual, who is splendidly
i neffectual follow ng the shipweck, expatiating about a possible
ut opi an commonweal th in which "[I]etters should not be known; riches,
poverty,/ And use of service, none; contract, succession,/ Bourn,

bound of land, tilth, vineyard, none" (lI.i 157-9). The other
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characters nock this utopia, suggesting Gonzalo's anbition is for
personal power alone: "Yet he would be king on't [. . .] Save his

majesty! [. . .] Long live Gonzalo!" (II.i 163, 175).

What precisely then is elimnated in civil society
di scourse's--and, at its extrene, neoliberalisms--
exclusion of culture fromthe state? The conparison with
populismreveals that this excluded culture is above all a
matter of affect, of passion, and of the body. This is
what | amcalling the cultural, and it is here replaced by
a statistical articulation--perhaps a hyper-articul acy.
Affects are replaced by reasons--by reason--as answers are
demanded to the questions of managenent and state
direction. Opinions are solicited and constructed in
society's constant self-interrogation, that contrasts so
baldly with populisms construction of a barely articul able
ontol ogy of affect. For populism Daniel Janes perhaps
shows this best in his exam nation of the working class
subj ects of Peronism which he suggests "had becone by the
| ate 1950s a sort of protean, nall eabl e commonpl ace of

wor ki ng-cl ass identification" (Resistance and Integration

264). Ask a populist subject "why?" and a response is

barely forthcom ng. As Janes continues:
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| was constantly struck by the seem ngly unquesti oni ng
identification, particularly anongst mlitants, of

wor ki ng-cl ass activism resistance and organi zation
with being a Peronist. It seens to have becone al nost
an accepted part of working-class "commobn sense" in
the 1955-73 period. (264)

But if this is apolitical--and it surely is--we nust be
clear that it is a very different formof anti-politics
than that of neoliberalism Populismis an under-

articul ate disposition of the body, an incorporated common
sense, as opposed to neoliberalisms over-articulate franme
of mnd, an ability to produce opinion. The culture that

i s excluded under neoliberalismis precisely a matter of
this affective sense of bodily |ocation.

Still I would not suggest that populism withits
material, bodily grounding, is sonehow nore natural than
the neoliberal formation. Populisms substitution of
culture for the state is a quasi-magical sleight of hand
that requires a trenendous anount of investnent, and its
seduction and construction of the nasses is a precarious
achi evenent that has continually to be renewed. Populism
is also a very particular organi zation of affect. At the
sane tine, neoliberalismenjoys a very simlar aura of the
natural, as if it harnessed the results of a spontaneous
producti on of popul ar opinion, varnished with the sense of
rightness that rationalization and reason bring. Moreover,
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as neoliberalisms nethod is so in harnony with a whol e
range of social scientific nmethods and ideol ogies, it gains
addi tional purchase in as nuch as its constitutive
distortions mrror those of the social sciences and thus
remai n hidden froman i mense body of otherw se and
potentially critical know edge. Moreover, as Pierre
Bour di eu suggests, "The idea of 'personal opinion perhaps
owes part of its self-evident character to the fact that [.

.] 1t expressed fromthe very beginning the interests of
the intellectuals [as] small, self-enployed opinion

producers" (Distinction 399). Wth the rise of the

technocracy, intellectuals see the establishnent of a state
built in their own inmage.

Bourdi eu argues that the social scientific survey,
upon which the technocracy's production of public opinion
is based, proceeds "as if it had al ready resolved the
essential problemof politics, nanely, the question of the
transnut ati on of experience into discourse, of the
unformnmul ated ethos into a constituted, constituting | ogos"
(460). G vil society theory (and with it the range of
positions fromnew social novenents theory to
neol i beralism acts as though a direct habitation of the

space of representative negotiation were possible. But on
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the contrary, for Bourdieu, "Between ethos and | ogos,
practical mastery and verbal mastery, there is a radica
di scontinuity" (461). Opinion polls and other such
instrunments of the technocracy function as apparatuses of
capture by which qualitative difference becones
quantitative: they produce a statistical striation of
soci al space that produces first an equival ence between
persons and opinions (to allow a direct conparison) and
then a calibration of their differences. Once different
sectors of society are representable and conparable, they
can al so be appropriated. As Deleuze and Guattari suggest,

the state becones a "form of expression” (A Thousand

Pl at eaus 445) for the disparate elenents that it has

conpared and ranked in this way.

the return of affect

A range of experiences and affects--what | amcalling
culture--are processed by the state and through its
anci |l ary nmechani sns, of which perhaps the nost i nportant
is civil society, to construct the real mof manageri al
reason. Normally this process can pass nore or |ess
unnoticed, but in specific situations, where the state is
chal | enged by a counter-state and thus its doubl e appears,
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the constituent force of this excluded affect reappears.
This is denonstrated in an extrene form by Sendero Lum noso
in Peru, for whomthere is alnbost a direct translation

bet ween affect and reason. As Carlos |Ivan Degregori notes,
havi ng underlined the novenent's hyper-rationalism

Wth the amount of passion that Sendero Lum noso

devel ops and draws out, it may seem strange to define
it as a hyper-rationalist novenent. But one m ght
have to invert Pascal's phrase, "the heart has reasons
of which reason is unaware" and say concerning the

| eadi ng group of Sendero that "reason has passions of
which the heart is unaware." (Que dificil es ser Dios
20)

The PCP-SL and the divided Peruvian social structure it has
hel ped nold (if by negation) thus challenge nost accepted
paradi gns of social theory--as is denonstrated
synptomatically in Sendero's unthinkability within the
framewor k of such social theory. By formng a counter-pole
to the state's processing and elimnation of cultural,
Sendero shows how affect is a constituent el enment of any
social formation, and that it necessarily disrupts the

wor king of any civil society. For, though a counter-state,
Sendero has to figure to the official Peruvian state as an
irreduci ble cultural elenent that cannot be captured by its
of ficial mechanisns of civil society. David Apter coments
that "just as there are reasons of state, so there are
reasons of the anti-state" (5), but these latter nust
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figure to the state as anti-reasons. Sendero is figured by
the state as the indigestible aspect of the cultural, and
is stigmati zed as the savage and the irrational--the
barbarity itself against which the state defines itself.
Its disruptions range fromthe nundane to the spectacul ar--
and the spectacul ar versions of a group such as Sendero's
chal l enges to state legitimcy are well known. But perhaps
nost insidious for the state are the nunerous m nor ways in
whi ch the state's processing nechanisns are thwarted by,

for exanple, non-responses or "false" responses to official

surveys.

Sender o' s nost obvious characteristic is its negation of al
medi ation or negotiation. Wth Sendero, ideological reason is
cultivated and transforned such that it no | onger perforns a
di scursive function--even as the discursive productions of Sendero are
i npressively voluble. It presents another extrenme of state discourse
working rigorously to the logic of the excluded niddle in the rigid
di chotonmy between what is legitimte and what is illegitimate. Here
| anguage | oses its nediatory function and acquires or enphasizes
rather the intensity of an affective function, though the range of
possibilities here are extrenely snmall (and so their intensity is
hei ghtened). Sendero's | anguage is the expression and the sign of
purity, and as such foretells the joy of those who may share in that
purity and ainms to instil fear into those it defines as radically
other. Mbdreover, this ecstasy of reason (Degregori, taking the phrase
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from Manual Gonzal ez Prada, calls it a "divine cult to reason"” ["The
Maturation of a Cosnobcrat" 55]) is absolutely abstract, and as such
tends to be opposed to the people as nuch as to the state. Inits
abstract rigor and autonony, this ideology that lays claimto the
scientific tradition comes close to a formof surreal poetry that is
both horrifying and sublinme: "[The people's] blood will rise like

pul sing wi ngs, and that bruised flesh will turn into the powerfu
whi ps of vengeance, and nuscles and action will turn into a steel
battering ramto destroy the oppressors, who will be irretrievably
smashed" (Quzman 313). This is barbarous indeed, but Sendero equally
shows up the barbarity of the constituted, official state, by acting
out a parody or nimcry of statehood. Mbreover, perhaps it brings out
the constitutive role of culture that can never be fully tamed by the
state's rationalizations.

From out si de Sendero we can see that its |language is |ess concerned
to legitimate any specific political programin the arena of civi
society, than to followits own affective logic, a logic of physica
relations that parallels and reinforces political activity el sewhere
From the perspective of Sendero we may begin to see that the sanme is
true of the state. The passions of reason mnmic the reasons of the
heart in a reciprocal reinforcenent that appears (at least) to require
no justification on the terrain of civil society; or rather, if it
were to accede to the denands of civil society, it would also be
legitimating the existing state discourse. Sendero has to appea
el sewhere to construct its own state nodel, and it does so through a
fairly crude conversion of affect to reason and vice versa. There is
no negotiation because there is only one question, that of loyalty to

this vision of revolution. Wiile the neoliberal state has a panoply
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of different polls and calls for nmanagerial support, Sendero, which
manages only the revol ution, has reduced this discourse to but the
singl e question: yes or no? (lronically, then, Sendero anticipates
the turn taken by the US state post-Septenber 11.)

Perhaps this question is also the epistenological question: is it
true? Degregori suggests that Sendero arose above all as a result of
t he conbi nation of higher education's expansion in Peru and the
overwhel mi ng expectations that rural comunities had of this new
opportunity for education. As "Andean peasants [. . .] flung

t hensel ves into the conquest of 'progress they searched for truth,
and "those who made it to university would have to go further and
search out, by dint of great effort, sonething beyond truth:

coherence" ("The Maturation of a Cosnocrat" 52). For Degregori, then,
Sendero militants--and especially the | eadership--are driven by a | ove
of truth and coherence, "and when they think they have found them
they are capable of the greatest violence in order to defend and

i mpose them (53). But this is also naturally a search for closure.
As Al berto Flores Galindo tersely conments, in reaction to a 1988
Sendero killing, "Socialismis a wager on the side of |ife, not that
of death. |Its objective is not sinply the destruction of a state and
the liquidation of class domi nation but also and above all the
construction of new social relations that should and can be devel opi ng

in the present"” (196). In ny final chapter | will discuss this "on
the side of life" in terms of the (good) nultitude; but is Sendero's

wager on the side of death also nultitudi nous?
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Affect becones visible wwth the crisis of the state.
The extent to which social relations are structured in
terms of affect rather than (or as well as, on another
| evel from discourse becones clearer, and other | ogics of
the social begin to energe. An anti-state in a situation

of civil war, Sendero functions to retransl ate the

di scourses of civil society, or rather to reprocess themto
reveal their constitution in affective relations. Sendero
"affects" civil society, reintroducing affect into its
rationalizations. Metropolitan discourses fromthe public
sphere were al so transforned by Sendero's refusal to accede
to their paradi gns of social theory: Sendero provides the
limt of civil society theory, the unaccountable distortion
at its horizon. Sendero has then perhaps functioned as a
brick wall, a screen, an enpty signifier upon which other
soci al agents could project imges of affective relations
in a negative reflection of Sendero's emanations of

rational purity, its all-consum ng joy.

Even as | have descri bed Sendero's discourse as appearing at tines
sublinme and sublinely horrifying, | nust enphasize that | wish to
avoi d sone description of Latin Arerican reality as abject difference.

This is neither the "noche obscura" of Joan Didion's Sal vador (36),

nor the revolution fromthe Incan South of Sinon Strong's Shining
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Path. Al civil societies are "affected." Neither the Peruvian nor
nore generally the Latin Anerican experiences are aberrant. As | wll
go on to suggest in chapter three, all social fornations are
structured nore or |less obviously by affect, by the reasons of the
heart and the passions of reason, though the precise nodality of
affect will vary according to specific historical determnations. Qur

task is to map this geotopography of affect.

Moreover, in the case of Sendero Lum noso, we see
per haps the apot heosis of reason, plucked straight fromthe
finest Western philosophical tradition of Kant (subject of
GQuzman's thesis) and Marx. |ndeed, a closer exam nation of
Sender o--nore perhaps even than further exam nation of the
wor ki ngs of neoliberalism-may thus nost powerfully serve
to refute the dom nant social scientific paradi gns that
continue to prioritize Western reason even as they claimto
relinquish its nonopoly.

New soci al novenents theory ains to return a sense of
agency to subaltern subjects: if traditional Latin
Anericani st political nodels had assuned a vanguard rol e
for intellectuals (of the party or of the foco), who have

then to bring the masses to conscienti zaci 6n, new soci al

movenents theorists prefer rather to enphasi ze the nyriad

of negotiations and initiatives perforned by subaltern
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subjects in their self-devel opnent and assertive
expressions that constitute civil society. No doubt this
has been a progressive nove, to counter previous trends
that saw peasants (particularly) as fornmed by prenodern
communi ties bound by tradition and superstition, outside of
hi story or nodern politics. An enphasis rather on peasant
agency and reason is clearly a welcone corrective in this
context. Yet at tines it seens alnost as if subalterns are
presented as perfect rational choice actors, conformng to
the nost ideal of Western |iberal paradigns of reason--a

nmove that, as Starn points out, deculturates and

depoliticizes such agents by presenting them"as if they
were outside culture and ideol ogy" ("Maoismin the Andes"
405). For the price such actors pay is that their
activities are only recogni zed so long as they accord to a
notion of reason that is inposed upon them so |ong, that
is, as efficiency and noderni zati on continue to be the
ground of civil society. Such actors then are to be

ascri bed agency, but only on the terns of the social
theorist. Anything that cannot be interpreted within such
a framework becones then strictly invisible, as the
denocratic task beconmes the substitution of a rationa

civil society for affective and cultural relations that are
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seen (fromthe perspective of the state) as distorting its
manageri al operations. Moreover, and nost inportantly,
such a policy also necessarily involves a nmassive expansion
of the sphere of the state, a wholesale elimnation of

culture and equally an elimnation of politics. However it

may be precisely for the sake of such an elimnatory
program such a single-mnded prioritization of |ogical
structure over existent affective relations, that Sendero
has w eaked such havoc in Peru, as its reason unl eashes the
fiercest of affects. It is ironic then that what we |earn
from Sendero is the inportance of affect in politics, as
they bring us back to the relation between culture and the
state (the inpossibility of establishing a boundary between
culture and political society). This |eads to the question
of a fundanentalist programfor life. |If fundanentalismis
now everywhere, it mght be tinme to consider enbracing its
i mredi acy. Wsat would it nmean to take on fanaticism(in a
way that Sendero's cult of reason manifestly does not). W
m ght ask not so nuch how to be radical w thout being
fundanmental i st (as Garcia Canclini suggested), but howto

be fundanentalist (w thout being Sendero).
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