ANALYSIS and the BANDWAGON

“hat follows is in the niture of interested comment onlv. 1 have noticed
the renetitive flaws that a number of analyses of the South \frican social
formation have shown, pirticularly in their incompleteness, and secondnarily
in A& tendency tn enslavement to jireon., This seems to o erate in the cont xt
of n false dichotomy often rosited bhetween 'theorv' and 'fact', and hsa lead
me Lo want Lo ex wmine a methodological misconcention which —artinlly under!ies
some of the above,

It would he retty well redundant to enter iom detail into the grounds of
the arcument acrainst polarising 'theory’' and 'the real world'. Briefly, the
nosition is this: there is no renlity unstructured by percention of it. If
we pretend this 1 the case, then we are imwosing, unjustified and une~ wined,
= framework of verce tion on whatever mug i8 foolish enough to nccent such
annlveis’ on its own terms. The elucidation of 'theorv' consists in the
‘ttem t to snecify the framework of perception and subject it to testing.
fhis testing is both of its own internal consistency and of its effectiveneas
in encornnssing and g pterpreting that which it was designed to interpret,

his is & summary of a p&l:tinn in n debate with wide-rangine 1mp!ications
that has a long nnd articul nte history. More immediately interesting to me
it its place i1n the misuse of various concepts within a body of theory.
Cases in point are the notions of 'mode of production' and "hezemony',
hoth of which have recently been enjoying widespread vogue. This is mildly
surarisine onlv inasmich as they have been around for about a century and
half n centurv resvectively.

Viv 1upression of the way that these and other conce-ts have been emploved
in a numhoar of analvses of the South African ggecial formation relates to
an attitnde tovard thearv, Perhans in tvrn thie attitude relates to the
cante t in whieh snolvsie iz s often undertrken: the 'separation of
diccintines' . in whirh the historian leaves philosophy to the philosophers,
the po itical ceienlist leaves economy to the economists, the sociols
le vie Vistary to the historion, nl wo forth, perhans drawing on ceritnin
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Thig habit af ~rohbhine » notian from another discipline seems narrlleled
h¥ the weov thnt »n ex!anatory cenrcert js epntched by the huey empirical
rocanrcher fram a hodv af theaary, nr more usvallv at geeand hand From
some nriar wark in the field, rnd thrust among the facte tn do its wnr',

Unfartunatelv, concepts don't warl that way. In the first nl-re,
vhare they hove their place in n nringtekinely camnosed and co=mnlox
hodv of theory, they are snhiacrt to methodolomicnal rules VYaid dawn in
that body of thaory, which aive them their structure and mean'ng,. In
the secand nlnace, thev are related and alsa reliant for their meanine on
on other concents with which they were fareinted, and, usecd out of context
of at least some understandine of how they were derived and what part they
play in an exii!anatary svetem can result in same weird misconcentions and
serve no exnlanatory function. In the third place, the concepts are not
p¥nlan~tary in them&elver, They are tools of nerception, not a meric
catatyst., Thus it i€ confusing and impermissable to cssemble A hody of
evidence accordineg to unknown criteria, then stiemptto throw in, for
exanmpl'e, '"hegemony' as an explanatory coup de grace. The concepts as
a whoie indicate dynamics to be noted for their relevance, their "hsence or
presence in the field or period under considernation. Their explanateory
function is inseparable from their place in the body of theory as a
whoie, which structures an annronch with its interlinkine epistemoliocical
and methodolorical bhasis and the concents which derive form them.

The proiiferatinn of jargom which conceals meanine rather than eluci‘lntes
it stems in nart from this ’'smnsh and grab’ approach to theory. Where

one's frrmework is an integral part of the analytical structures being
constructed, any given point can be exnressed in several ways, in worda
of one svilnble if necessary. It is when concepts are uneasily superimrosed
and their distance from the 'fncta' more evident than their relevance, that
they can only be referred to in rigidly dogmatic terminology.

Equally, the theory itself is not rigid, beinr n tool and not =~ Hogma,
Certain aspects of it are basiec, which if ignored render it useless; these
in the main are methodolorical, Althanush some conce'tes are bamic, It is
difficult tn use the notion of hecemony outside of the nremise of class
struegle, for example, since it derives cruciallv from claas strueccle.

Th' s has almost been achieved hv some analyses, thouch,

This is not to say that all social scientists must enter into the
equally dubious area which nits concent mrainst concent with no relference
to historical analvais. Hather, thnt one must be awnre that theory is

inteer:l to annlvysis, and ienorance of the grounds on which one has

chosen tno base one's analvsis can deform it nothetically .
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Since, at least with the science under discussion, h'storiane cannot
leave theorv to philosonhers, or vice versa., By the criteria of historical
materinlism, all must be scientists, in the sense of huvinr a clenar ornsp

of method and the entirety of the theory, #s well as the field tlev interpretyy
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