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Has there ever been a society which has died of dissent? Several have died of conformity
in our time.
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Ben Dorfman

Refractions: Dissent and Memory

By Way of Introduction...

Ours hasn’t been the only good time to write about dissent. The concept has
broken like waves across Western history—1215, 1517, 1642, 1776, 1789, 1830,
1848, 1871, 1917, 1968, 1989 are all dates incomprehensible without the “no” In
his well-known “Ten Theses on Politics,” e.g., Jacques Ranciére (2010, 42) notes
dissensus—a related yet distinct concept—as “the manifestation of a distance
of the sensible from itself” Stephen Corcoran (2010, 2), interpreting Ranciére’s
work, suggests dissensus as not the “institutional overturning” we'd usually ex-
pect, but “an activity [cutting] across forms of cultural and identity belonging
and hierarchies between discourses and genres.” It's a mouthful. Still, Corcoran
might be right: dissensus brings new identities and ideas into historical space.
Dissensus elucidates “new subjects and heterogeneous objects” and their function
on the “field of perception” (Corcoran 2010, 2). Whether it’s politically limited
monarchs, Protestantism qua religious movement, democracy as the basis for the
state, the beginnings or ends of socialism or the development of counter-cultural
movements, it’s clear that meaningful social phenomena and groundbreaking
ideas have been products of dissent. As Ranciére argues, processes of negotiat-
ing difference over time bring irruptions into the historical fabric; things take
different directions than they otherwise would. I—we— keep the “t” in “dissent,”
however, to remove senses of temporality (“dissensus” as opposed to “consensus,”
somehow—elongated processes of negotiation). Dissent is a moment; an act. It’s
a putting up of a hand and stopping things in their tracks. Legal scholar Cass
Sunstein (2003) has posed dissent as not always “doing what others do.” It seems
to me, anyway, to be a good place to start.

Recent years have been filled with dissent. Generation Xers will find it hard
not to remember the dramatic events of the late ‘80s and early ‘90s. Momentum
built slowly: Soviet dissidents in the ‘60s and “70s, movements like Charter 77,
Poland’s Solidarity, and intellectuals based around journals like the Hungar-
ian Demokrata. These challenged the solidity of Eastern regimes that, truth be
told, may never have been as solid as they might have either liked or seemed.
1989 broke like water through a dam, though—a tide flow of happenings wash-
ing over and under authoritarianism’s gates, begging for the renewal of systems
whose foundations had become arid ground. From protestors on both sides of



12 Ben Dorfman

the Berlin Wall shouting “Die Mauer muss weg!” to demonstrators jingling keys
on Prague’s Wenceslas Square to the hissing down of Ceausescu in Bucharest’s
Palace Square—to say nothing of events in China in the spring of that year—it
was hard not to be impressed by the “no” leveled at ranges of monolithic regimes
both within the West and without. The barricades in front of the Russian parlia-
ment in the summer of ‘91 may have been a capstone—the violent end to a form
of politics (“real existing socialism”) born out of opposition (to capitalism) yet
which came to quell opposition as much as it supported it in its supposed opposi-
tion to a capitalistically mind washed mainstream. Meanings were unclear. Was
communism a “defective form of recognition,” as Francis Fukuyama (1992, xix)
posed it? Were regimes founded in radical critique destined for totalitarian ends?
Perhaps so. Still, the late 1980s and early 1990s demonstrated that people could
bring change. That was regardless of the state, set of ideas, or particular political
system against which people might pose themselves.

In many ways, these halcyon days unfortunately evaporated quickly. Postmod-
ern malaise set in, and at least some have claimed we moved quickly towards
cultures of apathy (Jacoby 1999; Jameson 1991).! More than a few commentators
have noted that the remaking of the “world order” (Huntington 1996) involved
senses that the battles of dissent had been won. Opposition seemed to have done
its chore and neo-liberal values simply became “correct” (Hobsbawm 1990). Of
course one could choose between more laissez-faire American models and more
social-democratic European approaches: the “third way,” as Anthony Giddens
(1998) phrased it—capitalism with a human face—was open to more than one
interpretation. Still, one could rest. The barricades could come down. In the name
of any ideology, there would be scant reason they should be put up again.

Still, dissent persisted. “Globalization” became a new locus of critique and the
“Battle in Seattle” (1999) brought demonstrable levels of political conflict to the
homeland of the Pax Americana. That’s while protests from Genoa to Géteborg
in 2001—the early days of “altermodernity” (Hardt and Negri 2009)—marked the
fact that not everyone accepted the new modes of socio-political management.
Flows of borderless finance, multi- and international monetary institutions (the
WTO, IMF and World Bank, primarily), senses that neo-liberal ideas should rule
the roost unchecked and often opaque networks of global political power gained
question—radically so (Zweifel 2006; Thompson 2010). The focus was on any-
thing not conforming to “democratic norms” or offering itself to popular review
(Teivainen 2008, 174). Still, an even greater wave of protests lay on the horizon.

1 Jameson’s (1991, 6) precise vocabulary is “depthlessness.”
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Here, I point to everything from Occupy to phenomena like Spain’s Indignados to
Brazil’s Revolta da Vacina to anti-austerity movements almost anywhere austerity
set in (see Agustin and Jorgensen 2015). Between the first wave of globalization-
skeptical protests and a second, we gained an early twenty-first century inter-
rogation of whether we had things arranged the way we (“we”—a global polity)
wanted. Swathes of interlaced movements asked if global society had established
socio-economic systems it not only took as just, but which were just in more than
just the subjective sense of whether one imagines them to be or not.?

Now, regarding the more recent of these movements, Indignados, Occupy, and
Revolta and other iterations of recent movements petitioning for social justice,
financial crisis played a significant role. The 2007-8 burst of the American hous-
ing bubble depressed the world economy and brought hardship virtually every-
where the flows global finance went. This made income disparity and “fat cats”
hot topics in Europe, America and many places beyond (Taibbi 2014; della Porta
2015 [indeed, “fat cats” and income disparity are major themes in the current
American election cycle (Gearan 2015; Chozick 2015)]). More than economics
mark what might be thought of as a second wave of early twenty-first century dis-
sent, however. The world was wowed by the Arab Spring and Middle East protests
between 2010 and 2013, e.g., as, from Tunisia to Egypt to Syria, discontent with
the state of civil liberties, the entrenchment of dictatorial regimes but also, curi-
ously, the desire to advance varieties of religious perspectives (“fundamentalism”
is the easier word) brought down some regimes, caused self-reflection in others,
and engendered still-unresolved civil wars in yet more (Lesch and Haas 2012;
Moaddel and Karabenick 2013). Clearly, there are debates over the meaning of
events like 9/11 or the bombings in London and Madrid; events marking the turn
into the new century. There are similarly important discussions concerning the
recent murder of cartoonists and editors at Charlie Hebdo and the attempted as-
sassination in Copenhagen of Swedish illustrator Lars Vilks.> Such events reveal
a civilizational clash that is more than skin deep. When forces clash, however,
implicit is always a “no.” Distasteful though we might find certain modes of

2 Here, I point to justice not only as a matter of consent—a Rawlsian discussion—but
an absolute meeting of human needs whether societies agree on those needs or not.
See Rawls (1971); Boylan (2004).

3 George Packer (2015) in The New Yorker argued that the Charlie Hebdo killers were
“soldiers in a war against freedom of thought and expression” driven essentially by
power-thirsty ideologies. Gary Young (2015) in The Guardian, however, has wondered
whether larger, global social currents contribute to the social polarization leading to
extremist activity. They dissent, somehow, against each other’s dissenting views.
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expression—and when it comes to the killing and threatening of artists and il-
lustrators, distasteful they are—somebody is saying they don't like something.
Indeed, somebody has indicated that they’re not satisfied with the current con-
ditions of global power. As Tom Rockmore (2011, 108) has put it, the push back
against the West fits into a triangulation of mindsets—anti-colonialism, anti-
imperialism and anti-Americanism—with significant presence in the second half
of the twentieth century (see also Tibi 2002). Of course, those forms of dissent
have garnered dissent themselves. The demonstrations against the Charlie Hebdo
killings are an example. Political leaders and broad populaces struck back against
religio-political violence; demonstrations were broad and counter voices clear.
Dissent, it seems, emerges where power flows. Dissent characterizes disputes over
norms, worldviews and their institutionalization. That’s even when worldviews
are undergirded by the means to defend them and it’s posited that it’s dangerous
if we don't. Le., dissent can involve opposition to entrenched global power, but
also its securitization as well.*

One could go on ad infinitum about recent sites of dissent. Sometimes, dis-
sent is worn as a badge. Dissent becomes a sit of memorialization—that whether
we discuss the heroes of civil rights, the pioneers of women’s liberation or those
risking all to fight Apartheid and the oppression of the poor (figures from Martin
Luther King to Emmaline Pankhurst to Nelson Mandela to Cesar Chavez would be
examples). Figures like Malala Yousafzai have become global celebrities protesting
cultures of gender oppression in the developing world (Chozick 2015; Doeden
2015); voices such as Avijit Roy’s have challenged us to broaden senses of the free
speech/“clash of civilizations” paradigm beyond the “West” versus the “rest” (i.e.,
conflicts can be specific, regional and local as well [Dorfman 2016]). Potentially,
one can dissent in silence. For example, if—if—we accept the 9/11 attacks, grue-
some as they were, as a mode of protest, much of that was done quietly. Prepara-
tion was massive and covert. Years of subtle planning were involved. A flame of
anger had to be long-stoked to create what may have been the early twenty-first
century’s defining event (Zarembka 2011; Calvert 2010). Still, results had to be
seen. Statements had to be made. Voices of dissent needed to be heard and sights
of it encountered. Concepts had to resonate and marks needed to be made in space
and time. Dissent always has to pull its head over the surface and become known.

4 As Corey Robin (2011) puts it, dissent can be attached to the “reactionary mind”:
postures in fact defending entrenched interests, yet posing themselves as outside the
maintstream in the attempt to inclulcate senses of threat, or, in fact, believing threats
exist to values one in fact seeks to defend.
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We're thus confronted with consciousness of dissent. We're confronted with
knowing dissent: auralizing it, visualizing it, addressing it; contemplating its pres-
entation and forms. We're confronted by dissent’s figuration—how dissent is put
together, its modes of reception and knowledge about it cycles. Dissent winds
through imaginations and plays in our views. Again, we know this. National nar-
ratives are formed around the importance of dissent. Every national independence
is formed for “us” and against “others” (others often assumed to have the dominant
position against which one dissents [de Buitrago 2012]). Constitutions have been
born out of dissent—American and French democracy are primary examples of
this. Democratic systems are built around and experience dissent themselves.
That’s as voice and counter-voice are part of liberal systems (see Rawls 1993), yet
sometimes some wonder if liberal systems are what constitutes the best politics
for all. “I's dangerous to be right in matters in which established authorities are
wrong,” Voltaire once said (1779, Ixxxiii). Such are the sentiments infusing acts
of “not doing what the others do.” That’s whether such acts are contemporary or
historical, easy to see or, from time to time, demanding a bit more squinting so
one can discern what’s being dissented against, or the many fine dots on the global
fabric where dissent is taking place.

We thus need to refract dissent. We have to see it and play with it like glass in
a kaleidoscope or binoculars training on a ship we see from afar. We have to turn
dissent into memory, engaging it as a practice playing out in a wide variety of
locales, through many concepts and in accordance with an array of scripts. Dis-
sent brings stories from multiple angles with few geographical bounds and out of
multifarious socio-cultural traditions. Dissent can encompass American Tea Par-
tiers decrying what they see as Washington’s betrayal of libertarian principles—a
supposed homage to the foundations of the republic yet expression of discontent
with senses of franchise now. Dissent can include poet-artistes like Amiri Baraka
angling against structures of racism any way they can. Dissent can be reproduc-
tions of censored publications, such as the samizdat of the Soviet Union and East-
ern Bloc states, circulating quietly yet always in danger of capture and destruction.
Dissent can include “angry young architects” and the countercultural postures
of youth and intellectualism in Queensland universities in late 1960s and early
1970s. Dissent questions “existential” sensibilities, such as the conceptualization
of opposition in literary and philosophical oeuvres like Jean-Paul Sartre’s. Dissent
includes the handling of resistance narratives such as those surrounding “Opera-
tion Anthropoid”—the action that killed Reinhard Heydrich in Czechoslovakia in
1942. As an issue, dissent can shine through in our expectation that public figures
engaging international politics will play the role of sage-like intellectuals—that
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while we sometimes revile those engaged with the edges of critical thought at any
rate. Dissent can support dictatorial regimes and oppose them, as happened with
student dissent in Indonesia in the 1960s and ‘70s.

This book engages all of these issues and more. A selection of papers from a
2014 conference, Dissent! Refracted involves broad senses of how diverse the world
of not “doing like the others” both can be and is. The current volume incorporates
some of dissent’s headline themes—dissidence in the now-defunct socialist world,
the dissenting philosopher and the memory of reactions to Zeitgeist-defining
upheavals such as the cultural battles of the ‘60s and “70s, e.g. The book also
strays from more-discussed paths, investigating the diverse sites and multiple
modes of memory involved in not only in the recollection of dissident “no’s,” but
understanding the processes of institutionalization and memorialization of the
“no’s” that have often come from our lips. This book is not a theoretical treatise. It
presents views of dissent and varieties of its historical, cultural and philosophical
refraction (i.e., it largely analyses different dissenting situations). Still, in accepting
a wide range of politicized, counter-cultural, non-conformist, anti-imperialist,
minority vocalizations and anti-hegemonic acts as part of not “doing what the oth-
ers do,” it offers a range of views on what dissent might be. Terry Eagleton (2003,
263) notes that one needn’t be “besieged on all sides” to dissent. Powerful institu-
tions and individuals can pose themselves as “dissenters” as much as minorities
and outsiders. Still, dissent hovers over us as a figure—an idea, desire, and a want
many of us engage. That’s at the same time we're not always exactly sure how, or
even why, we feel the urge to dissent that it often appears we do.

The first essay in this book, “The History, Utility, and Paradoxes of Dissent:
From State to Global Action,” by Barbara Falk, perhaps serves as a better intro-
duction to the issue than has been provided here. Based on her wide-ranging
scholarship in history, political theory, and international politics, Falk takes a
broad view of dissent, moving through historical and contemporary instances of
dissent’s articulation and consideration. With stylistic clarity, Falk offers the view
that there’s no such thing as an uncritical view of dissent. Every oppositional action
deserves to be critiqued as much as the objects of dissent themselves. This offers
dissent as a multi-sided, open ended affair. It’s fecund; dissent feeds off itself and
demands we challenge expectations. In the end, though, Falk sides with Hannah
Arendt. Politics isn't a separate sphere of life. Politics is life. Life can't breathe
without the necessary oxygen of dissent and free thought. Falk offers broad insight
into the multiple pathways dissent has taken in relation to a range of issues both
familiar and unique, close to our own times as well as distant from the historical
spaces we often consider our own.
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The next essay, Barbara Martin’s “History as Dissent: Independent Historians
in the Late Soviet Era and Post-Soviet Russia: From ‘Pamiat” to ‘Memorial’” picks
up an issue likely both familiar and unfamiliar to general readers: the question
of dissident historians in the Soviet Union. The trope of dissenting intellectuals
in the USSR in the second half of the twentieth century is familiar. It’s a central
part of Cold War narratives—oppressive socialist systems and unconventional
thinkers yearning to be free. What may be less-known is the specific figure of the
historian. The mid- to late-Cold War USSR represented an era rich in dissent;
from Solzhenitsyn to Sakharov to the “refuseniks.” The 1960s, “70s and ‘80s pro-
vided headline names for global rights and the need for diverse thought. Martin,
however, confronts an issue that has only begun to gain momentum: the fate of
historians as indicative of countries’ relation with political memory. Addressing
Pamiat’ and Memorial—the former a publication, the latter an organization—
Martin articulates notions of legacy and public discourse central to this book.

The third essay, Bent Serensen’s “Dissent as Race War: The Strange Case of
Amiri Baraka,” addresses a similar period—the middle to late twentieth century.
Serensen shifts the scenery to America, however, where questions of what it meant
to resist, perhaps especially for the Afro-American community, persist and con-
tinue to be asked. Baraka—LeRoi Jones in his first manifestation—was a contro-
versial figure. The creator of the Black Arts Movement and author of controversial
works such as Dutchman (1964 ), Baraka’s career reads like a résumé of the travails
and victories of Black radicalism—challenging race conventions, teetering off the
beaten path sometimes towards the offensive and sometimes coming home to
more “acceptable” politics; all the while asking what those politics may be. Baraka’s
was a life spent challenging the boundaries of the society that surrounded him, yet
reconciling with those boundaries as well. Sorensen deals with all of this. Baraka,
Serensen suggests, was the dissenter: the necessity of critique was Baraka’s raison
d’étre and the primary lens through which he should be read. It's a point Serensen
tells us we shouldn’t forget as race continues to be a central American issue even
as memories of Baraka specifically might begin to fade.

The book stays in the U.S. with Hasmet Uluorta’s “The Tea Party: An Ethical
All-American Performance” Two points are worth noting here. First, dissent
is not only “left-wing” Conservative appeals to the “nation” can be dissent, or
at least be posed as such. Secondly, dissent involves psychological structures.
Using a Lacanian analysis, Uluorta suggests Tea Partiers establish an “ethical All-
American”: a point of irrefutable appeal intended to overcome general problems
with identification and social belonging central to general publics regardless of
their politics and how they’re posed. It’s a complex yet relevant thesis addressing
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battles for mainstream norms. Today, these battles dominate ongoing discussions
in the U.S. media and public as electoral pluralities work through the turmoil of
both their representative bodies and electoral cycles in which they will soon again
decide on a head of state.

The book stays on the terrain of what might be posed as “non-traditional”
histories of dissent with Stephanie Sapiie’s “Intellectual Identity and Student Dis-
sent in Indonesia in the 1970s.” Sapiie takes us to a little discussed locale, at least
for many Western audiences, in the boilerplate of Indonesian politics during the
transformational period of the ‘60s and “70s. Again, we see an emphasis on the
fact that dissent can emerge from more than just the left. As in Uluorta’s piece,
nationalists—conservative nationalists—are loci of dissent. On one hand, Sapiie
argues, anti-Communism informed the early activism of student dissenters in
Indonesia in the 1960s. However, there came a focus on intellectual production
as the center of political discourse and activist expression. In this context, the
Suharto regime tried to control dissenters as much as support them—support
being an early key to the regime’s success. The complexities of dissent and its
relations with the state, Sapiie argues, bears remembrance in our own time.

For pieces five and six, we branch off into two further articles considering dis-
sent from quite different angles. In “Angry Young Architects: Counterculture and
the Critique of Modernism in Brisbane, 1967-1972, Janina Gosseye and John
Macarthur narrate the experience of a specific example of the countercultural
world in its salad days in the 1960s and ‘70s: architectural students from Australia’s
University of Queensland and their debates over aesthetics, politics, and the inter-
sections between the two. This examples introduces an unusual dissent narrative.
That’s not in the sense that art and design students might be caught up in counter-
culture. Such things were hardly unheard of in the years of “tune in, turn on and
drop out”” It's more in the sense of framing political ideas within the considerations
of aesthetic theory and the challenges to artistic convention occurring in coun-
tercultural forms important to the history of the late twentieth century. Through
Gosseye and Macarthur’s work, we understand a specific moment of dissent in a
crucial era for the concept. We gain a sense of how the macrocosm of late-‘60s and
early-70s counterculture manifested itself in more microcosmic senses.

Verita Sriratana, in her essay “‘But That is Perhaps Why I Can Talk of Where
I Want to be Without Always Being Dragged Back to My Starting Point™: Rethink-
ing and Re(-)Membering Czech and Slovak Histories of Violence and Dissidence
through the Historical ‘Infranovel,” also picks up on aesthetic issues. Sriratana
addresses the representation and narrativization of dissent in relation to a quite
different problem, however: Operation Anthropoid, or the Czech assassination
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of Heydrich. That’s as discussed in Larent Binet’s novel HHhH (2010). HHhH
provides an account of the assassination interspersed with observations of the
author’s subjective writing and research processes. Sriratana makes several impor-
tant points. Yes, dissent comes through political action. Though bringing massive
reprisals, Heydrich’s assassination was an important blow in the European-wide
resistance to Nazi rule. There is no dissent without representation, however, and
the narrative forms of dissent’s depiction need to be thought through as carefully
as anything else associated with the act. Binet’s novel, and Sriratana’s treatment
of it, directly addresses such issues.

“Intellectuals and Dissent: Dennis Rodman, Memory Refractor,” written by
the current author, is this booK’s eighth essay, and it moves in different directions.
Blending scholarship with feuilleton, this piece addresses the case of former Ameri-
can basketball star Dennis Rodman on his recent visits to North Korea. A bizarre
affair, the issue butts against the themes of this book in two ways. First, the his-
tory of the intellectual, from Voltaire on, is decidedly bound to notions of dissent.
Critique is expected as part of the intellectual’s purview and, strangely enough,
“intellectual” is what it seems many wanted Rodman to be—a social commenta-
tor “properly” involved in world affairs. It’s an expectation he would disappoint.
Secondly, in our expectations of him, the controversy around Rodman’s North
Korea visit evokes ghosts and names from times when politics, ideology and social
philosophy was the stuft of mortal combat and positions on such things were
popularly expected and mattered. Those are times problematizing the morality of
dissent and what to do when we see the sunbeam of “intellectual dissent” past, yet
it’s bent to the left or right, as all beams of light necessarily are. Rodman becomes
a strange locale for sensing history among us, yet, or simultaneously, asking what
it is we want our historical figures to be.

The book concludes with Kalle Pihlainen’s essay “Jean-Paul Sartre and the Post-
1968 Ethic of Anti-Representationalism?” Here, Pihlainen takes us onto the intel-
lectual terrain of one of the twentieth century’s great dissidents: Sartre, perhaps
the grand don of “no” in the name of liberation and the intoxicating possibilities of
counterculture. In the process of remembering dissent, Pihlainen argues, we again
remember how closely the act is bound to intellectual figures and philosophical
thoughtways. Dissent is the narrative we think it is; it’s the romance of the radical
against the machine. Pihlainen, however, describing a particular break in the his-
tory of Sartre’s thought, makes the provocative claim that absconding ideologies of
representation and what he characterizes as “representational violence” (insisting
on decidability when one need not) is in fact the terrain of a true politics of dissent.
We can tell a great number of histories of dissent: social, political and cultural.
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Pihlainen, however, through close philosophical analysis, tells both an intellectual
and aesthetic history. Focusing on Sartre’s study of Flaubert, Pihlainen shows how
one of the ultimate figures in modern oppositional thought may have rethought
his own concept of oppositional ideals. With that, Pihlainen challenges not only
the ways we think about Sartre, but the established concepts of dissent embodied
in broad sectors of a towering intellectual’s oeuvre.

Again, this book addresses a diverse array of issues. Its essays span intellectual
history, political history, social history, architectural history, literary aesthetics,
and philosophical investigation. Dissent! Refracted’s pieces work through novels,
cultural commentary, archival work, policy analysis, and theoretical investiga-
tion. They theorize without always being explicitly theoretical and, without being
explicitly theoretical, they theorize. What emerges is that regardless of where one
looks on historical bases as well as in times we might call our own, dissent has
presence. Dissent has a life. Dissent sparkles, shooting across the gaps of history
like sunbeam refractions filling the space around us. Dissent comes to us like
shades of color emerging from the far side of a crystal. That crystal, of course,
is the distance time provides between ourselves and the historical past; it’s the
distance between those of us who did and the acts of those of us who will. That’s
whatever our will, and any “no’s” we might use to articulate it, turn out to be.
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Barbara J. Falk!

The History, Paradoxes, and Utility of Dissent:
From State to Global Action

Abstract This chapter provides a thematic introduction to the political philosophy and
intellectual history of dissent, beginning with an examination of definitions, origin stories,
and examples. The problematic relationship between dissent and violence is illustrated,
along with a discussion of transnationality, historicity, and speed in contemporary dis-
sent. Finally, the chapter concludes with an argument in favor of “leaderful” rather than
“leaderless” movements of dissent in terms of maximizing the possibilities for effective and
lasting political and social change.

Much of the politics and history of the world has been written from above. In the
conventional understanding, grand programs for remaking politics and society,
raw calculations of national interest, or decisions to invade territory or petition
for peace all emerge from political elites. Even political ruptures and revolutions,
where society overflows and renders “politics as usual” unpredictable, are often
contained and described in narratives that privilege the few rather than the many.
Still, it is dissenters rather than the pragmatic and status quo-oriented consensus
of the powerful few that have played the most dramatic and sometimes surprising
role in political, economic, and social transformation. Dissent is a double-edged
sword. The mere existence and flourishing of dissent is a powerful source of le-
gitimation in democratic societies—locales where free expression and unhin-
dered public association are constitutionally guaranteed, highly valued, and the
basis of political systems. Dissent provides, to paraphrase the words of American
jurist Oliver Wendell Holmes, critical voices heard within a larger “marketplace
of ideas”—alternative views and values not foreclosed (Healy 2013). This means
that dissent can also be powerfully dangerous and delegitimizing, however, par-
ticularly when the object of critique is a reigning power elite or political system.

The purpose of this chapter will be to provide a thematic and by no means
exhaustive introduction to the political philosophy and intellectual history of

1 The author wishes to sincerely thank Ben Dorfman and all those who worked on the
Dissent! conference for the kind invitation to attend, and for encouraging me to “trans-
late” my address into this chapter. Thanks also to Matthew Poggi and Bahar Banaei for
indefatigable research assistance and for Jules B. Bloch for his usual careful scrutiny of
my arguments.
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dissent. I will first look at definitions of dissent and provide a set of historical
origins. Second, I will pose the contestable and recurring question of violence as
necessarily part of the continuum of dissent and its repression. Third, I will look
at the experience of dissidents in Central and Eastern Europe as one of the cases
of successful dissent par excellence, yet with troubling features. Primary among
these troubling features is who gets to be called a dissident and for what reason.
It is an issue of paramount importance. Finally, I will move to a discussion of dis-
sent today. I am especially interested in questions of transnationality, historicity,
and speed. In conclusion, my meditations will leave off with some observations
on the relationship of the few to the many, and the relationship between leader-
ship and dissent.

I. Definitions and Origins of Dissent

The term “dissent” derives from the Latin verb dissentere; literally, to differ in
sentiment. The Oxford English Dictionary (1987, vol. 1, 506) suggests a large tent
of meanings, including difference of opinion or disagreement, withholding assent,
as well as the action of thinking differently. In the history of political theory, dis-
sent connotes both difference of opinion or sentiment with prevailing norms or
legal-political structures, as well as disagreement with or even challenge to those
norms or structures. Dissent implies both the possibility and the opportunity
to engage with and criticize the status quo—literally, to “speak truth to power”
Recognition of and knowledge about dissent is essential to effective social influ-
ence, but recognition can be granted to a pseudonym or an organization whose
membership is not public—one might make this case about the “Anonymous”
digital collective. The possibility of persecution, as Leo Strauss (1952) observed,
has required many a great thinker to seek to avoid censorship and write between
the lines to avoid incurring danger. Dissent usually implies externality—action
apart from the centers of power; although one great form of institutionalized
dissent is the judicial dissent in the Anglo-American tradition. Dissent should
be intentional, not accidental; critical rather than laudatory; public rather than
private (Collins and Skover 2013).? Dissent is disruptive to be sure: not without

2 Ronald K.L. Collins and David M. Skover recently challenged twenty-two academ-
ics and public intellectuals—whom they call Informationis Personae—in the United
States to answer a series of questions on judicial dissent, peaceful protest, civil and
uncivil disobedience and political violence, particularly with reference to American
examples. Interviews were conducted from 2004-2012 with the following individuals:
Randy E. Barnett, Todd Gitlin, Sue Curry Jansen, Hans A. Linde, Jon O. Newman,
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reason do authoritarian regimes constrain or prohibit dissent. At the same time,
however, dissent contributes to the texture of democracy: dissent enables self-
governance, civic participation, and promotes diversity and tolerance. Finally,
dissent is normatively positive—branding something as “dissent” is at least partly
an exercise in legitimation (Collins and Skover 2013).

Dissent is also a category narrower than resistance. Resistance includes eve-
ryday activities, such as absenteeism from work, deliberately low productivity, or
simply deliberate retreat into the private sphere. What makes resistance politi-
cal, however, and perhaps transforms it into dissent, is its purposeful and public
nature. Dissent requires entering public space and living “as if;” in Vaclav Havel’s
(1991) famous formulation. Still, there is no clear-cut line between resistance and
dissent. They are poles on a continuum.

Dissent is inherent in the canon of political thought. Dissent in its public and
political form is part of what separates philosophy from political philosophy. The
earliest protagonists and interlocutors of political philosophy were themselves
dissidents. During his trial, Socrates’ famous refusal to renounce his pursuit of the
truth via his dialogical investigations initiated the canonic narrative of speaking
truth to power. Indeed, even conservative Straussian methodology makes it clear
that persecution was inherent in the art of writing and philosophizing—the pen
was considered as dangerous to ancient and medieval authorities as the sword
(Strauss 1952). To dissent was not simply to advance alternative ideas. It was also
to challenge existing political structures. Put in twentieth century language, anti-
politics inevitably becomes political (Konrad 1987; Falk 2003a).

Modern dissent, however, has at least three overlapping origin stories: first,
with the rise and consolidation of the post-Westphalian state; second, with the
emergence of religious dissent and the ensuing debate on toleration; and third,
with a one-step forward, two-steps back (and violent) emergence of liberalism.?

Steven H. Shiffrin, Nadine Stroessen, Noam Chomsky, Steven K. Green, Sut Jhally,
Catherine A. MacKinnon, Martha C. Nussbaum, Faith Stevelman, Michael Walzer,
Howard Zinn, Phil Donahue, Kent Greenawalt, Anita K. Krug, Ralph Nader, Frederick
Schauer, Geoftrey R. Stone and Cornel West (Collins and Skover, 2013).

3 As a competing origin story, I would suggest that Marxism, as both an alternative
explanation of history and praxis, “distorted” these intertwining trajectories of dissent
because conflict was reduced to class conflict as a) materialist in basis and structural
in origin; b) historically inevitable, and thus leading to revolutionary violence; c) re-
sulting in a utopian future with a teleological drive to better humanity. In the process,
liberal “rights” such as freedom of expression and conscience/belief were sidelined as
both epiphenomenal and inconsequential. At the same time, the path to liberalism as
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However, we cannot speak of dissent in terms of organized communities or sub-
cultures acting in concert against monarchical or nascent state authority before
the English Civil War and, on the continent, before the conclusion of the Thirty
Years War with the Peace of Westphalia (Hill 1980). Early views on toleration,
beginning with Locke’s Letter on Toleration (Epistola de Tolerantia), primarily
concerned religious dissent. After all, prior to the Reformation and subsequent
wars of religion that raged across the continent, diversity in belief was considered
apostasy to be eliminated. Over time, the idea of protecting difference of opinion
and enshrining that protection legally was intimately intertwined and logically
connected to liberalism and republicanism. State sovereignty, originally a po-
litical answer to religious discord and a means of guaranteeing continuity from
one monarch to another (Bodin), was later re-fashioned to ensure obedience to
authority in exchange for protection (Hobbes), and finally became the mecha-
nism that enabled legal relationships between and among states (Grotius). By the
nineteenth century states would become both the targets and agents of reform,
and sovereignty would be seen as vested with citizens, rights-bearing individuals
who in France and America had already demonstrated their propensity to resist
tyranny and foment revolution. At its core, dissent fundamentally depended upon
the existence of minority communities who were willing to challenge sovereign
authority over them.

Historically, I suggest that dissent in its distinctively modern character begins
with toleration. This was not really an auspicious beginning, because, as thinkers
as diverse as Wendy Brown (2006) and John Gray (1995) have argued, toleration
does not connote a pre- or proto-liberal multicultural acceptance of the Other.
Rather, the object of what was to be tolerated was considered a priori to be inferior.
Still, in toleration there is a line of reasoning that wends from John Milton and
John Locke through to Oliver Wendell Holmes, especially regarding the neces-
sary relationship between toleration and freedom of expression. We believe in a
Holmesian “marketplace of ideas” not because we relativistically think all ideas
have some value (after all, does European fascism have some sort of positive
provenance?) or because we skeptically cannot discern the good from the bad, but
because acceptance of odious ideas or the individuals or groups that espouse them
confirms that we have the ability to reason and to debate in the public sphere. We

a defining feature of political culture has hardly been peaceful: each previously unrep-
resented (or worse, unconsidered) group demanding enfranchisement or rights in the
public sphere was met with violent and ideological backlash prior to and continuing
even after political recognition—women and visible minorities are a case in point, and
the same processes continue today with LGBTQ communities.
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know historically and currently that freedom of expression is absolutely critical to
dissent. If not allowed, claiming such expression is the first and foremost activity
of dissent. Dissent is as much about the process of free expression as it is about
the actual content.

During and after the English Civil War, included among the belligerents and
refugees of that conflict (using contemporary parlance) were the many marginal
Protestant religious sects that left England and Scotland for the New World to
establish, ironically, what turned out to be internally repressive communities in
the name of religious freedom and tolerance. Not without good reasons were they
called Puritans. As Albert Hirschman (1970, 106-10) suggests, they exited, taking
both their voice and loyalty to America.* Yet in their “Citty upon a Hill,” to quote
John Winthrop (1965), they intertwined utopian impulses toward God-given
equality with a pragmatic commitment to a severe though effective ethic of hard
work and individual responsibility—most particularly in one’s lifelong account-
ing to the Almighty. These early dissenters were outsiders who sought religious
autonomy and expression. Their questioning of religious belief nonetheless did
not encompass a wider spirit of tolerance. American historiographical emphasis
on the triumph of liberalism has tended to recast Puritanism as anticipatory lib-
eralism (Rosano 2003, 33). Perhaps. Puritans dissented in the name of religious
freedom. They were also, however, profoundly judgmental about each other and
exclusionary towards others—think of the Salem witch trials as a means of dis-
pensing justice, or attitudes of early settlers toward native communities, defined
as savages occupying a terra nullius that could only belong to the banner-carriers
of “civilization” Almost one hundred and fifty years elapsed between Winthrop
penning his famous sermon, “Christian Charitie: A Modell Hereof,” en route to
the “New World” and the publication of Thomas Paine’s 1776 pamphlet Common
Sense. Winthrop excuses social and political inequality and hierarchy as evidence
of divine providence. By the time Paine wrote, the public sphere was thick with
discussion of man’s inalienable rights—discourses that would underlie ideas of
basic equality.

On the continent, meanwhile, a republic of letters formed a kind of virtual
community of those privileged enough to be both literate and engaged. The free

4 Hirschman argues that American political culture has historically favored “exit” over
“voice”—leaving behind the conflicts of the “old” world—and that this persisted
through the idea of the frontier and the persistent widespread belief in upward mo-
bility. In another sense, however, American dissenters exited the “old” world and then
exercised “voice” through their utopian immigrant impulse, and “loyalty” to the new
world they had created.
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circulation of ideas spread alongside social scandal and vituperative gossip in the
salons of pre-revolutionary France, as well as among religious reformers who fled
to Geneva, and in personal correspondence among a range of interlocutors—
Rousseau, Hume, and Voltaire, among others. Nascent capitalism played a role
here. Jiirgen Habermas (1994), for example, weaves together the many strands of
the emerging public sphere: the explosion of literary and political broadsheets,
reading societies, publishing companies, salons, as well as the cafés and coftee
houses where the bourgeois could interact, argue, eat together, and imagine other
possibilities of political and social organization.” Perhaps ironically, it was the
creative destruction wrought by capitalism which made this possible. It expanded
the public body at the same time as it excluded and repressed others through
the burdens of wage labor. Nonetheless, this central contradiction—between the
liberal republican ideology of the modern state (best originally expressed in the
American Constitution and Bill of Rights) and the economic exploitation and
intensive/extensive growth that capitalism made possible—has provided fodder
for the mill of dissent ever since. In the U.S. particularly, waves of dissenters—
from abolitionists to anarchists, from labor activists of the Communist Party of
the United States of America (CPUSA) and the Civil Rights Movement to the
Women’s and Lesbian Gay Bisexual Transgender Queer Rights Movements—have
sought the actual fulfillment of the promise of the American dream for everyone
(as opposed to for elites privileged by economic and historical advantage [Kazin
2011; Kazin 2014]). Whether or not such dissenting movements either abhorred
or advocated violence to achieve their results has long been a subject of debate
and political prosecution in both Europe and the U.S.

II. Violent and Non-Violent Dissent

From its earliest origins, it was and still remains difficult to separate dissent from
violence. Indeed, working at a military staft college for mid-career and senior
officers, I jokingly tell students and colleagues that I research and write about
“regime change from below;” that is, in order to distinguish my research from
state-sponsored (and usually violent) regime change. In the public sphere, and
particularly in the media, we often play fast and loose with the terminology of
dissent, partially because we normatively choose to attach the label “dissent” and
“dissident” to sub-state activism of which we approve. Indeed, we valorize dissent

5 Habermas’ work, especially after its English translation, had a profound and continu-
ing impact on the post-Cold War “turn” away from the state to civil society (Calhoun
1994; Cohen and Arato 1992; Seligman 1992; Keane 1998).
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and consider it worthy and deserving of the label when it is anti-authoritarian,
inclusive, liberal in character. We also prefer it to be non-violent. Indeed, there is
a burgeoning literature on not only the moral legitimacy of non-violence but on
its superior efficacy as well, such as Jonathan Schell’s The Unconquerable World:
Why Peaceful Protest is Stronger than War and Erica J. Chenoweth and Maria J.
Stephan’s Why Civil Resistance Works: The Strategic Logic of Nonviolent Conflict
(Schell 2005; Chenoweth and Stephan, 2013). There are moral, pragmatic, and
compelling evidentiary arguments to endorse non-violent rather than violent
dissent across differing geographic and historical contexts (Kurklansky 2006;
Jahanbegloo 2014). Chenoweth and Stephan (2013, 10) argue that nonviolent
campaigns offer a “participation advantage over violent insurgencies” because of
lower “moral, physical, informational, and commitment barriers” to participation.
Mobilization is easier; participation higher and more representative, disruption
to the polity is greater while physical infrastructure is less harmed. The resulting
transition is more durable with a lower probability of civil war.

Still, the full scope of dissent is much more problematic. Dissent, as suggested
earlier, is part of a larger continuum that includes not only private rebellion, tradi-
tions of public passive resistance and civil disobedience (from Thoreau to Gandhi’s
satyagraha), but also violent sub-state activism as well. Concern for property, a
counter-revolutionary zeal to protect privilege post-1789, and the emergence of
laboring classes—urban, pauperized, and without voice—all resulted in an early
equation of dissent with violence.® Dissenters were called terrorists early and often.
Not without reason did Marx see violence as a necessary accompaniment to every
revolution—in the first volume of Das Kapital he memorably states, “..force is
the midwife of every old society pregnant with a new one” (Marx in Tucker 1978,
436). Georges Sorel, in Réflexions sur la violence, theorized that violence was not
only necessary to political will and direct action, but was also purifying (1910).
John Keane (1996) reminds us that civil society contains uncivil society. In short,
dissent and violence have, in the past and in the present, been regular bedfellows.
One the one hand, violence can be seen as human failure: especially to the extent
violence has accompanied revolutionary socio-political change—decolonization,
superpower disputes, and insurgency and civil war—violence does often beget
violence.

6 Arguably this equation reaches back much further, to the Luddites in England and
even earlier medieval peasant rebellions across Europe. To equate dissent with violence
was also to justify its oppression in the name of order, stability, and progress. See in
particular Hobsbawm (1962) and Thompson (1980).
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Still, violence can yield results. Chenoweth and Stephan (2013, 11) note that
while one in four nonviolent resistance campaigns since 1900 was a failure, more
than one in four violent resistance campaigns have succeeded. What they call “vio-
lent insurgencies” are more likely to succeed when featuring widespread popular
support and some form of external sponsorship (note how when the adjective
“violent” is involved the predicate noun is often more pejorative.

The relationship of dissent to violence is a discomforting one. Collins and
Skover (2013, 68-9) want to separate the two (specifically excluding violent
behavior from dissent). They maintain that the rhetorical value of dissent is
devalued by violence and that perpetrators of extreme violence may seek to
overthrow rather than reform the systems they oppose. Still, they draw the same
distinction as many of their interlocutors: that targeted harm to property is of a
different scale and effect than harm to people, especially innocent people. The
relative powerlessness of the person or group responsible for political violence,
combined with an overall acknowledgement of the rule of law and acceptance of
punishment are mitigating factors that also require careful consideration (Collins
and Skover 2013, 70). One would be best advised to keep in mind Max Weber’s
(1981, 125-8) advice to those seeking politics as a vocation: to supplement an
ethic of ultimate ends with an ethics of responsibility in order to temper possible
illusions of ethical legitimation of violence for “higher” ends.

I would like to provide some context by looking at the example of Nelson
Mandela and the African National Congress. In this case, the majority was power-
less in favor of a minority, both of whom were racially defined. Mandela, it must
be remembered, never gave up his commitment to violence while imprisoned.
Following the Sharpeville massacre in 1960, the Apartheid government in South
Africa declared a state of emergency. The African National Congress (ANC), then
an illegal organization, moved from peaceful non-violent dissent to a strategy of
targeted violence through the creation of Umkhonto we Sizwe (Spear of the Na-
tion), the ANC’s military wing. As undergraduates and anti-Apartheid activists
in the early 1980s, fellow students and I used to debate the utility of force. It was
difficult to square the impossible circle: we decried state-sponsored violence in
Central America, opposed the madness of nuclear arms, yet still defended the
ANCs tactics. This got to the point, though: the Apartheid regime tried to make
the renunciation of violence a precondition of Mandela’s release—a precondition
to which he never assented (Meredith 2010; Sampson 2011). In the end, of course,
Mandela’s great achievement was the relatively peaceful end of Apartheid, the
1994 elections, his tenure as president, and the difficult process of reconciliation
that followed (relatively peaceful events). As much of an emissary of peace as he
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became, however, perhaps the greatest illustration of Mandela’s political genius
was his understanding that by holding the violence card firm, the ANC could re-
nounce violence on its own terms.” That is, especially as the security and military
apparatus of the Apartheid state always wielded the preponderance of power.

Many writers today—most notably Paul Collier—see civil wars and rebellions
as effectively failed movements of dissent; movements ultimately driven more
by greed than grievance (Collier and Hoeftler 2004; Collier 2007). To muddy
the waters even further, some of the groups listed as “terrorists” by states and
international organizations also provide health and social services—Hezbollah in
Lebanon is a prime example. Moreover, organizations such as the Fuerzas Armadas
Revolucionarias de Colombia (FARC) have degenerated from a rural protest move-
ment based on Marxist premises to a large-scale drug export operation function-
ing on extortion rather than consent. Still, what if strategically targeted violence
is as historically effective, at least at times, as peaceful dissent? What if avenues
for peaceful dissent have led nowhere, leaving violence as one of the few options
available aside from capitulation and acquiescence? Context, as the case of South
Africa illustrates, matters. One might be tempted to suggest that revolutionaries
and those whose intention is the wholesale replacement of a regime ought not be
considered dissenters. This might make sense in democracies where the avenues
for civil disobedience and dissent are plentiful. Much of global dissent occurs in
undemocratic contexts, however, or where democracy is failing or tilting danger-
ously toward authoritarianism (for example, the Russian protest movement of
2012 and the 2014 Maidan protests in Ukraine). There, dissent only through word
or peaceful demonstration might be too much to expect.

III. Cold War as Dissent

If one were to write a longue durée history of dissent, a special chapter in the
volume would need to be devoted to the alternative civil societies, parallel polei,
second or alternative cultures, and self-organized societies of Central and Eastern
Europe during the Cold War (Konrad 1987; Benda 1988; Kuron 1981; Skilling
1989; Skilling and Wilson 1991). In my opinion, authoritarian communist regimes
were never as successfully totalitarian as Hannah Arendt (1976), or Carl Friedrich
and Zbigniew Brzezinski (1965) suggested. Still, there was a fusion of party and
state, combined with a command economy and rigid ideology that dictated a

7 Ultimately, this was achieved with what became known as the Pretoria Minute, after
a meeting on August 6, 1990 the ANC signed an agreement suspending the armed
struggle launched nearly thirty years previously (Meredith 2010, 413).
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narrow, controlled, and highly scripted form of mandatory political participation
(one encapsulated by Vaclav Havel’s [1991] greengrocer in his rote placement of
the sign, “Workers of the World Unite,” in the shop window). Homo Sovieticus
lived in an ersatz public sphere, a world dictated by ideology, a world of appear-
ances that, like living in Platos cave, could be easily mistaken for reality. The
greengrocer’s action from Havel’s prose, so minor and routine, signaled his base
obedience, but also his complicity with the regime. When he removed the sign,
he was not unlike the man in Plato’s cave who steps out into the sunlight for the
first time. Human virtues long suppressed—self-realization, freedom, authentic-
ity, and an explosion of diversity in cultural, social, and political forms—were
the necessary result.

The mechanics of text, the slow and artful nature of samizdat production
and circulation was limited in one sense, but illustrated the unlimited potential
and power of the written word (samizdat were hand-produced dissident pam-
phlets). Not unironically, samizdat privately disseminated through alternative
networks provided a great illustration of Foucault’s (1980) equation of power and
knowledge, as well as Scott’s (1990) more recent claim that forms of dissent are
sometimes disguised or hidden. Before the Internet and the explosion of com-
munications technologies, samizdat demonstrated that the circulation of ideas via
the printed word was no mean feat. The circulation of text enabled many things
at once, which at first seem very limited and local. As Jonathan Bolton (2012,
191) describes, samizdat helped birth the creation of a “circulatory system of a
social grouping—a network of interlocking contacts, finite but unbounded...
essential to a community’s self-definition.” The production of samizdat and the
circulation of tamizdat, with concomitant debate and decision-making, eventually
made possible the full articulation of an oppositional identity (Bolton 2012, 117;
Kind-Kovacs and Labov 2013).

Still, the normative labeling of dissidence, perhaps only possible through the
lens of Cold War triumphalism, reflects the dominant liberal perspective of the
victors rather than the vanquished. There is a heroic narrative—my own work is
guilty of this as much as any other—of telling the tale of the dissidents of Soli-
darity and Charter 77 in a manner that privileges the anti-authoritarian, indeed
liberal, character of alternative civil societies while assuming without question
that the U.S. and its allies in Europe and elsewhere were on the side of the angels,
even while they were engaging in a little regime change on the side or supporting
dirty wars in the name of anti-communism (Falk 2003a). My current work, on
the American communist party, is a personal and longer-term effort to peel back
another layer of the onion. To understand how the construction of friends and
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enemies, both domestic and international, was part and parcel of the Cold War.
Both East and West engaged in the demonization of internal enemies as dangerous
Fifth Columns operating covertly on behalf of the external foe, and persecuted
and prosecuted those rightly or wrongly associated with the other side to the point
of occupational harassment, continual surveillance, imprisonment, deportation,
and even death. Indeed, my current project looks at the many “true believers”—
the leaders of the CPUSA in the late 1940s and early 1950s that were put on trial
for allegedly conspiring to teach and advocate the violent overthrow of the US
government—as “dissidents” in their own right. Many American communists, at
considerable personal risk, challenged the American state to end racial segrega-
tion, establish women’s and tenants’ rights, as well as advocating free medical
care, progressive labor legislation, and fair employment practices decades before
such policies were supported by mainstream groups or eventually implemented.
Interestingly, it was not the CPUSA that advocated or implemented tactics of vio-
lence in twentieth-century America. Rather, political violence was the hallmark of
anarchist assassins and bomb-makers much earlier in the century, or groups like
the radical Weather Underground in the early 1970s. Not all CPUSA leaders were
“clean”—we now know, thanks to declassified evidence and a range of scholars
that many of the true believers who saw the USSR through rose-colored glasses
did engage in espionage or act as willing accomplices or agents of influence in one
manner or another (Klehr, Haynes, and Vassiliev 2009). We also know, however,
by peeling back the layers of the onion of dissent in Central and Eastern Europe,
that organizations such as Solidarity were funded covertly by the CIA (Fischer
2012). Movements were penetrated by those who willingly, or more often under
some threat of reprisal, informed or, in the American parlance, “named names”
to state security agencies (Stan 2009; Bruce 2010). In the former East Germany,
the level of societal surveillance reached such heights and was of such variegated
quality and utility, even by the Stasi’s own standards, that it is impossible to be
a purist and exclude those who informed from the category of dissent. Many
cooperated not out of enthusiasm but for fear of the consequences if they did not
(Bruce 2010, 148).

In the post-Cold War debate about whether what happened in Eastern Europe
was a revolution or restoration, it seems now we can say the answer is both/and.
In one sense, as many analysts of the region have pointed out, it was a revolution
in the idea of revolution, divorcing all-encompassing social and political change
from violence (Roberts and Garton Ash 2009; Falk 2013; Falk 2003a; Falk 2003b;
Nepstad 2011). The relatively peaceful end of the Cold War and the dismantling of
Apartheid in South Africa were true high points in a largely violent century. What
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happened in the East-Central Europe with the emphasis on local and independent
decision-making and practices outside the long arm of the party-state, reaffirmed
the transformative ideas of liberty, equality, and solidarity of the French Revolu-
tion and the later binding of freedom with democracy. Ironically, before 1989 the
dissidents had no intention to overthrow the entire edifice of communism. Their
goals were more modest—allowing for independent self-governing trade unions,
or holding their governments to account for the human rights protections they
had guaranteed would be respected in the Helsinki Accords. Nevertheless, the
mere fact of systemic collapse does not erase or taint the legitimacy of their dissent.

In another respect, the fall of communism was the conclusion of a world-
historical project, another heir to the Enlightenment. Dissidents and their move-
ments in Central and Eastern Europe were also part of a longer continuum of what
Adam Roberts and Timothy Garton Ash (2009) call “civil resistance” and Peter
Ackerman and Christopher Kruegler (1994), along with practitioner Gene Sharp
(1973; 2003; 2010), have called “strategic nonviolent conflict”—the use of “people
power” to bring down imperial projects, authoritarian governments, and exclusion-
ary policies, which includes the non-violent elements in Russia’s “First” revolution in
1905-1906, the Indian independence movement, the American Civil Rights Move-
ment, mass public mobilization against the rule of Ferdinand Marcos in the Philip-
pines and against General Augusto Pinochet in Chile in the 1980s, and the more
recent “colored” revolutions in Serbia, Georgia, Ukraine and Burma (Nepstad 2011).

The regime-change of 1989-1991, however, also contained another powerful
current of restoration and rehabilitation—Tsarist-style authoritarianism in Russia,
or what Vladimir Putin euphemistically calls “managed democracy” (a rampant
form of crony capitalism effecting the privatization of the wealth of nations into
the hands of a few and enough state-directed persecution and violence to promote
societal quiescence). Here, energy revenues reinvented a social contract and sur-
vivalist impulse: a decent life is possible if you keep your head below the parapet.
Even as liberal urbanites who benefited from Russia’s energy-fueled economic re-
surgence have increasingly disengaged their support for the regime—for a number
of months in 2012 taking to the streets in protest—there remains a silent Russian
majority, somewhat poorer and disconnected from Moscow, that sees in recent
expansionist Russian foreign policy and nationalist and exclusionary domestic
policy the resuscitation of great power and pride after two decades of post-Soviet
shame. Sadly, the reality remains that the dissident experience of mid-to-late
twentieth century Mitteleuropa is set comfortably in the past, whereas ongoing
efforts to oppose authoritarianism in Ukraine, Belarus, Russia and Central Asia
rest uneasily in the present.
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IV. Contemporary Dissent: Transnationality, Historicity,
and Speed

This continual experience of temporal and liminal dislocation brought by the
end of the Cold War, combined with the tempo of social, economic, and cultural
globalization and the explosion of late twentieth-century communications tech-
nologies, forces a further probing of the intersections of geography and culture—
beyond the specific histories of dissent and dissidence in Europe and America. To
what extent can we speak today of the transnational meaning and trans-historical
relevance of these experiences of dissent to past and current movements outside the
European, white-settler universe? What about the almost simultaneous emergence
of multiple movements and sites of protest, and indeed the contemporary emer-
gence of transnational movements of dissent, as witnessed in the anti-globalization
movements of the late 1990s—the global environmental movement or the Occupy
Movement, for instance? We used to speak of alternative civil societies bounded by
state and regime borders. Now we speak of “transnational” or “global” civil society.

How well do concepts such as civil disobedience, the self-constitution of civil
societies separate and apart from the state, Adam Michnik’s idea of “new evo-
lutionism,” or Havel’s suggestion of the “power of the powerless” conceptually
stretch and meaningfully “travel” elsewhere (Havel 1991; Michnik 1985)? Why
delete the question mark, when this is a question? Are we engaged in a form of
Orientalist magical thinking when we interpret what is happening in the Arab
Spring through the lens of prior European and American experience? Effectively,
due to imperialism, the transformative reach of industrial and post-industrial
capitalism, and post-Cold War globalization, the entire world has been conquered
by the weight of European structures of domination, culture, and the Enlighten-
ment. At the same time, groups such as Amnesty International and Human Rights
Watch are not simply the handmaidens of “Western” conceptions of rights. After
all, there are strong universalist arguments to be made about at least a de minimus
list of rights immune from charges of cultural relativism, and the absolute “right to
life, liberty and security of the person’, to quote from the Canadian constitution,
ought to be at the top of the list.?

8 Section 7 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, effective since 1982 as
part of Constitution Acts 1867-1982 and the repatriation of the Canadian constitution
from the United Kingdom, states “everyone has the right to life, liberty and security
of the person and the right not to be deprived thereof except in accordance with the
principles of fundamental justice” Supreme Court of Canada jurisprudence has put
great emphasis on this section, and has interpreted in broadly and substantively.
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Regardless of my own specific, historically and geographically limited research,
dissent, in the contemporary sense, is an unmistakably universal phenomenon.
This is particularly true in view of the geography of dissent and significant levels of
political protest over the last decade: Bahrain, Bulgaria, Burma, China, India, Iran,
Israel, Greece, Hong Kong, Thailand, Russia, Spain, Syria, Tunisia, Ukraine, and the
United States. Democratization and civil society recipes, as cooked up by aid agen-
cies and NGOs, do not succeed when historically decontextualized, to be sure. Past
experiences, under spatially and temporally different circumstances, with a working
vocabulary of concepts and organizational tactics, require sensitive, constant, and
specifically contextual cultural translation. Ideas about civil society organization,
social mobilization, civic activism in the public sphere, non-violent resistance to
authoritarianism in its many guises and historical cloaks, democracy, and human
rights are not, in the twenty-first century, confined to Europe or its dominions over-
seas. Yes, a maddening level of conceptual stretching has and will continue to occur.
Looking specifically at how the theoretical and practical innovation of the Central/
East European dissidents “traveled” in the post-communist world, I spent some time
looking at the Middle East both just before and just at the beginning of the Arab
Spring. I concluded, that to suggest democracy or human rights is incompatible with
Islam or Arab cultures is a breathtakingly narrow—indeed an Orientalist—view
(Falk 2013). Ideas about human rights, non-violent change through civic participa-
tion and resistance, and democracy are today the collective property of humanity.
To assert otherwise is not cultural relativism. It is to excuse criminal behavior, to
paraphrase Canadian women’s rights journalist Sally Armstrong (2013).

Looking beyond the Middle East and North Africa, we see the further
globalization of contemporary tactics and strategies of dissent, in places as far
apart and diverse as Burma and Brazil, China and Cuba, India and Iran, Kenya
and Kyrgyzstan. Contemporary communications technologies and social media
have made possibilities for dissent much more rapid and globally networked. Much
was made in the mainstream media about the role of social media in Iran’s Green
Movement and during the Arab Spring, Occupy Movement, and the recent waves
of protest in Europe and Israel. Coordination was made possible with Twitter
and Facebook; tactical creativity was shared through text messages; imagery was
uploaded directly onto YouTube for global consumption. Yet social media, accord-
ing to Krastev, has also contributed to “protest frustration.” Here, social networks
engage in a downward spiral of mutual incrimination and conspiracy theory—as
occurred in Russia following the 2012 protests (Krastev 2014).

Moreover, those same technologies provide state institutions and apparatuses
new platforms for control and repression, intersecting the knowledge potential of
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“big data” with levels of surveillance and resulting power that would make Orwell
or Foucault shudder (Morozov 2011). Bentham’s Panopticon is a global reality,
and we are all captured in a diffuse web of power exercised in a regulatory and
administrative manner. That provides all the more reason for the need to update
and safeguard law and policy—nationally and transnationally—regarding free-
dom of expression. There are intrusions on our liberty today that John Stuart Mill
could never possibly imagine in his construction of the harm principle—insidious
invasions of privacy and tentacles of security governance that seem more at home
in the realm of Aldous Huxley (Mill 1979). Where we situate ourselves with re-
spect to this brave new world can be arrived at by our own mental shorthand
answers to what we think about the revelations of Wikileaks or whether Edward
Snowdon is to be decried as a traitor or celebrated as a whistle blower (Cole 2014).
As much as things change, it is nonetheless important not to think of the past as
overly culturally and nationally bounded, trapped in technologies that were not far
past Gutenberg when it came to the publishing and circulation of texts and ideas.
When interviewing former dissidents in Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and Poland after
the fall of the Berlin Wall and the collapse of communism, one of my questions
focused on who or what influenced their views. Who and what did they read? Their
answers were complex: they cited Thoreau, King, and Gandhi, as well as Arendt and
Orwell. They were globally aware and well read. The lack of a consumer-oriented
culture meant they devoted considerable time to reading. Yes, they were steeped in
Marx and Lenin—more than a few began as revisionist, humanist Marxists—but in
Locke and Hegel as well. Tellingly, and importantly, they read each other: despite the
authoritarian, ideologically rigid, and constraining nature of the regime, via samiz-
dat, tamizdat, smuggling (often with the able assistance of Western embassies and
agencies) and personal travel, and with some determination and no small amount
of personal risk, they had access to a lot of material. They established flying seminars
and universities. Because of the actions of the Jan Hus Foundation in Czechoslo-
vakia, you could earn credits toward an Oxford degree under the very noses of the
authorities (Day 1999). Reflection and discussion were inseparable from action.
Indeed, historicity and historical awareness is absolutely essential for effective
dissent in the twenty-first century. Much can be accessed via the Internet, but
not in all states, given national firewalls such as those erected in China, Saudi
Arabia, and Iran. Moreover, the presence of information does not equal accuracy
or access; description does not equal analysis (measuring the effectiveness of dis-
sent is a difficult proposition in any event). An accessible and usable past means
knowing when innovation is urgently required, and when re-inventing the wheel
is a waste of time. In the fall of 2011, I was fortunate enough to be in New York
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just as protestors began occupying Zucotti Park in lower Manhattan, giving both
name and voice to the “99%. After wading through the tented settlements, read-
ing signs, talking to the earnest Occupiers while literally tripping over computer
cords, wires, and journalists (by mid-October, there were as many journalists
as occupiers), I found the “library”—a bunch of plastic bins in a corner of the
park. In one of the bins was a copy of David Caute’s (1979) magisterial analysis of
McCarthyism, The Great Fear, alongside a “do it yourself” guide to commodity
futures trading. Both were perhaps essential reading for understanding America’s
past episodes of repression as well as the greed and irrational exuberance that led to
the global financial meltdown of 2008-9. Nobody was reading, though; they were
busy doing. It bears remembering that Wall Street has a rich background as prime
real estate for dissent, and that movements stressing participatory democracy, civil
disobedience, non-violence, and social justice have been around for centuries in
America. Many of the Occupiers, in the more than two hundred years’ worth of
old media content they generated, spoke of popular disenfranchisement and the
over-privileging of elites (in these two respects, not unlike the Tea Partiers), as
well as social justice, participatory democracy, and civic engagement. Based on my
observation, they seemed determined to reinvent the wheel of dissent, something
that has been rolling along nicely for centuries. Indeed, a book published at the
same time, Michael Kazin’s (2011) American Dreamers, advanced the thesis that the
indigenous, Made-in-America Left—abolitionists, feminists, socialists, anarchists,
and even communists—had changed the face of the country forever and made a
lasting impact on American society and its values.

Learning from the past has never been more urgent. After Iran’s “stolen elec-
tions” in 2009, I had the opportunity to learn from and meet with a group of
Iranian student activists at the University of Toronto. They wanted to know more
about Solidarity in Poland. Long before the Iranian blogosphere, Polish activists
in Solidarnos$¢ were communicating via a panoply of self-created free and inde-
pendent media: newspapers, bulletins, magazines, posters, and political cartoons.
What could these students learn from creating an independent civil society in the
face of regime crackdown? In one sense the task of the Iranians in terms of com-
munication was easier. The stakes were nonetheless much higher—imprisonment
in Teheran’s notorious Evin Prison and a potential death sentence are definitely
harsher outcomes than those faced by any dissidents in the post-Stalinist era.

Because of the emphasis on speed in our current context—instant commu-
nication by smart phone, the myopic amnesia characteristic of the twenty-four
hour cable news cycle, the short-term thinking of politicians, and the immediate
gratification promised by easy credit and consumer capitalism—there is a bizarre
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expectation that dissent will somehow produce immediate results. Historically
revisionist and mistaken readings of past episodes of dissent have informed policy
makers and pundits alike in believing that a crowd toppling a few statues and/or
forcing an ailing dictator to retire early might generate successful regime change
or democratization on the quick and cheap. Perhaps this is why dissent increas-
ingly takes the form of global street protest. Ivan Krastev (2014) has examined
protests from 2011-2104, from “Occupy Wall Street” to Vladimir Putins “Oc-
cupy Crimea,” and suggests some disturbing trends for both the future of dis-
sent and democracy. This new wave of politics—amplified through social media
and global interconnectedness—offers more in terms of moral indignation than
actual ideology or programmatic alternatives. In Canada, dissent has generated
some corporate and political responsiveness: executives and think tanks suggest
that “social license” is needed to generate community support for development,
independent of regulatory processes. Dissent for the sake of dissent risks reduc-
ing the whole enterprise to a large-scale NIMBY-ism (“not in my back yard”) that
can undermine longstanding structures of political representation necessary for
democratic functioning (Gerson 2014).°

The protests have generated the shared experience of revolt. They have created
senses of resistance, and their experience has certainly been recorded and shared
in public space, both real and virtual. However, the jury is out as to whether their
protagonists will define demands consonant with political inclusion, transparency,
and accountability or only in terms of lifestyle improvement. Krastev’s concern
is that the current wave of global protest, unhinged from the state yet devoted
to the extravagances that define capitalist success, has a decidedly consumerist
and libertarian flavor. On the other side of the coin, Naomi Klein (2014; 2008;
2000) has passionately and repeatedly argued that contemporary protest politics,
emerging with the alter-globalization protests of the late 1990s and early 2000s,
signal the rejection of market-based capitalism and its many failures—from the
hollowing out of the middle class to the exploitation of developing world workers
and global environmental destruction.

As I see it, history ultimately reminds us that while it is exhilarating to focus
on the peaks of dissent—the euphoric moments of mass social mobilization when
civil engagement is highest and anything seems possible—the reality is that such

9 In the Canadian context, the term “social license” was coined in 1997 by British
Columbia mining executive Jim Cooney: at the time extractive industries in the province
were subject to considerable social protest and environmental criticism over practices
which were significantly damaging to the province’s wilderness, particularly the clear-
cutting of old-growth forest (Gerson 2014).
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moments are often preceded by many failed efforts, violent repression or various
turns to and/or against violent tactics, ideological confusion, social apathy, fear,
and disillusion. The story of Solidarity might begin in the Gdansk shipyards of
August, 1980; it has concrete origins. But the organization is nonetheless the
successor of so many previous efforts that if you wanted to be fully accurate, you
could trace its origins back to the dismemberment of Poland in the late eighteenth
century, the failed insurrections of the nineteenth century, the intellectual
ferment of the Polish intelligentsia between the wars, the Polish October of 1956,
the student protests of 1968, the workers’ protests in 1970-71, the formation of
KOR following the Radom-Ursus riots of 1976, or the Pope’s visit in 1979. All
these previous “moments” of social mobilization, peaceful or violent, political
or decidedly not, played bit parts in the Polish dress rehearsal to Solidarity. This
diversity of origins is instructive.

V. Dissent and Leadership

The issue of dissent and leadership is controversial, especially in the aftermath of
the global Occupy movement and the more recent protest movements. Krastev’s
diagnosis is bleak: they are leaderless and ideologically rudderless, embodying a
kind of “participation without representation” wherein the protestor wants com-
munity and democracy but trusts neither politicians nor elections (Krastev2014).
Back in 2011, the protest narrative suggested they were not as leaderless as the
media contended—they were, in fact, leaderful, and all empowered via social
media to communicate. Consensus and voice were highly valued, while charis-
matic leadership was eschewed. The “general assemblies” in Zucotti Park relied
on local participation and debate. Still, one of the criticisms levied at Occupy
was that its ineffectiveness was linked to its real and perceived lack of leader-
ship. The underlying approach was to not sacrifice the range of issues or lose the
radicalizing participatory ethos: fair enough. Nevertheless, my own research tilts
towards the importance of leadership in movements with the long-term goal of
building sustainable change, especially at critical junctures of mass mobilization
and global media attention. Although the debates about leadership with respect
to Occupy continue, and are linked with critiques that the movement(s) failed to
concretize their grievances with policy-prescriptive demands, Occupy did have
lasting results. The catchy sloganeering of the “99%” versus the “1%” has dramati-
cally changed public discourse. It has put income inequality and tax reform on
the agenda for the first time in decades. It has made protest catchy. In any event,
Occupy’s lingering effects are still not known. The transformation of language has
altered the parameters of the discussion in the short run; in the longer run, a genre
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of scholarship is emerging to answer Occupy’s critics’ claims that the movement
required substance or that concrete economic analysis and new policy agendas
are needed (Malleson 2014, Piketty 2014).

However, the extent to which protest movements distrust elites to the point of
eschewing the necessary social trust for effective representation and leadership,
it would seem difficult to navigate a path to lasting results. There is a spirit of an-
archistic and libertarian revolt against the very notion of being governed—here
is where the Tea Party in the United States meets the disillusioned and cyni-
cal anarchist. Krastev decries the comparison of today’s wave of protest to 1848,
even suggesting that they are the negation of noble nineteenth century demands
for universal suffrage and political representation, because angry crowds are not
about the hard work of obtaining a voice and working in or even developing new
political institutions, but about regime downfall and defeat as an end in itself.

What is extraordinary about contemporary waves of protest is the scale of
participation. Over two million Spaniards took to the streets in 2011, over one
million in Brazil in 2013 (Krastev 2014). Over a million Egyptians marched in
2011 to force Hosni Mubarek from power; two years later an equally large number
protested against the government of Mohammad Morsi and the Muslim Broth-
erhood. Global protestors are also globally aware and respond to one another.
Yet for all the speed, connectedness, and high numbers, there have been many
disappointments. Syria is a disaster; Putin is still in the Kremlin; in Egypt the
military is back in power. Still, though Ukraine may be subject to an increasingly
troubling civil conflict and Russian-sponsored destabilization, the Euro-Maidan
protests effectively toppled a corrupt government, and Tunisia is an impressive
success that merits more attention. In Ukraine, there were clear demands, most
particularly the signing of a free trade deal and association agreement with the
EU. Tunisia, structurally better off than many of its neighbors, with a relatively
prosperous and educated middle class, has fared better, including the rise of more
competent and creative leaders. Interim president Moncef Marzouki and his advi-
sors are currently championing the creation of an International Constitutional
Court, which would be responsible for monitoring and adjudicating access to
power, especially during difficult political transitions. Both examples illustrate
the importance of ideas, and leaders to carry ideas forward.

One can absolutely sometimes mobilize a population without leaders. No
particular individual may be necessary. History has involved many instances
of spontaneous popular action (ask the women who marched on Versailles
in the October Days of 1789). Inspiration may nonetheless be needed. There
needs to be a method to articulate objectives and goals. Leadership concentrates
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that articulation, personalizes inspiration, and allows for interlocutors—the
“power” that “truth” is speaking to—and regularized means of establishing trust
or recognizing the potential of an adversary. To paraphrase Pierre Bourdieu
(1980, 59), when you enter a field of action, you have to accept the habitus that
comes with the game. As Bourdieu states, “[...] undertakings of collective ac-
tion cannot succeed without a minimum of concordance between the habitus
of the mobilizing agents (prophet, leader, etc.) and the dispositions of all those
who recognize themselves in their practices or words....” Moreover, you need
to convince others, the “free riders”—those on the edges of burgeoning social
movements who see no need to act—because the costs must be willingly borne
by others. Leadership helps solve the collective action problem. Leaderless, you
can change the conversation (as the various Occupy movements clearly did),
but not legislative or institutional structures, as these structures function with
elites and leaders at the helm. You need someone to be representative, to in fact
represent rather than summarize or paraphrase the whole. Representation can be
likened to mutual translation of a mass or movement to an elite and vice versa,
an organization of interests so that bargaining and mutual gains are possible,
demands can be concretized, and progress, however mundane and protracted,
can occur. The battle for meaningful change becomes otherwise too utopian,
too Sisyphean, and less likely to succeed.

One example is sadly illustrative: in a country of only 9 million, 450,000 Israelis
took to the streets in 2011 demanding social justice and won the support of 80% of
Israelis; but just as quickly as the carnival began, it ended (Shavit 2013, 358-359).
Without effective leadership that could translate into political representation, and
absent anything except amorphous demands, dissent quickly dissipated. That Israeli
moment of hope has now been eclipsed by renewed conflict and retrenchment.

Like it or not, collective memory gravitates toward the hagiography of great
leaders. It is often the case that someone is at least inspiring a movement, even
if there is not an emerging leader, be she an historical figure or a contemporary
actor. Leaders particularly skilled in the art of negotiation, i.e. compromise and
mutual recognition, with an ethical and principled sensitivity toward justice in all
forms—procedural, substantive, distributive, retributive, reparatory, transitional,
and historical—have had the most impact and remain the subject of public adula-
tion and serious scholarship. The examples are legion, and quite often come from
the world of resistance and dissent: Mahatma Gandhi, Martin Luther King Jr., and
Nelson Mandela, for example. However, there are also lessons from movement
and leadership failures. These need to be equally studied and absorbed. Moreover,
leadership and movement failure cannot be solely understood with reference to
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the tactical, operational, or strategic decisions or interplay of leaders and move-
ments. Regime commitment to violence, the penetrability of international con-
demnation or even awareness, the enduring importance of historical legacies, and
cultural variation all play a role that cannot be underestimated.

Arguing for the presence of leadership is not the same as suggesting that the
current conventions about leadership or the literature on the topic—dominated
as it is by sociology and by researchers in business programs—is up to the task.
Historically, literature has focused on nebulous immeasurables such as traits, skill,
and style as well as modalities that suggest approaches be situation-based, goal,
path, achievement or participation-driven, collaborative, or results-oriented with
lofty goals such as organizational excellence or transformation (Northouse 2004).
Now-popular paradigms focusing on transformational leadership focus precious
little on political or social transformation, as case studies are again dominated
by the fields of study where leaders are considered to determine urgent mate-
rial consequences—such as profit or shareholder value in market capitalism, or
life-and-death, victory-or-defeat decisions in militaries. It goes without saying
that such organizations are not structurally set up to value dissent in any variety.
One of the approach’s progenitors, James McGregor Burns (1978), does refer to
Gandhi as a classic example of transformation leadership, whereby the hopes
and dreams of the Indian independence movement were vested in one highly
symbolic individual who in turn transformed both himself and the movement
he led. One research prescription would be to plumb this literature for relevance
to the social movement literature and vice versa. Archie Brown (2014, 148) has
recently authored a significant tome on political leadership with chapters on trans-
formational leadership, which he defines as playing “a decisive role in introducing
systemic change;” as well as revolutionary leadership. However, his analysis is one
that might be characterized as “thick description” by historical case and example.
He does not engage with the larger leadership sociological literature, but does
mention that within the disciplines of politics and history, the topic is far too
myopically dominated by studies of presidential leadership in the United States,
hardly a genre conducive to examining dissent.

A final example of the importance of leadership, which also nicely contrasts
regime change from below with state-sponsored regime change from above (mili-
tary or international intervention), is to examine the effectiveness of singular
actors in extraordinary circumstances and how they can touch a global public
nerve. Actual armies, or their equivalents in humanitarian and development aid,
turned out to be effectively powerful in implementing lasting changes necessary
for the actual improvement of the lives of girls and women in states such as Iraq,
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Afghanistan, and Pakistan. But none of those armies have been as effective, I
contend, advocating the importance of girls’ education and women’s rights as the
efforts of a single young woman, Malala Yousafzai (Yousafzai 2013; Armstrong
2013). This is a young woman who has been violently attacked, but who has also,
with grace, voice, and maturity, accepted the mantle of leadership, one that has
now been recognized with a Nobel Peace Prize. Her enduring popularity is not
simply a reflection of the symbolic nature of the violence she suffered, but rather
about her principled response and stubborn refusal to allow her enemies any level
of enduring success in stifling her message.

Conclusion

Dissent can be thought of as the highest form of political participation. This is a
counter-intuitive conclusion, given that we think of dissidents as external to the
established structures of power. Dissidents and dissenters are usually political
part-timers. However, dissidents and dissenters are the concerned amateurs that
take risks beyond the daily ebb and flow of life, regardless of the type of govern-
ment they support, oppose, or wish to change. Democracies rest upon the consent
of the governed, as Locke (1965) reminded us long ago, or even the dissent of the
governed, as suggested by Collins and Skover (2013). The rancorous many that
can withdraw their consent to the powerful few, or larger constellations of dissent,
can eventually impact the many. That is, either inside or external to the institutions
and practices of power. Indeed, this is exactly what Havel (1991) had in mind
when he spoke of the power of the powerless. That this is the case even in the
most authoritarian—indeed totalitarian—regimes is an extraordinary testament
to both the importance of dissent, and its lasting impact. Often it is the dissidents
and dissenters that are accused of sedition and even terrorism, even when they
argue for loyalty to the patria if not the regime.

Regardless of regime type, American legal scholar Cass Sunstein (2003) sug-
gests dissent as an antidote to three contemporary social phenomena: conformity,
social cascades, and group polarization. Pressures to conform are amplified by
the influence of those who confidently display authority as well as the seemingly
unanimous views of others: in such circumstances, dissent can play an outsized
role and temper or even change majoritarian views (Sunstein 2003, 14). Cascade
effects occur over time when at first a few and then many people engage in similar
behavior or action—from consumer purchases to religious conversions—on the
basis of the perceived rightness of the action or expected social approval. Delibera-
tive groups—from juries to political parties—often end up taking more extreme
positions as a result of deliberation based on ingroup thinking or other partial



The History, Paradoxes, and Utility of Dissent 45

or incorrect modes of information (Sunstein 2003, 10-11). Effectively, Sunstein
extends Mill's argument regarding the tyranny of the majority from the context
of law and politics into the broader public sphere. In so doing, he demonstrates
that promoting and protecting rather than persecuting dissent not only serves
public and political interests, but private interests as well.

The above meditations on the purposes, theoretical origins, and past episodes
of dissent are but a sketch of dissent’s enduring internal and existential contradic-
tions. These include the delicate balance between the social tension dissent nec-
essarily introduces and potentially amplifies and the well-functioning of society
that dissent promotes, the effectiveness or anathema of violence, and the necessity
of individual leadership for lasting collective action. Thinking of what Timothy
Garton Ash (1999) has called the “history of the present” and into the future, we
can see, given the impact of the speed and immediacy of social media, the trans-
nationality of action, and the emergence of a truly global civil society, the current
and future challenges of dissent. Freedom of association—and in that context,
dissent—remains an essential litmus test of health in mature democracies, and
a fundamental demand at critical moments of transition fo democracy. Lockean
consent of the governed is only meaningful if the governed can dissent and the
polity still survives. Even when it does not—as dissent can give way to revolution,
and has done so in the past—this is no reason to disallow the full range of free
expression from discord to rebellion. Dissent will continue to allow us to test the
validity of our political and social foundations; it will confront us with new and
heretical ideas, challenging us to assume Weber’s ethic of responsibility. As Hannah
Arendt (1974, 247) suggested in her discussion of the vita activa, political action is
ontologically rooted in the full range of human existence from natality until death.
Only with the possibility for and of dissent can the full experience of our capacity
for political action be realized.
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History as Dissent: Independent Historians
in the Late Soviet Era and Post-Soviet Russia:
From “Pamiat’” to “Memorial”

Abstract This paper establishes a line of continuity between the Soviet, Brezhnev-era dis-
sident historical journal Pamiat’ and the post-Soviet human rights organization Memorial.
It examines the differences and similarities of their histories, contexts of action, and goals.

Introduction

Rulers have often acknowledged the importance of mastering historical writing
and quenching dissenting memories in order to reinforce popular allegiance to
the regime or to forge a new consciousness of a people’s past, present, and future.
Nowhere was this better understood than in the Soviet Union, where the Com-
munist leadership sought to exercise an absolute control over the past through a
careful overseeing of both academic historiography and historical literature. As
the subjection of official history to the regime had reached a peak under Stalin,
his death triggered some momentous, if temporary, changes.

The official denunciation by General Secretary Nikita Khrushchev of Stalin’s
crimes at the Twentieth Party Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union in 1956 constituted a major milestone in the process of de-Stalinization of
Soviet society. This did not lead to a depoliticization of historical writing, however.
Until Perestroika, history remained a carefully guarded sanctuary over which the
State retained a quasi-absolute monopoly. This entailed both a restriction on the
range of themes studied and a submission of historical writing to ideological and
political imperatives defined by state and party organs.

While Khrushchev initiated a “thaw” which allowed for the publication of a
number of articles, monographs, poems, and novels dedicated to hitherto taboo
themes—such as the Gulag camps, political repression, and Stalin’s wartime
fajlures—his removal in October 1964 heralded a new freeze in official histori-
ography and literature and a tightening of censorship (Markwick 2009). From
then on, publications on sensitive issues of the past disappeared from presses,
and alternative accounts of the Stalin era had to recede underground.

Still, despite the increasing likelihood of repression, some amateur research-
ers decided to pursue their exploration of the “blank spots” of Soviet history
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independently. Deprived of access to Soviet publications, these isolated voices
circulated their writings in samizdat or published them in the West (tamizdat).!
They acted out of the ethical conviction that the truth about the Stalin era had to
emerge, whether through the state or by individuals. Sometimes, this discourse
was also tainted by political activism, as revelations about the past had conse-
quences for the present and the future of the Soviet state and society.

My argument here is that, from the point of view of the state, such activity
could not be considered “private” and constituted an open act of dissent, in and
of itself political. As the totalitarian state sought to control all spheres of the lives
of its citizens, Western distinctions between private and public spheres disap-
peared (Killingsworth 2012, 27). Therefore, circumventing censorship and the
state monopoly on historical research was no trivial accusation. Regardless of
the declared orientation of their writings, dissident amateur historians directly
threatened a central attribute of the totalitarian state: its absolute control over the
notion of “truth,” including the truth about the past (Killingsworth 2012, 43). In
this research, the notion of “dissent” or “dissidence” will be used to characterize
such activities: these terms are used in a broad sense to name conscious acts in
opposition to a regime’s norms or rules of social behavior and considered by the
regime as threatening or hostile and therefore incurring potential repression.
Still, it should be underlined that the Soviet state’s reaction to such behavior varied
considerably over time, with frequent ebbs and flows, depending, inter alia, on
changes of political personnel and variations in official policy.

This paper aims to demonstrate the specificity of the Soviet state’s relation
to dissident historical research, in comparison to the post-Soviet era. I will first
provide a brief overview of the phenomenon of Soviet dissident historical research
in the post-Stalin era, then examine in greater detail the case of the dissident
historical journal Pamiat’ (“memory”). In order to analyze both the differences
and the continuities of the state’s relation to independent historical research into
the post-Soviet era, I will make a comparison with Memorial, the post-Soviet
non-state organization that grew, during Perestroika, from Pamiat’s roots, with an

1 The term samizdat designates typed copies of non-authorized texts circulating under-
ground.

2 This definition is inspired by one provided by former Soviet dissidents and members of
Pamiat’s editorial committee, Aleksandr Daniel’ and Larisa Bogoraz (1993, 147): “Any
conscious act in opposition to the regime and violating certain (open to some degree
of variation, depending on the place, time and circumstances) ‘given’ limits of social
behavior. The criterion here is the possibility of repressive (in the broadest sense of
this word) reaction on the part of the authorities.”
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overlap of both research themes and personnel. Despite these continuities, I argue
that there are substantial differences in the political and ideological contexts in
which they appeared and operated. Unlike Pamiat’, Memorial was able to adopt
organizational forms, and has been acting in a framework, characteristic of civil
society activism in democratic or mildly authoritarian societies, encountering,
for most of its existence, hostility, but not outright repression, from the state.

»
.

“Pamiat’”: A Late Soviet Case of Dissident Historical Research
Dissident Historians as a Social Phenomenon

In contrast to the near absolute totalitarian control of Soviet society in the Stalin
era, the late 1950s and early 1960s allowed for the emergence of a semblance of a
private sphere escaping, or seeking to escape, the control of the state and security
organs. This new, relatively narrow breathing space, coupled with Khrushchev’s
destalinization policy, constituted the necessary preconditions for the emergence
of dissident historical research. Enthused by the radical decisions of the Twenty-
Second Party Congress and the relaxation of censorship that presided over the
publication, most prominently, of Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn’s Gulag camp novella
One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich (1961), a small number of individuals took
upon themselves the task of writing unofficial histories of the dark pages of the
Soviet past. Deprived of any access to state archives, they decided to use those pri-
mary sources that were readily available and had remained hitherto unexploited,
in particular oral testimonies. However, after Khrushchev’s removal, they were
faced with an increasing reluctance on the part of the regime to continue and
deepen the process of destalinization, and had to turn to alternative channels of
publication, whether tamizdat or samizdat. Therefore, the context dictated both
the methods of research and the means of publication of these works, but also,
more often than not, their content, ideological orientation, and tone, which dif-
fered strikingly from those of official Soviet historiography.

This was the time, in particular, when the two most prominent studies of Soviet
dissident historiography were conceived and written. Undoubtedly the most no-
torious of the two was Solzhenitsyn’s Gulag Archipelago (1973). This work, which
the author dubbed “an experiment in literary investigation,” retraced in detail
the long history of the Gulag camps, based on hundreds of testimonies of former
Gulag inmates and on Solzhenitsyn’s personal experience. The ground-breaking
nature of this research, which incurred the wrath of Soviet authorities and caused
the eviction of Solzhenitsyn from the Soviet Union, could hardly be overstated.
Although many have criticized it from a factual as well as an ideological point of
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view, it remains the first study of this kind, and arguably the most potent collective
testimony of half a century of history of the Gulag camp system.

The second most well-known work by a dissident historian was Roy Medvedev’s
monumental study of Stalin and Stalinism Let History Judge (1972). Conceived of
as the author’s contribution to the democratization of Communism, it tackled the
questions of the origins, causes, and consequences of the phenomenon of Stalin-
ism, which Medvedev, in line with Khrushchev, considered as a distortion of the
Party’s ideological line. Although Medvedev’s study was criticized in the West for
its avowedly socialist perspective, the Western scholarly community welcomed
the publication of this first independent historical study on Stalinist repression
written within the Soviet Union and based on hitherto unknown testimonies of
old Bolsheviks—veterans of the Revolution who had occupied high positions in
the state and party apparatus before being repressed by Stalin.

Both of these cases display a common pattern of relations with the state, char-
acterized first by a search for accommodation and collaboration, encouraged by
Khrushchev’s “Thaw;” then followed in the second half of the 1960s by a turn
towards increasing confrontation and repression under Brezhnev. Yet the turn
towards illegality was not inevitable. Rather, it resulted from a gradual narrow-
ing of available options over time. Twelve years before being branded as a traitor,
Solzhenitsyn had met with national acclaim following the publication of his first
short stories in the Soviet journal Novyi Mir. However, starting from 1964-5,
Solzhenitsyn faced increasing state hostility and KGB harassment, and his novels
Cancer Ward and The First Circle were rejected by Soviet censorship. It was the
failure of these attempts that prompted him to turn to samizdat and tamizdat
and radicalized his position away from a compromise with the regime.? This spi-
ral of mutual estrangement between Solzhenitsyn and the Soviet state explains
the culmination constituted by the publication of The Gulag Archipelago, which
the dissident Larisa Bogoraz has described as an “indictment against the Soviet
regime” (Bogoraz 2009, 210). As a result of his increasing outspokenness, Solz-
henitsyn faced exclusion from the Writers’ Union in 1969, before being arrested
and forcefully exiled from the country and deprived of his citizenship in 1974.

Similarly, Medvedev voluntarily submitted the manuscript of his book to the
Central Committee of the CPSU in 1964 to get, if not official support, then at least
tacit approval—but these illusions were dispelled in the following years. After the

3 For these two novels, published in the West in 1967 and 1968 respectively, Solzhenitsyn
received the Nobel Prize of Literature in 1970. In his own country, however, only a few
of his short stories were published, and he failed to be awarded the Lenin Prize for One
Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich in 1964.
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Soviet intervention to crush the Prague Spring in August 1968, Medvedev’s brand
of “democratic socialism,” reminiscent of Czechoslovak “socialism with a human
face,” could not but face repression. By August 1969, he had been expelled from
the Party—solely for his authorship of an unpublished manuscript. It became
clear that the notoriety procured by the publication of Let History Judge in the
West, while potentially incurring further repression, could also protect its author.
And indeed, while he narrowly escaped arrest by hiding in the months preced-
ing publication, after 1972, Medvedev was able to pursue, virtually unimpeded,
a career as an independent historian, regularly publishing political and historical
studies abroad (Medvedev 1980, 33).

Although both works may arguably be described as political statements, it was
not merely the political content of these works that was deemed threatening by
the regime, but, more broadly, the very fact of undertaking independent histori-
cal research outside of the framework of state-controlled scientific institutions,
as shown by the example of the historical journal Pamiat’.

The Case of Pamiat’

The dissident historical journal Pamiat’ appeared towards the end of the Brezhnev
era, partly in continuity with and partly in reaction to the dissident historical
works discussed above. It represents a unique case of a Soviet dissident histori-
cal periodical publication, authored by non-professional historians. Although it
shared with previous dissident historical research a striving to uncover “historical
truth,” its authors belonged mostly to the post-War generation, who had grown
estranged from state ideology.

In 1975, the Soviet dissident Larisa Bogoraz sent an open letter of protest to Iurii
Andropov, head of the State Security Committee, demanding the opening of the
archives of the KGB and threatening to collect and publish testimonies and materi-
als about the history of political repressions, which had affected so many members
of her family, both in the Stalin and post-Stalin eras, as well as herself.* (Tolstoi and
Gavrilov2011). A few months later, her call was unexpectedly answered by the visit

4 This letter was a follow up to the “Moscow Declaration” authored by Andrei Sakharov
and other dissidents after Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn’s expulsion, in February 1974.
Bogoraz had been arrested for her participation to a demonstration on Red Square
against the Soviet occupation of Czechoslovakia, in August 1968, and had spent four
years in exile in Siberia. In addition to her grandfather and several relatives, who had
suffered from Stalin era repression, her first husband Iulii Daniel’ and her second
spouse Anatolii Marchenko were also imprisoned in the Brezhnev era.
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of Sergei Dediulin, a young man from Leningrad who invited her to take part in
a project of underground historical publication, which he and his friends Arsenii
Roginskii and Valerii Sazhin were elaborating (Bogoraz 2009, 211).

A common love for forbidden Russian literature and samizdat, as well as a
free spirit and the willingness to escape the stifling climate of the Brezhnev era
through independent projects of all kinds were probably the main ingredients
of the three young men’s friendship. Despite an outstanding academic record
during his studies with the famous semiotician Iurii Lotman at Tartu Univer-
sity (Estonia), which predisposed him to a brilliant academic career, Roginskii
failed to become enrolled as a doctoral student in 1968 and had to move back to
Leningrad. Yet he did not renounce his calling and decided to conduct historical
research independently. As the son of a victim of political repression - his father
had survived a first incarceration under Stalin, only to die after his second arrest,
in 1951—Roginskii was born and raised in internal exile. Growing up in the 1950s,
he had begun early on to grasp the history of political repressions and resistance
to the Soviet state by interrogating neighbors who were Gulag camp returnees.
From this interaction with survivors of various oppositions to the regime grew
his interest for the history of the nineteenth century revolutionary movement
in Tsarist Russia, on which he published several articles (Ferretti 1993a, 82). In
1973, after the scandal surrounding the trial of Petr Iakir and Viktor Krasin, two
dissidents who had betrayed their peers, he developed an interest in the conduct
of dissenters of all eras in the face of repression:

I obtained the address of an old Menshevik woman. She gave me the address of others.
I began to visit them, during the summer holidays I travelled to other cities, visited old
people’s homes, where some of them lived, T asked them about the 19205’ underground and
began, on this basis, to compile a dictionary of Socialist Gulag prisoners. (hro.org 2006)

Roginskii thus belonged to what one of his former teachers would later describe
as “the lost generation of scholars” (Gasparov 1981): lacking an official affilia-
tion, he faced countless restrictions and obstacles in his work as an independent
historian—a category unforeseen and unwelcome in a totalitarian state. He made
a living through various minor jobs, as a tourist guide, librarian, and then as a
teacher of Russian literature in an evening school—a position, which left him
enough free time to work on his personal research projects on the side. Soon, he
recommended this convenient job to his friend Sergei Dediulin, a former chemist
and self-taught specialist in Russian literature (Dediulin 2013). Involved in small-
scale underground literary publications starting from his student years, Dediulin
had also become a passionate amateur bibliographer: among his countless projects
was a bio-bibliographical dictionary of Soviet dissidence and an anthology of
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Anna Akhmatova’s poetry. In the course of these activities, he had encountered
numerous dissident writers and, with his friends’ active support, had started to
assemble an archive of samizdat (Sabbatini 2004; Dolinin et al. 2003a). He was
actively supported by his friend Sazhin, who worked in the manuscripts archive
of the Leningrad Public Library—a position that allowed him to explore freely the
personal papers of early twentieth century writers, which fascinated him. Sazhin
had met Roginskii during a student conference at Tartu University, and looked up
to this talented and charismatic peer with respect and admiration (Sazhin 2014).

In 1975, the inventive Dediulin came up with the idea of publishing a literary
samizdat journal devoted to non-official Russian literature—an idea Sazhin found
promising. When they submitted their proposal to Roginskii, he expressed his
support, but suggested a historical orientation. Unpublished primary sources,
such as Gulag camp memoirs and other sources of historical interest were readily
available from the Public Library’s manuscript archives, where Sazhin could safely
copy documents during his worktime (Sazhin 2014).

For the three friends, just as for Bogoraz, the recent publication of The Gulag
Archipelago constituted a strong impetus for further research on Stalin-era
repressions. For Dediulin, the publication of Solzhenitsyn’s work was akin to a
“Big Bang”; it opened new, unheard of spaces in their imaginations. They under-
stood that beyond the scope of the book lay huge potential sources of historical
material to be explored, readily available and yet hitherto unexploited (Dediulin
2013). Roginskii considered the book as “one of the most important points in our
life’—although he disagreed with Solzhenitsyn’s nostalgic views on an eternal and
pure Tsarist Russia destroyed by godless Bolsheviks. Roginskii wished to explore
the past in all of its complexity, without polemics, simply by presenting facts with
commentaries, from across the whole political spectrum: “we were certain that
only in this polyphony could one hear the truth” (hro.org 2006).

In the stifling climate of inertia of the late Brezhnev era, the prospect of under-
taking such an exploration represented both a welcome breath of fresh air and a
dangerous act of rebellion, which they understood could cost them dearly. Moreo-
ver, the sustained effort, energy, perseverance, and personal courage required
to create, manage, and maintain undercover a tamizdat and samizdat historical
publication were such that no equivalent project had so far come into being in the
Soviet Union, although many probably shared similar aspirations (Dediulin 2013).
Yet they willingly pursued the project, which they conceived of as rigorously
academic in form and ideologically neutral in content (Pamiat’ 1978, 1:1X-X).

The collective was completed by the addition of two Leningrad-based friends of
Dediulin, the chemist Aleksandr Dobkin and the schoolteacher Feliks Perchenok,
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who researched the history of the Soviet Academy of Sciences in his free time. The
initial academic orientation of the journal was altered by the addition of a new
Moscow-based nucleus, gravitating around the dissident Larisa Bogoraz and her
son Aleksandr Daniel, and joined later by Aleksei Korotaev and Dmitrii Zubarev.
The dedication of the journal’s first issue to the political prisoners Gabriel’ Super-
fin and Sergei Kovalev (the former a close friend of Roginskii’s) testified to this
second “dissident” identity. As for professional historians, their participation in
the publication was initially limited to the enthusiastic support and enlightened
advice of Mikhail Gefter, a retired dissenting historian. Over time, however, the
team also benefitted from consultations with other specialists (hro.org 2006).

The first issue, released in samizdat in 1976, contained a foreword laying out the
objectives of the publication and calling for contributions. Inspired by the fruitful
discussions of Roginskii with Gefter, it was put into words by Daniel’: it began
by describing the climate of amnesia, which had taken hold of Soviet society and
against the background of which Pamiat’ (“Memory”) emerged:

“Forgetting” is here not just a selectively applied device, no, it is an obligatory rule of
any historical research. Deviations from it are punished, and the historian himself, if
he acts within the official framework, is a custodian of this unshakeable law. The result
is not just the constant rewriting of history according to yesterday’s circumstances and
today’s personification of power, but the perpetual conservation of a zone of silence.
(Pamiat’ 1978, 1:VI)

Although the access to archival sources was a problem, the state-imposed silence
did not amount to ignorance. “Our main historical secrets are of a special kind.
Millions of people have been led into these secrets... Millions of witnesses, and
many of them are still alive! No historian ever had such abundant material at
hand”” Personal archives, memoirs and other personal sources represented “huge
reserves of historical memory” The authors deemed it their duty to “save from
oblivion all historical facts and names doomed today to death, disappearance,
first and foremost the names of the deceased, persecuted, slandered ...” (Pamiat’
1978, 1:VII-IX).

They called on readers, in the Soviet Union and abroad, to send them “mem-
oirs, diaries, letters, oral testimonies, official documents... unpublished manu-
scripts... articles, essays, reviews, bibliographies, any materials about the history
of culture, religion, science, politics, social thinking,” regardless of the political
orientation of their authors. However, the authors noted that, despite their striv-
ing to maintain high scientific standards, the lack of access to some archives
and restricted library reserves might impede the verification of some of their
hypotheses. Still, the format of a periodical publication would permit an in-depth
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exploration of some topics across several issues, including, but not restricted to,
the Gulag theme, and allow editors to “enter into dialogue with readers” (Pamiat’
1978, 1:VIII, IX).

Conceived of as a tamizdat publication from the beginning, Pamiat’ was repre-
sented in the West by Natal'ia Gorbanevskaia, a well-known dissident and founder
of the samizdat information bulletin The Chronicle of Current Events, who had
recently emigrated to the West. She supervised the publication of the first Pamiat’
in 1978 in New York. However, after a conflict with the editor Valerii Chalidze, she
turned to another friend of the group, Vladimir Alloi, who took over the edition in
Paris, releasing four other issues—each a thick volume of over five hundred pages.

In terms of the journal’s content, the five issues covered a very broad range
of subjects, with a time frame spanning the years 1900 to 1968—the date of the
first publication of The Chronicle of Current Events, the dissident news bulletin
documenting contemporary political repressions. Expanding on its original Gulag
orientation, Pamiat’ explored the history of a political terror that had affected
all spheres of Soviet life, from literature to sciences and religion. By throwing
light upon those pages that had been consciously removed from official history,
the authors of Pamiat’ established their own alternative histories. Yet theirs was
not solely a history of victims; it was also one of opposition to the state (Ferretti
1993a, 83-84)—hence their collaboration with the Menshevik Dmitrii Batser and
the post-Stalin era political prisoners Revol't Pimenov and Veniamin Iofe, or the
dedication of a section of the third issue to the dissident Anatolii Marchenko.
Therefore, although the focus was not avowedly political, the Soviet state could
hardly close an eye on a publication that gave a voice to its opponents and victims.

Except for Roginskii, who was the author of several historical publications,
none of the redactors of Pamiat’ could be described as professional historians. Still,
they were far from being foreign to the research trade and all belonged in some
way to the intelligentsia, whether they were trained in natural, social or human
sciences, or self-taught. Moreover, they made up for the lack of access to archives
and of professional research skills with enthusiasm and resourcefulness, spending
their free time in libraries, from which they had learned to extract every scrap of
information available (Zubarev 2013).

Although members of Pamiat’ could work individually on tasks assigned or
chosen, the publication was fundamentally a collective undertaking; authorship
of one piece was never fully individual, as the whole collective participated in turn
in writing, commenting on, editing, and introducing each piece. The definition
of the format and orientation, as well as the selection of content for the issue, was
also the result of common discussion during editorial meetings in Leningrad and
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Moscow. In the editorial team, Roginskii occupied the position of “first among
equals” Although he was based in Leningrad, from 1977 to 1981, he spent the
three summer months in Moscow, working on Pamiat’ with his co-editors, in vari-
ous apartments lent by sympathizers and friends (Dediulin 2013; Zubarev 2013).
Apart from authoring, prefacing, or editing many of the publications himself,
he was also the “wise strategist” who knew how to manage the team’s “human
resources” and ensure the successful publication of the journal, playing his cards
astutely in what turned out to be a duel with the KGB (Sazhin 2014).

The conditions of the time dictated conspiracy measures and the use of extreme
caution. Some memoirs were anonymized to prevent the identification of their
origin or author (Sazhin 2014). Editors and contributors also had to hide behind
pseudonyms, except for a few, who rejected anonymity, either because they had a
history of repression behind them and had forsaken fear (Revol't Pimenov, Evgenii
Gnedin), because they were retired (Mikhail Gefter), or because they were about
to emigrate (Mark Popovskii) (Zubarev 2013). Often, to ensure that the author
would not be identified, two sets of initials or pseudonyms stood under one piece.
Nevertheless, Dediulin affirms in retrospect that many pseudonyms chosen must
have been transparent for the KGB, as the young friends were not experienced con-
spirators (Dediulin 2013). Bogoraz, who was a well-known dissident, took many
precautions to avoid betraying her colleagues when visiting them in Leningrad
(Bogoraz 2009, 214; Dediulin 2013). Yet even before the first issue came out, the
State Security services knew of its existence and had identified at least some of its
authors (Sazhin 2014).

Repression began with house searches. The first was at Roginskii’s and his
mother-in-law’s apartments in February, 1977. This was followed by a “prophy-
lactic warning” issued by the KGB organs in June (Wishnevsky 1981). In March
1979, the State Security organs performed new searches at Roginskii’s, Korotaev’s
mother’s, Dediulin’s, Sazhins, and Daniel’s places. Roginskii, Dediulin, and Sazhin
were called for interrogations in March, while Korotaev was called in April, and
Daniel in July (hro.org 2006). At the KGB’s demand, Roginskii was fired from
his teaching position for “the commission by a worker, fulfilling the functions of
an educator, of an immoral act incompatible with his continuing to perform that
work” When he appealed this decision with a tribunal, he lost his case and the
verdict confirmed that “the books confiscated from Roginsk[ii] do not meet the
standards of literature by the KGB,” justifying his dismissal (hro.org 2006). As
for Dediulin, he lost a vast quantity of material, seized during the search, includ-
ing his bio-bibliographical dictionary of Soviet dissidence, and was forced, like
Roginskii, to resign from his teaching position. In reaction, Bogoraz circulated a
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declaration of support for the young researcher, giving publicity to his work and
denouncing an “attack on our memory [pamiat’]” (Ianovskii 2010, 148). Gorba-
nevskaia launched a campaign of protest in the West, which may have protected
Dediulin and extended the life of Pamiat’ for two years (Sabbatini 2004, 5-6;
Dediulin 2013).

However, the KGB continued to gather information about the editors of the
journal and to harass the group. In March 1981, Dediulin was forced to leave
the country (Dolinin et al. 2003a). In April, Roginskii also faced an ultimatum
to emigrate. He did not hurry to comply with the demand, however. In June, the
Public Library in Leningrad deprived him of his reader’s card for “use of archival
material for ‘illegal’ publication abroad.” Finally, on August 12, 1981, he was ar-
rested at his family dacha at Ust'-Narva, in Estonia (Beshenkovskii 1981; Dolinin
et al. 2003b). He stood accused of falsification of letters of accreditation to get
access to archives.

From then on, a large-scale campaign began in Roginskii’s defense in the West,
sustained to a large extent by Sergei Dediulin, by then based in Paris. The latter
did not reveal Roginskii’s participation in Pamiat’, as this was not the count of in-
dictment chosen by the authorities, and such a revelation might have endangered
him further. Instead, Dediulin waged a successful campaign around the image of
Roginskii as an independent historian, who, despite not being a dissident, “still
inspired panic to local authorities simply because of the independence of his
intellect” (Dediulin 1982). Among the open supporters of Roginskii were Soviet
émigré and Western writers Lev Kopelev (Kopelew 1981), Vladimir Voinovich,
and Heinrich Boll (“Solidaritat mit Roginskij” 1981). The international commu-
nity of historians also became mobilized, and the “International Committee of
Historians in Defense of Arsenii Roginskii” collected over five hundred signatures
of prominent researchers in his support (Dediulin 1982).

On November 25, 1981, Roginskii’s trial opened in Leningrad. He was accused
under article 196, part 2 of the Criminal code, punishing “forgeries, the fabrica-
tion or sale of falsified documents, stamps, seals or forms” by a sentence of up to
five years of imprisonment. As much as the count of indictment appeared far-
fetched, the conduct of the trial could hardly have convinced Western observers.
Key witnesses such as Vladimir Pugachev, a Professor of Saratov University, and
Samuil Lurke, editor from the newspaper “Neva,” who had initially denied provid-
ing Roginskii with letters of accreditation, partly recanted during the trial, and
showing support for him, implied that they might have been complicit. Only after a
third, additional expert report was commissioned by the tribunal could Roginskii’s
guilt eventually—and unsatisfactorily—be demonstrated. Nevertheless, the initial
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accusation was reinforced by the testimonies of employees of various archives
where Roginskii had done research, who claimed that documents published in
Pamiat’ came from their archival fonds, to which only Roginskii had been granted
access (RFE Research 1981). In the final accusation, the goal of Roginskif’s activities
in the archives was described as the “publication of archival documents in foreign
editions” (Sobranie Dokumentov Samizdata 1981). Thus although Roginskii was
not formally accused of being the editor of Pamiat’—which would have constituted
a political, rather than a criminal accusation—the essence of his condemnation lay
in his “violation of the monopoly of history” (M.H. 1982, 120). For this, Roginskii
was condemned, on December 4, 1981, to four years’ imprisonment. This was close
to the maximum sentence offered by law.

Sazhin recorded, and Dobkin transcribed, Roginskii’s last declaration at his
trial and then dictated the text over the phone to Dediulin, who made it public
in the West (Dediulin 2013; Roginskij 1982). As during the whole trial, Roginskii
refused to discuss the matter of his guilt and instead attacked the whole system
that forced historians to bend the law in order to work independently. Any serious
researcher of the Soviet past needs to work with archival material, he claimed. Yet
in the Soviet Union, only historians accredited by Soviet research institutions or
press for specific projects could get such authorizations; indeed, even if they did,
they could be arbitrarily denied access to specific documents or archival fonds.
The result was a narrowing of the themes studied by historians, an alienation of
independent researchers, and, ultimately, a distortion of history. Roginskii called
for a new system to be instated, according to which interviews would replace
letters of accreditation, and restrictions on access to documents would be lifted.
Only this would create the conditions ensuring that researchers would not have
to “contrive” to get accreditations or humiliate themselves further by resorting to
forgeries. Finally, Roginskii set out to prove the absurdity of the distinction made
by the prosecution between unauthorized publication of an archival document in
a foreign journal and that document’s Soviet publication.

A document, if it is reproduced faithfully and commented objectively, remains a docu-
ment independently of where and by whom it is published—because there is only one
Russian culture, there are historical and literary archives, which belong to this culture.
And only the free study of these archives and their free publication will help us learn the
truth about our past. (Sobranie Dokumentov Samizdata 1981, 12)

Interestingly, the connection to Pamiat’ was made even in the Soviet media: on
February 12, 1982, an article appeared in the newspaper Vechernii Leningrad: “How
‘canards’ are born, or the tale about a ‘talented researcher, ‘famous writer, and so
on” (Grigorev 1982). After mentioning a “revolting” case of library book theft, the
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article turned to the case of Roginskii, whose evil deeds had caused damage “beyond
measure” to Soviet society. The “criminal activity” of the historian was mentioned
in a somewhat fantastic account of how a copy of Pamiat’ had been discharged by
a foreigner before going through customs. Upon examination of the copy by the
Public Library staff, it was revealed that the journal contained documents from their
archives. “How could they end up in a U.S. publishing house? [The staft] clarified
who had received access to them. They found out it was Roginskii” (Grigorev 1982).
Then followed a detailed account of his reprehensible activities, from his early house
searches to his alleged forgeries. The question of the complicity of Pugachev and
Lure was also raised: the latter displayed astonishing amnesia and the former sought
to demonstrate that Roginskii was enrolled as a doctoral student in his institution.
However, Roginskii’s most vocal supporters were, obviously, “the ‘ideologists’ from
the emigrant scum” who had instigated a campaign that found widespread support
with the Western media and public opinion. “How could they let go of such a ‘titbit’?
How could the West not make Roginskii, an average crook, ‘a fighter for human
rights in the USSR’ (don’t laugh!), ‘a scientist with a world reputation;, ‘a worldwide
famous Russian historian!”” (Grigorev 1982)

Such rhetoric was a familiar denigration device used against dissidents who
attracted attention from the Western media. However, the campaign did not go
any further: indeed, Roginskii was unknown to the Soviet public, as was often the
case with low profile dissidents, any further media attention could only result in
raising undue public interest in his activities.

The history of Pamiat’ shows quite clearly that independent historical research
was not tolerated by the Soviet regime, which still sought to exercise a totalitarian
control over society. It was not a question of whether the material published by
independent historians was political and threatening to the regime. Rather, the
creation of an independent historical journal published in samizdat and tamizdat
violated several state “monopolies,” most prominently those on historical research
and publication. Although these were not official monopolies, Soviet intellectuals
had known since the infamous 1966 trial against the writers Iulii Daniel’ and Andrei
Siniavskii that publishing “anti-Soviet” works abroad could result in a seven-year
prison term. Roginskii and his friends were aware they were crossing dangerous
boundaries and exposing themselves to repression, but they knowingly circum-
vented these monopolies. Therefore, I argue, their actions qualify as dissent.

Nonetheless, in contrast with their predecessors, such as Solzhenitsyn and
Medvedey, their actions did not amount to a political struggle, nor was it in and
of itself a posture of protest in relation to the regime. Undoubtedly, each member
of the collective conceived of his/her involvement with Pamiat’in a different way,
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but perhaps what they shared was an idealistic striving to write as they pleased,
independently of the regime—a posture traditional of the old Russian intelli-
gentsia (Tolstoi 2012). Dediulin and Sazhin, who were in their late twenties when
Pamiat’ was created, also shared with the younger generation, born after the war,
a feeling of estrangement from official ideology, which went along with a deep
interest for their country’s culture and history. Sazhin confessed he had long been
“anti-Soviet,” but had acted out of ethical rather than political motives, in addi-
tion to a thirst of knowledge and a strong interest for archival documents (Sazhin
2014). Far from wanting to emigrate, Dediulin wished to escape constraints and
bans imposed by the regime, not through open protest or provocation, but instead
by avoiding attracting undue attention unto himself. “We needed to work, read
books, read forbidden books, read archives, look for private archives, and talk
with people,” he recalls (Dediulin 2013). And this required remaining out of the
KGB’s limelight.

Yet this proved impossible in the long run: by publishing abroad, even under
pseudonyms, the editors of Pamiat’ had chosen to step into the open, in contrast
to generations of Soviet intellectuals who had quietly written “for the drawer,”
and the Soviet state could not ignore this act of resistance. With publicity came
repression, and, crucially, Roginskii’s “Last Word” took notice of this unwilling
change of circumstances, this forced transition from the status of historian to that
of dissident. By turning to a position of outright defiance towards the system that
condemned independent researchers to break the law or renounce their activity,
Roginskii initiated a shift towards open militancy, which would lead in later years
to his active involvement with the organization Memorial.

Still, in the long run, and in the face of repression, Pamiat’ was broken. While
Roginskii was sent to a labor camp, the KGB interrogated other members of
Pamiat’ who remained in the USSR. Although the repressive organs did not pro-
ceed to further arrests, they kept a close watch on the group, and in 1985, the
State Security made it clear to Dobkin and his friends that there could be no
question of publishing the sixth issue of the journal, which Dobkin had sent to
the West and was being prepared for publication. If it came out, Roginskii would
be given a new sentence, the KGB warned. The group had no choice but to obey.
This material was nonetheless published in the new historical journal Minuvshee,
created in Paris by Alloi in 1986, and conceived of as the continuation of Pamiat’
(Alloi 1998, 198; Igrunov 2005). As for Roginskii, he was liberated on August 12,
1985 (“Spravka N° 021634, SSSR Ministerstvo Vnutrennykh Del” 1985). By that
time, three Soviet General Secretaries had gone to their graves and a fourth one,
Mikhail Gorbachev, was about to launch his revolutionary policy of Glasnost.
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“Memorial” and Post-Soviet Independent Historical Research:
Anti-Stalinist Activism in Post-Soviet Russia

The Birth of Memorial

In contrast to the strict taboos of the totalitarian Brezhnev era, which labeled as
anti-Soviet any independent exploration of the past, Russian post-Soviet soci-
ety has been characterized by a less unequivocal attitude to the memory of past
crimes and to independent historians who have sought to perpetuate it. The case
of Memorial, a human rights organization born during Perestroika from the seeds
sown by Pamiat’, reveals these differences of context and attitude. As I will argue,
this new context, starting with Perestroika and increasing after 1991, has allowed
for the birth of a kind of anti-Stalinist activism that could not have taken place in
the Brezhnev era. While the anti-Stalinist impetus for the creation and continued
existence of Memorial is similar to that which gave birth to late Soviet dissident
historical research, the form taken by Memorial testified to important changes in
the political and, by extension, memorial climate.

The history of the birth of the Memorial movement during Perestroika is
well-known: the initial impetus was provided by a petition of former political
prisoners and their descendants to erect the monument to victims of political
repression promised by Khrushchev in 1961 (Smith 2009; Ferretti 1993b). But
the construction of this memorial could not be an end in itself, and the members
of the newly-created organization understood that Memorial “should transform
into an all-Union social organization, whose main task should be the restoration
of the historical memory of the people, in autonomy, independent from the state
and state institutions” (Mezhdunarodnyi Memorial 2014a).

In the context of Glasnost, social interest in the repressed past reached its peak,
and the Memorial movement grew in size. Local branches sprouted up throughout
the country. As it sought to build its support-base within society, Memorial faced
the difficulty of negotiating a legal status with the authorities, attempting to strike
an intermediary course between incurring debilitating repression and risking co-
option by the regime. The growing popularity of Memorial presented the Com-
munist Party with a new challenge: not only did the birth of civil society break the
Party’s totalitarian monopoly over social and political institutions, but the emphasis
on the memory of political repression, despite being in line with the new policies of
Gorbachev, was still potentially threatening to the legitimacy of the regime. In order
to give an official status to the movement, a founding conference was convened
in Moscow in January 1989. Yet it took another year before the organization was
granted official registration, with Gorbachev’s support (Roginskii 2014).
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Former barriers were progressively unravelling under the combined pressure
of public opinion and the reforming leadership. What seemed previously utopian
was becoming reality. But even as Gorbachev himself encouraged explorations
of Soviet history, Memorial insisted on retaining its independence, refusing to
entrust the people’s memory to “a state which, during its whole history, only lied
about the present and falsified the past” (Mezhdunarodnyi Memorial 2014a).

By May 1989, the creation of what would become the “scientific historical-
educational center Memorial” was already on the way. Roginskii presented the
future organization in these words:

Progressively, in the course of discussions and numerous debates, another, deeper and
broader idea emerged: that it was necessary to create in Moscow [...] a memorial complex
in memory of victims of political repressions, which would have to include, not just a
monument [...] but also a scientific-informational and educational center, which would
in its turn contain an archive, a museum and a library accessible to all (that is the most
important notion here, accessible to all). Only such a center with information, with data
about victims could [...] become an effective, a real factor on the long term in the struggle
with Stalinism, and I mean Stalinism in the broadest sense of the word. (Alekseeva 1989)

The very definition of the term “Stalinism,” and correspondingly of the scope of
the phenomenon, was the object of bitter discussion at the Memorial preparatory
conference in October 1988. On this definition would depend not only the scope
of research, but also the general orientation of Memorial. While moderates were
in favor of a restrictive time frame limited to the 1927-1953 period, radicals called
for a much broader scope (Ferretti 1993b, 352-353). Roginskii belonged to the lat-
ter camp and defined Memorial’s goal as “the restoration of historical truth on the
crimes of Stalinism, on the illegality of terroristic methods of state government,
the study of its causes and consequences, the contribution to the recognition of
the crimes of Stalinism, of crimes against humanity” (Alekseeva 1989). These ob-
jectives were in line with the general process of democratization and testified to
the entanglement of two struggles inherited from the dissidence of the 1960s and
1970s: anti-Stalinism and human rights defense. Indeed, studying totalitarianism in
the past went hand in hand with opposing its resurgence in the present (Roginskii
2014). Therefore, Memorial’s mission evolved into two broad directions, intrinsi-
cally intertwined from the beginning: a historical direction, focused on the study
of the history of political repression, which constituted the natural continuation
of the work of Pamiat’; and a human rights defense direction inherited from the
struggle of past dissidence. Complementary missions were the education of civil
society and the material and legal support of victims of political repression and
human rights abuse (Mezhdunarodnyi Memorial 2014b). Roginskii recalled that
“some proposed that we become a research institute, others, a [political] party,
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but we decidedly turned away from either of these options. Our basic directions,
historical-educational and human rights defense, were interrelated, and, what is
important, ideologically connected: we consider history through [the prism of] law
and law with the help of history” (Roginskii 2014). The heritage of the dissident
era, with the prominent ethical values assumed by the struggle for the “restoration
of historical truth” and anti-Stalinism, was thus central to the goals and values of
Memorial from the very beginning. However, this dual orientation was not un-
problematic in Memorial’s relations with the state, both before and after the fall
of the Soviet Union, and has conditioned the current official hostility towards the
organization.

Memorial and Pamiat’: Continuities and Differences

The shift from dissident historical research to civil society activism was prepared
and conditioned by the changes of Perestroika, but it did not affect all former
members of Pamiat’ to an equal degree, although all of them continued, in some
way, to be active in the field of independent historical research. For Roginskii,
joining Memorial was a natural step:

It was in the Spring of 1988. I had already heard previously that a group had appeared,
which collected signatures on the question of a memorial to the victims of Communist
repression. However, I found out that they were also collecting information, that they
were preparing a questionnaire for former prisoners. And in general, their idea was not
only about a monument, but [more broadly] about memory: archives, a museum and a
library about repressions. The four of us joined; Larisa [Bogoraz], [Aleksandr Daniel’],
Sergei Kovalev and me. (hro.org 2006)

Daniel’ and Roginskii became two of the pillars of the “scientific historical-
educational center Memorial”: the former, until 2009, as the head of the research
program dedicated to the history of dissent in the Soviet Union (Mezhdun-
arodnyi Memorial 2014c), the latter as the head of the organization since 1996.
In the first years of the new regime, Roginskii acted as an expert for both the
“Committee of the Supreme Soviet of the Russian Federation for Human Rights”
and the “Commission of the Supreme Court of the Russian Federation for the
transmission of the archives of the CPSU and KGB into state conservation and
for the rehabilitation of victims of political repressions” (Dolinin et al. 2003b,
317). Finally, Korotaev and Zubarev also joined Memorial, one in the field of
human rights defense, the other focusing on the history of dissidence.
However, others did not perform a turn towards activism and continued
to pursue independent research as they had before. Dediulin remained in the
West. Sazhin, estranged from the group, pursued independent research on the
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history of literature. Although Perchenok wrote a project for the creation of
the “informational-scientific center Memorial” in 1989 and tried to obtain the
opening of archives on his favorite research theme, the history of the Academy
of Sciences, he died in 1993, leaving behind but a few published articles (Dolinin
et al. 2003¢; Dobkin and Sorokina 1995). After Roginskii’s arrest, Dobkin re-
directed his attention towards Minuvshee, Alloi’s Paris-based historical journal
conceived of as the continuation of Pamiat’. When the publication was trans-
ferred to Russia, he became the informal chief editor of the journal until his
death in 1998 (Dolinin et al. 2003d).

These two diverging paths taken by former Pamiat’ members underline the
differences of context between the Brezhnev era and Perestroika and the post-
Soviet era, but also the differences in their personalities. Larisa Bogoraz and her
son Aleksandr Daniel’ had been human-rights activists before joining Pamiat’,
and their renewed activism with Memorial was a logical outcome. So was it for
Roginskii, who had willingly faced imprisonment and had stood up at his trial
to call for the freedom of historians. With the onset of democratization, the cost
of involvement decreased, and the potential benefits in terms of social impact
increased considerably. Having conducted research in conditions of clandestin-
ity, under threat of repression, they could now collect historical material virtually
unimpeded, reach much broader audiences, and even try to influence political
decision-making. Also, given the relative lack of political support for a deepening
of the historical enquiry into and public acknowledgment of past crimes, the anti-
Stalinist cause has remained relevant for post-Soviet Russian society, ensuring
the continued engagement of Memorial activists. Yet for others who had joined
Pamiat’ primarily on ethical grounds or out of a passion for historical research
and who cherished their independence, civil society activism and involvement
with the political game were less attractive.

The evolution in terms of structure also shows a striking contrast between
Pamiat’ and Memorial. While Pamiat’ was a purely volunteer-based project, con-
ducted clandestinely, Memorial has sought, since its inception during Perestroika,
to become registered officially and constitute an established, institutionalized
movement. This process was coupled with a professionalization of its members:
former editors of Pamiat’ are now part of Memorial’s staff and have turned into a
life-long profession what was initially an amateur activity and an ad hoc response
to a social need. This evolution from dissident activity to organized activism only
became possible with the democratization of the state.

In terms of size, Memorial has grown into a large movement encompassing
eighty local branches, extending into many countries of the post-Soviet space as
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well as Western Europe. Two major evolutions explain this successful enlarge-
ment. Firstly, Memorial became a multi-issue organization, dealing not just with
historical research, or even the perpetuation of the memory of victims of politi-
cal repression, but also more broadly with human-rights issues and the educa-
tion of civil society. This was made possible by the liberalization of the regime,
which broadened the range of issues that could be safely contested in the public
arena and incorporated into the programs of institutionalized organizations; and
it made the activities of Memorial more relevant to society than mere historical
research, whose targeted audience was bound to remain limited. Secondly, the
transparency characteristic of Glasnost and the post-Soviet era ensured increased
publicity around the activities of Memorial, which allowed its membership to
grow considerably. This was in contrast to the secrecy, conspiracy and anonym-
ity that was required of Pamiat’ members, contributors and readers, which kept
their numbers low.

Memorial: Achievements and Obstacles

In a democratic Russia, it would seem that Memorial was well-placed to influence
official politics of memorialization of Soviet-era political repression and public
opinion on this issue. Yet twenty-five years after its foundation, Roginskii drew
pessimistic conclusions regarding the activity of the organization. Although Rus-
sian society honors the memory of victims of political repression, it is reluctant to
acknowledge, in a political culture that has traditionally regarded state authority as
sacred, the responsibility of the Soviet state for the crimes committed. The defeat
is both on a political and social level: on the one hand, the post-Soviet regime has
failed to pass a legal act that would officially condemn the crimes of the Soviet era
and has been little supportive of civil society initiatives in this domain; on the other
hand, Russian society remains highly ambivalent about its past (Roginskii 2014).
Numerous researchers make similar assessments (Sherlock 2007, 149-185; Adler
2005), deploring the decline of the liberal narrative in the Russian public space
and the return of a heroic depiction of the Soviet past—and the “Great Patriotic
War” in particular—in which Stalin occupies a prominent place. As Russian lead-
ers sought to reconstruct a post-Soviet Russian identity, the appeal to a “useable
past” implied the restoration of key elements of the Czarist and Soviet legacy; but
such politics of selective memorialization also resonated with public nostalgia of
the heroic legacy of the Soviet era in a period of national economic and political
weakness. Therefore, the current climate of selective forgetfulness is a result of a
complex mutual interaction between state and society.



70 Barbara Martin

Although the tendency towards a rehabilitation of Stalin is reminiscent of the
Brezhnev era, there are also clear differences. The memory of political repression,
previously taboo, is no longer restricted solely to the private sphere. Instead, it
has come to occupy a legitimate, and yet peripheral place in the public sphere,
reflecting the difficulties that Russian society faces in assimilating a painful and
divisive past, in which the roles of perpetrators and victims cannot be satisfac-
torily assigned. While civil society and local authorities have been consistently
involved in perpetuating this memory, the Federal administration has remained
conspicuously silent, abstaining from any legal or political evaluation (Roginskii
2011, 14-16). To a certain extent, the opposition can be boiled down to a contrast
between, on the one hand, a mass public educated by new history textbooks tai-
lored to promote “pride for their fatherland and its history” (Sherlock 2007, 172)
and mass media relaying a world vision increasingly painted in black and white
(Roginskii 2014), and, on the other hand, professional researchers publishing
nuanced accounts of a complex and painful past, whose primary audience and
support base is restricted to former victims of the Soviet regime and the liberal
intelligentsia. According to Nanci Adler (2005, 1114), among the various versions
of the past that coexist within Russian society, “the officially sanctioned version
suppresses the Stalinist repression and commands the largest constituency,” while
“the iconoclastic version that emphasizes Stalinist repression commands a small
and dwindling constituency within Russia. If the contested histories were to be
decided by plebiscite, the minority version would be likely to disappear from
Russia’s history of itself”

It has been precisely Memorial’s mission to prevent such a disappearance and to
go beyond oversimplified visions of the past, acknowledging both its glorious and
its more painful, shameful aspects. At the basis of the organization’s involvement
lay both the “aspiration to historical truth and the feeling of civil responsibility”:
the notion of guilt, following Roginskii’s reflection, ought to be transformed not
into fruitless repentance, but rather into an active position of civil responsibility
meant to prevent future abuses and crimes (Roginskii 2014).

Although Memorial has failed to impose this vision on Russian society, it has
nonetheless reached some of its objectives. It has fulfilled its initial goals of erect-
ing a monument to these victims, on Lubianka square in Moscow, and of creating
aresearch center with publicly accessible archives and a library. On a legal level, it
has contributed to the passing of the 1991 “Law on the Rehabilitation of Victims of
Political Repressions” and the declaration of October 30" as the “Day of Memory
of Victims of Political Repressions.” It has also contributed to the relative opening
of Soviet archives (Mezhdunarodnyi Memorial 2014a). Furthermore, Memorial’s
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historians have published countless articles and monographs and created a number
of databases on the history of Soviet repression and dissidence; and the organi-
zation has initiated and carried out numerous educational and commemorative
projects in conformity with its mission.

Such developments, needless to say, would not have been possible in the totali-
tarian climate of the Brezhnev era. The fact that Memorial was able to carry out
its actions relatively unimpeded testified to the silent acquiescence of the regime
and to the possibility of a stable modus vivendi in relation to the authorities. Until
recently, at least, one could say that Memorial had managed to occupy a certain
niche allowing for its continued existence. This is a position that would not have
been tenable in the Brezhnev era, when the Soviet regime considered any kind of
independent initiative with utmost suspicion.

However, in recent years, Memorial has frequently been the object of admin-
istrative and political harassment, the most striking being its categorization as a
“foreign agent,” a label applied to Russian NGOs that received foreign funding
while performing some kind of political activity, according to the November 21,
2012 law (Newsru.com 2012). Another attack was also launched against “Perm-
36, the only former Gulag camp turned into a museum, created by the Perm
branch of Memorial. In January 2014, the regional authorities “nationalized” the
museum, arguing that it would be financed by the state program for “the com-
memoration of the memory of victims of political repressions” However, the
museum was simply closed to the public, and on June 25, 2014, the state program
supposed to finance it was officially discarded. Although the museum might re-
open, the ideological line will clearly be considerably altered by the new owners
(Racheva and Artemeva 2014).

Nevertheless, despite these attacks, Roginskii considered that the authorities
“are forced to bear with us, to take note of our position and in some cases take us
into account—and this is already a result, and not the least, of our work” The main
question, he concluded, was not one of mutual hostility, but of the possibility of
obtaining something from the state (Roginskii 2014). What remains to be seen is
whether the state will attempt to take control of this field of memorialization so
as to neutralize alternative discourses on the past, or whether it will allow non-
state organizations to pursue this social mission. In any case, it would seem that
the conservation of a niche, albeit peripheral, for anti-Stalinism is necessary for
Russia’s image as a “democratic” state.

In conclusion, I would like to reflect on the relations between the notions of
dissent, activism and repression, which have been central to this study. While
activism does not necessarily trigger repression—indeed, in a democratic state,
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it should not—in the totalitarian context of the Brezhnev era, they usually went
hand in hand. I have chosen to use the word “dissent” to refer to the case of Pamiat’
because the participants in this project deliberately engaged in an activity which
they considered socially significant, necessary, and yet knew could expose them
to repression. By contrast, Memorial has sought from its inception to abide by
the rules of the new political configuration, in a quasi-democratic context, to
ensure that its activism would receive the broadest social resonance it could. In
this sense, Memorial’s activities qualify as activism as opposed to “dissent”—for
the time being, at least.

Still, it should be noted that activism and dissent are not mutually exclusive
notions. Indeed, the Soviet human-rights defense movement occupied as much
a posture of dissent towards the regime as it was a form of activism targeted
towards the Soviet people. By pursuing publicity both within and beyond Soviet
borders, it actively strove to produce change. This, however, was not the orienta-
tion of Pamiat’, which sought on the contrary to avoid any form of publicity on
its activities in the Soviet Union and preferred clandestine action to provocation.
The time was not yet ripe for safe activism, nor did it represent the preferred ori-
entation of Pamiat’s members. Memorial, in contrast, represents a project both
inherited from Pamiat’s fearless thirst for “historical truth” and from the human
rights activism of the Soviet dissidence movement.
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Bent Sorensen

Dissent as Race War: The Strange Case
of Amiri Baraka

Abstract This paper analyzes the rhetorical, textual, and performance strategies of black
U.S. poet Amiri Baraka (1934-2014), categorizing him as an Africanist, (Inter)Nationalist,
Marxist, and masculinist dissident, critiquing both majority/hegemonic discourses and
most liberal-humanist leftwing positions producing counter-discourses in the USA over
the last fifty years.

On January 9, 2014, the African-American dissident poet Amiri Baraka died in
New York City, aged 79, from complications following an operation. He was, to
the last, an unincorporated, angry voice on the poetical and political scene in the
U.S. From his earliest days as a poet under the name of Leroi Jones, treading a
road of independent magazine editing and publishing (Yugen and Floating Bear,
among others [which he shared as a fellow traveler with the Beats]), through his
time as a Black Arts Movement activist and his black nationalist incarnation as
Amiri Baraka, Baraka always courted controversy by occupying dissident posi-
tions vis-a-vis the establishment as well as other liberal-humanist activists of the
day. Baraka was something of the archetype of the ever-dissenting dissenter.

To frame Baraka’s expressions of dissent, one might turn to definitions of dis-
sent found in legal studies, where the concept has special resonance.! Nan D.
Hunter, while writing about the legal implications of practicing dissent as ex-
pressive identity, operates with a wider concept of dissent in relation to identity
formation. Hunter (2000, 1-2) writes:

Social movements founded on identity politics generate claims based on shared identity

characteristics in order to gain access to public and private domains. In our political life,
identity politics is interwoven with dissent—is understood as dissent. Virtually all of

1 Broadly defined as an opinion crafted by a judge or several judges who are in a minority
with regards to a legal decision leading to judgment in a case (usually one of principle
and precedent formation). Dissent does not directly lead to precedent in such cases, but
can inspire a change of law in subsequent cases if the original minority opinion later
prevails to sway a majority of judges. Dissent in this definition thus carries a form of
suspended or potential authority, which is a relevant connotation to carry over from
the narrow legal definition of dissent into its broader meanings within cultural and
social theory.
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the American civil rights movements since World War II have embodied the harmony
between identity and dissent that exists in social practice, if not in law. By expressive
identity, I mean those situations of particularly strong intersection, where an identity
characteristic itself is understood to convey a message.

The movements of the mid-twentieth century seeking equal voting rights and
nationwide and local political representation for African-Americans were this
kind of social movement. For African-Americans in this period, and for several
decades beyond, the “identity characteristic” in question “convey[ing] a message”
would of course be black skin itself. One could additionally argue, along with
Henri Tajfel (1970), that any civil rights movement or other group or movement
“founded on identity politics” (using Hunter’s core definition) thrives on an in-
group/outgroup dynamic, allowing its members to form strong internal bonds
through emphasizing their essential differences from all outgroups, including, of
course, hegemonic groups they might resist (obviously, for the African-American
Civil Rights Movement, this was white, ruling class America with its virtual mo-
nopoly on political representation).? When an ingroup identity is created and
completely circumscribed by such an understanding of itself as dissent from the
majority view and the hegemony supporting it, however, it follows that dissent,
from an ingroup perspective, can become an orthodoxy excluding dissent from
within such movements. Dissent from within automatically violates the group’s
core identity formulation. Strong formulations of dissent can thus paradoxically
become new doctrines from which the group can barely deviate. Heterodoxy thus
becomes difficult within groups that endure strong outgroup pressures to con-
form to hegemonic positions. As we shall see, Baraka is that rare voice constantly
seeking space for heterodoxy: even within the ingroups with which he elected to
travel intellectually.

Hunter identifies moments in the development of identity politics in the latter
half of the twentieth century in America where the dynamics of the interplay
between group identity and dissent against hegemony changed. She sees early cases
of identity formation following World War I, such as might be found in activist
groups pleading for the right to advocate pacifism, as Modernist, anti-authoritarian
responses to the restrictions of free speech; such groups often thought it sufficient
to plead for First Amendment rights to be upheld. A later second stage of identity
politics, however, appears to offer a much wider opportunity for dissent, such that it
might assume a more heterodox nature even within an ingroup identity enclosure.
Hunter (2000, 2) writes the following about the late 1960s/early 1970s:

2 T'will be using Taifel's unhyphenated spelling of the words “ingroup” and “outgroup.”
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Equality movements that comprise the body of identity politics formed the second stage
of this interaction between dissent and equality doctrine. What has come to be called
a politics of presence, or recognition, sought space for previously excluded minorities,
finding that invocations of universal rights like free speech too often translated into exclu-
sionary blind spots and a failure to see that not everyone benefits equally from humanistic
principles. Nonrecognition of subordinated identities within a discourse of freedom and
democracy became understood as simply another form of oppression.

When free speech no longer suffices as a group’s means to achieve the equal recog-
nition, radicalization or overt politicization can occur. An example of this would
be Martin Luther King, Jr’s attempt to take the African-American Civil Rights
Movement into internationalist politics via protest against the Vietnam War (initi-
ated with his 1967 speech “Beyond Vietnam: A Time to Break Silence”), as well as
into anti-capitalist directions advocating the redistribution of wealth in America.?
King’s assassination put a stop to both these efforts. As we shall see, similar moves
of radicalization can be traced in Baraka’s discursive practices in the late ‘60s and
early ‘70s. In such cases, one could argue—inspired by Hunter (though she does
not take the issue quite this far)—dissent can become dislodged from identity
expression as ingroup marker. Baraka was always willing to push the envelope
of dissent within a particular ingroup. As a consequence, he often had to leave a
particular peer group behind when his expressions became too dissonant with
the ingroup identity.

I find Baraka interesting as a figure of continuing relevance to the study of op-
positional discourses about race and identity in American history at-large, and
within the discourse of left-wing dissent in the African-American community
in particular. Baraka’s work creates a specific but mobile, or heteroglossic, site
of dissent that can be used to reimagine mainstream conceptions of the last five
decades of the history of African- American opposition to white hegemony in the
U.S. Baraka’s identity positions were often so radical (and polemical) that they
have been utterly excluded from mainstream debates about civil rights, masculin-
ist gender positions, and African-American nationalism. One has to seek more
narrow discourse communities engaged with internationalism in a Marxist set-
ting, or conspiracy theories regarding American foreign policy, to find his work
discussed. Even among literary scholars with interests in black poetry and drama,
it is difficult to find detailed discussions of Baraka’s most inflammatory works.
The tendency is rather to group Baraka’s works with the American avant-garde.

3 Scholars such as Carson (2005) concur with this assessment.
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This ghettoizes those works, as avant-garde works by definition cannot have the
intention of reaching broad audiences or aiming for popular consciousness rais-
ing, whereas his did.*

I would like to engage several moments in the development of Baraka as a
dissident voice. First, I will look at his position on interpersonal violence in the
face of racism in his early play Dutchman (1964). I will examine his apparent
advocacy of rape as a means of subjugating women, homosexuals, and Jews in
an essay from 1965 (“american sexual reference: black male” [the original title
eschews capitalization]). I will also look at his proclaimed desire to create “poems
that kill,” exemplified with the poem, “Black Art,” also from 1965. This section
of the paper, in other words, deals with the early, radical practice of Baraka as a
black masculinist advocate.

The second part of the article will discuss Baraka’s journey from electing to
be called Imamu Amear (or Ameer) Baraka (from 1967 to 1974) during his days
of association with Kawaida philosophy and positions similar to the Nation of
Islam (which again occasioned him to write texts directed against Jews) to a less
Messianic stance as a Marxist sympathizer with Third World liberation move-
ments under his final name, Amiri Baraka (taken in the mid-1970s) (Lee 2003).
This section discusses his musical recordings in a style prefiguring rap, paying
particular attention in the 1973 song “Who Will Survive America?”. (The answer
to that question being decidedly unrhetorical: “Very few negroes, no crackers
at all!”) This is taken from the album It’s Nation Time, released by the Motown
subsidiary label, Black Forum.

The last part of the paper will discuss the controversy following Baraka’s poem
questioning the official narrative behind the events known as 9/11. In the after-
math of the attack on the Twin Towers, Baraka wrote a poem entitled “Somebody
Blew Up America?” (2002). Here, he blamed then President George Bush and
Israeli intelligence services for not only having foreknowledge of the attacks, but
also for instigating them as an excuse to attack “rogue states” in the Arab world.
This controversy led to Baraka losing his position as Poet Laureate of New Jersey
(the position was simply abolished), and also brought renewed accusations of
anti-Semitism.

In conclusion, this article attempts to categorize Baraka as a heterodox dissident,
learning from and influencing several positions of dissent against both majority/
hegemonic discourses and most liberal-humanist left-wing positions producing

4 Articles such as Smethurst (2003) and Won-gu Kim (2003) participate in this margin-
alization of Baraka as literary figure.
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counter-discourses in the U.S. over the last fifty years. It frames Baraka as an
Africanist, (Inter)Nationalist, Marxist, and Masculinist advocate who often resorted
to the trope of hyperbole to voice his viewpoints against a constitutionalist-racist
and deaf establishment as well as a complacent neo-orthodox left-wing form of
dissidence in American life.

skeskosk

The first part of Barakas life that interests us here is the time immediately following
his dishonorable discharge from military service for harboring Communist sym-
pathies and concealing Soviet propaganda among his possessions in 1954.° Baraka
moved to Greenwich Village—a neighborhood favored by Bohemians attracted to
the low rents and large affordable living spaces available in the area. The Village
also housed innumerable coffee houses and music venues, again attracting a mixed
crowd of jazz, poetry, and drug fans. Several of the key members of movements
such as the Beat Generation, the New York School of Poets and Painters, and
various fellow traveler artists (some associated with the experimental, interdisci-
plinary liberal arts institution, Black Mountain College) frequented the area in the
mid- to late 1950s. Baraka’s association with the Village is the first of a number of
significant relocations in his formative years as a writer and activist (Watts 2001;
Matlin 2013). These can be summed up as a slow dance around his birthplace of
Newark, New Jersey, to which he eventually relocated for good in the 70s.

Leroi Jones, as he was known then, married a white, Jewish woman (the writer
Hettie Jones, née Cohen) in 1958 and collaborated with her on several artistic
projects typical of his younger hipster years.® They co-founded a publishing house,
Totem Press, and co-edited and published Yugen, a literary magazine that ap-
peared from 1958-62. Jones also contributed to other little magazines of the pe-
riod, including Kulchur and Floating Bear—the latter of which he co-edited with
his lover Diane Di Prima, another white woman and a well-known Beat poet.”

5 Baraka discusses this period of his life in the chapter tellingly titled “Error Farce” in
his The Autobiography of Leroi Jones (first published 1984).

6 Baraka’s practice of changing his own name to reflect his political and aesthetic agendas
is discussed exhaustively in Thompson (2002, 83-101).

7 Di Prima is a crucial innovator in her practice of joining confessional and political
poetry together, often in hybrid forms combining journals, memoirs, and lyrical poetry.
She was among the few female authors to emerge from the male dominated movements
of the 1950s and early 1960s, such as the Beat Generation. Her collected papers are
kept at the University of Delaware Library.
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As a result of these associations and collaborators, Jones began to be seen as a
Bohemian, experimental writer in the same vein as Michael McClure, Allen Gins-
berg, Jack Kerouac, Frank O’'Hara, Charles Olson, Gary Snyder, Philip Whalen,
Ed Dorn, and Diane Di Prima—all of whom were published or edited by Jones.
It is clear from his own assessments of this epoch in his life that Jones was not
overly concerned with issues of race, but rather issues of class and international
solidarity—a claim further supported by the fact that in this period of his life Jones
traveled abroad much more frequently than at any other time in his life. During
this period, he visited Cuba (1960) and participated in various initiatives calling
for equality and recognition between the First, Second, and Third worlds. His
neo-Marxist political outlook made him particularly interested in collaborations
with likeminded artists from developing countries and from behind the Iron
Curtain, often drawing on networks that had already brought writers from these
two locations (conventionally thought of as the enemies of the U.S.) together.
Around 1960, Jones’ politics and aesthetics begin to shift. In 1961, again with
di Prima, he founded the New York Poets’ Theater group in the East Village. This
indicated a shift towards a different genre and public, something he fully realized
with the success of his own play Dutchman in 1964. The fact that theater is a more
interactive medium than poetry may have appealed to Jones for strategic reasons
connected with his desire for consciousness-raising. He wrote in his Autobiography
that his entry into theater was prompted by his desire to make his poetry feel more
active; he wanted his plays to move (Baraka 1997, 278; paraphrased in Als, 2014).
In 1962 Jones’ reading of Black American literature and literary history influenced
him to join forces with other Black Nationalist writers such as Ishmael Reed in the
Umbra Poets Workshop on the lower East side, prefiguring a more whole-hearted
push in the same direction five years later with the Black Arts Movement. Jones
published his first book of poems in 1961 (Preface to a Twenty Volume Suicide
Note) and began a stream of social and aesthetic essays that later were collected
in a number of volumes (for example, Home: Social Essays [1966]). Jones also
composed several collections of writings on jazz and black music in general.® In
these writings, Jones began to separate himself from what he perceived as the
mediocrity of black writers who let themselves be swallowed up by middle-class
concerns and the integration or up-lift of the black race through white patron-
age. His successful play Dutchman is paradoxically both an example of such an

8 'The original outlets for Baraka’s jazz writings were varied, ranging from traditional
mainstream jazz and general music magazines such as Jazz Review, Metronome, and
Down Beat to Baraka’s own little magazine Kulchur and race specific magazines such
as Negro Review.
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unwelcome embrace by white intellectuals and moneyed patrons of the arts as well
as an attempt, thematically, to challenge this practice and terrorize white audiences
away from art such as this. This became Baraka’s master strategy; one which he
frequently resorted to in the later stages of his career.

In Dutchman, the simple action revolves around an encounter in the New York
subway between a white woman, Lula, and a black Bohemian, yet intellectual
figure (a version of Jones himself) whom the woman first flirts with, then starts
mocking for his predictability and malleability (he is conveniently named Clay
in the piece).’ Clay resists Lula’s advances to a certain degree, but is fascinated
with her power to predict his actions and guess aspects of his past that he would
rather have remain unknown to people in general (specifically pertaining to his
incestuous desire and scheming with regards to his own sister). When he can
no longer stand Lula’s provocative manner, he uses violence against her, de facto
living up to the stereotype of the angry young male black predator Lula is trying
to cast him as. He regrets his physicality instantly, suggesting that violence as
the response to provocation is simply another form of entrapment of the black
man—a deliberate part of the strategy for white subjugation of blacks, just as the
apparent opportunities whites let blacks have in the field of the arts lure blacks into
remaining primitive and unfocused in their goals of economic equality (tempting
them with sex and artistic accolades to keep them uneducated and poor). While
he is passionately espousing these views in an extended monologue, Lula, in a
shocking turn-around, assassinates Clay just as he is beginning to clearly diagnose
the plight of blacks like himself. In other words, when he comes close to grasping
the truth, the white woman reveals her true predatory self as an agent of the white
ruling class and literally kills him off. This play is thus a writing-through of Jones’
own dilemma as an incorporated black middle-class artist. In hindsight, it is quite
ironic that the play won an Obie Award for best American play of the year. This
irony was not lost on Jones, who wasted little time in finding even more radical
ways of expressing the twin issues of the play and his own artistic practice: black/
white sexual relations and the function of art in a divided society. As he comments
in The Autobiography of Leroi Jones (Baraka 1997, 278):

What “fame” Dutchman brought me and raised up in me was this absolutely authentic
and heartfelt desire to speak what should be spoken for all of us. I knew the bullshit of
my own life, its twists and flip-outs, yet I felt, now, some heavy responsibility. If these
bastards were going to raise me up for any reason, then they would pay for it! I would pay

9 See Piggford (1997) for a nuanced analysis of the plot and character dynamics of
Dutchman.
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these motherfuckers back in kind, because even if I wasn’t strong enough to act, I would
become strong enough to SPEAK what had to be said, for all of us, for black people, yes,
particularly for black people, because they were the root and origin of my conviction,
but for anyone anywhere who wanted Justice!

In this passage, we can note Baraka’s tendency to use organic, growth-related
metaphors (“root,” “raising up”). This indicates a lingering Black essentialism in
Barak’s thinking, even at the late date of 1979 when he had supposedly reverted to
a Marxist, non-essentialist historical materialist way of thinking.'® Such essential-
isms are worth noting when it comes to a comprehensive evaluation of Baraka’s
seemingly constant shifts in political position. He steadfastly clings to ideas of
inherent black superiority throughout.

Turning to the collection of essays mentioned above, Home: Social Essays,
we find some of Jones most controversial formulations of the interracial sexual
dynamics in the U.S. In the essay “American Sexual Reference: Black Male,” Jones
expresses his own sexual anxieties of hetero-normativity and racial stereotypes
of black masculinity in extremely provocative terms. He accuses the majority of
white males of being closeted homosexuals, jealous of black masculine prow-
ess, and simultaneously white women of desiring to be raped by black men, as
this is the only “legitimate” avenue white women of the time would have had to
having sexual relations with blacks. Rape thus becomes a contested site where
white women seek satisfaction through an encounter with black sexuality, and
blacks are tempted to commit “the most heinous crime against white society...
the rape, the taking forcibly of one of whitie’s treasures” (Baraka 1966, 251). Of
the available strategies a black person has to choose from, it seems that Jones is
advocating the rape option as not the worst solution: “The average ofay thinks of
the black man as potentially raping every white lady in sight. Which is true, in
the sense that the black man should want to rob the white man of everything he
has” (Baraka 1966, 255).

However, the rape here is clearly intended at least partly as a metaphor for
property appropriation in general, i.e., as part of a black revolution against white
economic domination.! This is further clarified by the essay’s contextualization of
the black man’s plight, which falls in two instantiations: the history of slavery for all
African-Americans, and the practice of lynching, often accompanied by castration

10 According to Ben Lee (2003 372), Baraka “wrote his autobiography during forty-eight
weekends in 1979, a good five years after he began his turn to Third World Marxism.”

11 These essays thus prefigure by a couple years the better-known writings of Eldridge
Cleaver (collected in his 1968 book, Soul on Ice) advocating much the same strategy
of black on white rape and property acquisition by force.
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of “uppity” black males, long after the abolition of slavery. It is the anger and shame
of this past of exploitation, manumission, and sexual humiliation and control that
fuels Jones’ vitriol against both white males (troped as “fags™ “Most American
white men are trained to be fags” [Baraka 1966, 255]) and white women (troped
as property without independent agency, who sell their sexual favors in exchange
for room and board in white nuclear families). This extreme form of dissent from
mainstream views can be read as a distancing move away from black middle-class
culture and from art—appropriate for a time when jazz was becoming incorporated
in mainstream American literature and American poetry was beginning to openly
embrace the figure of the homosexual male poet (figures like Ginsberg and Frank
O’Hara). Jones moves away in extreme disgust (whether he did so partly to hide
his own bisexuality, as some critics [Watts 2001, for instance] have suggested, falls
outside the boundaries of my current inquiry) and advocates a deliberately exag-
gerated radical and violent, dissenting position.

The radicalization of Jones  sexual politics runs parallel to his radicalization
concerning the role of poetry and arts in general during this period of the early to
mid-1960s. The assassination of Malcolm X in 1965 further contributed to Jones’
radicalization, and precipitated another physical move, this time to Harlem—a
clear symbolic gesture of both separation from white Bohemia downtown, and
unification with the African-American community uptown. This coincides with
Jones” abandoning Hettie, his first wife, and their two children, followed in 1966 by
his second marriage, this time to a black woman, Sylvia Robinson. In his poetry,
the founding of the Black Arts Literary Movement (see Roney 2003 for a good
account of Baraka’s involvement with the movement) is accompanied by a poem/
manifesto, also titled “Black Art” (first collected in 1969 in the Black Magic volume,
later selected for Transbluesency (Baraka, 1995)). One can hear this poem read
aloud over free jazz accompaniment by Albert Ayler, Don Cherry, and others on
a recording made in 1967 (Sonny Murray: Sonnys Time Now) and released on
Jones’ own label, Jihad Records. This recording may be the best way to approach
the text since the enhancement of the words by the accompanying instruments
and Jones’ own use of his voice as an instrument helps us comprehend the political
thrust of the manifesto (see Baraka 1967). In “Black Art,” a multiplicity of voices
are represented, performing, as it were, an internal debate in Jones’ head, which
becomes externalized and shared with the audience through the performance of the
poem. The poem raises the question of the value of poetry. Must it be aesthetically
pleasing? Must it be accepted critically, read by critics and other gatekeepers in a
framework of literary and cultural history? Or must it ultimately only serve one
function—that of empowering the black man? Jones leans towards the latter answer.
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The poem contains contentious lines such as “We want ‘poems that kill./
Assassin poems, Poems that shoot/guns. Poems that wrestle cops into alleys/
and take their weapons leaving them dead.” This apparent advocacy of violence
in the struggle of black against white is complicated by descriptions of Uncle Tom
blacks (“negroleaders,” as Jones terms them twice in the text) performing fellatio
on white sheriffs (“kneeling between the sherift’s thighs/negotiating coolly for
his people” (Baraka 1995, 141-2), the poem sarcastically remarks) and otherwise
compromising the purity of their black cultural legacy. Already in Dutchman,
Jones represented such a black Uncle Tom collaborator with the white hegemony
in the form of the black conductor tipping his hat to Lula after her murder of Clay.
Jones’ political agenda was now cast in terms of heritage and traditions: “Let Black
People understand/that they are the lovers and the sons/of lovers and warriors
and sons/of warriors Are poems & poets &/all the loveliness here in the world” he
writes (142). This lyricism (as witnessed by the startling use of the word “loveli-
ness”) clashes strongly with the wish for violent revenge against cops, a “jewlady;,”
and “beasts in green berets” expressed earlier. The poem opens with a long stanza,
continues with a short five-line stanza and a punch line, quoted here in full: “We
want a black poem. And a/Black World./Let the world be a Black Poem/And Let
All Black People Speak This Poem/Silently/or LOUD” (142). The poem conflates
black government with global revolution and suggests that poetry will serve as the
trigger of said revolution. Jones (on the verge of becoming Baraka) occupies the
doubly dissident position of being an internationalist (calling for global solidarity
and revolution) and a Black essentialist in that there is no nuanced rationale for
the predicted victory of the “Black people” other than their bond through race.
As remarked earlier, this hidden essentialism can be traced throughout Jones/
Baraka’s 70s writing up to and including the Autobiography of Leroi Jones. His
masculinist agenda is still present, but here toned down in comparison with the
previously examined texts (although white authority figures are also here lam-
pooned for all being homosexuals, and women [“mulatto bitches” or “jewladies”]
are presented throughout as victim figures).

skeskeosk

It was around this time that Jones effected his transition into an Africanized
Muslim nationalist (1966-67). Baraka was involved in the race riots in Newark
in 1967, where he advocated the unpopular view that not only was rioting in
one’s own neighborhood stupid from an economic perspective, but also that these
particular riots were instigated and led by white “radicals” desiring to see blacks
ruin their own property and lives. Baraka nearly spent time in jail for carrying a
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concealed weapon during the riots, and this brush with “white” law enforcement
further radicalized him. Baraka sought out Maulana Karenga, who in the wake
of the Watts riots in Los Angeles in the summer of 1965 had formulated similar
concepts. Baraka was further pushed by Karenga’s ideas of constructing not only
an Africanist framework of holidays and observances for African-Americans
(Karenga was instrumental in establishing Kwanzaa as a holiday), but also an
Africanist political philosophy. In the mid-‘70s, under the name of Kawaida, this
philosophical system became established among Karenga’s followers as an alter-
native to monotheistic guilt- and sin-based religions such as Christianity and
Judaism. In place of such concepts, Kawaida sought to establish a rootedness in
African Animist traditions without descending into what Karenga (1977, 14)
termed “spookism”—superstition and repressive practices. An important part
of this revival of African tradition was to abandon Christian naming traditions
and revert to names and titles of, for instance, Swahili or Yaruba origin. Maulana
Karenga’s own name translates as “Master Teacher, Keeper of the Tradition,” a far
cry better than his first name, Ron Everett. Under Karenga’s mentorship, Jones
now became Imamu Ameer Baraka (the individual Yaruba parts of which cor-
respond to “Spiritual Leader,” “Prince,” and “Blessing”). Baraka soon dropped the
Imam part of his new name, but kept the latter two parts (with minor spelling
changes) for the rest of his life, and his wife similarly transformed herself into
Amina Baraka.

Textual traces of Karenga’s influence on Baraka include a slew of anti-Jewish writ-
ings about which Baraka later repented. At the time, however, perhaps these merely
seemed extensions of Jones’ frequent, casually-dropped anti-Semitic slurs (for which
there in fact was a long tradition in black writing, especially among Harlem Renais-
sance authors such as Langston Hughes [Hughes was as fond of the trope of the
Jewish money lender and extortionist landlord as any—see for instance his 1927
poetry volume Fine Clothes to the Jew]). But while Baraka’s actual Islamic faith re-
mains curiously unexplored and tends not to push itself forward in his writings, his
conversion to Islam may also have contributed to anti-Jewish sentiments coming to
the fore. As Baraka again shifted back to a more Marxist and internationalist stance,
he actively sought to rephrase his anti-Jewish sentiments as politically motivated
anti-Zionist positions and indeed as part of a general anti-imperialist ideology (see
Melnick 2001, 1028). This move away from a narrow Nationalism, particular to
African-Americans, also meant that Baraka left behind the idea of Black (American)
Arts as particularly aesthetically valuable. The rift between Baraka and The Black
Arts Movement was quite acrimonious, as Baraka termed some of his movement
fellows “capitulationists” (in Martin 1995), indicating that they once again had let
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their art become co-opted by white consumers and liberal activists. By 1974 Baraka
openly declared himself as an internationalist Marxist, thus in a sense returning to
his stance of twenty years earlier, which had earned him a dishonorable discharge
from military service.

In the early 1970s, Baraka also returned to the idea of music and performance
as a way to retell history and to raise consciousness. Motown had, under pressure
from Black Power groups, decided to reinvest some of their profits from cross-
over hits over the decade of the 1960s in a venture intended specifically for a black
audience, and a spoken-word label titled Black Forum was launched to market
and sell motivational speeches and testimonials of, for instance, black Vietnam
veterans.'? The label also issued a few musical albums, including a groundbreak-
ing recording with Baraka (who had sung with doo-wop groups back in the 50s).
The most interesting track on It’s Nation Time is the early rap-funk-style num-
ber, “Who Will Survive America?”. The album advocates Black Nationalism, and
several tracks have titles in Swahili. The concept behind the record is to narrate,
“How Africans got to be Negroes,” as another title goes. The lyrics are in a sense
an updated version of “Black Art” Baraka is less concerned with the “Crackers,
whom he is convinced will not survive at all, and more with the backsliding or
capitulationist blacks, who also face decimation in the coming race war. He uses
stereotypes of blacks to categorize these endangered groups: drug addicts (“4-bag
Jones”), prostitutes and other women who don’t work real jobs, fat people who
live to eat, as well as Baptists and members of other Christian denominations.
Who will survive? Baraka’s answer is depressingly simplistic: “But the black man
will survive America/His survival will mean the death of America” We are to
imagine a rebirth of a Black nation on the ruins of what was formerly America,
one cleansed of religion, vices, corruption and women.

The misogyny of the lyrics is quite remarkable (for a general discussion of
misogyny in Black Nationalist literature, see Leonard 2013). Two types of black
women are singled out for negative treatment. First, the type of women that we
also encountered in the “Black Art” poem, but here even more overtly described
as prostitutes: “Will you survive, woman?/Or will your nylon wig/Catch afire at
midnight and light up Stirling Street/ And your assprints on the pavement.” This is
positively biblical in its evocation of death by fire next time the apocalypse comes
rolling around; and simultaneously reifying in the extreme, reducing the women

12 For the best account of the relationship between Black Power movements and popular
music, including a chapter on Baraka’s Black Forum release, see Thomas (2012) and its
companion CD.
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in question to accessories (“nylon wig”) and traces of shame (“assprints”). Second,
Baraka turns directly to women of faith: “The stiffbacked chalklady baptist, in blue
lace/If she shrinks from blackness in front of the church/Following the wedding
of the yellow robots/Will not survive./She is old anyway, and they’re moving/Her
church in the wind” Here it is worth noting the generational aspect of Baraka’s
indictment of the church lady as being “old” and therefore irrelevant to the post-
apocalyptic world of surviving America. The institution of the church is seen as
a shallow refuge for race traitors who “shrink from blackness.” In sum, this song’s
lyrics are both the apex and swan song of Baraka’s Black Nationalism. They are
also clearly one of his most misogynist texts.

fkk

In the chronology of Baraka’s career, this article elects to now fast-forward nearly
thirty years. Baraka’s middle years were less riddled with controversy and political
position shifting than the first two decades of his intellectual and political devel-
opment, a fact that coincides with his slow acceptance in the academic world.
Baraka spent the 1980s and early 90s holding various university positions, eventu-
ally becoming a professor emeritus of African Studies at State University of New
York, Stony Brook. He also garnered literary accolades, including winning two
American Book Awards for volumes he edited or co-edited (he won a final one
in 2010 for a book of musical history). This tranquil middle period of his public
career can therefore be seen as the closest Baraka came to being incorporated into
the mainstream of American intellectual and artistic life.

In 2002, however, Baraka again became the focus of national controversy when
he used the newly instituted office of Poet Laureate of New Jersey to present a
poem he had written in the immediate aftermath of the events on September 11,
2001. In the poem “Somebody Blew Up America,” Baraka lets a number of voices
(all vernacular) ask literally dozens of rhetorical questions, all pertaining to hei-
nous acts of violence, genocide, war, and crime; each line giving voice to a group
who has suffered at the hands of the group behind the “who” of their question. The
base of the poem is the repeated questioning phrase: Who did something (bad)
to somebody? Often the most obvious answer is: “The USA” On other occasions
a better answer might be, “Imperialism,” and on yet others, “The capitalists” A
sample of the poem runs like this:

Who killed the most niggers
Who killed the most Jews
Who killed the most Italians
Who killed the most Irish
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Who killed the most Africans
Who killed the most Japanese
Who killed the most Latinos

Here one would be able to use all three of the answers suggested directly above.
In another sequence, the answer points more unambiguously to the U.S., and
specifically to its ruling class and the politicians and straw men “owned” (see the
lines indicating hidden owners behind apparent owners: “Who own what ain't
even known to be owned/Who own the owners that ain’t the real owners”) by its
members:

Who make the credit cards

Who get the biggest tax cut

Who walked out of the Conference

Against Racism

Who killed Malcolm, Kennedy & his Brother

Who killed Dr King, Who would want such a thing?
Are they linked to the murder of Lincoln?

These lines indicate Baraka’s tendency to conflate events across considerable his-
torical distances; a point he deliberately emphasizes to indicate that depressingly
little has changed in the corrupt power structure of America and its racially-biased
practices from the emancipation of the slaves under Lincoln, via the civil rights
struggle in the 1960s, to the new millennium. In a manner familiar from any
number of conspiracy theories, Baraka also connects events that in traditional
history writing are seen as separate; for instance, the banking system offering
credit to relatively poor blacks to entice them to become addicted to consumer
goods, thereby entrapping them in debts they can never hope to repay (a modern
day form of slavery).

The main controversy attached to the poem had to do with the following lines:

Who knew the World Trade Center was gonna get bombed
Who told 4000 Israeli workers at the Twin Towers

To stay home that day

Why did Sharon stay away?

Other lines suggest that Israelis photographed the event from the Jersey shore and
celebrated loudly as the planes hit. These questions hit a bit too close to home
for most Americans in the traumatic aftermath of 9/11, and the outcry against
Baraka for making this suggestion was considerable, even as all of his other sug-
gestions of American involvement in genocide and far more wide-reaching global
atrocities caused not a single eyebrow to be raised. The poem is in fact completely
of a piece with Baraka’s latter-day international Marxist credo that capitalism,
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rather than national interests, fuels international politics. In the case of 9/11, it is
suggested that the alliance with the Saudis to maintain high prices for Saudi oil
mandated a war against alternative producers of fossil fuels (such as Iraq) and
that the American government was actively involved in the carrying out and sub-
sequent cover-up of the attacks. (In a curious case of strange bedfellows, Jewish-
American graphic novelist Art Spiegelman [2004] made similar suggestions and
sparked a similarly hysterical reaction with his In the Shadow of No Towers.) In
the heat of the hysteria of the reception of the poem, it seems nobody had the
time or inclination to read the poem’s ending where Baraka begins to distance
himself from some of the claims implicit in the asking of the many questions: “We
hear the questions rise/In terrible flame like the whistle of a crazy dog/Like the
acid vomit of the fire of Hell” This is the first and only instance of a first person
speaker in the poem. We can safely assume that Baraka up to this point has been
ventriloquizing on behalf of other groups, posing the burning questions of the
criminals the poem indicts. Nowhere does he use the first person singular “I;” and
only in this one line does he use the first person plural, assuming spokesmanship
for a whole group, the collective witnesses of the horror of this the latest crime
against America (remember the entity that is named in the poemss title is the na-
tion of America as a whole).

The ending of the poem features intertextual similarities with songs such as the
Rolling Stones’” “Sympathy for the Devil” (more overtly narrated by the horned
one himself); and the whole basic structure of the poem echoes Allen Ginsberg’s
by now consecrated all-American queer poem “Howl,” in which the first part
features numerous lines starting with the word “who” (albeit used as a relative
rather than an interrogative pronoun). One might ask, rhetorically, why none of
the political commentators who thought themselves capable of literary criticism
in the case of Baraka consulted anyone with the most basic ability to perform
textual analysis.

Who is the ruler of Hell?
Who is the most powerful?

Who you know ever
Seen God?

But everybody seen
The Devil (Baraka 2003, no pagination)

In these questions, posed near the very end of “Somebody Blew Up America,’
Baraka comes closer than ever to a religiously founded dualism that actually
suggests that he had mellowed from his earlier rather monistic simplicities in his
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poetry of the 1960s. The poem is an astute diagnosis, as well as a heteroglossic raw
slice of the discourse of post-traumatic stress that dominated the months follow-
ing 9/11 in both the public and private spheres of the United States.
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I think it appropriate to advance the following hypothesis concerning Baraka’s
textual and political practices: Baraka had, from the earliest instances of his pub-
lished work, favored tropes of reversal and hyperbole. Had he only desired to
reverse hierarchies such as black and white, or man and woman, he would have
been a relatively harmless, easily incorporated writer who might have won in-
stant favor with liberal intellectuals of both genders and races. Having instead
chosen not to invert hierarchies like many left-wing populists of his generation
(for instance advocates of affirmative action programs), but rather to blast them
with exaggerated force, Baraka alienated many of his readers. I do not wish to
exonerate him from accusations of reverse racism and misogyny. Rather, I wish
to suggest that we include in our reading of his works a cultural context as well as
a psychological one, and that when doing so the necessity of the anger expressed
against those who were not with his program for the new world order becomes
easier to understand. One must not underestimate the importance, either, of black
history globally or in the U.S. particularly. A people brought entirely against their
will to another continent, held in slavery and near-universal contempt, exposed
to genocide and mass rape, exploited as cheap labor, victimized in the prison-
industrial complex—such a people in all likelihood needs voices that express
pride in its origins, and unfortunately also needs voices that point to its victims.
Our identity projects proceed according to how we discourse about who we are
and who we are not. We have few other options.

In Baraka’s case, his spokesmanship for shifting groups and identity positions
are usually destabilized from within by his preference for dissent over positive
identity building. As a result, Baraka naturally estranged several of the groups
one would immediately have assumed would claim a poet such as him as a role
model. Baraka remained, as his old friend and foe Ishmael Reed pointed out in
his memorial words for Baraka, what the media like to call a “polarizing” figure.
To Reed, he was much more and much less. He sums it up in these two quotes:
“What he said offended the members of what he would call “the ruling class”
He used his talent to write scathing indictments of racism and the capitalist
system”—and: “Baraka’s artistic peers thought enough of his talent to admit him
to the exclusive American Academy of Arts and Letters. Maybe they recognized
that Amiri Baraka was the kind of writer who comes along once in a generation
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or so. I once said that he did for the English syntax what Monk did with the
chord. He was an original” (Reed 2014). In supplement to this political-aesthetic
assessment, one could suggest that Baraka took great care to remain a dissident’s
dissident. By this, I mean Baraka followed no one for very long, he trusted his
intellect to moderate his hyperbolic tendencies over time, and he was an indis-
pensable voice even in the so-called post-racial latter days of American history
where he tirelessly pointed out that the fact that the current President is black is
not synonymous with institutional racism having ended. The race war that Baraka
feared and desired is still a potential outcome for America (and recent events in
Ferguson, Missouri might be indicative of violent confrontations being easily
triggered by factors such as excessive force used in policing). One might then fear
arenewed relevance to Baraka’s question of “who will then survive?” His answer
was and remains: “Very few Americans...”
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Hasmet M. Uluorta'

The Tea Party: An Ethical All-American
Performance

Abstract Sustained dissent within the United States has come in the form of the Tea Party
Movement. Emerging in 2009, this movement demands more neoliberalism, not less. This
chapter seeks to understand the persistence of the movement, and more broadly the lack
of transformation within the American political economy, by focusing on the constitut-
ing role played by fantasy and ethics in politics. Fantasy and ethics speaks directly to an
identification, which I refer to as the ethical All-American, that Tea Party members aspire
to be. This identification, I argue, gives shape to the politics of dissent.

Ongoing structural transformations within the American disciplinary neoliberal
model of development, and the resultant hyper-contradictions, have not resulted
in a widespread sustained demand for, nor radical transformation of, the ex-
isting model as might have been expected. Neoliberalism, it appears, has been
far more robust, and consent remains forthcoming. Ironically sustained dissent,
whether through the legislative process or protests, has come in the form of the
Tea Party movement (TPM) that continues to shape political discourse and leg-
islative processes. Emerging in 2009, the TPM demands more neoliberalism, not
less. Demanding a more ideologically genuine form of nationalist neoliberalism,
the TPM does not adhere to the refrain common to the World Social Forum
and, more broadly, the alterglobalization movement, “another world is possible”
(Hammond, 2003). Rather, they instead express what they believe should be the
“limits of the possible” (Braudel, 1979), with limited government intervention and
limiting individual choice. How then should this form of dissent be theorized?

I argue that a political economy that combines fantasy and ethics provides
the most effective way to understand the persistence of the TPM and the lack of
transformation within the American model of development. Still, fantasy and
ethics, as constitutive elements of the framing of political economy, remain largely
undertheorized. Understanding fantasy and ethics as triggers for political trans-
formation, or lack thereof, highlights the significance of the dissent emanating

1 This research was supported by a Trent University SSHRC Travel Grant. The author
wishes to thank the organizers of the Dissent! Conference for the invitation to present
on this topic and particularly Ben Dorfman, along with an anonymous reviewer, for
the constructive comments that greatly improved this chapter.
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from the TPM. It speaks directly to an identification of what Tea Party activists
aspire to be, what they believe every American should become, and how poli-
tics and policy should be formulated. Employing a Lacanian and neo-Gramscian
framework, I refer to this identification as the ethical All-American.

Identifications are not internal to the individual and instead speak to how an
individual finds something to identify with. The term identification introduces
an irreducible gap between individuals and the identity they seek to claim as
their own. That outside identity is comprised of the dominant ideology; that is, it
is structured in this case through nationalist-patriotic, religious-moral, and free
market capitalist discourses. Jacques Lacan (2006, 75-81) refers to this structure
as the mirror stage. This structure is productive of the politics of dissent (and con-
sent), as the gap, or lack, induces a desire on the part of the individual to overcome
it. By asking what is it that the “Other” (that is, the dominant ideology) desires
of me (ché vuoi?), the individual attempts to bridge the gap through fantasy: of
an image of a complete and ethically ideal individual (Lacan 2006, 690). Dissent
(and consent) is shaped by this desire to unify with the identification.

The paper proceeds in four sections. In the first section I provide a background
to the TPM. In the second, I establish the manner in which consent, dissent, and
ethics are inextricably intertwined in both neo-Gramscian political economy and
Lacanian psychoanalysis. This is followed by a discussion of the three discourses
that structure the desire of Tea Party activists and animate the movement. The
fourth section provides an interpretation of how the three discourses elicit con-
sent and dissent through the structuring of the ideal-type image of the ethical
All-American. The paper ends with a brief discussion of the shape the fantasy
has taken and how it is an integral means for maintaining neoliberalism within
the United States for the foreseeable future.

Background

Emerging in 2009, the Tea Party Movement (TPM) consists of a diverse constel-
lation of groups and worldviews including libertarians, social conservatives, the
Evangelical religious-right, nationalists, populists, and wealthy financiers such as
FreedomWorks and Americans for Prosperity. While a number of organizations in-
cluding the Tea Party Patriots, Tea Party Express, Tea Party, and Tea Party Nation
have garnered national and international attention, there are a range of organiza-
tions, with different scales, forming and re-forming. With no single overarching
organization representing the Tea Party, it is better described as a movement. The
TPM, however, coalesces around the idea that dissent is not only patriotic but also
anecessary part in restoring the United States to what the TPM views as its core
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values of fiscal responsibility, constitutionally limited government, and personal
responsibility within free market capitalism (Tea Party Patriots, 2013).

Viral videos and messages sent in direct response to the 2008-2009 finan-
cial and housing crises formed the immediate triggers for the emergence of the
TPM (Brody, 2012). Arguably the most influential of these came in what is often
referred to as “Santelli’s Rant,” in February of 2009. Santelli, a reporter on the
CNBC business program called Squawk Box, accused the Obama administration
of promoting “bad behavior” with the announcement of the expansion of bailouts
that President Bush had initiated. Santelli (2009) shouted,

This is America! How many of you people want to pay for your neighbour’s mortgage
that has an extra bathroom and can’t pay their bills? Raise their hand. President Obama,
are you listening? We're thinking of having a Chicago Tea Party in July. All you capitalists
that want to show up to Lake Michigan, 'm gonna start organizing.

Conservative radio host Rush Limbaugh transmitted the rant to a much larger
national audience adding, “this is the pulse of the revolution, starting today! When
the pulse of the revolution starts, it just takes an action like this to inspire con-
fidence in others who want to show up” (in Meckler and Martin 2012, 8). With
Facebook pages, websites, the Twitter hashtag #TCOT, and growing media cover-
age, the TPM quickly gained momentum as the primary political force espousing
dissent within the United States. These activities culminated in a national day of
protests on April 15, 2009. Protests were coordinated in major cities with approxi-
mately 500,000 people participating (O’Hara and Malkin, 2010, 19).

The TPM'’s dissent would translate into electoral successes as Tea Party candi-
dates such as Marco Rubio and Allan West in Florida, Rand Paul in Kentucky, and
Scott Brown in Massachusetts were elected to the Congress in 2010. The electoral
successes, along with the momentum generated by the TPM, led to the creation of
the Tea Party Caucus within the US congress. While these attest to the vibrancy of
the TPM, there have also been failures. Candidates affiliated with the TPM were
unable to take control of the Senate in 2012. TPM presidential candidates, such
as Representative Michelle Bachmann and Texas Governor Rick Perry, failed to
win the Republican Party nomination in 2011. In 2013, the TPM failed in their
attempts to stop the raising of the debt ceiling and they failed to defund the Afford-
able Care Act. These failures have intensified internal divisions within the Repub-
lican Party and have spawned a movement to minimize the impact of the TPM.

Attempts to marginalize the TPM’s dissent are not limited to the Republican
Party. With strong financial support from groups such as FreedomWorks and
Americans for Prosperity, the favorable coverage by news organizations such as Fox
News have led some to describe the TPM as an AstroTurf rather than a grassroots
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movement (Krugman 2009, Arceneaux and Nicholson 2012). Astroturfis a form
of synthetic carpeting that mimics real grass. Social movements that arise from
hidden interests and not from community based politics are seen as artificial.
Power does not stem from the group themselves but instead is oftentimes hidden
or more elusive. Describing the TPM as astroturf has meant that the movement
lacks authenticity and therefore is not a reflection of widespread political dissent.
In short it can be easily dismissed. While the TPM has been the beneficiary of
support from powerful agents such as Freedom Works, it is an overstatement to
categorize it in these terms. Geoffrey Kabaservice (2013) notes that what is sur-
prising is how media outlets and conservative political organizations have tended
to view TPM dissent as an unprecedented phenomenon. Isaac Martin (2013)
reinforces this research arguing that rich peoples movements masquerading as
people’s movements have a long history within the United States. The TPM is not
an exception to this but rather a continuation of the tradition.

What is distinct is the timing of the TPM’s emergence in an era intensifying
globalization and American crises. The hyper-contradictions, such as financial
and environmental crises, geopolitical instability, and intensifying income ine-
quality that are present make the TPM itself a contradictory manifestation. TPM’s
positioning cannot be reduced to a single domain such as liberal economics nor
to a neatly packaged frame of thought such as conservatism. This ambiguity sug-
gests that their positioning is in part a consequence of pre-conscious knowledge,
which is now sedimented knowledge emanating through the leadership of three
dominant discourses in the U.S.: the nationalist-patriotic, the religious-moral,
and the free market capitalist.

These conform to the TPM’s three principles of fiscal responsibility as a pa-
triotic duty, constitutionally limited government as a moral obligation, and free
market capitalism as the only legitimate form of economic organization. They
have not only invested their own identity in these discourses but firmly believe
that their “..founding principles are the same as Americas. These beliefs are in
America’s DNA; they are each American’s birthright” (Meckler and Martin 2012,
23). Contained within this quotation is the basis for TPM’s consent as well as
dissent. I would now like to turn to this issue.

Consent, Dissent, and Ethics: Towards a Different
Political Economy

Neo-Gramscian scholars have theorized consent, dissent, and ethics extensively
through the Gramscian analytic of hegemony. Hegemony forms the basis for legiti-
mizing a particular mode of development. In the case of the contemporary United
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States, that model is the disciplinary neoliberal model (Gill 1995). Hegemony
expands politics from the realm of seizing state power to the wider context of
ethics, leadership, and consent within the economy, the state, and civil society.
Furthermore, it includes a temporal dimension due to Gramsci’s (1999) consid-
eration of the role played by pre-existing institutions (e.g., family, schools) and
episteme (e.g., Church, knowledge, law, and philosophy). In other words, history
is conceptualized as a political process rather than the unfolding of transcenden-
tal laws. Likewise, Gramsci conceives of human nature not as fixed, but rather as
amenable to change through political processes.

This complex ensemble has compelled neo-Gramscians to insist that neither
consent nor dissent be taken for granted. Gramsci’s (1999, 13) description of the
“organic intellectual,” for example, makes it clear that leadership and the establish-
ment of a mode of development is made possible only when it is seen as both draw-
ing on and guiding the ethical commitments and worldviews of those being led.

Within this articulation, consent is both constituted and re-constituted by
the enveloping acceptance of the individual and subsequent sedimentation of an
assortment of values, worldviews, and ethics that are supportive of established
power relations described as an historic bloc. For Gramsci, ethics are central to
this formation and cannot be parsed out from the political. Ethics form the basis
for consent and by extension dissent. Conceptualized as ethico-political, the role
of organic intellectuals is to act as a unifying force through ethical and intellectual
leadership. This counters the disunity of interests that is generated at the level of
the economy, which requires domination to become a unifying force. Brought
together this dialectic produces the possibility of hegemony.

The neo-Gramscian approach has built on the notion of hegemony, extending
it to a theorization of disciplinary neoliberal globalization. In particular, and for
the purposes of this chapter, the work of Stephen Gill (1995; 2008) provides both
clarification and alteration to Gramsci’s original text. Gill adapts Gramsci’s text
by positing that the formation of an historical bloc is not automatically synony-
mous with hegemony. Instead, the disciplinary neoliberal model is more readily
identifiable with “supremacy” (Gill 2008, 125).

Disciplinary neoliberalism is a particular model of development that requires
the political subordination of the state, society, and labor to the utopian vision of
a free capitalist market (Gill 1995). In terms of the state, this has meant cutting
of public expenditures, deregulation, and focusing on competitiveness. Economi-
cally, it has meant the re-introduction of neo-classical economics that prioritizes
the capitalist market economy. Gill posits, however, that this model is not hegem-
onic but supremacist. Supremacy is defined as “...rule by a non-hegemonic bloc of
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forces that exercises dominance for a period over apparently fragmented popula-
tions until a coherent form of opposition emerges” (Gill 2008, 125). Supremacy
has emerged through exposing the weak (e.g., precariously employed) to capitalist
market forces while maintaining social protections for the strong (e.g., highly
skilled workers in the technology sector and unionized manufacturing workers).

This asymmetrical inclusion, for Gill, is productive of both ongoing consent
and dissent. The unequal distribution of life chances produces a disciplinary class
who consent to the existing order and a class left to dissent from the order in
which they are only precariously integrated anyway. Yet, as I argue here (expand-
ing on Gill's work), it also produces dissent with those who seek greater adher-
ence to the dominant ideology such as the TPM. As Vanessa Williamson, Theda
Skocpol, and John Coggin (2011, 32) observe,

Tea Party activists view themselves in relation to other groups in society...Tea Party
activists in Massachusetts, as well as nationally, define themselves as workers in opposi-
tion to categories of nonworkers they perceive as undeserving of government assistance.

In this way, the neo-Gramscian framework challenges the binary of consent and
dissent, revealing that supremacy can be productive of a messy configuration.

This analysis is significant in that it lays bare the way in which the current disci-
plinary neoliberal model has failed to become a hegemonic formation. It remains
highly susceptible to dissent, which can be authoritarian just as much as it can be
democratic. In other words, the demand could be to ‘intensify neoliberalism, or
it could be to ‘change now. The two are not mutually exclusive.

The neo-Gramscian approach, however, would be well served to re-examine
Gramsci’s distinction between common sense and good sense. Gramsci (1999,
325-6) writes, “[p]hilosophy is criticism and the superseding of religion and ‘com-
mon’ sense.” In this way philosophy coincides with ‘good’ sense, a reflexive or
conscious form of knowledge. In contrast, insights resulting from common sense
are premised upon the sedimentation of an unrevealed knowledge. Oftentimes
contradictory, common sense forms the basis for consent and dissent and poten-
tially results in a supremacist or even hegemonic formation.

Supremacist, and would-be hegemonic forces, draw on seemingly transcen-
dental truths that emanate from common sense understandings of the world and
the ethical commitments these entail. As Gramsci (1999, 326-327) states, “...the
co-existence of two conceptions of the world...is not simply a product of self-
deception...it signifies that the social group in question may indeed have its own
conception of the world” On one level, the consent for and dissent from discipli-
nary neoliberal supremacy seen in the United States is a disordered arrangement
that cannot be reduced to a single domain such as economics or a theoretical
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“-ism” On another and more radical level, it suggests that consent and dissent
is forthcoming in part due to pre-reflexive knowledge. Within the context of the
TPM, I argue that this pre-reflexive knowledge forms a sedimented knowledge
and emanates from the hails and subsequent interpellation of three supremacist
discourses: the nationalist-patriotic, religious-moral and free market capitalist.
Louis Althusser (1971) posits that an individual is hailed and interpellated by
ideological structures (e.g., the state, religious institutions) when one recognizes
oneself as the subject of the hailing. Althusser (1971, 163) uses the example of a
police officer who hails a passerby by calling out, ‘hey you there!. By turning and
responding one becomes subject to and thus interpellated by the hail. Zizek (2008,
113-114) adds to Althusser’s argument by describing these institutions in less ma-
terial form as the “big Other” It is to these three mirroring discourses I turn next.

Nationalist-Patriot Discourses

Tea Party activists combine a unique nationalism-patriotism—a hyphenated
convergence of both nationalism (i.e., a strong exclusionary identification with
a single political entity such as the United States) and patriotism (i.e., devotion
to the nation). This is exemplified by their unwavering belief in American ex-
ceptionalism. American exceptionalism, as a concept, is well-documented and
includes a rationale of American engagement in the world predicated on the
unique planetary position articulated in phrases such as “the shining city upon
a hill” used during the Reagan presidency, and more recently, “the indispensable
nation” employed during the Clinton and Obama presidencies. What combines
these is the notion of the United States as the world’s moral compass. Neverthe-
less, American morality has been shaken in the twenty-first century. It is in this
context that the TPM seeks to restore American exceptionalism. As Meckler and
Martin (2012, 13-14) note,

...and we wanted to take the country back from the political class. .. We felt helpless as we
watched our beloved nation—the greatest nation in world history—slip away...But most
of all we felt isolated in our belief that America was special, exceptional, a shining city
upon a hill....It was missing from the values of the political class, who had abandoned
the principles that allowed America to create more wealth and freedom than any nation
the world has ever seen before.

American exceptionalism conveys a sense that the United States is the chosen
nation (Schesinger, 1977). Seymour Martin Lipset (1996, 19) identified five terms
that define the idea of the United States: freedom, equality, individualism, pop-
ulism, and laissez-faire. These attributes are said to be unique to the United States
and understood to be universally valued and sought after. Developing out of this
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is the belief that the U.S. is a redeemer nation with a millennial mission. This has
implications for subjectivity, as the individual who looks out at their world sees
that they and their nation have been called upon by God to be the lead nation in
a world of increasingly stark choices.

The covenant the TPM experiences regarding their mission from God rein-
forces neoliberal supremacy by producing loyalty as an ethical debt to the nation
and God. Changing the world to better suit neoliberal supremacy by making the
world more consistent with so-called American ethics is therefore an explicit com-
ponent of TPM nationalism-patriotism. This belief has serious consequences, in
particular, for on-going American military adventurism. It also serves to dampen
internal criticism with the simple assertion of being un-American.

While understanding American exceptionalism at an international level is criti-
cal to understanding the American identity that is sought after by the TPM, the
idea also impacts this identity at the individual level. There is, within the social
imaginary, a parallel drawn between the United States as a single autonomous
entity and the individual as a single autonomous entity. In other words, there is a
conception of the liberal autonomous individual as a desirable universal subjec-
tivity forming the ethical All-American. Parallel to this is the idea of the nation
as the embodiment of the ethical All-American as it interacts with other states
across the planet.

This understanding of what it means to be American compels Tea Party ac-
tivists to, for example, posit education as critical to individual and American
exceptionalism. Meckler and Martin (2012, 147) write,

Our children should be taught not only that our system is the best, but also that other
systems—like socialism or communism—are not the best and, in fact, are not even good.
American children should be taught that those systems of government are bad at best
and evil at worst. And the fact that that sounds even remotely controversial proves how
far American education has drifted from the truth.

The path to exceptionalism is strikingly similar to individual success within the
capitalist market system. Rewards and punishments are necessitated in order to
incentivize education stakeholders to produce these exceptional individuals—to
produce ethical All-Americans and to ensure American exceptionalism.

It is important to note that nationalist-patriotic sentiment is not imposed by
the state upon an unwitting public. Rather, the sentiment is embedded within
the hailed non-subject. An example of this embeddedness is the extent to which
Americans in general, and Tea Party activists specifically, participate in the vol-
untary sector and other informal civic organizations. The voluntary sector and
civic volunteerism are significant for two primary reasons. First, they confer
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ethical meaning and a common sense understanding of how to be subject-in-
the-world through public work. In this conception, shortcomings, such as poverty
for example, should be dealt with at the individual level through the community.
The government, they argue, should not be involved—typical neo-conservative
perspectives. Second, participation in these spheres elicits a deeply believed and
uncoerced sense of patriotism-nationalism. Contrary to liberal views, the TPM
characterizes government spending on social programs as at best ineffective and
at worst contrary to the U.S. constitution and Biblical teaching. Tea Party activists
believe it is the role of religious organizations, nonprofit organizations, corpora-
tions, and individuals to provide welfare services. Welfare services are an issue of
personal responsibility on the part of the receiver as well as the provider.

This shapes the TPM critique of how the American government and Federal
Reserve responded to the 2008 crisis (e.g., quantitative easing, interest rates, deficit
financing, infrastructure investments, extension of unemployment benefits). The
critique is more than simply economic policy preferences. Instead it is about pro-
tecting the border, the constitution, and is meant to send a message for a return
to a more stringent and “pure” neoliberal America. As Michelle Malkin (O’Hara
and Malkin 2010, XXIII) declares,

There are two Americas. One America is full of moochers, big and small, corporate and
individual, trampling over themselves with their hands out demanding endless bailouts.
The other America is full of disgusted, hardworking citizens getting sick of being played
for chumps and punished for practicing personal responsibility.

The nationalism-patriotism displayed by the TPM is in part reducible to the ideals
contained within what Robert Bellah (1967) called the “American civic religion,”
which comprises constitutionalism, democracy, and liberty. Sufficiently vague,
this religious outlook reinforces the commonsensical view that American lead-
ership in the world is a natural outcome and universal in its appeal. Within this
narrative, then, the United States is the lone ethical savior who assists helpless
communities and yet remains a constant outsider (Jewett and Lawrence 2003).
Threats are always manifestations of evil. Liberty can only be saved through the
courage and strength of a democracy that is willing to transgress its own laws so
that evil can be destroyed—a duty the United States carries out with an aura of
benevolence (Fousek 2000).

It is important to note that exceptionalism is not another word for being dis-
tinct. As Daniel Bell (1991) argued, American exceptionalism is predicated on
nationalist notions of the superiority of Americans and American institutions.
Having embraced this understanding, the TPM have turned inwards, arguing that
the United States, since the Obama administration took office, suffers from what
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Tea Party strategist Michael Prell (2011) describes as “underdogism.” Prell rein-
forces a view common within the TPM, that President Obama is not only unwill-
ing to wield American power but also suffers from a form of false consciousness.
President Obama, and more broadly the Democrats, identify with the powerless
over the powerful by assigning virtue to the former. This false consciousness, by
extension, has transformed U.S. foreign policy into apologies for the exercising of
American power. For the TPM, the Obama presidency embodies the antithesis of
American exceptionalism, affirming the fears of American decline and increased
precariousness on an individual and global scale.

In contrast, the Bush administration’s waging of the “War on Terror” provided the
American public with the symptom for what ailed the United States at the beginning
of the twenty-first century. The Muslim terrorist came to embody the contradictions
and economic difficulties that beset the United States after the technology stock
market collapse of 2000 as well as its growing socio-economic inequalities. Social
cohesion was made possible by the wide consensus that the terrorist attacks of
2001 were the cause of these difficulties. Once the cause was eliminated, America
would be healed.

The 2008 election of an African-American president, the shift away from the
“War on Terror;” and the deepening of the financial crisis through 2009 quickly
transformed the Obama administration into the source of American ailments.
Believing that the United States is a coherent, autonomous, and unified national
space, any interruption must be the consequence of some un-American agent.
It is an interesting scenario; what becomes clear is that nationalism-patriotism
is geared not only towards a perceived hostile world (e.g., terrorists), but also
inwards towards an administration that is seen as the antithesis of the ethical
All-American identification.

Ghassan Hage (1998) makes a significant point that the nationalist-patriotism
discussed here cannot be understood without its racial context. There has been sub-
stantial public discussion of Barack Obama as the first African-American president
and the racist overtures towards his presidency. Hage, however, provides a criti-
cal articulation that contextualizes the ethical All-American identification that is
sought after by the TPM. It is one of white privilege. Hage (1998, 45) argues, “[t]he
(white) nationalist who believes him or herself to ‘belong’ to a nation, in the sense
of being part of it, means that he or she expects the right to benefit from the nation’s
resources, to ‘fit into it; or to feel at home within it” Hage goes on to argue that this
ability to imagine inhabiting what he refers to as the “state’s will” makes it possible
for white nationalists to imagine that they themselves enact the will of the state.
The TPM exemplifies this as activists who firmly believe that their “..founding
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principles are the same as Americas. These beliefs are in America’s DNA; they are
each American’s birthright” They go on to say, “[w]e know who should be running
the country: patriots, just like you” (Meckler and Martin 2012, 24).

Religious-Moral Discourses

The connection between the TPM and Christian conservatives, in particular evan-
gelical Christians, has not gone unnoticed. 75% of Tea Party activists describe
themselves as Christian conservatives. Nearly half (47%) are actively involved in
areligious-right or Christian conservative organization (Public Religion Research
Institute, 2011). David Brody (2012), author of the book Teavangelicals, provides a
succinct explanation as to why the two social groupings have considerable overlap.
As he indicates, one of the primary reasons is the fiscally conservative message of
the TPM resonates with evangelical Christians and other Christian denomina-
tions as it is based not only on economic argumentation but also on moral ones.
What both assume is a permanent connection between religiosity and morality. In
other words, one cannot be moral without being religious and vice versa. Binding
the two together is the common sense understanding of religious and moral truths
as objectively determined. This is truth with a capital “T” and is beyond the realm
of human intervention. Both Tea Party activists and the evangelical Christian-
right, maintain that their ethical authority stems from their literal interpretation
of the “Truth” that is contained within the American constitution and the Bible.

The Bible's truths, it is argued, are so clear that there is no need for interpretation
by a religious or educated elite. As Scripture is considered to be accessible to all, it
therefore lends itself to be employed in a politics that reinforces the idea of com-
monsensical truths without deviation. With right and wrong so clearly demarcated,
there is no need to create laws but only to (re)discover and apply self-evident truths.
For Tea Party activists, the origins of the U.S. constitution are found within the
Federalist Papers and Declaration of Independence. Ultimately, however, these are
informed by Judeo-Christian principles. It was the hand of God and not simply the
rule of law, for example, that resulted in the rights spelled out in the Declaration of
Independence. This religious-moral understanding finds its expression in the TPMs
call for a return to a constitutionally limited form of government. The TPM favors a
constitutionally limited government because it is the ethical choice. Government, it
is argued, spends money without knowing what is of value to individuals. Welfare
programs provide a succinct example, as they are considered to be promoters of
unethical behaviors. The TPM maintains that government spending underwrites
and validates unethical behaviors such as unbiblical co-habitation, pre-marital sex,
abortions, and single parent families (Pease 2010).
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Within this understanding, unwed single parents lead an unethical life. Govern-
ment welfare programs contribute to this as they provide a seeming “lifestyle
subsidy” to those living their lives beyond the bounds of so-called traditional fam-
ily values (Carlson, 2005). Governments, through taxation, erroneously compel
individuals to pay for government programs that financially support and ethically
promote what the TPM sees as nontraditional lifestyles. Restricting this through a
reduction in government is considered part of ethical policymaking. Furthermore,
the TPM argues that government spending encourages further spending, not less.
Pointing to the Bible, Tea Party activist Jim DeMint (in Brody 2012, 24) main-
tains, “you can’t have two masters” Based on this line of thinking, government,
as “master;’ is inversely correlated with belief in God and, subsequently, ethics. In
other words, the termination of welfare benefits and a reduction in government
is not solely an economic calculus but a religious-moral one as well.

In reference to the U.S. constitution, the TPM point to “cowboy ethics” (Meckler
and Martin 2012, 5). The cowboy epitomizes ethical behavior, reducing the
world to right and wrong. Appearing around 1867 to 1890, during the Texas cattle
drives, the cowboy has become an everlasting feature of American mythology and
the subject of many Hollywood movies (Kleinfeld and Kleinfeld, 2004). Much of
what is understood of the cowboy is a commonsensical understanding. Missing
from the narrative is the historical context of a speculative cattle boom that was
triggered by the massive influx of industrial workers in the northern United States.
Instead, the narrative is of a self-reliant ethical All-American riding the frontier on
horseback with a pistol, taking the law into his own hands to ensure it is observed.

It comes as no surprise that the cowboy, the consummate outsider and indi-
vidual who transgresses the law in order to enforce it, helps formulate the image
of the TPM. For the TPM, ethical absolutes ought to regulate both private and
public as well as domestic and foreign conduct. To act otherwise has been to invite
tragedy; a tragedy that is evidenced, for the TPM, by the passage of the sixteenth
and seventeenth amendments (Meckler and Martin 2012, 82-87). The sixteenth
amendment introduced the federal income tax, and the seventeenth amendment
ended the election of senators through state legislatures and instead provided for
their direct election by citizens. Both amendments, the TPM points out, have
resulted in excessive power being allocated to the federal government.

The Founding Fathers, Tea Party activists argue, understood human nature and
designed a system of government that took it into account. Citizens would need
protection from the unchecked power of the sovereign. Citizens would also require
protection from majority rule. The majority form the mainstream culture that the
TPM understand to be unethical and consequently un-American. Self-identifying
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as outsiders, the TPM effectively see themselves as cowboys in defense of a religious-
moral worldview that the majority culture has forsaken. The majority culture, they
maintain, continues to support an activist welfare state that has not only encroached
on political freedoms but also increasingly on economic freedoms.

Free-Market, Capitalist Discourses

Tea Party activists maintain that wealth should be valued not because it serves
to overcome inequalities, but because it provides sufficient proof of the virtuous
nature of free market capitalism. This understanding is not only applicable to the
United States, but is said to be a global truth. The capitalist free market is assumed
to be the preeminent means for the allocation of resources and determining im-
partial and just outcomes. The basis of this understanding for the TPM is to be
found in the U.S. constitution as well as the Bible.

Tea Party activists argue that the US constitution provides individuals with per-
sonal liberty. Individuals, as sovereign individuals, are capable of making choices
within the economic marketplace for goods and services. That is not to say that
Tea Party activists believe everyone will succeed and accumulate wealth. Instead,
they believe the free market provides the opportunity to both succeed and to fail
(Meckler and Martin 2012, 40). Failure, though, does not imply an end per se, but
rather is a signal to try something else. In other words, failure is not considered to
be the opposite of success. Instead, it is a necessary part of a capitalist system that
functions on the assumption of risk. This belief in risk suggests that the capitalist
market becomes the primary means for determining success or failure. Govern-
ments, in turn, distort the functioning of the market. The TPM therefore delimits
the role of government as one of law enforcement, domestically and globally, in
order to facilitate the proper allocation of risks and rewards.

Biblical foundations for TPM faith in free market capitalism are found in direct
divine intervention. In this understanding, the invisible hand that Adam Smith
(1965) identified in the operation of the capitalist market becomes the hand of
God. The TPM assumes this connection as they argue that God places within
each individual an ethical sensibility. Free then refers to the removal of corrupting
forces such as governments from the capitalist market. It also refers to individuals
who are considered to be free to make ethical choices. The outcomes are not pre-
determined but rather are results of the autonomy granted to individuals within
the purview of an ethical God. Former aide to Senator Ron Paul and Biblical
economist Gary North (quoted in Brody 2012, 38) summarizes it in this way, “the
Bible provides the moral foundation of free-market voluntarism. The moral issue
is personal responsibility. The Bible places this squarely on the shoulders of the
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individual decision-maker” The hero of this ethical free market capitalism is the
self-interested and self-reliant individual. The self-interested butcher discussed
by Adam Smith (1965, 14) meets the cowboy and is not simply guided by the
invisible hand of the market but by the hand of God.

To restate the argument as I have posed it thus far, I suggest that the ideological
commitment of the TPM can be traced, in part, to theorists such as Adam Smith.
It is also traceable to the frontier experience and the myth of rugged individual-
ism displayed by the cowboy and settlers making their way westward after the
1803 Louisiana Purchase. Land claimed through military force and other coercive
means made way for individuals who sought to assert their property rights. Pro-
vided with an opportunity to become property owners, the Louisiana Purchase
afforded would be settlers with a second chance (Moen 2003). The abundance
was considered to be a consequence of God favoring of the United States and as
such part of its manifest destiny. It translated into an ethical imperative to take
possession of the territory and through the application of individual labor trans-
form it into private property. The TPM updates this, arguing that what is good for
laboring entrepreneurs, who are challenged by a different type of frontier, is also
good for the United States and fulfills its ethical commitment to God.

The crisis of 2008 therefore is not thought to be one of free market capitalist
failure, but one of excessive government intervention in the economy (O’Hara,
2010). The excesses point to a shift away from the common sense principles of the
American experience, the US constitution, and the Bible. As Meckler and Martin
(2012, 7, 8) recount,

On December 16, 2008, Pres. George Bush appeared on CNN and actually said, Tve
abandon free-market principles to save the free-market system’ A Republican president
had openly repudiated the free-market capitalism that had been the engine of liberty
and freedom in the world. My heart sank for the first time in my life. I thought the end
of American prosperity, ultimately democracy, might be at hand. With the election of
President Barack Obama, things only seemed to get worse... It seemed that socialism in
America was openly and rapidly on the march in our own time.

The discourse of the TPM finds blame for the crisis not in the global capitalist
system or in the longer-term trend of the decline of the West and the rise of the
rest. Instead, the blame is filtered through the above-discussed lens that found
fault with greedy individuals, an un-American liberal elite, and the policies of a
president often referred to as “Dear leader” For the TPM, the essential trade-oft
between risk and reward that they believe forms a universal truism has been
abandoned. In its place has come massive government intervention to save large
corporations in the so-called “too big to fail” bailouts of 2009. By intervening
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the government, according to the TPM, has effectively created two classes of
Americans—small entrepreneurs and large corporations. They understand this
divide to be more readily understood as being between those who accept the
discipline of God, market, and nation and those who exceed it. When describing
the personal impact of the crisis on Jenny Beth Martin’s household, Meckler and
Martin (2012, 1-3) summarize it as follows:

Lee ran a successful temporary staffing business. I work part-time. We bought the house
same way our parents bought theirs: with a big down payment, credit checks at the bank,
and monthly payments that were within our means.... We didn’t think we deserved a
bailout. Like most Americans, we believe in taking responsibility for our own situation
in life. When Lee’s business collapsed, we did not look to the government for a bailout.
We looked at each other and to our faith in God for strength.

She goes on to write,

Lee and I had been raised to respect the value of hard work and self-reliance. We grew up in
a country where, if you applied yourself and work hard, you could live the American dream.
We were living that dream before it turned into a nightmare. But we never lost our faith that
America is the land of opportunity: the best place in the world to go broke and start over.

Tea Party activists maintain that the persistence and depth of the crisis was a direct
result of the lack of discipline shown by many segments of American society,
including large businesses and the federal government. The analogy employed by
the TPM to make sense of the persistence and depth of the current downturn is
the sports car. Activists argue that the economy is set to accelerate but is inhibited
from doing so due to the actions of political elites, from both political parties, in
Washington. In the case of the Republican Party, the TPM accuses the Republican
leadership of being RHINOs— “Republican in Name Only” The TPM asserts
that the Democratic Party, and the Presidency of Barack Obama, is undertaking
actions that undermine the very existence of the United States.

It is not difficult to see how Tea Party activists see the government as an enemy
of both the individual and the nation. Any