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Abstract

This paper proposes some lines of thought with reference to how revolutionary passions have become constitutive to modern politics. Commonly, major political and social transformations are seen in dyadic terms of a change from a definite model or system towards another one. The objective of my paper is to conduct an epistemological shift by methodologically normalizing exceptional moments of social anti-structure, when passions shape political spirituality. Making reference to the revolutions of 1789, 1917, and 1989 it argues that modern politics can also be approached through a perspective that highlights the formalization of politics through transformative experiences. Despite the disparity of historical events and their distance across time and space, anthropological constants allow for some general propositions that vindicate their analysis in a comparative manner. A political anthropology of transformative experiences conceives transformation as a perpetual tension between stability and crisis, when historical roots are questioned and future expectations are projected, when men tries to make sense of his existence.

This paper focuses on four aspects. First, it shifts attention from seeing revolutions in the lines of a philosophical construct, a social contract, or an objective force of modernization towards the experiential reality affecting emotions, bodies, and minds. Second, it suggests that in revolutionary moments the distinction between objective force and subjective experiences is flawed. In any major dislocation of structures and effervescence, subjective experiences shape the ´objective´ outcome of events, while objective forces have an impact on subjectivity. Third, transformative experiences are not so much about results or social and political ends as represented by models such the nation-state, communism, democracy, or capitalism. Rather, they allow to consider how men are subject to intensified emotions, how they symbolically construct legitimacy patterns and how they contribute to meaning-formation through foundation myths. Fourth, in transformative experiences principles of truth, identification, and meaning are reshuffled. It is possible to show that psychological driving forces follow certain regularities that are to be found, for instance, in heroization, images of enemies, mythic time-dimension, or searches for constitutive beginnings.

Introduction 

The shape of modern politics in its ideological but also in its institutional structure has been the consequence of profound historical transformations. While social order is in constant transformation, there are events that ´accelerate´ history of which modern revolutions are perhaps the foremost examples. Regardless of the goals pursued by revolutionary actors and the political outcomes of revolutions, these ´accelerations´ of history remove obstacles that are higher during ´normal´ structured times than during ´abnormal´ of underdetermined change. This paper develops some ideas for grasping uncertainty under conditions of underdetermined change. In order to illustrate my argument, I shall make reference to the political revolutions of 1789 in France, 1917 in Russia, and 1989 in Eastern Europe. The objective is not to provide a historical analysis or a political sociology of any of these revolutions. This paper does not establish correlations between these revolutions in terms of causality, effects, or influence. Dissociating itself from ontological, positivist or idealist approaches that conceive of political transformations with a-priori assumptions that preexists action, it argues that it is in the autonomy of contingent action where the dissolution of markers of certainty shapes new cognitive frames of actors. At bottom, it suggests that critical events characterized by underdetermination and uncertainty can be methodologically isolated under the premise that they share common features. In dramatic events rhythms of everyday life are accelerated, group-wise volition is formed, political belief and formulas are newly defined. Calculations and decisions by leaders must not be disconnected from intensified emotions such as crowd violence or mass panic, which may narrow down horizons of expectation and prompt action frames in a means-to-end context. 

At the risk of oversimplification and despite the multiplicity of meanings associated with the revolutions of 1789, 1917, and 1989, there is quite some agreement on the relevance of these events for modern politics. The French revolution is associated with the birth of democracy, as it established a series of constitutive principles such as representation, suffrage, nation, republicanism, human rights or constitutionalism. It was also a social revolution that marked the appearance of masses in politics and a growing engagement of the state in society. The October revolution is usually associated with the beginning of a new kind of political regime that later came to be known as Soviet communism. One can point to the most obvious consequences such as the removal of other political parties, censorship and abolition of the freedom of press, the concentration of all means of power in the hands of the politburo, the seizure of control of all economic, state administrative, juridical, and cultural institutions, and the institutionalization of revolutionary terror. It was also the prelude to the cold war, the fundamental structure of international politics for half a century. Finally, the Eastern European revolutions are equivalent to the collapse of communism and the victory of the principles of constitutional liberal democracy. Admittedly, the events of 1989 in different parts of Eastern Europe would hardly deserve the qualification as revolutions if measured by criteria such as the prominence of revolutionary actors, a revolutionary ideology, the role of the masses, or the establishment of a new revolutionary class such as in France between 1789-1799 or in Russia between 1917-1921. Yet, they have certainly the character of revolutions if we understand by revolution a sudden, people-induced, far-reaching change of a system of political domination in a country (Tilly, 1993: p.23). For all three types of revolution there has been a great number of explanations, the mere enumeration of which would merit a whole library shelf. Subsequently, I shall point to some of the perhaps most influential ways of approaching revolutions analytically.

Revolutions as Heroism

When history accelerates, certainties about forms of domination, prospects for economic development, or outcomes in terms of victory or defeat and international alliances remain open to potentialities and reversals. Before the breadth and depth of dislocations of structures in state and society, the heroic solution has been a methodological recourse to explain how a leader, an elite, or a collective social class masters a situation of anarchy and disorder. Theoretically, such a viewpoint assumes that either individual actors or collective groups are endowed with a logic of appropriateness or a disposition that provides them with strategically and tactically adequate behavior inside this crisis and the means to redress the crisis. This ´heroic illusion´ (Dobry, 1986) emanates from two sources in political and social thought. First, it is the Machiavellian idea about the voluntarism of an individual actor as forging a political order according to his liking. Second, there is the influential Marxist approach that suggests the continuous struggle for domination between classes that will inevitably lead to the victory of one collective class. 

Revolutions as Outcomes

Revolutions reverse patterns of political domination, symbols, and historicity to such an extent that political analysis hardly can escape approaching them as an outcome of a specific historical development. Revolutions as outcomes must be distinguished from revolutionary outcomes. Revolutionary outcomes refer to the appearance of contentious politics supported by sizable coalitions and military support, neutralization of an incumbent regime and the seizure of power by a revolutionary force (Tilly, 1993). Conversely, revolutions as outcome refers to a particular viewpoint by which political theory and historical analysis have used to consider such events. Often, interpretations are not confined to describe a new order in terms of function, scope, and meaning. Political sociologists intend to retrieve a causality, to explain how and why a specific order had to collapse at the very moment of revolution. Following an outcome-logic, the historical result is not only the basis for the explanation of a new condition but it becomes the starting point for a strategy of justification. 

From a perspective of an outcome-logic, behavior and motivations of actors are often regarded as dysfunctional, impossible to adapt to the requirements in the new post-revolutionary situation. A prominent example is the idea that the abolition of feudalism by the National Assembly on 4 August 1789 replaced aristocratic inequality with bourgeois inequality. Such an interpretation in the lines of socialist arguments overlooks that money in this conjuncture was seen as the great equalizer, as the universal tool for destroying privilege. The broad social and economic transformations in the wake of the October revolution and the deep impact on domestic and international politics turned attention from the modalities of the Bolshevik seizure of power towards its consolidation. Such a procedure, however, underemphasizes that the bolsheviks were a minority sect with no broad support in any of Russia´s social classes. Lenin was largely unknown, his arrival in Russia after more than a decade of exile a surprise even to his most fervent supporters, and the coup d´état a haphazard attempt that took advantage of the disorientation of the government and crowd violence. In the context of 1989, it was suggested that the ethics of non-violence or the rationale of anti-politics, as practiced by many dissident and opposition movements in East Central Europe before 1989, is not adapted to institutionalizing a new political order or to conduct public policy (Offe, 1997: p.187; Linz and Stepan, 1996: p.272). 

In each of these cases, the outcome in terms of an institutionalized logic is converted into the standard by which explanatory efforts retrospectively assess historical experience for being adequate or inadequate to come up to the requirements of present-day actuality. Such outcome logic measures the rationales of political actors in a specific socially dramatic context on the basis of a goal or state of expectation of political evolution that is exogenous to the concrete historical circumstances. Furthermore, it burdens historical contingency with some determinist historical causality that includes the need for adequacy with a deductive logic or transhistorical value such as communism, liberal democracy, or nationalism.
Revolutions as Origins 

An influential study contended that modern revolutions are distinguished because they signify a rationally constructed moment of origin, of a beginning. To this purpose, Hannah Arendt pointed to the double meaning of the term constitution (Arendt, 1986: p.262). On the one hand, in the understanding of Thomas Paine, this notion refers to a constitutive act, which precedes a regime and by which a people is constituted as a political community. On the other hand, it refers to the result of such an act, i.e. a constitution in the sense of a written document. In this vein, the founding fathers of the American constitution understood themselves as founders relying upon the authority of their act of foundation. For the first time in history, such an act of foundation occurred in present times, devoid of all secrets, legends, or mythical imaginations. This event achieved to overcome the historical continuum by postulating an act of foundation that, arbitrary and being outside any causality or chronological time order, became the starting-point of a new chain of events, and a new consciousness of historical time (Arendt, 1986: pp.263-65). 

Pursuing a critique of a philosophy of history by appreciating the political moment, Arendt idealizes the beginning. Yet, any idealization of a beginning is a real danger, since it excludes that unexpected occurrences can give significance to formerly meaningless patterns or that the Ancien regime can be continued even in the post-revolutionary period (Lefort, 1999: pp.207-9). Resting upon a triple abstraction, Arendt´s reasoning eludes the question of history and overlooks that both new modes of legitimacy and new styles of existence are generated in the tissue of social life. 

A Political Anthropology of Transformative Experiences

This rough sketch may suffice to suggest that revolutions tend to be reconstructed in a deductive logic, applying the insights of the historical outcome and the socially transformed reality for the sake of assumptions that revolutionary events can be seen as following historical causality or a specific rationality. Revolutions are seen as anchored in a causality and tend to be interpreted as a totality. Following retrospective determinism, actors are endowed with a given logic or rationality, which vindicates the inevitability of the outcome. Subsequently, I suggest approaching historical events and their influence on modern politics by conceptualizing revolutions as transformative experiences. I refer to transformative experiences from two angles. Substantially, transformative experiences refer to the living through of exceptional circumstances of crisis by contemporaries and the conjunctural emergence of new states of consciousness. Analytically, transformative experiences can be considered as a methodological tool by which dramatic situations of large-scale social crisis can be grasped. My argument suggests that transformative experiences as abnormal, anarchical moments of uncertainty can be ´structured´ and thus methodologically normalized. Such dramatic situations are not synonymous with anarchy or social void but have a structure of their own. The idea behind is to analytically integrate the dramatic and contingent context of a highly contingent situation with the conjunctural establishment of cognitive frames, patterns of conflict, and the formalization of political spirituality of individuals. To this purpose, I will connect some lines of thought basically drawing on work from Eric Voegelin, Claude Lefort, Michel Foucault, René Girard, and Victor Turner. Despite their different research questions and their disciplinary background, these authors share a dramatic and theatrical vision of social reality and the articulation of political order. Their work offers analytical criteria by which the articulation of political society can be structured by focusing on conditions of existential crisis and the endogenous production of meaning.
History, Experience, and Events

Eric Voegelin´s work is marked by the insight that the substance of history is not ideas but experiences (Voegelin, 1987: p.125). History is not a continuous stream of meaningful existence but is characterized by significant disruptions, where meaningful existence, truth, and the sense of reality are deformed. In Voegelin´s view, the breakdown and the consolidation of a regime must be set in the context of an irruption in the perceived and symbolically sustained ordered course of life. Unbounded politics are characterized by a situation when structural constraints of political authority, social control, legal order, or traditional ties are weakened or considerably reduced. Existential crisis is the experiential background to the symbolic articulation of political society. A deeply going transformation is thus a quest for a new symbolic universe, which both precedes it, and follows upon it. 

„Human society is not merely a fact, or an event, in the external world to be studied by an observer like a natural phenomenon. Though it has externality as one of its important components, it is as a whole a little world, a cosmion, illuminated with meaning from within by the human beings who continuously create and bear it as the mode and condition of their self-realization. It is illuminated through an elaborate symbolism, in various degrees of compactness and differentiation – from rite, through myth, to theory – and this symbolism illuminates it with meaning in so far as the symbols make the internal structure of such a cosmion, the relations between its members and groups of members, as well as its existence as a whole, transparent for the mystery of human existence.“

From an experiential perspective, political evolution must not be confined to a sequence of regimes that is analyzed with regard to their functions and their positivist-normative basis. An experiential view advocates a more pragmatic and context-dependent view on the cultural and historical specificity of a community in crisis and the symbolic resources it mobilizes for the sake of coping with it. Existential crisis is the experiential background to the symbolic articulation of political society. „Articulation, thus, is the condition of representation. In order to come into existence, a society must articulate itself by producing a representative that will act for it.“
 The symbol ´articulation´ refers to nothing less than to the historical process in which political societies, the nations, the empires, rise and fall, as well as the evolutions and revolutions between the two terminal points (Voegelin, 1987). What is meaningful in history are not the symbols or events, but the experiences of people that engender symbols. In Voegelin´s view, symbolizations of experiences are attempts at making sense of the fluidity of existence, of in-between situations by attempting to achieve certainty. What is constant in human history is the sequence of disarticulations and articulations of political society. “Not the possession of humanity but the concern about its full realization is the lot of man. Existence has the structure of the in-between, of the Platonic metaxy, and if anything is constant in the history of mankind it is the language of tension between life and death, immortality and mortality, perfection and imperfection, time and timelessness; between order and disorder, truth and untruth, sense and senselessness of existence” (Voegelin, 1990:p.119). Such symbolizations are not reified objects that do not change content or form but spiritual movements in historical reality that are shaped and reshaped by concrete persons. Symbolizations of revolutionary experiences, for instance, reverse taken-for-granted meanings or achieve mergers of formerly exclusive or contradictory meanings of symbols. These become influential for the shaping of cognitive frames, patterns of identification, the foundation of ideological movements, or of political rationales. 

Voegelin´s view of the political articulation of society as the symbolization of historically contingent experience links up with the strands of social and political thought - that in the tradition established by Nietzsche and Dilthey - came to conceive of the constitution of the subject through experiences (Szakolczai, 2000: p.13) Dilthey overcame the dual-faceted approach characteristic of the modern episteme that either reduces experience to sense-perception such as empiricism and positivism, or conceives of experiences as chaotic, unstructured, and therefore only conceivable through the categories of the mind, characteristic of various kinds of rationalist, structuralist or constructivist approaches. Dilthey claimed that experiences are in themselves structured, intelligible, can be analyzed on their own terms. The work of the anthropologist Victor Turner provided for the conceptual tools to grasp Dilthey´s work, which lacked a proper conceptual model. Initiations in a new condition of being can be aptly likened to rites of passage, as elaborated in the works of Arnold van Gennep and Victor Turner (Van Gennep, 1960; Turner, 1969, 1985, 1987, 1992).

Essentially, an experientially based analysis of political transformations abstains from assuming transhistorical ideals, values, and goals to be the guiding forces of history. Rather, it is the discontinuity, rupture, and dissolution of order that makes up the essence of history. In this vein, Michel Foucault (1984; 1994:pp.23-25) characterized his work as an attempt to eventalize (événementialiser) history. He emphasized the need to take into account a rupture of evidence or of the taken-for-granted. (Foucault, 1994b:p.23). 

“The world we know is not this ultimately simple configuration where events are reduced to accentuate their essential traits, their final meaning, or their initial and final value. On the contrary, it is a profusion of entangled events. If it appears as a ´marvelous motley, profound and totally meaningful´, this is because it began and continues its secret existence through a ´host of errors and phantasms´. We want historians to confirm our belief that the present rests upon profound intentions and immutable necessities. But the true historical sense confirms our existence among countless lost events, without a landmark or a point of reference.”
 

Eventalizing politics suggests disentangling the social foundations of underdetermined moments of disorder. In Foucault´s terms, “history becomes ´effective´ to the degree that it introduces discontinuity into our very being – as it divides our emotions, dramatizes our instincts, multiplies our body and sets it against itself.”
 

The idea about linking the articulation of political order to the historically specific social and symbolic experience of its institution has been a central pillar of Claude Lefort´s political philosophy (Lefort, 1986; 1988). In Lefort´s view history is different from what historians and philosophers alike understand nowadays. History is not a sequence of events or a field of social activity that can be researched for its multiple articulations. If there is continuity and repetition, it is the repetition of disarticulation where the political is socially instituted in historical forms. History neither follows the path of progressive unfolding of humanity or consciousness as conceived by the historicist school. Political forms of domination are historically constituted in a process of communion between people dependent on a common cause, aspiring to a collective identity, which is constructed in a cultural space and is determined against the outside (Lefort, 1978: pp.318-9). In this vein, an experiential perspective transcends the domain of politics that distinguishes between different compartments such as elections, parliaments, party systems or different public policies. Political societies are constituted in a political moment, where the competition of different world views, sources of authority and representation, and cleavage lines (such as the enemy and the friend) are shaping up, whereas the generative principle of this process remains hidden (Lefort, 1986:p.20). Following his distinction between la politique (politics) and le politique (the political) one must differentiate between a pre-constituted domain of politics as delimited within the social order against the non-political fields of society or the economy, and the conditions under which a political order is instituted in social and historical reality with the aim at constituting order on the basis of constitutive principles (Lefort, 1986; Wagner, 2002). An understanding of the political goes beyond a scientific approach in which knowledge finds its self-assurance by defining political reality in terms of a sovereign distance between the subject and the social. This is consistent with abstaining from a prescriptive ideal according to which objective forces such as providential modernization, constitutional forms, social classes, or political systems pre-exist their formalization. 

„Any system of thought, which takes up the question of the institution of the social is simultaneously confronted with the question of its own institution. It cannot restrict itself to comparing structures and systems once it realizes that the elaboration of coexistence creates meaning, produces markers for distinguishing between true and false, just and unjust, and imaginary and real; and that it establishes the horizons of human beings´ relations with one another and with the world. It attempts to explain itself, and, at the same time, to explain its object“ 
 

For Lefort, the formalization of political order through the political requires a threefold effort of socially mediated dramatic action. He distinguishes the mise en forme, the mise en sense, and the mise en scène of social relations. A political society cannot come into existence unless it achieves instituting the conditions of its own comprehensiveness and in giving itself a quasi-representation through symbols and existential truth (Lefort, 1986: 282-3). 

The Structure of Conflict 

Although a revolutionary process may extend over decades as far as a creeping dislocation of power positions and emancipation of classes is concerned, revolutionary events in terms of seizure of power are often highly dramatic events. The drama of revolutionary events is mirrored in the contest over the scarcity of highly valued objects among which are power, wealth, prestige, freedom, or rights (Baechler, 1975). Following the dominant Marxist paradigm, political sociology has tended to explain the struggle over scarce resources in terms of macro-sociological conflicts between social classes that instrumentalize their economic interests in political structures. In such views, crisis takes the shape of an objective force that affected a dominant class or incumbent regime.
 From an experiential perspective, revolutionary crisis is not an objective force but a historically real event, where the voluntarism of actors is subject to intensified passions affecting bodies and minds in time and space. To my knowledge, the most far-reaching theory that aims to explain the foundation of culture and society by connecting the modalities of experienced historical crisis with a generating principle that is constantly hidden from appearing once social order is instituted, is René Girard´s mimetic theory. Mimetic theory connects the structuring components of an experienced historical conflict inside a given community and the principle that emanates from this conflict and will be the founding piece of meaningfully articulated order. From this perspective, crisis arises due to the rupture of normal relations, in the dissolution of differentiated structures in state and society. The reality of historical crisis is characterized by a tangible disarticulation of legal constraints, traditional boundaries, moral prohibitions. In a sacrificial crisis, the autonomy of the individual and its binding self-interests gives way to the competition for reciprocally desired scarce objects, turning reciprocity into vengeance, retaliation, and violence. Mimetic reciprocity as the fundamental link of communication and recognition in normal times turns into a vicious circle of vengeance and reprisals in a crisis. Mimetic conflict can only be escaped once the mimetic and self-propagating forms are removed (Girard, 1977: p.81)  

In Girard´s view, the resolution of crisis is inherently linked to the intensification of passions and a self-grounding mechanism of reducing reciprocity by the expulsion of a victim. A sacrificial crisis is brought to an end by the murder, death or expulsion of a sacrificial victim upon whom the community unanimously burdens the guilt (Girard, 1987: p.40). The ritualization of the founding murder as the basis of social order is not a mere mythological narrative but is based on an action where the community celebrates its unanimity as to a historically concrete crisis, bloodshed, and real victims (Girard, 1982). The unique victim has a double function, as it is simultaneously the troublemaker that must be expelled and the peacemaker, whose expulsion or death is ritualized as having brought stability and order to a community. In order to be successful in terms of meaning-formation for a community, the mechanism of legitimizing an order must be concealed. In the crisis aftermath, the community converges on the ritualized veneration of the victim who brought stabilizing peace to the community. 

Consciousness Formation

Critical events are specific phases in history, when socially mediated action initiates participants into new states of consciousness, making up new cognitive frames, influencing choices, and internalizing behavior. How can critical events effect internal transformations at the level of collective consciousness? My intuition is that beyond material factors any possible analytical criteria need to pay at least equal attention to aspects of how spirit, mind, belief, and emotions are affected in critical events. Following Voegelin, one can distinguish between a reality constituted by intentions and objects, and an experiential reality, where reality is not perceived as sense perception but is horizontally felt as immediate participation in a collective body. These two realities are equivalent to two structures of consciousness (Voegelin, 1985: pp.15-6). The former applies when the structure of consciousness concerns human beings who in their bodily existence intend external things as objects outside themselves. This ´thing-reality´ is about its intentionality, when a person can be conscious of something, when it remembers or imagines something else, when it studies or explores something. The latter, according to Voegelin, is not an object of consciousness but the something in which consciousness occurs as an event of participation between partners in the community of being. Social dramas are specific situations where the density of social relations makes appear another, a second ´structure´ of consciousness. This second structure suggests that the experienced bodily located consciousness is also real; and this concretely located consciousness is part of the same reality that man´s consciousness conceives as an outside thing-reality. The stress is on the infrarational and unconscious character of communitas, where the emotional bonds of the common experience become formative for options and decisions. In the communicative process of a social drama, consciousness is experienced as an event of participatory illumination in the reality that comprehends the partners to the event. Consciousness, thus, has the structural aspect not only of intentionality but also of luminosity (Voegelin, 1985:p.15). Therefore, consciousness needs to be located, not in one of the partners, but in the comprehending reality, somewhere ´between´ human consciousness in its bodily existence and reality intended in its thingness. Consciousness has a structural dimension by which it belongs, not to man in his bodily existence, but to the reality in which man, the other partners to the community of being, and the participatory relations among them occur.
Consistent with this differentiation of structures of consciousness, emotions and the perceptual structure of a situation cannot be disconnected from choices in contingent situations. The emotion is not the reaction to an action but bodily changes follow directly the perception of an exciting fact and influence, in turn, a further action. As William James argued, “our feeling of the same changes as they occur IS the emotion.... The hypothesis here to be defended says that this order of sequence is incorrect, that the one mental state is not immediately induced by the other, that the bodily manifestations must first be interposed between, and that the more rational statement is that we feel sorry because we cry, angry because we strike, afraid because we tremble, and not that we cry, strike, or tremble, because we are sorry, angry, or fearful, as the case may be.”

The Politics of Meaning-Formation 

In the retrospective perception, revolutions appear to be founding events that articulate a new political spirituality of leadership, new patterns of representation and new sources of authority. They also structure new ways of life through an elaborate terminology, language, historicity, and symbolism. Political theory tends to measure the rationality, the intentions, and objectives of actors in a historical crisis by the values and standards that are dominant in present-day political actuality. The tendency to classify history in stages of development, historical progress, or the end of history, has been conspicuous. For instance, the interpretation of the French revolution took a decidedly Marxist turn after the success of the bolshevik revolution. The bolshevik revolution prompted a variety of approaches that saw communism either as a modernizing movement for the sake of political development or as a Western-inspired attempt to establish an own version of counter-modernity. Although the concrete reconstitution of political order was at stake in the revolutions of 1989, there is little doubt that the monism of liberal democratic theory has been triumphant. A political anthropology of transformative experiences rejects historicist ideas about the uniqueness of every society, every culture, and every epoch. It also rejects a philosophy of history, which assumes a meaningful pattern of growth or decay in history. Finally, it abstains from the positivistic effort to construct a theory of stages or to a classification of sequences of development. 

A political anthropology of transformative experiences claims to overcome the opposition between structure and action, between objectivity and subjectivity, between micro- and macro-perspectives. Revolutions are not only ´objective´ events that oppose highly aggregate collective entities such as social classes or individual actors in a struggle for power. The formation of new cognitive frames of individual actors occurs in the reciprocity with socially significant action of collective crowd violence, mass manifestations, or mutual solidarity. As actors inside the dramatic and socially dense context of a revolutionary crisis are subject to the intensification of passions, the acceleration of rhythms, the reformulation of rationales, the event detaches rationality from the cleavages that were decisive for its beginning. Conversely, revolutions also bring about internal transformations that structure ´objective´ processes of power consolidation. In the fluidity of events, accelerated rhythms, panic, contagion, and hatred may become influential for shaping the psychological traits of leadership. Order and disorder are self-grounding and self-distinctive not being ultimately steered by exogenous references about an ultimate Reason or Truth or remaining anarchical and unordered for good (Varela and Dupuy, 1992: p.24). 

A political anthropology of transformative experiences is skeptical of assumptions about a tabula rasa, about ruptures, or zero hours. The purpose of genealogy is not to discover the roots or origins of identity but to accept that history is not rooted in a clear origin and oriented towards a developmental or transhistorical goal (Foucault, 1984:p.95). Given the infinitude of existential judgments in an endless number of events and their constant reformulation in historical memories, it would be futile to claim that any event has a definite meaning for different groups or societies at different times in history (Weber, 1949: p.78). Rather, the symbolic articulation of political society postulates the conditionality of the origin. In this view, Enlightenment or a scientific theory such as Marxism-Leninism are not the causality but the product of the revolutionary experience and the myths associated with it. The revolutionary myth, if there can be a single one, is composed through a variety of social action, ad-hoc decision-making, varying options, acts of signification and symbolization. The almost obsessive need to conceive of a given political order as being rooted in an origin has obfuscated to what extent any beginning is a product of a large-scale endeavor of symbolization. Symbolizations are not equivalent to transhistorical values or teleological claims about a better future but need to be connected to historically concrete time, geographical and cultural space as well as to bodies and passions. 

Symbolizations of experiences can be in utter antagonism to the original event. What matters is to how to make this symbolization significant in terms of political action. In this vein, for instance, all symbols – liberalism, conservatism, or restoration can be understood as modes of reaction against the revolution. “In France itself, between 1810 to 1820, liberalism appropriated the symbol of revolution and made it its own.”
 Stalin´s purpose in the Great Terror was to break with the myth of the bolshevik revolution by annihilating revolutionaries of the first hour for the sake of establishing a new mythical structure as the basis of Stalinist order. The rejection of communist regimes in Eastern Europe did not follow an explicit rationale of adopting liberal democracy but was partly characterized by a peaceful communitas such as in the round-table in Poland or in the convergence between opposition and regime in Hungary. Conversely, in Czechoslovakia there was a strong cleavage pitting anti-communist ´we´ against the communist ´they´.

Finally, a political anthropology of transformative experiences is interested in a comparative typology of experiences. A typology of experiences recognizes that revolutions have no definite meaning, even for a limited number of individuals. During moments of high intensity of emotions, subjectivity escapes the logic and reasoning of normal times, which would be associated with individual autonomy, self-interest, and rational choice. People living through a social drama assign meaning and purpose to their action differently from the meaning and purpose assigned to these events by historians and politicians who reflect upon these events with hindsight. This was recognized by Max Weber who pointed to the misunderstandings of personal irrationality by rationally minded historians. The impression of an irrationality of the personal arises because the historian measures actions and outcomes according to the ideal of teleological-rational action. Precisely, the freely acting individual is tied to a means-to-ends context depending on the perceptual side of attaining a given aim in a specific situation (Weber, 1968: p.120). 

Revolutions entail many contested meanings and existential judgments among countries and generations concerned as well as among outsiders. After several decades of dominant Marxist interpretations of the French revolution, for instance, the revisionist turn established a canonical interpretation of the French revolution as a political one, as the birth of democratic politics (Furet, 1978). Yet, despite the disparity of events and the uniqueness of experiences general theoretical propositions about the articulation of dispositions and cognitive frames in circumstances of contingency and unpredictability are possible. As work in cultural anthropology has claimed, circumstantial understanding and historical detail does not escape theoretical generalizations. Rather, drawing general propositions from particular phenomena is the basis of any scientific theory, especially of one that tries to make out man´s actions in their infinite variety (Geertz, 1973:pp.51-52). To validate such propositions there is no objective measurement available. The validity can and must be tested by placing the propositions in the historical field of experiences and their symbolizations, i.e. in the time dimension of existence itself. In this vein, „lines of meaning are not defined through the similarity of symbols or ideas. They emerge from within history when thinkers, activists or movements refer to each other in order to clarify their concerns to themselves and to others.“
 Though they remain contingent upon further events and real factual discontinuities, symbolizations of experiences are reliable indicators to account for how spiritual transformations and consciousness effect political reality. Lines of meaning can be considered as sequences of self-interpretations of reality. As interpretations of an experienced reality, lines of meaning are not equivalent to outcomes such as, for instance, a democratic system. Rather, they appear as structuring and self-reflecting movers of action in dissimilar and non-contemporaneous circumstances.
 The methodological procedure needs to see whether historical experience is necessary or not in order to validate the propositions. The test of the hypothesis, therefore, is the lack of originality epitomized in the equivalence of symbolizations in different historical experiences (Voegelin, 1990: pp.121-22). Therefore, rather than being an obstacle, the disparity and multiplicity of causes, the dissociations of identities, and the contested meanings of this or that great event under study are indispensable for validating the propositions of a political anthropology of transformative experiences.  

Revolutionary Passions and Modern Politics 

In the last part of this paper, I shall briefly examine how a political anthropology of transformative experiences can be validated with a view to selected revolutionary experiences. I shall sketch out three points. A first points takes issue with the argument that individual actors would follow revolutionary dispositions that are embedded in the autonomy of self-interest and attuned to a transhistorical value or developmental goal. I shall argue that in the dislocation of structures passions may directly influence choices and decisions. A second point suggests that revolutions give rise to political or civil religions, as they manifest world-immanent expectation of salvation and a teleological drive towards a better future. A third point suggests that revolutionary action relies upon mythological constructions of reality. Mythological accounts of the past and the future were a major means to legitimize revolutionary goals of which the affirmation of possessing full representational truth has been a foremost element. Such a claim can be validated by a consideration of the reciprocal effort by communist regimes and Western democracies to avoid contagion with the antagonist system.

The Rationality of Revolutionary Passions

To what extent can actors be endowed with revolutionary dispositions and conduct transformations following a logic of appropriateness with a given model? From an experiential perspective, decisions, calculations, and constitutive political principles cannot be disconnected from passions. Cognitive frames of revolutionaries are not based on self-conscious reasoning or the rational deliberation of ideas exogenous to a specific situation. The initiation into a new state of consciousness cannot be disconnected from the flow of intensified emotions. In the American and in the French revolutions, for instance, the initiators of change did not possess a consciousness of establishing something new. The aim of the imminent revolution was not the reversal of the Ancien regime but its reconstitution (Tocqueville, 1988). In the context of the French revolution, not only did the representatives of the third estate not have socially homogeneous backgrounds but one cannot claim that any of them was endowed with a revolutionary disposition, not even as an ideological standpoint. The period 1789-90 was not a radical precursor to the Terror, but dominated by moderates who were keen to avoid counter-revolution and pursued the establishment of constitutional government (Tackett, 1996). Far from being doomed, neither the end of Czarism in February 1917 nor the Bolshevik revolution and its maintenance in civil war and war communism were inevitable (Pipes, 1998: 11-19; Figes, 1996; Ferro, 1997). Leninism was not a coherent ideology that was inevitably to lead to the dictatorship of the proletariat. Rather than being representative of a major social group, the bolsheviks followed a zig-zag path with haphazard coalitions and attuned their strategies often due to chance events (Lefort, 1999). There is broad evidence that opposition forces on the eve of 1989 had no transformative interest. With hindsight, the round-table in Poland in early 1989 was decisive for a broad political transition. Attuned to the situational logic of early 1989, however, the central objective of the Solidarity opposition associated with the round-table negotiations was the sectorial logic of a re-legalization of the trade union. Gorbachev´s perestroika intended to reform the Soviet system, not to abolish communism. Even very sophisticated causal explanations of communism´s breakdown are at odds with the unpredictability and contingency of patterns of stability or systemic coherence and decay or disintegration. American Sovietologists who predicted the collapse of the Soviet Union forecast not a sudden and complete disintegration but a stable pattern of decay (Jowitt, 1996). 

In the autonomy of critical events action unfolds in a means-to-end context quite different from assumptions of appropriateness that are guided by historical laws of development. As was demonstrated in the case of the French revolution, sanctions do not emanate exclusively from a legal-constitutional act. The significant upheaval of everyday life and social communication suspends habitualized status patterns and structured symbolic politics and political discourse. The new concept of revolution with the idea of national sovereignty was produced in the liminal communitas situation of collective effervescence and ritualized action associated with the intensified emotion in the wake of the attack on the Bastille. The Great Fear as the most astonishing mass panic in recorded history was decisive for the legislative act of abolishing feudalism and privilege and establishing a new social order based on equality before the law (Sewell, 1996: pp.871-4). The mass panic of the Great Fear interrupted the negotiations in the National Assembly on the constitution and the declaration of rights because of the pressing situation of how to deal with increasing disorder in the provinces. Legally sanctioned structural transformation in the French revolution was generated through a merger of collective action and symbolic action with a view to avoid further panic or violence. 

Democratic theory shies away from thinking that articulations of political society rely not only upon legal-philosophical conventions but also upon crowd violence or mass panic. It underemphasizes, though, that meanings of democracy have not only the doctrinal character of a constitutional form but that they are forged in concrete circumstances. In the wake of social transformations in the 19th century, democracy became increasingly associated with a state of expectation which, within a historico-philosophical perspective – be it legislative or revolutionary – claimed to satisfy newly constituted needs so that its meaning might be validated. In the 20th century, ´democracy´ became a general concept replacing ´republic´ (politeia) that consigned to illegality all other constitutional types as forms of rule (Koselleck, 1985: p.82). From a perspective of transformative experiences, one must not foreclose that experiences of repression, violence, war, or national humiliation can be conducive to an intensification of subjectivity, emancipation, liberty, equality, or solidarity.
 In the case of the French revolution, it has been demonstrated to what extent insurrectionary peasant violence had a positive effect on emancipation and democracy (Markoff, 1998). Limit experiences of social effervescence can translate into a theoretical principle representative of non-violent action. The principle of Equality as a central aspect of political democracy is not only the object of a belief or the principle of social hierarchies and political rights but provides human relationships with meaning as far as it becomes irreversible on the level of thought, even though in reality many inequalities subsist (Lefort, 1999: p.247). In the Russian revolution, the meaning of democracy was alienated from its Western meaning as a constitutional form of government. Under conditions of crowd violence, democracy was defined not against dictatorship but became synonymous for the increasing social construction of enemies, which pitted common people against the privileged society, which was to be constructed as the burgeoisie. In the passions of the revolutionary experience, democracy acquired a quasi-dictatorial meaning in the process of crowd violence and hunt for enemies (Figes and Kolonitskii, 1999:p.123). 

The rationality inside the revolutionary situation must be disconnected from any claim about a rational goal of historical evolution. In critical events, the calculations and motivations of actors are hardly attuned to dispositions attuned to an institutionalized logic or political system. The transformation of structures in the conjuncture is often at odds with what the outside observers would consider a rational choice. Whereas revolutions are often portrayed as fulfilling some historical law of progress or inevitable march toward a classless society, a teleology in terms of meaning of history is at odds with the revolutionary experience. Both the French and the bolshevik revolutions can be considered as bringing about results that were, to a considerable extent, opposite to the intentions of the revolutionaries. Whereas the revolutionaries proclaimed a rupture with the ancien regime they consolidated and achieved bureaucratic centralization (Tocqueville, 1988). At the moment of realizing the coup d´état in Petrograd on October 24, 1917, Lenin turned upside down the theory of representative government of the Soviets (Ferro, 1997) Although the challenge to the Polish communist party state by the trade union movement Solidarity in 1980 was enormous, both in terms of numbers and moral purpose for the subjectivization of an independent society, the action of Solidarity precluded the seizure of power.  

The wealth of unintended and unforeseen outcomes of revolutionary change, however, must not underestimate the importance of actors in the making of revolutions, as suggested in a seminal study on revolutions (Skocpol, 1979). As the panic-induced abolition of feudalism in France or the bolshevization of the system of power in Russia suggest, structural outcomes emanate from a set of political symbols and significant acts that became articulated in the social effervescence of passions. In the situational logic of unbounded politics, symbols are not imposed rationally but are forged in the flow of experience. The actors often follow a logic of ultimate ends, which aims to reduce accelerated rhythms of crowd violence, mass panic, civil war or revolutionary terror inside the radical uncertainty of a critical event. Thus, the teleology inside a revolutionary event is connected not to a disposition or a logic outside the experienced crisis situation. Given the extended war situation after 1917 in Russia, the stigmatizing of an enemy and their annihilation was not only a practical means for survival of the bolsheviks in power but was turned into a representative principle that became a crucial bond, a symbolic ´structure´. Patterns of existential representation between the people-as one and the enemy became recurrent in the manifold social dramas of post-revolutionary Russian history (Lefort, 1976). Soviet society was prey to a widespread fear of conspiracies and of a ´fifth column´. Unfulfilled expectations of a steady expansion of the revolution abroad and the failure to build up a functioning economy boosted the need for enemies in order to establish an imaginary fight against evil forces threatening the revolution (Pipes, 1994: p.403).

Beyond the fluidity of critical events, specific trajectories are prefigured in traditions of political culture. The politics of meaning-formation pursued by actors is path-dependent, as far as one needs to assume a certain causal dependence of the spirit of revolutionary actors on former experiences. There are, for instance, crucial differences in the types of revolutionaries. It has been pointed to the similarity of the Jacobins and the bolsheviks. Despite their common radical and violent approach to the transformation of society, there are substantial differences. A first difference is related to the fact that the Jacobins did not seize power in the first phase of the revolution but that they were a product of revolutionary events in the first three years of the revolution. Conversely, the bolsheviks were one of several sectarian revolutionary parties, organized in the fashion of a military-like order and destined to combat for power. Their proclaimed aim was the transformation of man and of society. Before 1989, Eastern European dissidents pursued anti-political politics that was designed to resist communist rule by personal life-conduct such as living in truth, or to avoid contagion with the regime. In Poland, for instance, the Solidarity revolution was self-limiting because prior contentious events had shown to the opposition that a violent confrontation would threaten with a Soviet intervention. Conversely, the growing fear and nationalist aggression in Yugoslavia was characterized by a situation of increasing violent reciprocity, where the major task of intellectuals was to construct enemies.

Revolutions as Political Religions 

The French and the bolshevik revolution were openly anti-religious, as they de-christianized society, secularized church property, and decimated the clergy. Yet, though revolutionary action refused transcendental or metaphysical principles, it established revolutionary cults, myths, and principles to be worshipped. The French revolution can be likened to a religious revolution as far as it took the citizen in an abstract way – regardless of society, nations, and culture - with regard to this immanent world as much as religion takes man in an abstract way with regard to transcendence (Tocqueville, 1988: pp.105-9). Despite the strongly anti-religious leaning of the French revolution, the revival of religion in its aftermath was tangible beyond the limits of organized Christianity, amongst others in the new religious-like edifice of humanitarian and idealist foundations such as provided by Comte or Hegel (Dawson, 1972: pp.129-30).

What matters is not the theological claim of transcendence but the bond that is created and becomes effective between social actors and what they believe to be a politically relevant motive force. The conceptual link between the secular reality of political institutions with a religious principle was, to my knowledge, first thematized by Eric Voegelin (Voegelin, 1938). The unusual combination of concepts such as politics and religion was at odds with common sense, as in modern times politics and religion have emerged as two entirely distinct realities, the former embodied institutionally by the state, the latter by the church.
 Yet, this clear-cut distinction emanates from the symbolic uses of language that have maintained not the reality of the intimate relationship these entities used to entertain up to the late Middle Ages and early modernity but has symbolized and vindicated the very contrasts of the struggle (Voegelin, 1938: p.9).

Modern politics emanate from a theologico-political formation as its primary source, both logically and historically (Lefort, 1986). Revolutionary transformations in modern politics were characterized by a twofold transformation of the theologico-political paradigm. On the one hand, the dissolution of monarchical order led to the disincorporation of power, the dis-incorporation of the law, of thought and of the social (Lefort, 1986:pp.300-1). On the other hand, the appearance of the masses, bereft of any fear and hope with a view to a transcendental being or higher value (Arendt, 1951). Beyond locating the causes for the spiritual crisis in the evolution of the modern nation-state and the attendant social and economic processes, Eric Voegelin located the spiritual crisis with the romantic secularization of properly religious experiences. At the bottom of this reemergence of religious principles in modern politics lies the desire for re-divinization of politics that had its origins in Christianity itself, deriving from components that were suppressed as heretical by the universal church. The definite symbolism of gnosticism associated with a re-divinization of society can be traced back to the person and work of Joachim of Fiora, who introduced the eschatology of the realm into the history of mankind. This blending of Joachitic symbols with the political apocalypse of the Third Rome made the new eschatology decisively affect the structure of modern politics (Voegelin, 1987:pp.107-17). Revolutionary movements in Russia drew on a merger between immanentist sectarianism, the creed movements associated with medieval heresies, and the Russian tradition of messianism, associated with the national vision of the symbol of the Third Rome (Cohn, 1970; Voegelin, 1953: p.74; Schapiro, 1955, Duncan, 2000). Lenin´s life time fascination with the revolutionary messianism of the democrats of the 1860s such as Chernyshevsky, Pisarev and Tkachev is reflected in his adherence to the Revolutionary Catechism of 1871.
 In 1921, Lenin acknowledged that his logic of messianism had been animated by unconscious dream-like fantasies rather than any intentional consciousness. “It was a fantastic idea for a Communist to dream that in three years you could drastically change the economic structure of our country; ...let us confess our sins: there were many such fantasy-makers in our midst. But how can you begin a Socialist revolution in our country without fantasy-makers?”

Despite the secular character of the democratic age, the engagement between religion and politics has remained quite strong. This was put forward in the concept of totalitarian democracy, which linked extreme popular sovereignty to a specific religious type of autocracy, based in an all-embracing and pervasive influence of politics on human existence. Political messianism established a pre-ordained, perfect scheme of human collective organization based on the transformation of human nature to be attained by political crafting (Talmon, 1952: p.2). Bolshevik communism was, to a large extent, a messianic attempt at large-scale social engineering of re-divinization of society. Although essentialist arguments are to be treated with caution, bolshevik communism Bolshevik communism was characterized by dogmatic and religious fervor, giving rise to the theocracy of the vanguard party and the dogma-like defence of Marxist-Leninist orthodoxy (Kotkin, 1995: pp.286-93; Kharkhordin, 1999: p.55; Thrower, 1992). Although the bolsheviks led a merciless battle against religion and the clergy, the lack of a representational principle in the struggle for the political articulation of communism obliged them to make recourse to practices that were not only largely inspired by traditional practices of orthodox religion but sometimes even identical. Bolshevik power centered on the two key items included in the term dictatorship of the proletariat. It was about the heroization of the leader of the revolution and the symbolic articulation and imagery concerning the collective hero of world history, the proletariat (Bonnell, 1999: pp.21-2). The ideological basis for the absolute position of a meaning-creating man-created institution to be worshipped was Lenin´s own creation. In the theory of the leading role of the Party, Lenin laid down the foundations of turning the Bolshevik party in the representative of humanity itself (Thrower, 1992: pp.90-91; Djilas, 1964).

Political religions in the 20th century aimed to transform human nature by the redefinition of humanity or by the redefinition of race. Although the social conditions and the political articulation of Nazism in Germany and of bolshevik communism in Russian case considerably differed, there are crucial similarities. Overall, neither of the two totalitarian ideologies were alien imports from outside suddenly menacing the West. They were products of a deep spiritual inner crisis. Whereas national-socialism can be considered as a ´revolt against the West´ from within, bolshevism was nurtured by the Western heresy of Marxism on the non-Western territory of Russia (Borkenau, 1940). Furthermore, there was a fundamental misrecognition about the moral principles propagated by the new leaders. Quite indifferent to the national-socialist belief system, better educated layers of society misconceived the seriousness of this belief and the authenticity of the emotions attached to them (Elias, 1992: p.410). The makeshift character of bolshevik leadership was also tangible in repeated attempts to look for support with different social groups through inflicting havoc upon others (Tchakhotine, 1952: pp.157-8). As early as on November 7, 1917 Maxim Gorky remarked that Lenin as the self-proclaimed leader of the proletariat was ´not an omnipotent magician but a cold-blooded trickster who spares neither the honor nor the life of the proletariat´ (Gorky, 1995: p.86).

In the revolutions of 1989, the role of religion seemed to be rather concealed. The dominant political principles were liberalism, capitalism, and nationalism, the practical effects for the people were the acquisition of goods and commodities. If there is any such category that might be likened to a ´religious´ principle it must be set into the context of the contest between communism and democracy as the driving force of at least half of the 20th century. The disillusionment of reform Marxists and the hope of other dissidents converged in a growing attention towards the West in terms of provider of universal values, freedom, but also as a source of self-identification for Easterners.

Revolutions and the Fear of Contagion

The October revolution did not only establish a new political regime in Russia but also reversed the cleavage lines in international politics. Politically, Western democracies and Soviet communism were engaged not only in a struggle for spheres of political influence or economic and military ascendancy but also in a contest for meaning-formation. Whereas before 1917 democracy was associated with a constitutional form of government with the concomitant system of institutions, the events of 1917 transformed the meaning of democracy in the West. Democracy was turned into a prescriptive ideal, standing for a morally superior alternative civilizational truth and source of authority. A democratic society was becoming equivalent to a good society against an entirely new form of domination, embodied by the evil empire of communist dictatorship (Lefort, 1986; 1999). Conversely, communist leaders claimed to embody true democracy not because of a substantial contribution to political democracy but because this claim was part of the existential struggle for legitimizing power domestically and for achieving international recognition (Borkenau, 1971; Lefort, 1986, 1999; Joravsky, 1994). 

The aggressive anti-communism of the US in the absence of a concrete military conflict between Russia and the US was based on a pervasive fear of contagion which, paradoxically, had no basis in the empirical reality of an open military conflict or an inherited hostile tradition (Toynbee, 1967: p.22). Although the United States fought twice a war against German militarism, they either preferred to remain isolationist (as after World War I) or this fear subsided quickly at the expense of the fear of Soviet military expansion (as after World War II). While before 1917, the United States had promoted revolutionary movements of national liberation against reactionary or conservative regime, after the rise of Bolshevism the majority of Americans regarded anti-Russian attitudes as a warrant of respectability (Toynbee, 1967: pp.22-4). It was this fear of contagion by an infectious disease that might catch the United States that pushed Western leaders to a total externalization of evil.
 The fear of contagion between Western democracies and the communist hemisphere was, to a large extent, kept in balance by manifold reciprocal mythologies. It should not be forgotten that democracy at the end of World War II in other parts of Europe was far from being ´consolidated´, if any measure of comparison is applied. Given the strong communist parties in France and Italy, anti-communist witch-hunts were not the rule but tensions and fear of domestic struggles between communists and non-communists were a real menace. This potentiality of contagion had become apparent in different waves of fascination and support of Soviet communism, mainly through Western intellectuals and writers. Political leaders as different as Adolf Hitler or Franklin D. Roosevelt at different stages expressed their deep fascination with Stalin. The Cold War and its ossification were attempts by the Americans to establish a new sense of purpose in Western society, to establish a beginning on the grounds of a desperate attempt to avoid contagion with the virus of totalitarianism (Rossbach, 1999: pp.211-2). Taking the broader meaning of containment as close to the classical notion of arete, to a balanced existence, a taking care of oneself, one could argue that post-war containment in many aspects was an attempt to recognize and impose limits on the limitless existence of Western life.
 Whereas in Kennan´s opinion, containment in the context of American-Soviet relations was supposed “to tide us over a difficult period” over an estimated ten or fifteen years, containment was transformed into a doctrine, into an ´indestructible myth´.
”

Rather than being taken for irrational, this fear of contagion reflects to what extent the rise of bolshevism cannot be detached from the fact that it occurred under democratic conditions of rising mass politics and mass propaganda. In a specific way, the political articulation of bolshevism confirmed Aristotelian insights about the contagion of regime types, as far as communism and nazism were both tyrannical autocracies and mob rule. The bolsheviks relied crucially upon crowd violence and the manipulation of the masses. Although the reasons for the degeneration of democratic conditions of a mass society were quite different in Russia and Germany, there are strong parallels as far as a tyrannical autocracy is the one viable end to mob rule (Borkenau, 1940: pp.150-52). Although the social conditions of the Russian revolution excluded the advent of a liberal form of democracy, revolutionary bolshevism claimed to be the highest form of democracy. It did so on the grounds of presenting communism as a classless society based on the rule of an all-embracing majority, the entire society.
 Despite the violence and havoc caused in Russian society, the bolshevik revolution raised much enthusiasm both inside the country and abroad. The Russian Revolution gave birth to a myth that was especially strong in the French intellectual environment and in considerable parts of the French political establishment (Toynbee, 1967: pp.18-19; Ferro, 1997). It is, for instance, worth to take seriously the hypothesis according to which the Soviet constitution of 1936 with its para-democratic elements such as direct universal suffrage, secret vote, private property of salaries and savings, independence of courts and the right to defense for the accused would have been a symbolic gesture towards the West (Lefort, 1999:109).

Liberal democratic theory is essentially rooted in the assumption of the autonomy of the individual, the capacity to reason self-consciously and to pursue a however rationally defined self-interest (Held, 1987: p.270). From an experiential perspective, critical conjunctures such as revolutionary events bring about situations, where autonomy gives way to what Marcel Mauss termed ´total equality´. As a total social phenomenon, it embraces political, economic, juridical, moral, aesthetic, and psychological realities. Equality of conditions as lived-through experiences are liminal moments as they blur the distinction between rulers and ruled, converting the negation of a negative hierarchy into a negation of the differences of places (Lefort, 1999: p.247). In such liminal moments, the dislocations of structures, the acceleration of collective rhythms, and the undifferentiation of sectorial logics threaten with the contagion of passions. One can illustrate this point by means of Jean-Pierre Dupuy´s analyses of sudden breakdowns of systems such as in mass panics (Dupuy, 1982; 1991; 1992). Conducting an extensive analysis of the influence of economic thought on current political philosophy, Dupuy showed how major exponents of liberal thought systematically avoid confronting the real menace of contagion and disorder on capitalist markets. They tend to remedy the menace of contagion and panic in markets by assuming man to be guided by an exogenous criterion, which is individual self-interest. They tend to deny that markets are not only ruled by an outside or exogenous force (interest) but that they contain the mechanism which threatens them most. Etymologically rich, the term contain simultaneously connotes inclusion and exclusion. Markets are social setting where consumers nurture their amour propre by a focus on the amour de soi, the radical pursuit of individual interest. It is this individual interest that avoids the disintegration of markets in panic and disorder. Conversely, markets contain the crowd and the potential disintegration into panic. In the fluidity of structures, the autonomy of self-actualizing individual self-interest is replaced by the menace of contagion.
 

From this perspective, it is safe to assume that any serious assessment of the contest between democracy and communism must face the fact that the October revolution was not about the victory of communism against democracy. The threat of contagion is to be found in the fact that totalitarianism could not have risen without the conditions of the democratic age. Tocqueville anticipated the potential reversal of democracy into a new form of political domination that would go beyond the classical terms dictatorship or tyranny (Tocqueville, 2000: p.869). Inside the situational logic of a mimetic crisis, the contest for representational truths makes no difference between democrats or communists but follows the sacrificial logic of annihilating the enemy. Even democracies become prey to this logic of annihilating the enemy by all means, when they are existentially threatened. Democracies are not tolerant and there is hardly any more determined entity than an embattled democracy in war.
 There is not only the embattled attitude of liberal democracies towards communism that reveals the stakes of representational truths. In Joseph Schumpeter´s thought experiment on the use of anti-democratic means in order to defend democracy, the crucial question is whether self-proclaimed democrats would subscribe to eradicating a – however defined evil – by applying non-democratic means. If they would, they would behave exactly as did behave the Bolsheviks when they tried to eradicate their declared enemy – the capitalist order – by non-democratic means (Schumpeter, 1976).
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Endnotes:


� Voegelin, 1987:p.27.


� Voegelin, 1987:p.41.


� Foucault, 1984:p.89.


� Foucault, 1984:p.88.


� Lefort, 1988:pp.220-21.  


� It may suffice to point here to the definition of crisis given by Habermas: “We therefore associate with crises the idea of an objective force that deprives a subject of some part of its normal sovereignty” (Habermas, 1976:p.1). For the genealogy of the concept crisis especially about how Enlightenment thought eclipsed the experiential reality of crisis, see Koselleck, 1988. 


� James, 1950: pp.449-50.


� Voegelin, 2000:p.87.


� Rossbach, 1999:p.17.


� “Lines of meaning may, but do not have to, give rise to ´traditions´ with a fully developed identity, or even to ´movements´ which are politically active within history. Once a line of meaning achieves such a status its development becomes more systematic as the movement´s future becomes an explicit concern of its members” (Rossbach, 1999:p.15).


� Sentiments of liberty, solidarity, or equality, are most intense and most prone to be remembered when they occur as a response to or an escape from conditions of repression, surveillance, or terror. As evidence on the political relevance of the memories of the Great Fatherland War, the Hungarian revolution of 1956, the Prague spring 1968, or Poland´s Solidarity in 1980 suggest, these spaces of liberty remain valid even after the event is over.


� Voegelin situated the separation of state and religion with Hegel who argued that the people is the state as the spirit in its immanent reality and thus as the absolute power on earth. This judgment about state power as original or absolute was not a judgment of rational knowledge but a dogma of a believer (see Voegelin, 1938-11-12).


� This was a book of rules for the secret Jacobin organization of Nechaev. It revealed in clear language the moral code of the true revolutionary emphasizing his total self-denial, renunciation of worldly attachment and morality, or property, turning him into a doomed man, merciless towards the sate and the whole of society, and ready to suffer torture. Lenin echoed the catechism, when he wrote at the end of 1897 that the life of the revolutionary demanded the highest degree of endurance and self-denial, dedicating all his powers to monotonous, strictly regulated work often without results (see Schapiro, 1987:pp.195-96).


� Quoted in Dunn, 1972: p.46.


� “What, then, is the explanation? The ultimate explanation is, no doubt, ´the deceitfulness of riches´. Wealth does produce, in its possessors, the unhappy moral effects that are denounced in the Gospels; and, between the date of the United States´ achievement of independence and the capture of Russia by communism in 1917, the United States had become an incomparably rich country” (Toynbee, 1967:p.24). 


� Kennan mentions ´environmental destructiveness´ and the ´tendency to live beyond our means´ as two examples.


� See Rossbach, 1999:p.213.


� See Fainsod, 1963: p.139.


� “Il est possible de synthétiser ce qui précède par une formule, qui est beaucoup plus qu´un je de mots: le marché contient la contagion panique, dans les deux sens du mot: il lui fait barrage, mais il l´a en lui. C´est ainsi que nous déconstruisons la dernière opposition entre la foule et le marché´ (Dupuy, 1992:p.329).


� “There is…nothing in nature more egocentrical than the embattled democracy. It soon becomes victim of its own war propaganda. It then tends to attach to its own cause an absolute value, which distorts its own vision on everything else. Its enemy becomes the embodiment of all evil. Its own side, on the other hand, is the center of all virtue. The contest comes to be viewed as having a final, apocalyptic quality. If we lose, all is lost; life will no longer be worth living; there will be nothing to be salvaged. If we win, then everything will be possible; …the one great source of evil – our enemy – will have been crushed; the forces of good will then sweep forward  unimpeded” (Kennan, 1961:p.5).
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