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Moderator:
I think we will start if I may. Thank you very much. Within a week of last year’s Conference coming to an end I contacted Michael and Zygmunt with the idea of appearing at what would have been my last Presidential event of my tenure. I knew I was talking about the public value of sociology and in Michael and Zygmunt we have people who exemplify – I think global level exemplify the public value, the public relevance of sociology. 

Such is their global status that my idea for a small presidential event on the side stream of the Conference has been transformed into a plenary. So welcome to this plenary. It is a very, very great honour to welcome two of sociologies best exemplars of the discipline. 


They need no introduction from me, but I want to emphasise that at the end of their tour we are going to celebrate a different generation. We are here celebrating two ends of a sociological career. We will be awarding the Phillip Abrahams Prize at the end and I would appreciate if you did the courtesy of staying for that award. 

I will now move quickly to introduce Professor Zygmunt Bauman who will speak on liquid modernity revisited. 


Thank you very much. [Applause] 

Prof Bauman:
Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, my dear companions, co-workers and accomplices in the noble trades and vocation of sociology. I have been give 30 minutes to tell you something important and something you don’t know. That is very unlikely to happen. First because it is only 30 minutes and I don’t believe that you can actually say something important in that time. 


Secondly because when I look around there are accumulated knowledge of sociology represented in this room, under this roof; by no dream, by no figment of the imagination I will be able to match. So I will concentrate on comments – two comments. One comment on Presidential address which was given two days’ ago. I think we set a very exciting agenda for self-scrutiny and self-reform. I would say even more than that, some certainly resurrection re-emerges, reincarnation or the science of sociology in our country. 


I have just quoted definition which President Brewer gave to the role played by sociology or at least the role should be playing. The normative public value of sociology he said, I remind you, is that it nurtures a moral sentiment in which you produce and reproduce the social nature of society, enabling us to recognise each other as social beings. With a shared responsibility for the future of humankind and through understanding, explaining, analysing, and regulating the fundamental social problems stored up for us. 

That is the first topic I would like to comment on. The second comes from my co-speaker, Professor Michael Burawoy who has the distinction of being the first who warned us I think, a long time ago by standards of liquid modernity; it was more than 10 years’ ago, about the coming break of communication, which means sociology and the public arena. It is mostly because the meaning of public has changed very considerably. 

About the threat of losing touch, losing bridge, losing contact with the public arena. So we have two topics which I would like to comment on briefly and if I am not doing it briefly then the Chairman will try to stop me. So I have to do it briefly.


The – I would like to start from saying that public – this idea of public which appears in both quotations I gave you. It is as Whitehead would say a hotly contested notion. Hotly contested notion and if – that is the first suggestion which I am going to make – if it – there is a truth in the fact that there is some sort of break of communication or weakening of communication between sociology and public arena, it is mostly because the meaning of public has changed, when you consider that Sociology lies behind; it can’t catch up with the new public which has become apparent. I repeat what I said; Alfred North Whitehead would agree probably that the notion of public is a hotly contested issue. I lived unforgivably long, so I remember the time when the Chair in reading and talking and chatting circles in society was that the public will eat up the private. That it will innovate the middle ground between what Aristotle called when analysing the Polish and such, the political social entity. He called ** [0:20:52] machines the sphere of the private and private economy, private thoughts, private interests and so on. 


On the other side, on the other extreme the [**] which is the community – or we would call it the nation, nation state and so on, and in between this agora. Agora is a place when people from both sides meet. They quarrelled or discussed, sometimes it comes to fisticuffs. But in the end they translate. That is the substance of agora. They translate the private interest into the language of public issues; and public issues into the language of private rights and obligations. 

Now the sphere of my generation, a very ancient generation it was that what we are expecting after all this tremendous awful experiences of total ** [0:21:54] in Europe, it was – precisely the invasion and colonisation of the sphere of the private by the public. 


By the public the fate was the memorable George Orwell very, very vivid expression; a vision of the soldier’s boot trampling into the ground a human face. What has happened actually is exactly the opposite. At the innovation of the agora by republic didn’t happen. What did happen – was – and something which no sociologist will ever – however wise he was could predict. Then there is the invasion of agora by the ** [0:22:49].  By the sphere of the private. Agora is full to the brim now; this private interest – and they are the only public issue about which we hear from the contemporary agora which is – we are the means of mass communication, TV, internet or whatever. Alain Ehrenberg very interesting French sociologist even put a date on this cultural revolution, very thorough cultural revolution when, in front of the several millions of French women and men certain [**] declared in front of the cameras that her husband Michel suffers with premature ejaculation and therefore she had never experienced an orgasm in her marital life.

Now that was a real upheaval. That was a revolution because suddenly thing sphere of the private from sphere of the public has been broken. This boundary, separating them and very carefully over several sentences has been effaced. 


That is how this happened. The big – the result was the ** [0:24:26] all kinds of society in which we live. I call it “confessional society” and a society in which secret was where confided only in the God Almighty, sometimes in the presence of his representative on earth, the priest. Suddenly we are declared public, pushing away the other issues; the real public issues. Issues related to living in common to sharing the same territory and engaging in daily interaction.


As if the [**] question as society, we put microphones in confessionals which were the embodiment of private intimacy; of the autonomy of the individual and the loud speakers were connected to these microphones and installed on public squares. 


The question is how did it happen? I have 30 minutes so I can’t elaborate on that as the topic would require and I would wish. I can only share with you the observations that behind this tremendous change is what I called – it is another concept from vision of liquid modernity; it is the problem of managerial revolution, managerial revolution mark two. 


Original managerial revolution, the idea was introduced by James Benton in 1939. They took over power from the owners of industrial means and production. The nature of power has changed he said “Who has the power now?” in 1939. People who actually administer the other people; who ruled over their behaviour; who forced them to behave in a certain way. Not the ownership, the owners were degraded to the level of stockholders and players of stock exchange. But the real power lies in the hands of the managers. Now managerial revolution mark two consisted in – in managers deciding not to take it upon themselves the very wholesome, very clumsy, very tiring necessity of carrying responsibility for the effect of enterprise. 


They prefer it as the novel concept in contemporary vocabulary testify they prefer to contract them out; to outsource, to hive off of – so plagiarise. They are all new notions – non-exist 10 years’ ago. But they exemplify how the process in which the responsibility was taken off the shoulders of the active managers and transferred upon the shoulders of the managed people. Everybody who applied for a grant for ** [0:27:53] to go on a search, everybody who applied for a job, in our current world and then [**] from own practice how it works. It is around the employees, the subordinate, the objects of management who have to convince the managers that they are able to manage their own activity. They have initiative; they have new ideas; that they have ways of contributing something which managers have no time and no will to do. 

That changed and again I am afraid I have only signalled the issue other than discuss it properly. That changed the nature of domination. Nature of domination – it suddenly made tremendously topical book which made tremendous impact in 1960s when it was published book by Michel Crozier, “The Bureaucratic Phenomenon”, but then it was properly – as all books are – forgotten and recently deserves to be dug up from oblivion because it actually speaks about our times. What Michel Crozier found and condemned as anomaly as the sinful departure from ** [0:29:21] papers, ideal type of bureaucracy, became the general rule; became the general rule in the practice of businesses and the practice of all formerly bureaucratic organisations. What was it? Well his idea aptly was that domination now exercised not by supervision, not by surveillance, not by the system of punitive sanctions for disobedience. But it is exercised by playing and [**]. 


Who is closest to the solstice of uncertainty? Heroes. That is they are [**] dimensions. People who are on the other side who are fixed to the ground like the medieval peasants ** [0:30:11] well they are in subordinate position. Because the people who rule them have the ultimate sanction which Henry Ford in spite of all his wealth and his power didn’t have. That means they can just move with one press on the one key on their laptop or even now portable pocket sized iPhone; just pressing one key they can move the factory to far away countries. People who actually worked for them cannot follow; cannot follow because they will be rounded up on the ** [0:30:55] boundary and transported back to wherever they came from.

The result of all that; again I am terribly sorry I can’t trace the whole itinerary; it is a very interesting itinerary leading from there to what I am going to say now. But it ends up, this itinerary in a situation which change is the only permanence in liquid modern society and uncertainty is the only certainty. 


On uncertainty, on change well it is possible to capitalise and actually recycle, access to the [solstice] 170 being myself an element of uncertainty in your equations about your plans, about your prospects, about your desires. Now that is actually the source of contemporary domination.


Because of that, because of this sustained, sometimes quite deliberately, sometimes by default; the state of permanent uncertainty and permanent change, there is a transformation which I describe as transformation from solid modern to liquid modern society which could be expressed in the following way. That from interest and effort to control or fix the future; to tie up the floor time, the prime concern moved to the avoidance of mortgaging the future; mortgaging the future. Thereby pre-empting exploitation of the yet undisclosed, unknown and un-noble opportunities which future is hoped, or are bound to bring. 

I remember when I was a student there was a theory of change. People need – felt the need for a special theory of change; change was a very evasive, very enlightening part of sociological wisdom. Why change? Sociology was mostly the science of stability. Talcott Parsons, who was the uncrowned king of sociology when I was a student, even presented the Utopia of self-equilibrating system. Which means that every change can be interpreted only as some sort of a departure, deprivation; it is always temporary with the system; if it is a system where is its name? Has all the means to restore situations with the previous – to the previous condition.


So you needed a special theory of change, in order to explain how it is conceivable, the change in spite of all this self-recrimination, systemic nature of society do happen. Now it is not like that, I think the whole sociology is becoming why, when or the other. A theory of change and ** [0:34:38] in search of change. Just as accidents, contingents, emerging ports, ambiguity, ambivalence, fluidity and other nightmares of the era of other builders change is seen – its change was seen by them as a temporary irritant. And most certainly not undertaken for its own sake. As of today Richard Sennett, one of the greatest living sociologists observes that perfectly viable organisations are now gutted, just to prove their ongoing viability.


All [**] frame in which we move, so that the frame, we are inside, which we need to discuss how the [**] is necessary; the change of, the nature of public, the meaning of public. Accordingly the meaning of sociology being connected to the public sphere and ** [0:35:49] visibly into [**].


Finally what is to be done to implement the [**] the physician of sociology as desire, out of these conditions? Well several processes happen which we should take into account in order to answer these very complex questions. One problem, one very painful, very seminal transformation was what I call “the divorce between power and politics”. If you defined power as ability to do things and politics defined as ability to decide which things ought to be done, and which should be avoided; then until well 56 years’ ago the general knowledge is ** [0:36:47] of intelligent classes was that power and politics reside in the same home. Home is called nation of state and therefore better be aware of the right of political spectrum on the left political spectrum; you never worried to whom to address your demands. Of course the nation state because they were both power and politics and everything will be done. Providing the majority pressures do so in the democratic country. Or providing that dictator, father of the nation – or whatever, in a totalitarian system decides to do so. 


Now that is no longer possible; this tacit, naive assumption that we know who is going to do it because simply we don’t know who is going to do it. I suggest to you that if culture of a good society is not very popular in contemporary debate; it is because people feel somehow deeply in their heart, even if they don’t articulate it, that even if we knew what needs to be done, the big problem – answerable problem is who is going to do it? We live through courages of ages; we have on one hand power which is emancipated from the control of politics; and on the other hand politics, conditional politics which was made local; which doesn’t show science of globalising; politics which is deprived of power, which suffers of deficit of power and therefore is toothless and unable to influence things.

We saw recently after the – during the credit crisis very, very illuminating phenomena like leaders of two most powerful European countries, Monsieur Sarkozy and and Madame Merkel met on Friday in order to save Europe from financial disaster; made decisions on Friday and they nervously waited through Saturday and Sunday until on Monday stock exchanges opened and then only they will learn whether they did something sensible or stupid. 


So that is the first process; the second process is the process of individualisation; you heard a lot about it. Ulrich Beck quite nicely described this process very profusely. Individualisation means simply charging the individuals; creating individuals. What I call individuals, the ** [0:39:42] individuals by decree. As everybody sitting here whether he or she wants it or not, is an individual by decree or the [**] without necessarily giving them the means to raise these titles to the status of individual de facto; individual by choice. 


Let’s say that is the foundation I think of quite a lot of contemporary explosions of public anger. Again I don’t have time to elaborate so I only suggest this to you. Fact remains that in spite of all the signs of dissent, of protest, of disruption, of social coexistence, the individuals are [**] and that is the contemporary definition of being an individual. They are charged with full responsibility for their own – the results of their own activity; for their successes for their defeat. 


Individuals are expected to find individually, individual solutions to socially [**], using their own wit, their own wisdom, their own knowledge, their own targets, their own industry. It very much reminds me – again you probably forget – don’t remember this time whether there was a panic about the coming nuclear war. People in America were advised to buy and build themselves family shelters as a solution to the coming threat of mutual destruction.


The third process I want to mention is the process of fragmentation. Fragmentation of the tissue, or ** [0:41:42] of society. The [**] of society of producers, again a suggestion only, I don’t have time to develop; the [**] of that was a sort of a factory of solidarity. When individual experiences were confronted with each other, condensed, pressed together and collective issues emerged out of that. That is how solidarity works, emerging from [**] of individual experience.

I suggest to you that the tissue of society, tissue of society which emerged; sometimes it is described this emergence, as the passage from proletariat to ** [0:42:29]. [**] is the name derived, coined out of the French term [**] a lack of stability, the air is trembling under your feet. And you can’t predict what is going to happen and even if you could you are – you are – you would be unable to do anything to prevent it. 

If [**] constitutes now the tissue of – the web of human interaction, on embracing the great majority of society because unlike proletariat it consists not just from people employed on the factory floor or in services, but also a good chunk of the middle classes. Now it could be against the factory of solidarity in society of producers, described as factory of one-upmanship. Confronting people, not in the sense of combining their forces marching together and just concentrating their ranks; but which are set in the competition with each other. I don’t know whether you remember the scandal with the American company ENRON. Before the scandal was reviewed, because ENRON was described by Fortune which is the organ of American business, as an exemplary company. That is how companies should run their businesses. 


One thing which ENRON was praised for by Fortune was that as a matter of routine, as a matter of principle, every half a year they just kick out, make redundant 20% of their staff. Not because by some miracle there was irregularity in half a year, one third – every third member of staff proved himself or herself to be inept and unable to perform functions; but simply to keep everybody else, those people who were not making ** [0:45:06]. Look; that may happen to you next time. That may happen to you next time unless –and that is the big question. Unless, because no instruction has been given and we are after a [**] revolution. It is you who must invent the ways of proving that you are worthy of staying here. 


The first transformation to which I want to bring to your attention is what I call the passage from panopticon to banopticon. Panopticon shall remember from Mission Control, and before him [**] is a universal of means. Architectural result – universal implement, for every case of social control. Whoever who is to be controlled; it could be prisoners in a prison; it could be soldiers in their barracks; it could be workers on the factory floor; it could be children in the school; it could be ill people in the hospitals. They need to be controlled. Panopticon is a universal means to exercise control that which was understood as all these people being kept inside all the time, object of surveillance. And inside the walls was that there were walls of military barracks or school or university or whatever. 


Baropticon the other way around; Baropticon is not about keeping people in but about keeping people out. Undesirables. Everybody or most of you probably have some sort of baropticon already installed in their houses. They are closed circuit television cameras which actually stop loiterers and all sorts of suspicious types which circle around your abode. Aha? Aha. You see I predicted that. (Laughter).

But well you have heard about it that other times someone ** [0:47:33] times of exclusion rather than inclusion. All these processes left recreational [**] which I called liquid modernity. And which I tried to describe here as a state of permanent uncertainty. Because I have to round it up and finish I would like – I prepare this for such cases, I bring an excerpt from the interview I was asked Michael F Jacobsen of [**] University in Denmark to answer some of his questions about the contemporary state of sociology. One question and answer I would like to quote. 


I promise five minutes. Michael F Jacobsen: “In your recent book Collateral Damage you provide a short history of sociology and the discipline’s perpetual quest for a scientific foundation legitimate. You also critically describe how sociology throughout its history has been bent on via various strategies like incomprehensible sociological language, managerial or technological mentality and an incurable ** [0:49:02]. An objective isolation of social work and its human boundaries. 


Instead you hope for an alternative vision of sociology that privilege is communication, the human subject, moral responsibility, critique and dialogue. How do you see – that is the question – the prospect of such a vision of sociology surviving and thriving in an academic world?


Increasingly, at least in my view,” in his view, “characterised by this by and subjected to a logical quantity evident, commercial or managerial utility of theoretical knowledge”. 

Very big question. I don’t pretend that I have a good answer but I tried to answer it and that is what I said. You are right in your diagnosis of the current setting, excluding sociology, breathing its precepts and demands. Sociology still struggling to be of use to viable business, to public agenda; remembered from yesterday as to be of service to the managers, from before their present day revolution. 

That sociology feels no particular pressure to urgently follow the tracks of the changing world. The statute books of universities provide a protective shield against such pressure. Owing to the established procedure of graduation, promotions, staff rotation, self-replenishment and self-reproduction codified by university stated books, that sociology may cling infinitely to its extent form and style oblivious to the changing world; and to the dwindling and evaporating demand for the services, such form and style are capable of rendering. 
That means ladies and gentlemen also staying oblivious to the rising demand for an altogether different kind of services, which sociology would be able to render on condition, on advising its presently prevailing form and style, made as you put it to the measure of a managerial and technology mentality.

In our increasingly deregulated privatised and individualised world, such services badly needed but so far only sparingly supplied, need to be made with the task of a thorough de-objectification of the social world and its human members in mind.

I may only repeat what I wrote on this issue in my recent book on the collateral casualties of social inequality. I quote from myself this time. I am terribly sorry about that. For more than half a century with recent history and because seeking to be of service to the managerial reason, sociology struggled to establish itself as a science technology of ** [0:52:25] freedom. As a design workshop for the social setting meant to dissolve in theory but most importantly in practice, will talk of persons already mentioned, memorably articulated as the option question. Namely how to induce force, indoctrinate human beings blessed or cursed with the biggest gift of free will; to be normatively guided and to foil routinely a [**] yet predictable courses of action. 

In our society individualised by the decree of fate, aided and abetted by the second managerial revolution, sociology faces the exciting and exhilarating chance of turning, for a change, into a science or technology of freedom. Freedom of the ways and means through each of the individuals by decree and the ** [0:53:27] of the liquid modern times, may be lifted to the rank of individuals by choice and de facto. 

Or to take a leaf from Geoffrey Alexander’s call to arms I would say sociology’s future at least its immediate future lies in an effort to reign incarnate and to re-establish itself as cultural politics in the service of human freedom. 

And how to accomplish such passage? What strategy to follow? The strategy consists in engaging in an ongoing dialogue with [**] or actors knowledge, while observing the principles recently suggested by Richard Sennett whom I already quoted on another occasion in his essay on the present meaning of humanism. I quote him “Pre-sets of informality, openness and cooperation.” Informality means the rules of dialogue are not pre-designed. They emerge in the course of the dialogue; openness means no one enters the dialogue certain of his ** [0:54:41] convincing the others as the only task. Cooperation, the third element means in that dialogue all participants are simultaneously teachers and learners, while they are neither winners nor losers. The price to be collectively paid for [**] collectively that advice can be I suggest to you the collective irrelevance of sociology.
[Applause]

Moderator:
We will move immediately now on to Michael Burawoy and then we will take some questions.

Michael:
Well it is obviously a great honour to be on this panel with Professor Bauman.  Thank you John for inviting me to come to address the BSA in Leeds of all places. Actually I associate with Leeds – its football team I am afraid.

But no, there are other things going for Leeds. But I – I would like to actually to first recognise how important Professor Bauman has been to me in my writings on public sociology, the book “Legislators and Interpreters” is I think hardwired into my sociological mind and very much shaped the way I understood the relationship and understand the relationship between public sociology and policy sociology. And John Brewer and Professor Bauman all have today reiterated – yesterday John and today Professor Bauman reiterated the importance of the relationship between sociology and society and the importance of the dialogue between the two; of which I obviously am a keen enthusiast for too. 


You know when one is actually on a panel with a celebrity of the character of Professor Bauman, one wants to actually link oneself somehow to the sacred. Fortunately I have that link with us today; there is a wonderful Polish sociologist Alexandra Kania who has come to me and reminded me that Professor – I didn’t know that Professor Bauman was her supervisor; but she actually supervised Adam Chavosky, who was my teacher in the University of Chicago. So I have made this connection to Professor Bauman (laughter). I feel part, a little part of the sacredness with which he bestows sociology. 
Moderator:
Yeah. (Laughter)

Michael:
You know I have been very interested and intrigued by the idea of liquid modernity. I thought it would be appropriate and important just as he acknowledged me that I should acknowledge him; and actually start with two questions that he poses at the beginning of a paper that he said he would deliver, but actually didn’t quite deliver. He delivered the sort of – the surroundings of it; well as he kept on telling us he only had 30 minutes. 


Anyway the two questions that are very crucial it seems to me, as it is true that actually what is it – liquid modernity is defined by this continuing change; the certainty of uncertainty. The question – the first question that Professor Bauman poses actually in his paper is the question “Is liquid modernity here to stay?” Is liquid modernity here to stay? Is there a future beyond liquid modernity? Dare we pose the possibility of such a future? We have mistakes before; we are in the era of the end of the end of the end of illusions; the illusion – sorry the end of the illusion of ends (laughter).


So can one think about the future of liquid modernity – a); and b) is liquid modernity really new? After all the great theorist, after but before Professor Bauman was – or were Karl Marx and Friedrich Engles, all but solid melts into air. Can one actually say there is anything new about liquid modernity? Of if so, what is new? Is it possible that Marx and Engles writing in the 19th Century had a liquid modernity of their own?


Today we have another liquid modernity and in between we have what ** [0:59:54] called the “short 20th century” which was perhaps a period of solid modernity and a very aberrant and unusual form of modernity. Anyway we have to specify the nature of liquid modernity it seems to me.


In order to do these two things it seems to me we have to have a theory of capitalism. I know that Professor Bauman probably doesn’t like to have systematised theories of social change, but I think we need one. The first person, the first port of call is of course Karl Marx and Friedrich Engles, the communist manifesto and all their writings; that was a brilliant theory of capitalism. It may have been wrong but it was brilliant in its truth. (Laughter) 


I think Max Weber said something more or less along those lines. So we need to update the communist manifesto and all that Marx and Engles wrote. I think the way to do that is to bring in another central European sociologist, my favourite I think after Professor Bauman; fellow by the name of Karl Polanyi. His great transformation written 1944, a century after the communist manifesto was in fact a revision of – or if you will a transformation of – that original document. I think a combination of Marx and Engles on the one side and Polanyi on the other will actually lead us to my – and I have only got 25 minutes – or 20 minutes left. So obviously I too am not going to be able to spell this out in great detail; but nevertheless I think this combination will help us think about the future and specificity of liquid modernity. 


Now for a little bit of a narrative. The first book as I can recall of Professor Bauman’s I read was “Memories of Class”. I don’t know – I think that was 1982. I don’t know – I will not embarrass this audience and ask them how many people remember this book. But anyway I remember this book as an account of class, very much an account of class in – based on many of the English studies; studies done here in this country. But I think also influenced by the solidarity movement; the – of 1980/81 in Poland. It had a certain optimism. Actually I recall reading that when I was working in a factory in Hungary of all places; why was I working in a factory in Hungary? Precisely because I couldn’t get into Poland. This was 1982, ’83, ‘84. 
Through the ‘80s I was working in factories in Hungary, trying to understand why solidarity movement – this working class movement, societal wide; why this had taken place not in advanced capitalism but in state socialism. Why in Poland and not in Hungary? 

So that was my study in Hungary and I, through the ‘80s working in various manufacturing plants. Then my dream came true to work in the Lenin Steel Works in ** [1:03:21] an enormous steel plant of true solid modernity. True solid modernity. I worked through there and little did I know that this solid modernity of state socialism was about to collapse. Actually we workers in the October revolution, socialist brigade didn’t anticipate its collapsing. But when the collapse became – in 1988 became imminent we thought – well I thought, now we. I thought “Well perhaps this is the moment of solidarity. This is the moment of a transition from state socialism to a democratic form of socialism.”

I saw the possibility and I sensed a democratic movement of the character of solidarity movement rising and taking Hungary in a democratic socialist direction. I could not have been more wrong. 

It is great to be wrong by the way. It is great to make – a problem with sociology makes too few predictions in my view. It is great to be wrong and then interrogate that wrongness. But you know what happened in Hungary and what happened in Hungary was actually a transition from state socialism to capitalism. It was a disaster, particularly for the workers around me; for industry general. It was a period of de-industrialisation of privatisation and of an economy that went into deep decline in the industrial areas. Today we have a reaction to that problem being at the periphery of the EU, a very right wing government. 

It is funny that this was not the first time that my work had generated a disaster. It had happened; it had happened when I went to Zambia in ’68 and ’72. I left and Zambia was in great shape. (Laughter) But the price of copper went like this, through the ‘70s and actually the Zambian economy went with it; structural adjustment came, increased poverty, destitution was the sort of commonplace of Zambia.

Then I went to Chicago in 1974/75 working in the plant and their manufacturing plant in Chicago. ‘74/’75 a plant called Alex Chalmers. That was going guns – great guns. I thought this was the height of the actual trade union movement. I talked about hedge and money organisations. Oh I thought that was here to stay. It seemed so stable. But no, no it disappeared. After I left that entire South Chicago de-industrialised and trade unions went with them.  Yes. Of course I had missed what? Global competition. Missed what? Marxist missing global competition. How could this possibly be? Yes. 

Anyway to this disaster following me everywhere continued and then I decided after Hungary I was not interested in the transition with socialism in the government, I would go to the Soviet Union as it was then, 1991. I worked in a rubber factory in the February and then in a furniture factory in March, April, May. By August we had the failed coup by – you remember it very good! By December there was no Soviet Union anymore. My friend said “Michael, you are to blame. Wherever you go there is disaster.  You are not going anywhere else; no China, no Cuba, no way. You are going to stay in Russia.” They condemned me to hard – 10 years of hard labour in Northern Russia in a place called ** [1:07:10] a republic of [**]. 

I watched for those 10 years the sad, tragic dissolution of the post-Soviet Russian economy. A decline that we hadn’t really seen in peacetime in the 20th Century. I say this story in part just to give you a sense of indeed this market tsunami was not me that was responsible for all these things. Believe me I am sufficient a sociologist to know that. But what was happening everywhere from Zambia to Chicago – from Chicago to Hungary – from Hungary to Russia was what? A tsunami, a market tsunami. Everywhere the market was responsible for this disintegration of what had been solid modernity.

And I remember reading actually a piece – I don’t know in what book it was; an article of Professor Bauman’s about the Soviet Union as the quintessential solid modernity. When the Soviet Union collapsed that marked the end of solid modernity. Indeed that was the case. But one might also continue that what followed in Russia was the quintessential form of liquid modernity. So what we find is institutional breakdowns, ephemeral surges of institutions; their fluid destruction. We found a separation of politics and power – power went to – and somewhere in the ether; behind which were the emergent oligarchs. Politics virtually disappeared in Russia. Fragmentation was the order of the day.

Individualism – consumer individuals – individual survival – should we say family survival was the order of the day. Uncertainty was everywhere. The meaning of money changed; every day the Ruble changed its value. So much so that new currencies were invented. So called ** [1:09:31]. Barter exchange as one my – one of the students at Berkeley at the time said - Oleg [**] said “In Russia what we have is not a free market but a flea market.” (Laughter) Everybody was participating in this order.   

Well I could go on about that. But what I want to stress here is that economists they would say “Should we take a revolutionary or an evolutionary road to capitalism?” What I was observing on the ground was an evolutionary road in which market forces were actually undermining, destroying or market forces, proto-market forces; the realm of exchange was absorbing all the energy and resources were pouring out. Asset stripping pouring out of the productive side of the post-Soviet Russian Economy. In a sense exchange and production were not in a virtuous but in a vicious cycle. 

So how do I understand it? There I was, 10 years of hard labour in Northern Russia; I had plenty of time to reflect on all this. There I got converted to Polanyi. After all there was hardly any production going on in Russia. How could we apply the ideas of Marx? Polanyi’s ideas and the great transformation focused on the market; on the realm of exchange. You remember that Polanyi in 1944 predicted that essentially with – that humanity would never, ever again embrace; would never, ever again embrace a market fundamentalism.

Well he was wrong. In the 1970’s and I have just given you some illustrations of this period, starting in the 1970’s we have what I call “third wave marketisation”. Now once one recognises that there was another market fundamentalism after the ones that he identified in the 19th and 20th Century I think one could also begin to see that his writings themselves indicate not one wave of marketisation followed by a counter movement, but two waves. One in the 19th Century in which the marketisastion, particularly with reference to labour, led to a counter movement particularly of course his case study was England; a counter movement around trade unions, the factory movement, the chartist movement; voluntary organisations; Labour Party. This was all part of a counter movement – a counter movement against marketisation. Against you might say that first form of liquid modernity.

Then there is a second – a second wave of marketisation beginning after First World War that leads to a – not a movement from the development of civil society; but now from a reaction by the State. And Polanyi sees the rise of fascism, of social democracy, of the new deal; of Stalinism as actually a response, a nation state response to the – the gale, the hurricane of the market, global markets. The ways in which countries were able to seal themselves off, protect themselves from the market.  So that was the second wave. To which there was a national State response.

Now we are in a third wave and the question that we have to ask – the question we have to ask is “In what form will this third wave be in a sense resisted?” What will be, if there will be a counter movement? Polanyi assumed that there would have to be a counter movement if the market moves too far in one direction. But we now know – and this is the importance of Professor Bauman’s work, is that in fact there is no obvious counter movement. 

But I think there are ways of thinking about the possibilities of this counter movement by addressing another idea of Polanyi; the idea of fictitious commodities; an idea that has not received in my view sufficient attention. The idea of a fictitious commodity is simply that a – there are particular factors of production. Key factors of production; labour, land and money that when commodified, when subject to unrestricted, unrestricted exchange, lose their use value.

When Labour is subject to the vagaries of the market; when Labour power is bought and sold at will, Labour itself is unable to labour. Labourers may actually not able to survive on the lower wages that they make; wages that may fall below the level of subsistence, something that Marx and Engles did not anticipate. That the market – the commodification of Labour power in an unrestricted fashion – this was Polanyi’s point – would undermine the capacity of workers to actually labour in production in an effective manner.

The same can be said about land. Once land is subject to unregulated exchange the capacity to sustain human existence falls. Again I don’t have to give you examples of how that applies to the world today. Money – money too; when it is commodified. We have seen all the forms of the ways in which money is commodified over the last few years. Starting with Wall Street; the different ways in which monies are created and subject to market forces, itself actually undermines the capacity of the economy to function. That was again Polanyi’s point. 

But there is a fourth fictitious commodity that Karl Polanyi did not actually consider; and that fourth fictitious commodity is knowledge. I think it is the case today that as the production of knowledge becomes privatised, particularly in the form of the university, so that knowledge becomes in a sense instrumentalised; turned into an asset by those who have the money to pay for it and in that way redirects the character and form the content of knowledge.

So there are these four fictitious commodities. I think we could spend more time elaborating on them. But what I want to suggest to you is that we can take them in turn and see how social movements revolve around those – the commodification of that fictitiousness. If we take Labour. Now of course Marx and Engles’ idea was that the struggle around Labour – there was a struggle around exploitation. But as Professor Bauman has reminded us earlier today, that actually exploitation is a privilege in the world today (laughter). Their struggle is to struggle to be exploited. 

I mean even if you take you know, the Labour movement in the United States; its connection to immigrant rights. The powerful momentum in the Labour movement in the United States revolves around the struggle for immigrant rights; the bringing together of citizenship and Labour struggles. Their struggle for the right to be exploited. Or if you take many of the struggles in Argentina or in Brazil and in Uruguay what are they about? They are about workers occupying factories that are being closed down. Their struggle to be exploited. So I think you could even actually talk about the Arab uprisings in these terms. It was a vendor – street vendor in Tunisia, Mohamed Bouazizi? I think his name was Bouazizi? Bouazizi, thank you very much, Bouazizi. 

It was his self-immolation that was the spark that began the Arab uprising. But what was he trying to do? He was being prevented from actually carrying out his job because he didn’t have the money for bribes, and he was being harassed by the police. He wanted to be able to do what? Self-exploit. You can extend this to the analysis of Tahrir Square. That in fact much of the energy behind Tahrir Square came from the neo-liberal policies that had been installed that had generated labour struggles before January 25th’s revolution. 

Moving on to land, many of the struggles in India, in China, in Latin America are indeed around a question of the expropriation of land. I think the real story now, today, phase two of Chinese development is the expropriation of land in the rural areas. From a system of Labour exploitation based on migrant Labour to a developing land grabs for real estate speculation. It is this land expropriation that develops the protest that became famous earlier this year in the township of ** [1:19:28].

India has a similar story there. We have land expropriations for special economic zones. Used to be damns, now special economic zones. They too generate because of the potential way in which land becomes commodified and expropriated struggles. We can see them – struggles around – after all I was supposed to talk about un-occupations. The struggles around money.
I mean the breakthrough that perhaps you know that occupy Wall Street movement, very much inspired by Tahrir Square and the indignados in Spain. Those were struggles themselves; those were struggles themselves around the speculation that had brought economic crisis to Southern Europe. So in New York we have Occupy Wall Street and the vocabulary of the 1% and the 99%; the focus is on the 1%. It is focusing on finance capital. It is then in a sense a struggle around the commodifications of money and the indebtedness which is produces in a large proportion of society. 

It is funny we have the vocabulary of securitisation of loans. But who is the insecuritised? It turns out all the financiers. Who had been insecuritised? Are those who are taking out those loans. Loans are for supply, not just to those who have mortgages on their houses and foreclosures but to people like students who also have to take now enormous loans out to finance their education that is a ** [1:21:16] for a job; but by no means a guarantee of a job. It is the rise of the precariat; from a proletariat you might say to a precariat.

But anyway that is the money and of course I have just included the – very quickly because I am running out of time. The struggle around the commodification of knowledge. But what of these movements that can be examined in relationship to these fictitious commodities? What do they all have in common? Well I think they all have in common the recognition of Professor Bauman’s claim about the separation of politics and power. The lack of faith anymore in liberal democracy and the constitution of a politics at the local level. A politics sometimes referred to as prefigurative; sometimes direct action; sometimes as participatory democracy; sometimes as horizontalism. It combines only of these features.

I think that this spreads across the world; each of these movements have their national inflections, but nonetheless they do have this common spirit; the recognition that politics no longer can be carried on in the old way.

I think when Professor Bauman was talking earlier about the colonisation of the public sphere by the private, indeed what is happening in these movements is the reappropriation of the public; and the violence throughout the world; the violence through which protestors trying to occupy squares, places, is extraordinary. Is extraordinary and perhaps that is where he was right to talk about the banopticon; the exclusion of these movements from these public squares.

I happen to live in Oakland which is one of the more interesting of the occupy movements. Many of my students have exited the university and joined the occupy movement. I try to get them to come back but they are lost souls. But they are so dedicated to the new ways – and what is so interesting about these movements, it is their liquid character. Liquid modernity requires liquid protest. Gone today; comes back tomorrow. Flows around the metropolis; undefeated, silent at times; noisy at others. But liquid modernity requires and actually shapes liquid protest. 

Who knows where it will end? And I have got to end. Let me have three minutes, is that okay? 

John:


Yes. By all means.

Michael:
Three minutes; John is very generous. I just want to say well, as Professor Bauman ended his talk, referring to the state of sociology. Let me suggest to you what this means for sociology. My formulations – while I am in agreement with his underlying claim, mine are of a more concrete character. 

I mean first and foremost we have to have a new theory of social movements. Oh I mean I don’t know what it is like in the UK; but in the United States there is a mafia that controls social movement theory. (Laughter) I mean it is a sort of – it is the political process model; contentious politics and has made great contributions. But it is built up on what? On the civil rights movement and the French Revolution. (Laughter). It is the idea of collective actors organising resources, framing themselves in the right sort of way and mainly contesting against the State. That theory is just not going to work for protest movements today. 

A new social movement theory which I think is a great advance on that from Europe. They school – I suppose most closely associated with Alain Touraine and his students. But that was a period about post-industrialism. That was the context in which they were thinking about new social movements. And they despaired and then talked about the ending of not just social movements, the end of society. We can’t despair in this way; we need new theories to adapt to liquid modernity. We need new theories of social movements that recognises the significance of the ** [1:25:37] of these social movements that are taking place all over the world.

First, second, vocabulary of 1% and 99% has in my view dramatic consequences for the study of social stratification. For too long we have spent our time studying income inequality. We have to study and some of course have in the past, wealth inequality. But most important we have to study the class of finance capital. Somehow we have got to understand how this functions. The consequences this has for inequality in society. 

So on the one hand studying finance capital and its mobility across national boundaries and the power it has to bring states like the United States into its orbit – actually creating socialism for the financial class. And at the same time we have to look at the 99% and I think the way to do that is to look at the 99% through the lens of these fictitious commodities. That would be quite a break with conventional stratification theory. I think we also have to think about new theories in the State. Is the State playing in liquid modernity? Is the State actually in a sense on the one hand a vehicle, as it turned out to be in many countries, of finance capital. The bailout and that is why there is the separation of power and politics. 

On the one hand – and on the other hand the new tactics of coercion; the banopticon if you wish but also the new tactics associated with the war on terrorism; which affects the entire world. So there is a whole new way – all sorts of new questions for the State and I think we also have to have a sociology of ourselves; a reflexive sociology that puts at the centre for the time being at any rate, the educations system and in particular the university. We have to recognise that the university is no longer – can no longer be seen as apart from society; that it is in society. That the boundaries are now fluid and that has implications. 

If the universities in society - what forces in the wider society are going to grab hold of it and direct it? What we are seeing in this country in particular how the withdrawal of public funds, what it has meant for students, for fees, for different subjects. The whole old legacy of the RAE exercises; the ways in which the State in a sense sponsors with our help, with our help. And I have learnt a lot from John Holmwood, our new President about this one. I am very glad he is going to be probably pioneering studies of this kind in his term. 

But I think there are these – on the one hand there are the sponsorship of new forms of regulation on the one side; and commercialisation on the other. The question is “Where will sociology lie?” Will it try and join the crowd? Or will it seek other audiences? A sociology seeking audience in broader publics to counteract what is, in the end, a very close linkage between finance capital and the State. 

I think we have as sociologist in particular, the capacity to understand these relationships; but also our very livelihood is at stake. So we have a genuine interest in actually pursuing relationships with publics beyond university. If not now, then we may no longer exist. It was always urgent but it becomes every day more urgent. So on that appeal I will end my ** [1:29:39].

[Applause]

John:
You wouldn’t mind staying for the awards would you? We are actually honouring the younger generation? It is discourteous to that young generation if we leave. Clearly nobody has got no shame (laughter).  


I have enjoyed immensely listening to these two sociologists debating with one another. But I was under stress all the time when I was listening. Under stress because I was trying to balance their need to speak and your need to question them. I have probably got that balance wrong (laughter). We are running quickly out of time. But ask some questions (laughter). So don’t give any answers. 


Given that I did shorten them to give you some time – please just ask one. Anybody want to ask a question? Yes, please do? But you will have to shout Max. Unless there is somebody with a mike. Brilliant. Max there is a mike.

Max:
A very, very quick question which is probably unanswerable. But given the optimistic note of Michael Burawoy’s list of potential struggles and actual struggles, what chance do you think they have of success – ie of the transformation of liquid modern capitalism into solidarity, or however we are going to characterise it?

John:
Anymore? Yes this lady there. 

Female:
I am just wondering where climate change fits into all of this? Or maybe where all this fits into climate change?

John:
Okay thanks for a very short question (laughter). But I suspect a very difficult answer.  Graham is telling me there is a question here. Oh yes, sorry.

Sylvia:
Can I? 

John:
Do you want to come down here with the mike? Oh sorry Sylvia I didn’t see you, sorry. 

Sylvia:
Hi, I am Sylvia Walby. I very much enjoyed the energy and enthusiasm and the attempt to link the papers. But is capital really quite so liquid? Is it not just a little bit more institutionalised than that? Are fluid, horizontal movements sufficient to take it on? Do we not need to think of both outgrowing new movements, but simultaneously to imbed them in institutional forms? Can we have both and not just fluidity?

John:
Okay thanks very much; I saw two hands here and that will have to be the end. You and then Harriet.

Female 2:
I entirely agree with Michael’s point at the end that we need to reach new audiences. The audiences we have been trying to reach are not very responsive ie the Government. But we have been talking at this conference about how do we reach those audiences. I wonder if Michael has any thoughts on that. Or Ziggy. 

Female 3:
My question has to do with the speed by which capitalism and specifically American capitalism has hijacked and undermined Arab revolutions that had potential to change a great deal in this part of the world. If they were able to respond so fast to hijack it and de-democratise it, could we be really sitting in liquid modernity and not really, really solid modernity with the State at its core?

John:
Thank you very much. Okay five minutes for the two speakers to respond as they wish. (Laughter) I tell you what I will toss for it.

Michael:
I don’t know how successful they will be, these movements Max I think it was. Yes, but my framework – at least we need a framework to understand those possibilities. Climate change is absolutely key to third wave marketisation. Absolutely key. I think that third wave marketisation if there is going to be a counter movement it will have to deal with issues of the commodification of nature. That is more than land as Polanyi says. It is air, it is water and other natural resources. 

So climate change is of the essence I think of the problem of our third wave marketisation and what we see, specifically in terms of climate change what do we see? We see carbon trading; which is none other than the commodification of the right to pollute. So that is another case of a way in which the third wave marketisation has pre-empted its counter movement in some ways. Of course obviously not everybody is on board with carbon trading. But anyway that is an example of the way in which the commodification has been – become part of third wave marketisation. 

I don’t know Sylvia about these institutions. Yes, I have probably been too influenced by Professor Bauman to an extreme. But he himself, in his defence actually always says that you know “Solid and liquid modernity are always inter-penetrating and inter-twined.” So they always co-exist. I am less of a dialectical and subtle thinker than he; so mine is a much more uni-linear vision. I think that yes, institutions do exist, but the university to take one example is one that is really being transformed and all over the world. I think we, as sociologists have to take that into account. Yes if we can build another one fine; but it is the process at the moment that seems to be important. 

How do you reach real publics? Cool that was out there. That is really very big question; I would love to talk for 50 minutes about that. (Laughter) But I mean the danger is that we spend our time talking to publics that are just like us who already believe what we say. I don’t have to give up giving – talking to governments; we should be talking to publics. But publics that are not quite like us; and it is very difficult to get the sociological message across to publics. It requires deep embeddedness in those publics. Deep and patient engagement with them. Public sociology is not instantaneous, fluid sociology. It requires patience, endurance, imagination and above all a collective – a collective embrace of this project. Individuals cannot do it themselves. It has to be a collective project. 

Can capitalism be hijacked by Arab revolutions? I will punt on that one. That is a very controversial matter, right? To what extent and in what way is capitalism – has hijacked 
the Arab revolutions? Yes, yes. Yes. (Laughter) I think it comes back to the question – the first question of Max, you know how successful are these counter revolutions – these movements? If we take the example of Egypt right – and I was recently in Tahrir Square. It is a movement that did – that was in fact hijacked. It was hijacked by the military; and the military supported by the US, and therefore in that sense, yes. 

The question is – no I don’t think the question is whether it had to happen; it almost had to happen. The question is whether the movement in Tahrir Square and beyond can continue to engage with the struggle. That is what is so amazing about the Egyptian story is the determination and resolution; not just in Egypt, all over the Arab world to continue to combat what is being the – what is actually the hijacking of those revolutions. I agree with you.

John:
Okay thank you very much Michael. Final comments from you then Zigmunt?

Professor:
Yes well, five minutes. (Laughter) I am hard of hearing so I missed quite a lot in your questions over there. But even if – with all that which I missed, I understood that there is quite an enormous range of questions which are impossible to answer; not in five minutes and probably not in five hours. 


But I would still start to pick up – start on picking up what Michael Burawoy said about big, big question. How long liquid modernity will last and will it end. You ** [1:39:40]. I was struggling with this question for about 10 to 15 years. At the moment I can report only that my present belief is that we are in the period of [**].  [**] was the concept first used by Titus Livius, the ancient Roman historian who describing the early years of ancient Rome, said that the first King of Rome was Romulus who ruled for 37 years, and when he died there was the first [**]. What did it mean?

37 years was an average length of life at that time in the Roman Empire which means that once Titus Livius died there were very, very few people alive who remembered a world which did not contain Titus Livius. For all of their lives, the ** [1:40:46] very much like teenagers today, the only worlds they knew – they know is the world containing Facebook. They can’t imagine a world without Facebook. They couldn’t imagine life without Romulus; because all the scriptures of the distinction between good and evil, right things and wrong things came from Romulus. Suddenly there is an emptiness. 

The next King which will replace him will again serve with this whole self-authority as was not around. First [**] took a little time – a little bit more than one year because Numa was appointed King. And again everything started again. I believe that we are in [**] in the sense which was updated by Antonio Gramsci, a great Italian philosopher, who pointed out the ** [1:41:43] in our modern times; we go through it time and again and what does it mean. That the old means of affective action are not trustworthy any longer; they don’t work properly. But the new ones are still on the drawing board. Now we are exactly in [**]. I don’t believe that we can – we are in a position to seriously responsibly start predicting the future. We can only try to influence it; try to influence it in what way? By – I am terribly sorry, I know that it is what Joseph Nye would call the soft power; not the hard power. Hard power is much more solid; and expectations based on it are solid. 


So hard power is military power and economic power; you are forced to work and earn your bread. Or you are forced out of life c completely with military power. But soft power is unfortunately – things like authority, trust, the prestige of statements made, arguments, the power of arguments and so on. 


It seems very, very unprepossessing and unpromising. But then there was a – a ** [1:43:12]. I always remember [**] who knows more about politics than I do; but probably than everybody here. He came to know politics from all sides; from the dungeons and from the presidential powers, of all sides. He explored everything. He didn’t have the launchers of the rockets; he didn’t have an army; he didn’t have access to television; all these means of hard work – hard power. To be decisive to change the world; he was denied access too. After all he destroyed the ** [1:43:59] the repulsive barrack in the communist camp. Just lucky it was the most off putting barrack in that camp. 

What weapons did he have? I think only three. Courage, determination and hope. Very attributive weapons; but there is some optimistic note in there. These are the weapons which we all, every one of us here possesses in some measure. We all have some courage in certain circumstances; we are determined sometimes and we hope for something always, everybody does. 


The only problem – the only difference between ** [1:44:44] that we don’t use these weapons very often. If you try to use it in our research our lecture would be already up. (Laughter) [Applause].

John:
As I have said we have honoured one generation here and I want to honour our next. Bear with me just for five minutes please. We have two awards; one is the Sage Prize for Innovation and Excellence. This is awarded annually to one paper from the BSA’s journal that is judged best to represent innovation and/or excellence in the field. The winners get 250 pounds of Sage Books or a free individual subscription to a journal. The winners are as follows: cultural sociology, the paper by Andrew Smith “Concrete Freedom”. Sociological research on line, the winner, joint authors Marie Perez and Tony Stanley “Ethnographic Intimacy”. Sociology we have joint winners, Carol Smart for a paper entitled “Families: Secrets and Memories” and Henry Yeomans “What did the British Temperance Movement Accomplish?” Appropriate, since we are now about to leave for a wine reception. (Laughter) 


Finally the Work, Employment in Society Journal, a paper by Claire Lynett, Gail Kaufman and Rosemarie Crompton – and how nice to see Rosemarie’s name. “We Both Need to Work”.  


Now the Phillip Abraham’s prize is the major prize of the British Sociological Association. It is for the best first and sole authored book within the discipline of sociology. It is honours Phillip Abrahams whose work contributed significantly to the establishment and sociology in Britain. We received 13 nominations. They are on page 13 of your programme. Here are the four short listed candidates. It is with extreme pleasure that I announce that we have joint winners. The selection panel, the judges could not distinguish between these – the quality and the significance of these two pieces of work. The first winner is Zoe Davy.  [Applause] The second winner is Michael Skay. [Applause] 


So it is with great pleasure that we have here two wonderful generations. Both deserve celebration and I am grateful that you have stayed to enjoy the honour that we have been given by talks by Michael and Zigmunt and the honour of giving the Phillip Abrahams Prize to Michael and Zoe. Thank you very much. [Applause] 


Now you can go to the wine reception. 

I
END AUDIO
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