




















IR NL A0, .

SIRTST RS

RIS S I bl

»o
NG 3-’(; .

~Llas
-

S K RS 84
s a8 s CH) R
trg canpcBlaszg Ty

P R -

ol r T oo coom mloned
YA K 0 DO 6 DN

- r '1 i -~
Lier o - oy
A SRR S PRSAY N SRS

e
woazdld

PR ¥ et
..i‘_r PRV LI 5 Vo
e T

PRty PR e

aaet e
B GR2IRU PRI P L U |
. 27 epiamsiden 1

sy
=,
(%
2
o
i

Afzn L R AN ST N 2 tTan g e e L
R T
seds.d a W e
S LR ED ! AR U e
RECI O BRI ASE ST L



















Preface

In late 1991, when [ began my doctoral work, the field of Mozambican studies
was in an uncertain transition. Academics were no longer as politically engaged
as they had once been and indeed, perhaps as a result of their earlier experiences,
they tended to be world-weary and cynical. Interpretations of Mozambique's
postcolonial experience were breaking away from the optimistic consensus of the
late 1970s and early 1980s. Dramatic changes were taking place. The terrible war
that had ripped the country apart for a decade was drawing to a close and Frelimo
had embraced the neo-liberal values of Bretton Woods. In South Africa the main
political forces were committing themselves to a negotiated end to apartheid and,
on the wider stage, the Cold War was over and the Soviet Union was dissolving.
The moment was ripe for taking stock of the changes within and around

Mozambique.

In 1989 Clarence-Smith proclaimed that there had been a “paradigm-shift” in
Mozambican studies.! His contention was fairly limited in its scope, suggesting
merely that analyses of ‘what went wrong’ in Mozambique had previously
focused upon deliberate destabilization directed from Pretoria and they were now
beginning to focus upon problems with Frelimo's agrarian policies. Predictably
perhaps, Clarence-Smith's comments proved controversial: the new writers wﬁose
work he welcomed responded enthusiastically and members of the older
generation, whom he was implicitly criticising, missed no opportunity in showing
their disagreement.2 For a while one's approach to the Clarence-Smith article

served as a litmus test of one's loyalties in the field of Mozambican studies.

1 Clarence-Smith, 1989: 10.
2 Clarence-Smith's comments appeared in a review of the work of Michel Cahen, Christian Geflray,
vussuf Adam and the 1988 special issue of Politigue Africaine dedicated to Mozambique.
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CHAPTER 1

3. Gramsci and Civil Society

Not all of human interaction lies within the context of the state because there are

institutions that have no claim to the use of force in order to impose their rules. North's
-definition of institutions - “regularities in repetitive interactions’ zisa wide one,

encompassing a considerable proportion of human behaviour, :-l?.m ‘.»’3,3{’)’5%‘:1? ,i_n;?titutions
- -go far beyond what we have been calling the state. It has become common to call these
-other institutions “civil society”. The following paragraphs deal with the way Gramsci i

dealt with “civil society’.

s ———

Gramsci developed his use of this concept in close association with the concept of

. -hegemony.!* He never gave us a precise definition of what he meant by ‘civil society’!s
but the sense in which he used the term shows that he was thinking of those institutions
that are outside the sphere of the state and also outside the sphere of production.
According to one writer, Gramsci considered that society was composed of three sets of
relations: the state, relations of production and civil society. !¢ Naturally all of these
interact with each other as well. Relations of production in this context just means “the
basic relation between labour and capital™.!” This excludes institutions such as trade
unions or employers' associations or the legal framework which all affect relations of
production; these institutions belong to civil society or to the state. Churches, trade
unions, women's movements, all the institutions that arise from the different ways in

which people are divided or joined together, are thus part of civil society.

14 Earlier than Gramsci, Hegel used the term ‘civil society’ but he gave it a different meaning. For
Hegel it was “the sphere of economic relations” and the expression was commonly used in this sense
in the eighteenth century (Simon, 1991: 71).

I5 Gramsci (1971: 206-276) and Simon (1991: 68-77).

16 Simon, 1991. In my readings of Gramsci I have not been able 10 find clear evidence thar he believed
in the tripartite nature of society. It is a possible reading of Gramsci but it was never clearly spelt

out.
7 Simon, 1991: 70,









































































CHAPTER 2

emerged victorious from the power struggles which beset the movement from the early

1960s to 1970.

[n particular, Saul was keen to emphasize that Frelimo and its objectives were different
from what had already been seen in Africa. Elsewhere in Africa, he argued, the result of
the independences of the 1950s and 1960s had “almost invariably been a mere
Africanization of the existing colonial structures”, and this had “served to choke off
rather than to liberate productive forces and release human energies™.3 In Mozambique,
however the course of the struggle had afforded an opportunity to create something
different. “The result, in all likelihood, will be not merely national liberation, but a social

. revolution.”™ Saul then contends that some “educated” elements inside Frelimo had been !
reluctant to identify themselves with the “people’s struggle” and this had caused
problems inside the movement. These “educated” elements represented Frelimo's

“conservative line” and Saul characterizes them as “reactionary members of the petty

bourgeoisie”. The emphasis here is upon the term “reactionary”, because the leadership
also came from the ranks of the petty bourgeoisie. However, in Saul's view,
the ideology of the progressive members of the petty bourgeoisie who have come

to dominate Frelimo is not merely anti-imperialist: in fact, it is, at least implicitly,
increasingly socialist.’

~ What happened, according to Saul, was that in the course of the war, and as a result of
close contact with “the people™, the progressive members of the petty bourgeoisie
realized that they had no option but the one outlined by Amilcar Cabral, which was to
commit “suicide as a class in order to be reborn as revolutionary workers, completely
identified with the deepest aspirations of the people to which they belong” 6 This

ideological development was considered to be the logical result of the deepening of the

3 Saul, 1973: 23.
4 Qaul: 1973: 25.

5 Saul, 1973: 31
6 Saul: 1973 32, quoting Cabral, "The Weapon of Theory".
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Chapter 3

The Ideology of Modernization

1. Introduction

The argument developed in the previous chapter showed how the leadership’s concern to
establish Frelimo's authority within the territorial boundaries led to a great emphasis
upon unity. This in turn produced its own dynamic. By contrast with its vision of the past
(“tribalism”, regionalism, “obscurantism”, in short, division and weakness) the Frelimo
leadership developed a vision of the future in which unity would be created by means of
modernization. Mozambique, as a political entity, had been created by colonialism but
Frelimo had no dispute with that. Indeed it predicated all of its objectives upon the
maintenance of this political entity. Frelimo's starting point was that colonial rule over
that vast area had been maintained by ensuring that there were divisions between
“Mozambicans™. Frelimo's creation, out of the fusion of three pre-existing movements,
was based upon the idea that unity had to be ensured in order to successfully combat
colonialism. The objective therefore was to return that part of the world to African rule,
avoiding the weaknesses and divisions of the past. The only way to overcome these
divisions was to create a new set of allegiances for each person - to create Mozambicans
- and the method by which this was to be achived was modemization. Modernization was
therefore the third element in the principles that guided Frelimo decisions as the

movement developed and eventually took power.!

Accounts of the development of Frelimo in the process of the liberation war usually

concur, in their main outlines, with the picture presented by Frelimo itself. In this picture

| Frelimo publications and official speeches rarely used the term ‘modemity’ (though ‘modernization’
appeared occasionally). By the 1970s *‘modemism’ was no longer fashionable teFminolouv on tt:on
teft. Nevertheless Frelimo's ideology was thoroughly modemizing, in the sense in whichat'h o
defined in this chapter. at term 1s
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