tial race, the heirs of medieval Muslim warriors who, says Cohcn, were "lhc natural
conquerors of the region by virtue of their
purer religion and their martial characteristics." History has demonstrated this was
not thc case.
At first tlic Anny merely reflected the
wcaknesscs within Pakistan. Then it magnificd them to nionstmus dimensions. While
civilian politicians miidc their own errors.
h e Army, 60 per ccnt of its officers and
sepoys from the Punjab, set the stage for
tlie 1971 breakup of Pakistan. Although
more Bengalis wcrc rccruitcd into thc Pakistan Army under the British, Cohen notes
h a t tliere was "strong rcsistmce within die
Pakistan Army to greatly expanding East
Bengal's reprcsentation in the military. as
well a considcrablc distaste for the quality
of Bengali oflicers and other rinks." The
consequence of segregation and discrimimtoty treatmiit against Bcngali ofliccrs and
soldiers was that they bccame ttic backbone
of rcsistancc to tlic Piikistan Amiy during
the civil war. Bcciiusc it was the Army that
was running the country. discrimination by
the military against thc Bengalis "had very
broad political implications."
The Army'5 vision of Soilth Asia bccanic
paramount. Bengalis were weak. Indians
were bad; a gtnd Pakiskini soldicr was worth
five of them. Economic devcloprncnt was
good, but not the social disorder it tcndcd
to create in its wake. Anns suppliersChinese. American, and. occ:isioniilly, Sovict-wcrc good. Politicians wcrc fools.
Most foolisli, but 1c;ist rccognixd iis such,
was tlie illusory basis of U.S.-hkistani
friendship i n the 'SOS and 'Os. The Americans bclicvcd that by equipping thc Pakistanis, they had bought a bulwark against
Soviet expiinsion. 'Ihc Pakistanis, in turn.
believed that they had strcngthcncd thcniselvcs against India. I3oth sides wcrc disappointed. but the wary romancc continues,
still clouded by the Siime delusions.
Against the biickground of Pikistan's socicty, Colicn paints tlic iniagc of ;in Army
ambivalent ahout Islarii dcspitc the scnkty's
turn towiud orthodoxy. Both the Army m d
thc society arc pciisaiit in origin. Ihough
the A m y is Ixttcr cducatcd. its loyalties
.m niorc fiercely fixed on family i i d tribe
than on nationality. 'Thus the Army bcconies, siiys Cohcn, ii surrogate fiimily or
tribc. demiinding from its men a loy;ilty of
the sort they never lcarn to give the nation.
Colien misses an opportunity to pliicc thc
A m y inore concretely in the context of tlic
country's power structure. Cohcn quotes
Mohammed Musii. a former commander in
chief of thc Amiy, as enthusiastically endorsing the overthrow of Prime Minister
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Zulfikiu Ali Bhutto: "Bhutto was destroying
the country." Musa may also have bcen
saying that Bhutto was destroying the Army
by trying in a foolhardy way to establish a
Federal Security Force as an altcr.iutive to
Army power. But Musa's remarks echo t o
closely to be overlookcc1 the attitude of the
civilian power structure. Undcr Bhutto the
civilians who most benclitcd from Anny
hegemony feared, justifiably. for their land
and their factories. While Cohcn acknowledges that Zia ul-Haq was a "temporary
'front man' " for the generals who wished
to eliminate Bhutto, he stops short of investigating the generals and thc civilians
who were behind thcm. By 1979, Zia was
faced with the choicc of his own survival
or Bhutto's. Bhutto dicd on Ihc giillow+
a blood sacrifice to those holding cconomic
powcr in Pakistan. who wanted to put an
end to Bhutto and what he represented.
Zia has survived. At whose whim rcmains unexplored. Yet this is whcrc the real
story of the Pakistan Anny may be found.

AFTER MARX
edited by Terence Ball
and James Farr
(Cambridge University Press: x + 287 pp.;
537.50/s1 1 .OS)
ANALYZING MARX
by Richard W. Miller
(Princeton University Press; 3 IO p p . ;
53O.O/S8.95)

Last December. in an event much hcraldcd
by the Wcstcrn media. China's Comniunist
party ncwspapcr I'cwplr's Dui!\. riin ii frontpage conimcntary iinnouncing that it would
be "stupid and niiivcl' to rely only on "Marxist works" in the drive to iiiodcniizc the
Chincsc cconoriiy. Aftcr all. "hlarx died
101 y c m ago...his works wen: written niorc
than 100 years ago." Meanwhile, "Marxology" has become a discipline in tlic English-spcaking academy-iind ii very undisciplined disciplinc iit that. 'Ihe strugglc
with what Marx "niciitit," whiit constitutes
a "Marxist work," and what importance
should bc accorded these questions is carried out not only in thc halls of politburos
(pcrliiips too infrequently), hut ills(> in the
halls of American iind Rritish academe (pcrhiips 100 frcqucvtly). Such tlchntcs certainly
have rclevanci within the disciplinc. but
two recent hooks on h h x dcmonstratc their
relevance as well for the study of philos-

ophy, the practice of politics, and economic
dcvclopment in the late twcntieth century.
'rercnce Ball and James Fan have edited
and contributed two of the finest picces to
an important volume, Ajrer Marx. that addresses thrcc general problem areas that occ u p i d M u x and now inform strugglcs
within Marxology and Marxism: history and
revolution, morals and politics, and methodology and criticism. Ball and Farr, by
limiting their focus. hwc both avoidcd the
increasing narrowness of academic studies
of Marx and allowed for a coherence that
would not havc survivcd a broader survey.
Even with twclvc authors discussing
twclvc diffcrcnt topics, there is a surprising
evenness of analytical sophistication in Afrvr
Murx. Noncthclcss, these arc rigorous studies that demand a great dcal of their readers;
many of thcm arc compressed vcrsions of
hook-length works. While that makes for it
very pnwerful volume. 1 challenge anyone
to read this btwk in one sitting. The editors
could have aided thc general rciider by doing
one of two things: The brief introductions
to each ofthe thrcc topics could have claboriitcd niorc fully the contexts of the dcbates, or, altcmativcly, picces that would
tliemselvcs'have pcrformed this task coiild
have bcen included in the selection.
While the . !itors asscrt that thcir book
has no room i ' . i a discussion of the current
variety of "Mxxisms," it is difficult to avoid
the topic complctcly; and, indccd, structiiralist-functionalist Marxism (or at Iciist
one variety of it) gcts a good working over
in thc lirst section of the book. Miuxist
critical theory al:d the liscol crisis literature
arc only obliqiicly treated in the second scction; a fuller cxploration here would have
addcd some depth. Arid ii careful cxarnination ol' Hcgclian Marxism in the third
section would have providcd :in iiltcrnativc
to the positivism that hlilrx is there shown
to rcjcct. Such iin examination would have
ch;illcnged Tcrrcll Citncr's curious willingness IO iicccpt Engcls's interpretation of
Hcgcl. mil ir would Iiiivc vigorously ;ind
pcrsuasivcly rejected Bngcls :is an authority
on Miirx. However, ;in attempt to trcat a11
the various M:irxisnir could easily have led
to a diffcrcnt voluiiic, one httcr titled "After
After Marx." With a coiiplc of cxccptions,
13ii11 and Farr hiivc iiblv succccdcd in kccping their contributors focused on Marx's
texts. leaving the nco-lrlarxisni debates to
Iw: pursuccl clscwhcrc.
AJer .2fnr.r requires iind dcscrvcs the scrious attention of all Marx scholars. 'I'lie
editors offer ii collection of sopliisticatcd
iinalyscs of Xliirx ;i1id the iispccta of ciipitalist socicty tic treated. 'I'hcir volume is
part of what a p p m to be ii trend in the

literature on hiarx: an eschewal of narrow
studies in favor of niorc synthetic appraisals
of Marx's importance. At the same time.
as each of the editors warns, Marx's method
was pluralistic almost to a fault. Any effort
to squeeze what Marx wrote and thought
into a "system" is surely wrongheaded. 1l;iIl
and Farr force us to confront Milrx's complexity and the coriiplex relcviince of his
thcory for todiiy. Instcad of responding to
the invitation by the Anicriciin mcdiii to
gloat over China's allcgcd rcpudiiition ol'
"Marxism." the serious rcadcr would do
Lxttcr to penisc hooks like this.

Ixc;iusc it requires rational universality.
Neither arc all legitimate motives in ciipitalistic society rationiil. nor can those motives derive coherently from universal considerations. Both moral criticisms of
cilpitalisni and attempts to inspire plitical
struggle in thc name of justice and f iiimcss
'
i v ~ intcllcctually
'
inviilid iintl ~sclcssin c l i ~ ~ s divided capitalistic society . Miller suggests
thiit hlarx rejects the fomi;il tluiilisnis suggested by logical positivism: Neither pure
self-interest nor univcrsal altruism. ncitlicr
tniciilence nor tolcrancc. iicitlicr rationality
nor bclicf are propcr grounds for politiciil
action in ciipitiilistic society . A t thc siiinc
time, Xfillcr COIICIIKI~S. hliirx tl~vclopsii
In A I I ( J ~ W ~M(w.r,
I I ~ Richiird Miller sets
useful and coherent foundiition for politicid
OUI to ii~co~iiplisli
two tiiSkS. ciich of which
is fonnid;iblc enough o n its own. He wijnts iiction with what hlillcr ci~llsil "iiiiddlclevel theory" that draws on class-bawl
to demonstrate the importencc of Marx's
~ ~ m m u n i valucs.
il
Miller discovers perthcory for modern philosophy titid for modsonal caring, self-sacrilicc. coininitnicnt.
cm politics in Wcstcrri capitalistic societies.
discipline, cwativity. iilid tniciilcncc, among
Miller attempts to place hlilrx thc philosother characteristics, to hc the iippropri;itc
opher in the compang of 1luriic i i d Mill by
rcllcctivc antcccdcnts to politiciil action ,in
investigating hlarx on such topics its posMitrx's t h c o q .
itivism. fiilsificiition, intention. causiition.
Miller's discussion ol' hliirx's thcory of
cxplanation, and conliriiiiition. In hliirx the
p " r r i n c;ipitiilistic society suggests that
politicit1 thinker M l l c r lirids i i n cxl>licitcrisocial scicncc has gencriilly ncglcctctl, ICliquc of refonnim. structuralisni, iiistrujcctcrl, or misiindcrstood his most irnportiint
mcnt;ilisiii, pluriilisiii, and structural-!tinecliiim: thiit ii niling cliiss exists i/' govcrntionalisni. Xlillcr's i i p p r < d i is that of iili
inciit docs what the long-term interests ol'
an;ilyticid pliilosophcr--a.hich, tic claims,
that class dictate. thcrc iirc ~iicclianisiiis REPRESENTING AMERICA:
"dcmiintls cliirity. tolcratcs iibstriiction iind
to,ni;iintain this connection. i i d ifthe coil- EXPERIENCES OF U.S. DIPLOMATS
coriiplcxity, i i d rcspontls 10 the impiict of
AT THE U.N.
ncction cannot he broken within the range
contexts OII whiit pcoplc riiciin ." Wliilc 1112
ol' iiction the govcrnnicrit ~ " ~ i i t s .Whilc by Linda M. Fasulo
Anglo-Siison iiciidcliiic iititlic~i~c
~ h ~ t i llind
tl
M;rrx. of course. concludcs that there is ii (t'racgcr: xv + 33X pp.; 527.OS)
this ;ipproiich I'iiniiliiir, Miller is corrcct in
pointing out thiit it is not ii typiciil iippr(>iich niliiig class in ciipitiilistic society, Xlillcr is
priiiiarily intcrcstcd i n how iintl why the
to Miirx's tests. hlil Ier's intcrprctiit ivc hilpdominant mctliods of socii11 scientific ingage of' iiniilyticiil philosoplig is light: Ilc
quiry fail to addrcss that possibility. hlillcr
rcli!rs 0l'ir.n to hittiral" rc;idinps ol' Xliirx.
;agucs that motlcrn pluriilisin, elite thcory ,
"niitural" tcntlcncics of rciitlcrs. "coiiii1ioii
striictiir;il-l'tirictionalisiii. iilitl instrumentitlscnsc" positions. i i n d tlicrc is ii payotf' i n
isiii to viirying degrees ill1 share thc uncliirity iiiiil ilircctiicss. On the ilsbit sitti..
this ;ipproiich gciicriilly hcks ;I clciir ;Iwiirc- challcngctl iissuiiiption thiit govcrnnicnt
serves ;dl (or no)interests i n society. lliirx's
ness of what is iiiciint by our "coniiiion
claim ahout Iwwcr in riiodcni society. Slillcr
scnsc" iind "natural" tciitlcncics to read tsxts
arpucs, should ;it Ic:ist Iciitl scrious soci;il
i n certain wii>s. ;inti how they clialigc over
scientists to qucstioii whiit their iiiotlcs ot
time. Whilc Xlillcr crcatcs ii coiitcst for
:iniily\is :iswine. Xlillcr thcii iicccpts his
orhcr rc:idings ot X1:irx. he docs not tor his
o\vn invitiition ;mil iittc1iiptS to tlciiioiistriitc
oun. \vcitkcIiillg iiii otlicrivisc brilliiint h o k .
how tlic question, "Whose iiitcrcsts doss
Given Slillcr's ;imi>itiousaims rclativc to
govcrniiiciit serve'!" is ii cohcrcnt iind rsmost otlicr recent works on 51;irx. the hook
vciiling onc to iisk of oiodcm social reality.
must bc IVCICOIiiCd ils rcl'rcshingly I>Olll ;i1iO
intcllipcnt. Xlillcr rs.iccts tlic "Xlarx on...'* provitlcd hliirs's ruling cl;iss is not misintcrprctctl iis routinely interventionist coil:ippro;icti to ask how \vh;it Xliirx wrote ;ihout
~ p i ~ ~ t o r or
i i ~~ li ,~ c t i i p ' n ~ ~ i c i ~ l .
mor;ility. power. :ind history is rclcvaiit tor
l~iiiiilly.Miller i1ddrcssL.s hlnrx's tticory
thi. modem-thy priicticc ol' philosophy and
ol' history by focusing on \vliiit. iiccortliiig
politics.
hlillcr holds that Xlitrx discovers the mo- to Miller, is its niost crucial point: Xliirx's
thcory of hasic economic chmpc. tlcrc,
tiviition lor politiciil action in cliiss-tli\ idcd
ciipitiilist society not i n i i l i i fOr1iii11 lii(>riility hlillcr engages i n ii polcinic iigiiillst Ci. A.
Cohcn and the tcclinolopic;il-ilstcriiiiriist
hut. riithcr, in ;I kind ot (Iccc~icy.3loraiity
iiitcrprctiition ol' Xlarx's tlicory of cconoriiic
is iniippropri;itc. accoriliiip to hlillcr's hl;irs,
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