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Introduction

SHANNON BELL AND peter kulchyski

The process we label “self” is discontinuous. It renews itself from moment to
moment. Almost non-metaphorically, you can say, and it has been said, that
there is death every moment, that there is a gap or pause between this moment
of life and the next, this moment of self and the next.

In this gap or pause one can appreciate the discontinuity of life and the pos-
sibility that this offers for liberation from the burden of insensate habit that or-
dinarily obfuscates the possibilities of fundamental change from one moment
to the next. The speedier life gets, the more intense the illusion becomes of the
continuity of self speeding through time.

Gad Horowitz!

Gad Horowitz has remained prominent among Canadian intellectu-
als and political theorists for close to fifty years. Horowitz, now in his
mid-seventies, is most widely recognized for his early work — Cana-
dian Labour and Politics, particularly his landmark essay “Conserva-
tism, Liberalism, and Socialism in Canada: An Interpretation” (CLS),
which planted intellectual dynamite under burgeoning Canadian po-
litical culture. What is perhaps less commonly known is Horowitz’s
subsequent work on Freud, Marcuse and psychoanalysis, modern po-
litical thought, Buddhism, general semantics, continental theory and
post-structuralism.

Gad’s intellectual trajectory reflects his Buddhist and post-structur-
alist understanding of self as set out above — that a self is discontinu-
ous and never coming to rest. What cements Horowitz’s diverse works
together is that they are continuously and consistently subversive.
Gad brings to political theory an incisiveness of critical thinking that
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originates not from a fixed position but rather from a series of shifting
locations: Canadian political culture, psychoanalysis, post-structural-
ism, Buddhism, Judaic scholarship, and general semantics. Horowitz
says “everything he has in mind”? with unnerving candour and undi-
luted courage. As Horowitz says in his interview with Colin Campbell
in chapter 1, “My books, writing, and teaching make a statement about
my attitude to academia, and that is the importance of eclecticism: the
importance of being interested in and doing work in many fields, and
not just one field.”

The notion of itinerary is used to mark the movement that takes
place through the course of an intellectual’s lifespan: the itinerary
marks stops, resting points that situate the inevitably fluid movement
of thought. Within Horowitz’s writings, the itinerary is a winding path
that starts with an analysis of Canadian political culture and the hidden
promise it bears to both left and right on the political spectrum, that ap-
parently leaves these concerns or submerges them in a more philosoph-
ical concern with political problems related to repression and desire,
and that twists again to deploy the analysis of a structure of power and
thought to the ethical implications of contemporary continental theory.

What Horowitz unleashes on each of the fields or locations at which
he stops is a radical critique of hegemonic liberalism and its inherent
repressiveness. This critique begins with the “Hartz-Horowitz” view
of the relation between toryism and socialism and the role of Canadian
political culture as a (partial) escape from monolithic American liberal-
ism. The second phase leaves the Canadian field, picks up Marcuse’s
distinction between basic (necessary) repression and surplus repres-
sion and carries it through the rest of the itinerary, beginning with the
analysis of the market/hive in Everywhere They Are in Chains all the way
to the discussion of Levinas/Derrida in Difficult Justice, where Kab-
balah is enlisted in the service of the basic/surplus approach. Horo-
witz’s present work on Korzybski produces a radical general semantics
as one vehicle of a Marcuse-like emancipatory transformation of the
human sensorium.

In marking Horowitz’s itinerary with the notion that it is subversive,
our hope is not to fall back into totalizing encapsulation but to point to
the insistent detotalizing nature of Horowitz’s intellectual projects. In
the mid-fifties, to characterize Canadian political culture as potentially
more emancipatory than that of the United States, and to show an af-
finity between a certain tendency on the Canadian political right and
left, amounted to a deeply subversive reading of the political cultures
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of those places. In the mid-seventies, to probe the notion of repression
in such a serious and systematic manner — giving in to neither the “re-
pression is bad” zeitgeist nor the conservative “repression is good” re-
actions —in a reading that worked within but challenged Marcuse’s use
of Freud and Marx from an author whose work on Canada was already
canonical, caught many by surprise and slowly has infiltrated intellec-
tual work with its subversive spirit. Then, through the late eighties to
the present, to engage with continental philosophy, from Rousseau to
Foucault, with an elliptical yet intellectually forceful questioning of the
ethical dimensions of social thought, to “discover” in the pores of a Eu-
ropean intellectual history newly reconcerned with questions of lan-
guage the striking work of the general semantics school, to puncture
Levinas’s balloons with Bataille’s prick (and perhaps the reverse): these
small challenges are submerged intellectual explosives whose effect
will be felt in many years to come.

Horowitz is a subversive because he does overturn long-established
canons of thought. Horowitz is a subversive because his thought does
not stop, bounding between the philosophical, political, and anthro-
pological, between the personal and the political, through the state
and the body, suturing the laughter and the grammatical opening
into the richly textured linguistic gap where meaning folds back over
itself. Horowitz is a subversive because he retains a concern for the
politics of social class: in his marrow he never forgets the indignities
and the fundamental injustice of poverty that the established order
rests upon and continually reinscribes. His work is magisterial in the
command he brings to his fields of inquiry, but we refer to his “small
challenges” because he belongs on the side of those who do not reap
the rewards of the current world order. He is a subversive because he
never forgets the destabilizing force and uncontainable pleasure of cer-
tain forms of laughter.

The words, pages, and chapters that follow engage with the subver-
sive itinerary that has traced itself through the intellectual production -
particularly writings and teachings — of Gad Horowitz. We want to sep-
arate or distinguish or problematize the relation between “Gad” and
“Horowitz.” By Horowitz, we in proper academic form call attention
to the trace of a name that authors and authorizes a series of writings.
Horowitz is cited, debated, “known” as a shifting set of critical inter-
ventions into public and scholarly life. Most, though not all, of the texts
here are devoted to discussion of Horowitz and his signature contribu-
tions to the world of letters. Occasionally, in some of these writings and
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especially in Part One, “Life and Times,” another figure puts in an ap-
pearance: Gad.

Gad, a man “of flesh and blood,” as the existentialists used to say
(and we are reminded of Gad’s many reminders of the value of ear-
lier traditions of critical thought, so often dismissed by the fashion-
theory industry), is the Gad who once placed cigarette after cigarette
on the lectern as he spoke, lighting each new one on the embers of the
last; the Gad who pursues his transgressive pleasures to their inspiring
ends; the sound of his voice; the way in which indignation at some or
other stupidity moves his body; the Gad who shouts out in the cinema,
who meditates, who pulls his body through one subcultural event after
another, who sits on the witness stand and refuses to use any other
word than the pigs to describe police officers. Horowitz does theorize
the body in ways that challenge our conventional mind-body dualisms.
But Gad is something more than the praxis associated with Horowitz’s
theory, just as Horowitz’s theory is something more than a result of the
body of Gad (though it is that, too). And there is the “body” of Horo-
witz’s works, the ideas that emerge through the speaking of Gad at the
lectern (or was that Horowitz who stood there?), the liberations and
repressions carried by the words and the flesh in their entwined mo-
ments. Most of all, there is the childlike twinkle that emerges from eyes
that have found a moment of critical playfulness.

We, Shannon and Peter, know of ourselves and suspect of most of our
contributors a feeling of genuine privilege for having in the smallest of
ways been touched by Gad, stung or encouraged by the sharpness of
his words, by the gentleness or seriousness of his gaze, sharing food or
travel or the endless series of wry black jokes and the deep friendship
of shared laughter. Through his own writings and his mentorship of
a diverse range of activists, intellectuals, and public intellectuals Gad
Horowitz has had a significant influence upon Canadian scholarship
and political discourse. This collection of essays pays tribute to Horow-
itz’s ongoing work by either engaging his work directly or reflecting
upon themes and issues inspired by his thought.

If a thinker’s body of scholarship can be divided into early, middle,
and later periods, then the early Horowitz would be the Canadianist
whose work is engaged by Colin Campbell, Nelson Wiseman, Ed An-
drew, lan Angus, Robert Meynell, and peter kulchyski. His work on
psychoanalysis, critical theory, and continental theory can be presented
as constituting the middle period in Horowitz’s scholarship. The con-
tributors interacting with Horowitz’s thought from this period are
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Colin Campbell, Sean Saraka, Jason Rovito, Michael Marder, Shannon
Bell, Asher Horowitz, and Victoria Tahmasebi. The later Horowitz en-
compasses Buddhism, post-structuralism, and general semantics, with
the qualifier that always there is the defining presence of aspects of
critical theory in the later work. These contributors concentrate on the
later Horowitz: Oona Eisenstadt, Asher Horowitz, Shannon Bell, Jason
Rovito, and peter kulchyski. Five contributors — Campbell, Rovito, Bell,
Horowitz, and kulchyski — straddle these somewhat artificially des-
ignated periods in our engagement with Horowitz’s work. Subversive
Itinerary consists of five parts: “Life and Times,” “Fragment Theory,”
“Spirit and Power,” “Political Philosophy,” and “Horowitz in His Own
Words.”

Part One, “Life and Times,” involves critical biography and dialogic
reflection on or with Gad. It begins with Colin Campbell’s “On Intel-
lectual Life, Politics and Psychoanalysis,” in which Gad in discussion
with Campbell sets out the content, context, and reverberations of his
work from Canadian political culture to radical general semantics. The
Campbell-Horowitz interview provides the frame for the fourteen es-
says in this collection, drawing out the overarching themes of red to-
ryism, Canadian nationalism, socialism, basic (necessary) and surplus
repression, radical general semantics, relation between self and other,
Buddhism and Derridian deconstruction, Jewish philosophy, and Levi-
nasian ethical obligation that are revisited by the contributors.

The interview is followed by Nelson Wiseman's elegant and meticu-
lous history of Gad’s engagements as a public intellectual through the
defining crucible of the sixties. Wiseman interlinks Horowitz’s academic
and journalistic writings and his development as a public intellectual.
He establishes Gad’s role as a political activist and political scientist in
defining the terrain of Canadian socialism and nationalism beginning
in the mid-1960s. Wiseman credits Horowitz with raising “ideology to
an unprecedented status in the study of Canadian politics.”

Ed Andrew, in “The Odd Couple of Canadian Intellectual History,”
presents the intellectual friendship of two of Canada’s defining think-
ers: Gad Horowitz and George Grant. Andrew provides vignettes of
the singularity and articulation of the two thinkers” philosophy. In Ed
Andrew’s view, Gad’s Jewish identity, coupled with socialism, distin-
guished him from Grant and foreshadowed Horowitz’s most recent
work that brings together Herbert Marcuse, Jacques Derrida, and Em-
manuel Levinas, linking these thinkers precisely through “the Jewish
prophetic or messianic tradition.” The Grant-Horowitz alliance is also
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discussed by Angus and Meynell, later in this collection, with Meynell
deeming Horowitz-Grant’s friendship “an odd marriage of ideologies.”

Jason Rovito, in “Between Pause and Play,” presents Horowitz as ed-
ucator in the context of his current seminar, “The Spirit of Democratic
Citizenship.” Rovito posits “Horowitz as translator” between two very
different discourses, that of Korzybski and that of Marcuse. According
to Rovito, it is precisely Horowitz’s schooling in and work on Marcuse
that enables him to find the radicalism in Korzybski’s General Seman-
tics and produce a radical general semantics.

Part Two, “Fragment Theory,” contains three chapters that set out the
contemporary relevance of the famous Hartz-Horowitz thesis regard-
ing the distinct political cultures of Canada and the United States. The
chapters by Ian Angus, Nelson Wiseman, and Robert Meynell take up
the fragment theory to investigate it at the national level (Angus), to ex-
tend it regionally (Wiseman), and to critically re-evaluate it in the face
of its latest critics (Meynell).

Ian Angus, in “The Political Culture of English Canada,” situates
Horowitz’s writing as itself political and not simply writing about poli-
tics. The focus is on Horowitz’s socialist project and its legacy today.
“In the absence of socialist transformation,” Angus notes, “it is remark-
able to see how many of Horowitz’s dire “predictions’” have come into
being: internal fragmentation, subsumption within the American iden-
tity, devolution of federal powers to the provinces due to the asser-
tion of Quebec’s claim to sovereignty within the current framework of
Confederation.”

Nelson Wiseman, in his second essay in the collection, “Canada’s
Regional Fragments,” injects both a regional and a materialist analy-
sis into the Hartz-Horowitz approach. He extends the Hartz-Horowitz
fragment theory regionally, drawing out the differences and nuances in
five Canadian regions: Atlantic Canada, Quebec, Ontario, the Midwest
(Manitoba and Saskatchewan), and the Far West (Alberta and British
Columbia). Wiseman adds as a further nuance to his analysis of Can-
ada’s disparate regional fragments: the differences in the five regions’
economic structures.

Robert Meynell, in “Restoration, Not Renovation,” responds to the
latest critics — Ajzenstat and Smith — of the Hartz-Horowitz thesis.
Meynell contends that the Ajzenstat-Smith attempted correction, which
replaces Canada’s organic-collectivism with Lockean republicanism, is
a mythology that suppresses Canada’s distinctive intellectual history in
favour of cultural and political continentalism.
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Part Three, “Spirit and Power,” incorporates a set of theoretical chap-
ters that engage with the psyche-body, libido, and repression and its
limits. Here, the figures of Freud and Marcuse loom large in Horow-
itz’s thought. The four chapters engage these thinkers with theoretical
interlocutors of their own: Shannon Bell with Foucault, Michael Marder
with Celan, Victoria Tahmasebi with Irigaray, and Colin Campbell with
Girard and Bataille. Bell’s essay begins this section and in fact intro-
duces this and the next section with a discussion of the philosophical/
theoretical turn in Horowitz’s work. Part Three explores the politics
and power of pleasure and, if “fragment theory” and “red tory” were
concepts developed in the earlier work, the critical distinctions be-
tween basic and surplus repression emerge here as central theoretical
concepts developed by Horowitz, concepts that have a continuing ur-
gent critical purchase.

Shannon Bell’s “Gad ben Rachel ve Aharon” identifies Horowitz as
a parrhesiastic thinker, “a thinker who speaks truth, new truths, and
in speaking new truths opens horizons in knowledge terrains.” Bell
detects two forms of truth-telling in Horowitz’s work: radical politi-
cal truth-telling and pedagogical parrhesia. She examines truth-telling
in Horowitz’s writings on psychoanalysis, post-structuralism, Jewish
mysticism, and Buddhism. Bell suggests that Buddhism gives way
to Horowitz’s “most extreme parrhesiastic moment.” What she has in
mind is Horowitz’s use of what he sets forth as seven Buddhist truths
“to construct a political groundlessness that will hold the radical in
democracy.” In the latter part of the chapter Bell sets out the ped-
agogical truth-telling developed by “Gad the Teacher” in his semi-
nar “The Spirit of Democratic Citizenship: Sanity and Democracy”
(1994-2011).3

Michael Marder, in “What’s Involved in Involution? A Psycho-
Poetics of Regression” “breathes of the secret,” of the (un)common
ground of poetic and psychoanalytic desires. Marder presents a Levi-
nasian encounter in which each is brought into existence by the other,
and what transpires is a singularity. The secret, Marder contends, when
an asymmetrical encounter takes place between two singular others,
such as poetry and psychoanalysis, is “that the relation to the other is
forged as a teaching.” What sutures Celan and Freud is the place Celan
gives to breath in his poetry — “breath as breathlessness” — and the un-
canniness in Freud’s concept of regression that “undoes that which is
said in the empirical systems of signification to uncover the saying that
animates them in the first place.” Marder is using the breathless breath
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of Celan’s poem “Lob der Ferne” [Praise of Distance] and “the saying
that animates” regression to situate the teaching of Gad Horowitz.

Victoria Tahmasebi, in “The Sexed Body of the Woman-(M)Other,”
shows the necessity of the between in the encounter of Irigaray and
Marcuse, which would, according to Michael Marder, be an “asym-
metrical encounter” taking place “between two singular others.” The
teaching Tahmasebi is offering is a uniquely feminist encounter with
Herbert Marcuse — the thinker whose work perhaps most influenced
and whose work consistently has continued to influence Gad Horowitz.
Tahmasebi holds a fidelity both to Horowitz’s emphasis on Marcuse’s
concepts — basic and surplus repression — as core to Marcuse’s thought
and to his own thought.

Colin Campbell, in “The Spark of Philosophy,” turns to the work of
two very unlikely yet ideal continental philosophers — Rene Girard and
Georges Bataille — to illuminate “the religious dimensions of the pre-
liberal past,” showing that “a religious perspective is already inherent
in Hartz’s earlier ‘secular’ social theory of political ideology.” Campbell
contends that Hartz’s understanding of the political meaning of feu-
dalism already contains the theory of religion. In addition, Campbell
argues that “Bataille and Girard together provide an incomparable illu-
mination of the highly contested identity of the red tory.” It is precisely
spiritual values alien to liberal morality, Campbell points out, that Gad
Horowitz has always argued we have in our “tory touch.”

The most recent phase of Horowitz’s work, the latest stop on the itin-
erary, and Part Four of this book, is positioned under the title of “Po-
litical Philosophy.” Part Four includes four philosophical encounters
with Horowitz and/or the continental, Eastern, and Judaic philosophi-
cal thinkers and schools of thought that his work draws upon — Sean
Saraka (Balibar, Marx, and Derrida), Asher Horowitz (Adorno and Nar-
garjuna), Eisenstadt (Levinas and Kabbalah) and peter kulchyski (Der-
rida and Levinas).

Sean Saraka, in “Transcendental Liberalism and the Politics of Repre-
sentation,” scrutinizes the defining market-hive framework of Gad and
Asher Horowitz’s “Everywhere They Are in Chains”: Political Theory from
Rousseau to Marx, a book that emerged out of Gad’s lectures in modern
political thought at University of Toronto’s Department of Political Sci-
ence. Saraka focuses on what he contends are the “silences and rever-
sals” driving the Horowitz project: their strategic disordering of history
and their collectivist/individualist subjectivation represented through
developmental anthropology. Saraka relates the Horowitz work to the
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broader context of continental philosophy, referencing the work of
Slavoj Zizek and Etienne Balibar, specifically in the areas of subjectiv-
ity and subjectivation. Saraka connects Balibar’s critique of what he a la
Balibar terms “Macpherson’s unitary conception of possessive individ-
ualism” to Horowitz’s more nuanced imaging of the modern subject.

Oona Eisenstadt, in “From the Narcissism of Small Differences to the
Vertigo of Endless Possibilities” directs her attention to an intervention
that Gad has made within Levinasian scholarship on the contested ter-
rain of politics. Levinas supports an open regime, yet he provides no
details, thus opening the political to both radical left liberation theology
and classical liberal assimilation. Thinkers and activists supplement
Levinasian ethics — that “owed to the other before self” — with their own
politics. Eisenstadt contends that Horowitz “does suggest thinkers and
positions that might supplement Levinas politically, he, however, does
so only after a close reading of the passages in which Levinas points to-
ward a politics, or declines to point toward a politics.” Sections 6 and 7
of the chapter bring to Levinas scholarship what Eisenstadt identifies
as “less sober strands in Judaism” — Isaac Luria and the Kabbalist Gi-
katilla. Isaac Luria, Isaiah Horowitz (the Shelah), along with Sabbatai
Zevi are precisely the strains that Horowitz brings to bear in a radical
Levinasian politics that incorporates “Marcuse’s account of basic and
surplus repression.”

Asher Horowitz, “Adorno and Emptiness,” engages a detailed dis-
cussion of the relation of Theodor Adorno’s infamously difficult book
Negative Dialectics to Buddhist thought. Influenced by Gad Horowitz’s
turning of continental philosophy towards Buddhism and Buddhism
towards continental philosophy, Asher Horowitz turns the negative in
Adorno’s dialectic towards Madhyamika Buddhist philosophy, partic-
ularly the negative dialectic of Nargarjuna’s thought. The impetus di-
recting Asher’s “Adorno and Emptiness” is the same as what directed
Gad Horowitz’s “emmanuel, Robert” — “Buddhism could benefit from
a ‘"Western’ insight into its own condition of possibility.” Asher Horow-
itz suggests that “Buddhism might also be able to benefit from Adorno’s
transposition of negative dialectics into the realm of the natural-
historical, the socio-individual reproduction of samsaric suffering.”

Part Four and the collection conclude with peter kulchyski’s “horo-
witz dances with wolves: inquiries pursuant to the thought of gad
horowitz,” an urgent call “to gad” to “join us in escalating the crises.”
Kulchyski says, “i speak not for him, as one who attempts to bear his
legacy of critical thought in canada, but to him whose thinking in this
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moment/conjunction is more urgent to us than ever.” Kulchyski calls
“to gad” — “to you i have things to say” — reminding him of his ethi-
cal obligation to share his “thinking in this moment/conjuncture” with
others. The call is urgent and imploring.

Kulchyski fulfils two main objectives. He supplements Gad'’s early
work “Conservatism, Liberalism, and Socialism in Canada: An Inter-
pretation,” Canadian Labour in Politics, with indigenous rights — con-
tending that red tory in its formation “was inflected with a certain kind
of respect for aboriginal rights.” Kulchyski also discloses the impor-
tance to gad of “thinking class issues” as a crucial link from his early
work Canadian Labour in Politics (1968) to his later work “Aporiah and
Messiah in Derrida and Levinas,” Difficult Justice (2006).

Kulchyski provides an incisive concluding essay, one that returns
Horowitz’s late to early work and foregrounds the politics inherent in
and driving it all. Kulchyski notes that Horowitz’s early 1968 work “in-
augurates and opens the space” for cultural politics; his middle 1977
work Repression proposes surplus repression as “the crucial question
to ask of any particular culture and of cultural politics in general.”
Horowitz’s later work on Derrida and Levinas warns how easily their
work is co-optable by liberalism unless it is supplemented with a socio-
historical understanding of surplus repression and class politics.

Giving Gad the final say, the collection closes with Part Five, “Horo-
witz in His Own Words,” which includes three of his later essays —
“emmanuel, Robert” (2006), “Bringing Bataille to Justice” (2008), and
“An Essay on the Altruism of Nature” (2012).

The essays of this volume demonstrate a range of concerns and nu-
ance that defy our encapsulations, and in this they reflect Gad’s rigour
and lively curiosity: Gad the scholar constructing painstaking argu-
ments as public intellectual and as our rabbi of high theory.

NOTES

1 Excerpt from Gad Horowitz, “Berlin Dharma: Motion, Thinking, Noise,”
a five-day interview-event, 14-19 February, 2007, interviewed by Shannon
Bell. See “Berlin Dharma,” YouTube, uploaded 1 June 2008, http:/ /www.
youtube.com/watch?v=4p9fHdjg_hQ.

2 Michel Foucault, Fearless Speech, ed. Joseph Pearson (New York:
Semiotext[e], 2001), 12.

3 Gad'’s twenty-two lectures on radical general semantics are available at
http:/ /radicalgeneralsemantics.net.
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Life and Times
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1 On Intellectual Life, Politics, and
Psychoanalysis: A Conversation with
Gad Horowitz (2003)!

COLIN J. CAMPBELL

CAMPBELL: Canadian Labour in Politics remains a seminal text of Canadian
political analysis and the history of Canadian socialism. In it you de-
velop what has become known as the “Hartz-Horowitz thesis,” a vari-
ant of Louis Hartz’s “fragment theory” of political culture. Briefly, what
was Hartz’s theory and how did it change when your name was added
to it?

HOROWITZ: “Seminal” — well, you know we don’t like this word (laughs),
but I guess, in fact, that’s something like what it was. I had my fifteen
minutes. It was and remained a seminal text because it spoke to real
needs of the Canadian cultural, political elite, especially at that time.

Briefly, Hartz’s theory is that the new societies that were estab-
lished by immigrants were cultural fragments. In other words they rep-
resented, not the whole spectrum of political ideology in the mother
country, but a fragment of that culture.

European political history has been marked by a dialectic of pre-
liberal (feudal, monarchist, tory, etc.) and liberal (individualist, re-
publican, etc.) ideologies, which eventually gives rise to post-liberal
(socialist, communist, fascist, etc.) developments, which complicate the
conversation further.

In the new societies founded by European settlers (New France, Co-
lonial America, English Canada, Australia, New Zealand, South Africa)
this dialectic is absent or very much attenuated because the settlers rep-
resent only a monochromatic “fragment” of the total, multicoloured
ideological spectrum of the mother country.

Hartz’s “fragment theory” begins with a close study of the found-
ing of American society more than a hundred years prior to the
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American Revolution. The first settlers left the feudal, aristocratic,
organic-hierarchical conservatism of Britain behind. The American po-
litical conversation, exciting as it is, has taken place not between tory-
ism, liberalism, and socialism, but entirely within liberalism, or what
Hartz somewhat misleadingly calls “Lockeanism.” Lacking the com-
munitarian and class preoccupations of toryism, there is no possibility
of a powerful, legitimate socialism developing as a synthesis of tory
and liberal ideologies. The United States is “monolithically Lockean.”

Whatever traces of toryism had persisted in the American fragment
in the colonial period are expelled by the American Revolution. They
are expelled to Canada, carried by counter-revolutionary refugees loyal
to the British monarchy (loyalists who were actually called Tories).

Hartz and Kenneth McRae suggested that English Canada was an-
other liberal fragment. Latin America and Quebec, on the other hand,
were “feudal” fragments founded by emigrants from pre-liberal Spain,
Portugal, and France. While the United States was an entirely liberal
fragment, Quebec was a near-monolithic feudal or tory fragment until
the upsurge of liberalism after the Second World War, culminating in
the Quiet Revolution of the sixties. The persistence of the feudal past
alongside the new liberalism helps to account for the strong influence
of socialist/social democratic thinking in Quebec in recent times. Most
interestingly, Hartz suggested that Australia was a radical fragment be-
cause Australia, being founded at the turn of the twentieth century by
English and other British working-class people, privileged, as we might
say, a very left-wing, close-to-socialist or social-democratic fragment in
Australia.

People should read Hartz, especially The Liberal Tradition in America,
and his second book called The Founding of New Societies, which he ed-
ited. The Founding of New Societies has pieces on all the fragment cul-
tures. The Liberal Tradition in America was just about the United States.
It’s one of the most brilliant pieces of work that has ever been done, I
think, in political science. It was very influential and much condemned
and despised and debated in the United States, and it still is.

“How did it change when my name was added to it?” Well, I argued
against McRae, who had contributed to Hartz’s The Founding of New
Societies, that in fact it was not correct to call English Canada a liberal
fragment like the United States. I argued that there was a significant,
let’s say, “tory” or pre-liberal “remnant” in Canada, and that this is part
of the reason that English Canada developed a vibrant and legitimate
socialist tradition, in great contrast to the American scene. In the new
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setting of the anglophone Canadian provinces this toryism, later rein-
forced by massive immigration from nineteenth-century Britain, be-
comes significant enough to enter into a conversation with British and
American liberalism, robust enough to produce an impressive though
never majoritarian socialism. English Canada is thus a liberal fragment
with significant tory and socialist touches.

Hartz didn’t mind having his theory complicated. McRae was also
quite generous about it. Nelson Wiseman went on to develop an ap-
plication of the fragment theory in an intra-Canadian way, so that, for
example, the prairie provinces, BC, the Maritimes, and Ontario are all
described in terms of fragment theory as having significant variations
from the pan-Canadian perspective.

CcAMPBELL: Canadian Labour in Politics opens with the statement “In the
United States organized socialism is dead. In Canada socialism, though
far from national power, is a significant political force and the official
‘political arm’ of the labour movement.”? And then you ask, “Why
these striking differences in the fortunes of socialism in two very similar
societies?””® Has your analysis of the Canadian political scene changed
since the 1960s?

HOROWITZ: My feelings have changed a lot more than my analysis. So I
suppose I won’t work too hard at separating “feelings” from “the anal-
ysis.” I think that the New Democratic Party has fallen on hard times;
its fortunes may improve, but I think party politics has become less im-
portant than it was, especially on the left. And that people, especially
young people, are more interested in non-parliamentary or extra-parlia-
mentary politics than they were before. I think that Canada has become
significantly more Americanized than it was when I wrote Canadian La-
bour in Politics, and that both toryism and socialism have been losing a
lot of their distinctiveness, have been blurring into liberalism at their
boundaries.

cAMPBELL: The “red tory” was a key figure in the Hartz-Horowitz analy-
sis. What does this term mean?

HorROWITZ: Well that’s what really became famous — this notion of the red
tory. First I should say that some people say I invented the term. I didn’t
invent the term. I think that it probably is a term that was first used in
England, and anyone who wanted to do the research would figure that
out. There were Tories in England who were sufficiently anti-capitalist
- interested enough in what Disraeli called the “condition of the peo-
ple” — to be called “red” Tories. So I defined, in the Canadian context,
a red tory as someone who — Eugene Forsey is a good example — was
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a socialist who was sufficiently tory in many of his views — especially
about the constitution, and the power of the Crown — to be called a red
“tory.” On the other hand there were tories who were sufficiently criti-
cal of capitalism to be called “red” tories — that would be George Grant,
and others.

CAMPBELL: You have said in the past that the reason that George Grant
lacked faith and hope in a socialist future was that he lacked faith and
hope period. Where was the “red” in Grant’s tory? Has your evaluation
of Grant’s evaluation of the possibility of socialism changed?

HOrROWITZ: Well, he lacked faith and hope in English Canada — at least
rhetorically. He would never have hoped for a socialist future. But he
might have hoped for a future for an independent Canada, which put
more importance, in his terms, on the “public good” than on private
interests. Insofar as Grant recognized that both conservatism and so-
cialism place the public good ahead of private interests, he would have
been interested in socialism in that sense. He did contribute a chapter to
the volume published by some founders of the New Democratic Party,
called Social Purpose for Canada, edited by Michael Oliver, first president
of the NDP. He had a very nice piece in there, which was as socialist
as he ever got. I guess maybe I've said enough about where the “red”
was in Grant’s tory — he was very critical of capitalism and of the con-
trol of Canadian politics by indigenous and American-based capital. He
thought that our business classes had sold out the country. I don’t think
he ever changed his mind about that. He had a genuine deep respect
for ordinary people that was quite remarkable — which you might see
shining through in that piece in Social Purpose for Canada. I think many
of Grant’s students and disciples like to underplay this side of Grant’s
thought. Certainly as a religious person he didn’t lack faith and hope.
As a deeply religious person, he was all about faith and hope. But it’s a
kind of faith and hope that transcends the political.

cAMPBELL: Joel Kovel dedicated his book The Enemy of Nature: The End of
Capitalism or the End of the World to the anti-globalization protestors, in
Seattle and in Quebec City. What did you think of the protest in Quebec
City in 2001? Did it indicate for you that socialism remains “a signifi-
cant political force” in Canada?

HorowITZ: Well it was one of the most remarkable experiences of my life.
I thought it was really marvellous. And I was furious about the tear gas.
I don’t think that it means that socialism remains a significant force in
Canada. I think it means that the anti-globalization movement is a sig-
nificant political force, and that political parties like the CCE-NDP, that
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people like NDP Leader Jack Layton have to negotiate some kind of re-
lationship between old-style political structures and the new-style anti-
globalization movement. The problem is that September 11 suddenly
happened, and the anti-globalization movement, which for me was a
kind of “big picture,” ended up in a small corner on the right hand side.

CAMPBELL: You made a strong case for Canadian nationalism as a force
allied with the emergence of socialism. Are you still, were you ever,
“proud to be Canadian”?

HOROWITZ: I don’t know if I would have ever used those words. I came to
this country — I was born in Jerusalem — I came to Canada when I was
two years old, and I grew up mostly in Calgary, Winnipeg, and Mon-
treal. So I am a Canadian and I always felt myself to be a Canadian.
But like so many other Canadians I really became conscious of this
when I left the country to study abroad — abroad in this case being the
United States. When I went to graduate school at Harvard, I felt my
Canadianness very strongly, and other people felt it too. I would be
singled out in seminars to express the “Canadian point of view.” And,
you know, my most glorious moment at Harvard was when I would
jokingly suggest to my American friends that the American people
should re-convene the Continental Congress, draw up articles of apol-
ogy for the American Revolution, and petition to be brought back
under the British Crown for their own good. And that we would find
someone in Canada to go down there and act as governor general, you
know, until they were ready for self-government. Americans didn’t
find that funny (laughter). They knew that I was joking but somehow
weren’t able to find it funny.

Well, you know, there’s just not that much intensity in it anymore,
but my view and my feelings actually haven’t changed that much ei-
ther. And I do love New York and San Francisco. Does that make me a
good Canadian?

cAMPBELL: Do you have any particularly vivid memories of your early
years at Harvard or McGill?

HOROWITZ: Harvard was a very interesting experience and that’s where I
met Louis Hartz and Sam Beer. Sam Beer is known to many people as
the former president of the ADA, the Americans for Democratic Action.
He wrote a book that was important to me, British Politics in the Age of
Collectivism. As a graduate student I did some research for him, which
contributed a bit to one of the chapters in that book. I did some research
on Lord Randolph Churchill, who was actually the Tory democrat par
excellence.
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When I was at McGill doing my MA I wrote my master’s thesis on
C. Wright Mills’s The Power Elite and also on the Italian elite theorists
Mosca and Michels. As a matter of fact, years later someone sent me a
volume published by the Italian Ministry of Culture or something like
that, which pointed out that the only Canadian political scientist who
ever paid any attention to Italian political thought was the young theo-
rist at McGill named Gad Horowitz, and it’s too bad after doing that he
went on to other matters. I did a liberal critique of C. Wright Mills in
my master’s thesis, but when I finished it I realized that I didn’t agree
with my critique. I had actually been turned around by Mills, who was
of course one of the great names in American radicalism and still is or
ought to be. His books The Power Elite and The Sociological Imagination
and The Causes of World War Three are extremely relevant for today.

So I realized, you know, you come to criticize and you stay to sign
up. This is one of the great things about intellectual work, I think, for
people who are somehow not averse to this kind of thing. Whatever
you study, you become. The Talmud says, “From all my teachers I have
learned.” So you can come to criticize something and learn from it, and
find yourself transformed in a way that maybe would have shocked or
appalled a previous self.

The other moment was during the Vietnam War. I was visiting Frank-
furt, Germany, at the time and watching German television, and Lyndon
B. Johnson appeared on the screen in a military hospital in Frankfurt,
visiting the wounded American soldiers. Armless, legless, you know,
shipped from Vietnam to the military hospital in Frankfurt. So when I
saw Johnson shaking the arm, the one arm that was left, the one hand
that was left to one of these boys, you know it just hit me. In this re-
cent war in Iraq, it kept hitting me again and again and again. That’s
one thing that doesn’t change for me — the anti-war position. And I've
learned lately, following some of the happenings on the web in connec-
tion with the Iraq war, that you can be ferociously anti-war as a right-
winger. It’s not something that the left has any kind of monopoly on.
Some of the most ferocious opposition to war in the United States has
been coming from the followers of Pat Buchanan. So those were the mo-
ments of radicalization. Then, of course, when I was at Harvard, Mar-
cuse hit.

CAMPBELL: Marcuse “hit”?

HOROWITZ: Marcuse hit me — Marcuse’s book Eros and Civilization, which
wasn’t yet widely known, but which was published in 1955. I went to
Harvard in 1959, and Marcuse’s friend Barrington Moore, who was no
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left-winger, was teaching a course at Harvard, and Eros and Civilization
was on the course.

CAMPBELL: Your next major publication after Canadian Labour in Politics
has been described by one sympathetic Canadian political scientist as a
“tactical error.” Repression: Basic and Surplus is an intensive introduction
to psychoanalytic theory, to Freud, Reich, and Marcuse. What would
you say is the relation between these books? Why would a political sci-
entist write about psychotherapy?

HOROWITZ: After Canadian Labour in Politics I hung around in the area of
Canadian politics for a while. And I did some stuff on TV, for example,
with George Grant and others. At some point, however, I just stopped
working in that field. It wasn’t a tactical error, it was just a change in
my priorities in terms of what I was interested in. Canadian Labour in
Politics was my PhD thesis. I wrote it as a graduate student at Harvard.
My supervisor was Sam Beer, and Louis Hartz had a lot to do with the
first chapter.

And at the same time, as I just mentioned, Marcuse hit me. So this
interest in psychoanalytic theory was there, from the start, and there
was just a sort of natural swing towards developing that interest. But
not so much psychotherapy as psychoanalytic theory, from a Marcu-
sian, that is, a left-Freudian, point of view. Repression — it wasn’t a tac-
tical error, but it was a tactical failure, in the sense that the reason that
I wrote it was to help make Marcuse’s use of Freud more acceptable,
more interesting to mainstream psychoanalytic theorists. And also to
make psychoanalytic theory more interesting to people on the left. But
it actually fell between the two camps and it’s really a strange book in
more ways than one. For one thing, as Joel Kovel pointed out to me, for
a book about Eros, it was very unerotic, (laughs), which couldn’t have
been said about Eros and Civilization itself. Repression relied very heav-
ily on a school of psychoanalytic thinkers known as the “ego psycholo-
gists,” who were out of favour in terms of the politics of academia. It
was a tactical error to base a lot of my terminology and theorizing on
their work. I was naive, I didn’t know that no one wanted to listen to the
ego psychologists Hartmann and Rappaport. But it was fun, and a lot of
people, you know, got something out of it. I actually had more fan mail
for Repression than I did for Canadian Labour in Politics.

The relation between the books is that there is something left-wing
happening in both. The fact that I published these two books makes a
statement about my attitude to academia, and that is the importance
to me of eclecticism — the importance of being interested in and doing
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work in many fields, and not just one field. I think people who find a
field or a cause in graduate school and go on mining — mining it and
mining it until they retire ... You know, we probably need people like
that, but I don’t think they should be considered the only legitimate or
genuine scholars, while people who move around and study different
things, as I have, are considered somehow less professional. Or, you
know, maybe that’s exactly what we are. Less professional would be
a good thing. De-professionalization, in other words, might be exactly
what is required.

CAMPBELL: So what is to be done?

HOROWITZ: A long time ago somebody interviewed me and I found myself
describing myself as politically schizophrenic. I wouldn’t use that term
in the way I did then. But what I meant was that I had a split conscious-
ness. In terms of my fundamental broad outlook, I was some kind of
communist, and I'll tell you exactly what kind of communist I was: I
was a Marcusian communist. But in terms of day-to-day politics, I was
a sort of, you know, centre-left CCF-NDPer [Co-operative Common-
wealth Federation-New Democratic Party]. I argued then and I would
still argue that it’s very important — it was very important for me and I
recommend this to everyone, that they, as Marcuse himself was always
saying, don’t give up on broad, radical visions for fundamental, sweep-
ing social change, just because it doesn’t seem to be on the agenda, or
indeed even because it never will be on the agenda. You still don’t give
up on it. “Don’t give up” means don’t give up. It doesn’t mean “Don’t
give up as long as you think you have a chance.” It means don’t give
up. Period.

CAMPBELL: You teach a course at the University of Toronto, “The Spirit of
Democratic Citizenship,” which included assignments with names, like
“stepping out of worthlessness,” and “writing in sensory grounded lan-
guage.” What are some of the things you hope to achieve in teaching it?

HOROWITZ: I feel this is one of the best things that I've ever done. And it’s
hard for me to talk about it —it’s hard to describe what it is. But it’s really
a work of eclectic bricolage that I brought together out of many different
disciplines. Korzybski’s “general semantics,” as you know, provides the
frame, and actually the idea for doing this course came to me when I re-
discovered his book Science and Sanity, published in 1933. T had read pop-
ular versions of general semantics, like Hayakawa’s Language in Action,
when Iwas a teenager, and then I forgot about it. In the late eighties I came
upon Science and Sanity and rediscovered what I think is an idiosyncratic
and flawed, but in some ways very powerful approach to getting across
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to people of all ages and descriptions, ways of dealing with the power of
language, of discourses, of undermining the power of discourses, such
as the discourse of “worthlessness” — undemocratic discourses — in their
lives. I actually think that this sort of stuff is more important than therapy,
and that if something like the general semantics movement could be re-
vived that it would do more for people and for democracy than radical
therapy approaches, or ordinary therapy approaches.

It didn’t fit at all well with other courses in the University of Toronto’s
Political Science Department, but my department is a very “small ¢”
catholic department, and we always have gotten along very well with
one another. For example, our relations, or at least my relations with our
Straussian comrades, are always generous and gentle. There was no ob-
jection to teaching a course like this.

It has three parts. The first part is about language, and about de-
hypnotization — understanding the power of the “consensus trance” —
breaking the “consensus trance” that all sorts of received discourses
have over our lives from a very early age.

The first part is called “No One Truth.” “No One Truth” relies very
heavily on general semantics and deals with cognition. The second part,
called “Evoking the Other,” is about self-and-other. It has to do with un-
derstanding the relational process between self and others at both the
interpersonal and inter-group levels.

cAaMPBELL: “The Power of Not Understanding” is in Part Two.

HOROWITZ: “The Power of Not Understanding.” This was an article by an
Israeli social psychologist about discussions between Jews and Arabs in
Israel /Palestine, which could only begin to make headway when both
sides realized that they actually profoundly did not “understand” the
other at all. Another angle: people can talk at the academic level about
how the Israeli needs to take on the Arab’s memories of oppression, and
the Arab needs to take on the Jew’s memories of oppression, but to say
that is very different from actually going through a process in which
you do that — actually do it. The whole course is about getting people to
have experiences, rather than just learn academic formulae — no matter
how profound and interesting and important these formulae might be.

Part Two is about evoking the other, listening to others, to all others,
including the others within the self. There’s a section on Gandhi in Part
Two, because Gandhi is the best so far at transforming the traditional
approach to the enemy, and entering into politics in a way in which
you would understand the enemy and take the so-called enemy into ac-
count as much as possible.
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The third part is called “The Spirit of Equality.” Part Three takes it
from the interpersonal to the more broadly social or political level. The
part of it that I remember most vividly is called “Mapping Personal
Problems in Public Space,” which again, in an experience-based way,
shows the connection between personal issues, personal problems, per-
sonal troubles, and the larger institutional and discursive forces that af-
fect those problems. So that people who went through that would find
it impossible any longer to focus most of their thinking about personal
problems on the question of personal blame, personal guilt, personal
responsibility — calling people to account, holding people responsible,
and all that kind of thing. And they would be able to see the importance
of action at a collective, rather than personal level.

Actually this goes back to C. Wright Mills too, because C. Wright
Mills defined politics as, and I quote, “the translation of personal trou-
bles into public issues” — so a large part of politics is keeping certain
troubles personal, denying their political relevance.

cAMPBELL: How was general semantics different from a therapeutic
movement?

HOROWITZ: The general semantics movement was a more general move-
ment. Alfred Korzybski was interested in “sanity.” I translated that more
into “democracy.” But Korzybski wasn’t a therapist, he was a teacher.
The general semantics movement brought people together to work to-
gether. It was more of a teaching, learning, a cooperative teaching and
learning movement than a therapeutic movement. Korzybski thought
that the whole culture, that the whole of civilization was unsane — not
insane. The problem was not to treat neuroses and psychoses but to
raise the level of civilization as a whole. He was almost megalomani-
acally optimistic about the possibilities for personal, cultural change
that could be brought about by something like the general semantics
movement. Korzybski was no conventional leftist either. The general
semantics movement brought people together in a non-political way —
I'm sure they had all sorts of different political opinions, although,
you know, extreme conservatives would have avoided it because of its
“relativism.” Imagine teaching “no one truth” at Leavenworth peniten-
tiary, which was one of the places that had general semantics groups!
And it was quite influential among university students also. At places
like Berkeley, kids would be walking around carrying copies of Efc., the
general semantics journal, well into the sixties.

It fell apart because of the polarization of American society around
the psychedelic revolution and around the Vietnam War. This split the
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general semantics movement because it proved to be impossible to keep
people working together who had very different political views.

Gregory Bateson is also an important figure here. He became much
better known than Korzybski. Bateson was one of the heroes of the
American counterculture. Bateson had some association with general
semantics. It was very important to Bateson, as a sort of polymath intel-
lectual, especially in his famous work Steps to an Ecology of Mind, to un-
dermine individualist presuppositions in life and in culture.

cAMPBELL: In “Groundless Democracy” you wrote, “It has been said many
times: poststructuralist radicalism, having given up on Truth, is ground-
less in its opposition to the status quo: it is incapable of offering reasons
for wishing to replace one ‘regime of truth’ with another.” What, if any-
thing, do Marxists, or anyone else, have to learn from post-structuralism?

HOROWITZ: That was from a piece that I wrote that was actually a Buddhist
critique of Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe. I wrote it before becom-
ing a serious student of post-structuralist radicalism. So there I am of-
fending one of my own rules, which is not to criticize anything without
having worked really hard at trying to understand it from the inside.
Because part of my eclectic position ... it’s a fanatic eclecticism. It’s not
a shallow eclecticism. I believe in many truths, and I think there’s too
much destruction of straw men in academia, and I think that too many
people are familiar only with their own orientation and aren’t capable
of understanding different or opposing orientations from within. So it’s
always been my ambition, although I'm sure I've fallen short, to under-
stand what I criticize from the inside. So after having written that, you
know, I studied Derrida, especially, a lot more carefully, and then Levi-
nas. It’s quite clear to me now that there are strong possibilities in post-
structuralism for rationalizing a desire to replace one regime of truth
with another. I don’t think that Derrida, or especially Levinas, wanted
to be identified strongly with any identifiable political movement.

I think Marxists have a lot to learn, not only from post-structuralism,
but from many other schools of the habitually ignored. And Buddhism —
I maintain an interest in Buddhism, I am not a Buddhist. I'm a student
of Buddhist philosophy and of certain Buddhist practices. There is a
problem, you know, in Buddhism, in saying “I am a Buddhist.” I know
that Buddhists say “I am a Buddhist,” but from my Buddhist point of
view I don’t think I want to say that. So I think you can already see a sort
of connection between Buddhism and Derrida’s deconstruction. One of
the problems, one of the big problems in the world, is the West’s fail-
ure to respect — and by respect I mean to really get to know and study
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closely — non-Western forms of thought. And for me that turned out to
be primarily Buddhism. Buddhist theories of the self have been devel-
oped for two thousand years, in intricate detail and in many different
forms, in ways that could only enrich post-structuralist approaches, if
they wanted to pay any attention to them. I don’t know if I would criti-
cize Derrida himself for ignoring Buddhism, because I think Derrida is
a very important figure in the history of thought. And in the history of
thought, people sometimes choose to ignore certain things in order to
be able to develop their own thought.

But my friend Robert Magliola, who started out as a Catholic teacher
in English literature in the States and ended up at the University of Tai-
wan, studied Buddhism, and wrote a book called Derrida on the Mend,
which seeks to bring together Derridean deconstruction and Madyamika
Buddhism. His book was either trashed or ignored. My book Repression
just fell between two schools, but Magliola’s attempt to teach Derrida
something from the Buddhist point of view, and teach Buddhists some-
thing from a Derridean point of view, was worse than ignored.

Then, when Levinas comes along, I write a short Levinasian critique
of Buddhism, which is addressed to Magliola. Basically the notion there
is that the Levinasian, or you might say Judaic, notion of the primacy of
ethical obligation answers certain questions that Buddhism has always
been accused of not dealing with effectively. I point out that when the
Buddha arose from his seat under the bo tree, and was struggling with
the temptation not to tell anyone about his Enlightenment because no
one would understand, he came to the conclusion that he was obligated
to teach — that he had an obligation to teach people how to achieve lib-
eration, spiritual liberation, for themselves. So the question is, where
does this obligation come from? Who theorizes this obligation? Levinas
is the theorist of ethical obligation. I began to take this into Buddhism.
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2 The Life and Times of Horowitz the
Canadianist

NELSON WISEMAN

In the mid-1960s, Gad Horowitz and his ideas became prominent in
both the academic and real worlds of Canadian politics. He appeared in
and then departed Canadiana like a shooting star: a luminous flash that
leaves an indelible mark on the mind. This chapter traces Horowitz’s
career as a Canadianist and connects his academic and related popular
writings with his personal development as a Canadian public intellec-
tual. It looks at how the Canadianist corpus of his work came about
and was received and how it fit with and fuelled Canadians’ evolving
identity and sense of their country’s ideological heritage. It examines
Horowitz as a political activist and political scientist.

When “Conservatism, Liberalism, and Socialism in Canada: An In-
terpretation” was first presented at the 1965 annual meeting of the
Canadian Political Science Association, it created an unusual stir. At
twenty-nine, Horowitz was a newly minted Harvard PhD and his
paper soon made its debut in print in the old Canadian Journal of Eco-
nomics and Political Science.? Shortly thereafter, it was reproduced in the
Canadian Political Science Association’s exclusive reprint series. It was
the first chapter of his dissertation, and a revised and extended ver-
sion of it appeared in his Canadian Labour in Politics.® “CLS” challenged
and exploded the staid conventional wisdom among political scientists
such as R. MacGregor Dawson and J.A. Corry about the role of ideol-
ogy (they discounted it) in Canadian politics. Under the influence of
political analysts and historians like Frank Underhill — then the fore-
most scholar of Canadian political thought and parties — the Liberals
and Conservatives, notwithstanding their origins and British name-
sakes, came to be depicted as having evolved into pale muted versions
of America’s Democrats and Republicans. Underhill had turned from
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the social democratic CCF (whose Regina Manifesto he co-authored) to
the Liberals and embraced and vindicated an omnibus brokerage role
for Canada’s parties. He saw them through the eyes of American politi-
cal scientists.* As he wrote to Horowitz at the time, “Our two parties
in spite of their names — Liberal and Conservative — really remained
right down to the present typical American composite, non-ideological
parties.””

Horowitz’s contrarian interpretation of Canadian politics contrasted
Canada’s parties and party system with their American counterparts.
He raised ideology to an unprecedented status in the study of Cana-
dian politics. The nub of his thesis was “that the relative strength of
socialism in Canada is related to the relative strength of toryism and
to the different position and character of liberalism” in Canada and the
United States. The very last sentence of “CLS” was no less notable for
its prescience: “The ‘antagonistic symbiosis” of Canadian liberalism
and socialism probably cannot be ended even by the magic of a char-
ismatic leader.”® Soon after, Pierre Trudeau ascended to the apex of the
Liberal party and Trudeaumania swept the land, but the social demo-
cratic NDP neither faded nor ended its mutually advantageous but hos-
tile relationship with the Liberals. It propped them up in the early 1970s
on the heels of a campaign in which it had denounced them as agents of
“corporate welfare bums.”

“CLS” was neither written nor received as an ideological or parti-
san piece, but it provided the theoretical infrastructure and a scholarly
platform for Horowitz’s normative orientations. Those were expressed
in his closely connected polemical writings in Canadian Dimension mag-
azine. They and “CLS” informed each other. “CLS” and its offshoots
came to be caught up in the politics of the time. In this sense, the story
of Horowitz the Canadianist is one of the relationship between one in-
dividual’s stream of thought and the way it coincides with larger move-
ments and streams of thought in various contexts. “CLS” “was written
by Canada, not by me. Had I written it at a different conjuncture, it
would have sunk like a stone.””

“CLS” did more than shake established verities; it took root and
proved enduring. It came to be cited in innumerable places but it was
also subjected to withering criticism. It proved pedagogically potent as
teachers used it in survey courses in Canadian government and poli-
tics as well as in more specialized courses on parties, political culture,
and ideas and ideologies in Canadian politics. Researchers across a
range of fields have deployed it in a host of ways, from throwing light
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on the politics of Montreal’s Ukrainian immigrants to accounting for
differences in educational financing in Canada and the United States.®
Among the virtues of “CLS” are that it is well written, is engaging, and
addresses big ideas. It fuses political theory with the behaviour and
policies of parties in a comparative context. References to it and its “red
tory” formulation continue in standard textbooks in the field.” “CLS”
has been reproduced in at least six anthologies.” It persists as a staple
in Hugh Thorburn’s long-running collection, Party Politics in Canada.
Having first appeared there in 1968, it is still there in the eighth edition
in the twenty-first century. The sweep, nuance, verve, and panache of
“CLS” proved to be fertile and disputatious. One book came to be con-
structed around it and another around demolishing it." Two decades
after its appearance, “CLS” was subjected to an anniversary assess-
ment, one hurling broadsides at it only after noting, “It is one of the few
things in the field that practically everyone has read and remembers.””

In building on and extending the work of Louis Hartz and Kenneth
McRae, “CLS” placed the Canadian experience in the context of the po-
litical culture of new societies. Compared to Hartz’s brilliantly dense
and elliptical style, “CLS” was relatively easy to follow. Its compara-
tivist complexion offered something for those outside the field of Ca-
nadian politics and outside of Canada itself. A study of why socialist
labour movements arose in some industrialized states and not in others,
for example, drew on Horowitz’s connection between Canada’s “statist
and collectivist tradition” and Britain’s nineteenth-century “aristocratic
ideology” and its Canadian representation by the Conservative party.”

Genesis

“CLS” contributed to looking at Canadian politics in a new way and it
also contributed to the very language and conduct of Canadian politics
with its introduction of the “red tory.” Horowitz did not coin the term
red tory, but he minted its Canadian usage in “CLS.” No one in Canada
had used the concept before or developed the idea. Its appeal lay in
its appearance as a curious paradox, a truth standing on its head: he
linked the “red” of the left and the “tory” of the right. “At the simplest
level,” he wrote, “a red tory is a Conservative or NDPer who preferred
the other’s party to the Liberals.” “At a higher level, he is a conscious
ideological Conservative with some ‘odd’ socialist notions (W.L. Mor-
ton) or a conscious ideological socialist with equally ‘odd’ tory notions
(Eugene Forsey).” George Grant was presented as the quintessential
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Canadian red tory, one preaching the protection of “the public good
against private freedom.”* For both Grant and Forsey, spiritual val-
ues impelled political engagement,” a dimension of their thinking that
Horowitz appreciated but did not pursue (although a reviewer of his
book in the organ of the Christian Labour Association divined “a sense
of religious commitment” in it).!* Grant’s affinity for social democracy
was demonstrated in his later contribution, in the reddest of his red
tory moments, to Michael Oliver’s Social Purpose for Canada.” That book
was a conscious effort to replicate for the fledgling NDP what the CCF’s
brain trust, the League for Social Reconstruction, had done with its So-
cial Planning for Canada™ in the 1930s.

Since the appearance of “CLS,” the “red tory” has become pervasive
in the lexicon of Canadian politics. It is popularly used, misused, and
abused by politicians, journalists, and the public as well as academics
in various disciplines. John McMenemy catalogued the “red tory” and
“red toryism” in The Language of Canadian Politics: A Guide to Important
Terms and Concepts and attributed the idea to Horowitz."” The red tory
has become an apparent permanent fixture in the day-to-day combat
of Canadian politics. In every federal election and Conservative lead-
ership race, journalists identify and differentiate red tories from their
mirror image “blue tories” or classical free market liberals. “Blue to-
ries” are not ideological tories at all because they are detached from the
tory notion of noblesse oblige, the obligation of the privileged to pro-
vide for the welfare of the less fortunate classes. Toryism is anchored in
the belief in an organic inherited intergenerational social order where
class harmony prevails, bonding a community of hierarchically differ-
entiated unequal classes. It is an order where priority is given to the
public’s collective welfare over the ambitions and aggrandizement of
possessive individualism.

But where did the “red tory” come from and how did it find its
way into Horowitz’s political cosmology? He almost certainly first en-
countered the term in a graduate seminar at Harvard that provided
the research infrastructure for British Politics in the Collectivist Age, au-
thored by his PhD supervisor, Samuel H. Beer.? Horowitz is thanked
in the acknowledgments, and the book is cited in “CLS.”*" Beer was
no socialist, but he was a leftist — a one-time president of the Ameri-
cans for Democratic Action, the progressive ideological yeast in the
Democratic Party. Horowitz wrote a major research paper for Beer
in 1960 on late nineteenth-century British conservatism titled “Tory
Democracy.” It dissected the thinking of Disraeli and Lord Randolph
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Churchill. Red tories such as Disraeli accepted noblesse oblige and also
championed the masses against bourgeois elites. He legalized trade
unions, and his friend John A. Macdonald followed suit. Horowitz
prominently cited Disraeli’s Sybil** and noted that one of the novel’s
themes was that if forward-looking aristocrats failed to rally to the de-
fence of the masses, then the masses’ leaders would arise from within
their own ranks. Britain’s nineteenth-century liberals linked socialism
with toryism by accusing anti-individualist socialists of wanting to
regress to an older feudal order. Beer’s book gives voice to the tory-
socialist axis in highlighting the connections between British toryism,
as exemplified by Disraelian Conservatism, class divisions, and social
reform. J.R. Mallory, one of Horowitz’s teachers, and later a colleague,
may be the only one who connected Horowitz’s thesis — both with re-
spect to toryism’s organic element and the Liberals” successful class-
less centrist appeal that worked in Canada but not in Europe — with
Beer’s work.?

If red toryism helped to mould Britain as Beer demonstrated, then
the leap Horowitz made to Canadian red toryism was fathomable.
English Canadians in the nineteenth century were overwhelmingly of
British stock — British subjects in British North America as their consti-
tution proclaimed. Beer was less sanguine about Horowitz’s assertion
of “a stream of Tory democracy in Canada ... [but] You know far more
about it than I do.”* English Canadians looked to Britain as their ide-
ological progenitor for political and cultural models; their imperialist
minds saw the British Empire as a “providential agency.”” They and
their Loyalist forebears considered themselves Britain’s pre-eminent
colonists.” Ontario’s provincial motto, Ut incepit sic permanet fidelis (As
it began, so it remains, faithful), gives voice and symbolic testimony to
the tory legacy.

As Horowitz was reading in British politics, Grant’s Lament for a
Nation, a national bestseller,” appeared. A Loyalist scion, Grant was
pessimistic about Canada’s prospects of maintaining some of its his-
torically non-American values. Horowitz, as a socialist, was optimis-
tic. He thought Canadian socialists could draw on their country’s tory
legacy to critique capitalist liberal America: “A tory past contains the
seeds of a socialist future.””® Where Grant looked kindly on socialists
but saw them as hopelessly utopian, Horowitz considered socialism
and Canadian nationalism as in need of each other if either had a fu-
ture in North America. Horowitz parted with tories like Grant, Morton,
Donald Creighton, and Roger Graham, whose analyses were even more



