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the Trotsky-Preobrazhensky programme after first climinating.
its authors. This was Bukharin's charge from the outset, and
it was belicved by many of the former opposition who hastencd
1o beg Stalin (o pardon them on the ground that there was no
longer any fundamental clash of policy. Those, such as Radek,
who succeeded in this were able to serve the state for a few years
longer, though they did not escape final destruction. Several
Marxist thinkers have seen the situation in the same light, from
Lukics to Roy Medvedyev. Trotsky, however (who was expelled
from the Politburo in autumn 1926 and from the party a year
later, deported to Alma Ata at the beginning of 1928, and exiled
0 Turkey with the consent of the Turkish Government in
February 1929), did not share the view that Stalin’s policy was
identical with his own. The Stalinist bureaucracy, he wrote, had
indeed been forced by opposition pressure to adopt left-wing.
objectives, but it had put them into effect in a ruthless and
opportunist way. The opposition believe in collcctivization, but
not in mass coercion; the kulaks should have been checked and
combated ‘by economic means'. This was also the line sub-
sequently taken by all Trotsky's followers.

Their contention, however, is a very weak one. Troisky, it
is true, never spoke of forced collectivization, but then neither
did Stalin. Anyone who knew the history of those ycars only
from Stalin’sspeeches and articles would unquestionably supposc:
that the peasants flocked into the collective farms for the sake
of a better life, that the ‘revolution from above’ was grected
with unbridled joy, and that the only sufferers from stern
measures were ahandful of incorrigible saboteurs, cnemics of
the working people and of the government that infallibly
expressed that people’s interests. What is true s that Stalin put
the opposition’s programme into effect by the only possible
‘means. All the economic inducements they suggested were tried
before Stalin resorted to out-and-out coercion. Tax and price
incentives, and a policy of limited terror, had been applied in
the previous two years, but the only effect had been that grain
deliveries fell and were likely to fall still further. No further
‘means of economic pressure remained, and there were only two
alternatives: cither 0 go back to the N.E.P. in its full form and
permit free trade, relying on the market (o ensure food produc-
tion and delivery, or to pursue the course already embarked
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prescribed a detailed ritual and liturgy. From the time of its
publication party writers, historians, and propagandists who
touched on any part of s subject-matter were obliged to adhere
to every canonical formula and t0 repeat every relevant phrase
verbatim. The Short Course was not merely a work of falsified
story but a powerful social institution—one of the party’s most
important instruments of mind control, a device for the destruc-
tion both of critical thought and of society’s recollections of its
own past

From this point of view the book belongs squarely within the
pattern of the totalitarian state created by Stalin. To bring the
system to perfection and reduce civil society to a cipher it was
necessary o root out all forms of life that were not state-
controlled and might constitute a threat of any kind. It was
alsonecessary to devise means of destroying independent thought
and memory—an extremely difficult but important task. A
totalitarian system cannot survive without constanly rewriting
history, eliminating past events, personalities, and ideas and
substituting false ones in their place. It was unthinkable in terms
of Soviet ideology to say that a particular leader who had fallen
a victim t0 the purge had once been a true servant of the party
but had subsequently fallen from grace: anyone who was pro-
claimed a traitor in the end must have been onc from the
beginning. Those who were simply done to death without being
branded as traitors became unpersons and were never heard
of again. Soviet readers became used to secing editions of books
that were sill on sale but from which the editor’ or translator's
name had been carefully erased. If, however, the author himself
was a traitor, then the book disappeared completely from
circulation and only a few copies remained in the ‘prohibited”
sections of ibraries. This was so even if the book's content was
irreproachably Stalinist: as in all magical thinking, an object
connected in any way with the evil spirit was contaminated
for ever and must be cast out and blotted from memory. Soviet
citizens were allowed to remember the existence of a few traitors
mentioned in the Short Course 50 as to include them in ritual
comminations, but the rest of the satanic crew were supposed
0 be forgotten and no one dared to speak their names. Old
newspapers and journals became unclean overnight if they con-
tained photographs of traitors or articles written by them. Not






index-108_1.png
o Marxism as the ideology of the Soviet state

in the Soviet Union, it served for fifteen years as a manual of
ideology completely binding on all citizens. The size of the
editions could no doubt be compared only with those of the
Bible in Western countries. Tt was published and taught every-
where without ceasing. In the upper forms of secondary schools,
in all places of higher learning, party courses, ctc., wherever
anything was taught, the Short Course was the Soviet citizen’s
main intellectual pabulum. For any literate person it would have
been an unusual feat to remain ignorant of it; most people were.
obliged to read it time and again, and party propagandists and
lecturers knew it virtually by heart.

“The Short Course set up a world record in another respect also.
Among books with historical pretensions there is probably nonc
that contains 50 high a proportion of lies and suppressions. As
the title indicates, the book is a history of the Bolshevik party
from its inception, but Chapter IV also introduces the reader
o general questions of world history and expounds the ‘correct’
version of Marxist philosophy and social theory. Morals are
drawn liberally from historical events and shown to have formed
the basis of the actions of the Bolshevik party and the world
Communist movement. The historical conclusions are simple:
the Bolshevik party, under the brilliant leadership of Lenin and
Stalin, unswervingly pursued from the outset the faultless policy.
which was crowned by the success of the October Revolution.
Lenin is always depicted in the forefront of history, and Stalin
directly afier him. A few individuals of the second or third rank
who were lucky enough to die before the great purges are bricfly
‘mentioned at appropriate points in the story. As for the leaders
who actually helped Lenin to create the party, carry out the
Revolution, and found the Soviet state, they are either not
mentioned at all or are shown as double-dyed traitors and
wreckers who crept into the party and whose whole carcer
consisted of sabotage and conspiracy. Stalin, on the other hand,
was from the beginning an infallible leader, Lenin's best pupil,
his truest helper and closest friend. Lenin himself, the reader
is given to understand, formed a plan for the development of
humanity while he was sill a youth, and each successive act
of his life was a deliberate step in furtherance of that plan.

The Short Course not only established a whole pattern of
Bolshevik mythology linked to the cult of Lenin and Stalin, but
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only was the past constantly revised but—an important feature
of Stalinism—everybody was supposed, on the one hand, to be
aware of this and of the fairly simple way in which it was done,
but, on the other, to say nothing about it on pain of the direst
consequences. There were in the Soviet Union many other
pscudo-secrets o this kind, i.c. matters that the whole population
was intended to know about but never to mention. The labour
camps were never spoken of in the newspapers, but it was an
unwritten law that the citizen should know about them: not
simply because such things could not be kept secret anyway,
but because the government wanted people to be aware ofcertain
facts of Soviet lfe while pretending to one another that no such
facts existed. The object of the system was t0 create a dual
consciousness. At public meetings, and even in private conversa-
tions, citizens were obliged to repeat in ritual fashion grotesque
falsehoods about themselves, the world, and the Soviet Union,
and at the same time o keep silent about things they knew
very well, not only because they were terrorized but because
the incessant repetition of falschoods which they knew o be
such made them accomplices in the campaign of lis inculcated
by the party and state. It was not the regime’s intention that
people should literally believe the absurdities that were put
about: if any were so naive as to do so and to forget reality
completely, they would be in a sate of innocence uis-2-vis their
own consciences and would be prone to accept Communist
ideology as valid in its own right. Perfect obedience required,
however, that they should realize that the current ideology meant
nothing in itself: any aspect of it could be altered or annulled
by the supreme leader at any moment as he might see fit, and
itwould be everyone's duty to pretend that nothing had changed
and that the ideology had been the same from everlasting.
(Stalin took care to emphasize that he himself, like Lenin, had
not ‘added” anything to Marxism but only developed it) In
order to realize that the party ideology at any given time was
neither more nor lss than what the leader said it was, the citizen
had to possess a dual consciousness: in public he professed
adherence to the ideology as an unchanging catechism, while
in private or semi-consciously he knew that it was a completely
adaptable instrument in the party’s hands,i.. Stalin’s. He thus
had to “believe without believing’, and it was this state of mind
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of change, movement, and development. Third, in all spheres
of reality qualitative changes result from an accumulation of
quantitative changes. Fourth, the law of the ‘unity and struggle
of opposites’ states that all natural phenomena embody internal
contradictions and  that the ‘content’ of development is the
conflict between those contradictions. This is seen in the fact
that all phenomena have a positive and a negative aspect, a
past and a future, so that the struggle takes the form of a conflict
between new and old

‘Thisaccount, it may be noticed, does not include the ‘negation
of the negation’ of which Engels wrote, as did Lenin in his
Philosophical Notes. The reason for the omission is not explained,
but, at all events, the dialectic henceforth comprises four laws
and no more. The contrary of dialectics s ‘metaphysics’. Meta-
physicians are bourgeois philosophers and scholars who deny
one or more of the laws in question: thus they claim to judge
phenomena in isolation and not in their mutual relations, they
maintain that nothing develops, they do not recognize that
qualitative changes arise from quantitative ones, and they reject
the idea of internal contradictions

‘The materialistic interpretation of nature embodies three
principles. The first s that the world is by its nature material,
and all phenomena are forms of matter in motion; the second,
that matter or being is an ‘objective reality’ existing outside
and independent of our mind; and the third, that everything
in the world is knowable.
| materialism is presented as the logical consequence
of dialectical materialism, a view for which support can be
found in some statements by Engels, Plekhanov, and Bukharin.
Since ‘the material world is primary and mind is secondary’,
it follows that ‘the material lfe of society’ i.e. production and
the relations of production, s also primary and is an ‘objective
reality’, while the spiritual life ofsociety isa secondary ‘reflection’
of . The logical basis of this deduction is not explained. Stalin
then quotes Marxist formulas concerning the base and super-
structure, classes and the class struggle, the dependence of
ideology (and all other forms of supersiructure) on production
relations, the wrongness of attributing social changes simply (o
geographical or demographic conditions, and the fact that
history depends primarily on technological development. Then
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that the party sought to create and maintain in its own members
and, as far as posible, in the whole population. Halfstarved
people, lacking the bare necessities of lfe, attended mectings
at which they repeated the governments lies about how well
off they were, and in a bizarre way they half-believed what
they were saying. They all knew what it was ‘right’ to say,
. what was demanded of them, and in a curious way they
confuscd this ‘rightness’ with truth. Truth, they knew, was a
party matter, and therefore lies became true even if they contra-
dicted the plain facts of experience. The condition of thus living
in two separate worlds at once was one of the most remarkable
achievements of the Stalinist system.

The Short Course was a perfect manual of false history and
doublethink. Tis lies and suppressions were 00 obvious (0 be
overlooked by readers who had witnessed the events in question
all but the youngest party members knew who Trotsky was and
how collectivization had taken place in Russia, but, obliged as
they were to parrot the official version, they became co-authors
of the new past and believers in it as party-inspired truth. If
anyone challenged this truth on the basis of manifest experience,
the indignation of the faithful was perfectly sincere. In this way
Stalinism really produced the ‘new Soviet man’: an ideological
schizophrenic, a liar who believed what he was saying, a
man_capable of incessant, voluntary acts of intellectual self-
‘mutilation.

As we have mentioned, the Short Course contained a new
exposition of dialectical and historical materialism—a complete
Marxist catechism for a whole generation. This work of Stalin's
did not really add anything to the simplified account of Marxism
that might be found, for example, in Bukharin’s manual, but
it had the merit that everything was numbered and set out
systematically: the exposé of Marxism, like the rest of the book,
had a didactic purpose, and it was easy to assimilate and
remember.

‘The passage begins by stating that dialectical materialism, the
philosophy of Marxism, consiss of two elements: a materialistic
view of the world, and a dialectical method. The latter is
distinguished by four principal features or laws. The firs s that
all phenomena are interlinked and that the universe must be
studied as a whole. Second, everything in nature is in a state
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appealing impotently to the ‘internationalist conscience’ of the
world proletariat, The authority of the Bolshevik party, and
the organizational principles accepted by all Communists, were
such that until the 1930s no dissident group achieved any support
o influence. World Communism marched obediently along the
route prescribed by Stalin. The dissolution of the Comintern
in May 1943 was a mere gesture (o persuade Western public
opinion of Soviet good will and democratic intentions. It had
no other significance, as the Communist parties were so well
trained and so dependent on the Soviet Union for their organ-
ization and finances that no special institution was necessary
0 keep them in line.

One effect of Stalin's dictatorship over world Communism
was the gradual decline of Marxist studies. In the twenties,
during the process of ‘Bolshevization’, the parties were
dominated by various fractional and personal quarrels: these
usually took the form of disputes over the correct interpretation
of Lenin’s political testament, but they had no permanent effect
on doctrine apart from the gradual codification of Soviet-type
orthodoxy. None the less, the revolutionary mood of the early
twenties gave rise 1o several theoretical documents in which
Marxist doctrine as transmitted by the orthodox thinkers of the
Second International was subjected to a thorough revision. The
most important of these are the writings of Lukacs and Korsch,
both of whom were stigmatized as ‘ultra-leftist’ by the Comin-
tern. In different ways they attempted to reconstruct Marx’s
philosophy from the beginning, putting fresh life into the idea
of the ‘unity of theory and pracice’ and combating the scientistic
outlook that prevailed among both the orthodox and the neo-
Kantians. In various countries stalwarts of the previous genera-
tion stil carried on traditions of undogmatic Marxism outside
the Communist movement: Adler and Bauer in_Austria,
Krzywicki in Poland, Kautsky and Hilferding in Germany.
Their activity in those years did not, however, have much effect
on the evolution of doctrine: some of them were content to repeat
ideas and themes that had already been worked out, while others
‘gradually ell away from Marxist tradition. Meanwhile theoreti-
cal work was paralysed by the Comintern’s policy of polarizing
the socialist movement by combating the social democrats.
‘The latier became largely divorced from Marxism and lost the
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thus increased their dependence on himself. By the mid-thirties
the Comintern was a mere fagade, as it was no longer necded
even for the purpose of securing obedience from foreign partics.

‘The Seventh and last Comintern Congress, held in Moscow
in July-August 1935, proclaimed a new policy which had been
foreshadowed for a year or more, that of the ‘popular front’
against Fascism. What had recently been condemned as ‘rightist
opportunism’ now became the offcial line. All democratic forces,
especially the socialists (the ‘social Fascist’ of two years carlicr),
as well as liberals and even conservatives if need be, were 0
rally under Communist leadership against the Fascist threat
Stalin's reason for this policy seems to have been his fear that
France and the other Western countries would remain neutral
if Hitler attacked Russia. France, in any case, was the main
target of the ‘popular front policy: as far as Germany was con-
cerned it could only apply to powerless émigré groups, and the
Communist parties in other countries were too weak (0 affect
events. In France the popular front was victorious at the election
in May 1936, but the Commaunists refused to enter Léon Blum’s
‘government. In general the policy did notlast long and produced
few results. Although not offcially revoked, it became a dead
letter when Stalin decided to seck a rapprochement with Nazi
Germany. Meanwhile the German Communist party, which
had been smashed and driven underground, belatedly adopted
Hitler's slogans of the unity of all Germans and the liquidation
of the Polish Corridor.

The true character of the ‘popular front’ policy was shown
up by the Civil War in Spain. Some months after Franco's
rebellion, Stalin decided to intervene in defence of the republic.
Intemnational brigades were formed, and besides military
advisers the Soviet Union sent an army of political agents who
purged the republican forces of Trotskyists, anarchists, and
deviationists of all kinds.

International Communism was by now completely ‘Bolshe-
vized’, and in any case non-Bolshevik forms of Communism had
long ceased to signify. In the twenties individuals or groups who
had been expelled from their parties or had seceded in protest
against Comintern policy tried from Gime to time to organize
a non-Soviet Communist movement, but these attempts never
came to anything. The Trotskyists vegetated in small groups,
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thirties he adopted the classic Marxist theory of the state as
an instrument which ‘in the last resor¢ serves to enable one
class 10 cocree another. He attacked contemporary liberalism
as an ideology whose main purpose was to keep the exploited
from being heard, and asserted that if the vital interests of the
property-owning classes were threatened they would increasingly
reject liberal forms of government and resort 1o naked force.
The growth of Fascism in Europe was a natural result of the
development of the bourgeois state; bourgeois democracy was
in a state of decline, and the only alternative (o Fascism was
socialism. None the less, Laski was attached to traditional
democratic liberties and believed that the proletarian revolution
would leave them intact. The key (0 social development lay,
he declared, in the attitude of the middle classes. John Strachey,
at this time a Communist (he later became a social democrat),
discussed the same problems from an orthodox Leninist view-
i,
P A gifed author, Christopher Caudwell (pseudonym of
Ghristopher St. John Sprige, 1907-37), was briefly prominent
in British Marxism. His carcer as a Marxist and Communist
lasted barely two years—he was killed fighting in the Inter-
national Brigade in Spain—but in 1936 he produced a notable
work entitled llusion and Reality: a Study of the Sources of Pocty.
Before becoming a Communist he wrote some detective stories
and popular books on aviation. His poems were published
posthumously, as were Studies in a Dying Cultwre (1938), a
collection of essays on contemporary British literature and
“bourgeois culture’in general, and an unfinished work The Crisis
in Physics (1939), a Leninist attack on idealism, empiricism, and
indeterminism in modern scientific theory. In Hliusion and Reality,
the best known of his Marxist works, he attempted to correlate
the history of poetry, including metrical changes, with different
stages of social and technical evolution. At the same time he
attacked the bourgeois idea which envisaged frecdom as inde-
pendence of necessiy, whereas Engels had shown that freedom
meant_exploiting natural inevitability for human ends. The
book devotes particular attention to English poetry from the
sixteenth century onwards: Marlowe and Shakespeare stand for
the heroic era of primary accumulation, Pope for mercantilism,
and 50 on. Caudwell took the view (which is not specifically
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need for a single binding ideology; Marxism was practically
‘monopolized by Soviet ideologists, and became more barren
with every year that passed.

‘Only in Germany was there an important Marist centre that
did not idenify with Communism: the Institut fir Sozial-
forschung, founded at Frankfurt in 1923. Tts members were at
frst strongly influenced by Marxist tradition, but the links
weakened by degrees, and a pattern took shape which was later
increasingly evident. On the one hand, Marxism became ossfied
as an institutionalized party ideology and, while politically
effective, lostall philosophical value; on the other, it combined
with quite different traditions to the point where it ceased to
present a clear outline and became only one of many contri-
butions to intellectual history.

‘Around the middle thirtes, however, the Marxist movement

France revived 10 some extent. Among its leaders were
scientists, sociologists, and philasophers, not all of whom were
Communists: Henri Wallon, Paul Langevin, Frédéric Joliot-
Gurie, Marcel Prenant, Armand Cuvillier, and Georges Fried-
mann. These men were to play an important part in French
intellectual lfe after the war, cither as scholars who were
politically committed to Communism (but not necessarily
Marxist theoreticians) or as continuers of certain aspects of
traditional Marxist theory, which had ceased to form a system
but had penetrated intellectual lie in a piecemeal fashion. The
best-known orthodox Marist in France between the wars was
Georges Politzer, who was put to death during the occupation;
he wrote a ferocious critique of Bergson and a popular hand-
book of Leninist dialectical materialism. In Britain J. B. S.
Haldane, the well-known biologist and author of books on the
origins of life on carth, endeavoured to prove the affinity of
Marxism with modern science. Another Marxist was the Ameri-
can geneticist H. J. Muller. In both these cases, however,
Marxism figured in aspects that were not specifically Marxist
in biology it appeared chiefl in the form of a general opposition
tovitalism and finalism. Maurice Dobb, also in Britain, defended
Marxist economic theory, especially in relation to the trade cycl

On the left wing of the Labour party Harold J. Laski
expounded in Marxist terms the theory of the state, the nature
of authority, and the history of political ideas. In the later






index-130_1.png
16 Marsism as the ideology of the Soviet state

Marxist and can be found in earlier anthropological works) that
poctry was originally only an element in the agricultural rites
of primitive society, with the purpose of increasing production.
Later on, in class societies, poetry, music, and the dance were
disjoined from production, which meant the alicnation of art;
the function of socialism was to reverse this process and restore
the unity of productive and artstic activities.

‘The intellectual lfe of Western Europe, and to some extent
of the U.S.A., in the later thirties presented a curious picture.
On the one hand, Stalinism was in full career, and some of
its most repulsive features were laid bare for all the world to
see; but, on the other, many intellectuals were attracted by
Communism as the only alternative to Fascism and as a defence
against it. All other political groupings appeared weak, irre-
solute, and helpless before the threat of Nazi aggression.
Marxism scemed to many to uphold the tradition of rationalism,
humanism, and all the old liberal ideals, while Communism
was the political embodiment of Marxism and the best hope
of containing the Fascist onslaugh. Lefi-wing intellectuals were
drawn towards Marxism by features that had indeed been
present in it from the beginning but were not specifically
Marxist. As long as Soviet Russia seemed to be the main force
opposed o Fascism, these intellectuals endeavoured to identify
Soviet Communism with Marism s they understood it. In so
doing they deliberately blinded themselves to the realities of
‘Communist policy. Those who, like George Orwell, formed an
idea of Communism in action from empirical facts instead of
from doctrinaire assumptions met with hatred and indignation.
Hypocrisy and self-delusion had become the permanent climatc.
of the intellectual Left.
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lanimous policy of appeasement made it difficult o foresce what
would happen if Germany should attack her Eastern or
Western neighbours. Afier the Anschluss and the subjugation
of Czechoslovakia it was clear to most people that war was
unavoidable. The German-Soviet non-aggression pact of August
1939 contained a secret protocol providing for the partition of
Poland between the signatories and assigning Finland, Estonia,
and Latvia to the Soviet sphere of interest (Lithuania was added
0 these in a modification of the agreement on 28 September)
Germany invaded Poland on 1 September, the day afer the
Soviet Union ratified the pact, and on 17 September the Red
Army marched in to ‘liberate’ the Polish Eastern territories,
while the Soviet and German governments proclaimed that
Poland had been annihilated once and for all. The aggressors
concluded a secret agreement to aid cach other in stamping
out underground activity in the occupied territories. (During
the period of Nazi~Soviet co-operation the Russians handed over
some German Communists who were imprisoned in the U.S S.R.,
including the physicist Alexander Weissberg: he survived the
war, however, and was thus able to write one of the first docu-
mentary accounts of Stalin’s purges.) The pact with Hiter
brought about a transformation of Soviet state ideology. Attacks
on Fascism, and the word ‘Fascism’ itslf, disappeared from
Soviet propaganda. The Western Communist parties, especially
the British and French, were ordered to direct their whole
propaganda against the war effort and to blame Western
imperialism for the fight against Nazi Germany. The unsuccessful
invasion of Finland revealed Russia’s military weakness (o the
world and ot least to Hiler, whose object from the beginning
was to destroy his Soviet ‘ally’. Still more catastrophic was the
disarray of the Soviet Union immediately after the German
invasion on 21 June 1941. Historians still debate the causes of
its astonishing unpreparedness. The purging of the best army
cadres, Stalin’s military incompetence and refusal to heed warn-
ings of an early attack, and the complete psychological dis-
armament of the Soviet people—a week before the invasion,
the government publicly condemned rumours of war as ‘absurd’
—are among the reasons advanced for the series of defeats that
brought the Soviet state to the brink of destruction.

‘The German-Soviet war brought about further ideological
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CHAPTER IV

The crystallization of
Marxism-Leninism after
the Second World War

1. The wartime interlude

By the end of the 1930s Marxism had taken on a clearly defined
form as the doctrine of the Soviet party and state. Tis offcial
name was Marxism-Leninism, which, as we have explained,
‘meant nothing more or less than Stalin's personal ideology: it
included bits of theory from Marx, Engels, and Lenin, but
purported to be a single doctrine which the four classical
teachers had successively ‘developed” and ‘enriched'. In this way
Marx was promoted to the rank of a ‘classic of Marxism~
Leninism® and a forerunner of Stalin. The true content of
Marxism-Leninism was expounded in Stalin's writings, more
particularly in the Skort Course

As we have scen, the characteristic feature of this ideology,
which pre-eminently reflected the interests of the governing
stratum of a totalitarian state, was its combination of extreme
rigidity and_extreme flexibility. These seemingly opposite
qualities reinforced each other perfectly. The ideology was rigid
in the sense that it was expressed in a collection of unchanging,
cut-and-dried formulas which all were obliged to repeat without
the slightest deviation; but the content of those formulas was
so vague that they could be used to justify any state policy
whatsoever, in all its phases and variations.

The most paradoxical effect of this function of Soviet Marxism
was its partial self-liquidation during the Second World War.

In the second half of the thirties Europe was paralysed by
the menace of Nazi aggression. During the crises which preceded
the outbreak of war, the Soviet Union with Stalin at the helm
pursued a skilful and suble policy aimed at securing its
against. threats from cvery side. The Western Powers' pusil-
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attempted to lay down the law as regards the membership of
the Central Committee. As the German delegates refused to
comply, Zinovyev, chairman of the Executive Committee, sum-
moned them to Moscow and ordered them to get rid of their
“lefist’ leaders, Ruth Fischer and Arkady Maslow, who had tricd
to maintain some semblance of autonomy is-d-uis the Bolsheviks.

Another resolution of the Fifth Congress asessed the position
of the social democrats, stating that their role, in collusion
the bourgeoisie, was 10 instil democratic and pacifist illusions
in the working class. As capitalism decayed, social democracy
came closer and closer to Fascism: the two were in fact aspects
of a single weapon in the hands of capital. This was the genesis
of the theory of ‘social Fascism’, which a few years later became
the principal guideline of Comintern policy.

Four years elapsed between the Fifth and Sixth Comi
Congresses: Stalin was probably unwilling o call one until he
had finally achieved victory over Trotsky and also Zinovyey,
Kamenev, and their associates. Meanwhile the Comintern, in
spite of its doctrine concerning ‘social Fascism’, made advances
t0 the British trade unions which resulted in the formation,
in 1925, of an Anglo-Russian committee to_promote the
unification of the world trade union movement. This, however,
was short lived and unsuccessful. In 19267 the Comintern
suffered a more serious set-back in China, where the small
Communist party, on Moscow’s instructions, had supported
the revolutionary’Kuomintang in its efforts to unify_and
modernize China and free it from Western domination. This,
in Stalin's opinion, was a bourgeois nationalist movement
and was not destined to lead at once at a dictatorship of the
proletariat. The Soviet Union helped with arms and military
and political advisers, and in the spring of 1926 the Kuomintang
was even admitted to the Comintern as a ‘sympathizing’ party.
However, when Chiang Kai-shek formed his government he
excluded the Communists from any share in power, and in April
1927 he put down a Communist rising in Shanghai with many
arrests and executions. Stalin, realizing too late that Chiang
had anticipated the intentions of his ‘allies by getting his blow.
in frst, attempted to save the situation by ordering an insurrec-
tion in Canton; this took place in December, but was quelled
by another massacre. Trotsky blamed Stalin for these defeats,
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A majority of the International, however, thought that Europe
should still be the main focus of activity. The defeat of the
Soviet armies before Warsaw in 1920 caused hopes of an early
revolution to recede, but they did not fade completely. However,
in March 1921 an attempt at revolution in Germany ended in
fiasco, and the resolutions of the Third Comintern Congress in
June were less optimistic as to the prospect of a world Soviet
Tepublic. The German uprising was condemned by Lenin and
Trotsky and duly criticized by the congress. However, Paul Levi,
the German communist leader, who had himself opposed the
rising and was therefore expelled from the party shordly before
the congress opened, was not rehabilitated; he was again con-
demned and his expulsion ratified. The new ‘Leninist’ style was
clearly in full operation.

As the world revolution was hanging fire the Comin
leaders decided, against srong opposition from the ‘le
minority, to adopt a ‘united front’ policy of co-operation
the socialists. Conversations were begun before the Fourth
Congress in 1922, but came to nothing: the socialists suspected,
with good reason, that the ‘united front’ was  ploy aimed at
their destruction. A further abortive rising took place in
Germany in October 1923; this time Heinrich Brandler, the new.
party leader, was made the scapegoat for a plan that had been
wholly organized and initiated by the Comintern and the
Bolshevik party. In 1924 Trotsky accused the Comintern, then
under Zinovyev'sdirection, of failing to exploit the revolutionary
sitwation by seizing power in Germany.

‘The Fifth Comintern Congress, held in mid-1g24 at a time
when the ruling triumvirate of Stalin, Zinovyev, and Kamenev
was engaged in a crucial struggle with Trotsky, passed a
resolution calling for the ‘Bolshevization® of all member parties.
‘This meant in theory that they should adopt the methods and
style of the Russian party, but in practice that they should accept
its authority in all matters. The congress itslf showed that
“Bolshevization’ was already well advanced: the Communists
of all countries unanimously condemned Trotsky at the bidding
of Stalin and his associates. In the following year there was a
demonstration at the congress of the German Communist party
of what Bolshevization meant, when the Soviet delegate
Manuilsky, one of Stalin’s chief henchmen in the Comintern,
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declaring that instead of accepting Chiang’s leadership the
Chinese Communists should have aimed at setiing up a Soviet
republic from the outset—though he did not explain how they
could have prevailed against Chiang in the then state of their
forces. However, the Comintern laid the blame on the Chinese
party for pursuing a false policy’, and its leader, Chen Tu-hsiu,
was condemned and later expelled.

‘The Sixth Comintern Congress, in August 1928, put a final
stop 0 attempts at co-operating with the socialists, which in
any case had been feeble and unsuccessful. The congress declared
that international social democracy and the trade unions under
its control were the mainstay of capitalism, and Communist
parties were ordered to concentrate all their efforts against the
“social Fascists’. The temporary stabilization of capitalism, it
was proclaimed, had now come o an end, and a new revolu-
tionary period was beginning. The Communist parties in various
countries duly expelled ‘Righists’ and ‘conciliators’ from the
ranks, and the new purge claimed many victims among the
Ieaders in Germany, Spain, the U.S.A. and elsewhere.

‘The fact that the German Communists, who represented a
powerful political force, turned their fire against the socialists
was a major cause of Hitlers accession o power. The party
line was that Nazism could only be a transient cpisode and
that by radicalizing the masses it would pave the way for Com-
munism. Even after Hitler came to power, for a whole year
the German Communists treated the socialists as their chief
enemy; by the time they changed their minds, the party was
already broken and helpless

By the end of 1929, after the downfall of Bukharin (who had
succeeded Zinovyev as chairman of the Executive Committce
in 1926), Stalin was the unquestioned owner of the Bolshevik
party and, through it, of international Communism. The
Comintern lost all significance of its own and was merely a
channel for the transmission of the Kremlin's orders to other
parties. Tts staff consisted exclusively of people loyal o Stalin
and controlled by the Soviet police; among their tasks was to
recruitintelligence agents for the Soviet Uion. All the raternal
parties,after repeated purges, accepted without demur Moscow's
changing directives, which for the most part were dictated by
Soviet foreign policy. Stalin financed the parties generously and
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which maintained that human beings, especially ‘Soviet mar’,
could transform nature in any way they had a mind to. So
Lysenko rapidly secured party support and exercised a growing
influence on rescarch institutes, academicians, journals, etc.,
until, as we shall see, his revolutionary theory achieved a
complete triumph in 1948. Party propaganda extolled his dis-
coveries incessantly from about 1935 onwards, and those who
objected that his experiments were scientifically worthless were
soon put to silence. The eminent genetician Nikolay 1. Vavilov,
who refused to subscribe to the new theory, was arrested in 1940
and perished in the Kolyma concentration camp. Most Soviet
philosophers, as was to be expected, joined in acclaiming
Lysenko's views.

‘Today no one has any doubt that Lysenko was an ignoramus
and a charlatan, and his career s an instructive example of
how the Soviet system functions, not only with respect to
science and culture but also in the cconomic and administrat
sphere. The self-destructive features that were t0 become stll
more_evident later on were already visible. As the party
exercises unlimited authority in every area of e, and the whole
system is organized hierarchically with a onc-way chain of
command, it follows that the carcer of any individual depends
on his obedience to_authority and proficiency in the arts of
flatery and denunciation. 1t is fatal, on the other hand,
display initiative, a mind of one’s own, or even a minimal respect
for truth. When'the main object of those in authority is to
maintain and increase their power it is inevitable that the wrong
people will come to the top, both in science (especially if it
s ideologically controlled) and in economic administration. In-
efficiency and waste are built-in features of the Soviet system;
economic development is hampered by both the promotion of
the unfit and the wholesale restriction of information on grounds
of politics and ‘sccurity’. Later attempts at rationalizing the
cconomy have had some success, but only in so far as they
departed from the totalitarian principle or the ideal of ‘unity’
which the Stalinist system brought to such perfection.

Another important feature of Soviet culture in the 19308 was
the growth of Russian nationalism. This (oo is a phenomenon
that reached its peak later on, but it was already discernible
in the carly thirdis, when Stalin’s specches began to strike the
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of view both the function and the content of offcial Soviet
Marxism have remained the same since Stalin’s death. Marxism
has become simply a rhetorical dressing for the Realpolitik of
the Soviet empire.

The rationale of this change was very simple: since the
Soviet Union is by definition the bastion of human progress,
whatever serves Soviet interests is progressive and whatever
does not is reactionary. Tsarist Russia, like most other Powers
in history, supported the aspirations of smaller peoples in order
to weaken its own rivals, and the Soviet Union pursued this
policy from the outset, but under a different guise. Even ‘feudal”
sheikhs and Asiatic princes, according to Stalin, played an
“objectively’ progressive role in 5o far as they undermined the
imperialist front. This was flly in accordance with Lenin's
theory of world revolution, which admitted and even required
the participation of non-socialist, non-prolctarian, and, in
Manxist terms, ‘reactionary’ forces. From a dialectical point of
view the reactionaries immediately and dialectically became
progressive if their efforts were hostile (0 the interests of other
world Powers. In the same way it became axiomatic after 1917
that, as the Soviet Union was by definition the mainstay of
the worldwide liberation movement, any armed incursion or
seizure of foreign territory on its part was not an invasion but
an act of liberation. Marxism thus provided the Soviet state
with a repertoire of arguments that were far more useful as tools
of imperialism than the clumsy and even absurd principles with
which Tsarist Russia sought to ustify its rule over alien peoples.

3. The Cominten and the idological transformation of
international Commanism

In the natural course of things, Stalinization spread throughout
the world Communist movement. For the first decade of its
existence the Third International was sill a forum of discussion
and conflict between different forms of Communist ideology,
but thereafter it lostall independence and became an instrument
of Soviet foreign policy, completely subordinated to Stalin’s
authority.

The various left-wing groups and fractions that emerged
within social democratic parties during the First World War
were not all pure Leninists, but all agreed in condemning the
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note of a ‘strong Russia® which could and must be created by
socialism. The patriotic theme was stressed increasingly in
‘propaganda, and Soviet and Russian patriotism coincided more.
and more. The glories of Russian history were revived in an
appeal to national pride and selFsuffciency. Some nations, such
as the Uzbeks, who had formerly written their language in Arabic
Script and were then given a Latin alphabet by the Soviet
authoritics, were now compelled to adopt a form of Cyrillic,
so that three alphabets were used in a single generation. The
idea of ‘national cadres’ exercising power in the non-Russian
republics of the Union soon proved 1 be a fiction: in practice
though ot in theory, the top posts in the party and state
administration were usually held by Russians appointed from
Moscow. The ideology of state power became by degrees
indistinguishable from that of Russian imperialism.

Marxism as the ideology of the Soviet state very soon ceased
10 be an independent factor in the determination of policy. Of
necesity, its content had o be 5o vague and general as to justfy
any particular move in home or foreign afairs: N.EP. or
collectivization, friendship with Hitler or war with Hitler, any
toughening or relaxation of the internal regime, and 50 on.
And indeed, since the theory states that ‘on the one hand the
superstructure is a creation and instrument of the base, but ‘on
the other’ it also affects the base, it can be shown that any
imaginable government policy for the regulation of the economy,
or for controlling culture in a greater or less degree, is in
accordance with Marxism. If ‘on the one hand’ individuals do
not make history, but ‘on the other exceptional individuals who
understand historical necessity do play an important part (and
both points of view can be supported by quotations from Marx
and Engels), then it is equally in accordance with Marxism to
pay divine honours to the socialist despot or to condemn this
practice as a ‘deviation’. If ‘on the one hand’ all nations are
entitled to self-determination, but ‘on the other hand” the cause.
of world socialist revolution is paramount, then any policy,
whether mild or severe, with the object of discouraging the
national aspirations of the non-Russian inhabitants of the empire
will be indubitably Marxist. Such in fact was the ambivalent
basis of Stalin's Marxism, and its vague and contradictory
tenets were alike put down to the ‘dialectic’. From this point
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betrayal of the movement by the leaders of the Second Inter-
national; they all rejected reformism, and sough to revive the.
traditional internationalist spirit. The October Revolution had
created a new revolutionary stronghold, and most of these lefi-
wingers believed that the world Communist revolution was
imminent. In 1918 Communist parties were formed in Poland,
Germany, Finland, Latvia, Austria, Hungary, Greece, and
Holland. In the next three years larger or smaller revolutionary
parties, representing various minority groups, came into exist-
ence in all European countrics. Despite many complicated
disputes and schisms, there took shape in this way an inter-
national Communist movement inspired by Leninist principles.

In January 1919 the Bolshevik party issued a manifesto
drafied by Trotsky and calling for the creation of a new Inter-
national. A congress was held at Moscow in March, at which
the project was approved by delegates of certain Communist
parties and left-wing social democratic groups. The Third
International was not actually set up until the Second Congress,
in July-August 1920. From the beginning various parties
developed internal divisions and departures from the Leninist
norm. On the one hand were ‘rightst’ groups who hankered
after a reconciliation with the social democrats from whom they
had recently split off; on the other were ‘leftst’ or ‘sectarian’
deviationists who, as a rule, rejected compromise tactics or
association with parliamentary politics. 1t was against_this
school of thought that Lenin wrote ‘Lefl-Wing’ Commurism: an
Infantile Disorder. Given the belief prevalent among Communists
that within a year the whole world, or at least Europe, would
become a Soviet republic, ‘lefist” tendencies were much stronger
and more in evidence than ‘reformist’ ones.

‘The statutes of the Comintern marked a radical departure
from the principles of the Second International, but harked back
tothe tradition of the First. They provided that the International
was to be a single centralized party, of which the national parties
were sections, and that its purpose was (o use every means,
including armed force, (o bring about an international republic
of Soviets, which, s the political form of the dictatorship of
the proletariat, was the historically ordained prelude to the
abolition of the state. The International was to hold annual
congresses (biennial after 1924) and be governed in between
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must be endorsed by a congress of the International or by its
Executive Committee, and all decisions of congresses or the
Exccutive Commitiee were binding on all sections. All parties
must call themselves ‘Communist’, and those that were allowed
by the laws of their country to function openly must, in addition,
set up clandestine organizations for action ‘at the decisive
moment’.

In this way a centralized party operating on military lines
became the prescribed mode of organization of the world
Communist movement. However, Lenin and Trotsky, the
creators of the International, did not envisage it as an instru-
ment of Soviet state policy. The idea that the Bolshevik party
itself was no more than 4 section’ or branch of the world
revolutionary movement was, at the outset, taken quite sriously.
But the way in which the Comintern was organized, and the.
historical circumstances of its creation, soon dispelled such
illusions. The Bolshevik party naturally enjoyed great prestige
as the agent of the first successful revolution, and Lenin’s
‘personal authority was unshakeable. From the beginning Russia
had a deciding voice in the Executive Commitice, and the
permanent representatives of other partis, residing in Moscow,
gradually became Soviet functionaries. Internal struggles within
the Soviet leadership were not only reflected in the Inter-
national but eventually became its main concern. Each of the
Bolshevik oligarchs who contended for power after Lenin's death
naturally sought support among the leaders of fraternal parties,
and the victories or defeats of international Communism were
in turn exploited in fractional struggles in Moscow.

‘The first congresses of the International were held regularly
in accordance with the statutes. The third took place in
June-July 1921, the fourth in November 1922, and the fifth
in June-July 1924, By this tme Russia had been through the
Civil War, the N.E.P. had entered its first phasc, and Lenin
had died. Tn accordance with Lenin's preceps, the International
busied itself from the outset with revolutionary agitation in
colonial and undeveloped countries. The Indian Communi
Nath Roy argued that revolution in Asia should be the main
objective of world Communism: the stability of capitalism
depended on profits from colonial territories and it was there,
not in Europe, that the future of humanity would be decided.
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times by its Executive Committee, which could expel ‘sections’
that disregarded its instructions and could require them to cast
out groups or individuals for breaches of discipline. The theses
adopted at the 1920 Congress included a firm rejection of
parliamentarianism as  suitable form of the society of the future.
Parliaments and all other bourgeois political institutions must
be used only in order to destroy them; Communists must take
partin clections for this purpose alone, and Communist deputies
were responsible (o the party alone and ot o the anonymous
mass of voters. The theses on colonial questions, drafted by
Lenin, instructed Communists in colonial and backward coun-
ries t© enter into temporary alliances with national revolution-
ary movements; at the same time Communists must remain
independent, not allowing the national bourgeoisic to get hold
of the revolutionary movement, but fighting from the outset for
aSoviet republic; under their leadership the backward countrics
would achieve Communism without having t0 go through
capitalist stage.

The congress also issued a manifesto demanding unconditional
support for the cause of the Soviet Union as being the cause
of the whole International.

Another important document was a list of “Twenty-One
Conditions’ which must be fulfilled by parties joining the
Comintern, and which extended Leninist forms of organization
0 the whole Communist movement. The ‘Conditions' provided
that Commanist parties must wholly subordinate their prop:
ganda activities o decisions of the Comintern. The Communist
Press was to be completely under party control. The ‘scctions’
must resolutely combat reformist tendencies and, whenever
possible, remove reformists and centralists from workers’ organ-
izations. They must also—this was specially emphasized—carry
out systematic propaganda within their countries’ armed forces
‘They must combat pacifism, support colonial liberation move-
ments, be active in workers organizations and especially trade
unions, and make efforts o win peasant support. In Parliament,
Communist deputies must subordinate their whole activity 10
revolutionary propaganda. Parties must be centralized to the
maximum, observe iron discipline, and periodically purge their
ranks of petty-bourgeois elements. They must unquestioningly
support all existing Soviet republics. Each party’s programme
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immediate attack. To say anything of one’s own in philosophy.
could only signify that one was accusing Stalin of having
omitted something important; to writc in a style of one’s own
was to show dangerous presumption by suggesting that one could
expres something better than he. Thus Soviet philosophical
literature came to consis of heaps of waste paper reproducing
in diluted form Chapter IV, Section 2 of the Short Course.
Compared with this, even the polemics of the ‘dialecicians’ and
‘mechanists were an example of bold, creative, and independent
thought. As for the history of philosophy, it became an almost
forgotien subject. In the thirties a few translations of philo-
sophical classics till appeared, but only of such authors as were
classed, rightly or wrongly, as ‘materialists’ or had written
against religion: the Soviet reader might thus occasionally sec
an anticlerical pamphlet by Holbach or Voltire or, if he was
lucky, something by Bacon or Spinoza. Hegel’s works were also
published, as he belonged to the canon of ‘dialectical’ writers.
But for about forty years there was no chance of reading Plato,
not to mention any more dangerous idealist. Professional
philosophers quoted only the ‘classics of Marxism-Leninism’,
namely Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Stalin: the chronological
sequence was, of course, observed when the names were cited
together, but in terms of frequency of quotation the order was
precisely the reverse.

It might have seemed that the ideological situation resulting
from the publication of the Short Course was one of final per-
fection; but the post-war years showed that it could still be
improved upon.

Tt should not be supposed, however, that Marxism as codified
by Stalin differed in any essential way from Leninism. 1t was
a bald, primitive version, but contained scarcely anything new.
Indeed, very liule that is original can be found in any of
Stalin's works before 1950, with two exceptions. The first, of
which we have considered the import, was that socialism could
be built in one country. The second was that the class struggle
‘must become fiercer as the building ofsocialism progressed. This
principle remained officially valid even after Stalin declared that
there were no longer any antagonistic classes in the Soviet
Union—there were no classes, but the class struggle was acuter
than ever. A third principle, which Stalin seems first to have
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comes an account of the five main socio-economic systems:
primitive-communal, slave-owning, feudal, capitalist, and
socialist. The order in which these succeed one another is
described as historically inevitable. Nothing s said about Marx’s
“Asiatic mode of production’: the probable reasons for this have
been discussed elsewhere (vol. 1, ch. XIV, pp. 350-1).

‘The enumeration of the five types of society and their applica-
tion to_the history of every country in the world presented
Soviet historians with a major problem. It was no easy matter
to discern the existence of a slave or feudal society among
populations that had never heard of such phenomena. More-
over, as capitalism had been established by a bourgeois revolu-
tion and socialism by a socialst one, it was natural to suppose
that previous transitions had taken place in a similar way. Stalin
indeed wrote (or ‘proved’ in Soviet philosophy the two terms
mean the same thing where the classics of Marism-Leninism
are concerned) that the feudal system emerged from the slave-
owning one as the result of a slave revolution. He had in fact
made the same point in an address on 19 February 1933: the
slave-owning system was overthrown by a slave revolution, as
a result of which feudal lords took the place of the old exploiters.
‘This gave historians the additional problem of identifying the
“slave revolution’ in every case of transition from slave-owning
o feudalism

Stalin's work was greeted by a chorus of ideologists as the
supreme achievement of Marist theory and a_ milestone in
philosophical history. For the next fifteen years Soviet philosophy
consisted of litle but variations on the theme of its superlative
‘merit. Every philosophical article and manual duifully enumer-
ated the four ‘marks’ of the dialectic and the three principles
of materialism. Philosophers had litle to do but to find examples
showing that different phenomena were interrelated (a proof
of Stalin's first law), or that changed (a proof of the
second), and so on. Tn this way philosophy was degraded to
the status of a medium for incessant flatiery of the supreme
leader. Everyone wrote in exactly the same style; no writer could
be distinguished from another by the form or content of his
work. The same soporific clichés were repeated endlessly, with
0 attempt at independent thought: any such atiempt, however
timid and obsequious, would have exposed the author to
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early thirties—to confine themselves o fields that might be of
immediate profit (o industry. This pressure applied 10 all the
natural sciences and even, though less severely, o mathematics.
(Mathematical studies were scarcely ever ‘supervised ideolo
cally in the Soviet Union, as even the omniscient high priests
of Marxism did not pretend to understand them; consequently,
standards were upheld and Russian mathematical science was
saved from temporary destruction.) The ‘unity of theory and
practice’, of course, applied to the humane sciences also, but
in a slightly different sense. Broadly speaking, the natural
sciences were harnessed to the demands of industry, and the
humanistic sciences to those of party propaganda. History,
philosophy, and the history of literature and art were supposed
10 ‘serve the party and state’, .. o buttress the party line and
provide theoretical support for current decisions.

The demand that natural science should confine itself to
subjects of immediate technical use was highly damaging to
important branches of research, and this very soon made itself
feltin technology as well. Even more pernicious, however, were
attempts to exercise ideological control over the actual results
of scientific investigation, in the name of Marxist ‘correctnes'.
In the thirties the ‘idealist’ theory of relativity came under fire
from a band of philosophers and half-baked physicists, led by
A. A Maksimov. The same period saw the rise of Trofim
D. Lysenko, whose mission was to revolutionize Soviet biological
science in accordance with Marsism-Leninism and to explode
the “bourgeois”theories of Mendel and T. H. Morgan. Lysenko,
an agronomist, had explored various techniques of plant breed-
ing and decided, early in his carcer, to develop them into a
universal theory of Marxist genetics. Afier 1935, together with
his assistant L. 1. Prezent, he attacked the modern genetic
theory and claimed that hereditary influcnces could be almost
completely climinated by appropriate changes in environment:
genes were a bourgeois invention, as was the distinction between
genotype and phenotype. It was not hard to convince the party
leaders and Stalin himself that a theory which rejected the
‘immortal substance of heredity’ and proclaimed that living
organisms could be altered (o any desired extent by environ-
mental changes was in accordance with Marxism-Leninism
(everything changes) and was admirably suited to the ideology
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enunciated at a plenum of the Central Committee on 12 January
1933, was that before the state ‘withered away’ under Com
‘munism it must, for dialectical reasons, first develop to a point
ofmaximumstrength; but thisidea had already been formulated
by Trotsky during the Civil War. The second and third

inciples, in any case, were of no significance except as a
justification of the system of police terror.

However, it should be emphasized once again that what
mattered about Stalinist ideology was not its content—even
though it was expressed in catechetical form—baut the fact that
there was a supreme authority from whose judgement on
ideological matters there was no appeal. Ideology was thus
completely institutionalized, and virtually the whole of intellec-
fe was subordinated (0 it. The "unity of theory and
practice’ was expressed by the concentration of doctrinal,
political, and police authority in Stalin’s person.

Dialectical and historical materialism as expounded by Stalin
amounted to an unimaginative, schematic version of Mar
according to Plekhanov, Lenin, and Bukharin: a philosophy with
cosmicambitions, proclaiming that the dialectic expressed
universal 'laws’ which governed every aspect of reality, and that
human history was a special case of the application of these
laws. This philosophy claimed to be ‘scientific’in the same way
as astronomy, and declared that social processes were as
“objective’ and predictable as any other. In this respect it
departed radically from the Marxian viewpoint as reconstructed
by Lukics and Korsch, according to which, in the particular
case of the proletarian consciousness, the social process and
awareness of that process became one and the same, and
knowledge of society coincided with the revolutionary praxis
that transformed it. Stalin took over the popular naturalism
which prevailed among Marxists of the Second International,
and in which there was no room for the peculiar Marian view
of the “unity of theory and practice’. True, this formula was
acknowledged and emphasized at every opportunity by Stalin
and his auendant philosophers; but its meaning was in effect
reduced to the proposition that practice was superior to theory
and that theory was ancillary to practice. In accordance with
view pressure was put on scholars—especially after the
ideological reconstruction of the Academy of Sciences in the
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capital. In addition Varga was accused of cosmopolitanism,
Kowtowing to Western science, reformism, objectivism, and
underestimation of Lenin. The string of accusations was a
conventional one, but the gist of Varga’s book was indecd
inimical to Stalinist ideology. His conclusion that capitalism had
atits disposal more and more ways of remedying crisis situations,
instead of fewer and fewer, was manifestly contrary to Lenin’s
teaching and to the party line for the past three decades, which
held that the contradictions of capitalism were becoming more
acute every day and that the universal crisis was more and more
intense. Varga did not perform self-criicism after the first
debate, but he finally did so in 1949; he was dismissed from
his main functions, and the journal he edited was closed down.
He was rehabilitated after Sialin's death, however, and repeated
and developed his theses in a book published in 1964, in which
he criticized Stalin and the dogmatic inability of Stalin's
ideologists to recognize facts that conficted with preconceived
schemata. In a manuscript that was not published in Russia
but reached the West after his death he went further siill,
maintaining that Lenin's plan of building socialism in Russia
had proved a failure and that the burcaucratization of the
Soviet system was in part due to Lenin's false prognoses.

5. Marxism~Leninism in plysics and cosmolog.y

A particularly blatant example of aggressive Stalinism was the
ideological invasion of the natural sciences. Apart from mathe-
matics, which was left unscathed, the campaign of Marist
regimentation affected all branches of science in some degree:
theoretical physics, cosmology, chemistry, genetics, medicine,
psychology, and cybernetics were all ravaged by the inter-
ference which reached its peak in 1948-53.

Soviet physicists, for the most part, were not anxious t©
engage in philosophical discussions, but in some spheres they
were unavoidable: neither the quantum theory nor the theory
of relativity could be fully expounded without bringing out
certain epistemological assumptions. The question of deter-
minism, and that of the effect of observation on the object
observed, obviously had philosophical bearings, and this was
recognized in discussions throughout the world

Soviet Russia and Nazi Germany were the two counties in
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tion by one philosophical group or another, and

ipants’duty to show party vigilance by pouncing.
on even the most timid attempts (o exceed the bounds of the
catechism in force. Sometimes several such operations were
practised on the same text, and the result was that all the books
were virtually identical. Leonov’s case, mentioncd above, is
remarkable inasmuch as it might be thought that plagiarism
could never have been detected, so closely did the authors’
styles resemble one another.

4. The cconomic debate

At the same time as Zhdanov was dealing with the philosophers,
economic science also underwent an ideological purge. The
occasion was afforded in this case by Varga’s book, published
in 1946, on the effects of the Second World War on the capitalist
economy. Jen6 Varga (187g-1964), an eminent cconomist of
Hungarian origin, had lived in the Soviet Union since the fall
of Béla Kun's short-lived Communist republic and was the
director of the Institute for World Economy, the purpose of
which was to observe trends and predict crises in the capitalist
system. In his book he sought to examine the permanent changes
that the war had brought to the capitalist economy. It had
obliged the bourgeois states o introduce a degrec of cconomic
planning and had vastly increased the functions of the state,
especially in Britain and the U.S.A. The question of outlets for
production had ceased to be decisive, and the struggle for
markets was no longer a key factor in international affairs;
the export of capital, however, had taken on greater importance.
It was t0 be expected that overproduction in the U.S.A. and
wartime destruction in Western Europe would combine to bring
about a crisis situation which capitalism would scck to cure by
the large-scale export of American capital to Europe. Varga’s
theories were debated in May 1947 and again in October 1945,
His critics, and particularly K. V. Ostrovityanov, the chiel
economist of the Stalin era, accused him of believing that plan-
ning was possible under capitalism, of divorcing economics from
politics, and of ignoring the class struggle. He had filed to
perceive the general crisis of capitalism and, instead of em-
phasizing the power of capital over the bourgeois state, had
made the mistake of supposing that the state was in control of
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for thinking that Einstein's theory was of limited validity. The
campaign against Einstein—and indeed against most of the main
achievements of modern science—had, however, two basic
motives. In the first place, *bourgeois versus socialist” meant
practically the same as ‘Western versus Soviet’. The state doc-
trine of Stalinism embraced Soviet chauvinism and demanded
the systematic rejection of all the important achievements of
*bourgeois’ culture, especially those dating from after 1917 when
only one country in the world was the source of progress, while
capitalism was in a state of decay and disruption. In addition
10 Soviet chauvinism there was a second motive. The simplistic
doctrine of Marxism-Leninism coincided at many points with
the common-sense everyday ideas of uneducated people: it was
0 these, for instance, that Lenin chiefly appealed in his attack
on empiriocriticism. The theory of relativity, on the other hand,
was undeniably to some extent an assault on common sense.
The absoluteness of simultancity, extension and motion, and
the uniformity of space, are assumptions of everyday lfe that
we accept as a matter of course, and Einstein’s theory violated
these in the same way as Galileo's paradoxical assertion that
the carth revolves round the sun. Thus Einstein’s critics were
not only speaking for Soviet chauvinism but also for the ordinary
conservatism that rejects theories inconsistent with the plain
evidence of our senses

‘The fight against ‘idealism in physics’ was also waged, with
similar motives, against the quantum theory. The epistemo-
logical interpretation of quantum mechanics accepted by the
Copenhagen school found favour with some Soviet physicsts
‘The debate was triggered off by M. A. Markov's article of 1947,
already mentioned. Markov followed Bohr and He
two basic points which aroused the hostlity of Mas
philosophers. In the first place, as it is impossible simultancously
to measure the position and the momentum of microparticles,
it is meaningless (o say that a particle fas a definite position
and a definite momentum and that only a defect of observational
technique prevents our measuring both at once. This point of
view was in accord with the general empiric attitude of many
physicists: the only real properties of objects are those that are
empirically detectable, and 1o say that an object has a certain
property but that there i no possibiliy of ascertaining it is cither
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which the theory of relativity was attacked and proscribed as
contrary o official ideology. In the Soviet Union, as we have
scen, the campaign sarted before the Second World War, but
it was intensified in the post-war years. In Germany the
indisputable argument against it was that Einstein was a Jew.
In Russia this point was not raised, and the critics based their
opposition on the teaching of Marxism-Leninism that time,
space, and motion were objective and that the universe was
infnite. Zhdanov in his address to the philosophers in 1947
inveighed against the disciples of Einstein who declarcd that
the universe was finite. The philosophical critics also argued
that, since time was objective, the relation of simultancity must
be absolute and not dependent on the frame of reference as
the special theory of relativity maintained. In the same way
‘motion was an objective property of matter, and thercfore the
path of a moving body could not be partly determined by the
system of co-ordinates (an argument that of course apy
against Galileo as well as Einstein). In general, since Einstein
made temporal relations and movement dependent on the
‘observer', .c. on the human subject, he must be  subjectivist
and thus an idealist. The philosophers who took part in these
debates (A. A. Maksimov, G. . Naan, M. E. Omelyanovsky,
and others) did not confine their criticism to Einstein but
attacked the whole of ‘bourgeois science’, their favourite targets
being Eddington, Jeans, Heisenberg, Schrodinger, and all
known methodologists ofthe physical ciences. Had not Einstein,
moreover, admitted that he got his first ideas about relativity
from Mach, whose obscurantist philosophy had been demolished
by Lenin?

However, the essential point of the debate (which also
touched, but only in a secondary fashion, on the general theory
of relativity and the question of the homogencity of space) did
notreside in any ‘contradiction’ between the content of Einstein’s
theory and Marxism-Leninism. Marxist doctrine on time, space,
and motion was ot so precise that it could not be reconciled
with Einsteinian physics without any special logical diffculty.
It was even possible to contend that the relativity theory was
a confirmation of dialectical materialism: this line of defence
was adopted, in particular, by V. A. Fock, an eminent theoretical
physicist, who at the same time produced scientific arguments
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In general the so-called discussions of the Stalin period on
the philosophical aspects of physics and other sciences were
destructive and anti-scientific not because they treated of unreal
problems but because in the confrontation—as was usually the
case—of scholars on the one hand and party ideologists on the
other, the latter were assured of victory by the support of the
state and its police apparatus. Charges of advancing theories
inconsistent, or suspected of inconsistency, with Marxism-
Leninism could and sometimes did turn into charges under the
criminal code. The great majority of ideologists were ignorant
of the points at issue and skilled only in ferreting out state-
‘ments at variance with the words of Lenin or Stalin. Scientists
who did not believe that Lenin was the greatest authority in
physics and all other subjects were ‘unmasked” in the popular
press as enemies of the party, the state, and the Russian people.
The ‘debate’ often degenerated into a political witch-hunt; the
police were brought into play, and the resulting condemnations
had nothing (o do with rational argument. Almost all branches
of modern knowledge underwent this treatment, and the party
authorities regularly backed the noisy ignoramuses against
scholars and scientists. Ifthe term ‘reactionary’ has any meaning,
it is hard to think of a more reactionary phenomenon than
Marxism-Leninism in the Stalin era, which forcibly suppressed
everything new and creative in science and in every other form
of civilization.

Chemistry was not spare cither. The years 1949-52 witnessed
attacks in philosophical journals, and also in Pravda, against
structural chemistry and the resonance theory, propounded in
the 19305 by Pauling and Wheland and accepted by some Soviet
chemists, but now denounced as idealistic, Machist, mechanistic,
reactionary, etc

Still more sensitive ideological themes were involved in
debates on the philosophical aspects of modern theories of
cosmology and cosmogony, from which it appeared that all exist-
ing answers to the basic questions were unfavourable to
Marxism-Leninism. Various theoris of an expanding universe
were hard (o accept because they inevitably involved the
question ‘How did it star?” and suggested that the universe as
we know it was finite and had a beginning in Gme. This in turn
gave support to creationism (an inference accepted by many
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self-contradictory or meaningless. It must therefore be accepted
that the particle does not have, simultancously, a definite
position and momentum, but that one or the other of these is
attributed toitin the process of measurement. The second point
of disagreement concerned the possibility of a lteral description
of the behaviour of micro-objects, which have different properties
from macro-objects and therefore cannot be characterized in
Janguage evolved to describe the latter. Thus, according (o
Markov, theories describing microphysical phenomena are
inevitably a translation into macrophysical terms: so that the
‘microphysical reality that we know and can speak of meaning-
fully s partly constituted by processes of measurement and the
language used to describe them. It followed that physical theories
ould not be spoken of as furnishing a copy of the universe under
observation, and also, though Markov did not expressly say this,
that the whole concept of reality, at least as far as micro-
physics was concerned, was inescapably relativized in respect
of cognitive activity—which was manifestly contrary to Lenin’s
theory of reflection. Markov, therefore, was denounced by the
new editors of Problems of Philosophy as an idealist, an agnostic,
and a follower of Plekhanov’s theory of *hieroglyphs’, refuted
by Lenin.

Tt should be emphasized that, unlike the theory of relativity,
quantum mechanics really were hard to reconcile with material-
ism and determinism in the Marxist-Leninist sense. If it is
‘meaningless t0 say that particles have certain unascertainable
physical parameters which define their status, the doctrine of
determinism seems untenable; if the very presence of certain
physical properties presupposes the presence of measuring
devices used to detect them, it becomes jmpossible to apply
‘meaningfully the concept of an ‘objective’ world observed by
physics. These problems are by no means imaginary: they were
and are discussed by physicists quite irrespective of Marxism—
Leninism. In the Soviet Union they were debated rationally
by D. I. Blokhintsev and V. A. Fock, among others, and the
discussion continued into the post-Stalinist era. In the sixties,
when party ideologists had less say in determining the ‘correct-
ness” of scientific theories, it became clear that most Soviet
physicists took the indeterminist view, including Blokhintsev,
who had previously held out for latent parameters.
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Western authors), and nothing worse could be imagined from
the point of view of Marxism-Leninism. The supplementary
theory that, while the universe went on expanding, the density
of matter remained the same because new particles kept on
coming into existence involved a process of constant creation
ex ifilo and was thus contrary to the ‘dialectic of nature’, Hence
Western physicists and astronomers who argued for either of
these two hypotheses were automatically written off as defenders
of religion. The alternative theory of a pulsating universe,
according to which the cosmos passes through alternative phases
of expansion and contraction, was free from troublesome
implications as regards a beginning in time, but it conflicted
with the Marxist-Leninist doctrine of the unidirectional evolu-
ion of matter. A pulsating universe was a ‘cyclic’ one and could
not be said o ‘develop’ or ‘progress’, as the ‘second law of th
dialectic’ required. The dilemma was a difficult one: the w
directional principle seemed to involve the idea of creation, while
the opposite theory was contrary (0 the principle of ‘endless
development.. Those who took part in the cosmological
discussions were, on the one hand, astronomers and astro-
physicists (V. A. Ambartsumian, O. Y. Schmidt), who arrived
at their conclusions by scientific methods and then tried to show
that they were consonant with dialectical materialism, and, on
the other, philosophers who judged the issue in terms of ideo-
logical orthodoxy. That the universe was unlimited by time and
space, and tha it must ‘develop’ etemnally, were philosophical
dogmas from which Marxism-Leninism could not possibly
depart. In this way Soviet philosophers under the party's acgis
dragooned men of earning in every field and did enormous harm
10 the cause of Soviet science.

6. Marsist-Leninist gentics
Of all the batles between Marxism-Leninism and modern
science, the dispute over genetis attracted most attention in
the outside world. The way in which the official state doctrine.
was used 1o solve the problem of heredity, and the destructive
effect of the ‘debate’ generally, were indeed especially blatant.
In the case of relativity and the quantum theory the champions
of orthodoxy succeeded in holding up research and in obtaining
certain condemnations, but they did not bring about the com-
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struggle (survival of the fitest) as the main factor in evolution;
but he had explained evolution in purely causal terms, not
resorting o teleological interpretations, and had brought out
the ‘progressive’ character of evolutionary processes.

As to the empirical basis of Lysenko’ theory, biologists today
have no doubt that his experiments were scientifically worthless
and were either faultily conducted or interpreted in a purely
arbitrary manner. Thi, of course, did not affect the debate in
the slightest. Lysenko emerged from the 1948 session as the
unquestioned leader of Soviet biological sciences: the few
disciplesof dealistic, mystic, scholastic, metaphysical, bourgeos,
formal genetics were irrevocably crushed. All institutions,
journals, and publishing enterprises concerned with biology were
put under the authority of Lysenko and his helpers, and for
many years there was no question of any defender of the
chromosome theory of heredity (ex Aypothesi a Fascist, racist,
‘metaphysician, etc.) being allowed to speak in public or appear
in print. ‘Creative Michurinist biology’ reigned supreme, and
the press was flooded with propaganda extolling Lysenko and
denouncing the wicked plots of the Mendelist-Morganists. The
glorious triumph of Sovietscience was celebrated at innumerable
meetings and congresses. The philosophers, of course, at once
joined in the campaign, organizing sessions and passing resolu-
tions against bourgeois genetics and writing a multitude of
articles hailing the victory of progress over reaction. Humorous
journals pilloried the adherents of idealistic genetics, and a
song was written in praisc of Lysenko, ‘marching firmly in
Michurin’s traces and foiling the deceits of the Mendelist-
Morganists'.

Lysenko's career continued for some years after 1948. Mean-
while, under his direction, some steppe areas were planted with
forest belts to protect the fields against erosion, but the experi-
ment proved a complete failure. In 1956, during the partial
ideological thaw after Stalin's death, as a result of pressure from
scientists he was removed from the presidency of the Academy
of Agricultural Sciences. Some years later he was restored to
his various posts owing to Khrushchev’s favour, but not long
afterwards, to the general relief, he finally disappeared from
the scene. The losses that Soviet biology suffered from his
ascendancy are incalculable.
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plete destruction of the opposition and the offcial and absolute
prohibition of the theories complained of, s happened in the
case of genetics.

We have already mentioned the pre-war phase of Lysenko’s
activity. The mater came 10 a climax in August 1948, at a
debate in the Lenin Academy of Agricultural Sciences in
Moscow. Here the *Mendelist-Morganist-Weissmannists’ were
finally condemned and Lysenko's view endorsed by the party’s
Central Committee, as he himself announced to the meeting.
His doctrine, which the party declared to be the only one
consistent with Marxism-Leninism, was that heredity was
“ultimately’ determined by environmental influences, 5o that in
certain conditions traits acquired by individual organisms in the
course of their lives could be inherited by their progeny.
There were no genes, no ‘unchanging substance of heredity’,
no ‘fixed unalterable species’, and there was in principle not
to prevent science, especially Soviet science, from transforming
existing species and creating new ones. Heredity, according to
Lysenko, was merely a property of an organism consisting in
the fact that it needed particular conditions in which to live
and reacted ina particular way toits environment. An individual
organism in the course ofits life interacted with environmental
conditions and turned them into characteristics of its own that
could be transmitied (o its progeny—which might in twrn lose
those characters or acquire new ones transmissible by heredity,
as external conditions might determine. The adversaries of
progressive science, who believed in an immortal hereditary
substance, claimed in opposition to Marxism that mutations
were subject to uncontrollable accident; bu, as Lysenko argued
at the Academy session, ‘science is the enemy of chance’ and
is bound to assume that all processes of lfe are subject to rule
and can be governed by human intervention. Organisms formed
a ‘unity with their environment’, and therefore there was no
limit in principle to the possibility of influencing an organism
through its environment.

Lysenko presented his theory in the first place as a develop-
ment of the ideas and experiments of the agronomist Michurin
(1855-1935), and secondly as an example of ‘creative Darwin-
ism’. Darwin had gone wrong in so far as he did not recognize
‘qualitative leaps’ in nature and regarded the intra-species
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1950 by Stalin’s essay on philology, as the defenders of logic
invoked it to support their view that logic, like language, was
classless, i.. there was not a bourgeois and a socialist form of
Iogic but a single one valid for all mankind. The status of formal
logic and its relation to dialectical logic was debated several
times in and afier the Stalin era. Some maintained that there
were two kinds of logic, formal and dialectical, which applied
todifferent circumstances, the former representing  ‘lower level
of cognition’; others held that only formal logic was logic in
the truc sense and that it did not conflict with the dialectic,
which provided other, non-formal rules of scientific method. As
a whole, the attacks on ‘formalism’ contributed to depressing
the general level of logical studies in the U.S.S.R., which was
already extremely low.

Soviet philosophy reached its nadir in the last years of Stalin’s
rule. Philosophical institutions and periodicals were run by
people whose only qualifications were servility, tale-bearing, and
similar services to the party. The textbooks of dialectical and
historical materialism that saw the light during those years are
lamentable in their intellectual poverty. Typical examples are
Historical Materilism, edited by . V. Konstantinov (191) and
An Ouline of Dialectical Materalism by M. A. Leonov (1948):
Leonov disappeared from circulation when it was discovered
that his book was largely cribbed from the unpublished manu-
script of another philosopher, F. 1. Khaskhachikh, who was
killed in the war. Other members of the ‘philosophical front’
besides those mentioned earlier were D. Chesnokov, P. Fedo-
seyev, M. T. Yovchuk, M. D. Kammari, M. E. Omelyanovsky
(who, ke Maksimov, was especially on the look-out or idealism
in physics), S. A. Stepanyan, P. Yudin, and M. M. Rozental:
these last two writers compiled an authoritative Concise Dictionary
of Philosophy which ran through several editions and revisions.

Itis safe to say that throughout the Stalin era there did not
appear in the Soviet Union a single book on philosophy worth
mentioning for its own sake and not merely as a pointer to the
state of intellectual culture at the time, nor is there any
philosophical writer whose name deserves o be recorded.

Tt should be added that in this period there were institutional
mechanisms that cleansed philosophical works of all original
ideas and all individuality of style. Most books were discussed
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Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria, and, o
alesser extent, Yugoslavia. Tt was some years before Communist
rule in these countries, and also in East Germany, was finally
consolidated, but the result was a foregone conclusion.

Some historians argue that both the annexations and the
imposition of Communism on countries occupied by the Red
Army were not due to imperialist designs but to a concern for
security which required the Soviet Union to surround itself as
far as possible with ‘friendly’, or rather subservient, states. But
this i a distinction without a difference, since as long as any
states are not wholly subjected to the Soviet Union there can
be no absolute guarantee ofits security: o be perfectly effective,
the ‘defensive’ process must continue unil the whole world is
under Soviet rule.

2. The new ideological offensive

At the cnd of the war Soviet Russia had suffered immense
casualties and was in a state of economic ruin; yet its position
in the world, and consequently Stalin’s personal prestige, had
risen enormously. Stalin emerged from the turmoil of war as
a great statesman, a brilliant strategist, and the destroyer of
Fascism. Once the war was over and the Soviet conquests in
Europe were assured, the dictator launched a new ideological
offensive to reverse the pernicious effects of wartime ‘liberalism’,
toteach the Russian people that the government had nointention
of abating its power, and to compel those who, thanks to the
war, had seen countries other than the homeland of the world
proletariat to forget about such sights as quickly as possible.
(A particularly drastic instance of this policy was the wholesale
banishment to concentration camps of Soviet prisoners of war
who had been fieed and handed over by the Western Alles.)
‘The terror and ‘authenticity’ of war, together with the relaxation
of Marxist ideological criteria, had led to a certain cultural
revival marked by the appearance of outstanding novels, for
example, those of V. P. Nekrasov and A. A. Bek, as well as
poems, films, and other works.

‘The remorseless ideological campaign that set in from 1946
onwards might be summed up in the maxim once used by
Alexander 11 t0 the Poles: *Point de réveries” The object was
not only to restore ideological purity but to raisc it to fresh
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be hard to say whether she is a nun or a fallen woman; better
perhaps say she is a bit of cach, her desires and her prayers
intertwined.’ The fact that Leningrad journals printed such stuff
showed that lterary life was in a bad way. Many writers were
imitating corrupt bourgeois literature, others were using history
t0 escape from prescnt-day themes, and one had even dared
to parody Pushkin. The business of literature was to inspire.
young people with patriotism and revolutionary zeal. As Lenin
had laid down, it should be political and imbued with party
spirit: it should unmask the rottenness of bourgeois culture and
show the greatness of Soviet man and the Soviet people, not
only as they were today but as they would be in the future.
Zhdanov's clear injunctions set the course of Soviet literature
for the next few years. Writers who were ideologically off-colour
were forced tosilence, if ot worse. Even the most orthodox, like:
Fadeyev, revised their work to the new specifications. To be
“forward-looking’ literature had, in practice, to describe the
Soviet system not as it was but as ideology required it to be.
This resulted in a flood of saccharine literature glorifying the
party and extolling the beauties of Soviet life. The printed word
was abandoned almost. completely to time-servers and syco-
hants.
P Music was not sparedeither. In January 1048 Zhdanov made
a speech to a conference of composers, conductors, and criics,
attacking the corruption of bourgeois music and calling for more:
of the patriotic Soviet variety. The immediate occasion was
afforded by the opera The Great Friendship by the Georgian
composer Muradeli. This work, with the best intentions, had
shown the Caucasian peoples—Georgians, Lezgians, and Ossetes
—as having fought the Russians directly afier the Revolution,
but soon becoming reconciled o the Soviet regime. Nothing
of the kind, said Zhdanov: all tese peoples had fought for Soviet
power from the very beginning, shoulder to shoulder with the
Russians. The only ones who had not were the Chechens and
Ingushes, who—as Zhdanov did not mention on this occasion,
but as everyone was well aware—had been deported en masse
during the Nazi-Soviet war, while their autonomous republic
was razed from the map. Not content with this example,
Zhdanov launched a general attack on composers who sought
inspiration in Western novelties instead of continuing the great
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heights, at the same time isolating Soviet culture from all contact
with the outside world. Every form of
affectedin turn: lterature, philosophy, music, history, economics,
natural science, painting, architecture. The theme was the same.
in each case: to stop ‘kowtowing to the West, to destroy every
vestige of independence in thought and art, and to harness all
forms of culture to the glorification of Stalin, the party, and
the Soviet state.

‘The chief agent of this policy in 1468 was A. A. Zhdanov,
a secretary of the Central Commitice and a veteran of the war
against cultural independence. It was he who, on behalf of the
party, informed the All-Union Writers' Congress in August 1934
that Soviet lterature was not only the greatest in the world
but was the only creative and developing literature, while the
wholc of bourgeois culture wasin astate of decay and corruption.
Bourgeois novels were full of pessimism, their authors had sold
out to capitalism and their heroes were mostly thicves, prosti-
tutes, spies, and hooligans. ‘The great body of Soviet authors
is now fused with the Soviet power and the Party, having the
aid of Party guidance and the care and daily assistance of the
Central Commitiee and the unceasing support of Comrade
Stalin. Sovietlierature must be optimisti, it must be ‘forward-
Iooking’, and must serve the cause of the workers and collective
farmers.

Zhdanov's first important move after the war was o attack
two Leningrad literary journals, Zoecda (Siar) and Leningrad. A
resolution condeming these journals was passed by the Central
Comaittee in August 1946. The main victims were the eminent
poctess Anna Akhmatova and the humorist Mikhail Zoshchenko.
Zhdanov made a speech at Leningrad in which he violently
attacked both writer. Zoshchenko was a malevolent slanderer
of the Soviet people: he had written a story about a monkey
deciding that it would rather stay in its cage in the z0o than
live at Jarge in Leningrad, and this obviously meant that
Zoshchenko wanted to reduce humanity to the level of monkeys.
Even in the 1920s he had turned out unpolitical art devoid of
party spirit, and had wanted nothing to do with the building.
of socialism: he was and remained ‘a literary shumrat, un-
principled and consciousless. As for Akhmatova, she was a sex-
erazed mystic longing for ‘Catherine’s good old days.. ... It would
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Leninist classics and written in a spirit of true devotion to the
party. It was a popular exposition of scant historical value, but
paid ample attention (o the ‘class content’ of the doctrines it
described. The party, however, was incensed by the fact that
it covered only Western philosophy and ended its survey in 1848,
thus precluding a demonstration of the incomparable superiority
of Russian philosophy. In June 147 the Ceniral Committee
organized a large-scale discussion at which Zhdanov formalated
directives for the benefit of philosophical writers. In the part
of his speech devoted to Aleksandrov’s book he declared that
it showed a lack of party spirit; the author had failed to point
out that Marxism represented a ‘qualitative leap’ in the history
ofphilosophy and the beginning ofa new era in which philosophy
was a weapon of the proletariat in the struggle against capital-
ism. Aleksandrov suffered from corrupt ‘objectivism’: he had
merely recorded the views of various bourgeois thinkers in
neutral spirit, instead of fighting ruthlessly for the victory of
the one true, progressive Marxist-Leninist philosophy. The
omission of Russian philosophy was itself a sign of deference
to bourgeois tendencies. The fact that Aleksandrov’s fellow
philosophers had not themselves criticized these glaring defects,
which were only revealed thanks to the personal intervention
of Comrade Stalin, was a clear indication that all was not well
on the ‘philosophical front’ and that philosophers were losing.
their Bolshevik fighting spirit

‘The rules laid down by Zhdanov for future philosophical work
in the Soviet Union may be reduced to three. In the firs place,
it must be remembered once and for all that the history of
philosophy was the history of the birth and development of
scientific materialism, and of its conflict with idealism in
50 far as the latier had obstructed its development. Secondly,
Marxism wasa philosophical revolution: it had taken philosophy
out of the hands of the élite and made it the property of the
‘masses. Bourgeois philosophy had been in a state of decline and
disolution since_the rise of Marxism, and was incapable of
producing anything of value. The history of philosophy for the
past hundred years was the history of Marxism. The compass
to steer by in combating bourgeois philosophy was Lenin’s
Materialism and Emprioriticism. Aleksandrov’s book showed a
spirit of ‘toothless vegetarianism’, as though the issue were not
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Russian tradition of Glinka, Tchaikovsky, and Mussorgsky.
Soviet music was ‘lagging behind other forms of idcology;
composers were succumbing (o ‘formalism’, departing from
‘musical truth" and ‘socialst ealism’. Bourgeois music was anti-
people, being cither formalisic or naturalistic, but in any case
“idealistic’. Soviet music must serve the people: there was a need
for operas, songs, and choral works, which some composers,
tainted with formalism, looked down on as unimportant. Such
composers looked askance at programme music, yet classical
Russian music was mostly of this species. The party had already
overcome reactionary and formalisti tendencics in painting and
had re-cstablished the healthy tradition of Vereshchagin and
Repin, but music was still backward. The classic Russian
heritage was unsurpassed, and composers must have a morc
sensicive ‘political ear’ as well as a musical one.

The results of this admonition were felt without delay. It
suffices to compare Khachaturian's piano concerto, composed
before Zhdanov’s speech, with his violin concerto. Shostakovich,
criticized for his Ninth Symphony among other works, made
amends by composing an ode in praise of Stalin’s forestry plan,
and many other musicians repaired their ideological fences; the
most favoured form of composition at this ime was an oratorio
in honour of the party, the state, and Stalin.

The campaign against lterature and music refiected the
general principles of Stalin's policy at the time, which was onc
of ideological intimidation and physical and moral rearmament
against the eventwality of war. The doctrine was founded on
a division of humanity into two_camps: the corrupt and
decadent world of imperialism, destined soon to collapsc under
the weight of its own contradictions, and the ‘camp of peace
and socialism’, the bulwark of progress. Bourgeois culture was
by definition reactionary and decadent, and anyone who looked
for positive values in it was committing high treason and serving.
the interests of the class encmy.

3. The philosaphical controversy of 1947
After literature, it was the turn of philosophy to be disciplined.
The occasion of the campaign was History of West European
Philosophy by G. F. Aleksandrov, published in 1946. This was
‘wholly orthodox in intent, full of quotations from the Marxist-
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the class struggle but some kind of universal culture. Thirdly,
the ‘question of Hegel had already been settled by Marxism
and there was no need to return 1 it. In general, instead of
digging about in the past philosophers should atiend to the
problems of socialist society and concern themselves with con-
temporary issues. In the new society there was no longer any
class struggle, but there was sill a fight of the old against the
new; the form of this battle, and thus the motive force of
progress and the chosen instrument of the party, was criticism
and self-riticism. Such was the new ‘dialectical law of develop-
ment of progressive society.

All the chief members of the *philosophical front’ took part
in the debate, echoing the party directives and thanking
Comrade Stalin for his creative contribution to Marxism and
for correcting the errors of Soviet philosophy. Aleksandrov
performed the ritual self-criticism, acknowledging that his work
contained serious mistakes, but consoled by the fact that his
colleagues had supported Comrade Zhdanov’s criticism; he
vowed unshakeable fidelity o the party, and promised to mend
his ways.

During the debate Zhdanov opposed the idea of a special
journal for philosophy (Under the Banner of Marsism had ceased
‘publication three years before), arguing that the party monthly
Bolsherik covered the ground perfectly well. Finally, however,
he relented and agreed to the creation of Problams of Philosophy,
the first number of which appeared shortly afterwards and
contained a stenographic report of the debate. The first editor
was V. M. Kedrov, who specialized in the philosophy of natural
science and was 2 man of deeper culture than most Soviet
philosophers. However, he committed the grave error of publish-
ing in the second number of the journal an article by the
eminent theoretical physicist M. A. Markov entitled “The
Nature of Physical Cognition’, which defended the views of the
Copenhagen school on the epistemological aspects of quantum
physics. The article was atiacked by Maksimov in the official
weekly Literary Gazette, and Kedrov lost his post in consequence.

‘The 1947 debate left no room for doubt as to what Soviet
philosophers were to write about and in what manner: the style
of Sovict philosophy was thus fixed for many years. Zhdanov
did not confine himself to repeating Engels’s formula, which
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doubtful from the beginning. On the one hand, Engels and
Plekhanov had spoken of the ‘contradictions’ inherent in all
movement and development, and it appeared from_thei
formulas that the principle of contradiction, and hence formal
logic in general, could not claim universal validity. On the other
hand, none of the classics had condemned logic unequivocally,
and Lenin had enjoined that it be taught at the clementary
level. Most philosophers took it for granted that ‘dialcctical
logic' was a higher form of thought and that formal logic ‘did
not apply’ to phenomena of movement; it was not clear,
however, in what way and to what extent this ‘restricted logic
was admissible. Philosophical writers unanimously condemned
‘logical formalism', but none of them could explain the exact
difference between this and ‘formal logic’, which was tolerated
within narrow limits. In the late forties clementary logic was
taught in the higher forms of secondary schools and in
philosophical faculties; some textbooks also appeared, one by
the jurist Strogovich and another by the philosopher Asmus.
Apart from the ideological trimmings these were old-fashioned
‘manuals, which scarcely went beyond Aristotelian syllogistics
and ignored modem symbolic logic: they resembled the text-
books used in nineteenth-century high schools. Asmus's work,
however, was violently attacked for lack of party spirit and for
being apolitical, formalistic, and deficient in ideology: thesc
criticisms were made in a debate organized by the Ministry of
Higher Education in Moscow in 1948. The chief ground for
the charge of neglecting politics was that in giving cxamples
of syllogistic reasoning Asmus chose ‘neutral’ propositions devoid
of militant ideological content.

Modern logic was a scaled book (o the philosophers; it was
not completely ignored, however, thanks t a small group of
‘mathematicians, who concentrated on technical problems and
took care not to get involved in philosophical discussions, which
could only have spelt disaster to them. Thanks to their efforts
translations of two excellent books on symbolic logic were
published in 1948: Alfred Tarski’s Introduction to Mathematical
Lagic and The Foundations of Theontical Logic by Hilbert and
Ackermann. Articles in Problems of Philosophy by otherwise
unknown authors denounced these works as an ‘ideological
diversion’. Some improvement in this sphere was brought in
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had long been paramount in Stalin’s Russia, that the ‘content’
of the history of philosophy was the conflict between material-
ism and idealism. Under the new doctrine, its true content was
the history of Marxism, i.c. the works of Marx, Engels, Lenin,
and Stalin. In other words, it was not the business of historians
of philosophy to analyse bygone theories or even elucidate their
class origins: their studies must be teleological and wholly
devoted to proving the superiority of Marism-Leninism over
all that had gone before, while "unmasking the reactionary
functions of idealism. In writing about Aristotl, for instance,
they had t0 show that he had ‘failed to understand” this or that
(for example, the individual and universal dialectic) or had
‘wavered’ reprehensibly between idealism and materialism. The
effect of Zhdanov’s formula was virtually to eliminate all differ-
ences between philosophers. There were materialists and idcal-
ists and those who ‘wavered” or were ‘inconsistent’, and that
was the end of it. Anyone who read the philosophical publi-
cations of those years would get the firm impression that the
whole of philosophy consisted of the two rival assertions ‘matter
is primary’ and ‘spirit s primary’, the former view being pro-
gressive and the latter reactionary and superstitious. St
Augustine was an idealist and so was Bruno Bauer, and the
reader was left to suppose that their philosophies were more
or less identical. Without quoting long extracts it would be hard
10 bring home the incredible primitiveness of the Soviet philo-
sophical output of those years (o anyone who has not examined
it In general historical studies went to the wall: scarcely any
books on the history of philosophy were published, nor were
translations of philosophical classics, except for Aristotle’s
Analytics and Lucretius® De Rerum Natura. The only history that
was acceptable was that of Marxism or of Russian philosophy.
The former consisted of diluted expositions of the four ck
while the latter was concerned with the ‘progressive contribu-
tion’ of Russian philosophy and its superiority to the Western
brand: thus there were articles and booklets showing how
Chernyshevsky outclassed Feuerbach and extolling Herisen’s
dialectic, Radishchev's progressive acsthetics, Dobrolyubov's
‘materialism, etc.

‘The ideological purge did not, of course, spare the study of
logic, the position of which in Marxism-Leninism had been
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of Nazi doctrine: instead of posing as a liberator in Byclorussia
and the Ukraine, he brandished the scourge of racialism and
treated the inhabitants as sub-men to be exterminated or
enslaved for ever. (The Germans did not even disband the
collective farms in conquered territory, as the system made it
easier for them to commandeer produce.) The bestial cruclty
of the Nazis convinced the whole population that there could
be no greater evil than Hitlerism. The Red Army soldiers, who,
after the first reverses, showed outstanding courage and devotion,
fought for their country’s existence and not for Marxism-
Leninism. Many in Rusia hoped that the war would not only
bring final victory over Nazism but also internal freedom or
at least a relaxation of tyranny. It was natural to think so
when ideological controls had been loosened so that every effort
‘might be devoted to winning the war, but very soon after victory.
it was clear that such hopes were an illusion.

In spite of everything, various Marxist institutions continued
to function throughout the war. The only important cvent in
the sphere of Soviet philosophy was a decree of the party’s
Central Commitice condemning errors in the third volume of
a collective History of Philosophy edited by G. F. Aleksandrov:
the authors, faling to keep abreast o the times, had over-praised
Hegel's role as a philosopher and forerunner of Marxism—
Leninism, without taking account of his German chauvinis:
‘This condemnation was only one of many wartime acts of ant
German propaganda, but it helped to destroy Hegel's standing
in the annals of Marist-Leninist orthodoxy. In an interview
with Soviet philosophers Stalin described Hegel as an ideologist
of the aristocratic reaction to the French Revolution and French
materialism, and from then on this assessment became obligatory.
in philosophical circles.

As the prospect of victory became a virtual certainty Stalin’s
policy, motivated throughout by the desire for conquest and
territorial expansion, concerned itself with the post-war order in
Europe and the world. By the Tehran and Yalta agreements
the Western Allies gave the Soviet Union, in practice, a free
hand in Eastern Europe. In addition to the outright annexation
of the three Baltic States and the acquisition of territory from
nearly all s neighbours, the Soviet Union, with the acquiescence
of Churchill and Roosevelt, enjoyed a dominant position
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changes in the Soviet Union and the whole Communist world.
The Western Communists no longer had to direct their fire
against the ant-Nazi forces, but were free to treat Fascism as
a‘natural’ enemy. The Polish Communists, who until June 1941
had obediently accepted the abolition of the Polish state, re-
established their party and combated the Nazi invader, partly
in the USS.R. but mainly as an underground movement in
German-occupied Poland. Apart from ‘normal’ cruelty and
destruction, the war in Russia brought ‘ideological” atrocities
of its own: the mass deportation and murder of Poles, especially
the intelligentsia, from Poland’s Eastern territories; the massacre
of Polish officers taken captive by the Russians; the resettlement
en masse, while the struggle with Germany was still going on,
of cight minority peoples of the U.S.S.R. and the dissolution
of four autonomous national republics—those of the Volga
Germans, the Crimean Tatars, the Kalmyks, and the Chechens
and Ingushes. Countless lives were lost in these deportations,
and the evacuated peoples were never to return to their native
homes

On the other hand, the war did much 1o relax the grip of
ideology in Russia. With the nation struggling for dear lfe,
Marxism proved worthless as a psychological weapon; it virtually
disappeared from official propaganda, and Stalin appealed
instead to Russian patriotism and the memory of such heroes
as Alexander Nevsky, Suvorov, and Kutuzov. The Internationale
ceased 10 be the Soviet anthem and was replaced by a hymn
glorifying Russia. Ant-religious agitation was stopped, and the
League of Militant Atheists was actually dissolved, while the
clergy were invited to help maintain the spirit of patriotism.

Soviet propaganda since 1945 has represented the victory over
Hiler as a triumph of socialst ideology, alive in the hears of
fighting men and of the whole Soviet people. The opposite would
be closer to the truth: it was a necessary condition of victory,
though of course not a sufficient one, that the nation should forget
about Marxist ideology and be imbued with national and
patriotic sentiments. Apartfrom the effortsof the Soviet state and
people, other factors played their part, including the vast
quantity of U.S. military aid and the ‘ideological* olly of Hitler,
who, dazzled by his overwhelming success in the first months
of the war, subjected the conquered territories to the full rigour
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to make people laugh instead of educating them to deal with
the class enemy.)

During this period the falsification of history and pressure
on the historical sciences reached a climax. It became the task
of historians to show that the foreign policy of Tsarist Russia
was essentially progressive, especially its conquests, which
brought the blessings of Russian civilization to other peoples.
The fourth edition of Lenin’s works contained some new
documents but suppressed. others, including some  unduly
categorical remarks about the impossibility of building socialism
in one country, and an enthusiastic preface to John Reed’s
Ten Days That Shook the World. Reed, who was in Petrograd
during the October Revolution, had much to say about Lenin
and Trotsky but did not mention Stalin at all, 5o that it was
an unpardonable gaffe of Lenin's o commend his book to the
world. The new edition also omitted, almost in their entirety,
Some very valuable historical comments and notes whose authors
had perished in the purges. (This method of re-editing the past
did not come to an end on Stalin's death: a few months later,
when Beriya was put to death by the new leaders, subscribers
t0 the Great Soviet Encelopedia found a note in the next volume
telling them to excisc certain earlier pages with a razor blade
and insert the new pages that accompanied the note. On turning
up the place referred to, the reader found that it was the article
on Beriya; the substitute pages, however, were not about Beriya
at all but contained additional photographs of the Bering Sea.)
Historical archives, without exception, were in the hands of the
police, and access to them was strictly regulated, as it sill is
today. This often proved to be a wise measure: for instance,
2 woman journalist once discovered in old parish archives that
Lenin's mother was of Jewish extraction, and even had the
naivety toattempt to publish thisinformation in the Soviet Press.

“This atmosphere narally bred all kinds of scientific im-
postors who proclaimed their achievements in suitably patriotic
language. Lysenko was the most famous, but there were many
others. A biologist named Olga Lepeshinskaya announced in
1950 that she had succeeded in producing live cells from
inanimate organic substances, and this was acclaimed by the
Press 2s 2 proof of the superiority of Soviet science over the
bourgeois kind. Soon, however, all her experiments turned out
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of the cause of the working clss, finding in them answers (o the most
burning problems of the contemporary struggle for Communism.’
‘Comrade Stalin's biliant philosophical work on Dilecticaland Hisorical
Materialism is a_ powerful means of knowledge and revolutionary
transformation of the world and an irresisible ideological weapon
agaist the enemies of materalism and the decaying ideology and
culture of the capitalist world, doomed o incvitable overthrow. It
isa new, supreme stage in the development of the Marxist-Leninist
World-view .... In his work Comrade Stalin has with unsurpassed
clarity and conciseness expounded the basic features of the Marxist
dialectical method and indicated their importance for the understand-
ing of the regular development of nature and society. With the same
depth, force, conciseness and party-political determination Comrade
Stalin formulates n his work the basic feaures of Marxist philcsophical
materilism .... (V. M. Pozner, J. V. Stalin on the Basic Featurs of
Marsist Philoaphical Materilism, 1950)

Stalin was extolled indirectly as well, through the great heroes
of Russian history. Films and novels about Peter the Great, Ivan
the Terrible, and Alexander Nevsky were made into tributes
o his glory. (However, Eisenstein’s film praising Ivan the
Terrible and, at Stalin’s express order, his oprichnina or sccret
police was not screened during Stalin’s lifetime because it showed
how the Tsar was obliged, albeit with a heavy heart, o cut
off the heads of the most inveterate conspirators—even though
the spectator i left in no doubt that they were double-dyed
villains who merited no less, and that Ivan did the very least
that could be expected of a prudent statesman.) Stalin, who
was of low stature, was shown in films and plays as a tall,
handsome man, considerably taller than Lenin.

‘The hierarchical structure of Soviet bureaucracy was seen in
the fact that the cult of Stalin cast its shadow on lesser mortals.
In many fields of life, though notin all there was an individual
who was known to be officially the ‘greatest’ in his line. Apart
from the many instances in which Stalin himself held the top
position—as philosopher, theoretician, statesman, strategist,
economist, etc.—it was known, for example, who was the greatest
painter, biologist, or circus clown. (The circus, incidentally
had been ideologically reformed in 1949 by an artile in Pravda
which condemned bourgeois formalism in this domain. There
were, it appeared, some performers who lapsed into cosmopolitan
forms of humour, without ideological content, and tried simply
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stereotypes of this sort became the intellectual diet of millions
of Soviet people.

Stalin’s philosophy was admirably suited to the parvenu
bureaucratic mentality, in both form and content. Thanks o
his cxposition anyone could become a philosopher in half an
hour, not only in full possession of the truth but aware of all
the absurd and nonsensical ideas of bourgeois philosophers.
Kant, for instance, said it was impossible t© know anything,
but we Soviet people know lots of things, and so much for Kant.
Hegel said that the world changes, but he thought the world
consisted of ideas, whereas anyone can see that what we have
around us are not ideas but things, The Machist said that the
desk T am sitting at is in my head; but obviously my head is
in one place and the desk in another. On these lines philosophy
became the playground of every petty official, who had the
satisaction of knowing that by repeating a few common-sense
truisms he had disposed of al philosophical problems.

1. The cognitiv status of dialecical materialism

The social function of ‘diamat’ and ‘histmat’, as they are
familiarly called, and of Soviet Marxism-Leninism in general,
consists in the fact that it is an ideology used by the governing
bureaucracy to glorify itself and justiy its policies, including
those of imperialist expansion. All the philosophical and his-
torical principles of which Marxism-Leninism is composed reach
their culmination and final meaning in a few simple propositions.
Socialism, defined as state ownership of the means of pro-
duction, is historically the highest form of social order and
represents the interests of all working people; the Soviet system
is therefore the embodiment of progress and, as such, s auto-
matically right against any adversary. The official philosophy
and social theory are merely the self-praising rhetoric of the
privileged Soviet ruling class.

‘We may, however, disregard the social aspect for a moment
and consider dialectical materialism in its Stalinist form as a
corpus of statements about the universe. Concentrating on the
main aspects of ‘diamat’ and leaving aside the many critical
remarks we have already made in connection with the views
of Marx, Engels, and Lenin, we may make the following
observations.
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0 be valueless, After Stalin's death a still more sensational
article appeared in Prasda to the effect that a machine had been
constructed in a Saratov factory which gave out more cnergy
than it consumed—thus finally disposing of the second law of
thermodynamics and at the same time confirming Engels’s statc-
ment that the energy dispersed in the universe must also be
concentrated somewhere (in the Saratov factory, to be specific).
Soon afterwards, however, Prauda had to publish a shamefaced
recantation—asign that the intellectual atmosphere had already
changed.

‘The written and spoken word faithfully refiected the atmos-
phere of Stalin's day. The purpose of public utterances was not
1o inform, but to instruct and edify. The Press contained only
reports glorifying the Soviet system or discrediting the imperial-
ists. The Soviet Union was immune not only from crime but
from natural disasters: both were the unhappy prerogative of
the imperialist countries. Virtually no statistics were published.
Newspaper readers were used to gaining information from a
special code that was known o all though never openly formu-
lated: for instance, the order in which pasty dignitaries werc
named on this or that occasion was an index of how high they
stood in Stalin's favour at that moment. On the face of things
it might seem that ‘Let us fight against cosmopolitanism and
nationalism’ was the same as ‘Let us fight against nationalism
and cosmopolitanism'; but s soon as the Soviet reader came
across the latter formulation after Stalin's death he realized that
‘the line had changed’ and that nationalism was now the
principal enemy. The language of Soviet deology was composed
of hints and not of direct statements: readers of leading articles
in Prasda knew that their gist was usually contained in  single
throwaway sentence amid the flood of clichés. It was not the
content of particular statemens that conveyed the meaning, but
the order of words and the structure of the whole text. Burcau-
cratic monotony of language, an impersonal deadness, and an
impoverished vocabulary became fixed canons of socialist cul-
ture. Many set phrases recurred automatically, so that from cach
word one could predict the next: ‘the bestal face of imperial-
ism’, “the glorious achievements of the Soviet people’, ‘the
unshakeable friendship of the socialist nations’, ‘the immortal
works of the classic authors of Marxism-Leninism’—countless
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these is the main thesis of materialism itself. The analytical
standard of Marxism philosophy is 5o low that this thesis i seldom
clearly formulated, but its general implication is plain enough.
As we have pointed out, the statement that ‘the world is material
by nature’ loses all meaning if mater is defined, afier Lenin’s
fashion, as mere ‘objectivity’ in abstraction from its physical
properties, or, as Lenin also put it, as ‘being, independent of
consciousness'. For, leaving aside the fact that the concept of
consciousness is thus included in the very concept of matter,
the statement that ‘the world is material” turns out to mean
only that the world is independent of consciousness. But this,
if applied o the whole niverse, is manifesly false—since some
phenomena, as Marxism-Leninism itslf admits, are dependent
on consciousness—and anyway it does not make the case for
‘materialism, since, for example, according to eligious ideas God,
the angels, and devils are likewise independent of human
consciousness. If, on the other hand, matier is defined by
physical properties—extension, impenctrability, etc.—there is
reason to think that some of these may not apply to micro-
objects, which would thus prove not to be ‘material’. In its
earliest versions materialism asumed that all existent objects
had the same properties as those of everyday life. Basically,
however, its thesis was a negative one, namely thal there was
no reality essentially different from that which we perecive
directly, and that the world was not created by a rational being
This was Engels's own formulation: the point at ssue in material-
ism was whether or not God created the world. Clearly there
can be no empirical proof that he cither did or did not, and
no scientific arguments can prove that God does not exist.
Rationalism rejects the existence of God on the principle of the
economy of thought (a principle which Lenin denied), not on
the strength of any empirical information. This doctrine pre-
supposes that we are only eniled o accept that something
exists if experience compels us to do so. But this stipulation is
itself debatable and rests on assumptions that are far from
obvious. Without going into the issue here we may take notc
that the principle of materialism, thus reformulated, is not a
scientific buta dogmaticstatement, The same applies (o spiritual
substance’ and the ‘non-materiality of human consciousness'
Men have alwaysknown that consciousness is affected by physical
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“Diamat’ consists of assertions of different kinds. Some are
truisms with no specific Marxist content, while others are
philosophical dogmas that cannot be proved by scientific means.
Others again are nonsense, while a fourth category consists of
propositions that can be interpreted in different ways and,
according to their interpretation, fall into one or other of the
first three classes

Among the truisms are such ‘laws of dialectic’ as the state-
ment that everything in the universe is somchow related, or
that everything changes. No one denies these propositions, but
they are of very litle cogitive or scientific value. The former
statement has,itis true, a certain philosophical bearing in other
contexs, for example, the metaphysics of Leibniz o Spinoza,
butin Marxism-Leninism it does not Iead to any consequences
of cognitive or practical importance. Everyone knows that
phenomena are interconnected, but the problem of scientific
analysis is not how to take account of the universal intr-
connection, since this is what we cannot do, but how to
determine which connections are important and which can be
disregarded. All that Marxism-Leninism can tell us here is that
in the chain of phenomena there is always a ‘main link’ to be
grasped. This seems to mean only that in practice certain
connections are importantin view of the end pursued, and others
less important or negligible. But this i a commonplace of no
cognitive value, as we cannot derive from it any rule for
establishing the hierarchy of importance in any particular case.
‘The same is true of the proposition that ‘everything changes':
cognitive value attaches only to empirical descriptions of par-
ticular changes, their nature, tempo, ctc. Heraclitus’ aphorism
had a philosophical meaning in his day, but it soon sank into
the category of common-sense, everyday wisdom.

‘The fact that truisms like these are represented as profound
discoveries, known from o other source, led the adherents of
Marxism-Leninism t0 proclaim that Marxism was confirmed
by ‘science’. Since the empirical and historical sciences are
concerned generally with the fact that something changes or
that it is connected with something elsc, it is safe to assume
that each new scientific discovery will confirm the truth of
“Marxism’ as thus understood.

Turning o the category of unprovable dogmas, the first of






index-169_1.png
The aystallzation of Marsism-Leninism 155

of Marxism) is that formal logic ‘applies’ to phenomena at rest,
and dialectical logic to changes. This absurdity, which is not
worth discussing, is simply the result of the Marxist-Leninists’
ignorance and failure to understand the terms of formal logic.
Other assertions, as stated above, belong to one or other of
the first three categories according (© how one interprets them.
Among these s the dialectical law’ concerning ‘contradictions’.
If, as many Soviet textbooks inform us, this means that motion
and change can be ‘explained’ by ‘inner contradictions’, it
belongs o the class of meaningless statements, since ‘contra-
diction’ is a logical category denoting a relation between
propositions, and it is impossible o say what is meant by
“contradictory phenomena’. (Impossible, at least, from the
‘materialist point of view; in the metaphysics of Hegel, Spinoza,
and some others who identify logical and ontological connec-
tions, the idea of Being involving a contradiction is not meaning-
Iess) If, on the other hand, we interpret the statement as
meaning that reality must be apprehended as asystem oftensions
and opposing tendencics, this seems to be no more than a truism
with o specific_consequences for scientific investigation or
practical action. That many phenomena affect one another, that
human societies are divided by conflct and discordant interests,
that people’s act often bring about resultsthey did not intend—
these are all commonplaces, and to extol them as a ‘dialectical
method’, the profundity of which contrasts with ‘metaphysical’
thinking, is only one more instance of the typical Marxist
boastfulness which presents time-honoured truisms as momentous
scientific discoverics imparted to the world by Marx or Lenin.
To this category also belongs the assertion, discussed in an
carler part of this work, that truth is relative. If thisis no more
than to say, as Engels noted, that in the history of science
received opinions are often not abandoned altogether as a result
of later rescarch but that their validity is recognized as limited,
there is no reason to dispute the accuracy of the statement,
but it is in no way specifically Marxist. f, on the other hand,
it means that ‘we cannot know everything’ or ‘a judgement may
be right in some circumstances but not in others’, these again
are ancient truisms. We did not, for example, need Marx's
intellect to discover that rain is beneficial in time of drought
but not in flood-time. This, of course, does not mean, as has
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processes: it did not take much scientific observation, for instance,
to discover that a man could be stunned by clubbing him over
the head, and subsequent research into the mind’s dependence.
on the body has added nothing essential to our knowledge on
the point. Those who believe in a non-material substratum of
consciousness do not maintain that there is o link between
consciousness and the body (if they do, like Descartes, Leibniz,
or Malebranche, they have to devise complicated and artificial
ways of accounting for the facts of experience): they assert only
that while bodily processes can suspend the operation of the
human spirit, they cannot destroy it—the body is a medium
through which consciousness functions, but is not an esential
condition of its functioning. This assertion cannot be proved
empirically, but it cannot be disproved cither. Nor s it the case,
as Marxists claim, that the theory of evolution has refuted the
argument for a non-material soul. If the human organism has
evolved by mutation from lower forms of i, it does not logically
follow that the soul does not exist. If it were 5o, there could
not be such a thing as a consistent theory combing, on the one
hand, a modem view of evolution and, ‘on the other, a non-
‘material substratum of consciousness, or even a teleological view
of the world. But there have been several such theories, from
Frohschammer through Bergson to Teilhard de Chardin, and
itis far from clear that they involve any inconsistency. Christian
philosophers have also found various ways of immunizing dogma
from the theory of evolution, and while these may be open to
objection it cannot be said that they are self-contradictory.
Judged by the criteria of validity that are applied in scientific
‘work, the materialist thesi is no less arbitrary in this respect
than its opposite.

Among what I have called the nonsensical assertions of
“diamat’ s the statement that impressions ‘refiect” things in the
sense of resembling them, as Lenin contended against Plekhanov.
It s not clear what can be meant by assrting that a process
taking place in the nerve-cells, or even the ‘subjective’ awareness
of such a process, bears a ‘resemblance’ (o those objects or pro-
cesses in the outside world which, the theory informs us, are
the cause of such changes in the nerve-cells. Another non-
sensical statement (never specifically endorsed by Stalin, but
‘advanced by Plekhanov and regularly repeated in expositions
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ofien been pointed out, that the statement ‘rain is beneficial
s true or false according to_circumstances; it means that the
statement is ambiguous. If it means ‘rain is beneficial in all
circumstances’ it is clearly false; if it means ‘in some circum-
stances, it is clearly true. If, however, we interpret the Marxist
principle of the relativity of truth t0 signify that a statement,
without changing its meaning, may be truc or false according
to circumstances, then this t00 belongs to the category of
nonsense, assuming that, with Lenin, we take the traditional
view of what constitutes truth. If, on the other hand, a ‘truthful
judgement’ means the same as a judgement useful (0 the Com-
‘munist party’, then the principle of the relativity of truth once
‘more becomes an obvious commonplace.

However, the question whether ‘truth’ should be understood
genetically or in the traditional sense has never been clearly
answered in the history of Marxism. As we saw, there are strong.
suggestions in Marx's works that truth should be understood
as meaning ‘validity’ in relation to human needs. Lenin,
however, was fairly explicit in his assertion of the traditional
view that truth means ‘conformity to reality’. Most manuals
of ‘diamat’ follow him in this, but there are also frequent signs
of the more pragmatic and political view that truth s that which
“expresses’ social progress, in which case, of course, the criterion
resides in pronouncements by the party authorities. The con-
fsion is aided by the fact that Russian has two words for ‘truth’,
istina and pravda, the former tending (o express the traditional
notion of that which s, while the latter, with moral overtones,
suggests ‘what is right and just’ or ‘what ought to be’. This
ambiguity helps to blur the distinction between the traditional
and the genetic concept of truth.

As to the principle of the ‘unity of theory and practice’, this
100 can be understood in different ways. Sometimesitis presented
simply as a norm, signifying more or less that one should think
only about matters of some practical use; in this case it does
not fall into any of the above-mentioned categorics, as they are
not normative. Considered as a descriptive statement it may
mean that people generally engage in theoretical reflection as
a result of practical needs; this is true in a loose sense, but is
notspecifically Marxist. If, again, the unity of theory and practice
‘means that practical success is a confirmation of the rightness
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‘The latter, however, whether critical or orthodox in their views,
restrict its meaning to the period of Stalin’s personal tyranny
from the early 19305 t0 his death in 1953, and they blame the
‘errors’ of the time less on Stalin’s own wickedness than on
regrettable but unalterable historical circumstances: the indus-
trial and cultural backwardness of Russia before and after 1917,
the failure of the hoped-for European revolution, external threats
10 the Soviet state, and political exhaustion after the Civil War.
(The same reasons, incidentally, are regularly advanced by
Trotskyists to explain the degeneration of Russia’s post-
Revolutionary government.)

‘Those, on the other hand, whoare not committed to defending

the Soviet system, Leninism, or any Marist historical schema
ism s a more or less coherent political,
economic, and ideological system, which worked in pursuit of
its own aims and made few ‘errors’ from its own point of view.
Even on this basis, however, it may be debated how far and
in what sense Stalinism was ‘historically inevitable’ .c. was the
political, economic, and ideological complexion of Soviet Russia
already determined before Stalin’srise to power, so that Stalinism
was only the full development of Leninism? The question also
remains, how far and in what sense have all these characteristic
features of the Soviet state persisted o the present day?

From the point of view of terminology it is of no special
importance whether we confine the meaning of ‘Stalinism’ o
the last twenty-five years of the dictator’s life or extend it to
cover the political system prevailing at the present time. But
it is more than a purely verbal question whether the basic
features of the system that took shape under Stalin have altered
in the last twenity years, and there is also room for argument
a5 to what it essential features were.

Many observers, including the present author, believe that
the Sovict system as it developed under Stalin was a continuation
of Leninism, and that the state founded on Lenin’s political and
ideological principles could only have maintained itself in a
Stalinist form; such critics hold, moreover, that *Stalinism’ in
the narrow sense, ie. the system that prevailed unil 1953, has
not been affected in any essential way by the changes of the
post-Stalinist era. The first of these points has been to some extent
established in previous chapters, where Lenin was shown to be






index-153_1.png
The apystallization of Marsism-Leninism 139

7. General effct on Soviet science

The Lysenko affair illustrates the considerable degree of for-
witousness in the history of the regime’s battle with culture.
Its easy to see that ideology was much more clearly involved
in questions of cosmogony than in the matter of the inheritance
of acquired characters. The theory that the universe had a
beginning in time is hard to reconcile with dialectical material-
ism, but this is not obviously the case with the chromosome
theory of heredity, and one can casily imagine Marxism~
Leninism triumphantly proclaiming that this theory resound-
ingly confirmed the immortal ideas of Marx-Engels-Lenin-
Stalin. Yet in fact the ideological struggle was especially acute
in the case of genetics, and it was here that the party’s inter-
vention took its most brutal form, whereas the agitation over
cosmogony was much milder. It is hard to find any logical
explanation of the difference: much depended on accident, on
whowasin charge ofthe campaign, whether Stalin wasinterested
in the point at issue, and so on.

Nevertheless, if we take  panoramic view of the history of
those years we may perceive a certain gradation of ideological
pressure, corresponding roughly to the hierarchy of the sciences
established by Come and Engels. Pressure was almost zero in
‘mathematics, fairly strong in cosmology and physics, stronger
stillin the biological sciences, and all-powerful in the social and
human sciences. The chronological order roughly reflected these
degrees of importance: the social siences were regimented from
the outset, while biology and physics were not controlled until
the last phase of Stalinism. In the post-Stalin era it was physics
tha first regained its independence; biology followed after a
certain time, while the humanistic sciences remained under fairly
strict control

‘The fortuitous element in ideological supervision can also be
seen in the case of psychology and the physiology of the higher
nervous functions. The special feature here was that Russia was
the birthplace of Ivan P. Pavlov, a scientist of world rcpute.
Pavlov, who died in 1936, had several pupils who continucd
his experiments and were allowed to develop his_ theories
independently ofideological pressure. Typically, the regime went
0 the opposite extreme and erected his theory into an offcial
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8. Stalin on philalogy

In the first few days of the Korean War, when international
tension was at its height, Stalin added to his existing titles as
the leader of progresive humanity, the supreme philosopher,
scientist, strategist, etc., the further distinction of being the
world's greatest philologist. (As far as is known, his linguistic
attainments were confined to Russian and his native Georgian.)
In May 1950 Pracda had published a symposium on the
theoretical problems of linguistics and especially the theories
of Nikolay Y. Marr (1864-1934). Marr, a specialist in the
Caucasian languages, had endeavoured towards the end of his
Iife to construct a system of Marxist linguistics and was regarded
in the Soviet Union as the supreme authority in this ficld:
linguists who rejected his fantasies were harassed and perscuted.
His theory was that language was a form of ‘ideology’ and, as
such, belonged to the superstructure and was part of the class
system. The evolution of language took place by ‘qualitative
leaps’ corresponding to qualitative changes in social formations.
Before mankind developed spoken language it used the language
of gesture, corresponding to the primitive classless society.
‘Spoken language was a feature of class societies, and in the class-
less community of the future it would be replaced by a universal
thought-language (of which, (o be sure, Marr was unable to
give much account). The whole theory showed signs of paranoid
delusion, and the fact that it ranked for years as linguistic science
par excellence and the only ‘progressive® philological theory is
eloquent testimony to the state of Soviet culture.

Stalin intervened in the debate with an article published in
Prasda on 29 June, followed by four explanatory answers to
readers letters. He roundly condemned Marr's theory, declaring
that language was not part of the superstructure and was not
ideological in character. It was not part of the base cither, but
was directly ‘linked® with creative forces. It belonged to society
as a whole and not to particular classes: class-determined
expressions were only a small fraction of the general vocabulary.
Nor was it true that language developed by ‘qualitative leaps’
or ‘explosions” it changed gradually, as some features died out
and new ones came into being. When two languages competed
the result was not a new composite language but the victory
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dogma from which physiologists and psychologists were for-
bidden to deviate. It is safe 10 say that if Pavlov had been
British or American his ideas would have been sternly con-
demned by Soviet philosophers as mechanistic on the ground
that they explained mental functions by conditioned reflexes:
he would have been accused of ‘reducing’ the human mind to
the lowest forms of nervous activity, ignoring the ‘qualitative
diffcrence’ between men and animals, and so forth. As it was,
Pavlov's theory offciall represented Marxism-Leninism in the
field of neurophysiology, and the ideological invasion in this
feld was less devastating than elsewhere. None the less, the very
fact that a theory, albeit based on serious scientific experiment,
was erected into a state and party dogma inevitably had &
cramping effect on further research.

A particularly astonishing example of ideology running
counter o the interests of the Soviet state was the attack on
cybernetics, the science of systems of control of dynamic pro-
cesses. Cybernetic studies had made a major contribution to
the development of automation in all technical fields and
especially in military technology, economic planning, etc., yet
the champions of Marxist-Leninist purity were able for a time
completely to hold up the progress of automation in the Sovict
Union. In 1952-3 a campaign was mounied against the
imperialist ‘pseudo-science’ of cybernetics. There were indeed
real philosophical or semi-philosophical problems involved:
whether and how far social ife could be described in cybernetic
categories, in what sense mental activities were ‘reducible’ to
cybernetic schemata, or, conversely, in what sense certain
functions of artificial mechanisms could be equated with
thought, and so on. But the real ideological danger was that
cybernetics was a discipline of wide scope, developed in the West
and claiming, rightly or wrongly, to be a mathesis universalis, a
general all-embracing theory of dynamic phenomena: for this
was precisely what Marxism-Leninism claimed to be. According
0 unofficial reports (not, of course, confirmed by any public
information), it was the military who finally put a stop to the
campaign against cybernetics, as they realized the practical
importance of the subject and were strong enough to combat
the obscurantist attacks which were damaging the fundamental
interests of the Soviet state.
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Socialism in the U.S.S.R." and inended as a basic document
for the forthcoming Nincteenth Congress. Iis main theoretical
argument was that socialism (00 was subject to the ‘objective
laws of economics’, of which advantage should be taken in plan-
ning and which could not be arbitrarily set aside. In particular
the law of value applied under socialism—a statement which
probably meant that money was in use in the Soviet Union,
and that in running the economy account should be taken of
profitability and the balancing of revenue and expenditure. The
principle of the ‘objectivity of the economic laws of socialism’
was an implied condemnation of Nikolay Voznesensky, who was
head of the State Planning Commission before the war and
afterwards deputy Premier and a member of the Politburo. He
had been shot as a traitor in 1950, and his book on the Soviet
economy during the war with Germany was withdrawn from
circulation. By implication it denied that socialism was subject
toobjective economic laws, maintaining instead thatall economi
processes were subordinate to the state’s planning power. Stalin,
however, in his defence of the law of value assured his readers
that whereas capitalism was governed by the principle of
‘maximun profit, the guiding rule of the socialist economy was
the maximum satisfaction of human needs. (It was not clear how,
as Stalin contended, the beneficent effect of socialism could be.
an “objective law’ independent of the will of the state planning
authorities, and in particular hoiw this ‘law’ could operate simul-
tancously with the ‘law of value.) Stalin's article also outlined
a programme for the transition of the Soviet Union to the
communist stage: or this it would be necessary to do away with
the opposition between town and country and between physical
and mental work, to raise collective farm property to the status
of national property (i.c., in effect, to turn the collective farms
into state farms), and to increase production and the general
level of culture.

Stalin’s thoughts on the perfect commaunist society of the future
werearepetition of traditional Marxist motif. As to the ‘objective
laws of economics’, the only practical message that could be
derived from the article was, apparently, that while those
responsible for the economy endeavoured 1o satisfy the popu-
lation’s needs to the maximum, they should not lose sight of
economic accountability.
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of one or other. As to the future ‘withering-away’ of language
and tsreplacement by thought, Marr was fundamentally wrong:
thought was linked with language and could ot exist without
it. People thought in words. Stalin took occasion t0 repeat the
Marist theory of the base and superstructure, making clear,
firsly, that the base does not consist of productive forces but
of relations of production, and secondly, that the superstructure
‘serves’ the base as its instrument. He went on to condemn in
strong terms the monopoly position that Marrism had acquired
by the suppression of free discussion and criticism—an ‘Arak-
cheyevregime’ (alluding to the despotic minister of Alexander I's
reign) under which learning obviously could not develop
properly.

‘The proposition that language was not a class matter and
not part of the superstructure meant simply that French capital-
ists and French workers both speak French, and that the Russians
went on speaking Russian afte the Revolution. This discovery
was hailed as a historic breakthrough in the history of philology
and of other sciences. A wave of academic sessions and debates
swept through the country, glorifying the new work of genius.
In reality, although Stalin’s remarks were no more than sensible
truisms they served a uscful purpose by clearing away Marr's
absurdities, and they were of some benefit to the study of formal
logic and semantics: advocates of these subjects could claim that
they 0o were not part of the superstructure and that pursuing
them did not necessarily turn one into a class enemy. As for
Stalin’s remarks about the ‘auxiliary function’ of the super-
structure in relation to the base, these were a repetition of the
basic doctrine, already well known to al, that culture in socialist
countries was the handmaiden of ‘political objectives’ and must
not lay claim to independence. It need hardly be said that
Stalin's call for free discussion and criticism had no effect
‘whatever in other cultural fields. The Marrists were ousted from
the domain of linguistics (though it is not known that they
suffered police repression), while clsewhere things remained as
before.

. Stalin on the Sovit cconomy

Stalin’s last theoretical work was an article in the party journal
Bolshevik in September 1952, entitled ‘Economic Problems of
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‘must have a pyramid of power and a leader who is worshipped
even while he scourges his subordinates,

As we have scen, Stalinist cultural nationalism developed
gradually in the pre-war years, and after victory it took on
gigantic proportions. In 1949 the Press launched a campaign
against “cosmopolitanism’, a vice that was not defined but
evidently entailed being ani-patriotic and glorifying the West.
As the campaign developed, it was intimated more and more
clearly that a cosmopolitan was much the same thing as a Jew.
When individuals were pilloried and had previously borne
Jewish-sounding names, these were generally mentioned.
*Soviet patriotism’ was indistinguishable from Russian chau-
vinism and became an official mania. Propaganda declarcd
incessantly that all important technical inventions and discover-
ies had been made by Russians, and to mention foreigners in
this context was to be guilty of casmopolitanism and kowtowing
t0 the West. The Great Swwiet Engylopedia, published from the
end of 1949 omwards, is an unsurpassed example of this half-
comical and half-macabre megalomania. The historical scction
of the article on “Motor Cars), for example, starts by saying
that ‘In 17512 Leonty Shamshugenkov (q.v.), a peasant in the
Nizhny Novgorod province, constructed a self-propelling vehicle
operated by two men.’ “Bourgeois, i.c. Western, culture was
constantly attacked as a hotbed of corruption and decadence.
Here, for example, is an extract from the entry on Bergson.
French bourgeais philosopher—idealis, reactionary in politcs and
philosophy. B.s philosophy of intuitonism, disparaging the role of
reason and science, and his mystical theory of society serve a3 a basis
for imperialist policies. Hi views present a glaring picturc of the decay
of bourgeois idcology in the imperialst age, the growing agaressive-
ness of the bourgeoisi in the face of incrcasing class contradictions
and it fear of the intensified class struggle of the proletariac ... In
the period of the incipient general ciss of capitalism and the
cation of all its contradictions B. appearcd as a rabid
materialsm, atheism and scientific knowledge, an enemy of democracy
and theliberation o the oling masses from class oppresson, disguising
his philosophy with pscudo-scientific rimmings .. B.sought o present
as a ‘new’ jusifcation of idealism the view of ancient mystis and
medieval theologians, long since disproved by life, practice and science,
concerning cognition by ‘inner i Dialectical mater
refuts the idealis theory of intition by the indisputable fact that
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10. General features of Soviet culture in Stali's last years

‘The peculiarities of Soviet cultural lfe at this period were not
simply due to Stalin’s idiosyncrasies. They might be summed
up in a word by saying that the nation’s culture was that of
2 parvenu—its every feature expressing almost to perfection the
‘mentality, belief, and tastes of someone enjoying power for the
first time. Stalin himself exemplified these peculiarities in a high
degree, but they were also characteristic of the whole governing.
apparatus, which, while he reduced it to serfdom, continued
10 support him and maintain his supreme authority.

After successive purges and the extermination of the Bolshevik
old guard and the former intelligentsia, the Soviet governing
class consisted mainly ofindividualsof worker and peasant
very poorly educated and with no cultural background, athirst
for privilege and filled with hatred and envy towards genuine
“hereditary’ intellectuals. The essential trait of the parvenu is his
incessant urge to ‘make a show’, and accordingly his culture is
one of make-believe and window-dressing. A parvenu has no
peace of mind aslong as he sees about him representatives of the

ellectual culture of the former privileged classes, which he
hates because he is shut out from it, and which he thercfore
decries as bourgeos or aristocratic. The parvenu is a fanatical
nationalist, wedded to the notion that his native country or milicu
is superior to all others, His language is, in his cyes, ‘language’
par exellnce (he generally knows no other), and he endeavours
to convince himself and everyone else that his meagre cultural
resources are the finest in the world. He detests anything that
smacks of the avant-gards, cultural experimentation, or creative
novelty. He lives by a restricted set of ‘common-sense” maxims

furious when they are challenged by anyone.
These features of the parvenu mentality can be recognized
in the essential traits of Stalinist culture: its nationalism, the
acsthetics of ‘socialist realism’, and even the system of power
itself. The parvenu combines 2 peasant-like subservience to
authority with an overmastering desire to share in it; once raised
10 certain level in the hierarchy he will grovel to his superiors
and trample on those beneath him. Stalin was the idol of parvenu
Russia, the incarnation ofits dreams of glory. The parvenu state
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knowledge of the world and reality does not take place by some kind
of supersensual means but through the socio-historical practice of
humanity .. B intuitionism expresses the fear of the imperialist
bourgeisie before the inevitably looming collapse of capitalism, the
urge to escape from the irrefutable implications of the scientific
knowledge of reality and especially the laws of social development
discovered by Marxist-Leninist science ... An enemy of national
sovereigniy, B. advocated bourgeois cosmopolitanism, the rule of world
capitalism, bourgeois religion and morality. B. favoured the cruel
bourgeais dictatorship and terrorist method of stifing the workers.
Between the First and Second World Wars this militant obscurantist
argued that imperialist wars were ‘necessary’ and ‘beneficial

Here, again, s a portion of the entry on ‘Impressionism’:
‘Decadent trend in bourgeoisart i the sccond half of the 19th century.
1. was the result of the incipient decay of bourgeois art (sec Decadece)
and the break with progresive national traditions. The adherents of L.
advocated an empty, anti-popular programme of art for art’s sake’,
ejected th truthfl,realistic epiction of objectiverealty and claimed
that the artist should ecord only his pr

The subjective.

contemporancous reactonary trends i philosophy—nco-Kantianism,
Machism (q.v) etc,, which denied objectivity and the reliabilty of
knowledge, divorced perception from reality and reason from im-
pressions... Rejecting theeriterion ofobjective ruthflness, indifferent
to mankind, social phenomena and the social functions of art, the
adherents of 1 incvitably produced works in which the picture of
reality disintegrated and artistic form was lost.

The isolation of the Soviet Union from world culture was
almost complete. Apart from a few propaganda works by
Western Communists the Soviet reader was kept in total ignor-
ance of what the West was producing in the way of novels,
poetry, plays, films, not to speak of philosophy and the social
sciences. The rich stores of twentieth-century painting in the
Hermitage at Leningrad were kept in cellars 50 as not to corrupt
the honest citizen. Soviet films and plays unmasked bourgeois
scholars who served the cause of war and imperialism, and
praised the uncxampled joys of Soviet life. ‘Socialist realism’
reigned supreme: not, of course, in the sense of presenting Soviet
reality as it actually was—that would have been crude natural-
ism and a kind of formalism—but in the sense of educating Soviet
people to love their country and Stalin. The ‘socialist realist
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CHAPTER I

The first phase of Soviet Marxism.
The Beginnings of Stalinism

1. What was Stalinism?

Tuexe is no general agreement as to what the term ‘Stalinism’
connotes. It has never been used by the official ideologists of
the Sovict state, as it would seem to imply the existence of a
self-contained social system. Since Khrushchev's time the
accepted formula for what went on in Stalin’s day has been
“the cult of personality’, and this phrase is invariably associated
with two presuppositions. The first is that throughout the
existence of the Soviet Union the party's policy was ‘in principle”
right and salutary, but that occasional errors were committed,
the most scrious of which was the neglect of ‘collective leader-
ship’, i.e. the concentration of unlimited power in Stalin's
hands. The sccond assumption is that the main source of ‘errors
and distortions’ lay in Stalin’s own faults of character, his thirst
for power, despotic inclinations, and so on. After Stalin’s death
all these deviations were immediately cured: the party once more
conformed to proper democratic principles, and that was the
end of the matter. As to Stalin’s errors, the most serious was
the mass liquidation of Communists and especially of the higher
party bureaucracy. In short, Stalin’s rule was a monstrous but
accidental phenomenon: there was never such a thing as
“Stalinism’ or a ‘Stalinist system’, and in any case the ‘negative
manifestations’ of the ‘personality cult’ fade into insignificance
beside the glorious achievements of the Soviet system.
‘Although this version of events i doubtless not taken seriously
by its authors or by anyone else, controversy still prevails as
10 the meaning and scope of the term ‘Stalinism’, which is in
current use ouside the Soviet Union even among Communists.
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architecture of the period s the most permanent monument to
Stalinistideology. Here (0o the ruling principle was the ‘primacy
of content over form’, though no one could explain how these
were distinguished in architecture. The effect, in any case, was
10 produce pompous fagadies in a style of exaggerated Byza
ism. At a time when scarcely any dwellings were being built
and millions of people in large and small towns were living in
crowded squalor, Moscow and other cities were adorned with
huge new palaces full of false columns and spurious ormament,
of a size proportionate to the ‘magnificence of the Stalin era’.
‘This again was a typical parvenu style of architecture, which
could be summed up in the motto: ‘Big is beautiful.

‘The keystone of the whole ideology was the cult of the Leader,
which took on grotesque and monstrous forms at this period
and has probably never been surpassed in history except by the
later cult of Mao Tse-tung. Poems, novels, and films glorifying
Stalin poured out in a constant stream; pictures and monuments
of him decorated all public places. Writers, poets, and philos-
ophers vied with one another in inventing new forms of
dithyrambic worship. Children in créches and kindergartens
expressed heartfelt thanks to Stalin for their happy childhood.
All the forms of popular religiosity were revived in a distorted
shape: icons, processions, prayers recited in chorus, confession
of sins (under the name of self-criticism), the cult of relics
Marxism in this way became a parody of eligion, but one devoid
of content. Here, chosen at random, is a typical exordium from
2 philosophical work of the time:

Comrade Sialin, the great masier of the sciences, has given a
systematic expositon of the foundations of dialctical and historical
materialsm as the theoreical basis of Communism, in a study unsur-
passed for its depth, clarity and vigour. The theoretical works of
Comrade Stalin werc admirably described by the Central Committce
of the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks) and the Council of
Ministers of the USSR in an address to Comrade Stalin on his
seventieth birthday: ‘Great leader of science! Your classic works
developing the theory of Marxism-Leninism in relation to the new
age of imperialsm, prolearian revolution and socials vitory in our
country are a tremendous achievement of humanity, an encyclopedia
of revolutionary Marxism. From these works Soviet men and women
and leading representatives of the working people of all countries derive
knowledge and confidence and new strength n the battleforthe victory
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with the important difference that in Yugoslavia the Com-
‘munists were the most active fighters whereas in Poland they
were a small fraction of the total resistance movement, the
backbone of which consisted of forces owing allegiance t© the
London Government. All these differences had an important
bearing on post-war events in Eastern Europe and the evolution
of Marxism in the respective countries: they affected the speed
and depth of the ideological invasion and the manner in which
Stalinism was later rejected. The only country whose liberation
from the German invader was due in large measure (o its own,
Communist-controlled forces was Yugoslavia, and it was only
there that the Communisis exercised undivided power from
1945 onwards. Elsewhere—in Poland, East Germany, Czecho-
slovakia, Romania, and Hungary—social democratic or peasant
parties were allowed to function during the initial post-war years.

It is quite possible that many of the East European Com-
munist leaders believed at first that their countries would be
dependent states, building up socialst institutions in alliance
with Russia but not under its direct control. Such illusions,
however, were short-lived. For the first two years international
relations were marked by traces of the wartime alliance; the
Communist parties maintained a show of fidelity to the Yalta
and Poisdam agreements, which provided for democratic
institutions, multi-party governments, and free elections in
Eastern Europe. The onsct of the cold war, however, put a stop
t0 any hopes that the area might develop independently of the
Soviet Union. In 1946-8 the non-Communist parties were
destroyed or forcibly ‘united” with the Communists, the first
o suffer this fate being the East German social democrats
From the beginning, even when there were sill genuine elements
of a coalition government, the Communisis entrenched them-
sclves in key positions of power, especially the police and army.
Ubiquitous Soviet ‘advisers' had the final say in key questions
of government, and directly organized the most savage and
blatant forms of repression. In 149, after the programmed
suppression of the non-Communist parties, after elections
marked by fraud and violence and after the coup in Czecho-
slovakia, the East European Communists under Stalin’s close
control enjoyed virtually exclusive power. Yet at the very time
‘when Stalinism was thus establishing itselfin the satellte coun-
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determined by the absolute concentration of political, economic,
and military power, to an extent never before seen in Europe,
and by the need for an ideology (o legitimize that power. The
privileges its members enjoy in the field of consumption arc a
natural consequence of its role in society. Marxism is the
charismatic aura with which it invests tself in order to justify
its rule.

13. Eutopean Marxism during the last phase of Stalinism

‘The history of Marxism in the countries which fel under Soviet
control as a result of the war can be roughly divided into four
phases. In the first phase, from 1945 t0 1949, the ‘people’s
democracies’ sill exhibited elements of political and cultural
pluralism, which were gradually subdued by Soviet pressure.
The second phase, from 1949 10 1954, saw the complete or
almost complete Glichschaltung of the socialist camp’ as regards
and ideology, and the far-reaching Stalinization of all
aspects of culture. In the third phase, beginning in 1955, the
most striking feature as far as the history of Marxism is
cerned was the emergence of various ‘revisionist’, anti-Stalinist
trends, chiefly in Poland and Hungary but later also in Czecho-
slovakia and to some extent in East Germany. This period
effectively came t0 an end in about 1968, when, in most of the
bloc countries at least, Marxism took on a petrified and sterile
form, while remaining the official ideology of the ruling party.
The ‘Stalinization and ‘de-Stalinization’ of Eastern Europe
proceeded in a different fashion in each country, in accordance.
with varying circumstances. In the fist place, some of them—
Poland, Caechoslovakia, Yugoslavia—had been on the Allied
side in the war, while others were offcially tied to the Axis
Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary, which belonged his-
torically to Western Christianity, had different cultural tradi-
tions from Romania, Bulgaria, and Serbia. East Germany,
Poland, and Czechoslovakia had a tradition of serious philo-
sophical studies dating back to the Middle Ages, which was
lackingin other bloc countries. Finally, in certain countrics there
had been an active underground and guerrilla movement during
the war, while in others, likewise under German occupation,
the resistance was feeble and did not take the form of an armed
struggle. In the former category were Poland and Yugoslavia,
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began in the spring of 1948; its immediate cause was the
annoyance of Tito and his collcagues at the crude and arrogant
interference of Soviet ‘advisers' in Yugoslav intcrnal affairs,
especially the army and police. Stalin, outraged by this lack
of internationalism, attempted to bring Yugoslavia to heel and
no doubt thought it would be an easy task. In propaganda
activity the Yugoslavs had until then shown extreme subservience
to Russia; but they were masters in their own house, and it
turned out that the Soviet Union was very poorly represented
there. (One of the main bones of contention was the recruitment
of Yugoslavs to the Soviet police and espionage network.) Apart
from some individuals who were directly on the Soviet payroll
the Yugoslavs had no thought of yielding, and the only way
0 reconvert them to internationalism appeared t0 be by armed
invasion, which Stalin, rightly or wrongly, considered too risky
a course.

‘The Yugoslay party was officially condemned at the second
session of the Cominform, from which Yugoslavia's delegates
were absent. The Belgrade leaders were declared (o be ani-
Soviet nationalists (on grounds that were not explained), and
‘Communist Yugoslavs were called on to overthrow the ‘Titoist
clique’ ifit did not immediately toe the line. The quarrel with
Yugoslavia became the main theme of the Cominform journal,
and at the third and last session of that body Gheorghiu Dej,
the Romanian party secretary, made a speech on ‘the Yugoslav
Communist party in the grip of murderers and spies'. From this
t appeared that all the Yugoslav leaders had from time
immemorial been agents of various Western intelligence services,
that they had established a Fascist regime, and that their
policy was and always had been to stir up trouble for the Soviet
Union and serve the interests of American warmongers. Taking
their cue from this, the Communist parties of the world un-
leashed a hysterical anti-Yugoslay campaign. A macabre result
of the schism was that the ‘people’s democracies’ staged a series
of judicial murders, clearly patterned on the Moscow show trials,
t0 purge the local Communist parties of “Titoist or suspect
elements. Many leading Communists fel victim to these trials,
which took place in Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Bulgaria, and
Albania. In Czechoslovakia the main trial, that of Slinsky and
others, took place in November 1952, shortly before Stalin's
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tries it met with its first serious defeat in the form of the
Yugoslav schism.

One of the instruments used by Stlin to exact obedience
from the ruling Communist parties of Eastern Europe, and
from Communists elsewhere, was a weakened version of the
Comintern known as the Communist Information Bureau or
“Cominform’. Set up in September 1947 (the Comintern had
been dissolved in 1943), this body comprised representatives of
all the ruling Communist parties of Eastern Europe except the.
Albanian and East German—ice. the Soviet, Polish, Czecho-
slovak, Hungarian, Romanian, Bulgarian, and Yugoslav parties
—as well as the French and Tialians. Iis orchestrator, under
Stalin, was Zhdanov, and it was by his orders, for instance, that
the Yugoslavs attacked the French and Italian Communiss for
not seizing power in their countries at the favourable juncture
of 1944-5. (Their conduct had in fact been dictated by Stalin,
but they nevertheless performed the appropriate self-criticism.)
The Cominform’s function was to_transmit to Communists
throughout the world the behests of Soviet policy disguised as
unanimous resolutions of the principal parties. There were
indeed signs that some East European parties really believed
themselves entitled to act as sovereign governments: Czecho-
slovakia and Poland displayed a rash interest in the Marshall
Plan, and Bulgaria and Yugoslavia put forward a plan for
Balkan federation. All such displays of independence were
swiflly crushed and the offending parties called to order. At a
time when a third world war was at least not unthinkable,
Communists outside the Soviet Union must again be taught
that there was only one authority determining “correct’ policy
and that the slightest deviation from its orders would have
unpleasant consequences.

At the first session of the Cominform Zhdanov described the
division of the world into two political blocs as the ke factor
in the international situation. The Cominform also launched
an intemational journal, of course dominated by the Soviet
Communist_party, as a vehicle for the latter’s propaganda
directives. This journal was indeed the Cominform’s chief
activity: it held only two-more sessions, in June 1948 and
November 1949, both for the purpose of condemning the
Yugoslavs. Friction between the Soviet and Yugoslav parties






index-185_1.png
The epystallization of Marxism-Leninism i

make peace with Belgrade; it was not actually dissolved,
however, untl April 1056. Since then, as far as is known,
the Soviet party has not tried to create any institutionalized
forms of international Communism but has contented itself with
exercising, s far as posible, direct control over individual
parties and from time to_time calling conferences to adopt
resolutions on world topics. These, however, have had less success
than formerly: despite all their efforts the Soviet leaders have
not managed to secure international condemnation of the
Chinese Communist party in the same way as they the
case of Yugoslavia.

‘The last years of Stalin's rule were marked by the Sovietization
of doctrine throughout the Gommunist world. The effects of this
varied from one bloc country to another, but the pressures and
trends were generally the same.

Polish Marxism, as we have seen in earlier chapters, had its
‘own tradition, quite independent of the Russian one. There was
no single orthodox form of this tradition and no precisc party
ideology; Marxism was only one feature, and not a very
important onc, in the Polish intellectual scene. However, there
were historians, sociologists, and cconomists who, while not
professing any cut-and-dried doctrine, made some use of Marsist
categories in their work; among these were Ludwik Krywicki
and Stefan Czarnowski (187-1937), an eminent sociologist and
historian of religion, who in his last years gravitated towards
Marxism to some extent. (In an essay on proletarian culture
he analysed the origins of a new mentality and a new type of
art specifically related to the situation of the working class.)
In the first years after 1945 these traditions were revived: the
new Marist thought, like the old, was not confined to any
precise_channels but appeared rather as a background to
rationalism and to the habit of analysing cultural phenomena in
terms of social conflict. This loose, uncodified Marxism was
voiced by journals including the monthly Myl wspblezesna
(Contemporary Thought) and the weekly Kuérica (The Forge).
In 194550 the universities were re-created on pre-war lines
and mostly with the same teaching staff; there were as yet no
ideological purges in the educational ield; many scientific books
and journals published at this time had nothing to do
Marxism. The regime did not yet call itself a ‘dictatorship of
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death, and was distinguished by clear overtones of anti-Semitism.
‘This theme also came t0 the fore in the Soviet Union during
Stalin's last years, culminating in the arrest, in January 1953,
of a group of doctors, nearly all Jews, who were accused of
plotting to murder party leaders and others; those of them who
survived the tortures personally ordered by Stalin were released
immediately after his death. In Poland Gomulka, the party
secretary, and other prominent figures were imprisoncd but were
not tried or executed; some lesser functionaries were shot or
subsequently done to death in prison. In East Germany arrests
‘and trials followed the general pattern, though their victims were.
less well known. In the remainder of the bloc ‘Titoists', Zionists’,
other imperialist agents, and Fascists who had ‘wormed their
way' into the party secretaryship or the Politburo confessed to
being hirelings of foreign intelligence and were for the most part
executed after show trials. It should not be supposed that all the
victims were really “Titoists’ in the sense of wanting a Com-
munist regime less dependent on Russia. This was true of some,
but others were castas traitorsfor arbitrary reasons. The general
purpose was to terrorize the East European ruling parties and
teach them what Marxism, Leninism, and internationalism
really meant; namely, chat the Soviet Union was absolute master
of the nominally independent bloc countries, and that the latter
must obediently execute its commands.

Despite the ferocity with which all forms of pressure except
armed invasion were brought to bear, the Yugoslavs maintained
their independence and made the first substantial breach in
Stalinist Communism since the war. Immediately after the
schism the Yugoslav party ideology differed from the Soviet only
in emphasizing that Communist parties must be independent
and condemning Soviet imperialism; the general principles of
Marxism-Leninism remained in force in Yugoslavia and were
no different from those observed in the Soviet Union. Before
long, however, the bases of political doctrine underwent revision
also and the Yugoslavs set out to create their own model of
a socialist society, differing in important ways from the Russian
one.

‘The Cominform by this time was litde more than an instru-
ment of anti-Yugoslav propaganda, and its raison détre dis-
appeared when, in the spring of 1955, Khrushchev decided to






index-187_1.png
The aystallization of Marvism—Leninism 73

were replaced by chairs of historical materialism. A special party
institute was set up to train cadres to take the place of
*bourgeois’ professors in the ideologically sensitive departments
of philosophy, economics, and history. In philosophy the organ
of the Manxist ‘offensive’ was the journal Mydl Filozoficna
(Philosophical Thought). For a time Marxist philosophers con-
centrated on combating the non-Marxist tradition, especially
the Lwéw-Warsaw school of analytical philosophy: Kotarbiski,
Ajdukiewicz, Stanislaw Ossowski, Maria Ossowska, and others.
Many books and articls criticized various aspects of the tenets
of this school. Another target was Thomism, which had a lively
tradition centred on the Catholic University of Lublin. (This
university—a fact unparalleled in the history of socialist states—
‘was never suppressed and functions o this day, despite various
measures of pressure and interference.) Many Marxists of the
olderand younger generation—Adam Schaff, Bronislaw Baczko,
‘Tadeusz Krofski, Helena Eilstein, Wiadyslaw Krajewski—took
part in these batdes; so did the present author, who does not
regard the fact as a source of pride. Another subject of study
was the Marxist contribution o Polish culture in past decades.

‘The time is not ripe for a full appraisal of the cultural
developments of those years, but it can be said that the enforced
“Manxification’ had some redeeming features. Intellectual life
certainly became poor and sterile, but the dissemination of
Marxism led to some advantages despite the coercion that
‘accompanied it. Besides destructive and obscurantist elements
it introduced other features that were of intrinsic value and are
10 a greater or lesser extent part of the world's intellectual
patrimony: for example, the habit of envisaging cultural
phenomena as aspects of social conflict, of emphasizing the
economic and technical background of historical processes and
generally studying phenomena in terms of broad historical
trends. Some new directions in humanistic studies, though
ideologically motivated, led to valuable results, for example, in
regard to the history of Polish philosophy and social thought.
Useful work was done in publishing translations of philosophical
classics and_republishing standard works of Polish social,
philosophical, and religious thought.

In the Stalinist years the state was quite generous in sub-
sidizing culture, so that a good deal of rubbish was produced
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the proletariat’,and the party ideology did not stress Communist

themes but patriotic, nationalist, or anti-German oncs. Sovict-
type Marxism was very much in the background at this period;
its chief spokesman was Adam Schafl, who wrote books and
‘manuals expounding the Leninist-Stalinist version of dialectical
and historical materialism, though these were in 2 les primitive
style than their Soviet counterparts. Even in the worst years,
itmay be said in general that Marxism in Poland did not descend.
0 the Soviet level: despite the encroachment of Russian models
it retained some degree of originality and a timid respect for
the canons of rational thought.

In 19459 political and police repression became morc
intense. For about two years after the war there was armed
conflict with survivors of the underground army who had fought
the German invader and refused to surrender to the new regime
imposed by Russia. Persccution and frequent bloodshed marked
the struggle against armed underground units and wartime
political organizations, as well as against the peasant party and
other legal non-Communist groups. Nevertheless, cultural
pressure at this time was confined to purely political questions;
Marxism was not yet enjoined as  compulsory standard in
philosophy or the social sciences, and ‘socialist realism’ in art
or literature was unknown.

In 19489 the party purged itself of ‘right-wing nationalist’;
the leadership was changed, political lfe was adjusted to Soviet
norms, rural collectivization was decided on (though never
carried out o any extent), and the regime was officially
declared 10 be a form of proletarian dictatorship. In 1949-50
the political house-cleaning was followed by the Sovietization
of culture. Many academic and literary journals were closed
down, and others were given new editors. In the carly fifties
some “bourgeois' professors were dismissed: the number, however,
was not large, and although prevented from teaching or pub-
lishing they stilldrew their salaries and wrote books which they
were able to publish a few years later, when times were less
severe. Some members o philosophical faculties were lefin their
jobs but ordered (o confine themselves to teaching logic; others
‘again were given posts under the Academy of Sciences, where
they did not come into contact with students. The curriculum
of social science departments was revised, and chairs of sociology
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purge, the consequences of which can still be felt today. For
several years the cultural dictator was Zdenék Nejedly, originally
a musical historian, who censored the arts with a heavy hand,
*emending’ Czech literary classics and banning performances
of works by the “cosmopolitan’ Dvotdk, etc. His counterpart
in Bulgaria was Todor Pavlov, a typical Marxist dilettante and
pretender to omniscience, who wrote on biology, literature,
philosophy, and other subjects; his best-known work, published
before the war and translated into Russian, was a treatise on
Leninist epistemology entitled The Theor of Refection. The term
‘reflection’ was used here in a global sense (o denote every kind
ofinfluence that one thing can exert on another, from mechanical
causation onwards; human acts of perception and abstract
thought were merely a special case of this ‘reflection’ at the
highest level of the organization of matter. It happened that
Mikhalchev, a veteran professor of philosophy at Sofia, had been
a pupil of Rehmke (d. 1930), a German empiriocriticist of the
sccond rank; hence for many years the chief task of Bulgarian
Marxist philosophers was to ‘combat Rehmkianism'.

In Hungary Marcism was in a stronger position from the
beginning, thanks to some eminent philosophers of the older
generation: J. Révai, B. Fogarasi, and G. Lukics. Révai was
for some time the party representative in charge of Stalinizing
Hungarian culture. Lukics was in a doubtful position through-
out this period, though his books and articles during the last
years of Stalinism were of irreproachable orthodoxy except for
his book on Hegel, written before the war and published in
German in 1948 this was completely un-Soviet in style and by
no means conformed to the Stalin-Zhdanov formula.

In Western Europe the position of Marists was somewhat
different. All the Communist parties, it is true, obediently
supported Stalin’s line at any given time, glorifying Soviet policy
and preaching the cult of the Leader; but neither in France,
Britain, nor Italy did the Soviet pattern completely dominatc
Manxist theoretical writing on philosophy and the historical
sciences. The deviation, however, was less in respect of content
than of style and the method of argument

In France the Communist movement developed with great
impetus in the first few years after 1945, From the outset of
the cold war the party maintained a tough attitude in major
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but also much work of permanent value. The general standard
of education and access to universities soon rose considerably
as compared with before the war. What was destructive was
not universal instruction in Marxism butis use as an instrument
of coercion and political mendacity. Marsism, even in a
primitive and stereotyped form, still served in some measure
to implant fruitful and rational ideas that were part of its
tradition; but the seeds could only thrive in proportion as the
oppressive uses of the doctrine were relaxed.

On the whole Stalinism in the strict sense did less harm to
Polish culture than to that of the other bloc countries, and the.
harm it did was less irrevocable. There were several reasons
for this. In the first place there was a spontancous though largely
passive cultural resistance and a deep-rooted distrust or hostility
towards everything that came from Russia. There was also a
certain half-heartedness or inconsistency about the imposition
of Stalinist_culture: Marxism never enjoyed an absolute
‘monopoly of humanistic studis, and attempts to cxert pressurc
on the biological sciences in Soviet style were weak and ineflec-
tive. The campaign for ‘socialis realism’ produced some worth-
less apologetics but did not destroy literature and the arts; the
purges in institutions of higher learning were on a com-
paratively small scale; the proportion of prohibited books in
libraries was lower than elsewhere. Moreover, cultural Stalinism
in Poland was comparatively short-ived: it began in carnest
in 194950, and was already declining in 1954-5. It is possible,
though hard to prove, that another moderating factor was at
work, namely the ill will that many veteran Communists felt
towards Stalin, who had destroyed the pre-war Polish Com-
munist party and murdered its leaders.

In the other countries under Soviet suzerainty, cultural
Stalinization was for various reasons more thorough and more
destructive. East Germany was under direct Soviet occupation,
and the combination of Stalinism with the Prussian tradition
produced a rigidly obscurantist atmosphere (relieved by the
activity of Ermst Bloch, whom we shall discuss separately).
Moreover, until 1961 it was not dificult to lec to West Germany,
and among the four million who did so were many intellectuals,
the loss of whom increased the desolation of their native
territory. Czechoslovakia too suffered a relentless ideological
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of the thinking on which our actions are based, thisis a criterion
of truth which is acceptable as far as it goes, though it cannot
be universal, since clearly in many fields of knowledge and
science there is no such thing as practical verification. Finally,
the principle can be understood in the specifically Marxian sense
that thought is an ‘aspect’ of conduct and becomes ‘truc’ by
being aware of this fact. But this sense, which is examined in
the chapters on Marx, Korsch, and Lukdcs, i practically absent
from Soviet ‘diamat’

12. The roots and signiicance of Slalinism. The question of @
“new class’

The debate, involving both Communists and adversaries of
Communism, on the social roots and “historical necessity’ of
Stalinism began soon after Stalin's death and has continued ever
since. We cannot go into all its details here, but will note the
principal points.

The problem of the causes of Stalinism is not the same as
that of its inevitability, a question whose meaning in any case
requires elucidation. Anyone who holds that every detail of
history is determined by foregoing events obviously need not
trouble to analyse the specific background of Stalinism, but must
accept its ‘necessity’ as an instance of that general principle.
‘The principle, however, is a metaphysical postulate that there
is 10 good reason to accept. From any analysis of the course
of the Russian revolution it can be seen that there was no fatal
necessity about the outcome. During the Civil War there were
many occasions when the fate of Bolshevik power hung by a
thread, as Lenin himself bore witness, and no ‘laws of history’
determined what the result would be. It may be assumed that
if the bullet aimed at Lenin in 1918 had been deflected by an
inch or two and had killed him, the Bolshevik regime would
have fallen; s0 it would have done if he had failed t0 persuade
the party leaders to agree 10 the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, and
other such instances can easily be quoted. Speculation as to what
would have happened in these hypotheses is of no importance
at the present day and is bound t0 be inconclusive. The turning-
points in the evolution of Soviet Russia—War Communism, the
N.E.P., collectivization, the purges—were not due to ‘historical
laws’ but were all consciously willed by the rulers, and there
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their demands. We do not know, of course, what would have
happened if;instead of collectivization, the state had chosen the
alternative of returning to complete recdom of exchange and a
market economy. The fears of Trotsky and the ‘left wing’ that this
would have aroused political forces intent on overthrowing
Bolshevik power were by no means without foundation. At the
very least the buraucracy’s position would have grown weaker
rather than stronger, and there was ground for believing that
the building of a strong military and industrial sate would have
been postponed indefinitely. The socialization of the economy,
even at enormous cost to the population, was in the bureau-
cracy’s interest and in the ‘logic’ of the system. Stalin, the
embodiment of the ruling class and of a state which had made
itselfvirtually independent of society, performed acts which had
occurred at least twice before in Russian history: he called into
being a new bureaucratic caste independent of the organic
divisions of society, and freed it from all subservience to the
people as a whole, the working class, or, finally, the party's
inherited ideology. This caste very soon destroyed all the
‘Westernizing’ elements in the Bolshevik movement, and used
Manxist phrascology as a means of restoring and enlarging the
Russian Empire. The Soviet system waged constant war against
its own people, not because the latter showed much resistance,
but chiefly because the ruling class needed a state of war and
aggression to maintain its position. The permanent threat to the
state from enemies on the look-out for the slightest weakness,
forcign agents, conspirators, saboteurs, and other bogies is an
ideological means of justifying the burcaucratic monopoly of
power; the state of war inflicts damage on the ruling group
itself, but this is part of the price of government.

We have already discussed the reasons why Marxism was a
suitable ideology for this system, which was unquestionably a
new phenomenonin history despite all the Russian and Byzantine
traditions that are often invoked by historians and critics of
Communism—the state’s high degree of autonomy vis-d-vis the
civil population, the moral and mental traits of the chinounik,
etc. Stalinism came into being as a continuation of Leninism,
based on the Russian tradition and a suitably adapted form of
Marxism. The importance of the Russian and Byzantine heritage
is discussed by such writers as Berdyayev, Kucharzewski, Arnold
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i 10 reason to think that they *had (o' happen or that the rulers
could not have decided otherwise.

‘The only meaningful form in which the question of historical
necesity can be put in this case is: are there rational grounds
for thinking that the Soviet system, whose distinguishing features
were the nationalization of means of production and_the
Bolshevik party’s monopoly of power, could not have maintained
itself by any means essentially different from those used and
established by the Stalinist system of government? It can reason-
ably be argued that the answer to this question is in the
affirmative.

‘The Bolsheviks achieved power in Russia on a programme of
peace and land for the peasants, two slogans which were in no
way specifically socialis, let alone Marxist; and the support they
received was mainly support for that programme. Their
objective, however, was world revolution and, when that proved
unattainable, the building of socialism in Russia on the basis of
single-party authority. After the devastation of the Civil War
there were noactive social forces other than the party which were.
capable of any initiative, but there was by this time the estab-
lished tradition of a pofitcal, military, and police apparatus
responsible for the whole life of society and especially produc-
tion and distribution. The N.E.P. was a compromise between
ideology and reality, arising from a recognition of the fact that
the state could not cope with the economic regeneration of
Russia, that attempts o regulate the whole economy by coercion
were a catastrophic failure, and that help could only come from
the ‘spontancous’ operation of the market. The economic
‘compromise was not meant to involve any political concessions,
but to keep the power monopoly intact. The peasantry was st
unsocialized, but the only force capable of initiative was the
state bureaucracy: this class was the bulwark of ‘socialism’,
and the further development of the system reflected its interests
and urge for expansion. The winding-up of N.EP. and the
enforcement of collectivization were cerainly not part of the
design of history, but were dictated by the system and the
interests of ts only active lement: the continuation of N.E.P.
would have meant that the state and bureaucracy were at the
peasants’ mercy and that cconomic policy, including export,
import, and investment plants, must largely be subordinated to
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in which conflicts of interest would disappear with the elimina-
tion of their cconomic basis in private property. This society,
he thought, would have no need of bourgeois institutions such
as representative political bodies (which inevitably gave rise (o
burcaucracies alienated from the public) and rules of law safe-
guarding civil liberties. The Sovict despotism was an attempt
to apply this doctrine in alliance with the belief that social
unity can be produced by institutional means.

It would be absurd to say that Marxism was predestined to
become the ideology of the self-glorifying Russian bureaucracy.
Nevertheless, it contained essential features, as opposed t0
accidental or secondary ones, that made it adaptable (0 this
purpose. In Wil the Soviet Union Survice Until 19347 the Soviet

istorian Andrey Amalrik, who has been persecuted and
imprisoned for his disident views, compares the function of
Marxism in Russia to that of Christianity in the Roman Empire.
Just s the adoption of Christianity strengthened the imperial
System and prolonged its lfe but could not save it from final
destruction, so the assimilation of Marxist ideology has for a time.
preserved the Russian Empire but cannot avert its inevitable
dissolution. One may accept Amalrik’s theory in so far as it
docs not suggest that this was the point of Marxism from the
beginning or that it was a conscious purpose of the Russian
revolutionaries. Thanks to an unusual combination of circum-
stances, power in Russia wasseized by a party professing Marxist
doctrine. In order to stay in power the party was obliged
successively to revoke all the promises contained in its ideology,
which had no doubt been sincere in the mouths of its first
leaders. The result was the creation of a new bureaucratic caste
enjoying a monopoly of state power and devoted by nature to
the tradition of Russian imperialism. Marxism became the
prerogative of this caste and an effective instrument for the
continuation of imperial policies

In this connection many writers have discussed the question
ofa ‘new class’, i.e. whether ‘class is an appropriate designation
for the governing circles of the U.SS.R. and other socialist
states. The point has been canvassed especially since the publi-
cation of Milovan Djilas’s The New Class in 1957; but the
discussion has a much longer history, some aspects of which
have been noted in previous chapters. For example, Marx's
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Toynbee, Richard Pipes, Tibor Szamuely, and Gustav Wetter.

It does not follow from this that every attempt to socialize
the means of production must necessarly result i a totaltarian
society, ie. one in which all organizational forms are imposed
by the State and individuals are treated as state property. It is
true, however, that the nationalization of all means of production
and the complete subjection of economic lfe to state planning
(however effective or ineffective that planning may be) prac-
tically amounts to a totalitarian society. If the basis of the system

is that the central authority defines all the objectives and forms
of the economy, and if the economy, including the work-force,
is subjected to over-all planning by that authority, the burcau.
cracy must become the only active social force and acquire
undivided control over other aspects of life as well. Many
attempts have been made to devise 2 means of socializing
property

ithout nationalizing it, by leaving the economic
the hands of producers. The idea has been partially
applied in Yugoslavia, but the results so far are too slight and
ambiguous 10 give a clear picture of its success. The esential
point, however, s that two mutwally restrictive principles are
always in play: the more economic initiative is left in the hands
of particular socialized units of production, and the morc
independence those units enjoy, the greater will be the role of
‘spontancous’ market laws, competition, and the profit morive.
A form of social ownership that allowed full autonomy to
production units would be a return to free-for-all capitalism,
the only difference being that individual factory owners would
be replaced by collective ones, i.c. producers' co-operatives.
The more elements of planning there are, the more limited are
the functions and competence of producers* collectives. However,
the idea of economic planning has been accepied, though in
different degrees, in all developed industrial socicties, and the
increase of planning and state intervention has meant an
increased bureaucracy. The problem is not how to get rid of
bureaucracy, which would mean destroying modern industrial
civilization, but how to control s activity by means of represen-
ative bodies.

As far as Marx's intention is concerned, despite all the
reservations that can be culled from his writings he undoubedly
believed that a socialist society would be one of perfect unity,
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the prior necessity of a moral transformation of society. They
contended that the struggle for privilege of various kinds was
bound to_recur under a system of nationalized ownership, if
Communism took over a society that had not been morally
reformed and was stll pervaded by the needs and ambitions
inculcated by the old order. As Abramowski wrote in 1897,
Communism in such conditions could only lead to0 a new clast
structure in which the old divisions were replaced by antagonism
between society and a privileged bureaucracy, and which could
only maintain itself by an extreme form of despotism and
rule.

Critics of the October Revolution pointed out from the
beginning that a new system of privilege, inequality, and
despotism was burgeoning in Russia; the term ‘new class’ was
used by Kautsky as early as 1919. When Trotsky in exile
developed his critique of the Stalnist regime he insised, as did
all orthodox Trotskyists after him, that there was no question of
a ‘new class’ but only of a parasitical bureaucracy. He atiached
great importance (o this distinction, even after coming to the
conclusion that the regime could not be overthrown without a
revolution. The cconomic basis of socialism, namely, public
ownership of the means of production, was, he maintained,
unaffected by the bureaucratic degeneration: consequently,
there was no need for a social revolution, which had already
taken place, but only for a political one which would sweep
away the existing apparatus of government

Trotsky, his orthodox followers, and other Commaunist critics
of Stalinisi denied the existence of a ‘new class’ on the ground
that the privileges of the Soviet bureaucracy were not trans-
mitted automatically from one generation to another, and that
the bureaucrats did not personally own the means of production
but only exercised collective control over them. This, however,
turns the argument into a question of words. If ‘class” i defined
in such a way that one can only speak of a ruling and exploiting
class when each of its members has a legal tidle, transmissible
by inheritance, to the ownership of certain productive resources
of society, then of course the Soviet bureaucracy is not a class
Butitis not clear why the term should be restricted in this way.
It was not so restricted by Marx. The Soviet bureaucracy has
atits collective disposal all the productive resources of the state,
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anarchist critis, especially Bakunin, claimed that an attempt to
organize society on the basis of his ideas must give rise to new
privileged classes: the proletarians who were to replace the
existing rulers would turn traitor to their own class and create
asystem of privileges that they would guard s jealously as
predecessors had done. This, Bakunin maintained, was inevit-
able because Marxism envisaged the continucd existence of the
state. Waclaw Machajski, a Polish anarchist who wrote chicfly
in Russian, drew far-reaching consequences from a modified
version of this idea. He argued that Mare’s idea of socialism
specifically expressed the interests of intellectuals who hoped to
attain a position of political privilege by means of the inherited
social privilege of knowledge, which they already possessd. As
long as the intelligentsia were able to give their children
advantageous opportunitis of acquiring knowledge there could
be no question of equality, which was the essence of socialism.
The working class, which was at present at the mercy of
intellectuals, could only achieve its ends by depriving them of
their chief capital, namely education. This argument, which to
some extent recalied the syndicalism of Sorel, was based on the
fairly obvious fact that in any society where there is both
inequality of income and a strong correlation between education
and social status, the children of the educated classes have a
better chance than others of rising in the social hierarchy.
‘This hereditary inequality could only be cured by destroying the
continuity of culture and separating children from their parents
in order to give them a completely uniform education: so that
Machajski's Utopia would sacrifice both civilization and the
family on the altar of equality. There were Russian anarchist
groups who also detested education as a source of privilege.
Machajski had followers in Russia, and for some years afier the
October Revolution the fight against his views was a recurrent
propagandatheme: they were linked, not without cause,
with ‘syndicalist deviation® and the activities of the ‘workers'
opposition’.

The problem of the development of a new class under
socialism was, however, also raised from another point of view.
Some, like Plekhanov, argued that an attempt to build socialism
before economic conditions were ripe for it must end in a new
form of despotism. Others, like Edward Abramowski, spoke of
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With the above qualifications, there is no reason why the
socialist bureaucracy should not be termed an ‘exploiting class’
Indeed, the description appears (0 be used increasingly ofien,
and Trotsky's distinctions are seen to be more and more artificial

James Burnham, after breaking with Trotsky, wrote in 1940
his celebrated book The Managerial Revolution, in which he
argued that the establishment of a new class in Russia was only
a particular instance of a universal process that was occurring
and would continue to develop in all industrial societies.
Capitalism, he thought, was going through the same evolution:
formal property rights meant less and less, and power was
gradually passing into the hands of those who actually controlled
production, i.c. the managing class. This was an inevitable
consequence of the nature of modern industry. The new élite
was simply the present-day form of the division of society into
classes, and class divisions, privilege, and inequality were natural
phenomena of social life. Throughout history the masses had
been used, under various ideological banners, to overthrow the
privileged classes of the day; the result, however, was only to
replace them with new masters who at once set about oppre
the rest of society no less efficiently than their predecessors.
The despotism of the new clas in Russia was not an exception,
but an illustration of this universal law.

Whether or not Burnham was right in saying that all social
life entailed despotism in some form, his remarks are far from
an adequate description of Soviet reality. The rulers of post-
Revolutionary Russia were and are not the industrial managers
but the political bureaucracy. The former, of course, are an
important section of society, and groups of them may be strong
enough to affect decisions by higher authority, especially in their
own fields. But the key decisions, including those on industrial
investment, imports, and exports, are political and are taken
by the political oligarchy. It is very implausible to suggest that
the October Revolution is a special case of the transference of
power to managers as a result of progress in technology and
work organization.

The Soviet exploiting class s 2 new social formation which
in some ways rescmbles the bureaucracy of Oriental despotisms,

others the class of feudal barons, and in others again the
capitalist colonizers of backward countries. Its position is
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though this fact is not embodied in any legal document but
is simply a basic consequence of the system. Control over the
means of production is essentially no different from ownership,
ifthe collective possessor is irremovable under the existing system
and cannot be legally challenged by any rival. Since the owner
is collective there is no individual inheritance, and no one can
bequeath to his children a particular position in the political
hierarchy. Tn practice, however, as has ofien been described,
privilege is systematically inherited in the Soviet state. The
children of the ruling group are clearly privileged from the point
of view of opportunities in life and access to restricted goods
and advantages of various kinds, and the group itslf is very
well aware of its superior position. The political monopoly and
the exclusive control of means of production support each other
and could not exist separately. The high incomes of the ruling
group are a natural consequence of ts exploiting role, but are
not the same as exploitation itself, which consists in the right
todispose freely, without any control by the public, of the whole
mass of surplus value which that public creates. The public has
10 5ay as to how or in what proportion resources are divided
between investment and consumption, or what is done with the
goods that are produced. From this point of view the Soviet
class division is much more rigid and less sensitive (o social
pressure than any capitalistsystem of ownership, since in Russia
there is no way in which different sections of society can express
and pursue their interests through administrative and legislative
bodies. True, the position of individualsin the hierarchy depends
on the will and caprice of their superiors, or, in the palmy days
of Stalinism, on the pleasure of a single despot. In this respect
their position is not wholly sccure: the situation is more like
an Oriental despotism, where people in the higher ranks were
equally at the tyrant’s mercy and might be dismissed or exccuted
from one day to the next. But it is not clear why this state of
affairs should preclude the observer from speaking of a ‘class’,
still Less why it should be considered typically ‘socialist’ and
proof of the immense superiority of socialism to ‘bourgeois
democracy’, as Trotsky s adherents claim. Djilas in his book drew
attention to the variety of privileges enjoyed by the socialist
ruling class, emphasizing that the monopoly of power was the
basis of these privileges and not a consequence of them.
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the creator of totalitarian doctrine and of the totalitarian state
in embryo. Of course many events in the Stalin era can be
auributed to chance o to Stalin’s own peculiarities: careerism,
lust for power, vindictiveness, jealousy, and paranoid suspicion.
The mass slaughter of Communiss in 1936-9 cannot be called
a “historical necessity’, and we may suppose that it would not
have taken place under a tyrant other than Stalin himself. But
if, as in the typical Commaunist view, that slaughter is regarded
as the true, ‘negative’ significance of Stalinism, it follows that the
whole of Stalinism was a deplorable accident—the implication
being that everything is always for the best under Communist
rule until prominent Communists start being murdered. This
ishard for the historian to accept, notonly because h s nterested
in the fate of millions who were not party leaders or even party
‘members, but also because the sanguinary terror on a huge scale
which occurred in the Soviet Union at certain periods is not
a permanent or essential feature of totalitarian despotism. The
despotic system remains in force irrespective of whether, in a
particular year, official murders are counted in millions or only
intens of thousands, whether torture is used as a mater of
routine or only occasionally, and whether the victims are only
workers, peasants, and intellcctuals or include party bureaucrats
as well.

The history of Stalinism, despite arguments over points of
detail,is generally known and is adequately described in many
books. As in the previous two volumes of this work, the main
them is the history of doctrine: political history wil be dealt
with cursorily, 5o far a is necessary to indicate the broad frame-
work within which ideological life developed. In the Stalin era,
however, the link between the history of doctrine and political
events is much closer than before, since the phenomenon we
have to study is the absolute institutionalization of Marxism as
an instrument of power. This process, it is true, began earlier
on: it goes back to Lenin's view that Marxism must be ‘the
party’s world-outlook’, i.¢. that its content must be governed
by the needs of the struggle for power at a particular moment.
None the less, Lenin's political opportunism was to some extent
restrained by doctrinal considerations; whereas in Stalin’s day,
from the early thirties onwards, doctrine was absolutely sub-
ordinated to the purpose of egitimizing and glorifying the Soviet
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handbook of Marxist doctrine: this work, nearly completed,
appeared_posthumously under the title Zur Ontologic _des
geselschaftlchen Seins, as part of a fourteen-volume edition of his
works published by the firm of Luchterhand.

Lukics died at Budapest in 1971. In the previous decade
interest in his ideas increased rapidly, as is shown by the number
of books, articles, and discussions concerning them, and also by
‘numerous translations and new editions of his works themselves.
Atacks from the Stalinist angle practically ceased; on the other
hand, he was criticized by some (Deutscher, Adorno, Lichtheim)
asa Stalinist writer and ideologist. Discussion has centred mainly.
on his literary and aesthetic views and his conception of the
dialectic, especially in History and Class-Consciousness. His post-
humous work did not arouse great interest and must have
disappoinied those who looked for new ideas on the interpreta-
tion of Marxism: it is a conventional exposé of historical
materialism, with Lukics’s customary attacks on empiricism
and positivism. On the other hand, he broke fresh ground in
1964 and 1969 in articles on Solzhenitsyn, whom he hailed as
the harbinger of a great renewal of socialist realism.

Lukics left a number of disciples in Hungary who have tried,
with greater or less fidelity, to continue his work and range
of interests. In Western Europe perhaps the most zealous
advocate of his philosophy was Lucien Goldmann, whose work
requires special notice.

2. The whole and the art: criique of empiricism

Both in “Tactics and Ethics’ and in History and Class-Consciousness
Lukdes puts the question ‘What is orthodox Marxism?' and
replies that this concept does not involve the acceptance of any
particular tenet. An orthodox Marxist does not, as such, owe
allegiance to any specific view and may criticize Marx's ideas
50 long as he remains faithful to the essence of Marxism, namely
the dialectical method. *Method" does not mean here a sct of
rules for intellectual operations, as it does in logic, but a
particular way of thinking which includes awareness that in
thinking about the world it is also helping to change it, being
at the same time a practical commitment. The Marxian dialectic
is not merely a way of percciving or describing social reality,

should be described: it is the main-
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considered rather suspect, unduly ‘liberal’ and not a hundred
per cent Marxist.

A new wm of events came with the upheavals of ‘de-
Stalinization’ in 1956, triggered off by the Twentieth Congress
of the Soviet Communist party and Khrushchev's famous speech
about Stalin's ‘mistakes’. Lukics was one of those in Hungary
who criticized the ‘distortions’ of the Stalin era; he belonged
0 the *Pet6fi Circle’, which played an important part in the
ideological ferment that preceded the Hungarian uprising
Lukiics directed his main attack against ideological ‘dogmatism’
and the primitive attitude towards literary and philosophical
questions in the Stalin era. When the Hungarian anti-Stalinist
‘movement reached its height with the formation of Imre Nagy's
government in October 1956, Lukics was co-opted on to the
party’s Central Committee and for a few days held the post of
Minister of Culture. After the Soviet invasion he was deported
to Romania with the rest of Nagy's government, most of whom
were murdered by the Soviets; Lukics, one of the few survivors,
returned to Budapest in the spring of 1957. He soon became
the target of fresh attacks, in which his former pupil . Szigeti
played a prominent part. He sought to resume party member-
ship, but was not allowed (0 as he refused to perform sclf-
criticism on this occasion; apparently, however, he was
readmitted in 1967, the condition being waived. In any case,
10 the end of his life he maintained the belief that socialism,
begun in Russia and continued in Eastern Europe, would
liberate itself from the aftermath of Stalinist ‘distortions” and
rewrn 10 the path of ‘true’ Marism. He stated in an interview
that the worst socialism was better than the best capitalism. In
the political ield he whole-heartedly endorsed the Soviet policy
of “coexistence’ and opposed Chinese ‘dogmatism’. His scholarly
activity afier the uprising was mainly devoted (o problems of
Marxist acsthetics. In 1957 he published an essay ‘Uber die
Besonderheit als Kategorie der Asthedk’, and in 1963 a two-
volume work Die Eigenart des Asthetischen. As the cultural pressure
cased in Hungary in the sixties he cnjoyed more reasonable
conditions of work and publication facilities. A volume cclc-
brating his eightieth birthday appeared in West Germany in
1965,

In addition to his acsthetic studies he embarked on a basic
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spring of social revolution and does not_exist outside the
revolutionary process, of which, as method, it forms an integral
part.

‘This conception of method, Lukiics argues, involves regarding
the social universe as a single whole of ‘totality'. His vew that
this s the key to Marsist theory did not alter from 1919 t0 1971
‘The text that he quotes most often s probably the introduction
to the Grundrisse, in which Marx expounds his view of the
primacy of the abstract over the concrete. Marxism, according
to Lukcs, would be impossible i it id not involve the principle
that the social ‘totality’ cannot be reconstructed by accumulating
facts. Facts do not interpret themselves; their meaning is only
revealed in relation to the whole, which must be known in
advance and is thus logically prior (o the facts. In this respect
Marx follows Hegel. ‘We thus understand the fundamental
assertion of the dialectical method, the Hegelian theory of zhe
concrete concept. This theory states, in brief, that the whole
s prior to its parts: the part must be interpreted in the light
of the whole and not vice versa’ (‘Tactics and Ethics', p. 25).
‘The concrete must not be contrasted with phenomena that can
only be apprehended by the mind, since for both Marx and
Hegel the concrete itself can only be so apprehended, as a single
aspect of the whole. “This absolute primacy of the whole, its
unity over and above the abstract isolation of its parts—such

he essence of Marx's conception of society and of the
dialectical method” (ibid., p. 27)

‘Thus Marx's theory of revolution and socialism can be based
only on a global understanding of ociety that cannot be achieved
by any detailed, factual analysis. This is why opportunists and
revisionists alwaysappeal to facts, knowing that there is no logical
transition from facts to the revolutionary transformation of
society. Empiricism i the ideological foundation of revisionism
and reformism in the workers’ movement. ‘And every orthodox
Marxist who realizes that the moment has come when capital
is only an obstacle o production, and that it is time to
expropriate the exploiters, will reply in the words of Fichte, one:
of the greatest of the classical German philosophers, when vulgar
Marxists adduce “facts” that appear to contradict the process:
S0 much the worse for the facts!”” (ibid., p. 30)

Lukics does not appear (0 have used this phrase elsewhere
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action of the object and subject of history in the movement
towards unity. His work was largely directed against the evolu-
tionist or posiivist interpretations of Marxism that dominated
the Second International, and was designed to supply a philo-
sophical basis for the revolutionary, Leninist theory of socialism
and the party. On two points, however, Lukics parted company
with Leninism: he criticized Engels's idea of the dialectic of
nature as basically contrary to the theory of the dialectic tself,
and he disputed the theory of ‘reflection’ which Lenin had
declared 10 be the essence of Marxist epistemology.

Tt was not surprising, therefore, at a period when Communist
ideology was hardening into dogmatic form, that Lukics's book
wassharply atiacked in the most official manner possible, namely
at a session of the Third International. At the Fifth Com-
intern Congress in Moscow in July 1924 Zinovyev, then
chairman of ts Executive Commitiee, denounced Lukdcs’s work
as a harmful revisionist attack on Marxism; this view was
endorsed by Bukharin. At the same time Zinovyev attacked
Antonio Graziadei, who had recently published a_book cri
cizing Manx's theory of value, and also Karl Korsch. His
condemnation of Lukics was expressed in general terms, without
any specific charges, and it may be doubted whether he had
in fact read the offending work. Soon, however, more reasoned
attacks were delivered by philosophers such as A. M. Deborin,
N. Luppol, and L. Rudas. Lukics is not known to have
performed any self-riticism at the time, but he did 50 in 1933;
he also repeated in several lter works that he regarded History
and Class-Consciousness as erroneous and reactionary, at least on
the two points mentioned above. The book disappeared without
trace from Communist annals and was only rediscovered after
Stalin's death. It had its effect, however, on non-Communist
German Marxists, and today it s regarded as one of the most
important theoretical documents in the history of Marxism.

Other theoretical works by Lukics in the early post-war years
include an article “Tactics and Ethics’, published in Hungarian

1919, and essays on Lassalle (1925) and Moses Hess (1926)
in Archiv fir die Geschicht des Sozialismus und der Arbeiterbewegung:
the former was occasioned by an edition of Lassalle’s letters,
the later by the republication of Hess's writings and the
appearance of a life of him by Theodor Zlocisti. In 1924
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For some time it looked as though the hope of a European
Communist revolution would come true at an early date. A few
‘months after the overthrow of the Dual Monarchy a Soviet
republic was set up in Hungary under Béla Kun (who sub-
sequently lost his ife in a Russian gaol, a victim of Stalin's
terror); it lasted from the end of March o the end of July 1919
Lukies joined the government as deputy to the Commissar for
Education (Zsigmond Kunfi,a social democrat and theoretician
close to the Austrian Marsists). The brief Communist dictator-
ship was followed by savage mass repression, but most of the
leaders escaped abroad. Lukacs, after a few weeks of clandestine
acivity in Budapest, reached Vienna, where he was arrested
for a short time; he was saved from extradition, pardy owing
t0 a protest by a group of writers including Thomas and
Heinrich Mann.

Thereafier he led the life of a political émigré, carrying on
theoretical and propaganda work and involved in the incessant
quarrels of his Hungarian fellow exiles. These disputes had no
practical effect on the situation in Hungary but, as is usually
the casc, aroused bitter passions among the émigrés with their
rival plans for revolution. Lukics belonged at this time to the
so-called Communist Lefi; in 1920-1 he edited a journal Kom-
‘munismus, ofsimilar tendency, which was once criticized by Lenin
for its anti-parliamentary standpoint.

In 191922 Lukics wrote a number of theoretical essays,
‘published in book form in 192 as Geschichte nd Klassenbeuwusssein
(History and Class-Consciousness: English trans.  1971). This
is considered his magnum opus, although he declared more than
once that in some respects at least it no longer represented his
views. At all events, among all his works it is this one which
gave rise (o most controversy and left the deepest traces on the
Marxist movement. In it he emphasized the importance of the
Hegelian sources of Marxism and also put forward an original
interpretation of the whole of Marc’s philosophy, in which the
category of ‘totality’ was presented as the foundation of Marxist
dialectic. He set out to show that the chief philosophical
disputes among the Marxists of the Second International had
been conducted from positions alien o Marx's ideas, and in
particular that the orthodox line had continued to ignore the
essential feature of dialectical materialism, namely the inter-
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of power, and it condemned the ‘Blum theses’ as advocating
a policy of ‘liquidation’. The whole dispute had no effect what-
ever on events in Hungary, then or later, and from this point
of view it did not matter what ideas were worked out by a
handiul of powerless émigrés. However, the result of the con-
demnation was that Lukics hastily recanted in order to
avoid_expulsion from the party, and from then on with-
drew from political activity and confined himself to theoretical
work.

In the thirties and during the Second World War Lukics
published very litte. In 1930-1 he spent some time in Moscow,
where he worked in_the Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute and
became acquainted with Marx’s early manuscripts, which had
still not appeared in print. After returning to Berlin he wrote
a few anticles for Di¢ Linkskuree, including an important essay
on literature and politis entitled ‘Tendenz oder Parteilichkei”
(1932). When Hitler came to power he returned to the Soviet
Union and stayed in Moscow il the end of the war, working
at the Institute of Philosophy of the Academy of Sciences. The

tensive studies of those years bore fruit in numerous publ
cations after 1945, Among these were Der junge Hegel, inished
before the war but published only in 1948; Goethe und seine Zeit
(1947); Essays itber Realismus (1948: on realism in lterature);
studies of Russian lterature (Der rusiche Realismus in der Well-
literatur, 1949); Thomas Mann (1949); Deutsche Realisten des
neuncehnten Jakrhundets (1951); Balzac und de fanzosische Realismus
(1952); Exisentialisme ou marsisme? (1948);a istory ofirrationalist
German philosophy as a source of Nazism (Die Zerstirung der
Verunfi, 1954); and a study of the historical novel (Der
historische Roman, 1955)

Throughout this period Lukdcs's position as a Communist
ideologist and Marsist was ambiguous. He remained a party
‘member and did his best to conform scrupulously to each new
‘phase of the ‘ideological struggle’. Nevertheless, when the Stalin
line hardened from 1949 onwards and repression intensified in
the ‘peoples” democracies’, Lukiics again came under fire, the
attacks being led by J. Révai, then culwral dictator of
Hungary. Once more Lukics bowed (o the party’s judgement
‘and performed self-criicism. His books continued (o appear—
mostly in the G.D.R., in German—but in party circles tey were
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Lukics published a short book on Lenin, written immediately
after the latter’s death (Lenin. Studic iber den Zusammenhang seiner
Gedanken). All these works were concerned with the same broad
theme as History and Class-Consciousness: the Marxist conception
of history as an integral whole, and the resolution of the trad

tional dilemmas of freedom and necessity, what is and what
ought to be. In 1925 Lukics published a critical review of
Bukharin's manual of historical materialism.

Up t0 1928 Lukics was actively involved in controversies
among Hungarian Communist groups, and in that year he drew
up a fractional programme (0 be presented at the next party
congress. This document, known after Lukicss pseudonym as
the ‘Blum theses', was severely critcized by the majority group
under Béla Kun, and afterwards by the Comintern Executive
in an open letter t0 the Hungarian Commanists,

The ‘Blum theses’ (first published, in an abridged form, in
1956) are sometimes quoted today as a proof that in the Stalin
era Lukics consistently opposed what was later euphemistically
called ‘sectarianism’, and that he advocated a ‘popular front"
of the kind proposed by the Comintern at its last congress in
1935, after the set-backs of the carly 1930s. In actual fact,
Lukics's opposition to Béla Kun's policy in the twenties was
ofa very limited kind. Far from proposing joint action with the
social democrats against Horthy's regime in Hungary, Lukics
maintained that social democracy was ‘on the road to Fascism’
and could not be regarded as a democratic opposition: he sub-
scribed, in fact, to the designation ‘social Fascism® which was
one of the more fantastic symptoms of Communist paranoia in
the late twenties and early thirtis. He also declared, in accord-
ance with the slogans of the new era, that the battle was not
between democracy and Fascism but between class and class
On the other hand, he put forward the controversial formula
of a ‘democratic dictatorship’ of the proletariat and peasantry
as a transitional stage leading to the dictatorship of the
proletariat, while making it clear that there was no question
of co-operating with the bourgeoisie or the social democrats to
build up democracy. In this way he sought to apply certain of
Lenin's pre-revolutionary maxims to Hungary. The Comintern,
on the other hand, envisaged an immediate tranition to the
dictatorship of the proletariat, i.. to a Communist monopoly
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magazines: some of these were republished in his first book,
which appeared in Hungarian in 1910 and in German in the
following year, entitled Die Sece und die Formen. Like other carly
works by Lukcs, this is a kind of philosophic essay on literary
themes. Goldmann discerns in it a ‘tragic Kantianism’ with a
phenomenological slant: Lukics's concept of ‘form’, he believes,
corresponds to the ‘significant tructure’ o the phenomenologists,
but the approach is one of ‘static structuralism’, ic. the quest
for meaning independent of any consideration of genesis or
historical change. Lukics, in fact, argues that every literary
work should be regarded as an attempt to give form to the
author's soul or sense of life. The attempt is natural and
inevitable, but the form itself connotes an acceptance of the
imperfect, a limitation of the content that it aims to express.
Itis as though the very process of artistc creativity, the attempt
tosubdue the sprit to forms, reveals our basic inability to achieve
a true synthesis of the internal and the external, subjectivity and
expression. Lukics opposes alogether the kind of artistic culture
that only tries to depict the contingency of ife and pays no heed
0 its “essence’s he thus rejects naturalism as firmly as impres-
sionism. Al the same time he appears to hold that the search
for meaning and essence brings to light the inescapable tragedy.
of lfe, the individual’s dependence on invisible and unintelligible
powers that break out into insoluble conflicts. He is as far
removed as possible from ‘acstheticism’, if by that is meant faith
in the absolute autonomy of form vis-d-vis the genesis of a work:
forms are a way of imparting unity to the world, but where
spiritual lfe itslf is impoverished and chaotic, the perfection
of forms cannot restore its value. According to Lukics, modern
artistic culture cither secks after ‘abstract form, i.c. it apes the
perfection of past forms that will not accommodate a new.
content, or else it tries to reject form altogether; in either case
the attempt does not signify a crisis of form as such, but only
the weakness and spuriousness of the ‘lfe’ which seeks to express
itself in art.

In Die Theorie des Romans, written at Heidelberg in 1914-15
and published in 1916 in the Zeitchrift fir Astheik und allgemeine
Kunstwissenschaft (and in book form in 1920), Lukécs appeared
t0 have reached a less pessimistic and fatalistic standpoint.
Looking back in the 19505 he described this work as reactionary
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unfinished) of Kierkegaard as a critic of Hegel. As Congdon
points out, Lukics’s conversion to Communism may itself have
been the result of his secing the situation in terms of Kierke-
gaard’s “either-or’: a state of conflict in which there is no
possibility of synthess between two set of values, and in which
the individual must therefore choose between them.

Afier returning to Budapest in 1915 Lukics was among the
leaders of an intellectual circle, and subsequently an indepen-
dent study centre, where young intellectuals secking philo-
sophical and moral answers (o the problems of war-torn Europe.
attempted to give expression to their feclings of despair and hope.
Several of Lukics’s comrades in this endeavour were to become.
eminent in different cultural spheres: Karl Mannheim, Zolan
Kodily, Arnold Hauser, Béla Bartdk, and Michael Polanyi. The
general atmosphere was lefi-wing, but not such as to encourage
Bolshevik sympathics. Consequently, Lukics's friends were sur-
prised when he joined the Communist party immediately afier
its foundation, at the end of 1918, especially as he had published
an article a few days earlier asserting that the Bolsheviks had
no rational ground for maintaining that the conflit-free society
of the future could be brought about by dictatorship and terror.
Apparently, however, he believed—as did many of those who
became Communists as a result of the war and the collapse of
the Second International—that  Bolshevism was the  only
practical alternative for those who refused to accept, actively
or passively, the system which was responsible for the horrors
of war and the threat to civilization itself

In any case, from then on Lukics accepted Communism
whole-heartedly as a moral, intelectual, and political solution.
Despite various philosophical adventures, he completely ider
fied himself with the Communist movement for the rest of
life. He believed that Marxism was the final answer to_the
problem of history, that Communism guaranteed the final
reconciliation of all human forces and the free play on all human
posibilities; that the confict between the individual and society,
between one person and another, between contingent existence
and ‘essence’, morality, and law, had ‘in principle’ been resolved,
and that it remained only to unite oneself in practice with the
historical movement which promised that the synthesis would
without fail be realized.
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in all respects—idealistic, mystical, etc. Nevertheless, it is
regarded today as one of his most important achievements. L.
Congdon in hisstudy points out the profound effect that Lukics's
reading of Dostocvsky and Kierkegaard had on his development
during the 1914-18 War. At that tme he believed that the novel
as a literary genre was an expression of the world in which
relations between individuals were mediated by social forms and
institutions, or “reified" as he would have said at a later date.
‘The very existence of the novel bore witness (0. cultural disease,
the inability of human beings to communicate dirccly.
Dostoevsky's greatness lay in the fact that he had succeeded in
portraying human relationships that were not determined by
social or class conditions—so that in this sense, paradoxical as
it might seem, his works were not novels atall. Tn the discussion
of Dostoevsky’s ‘Utopia’ there could certainly be discerned an
anticipation of questions that were to occupy Lukics's attention
in his subsequent Marxist works: questions as to the possibility
of @ society which, in accordance with Marx's romantic vision,
would sweep away all social and institutional obstacles and
enable human beings to meet one another as individuals, not
representatives of anonymous forces. However, Die Theoric des
Romans makes no mention of Marism, though it shows the
influence of Dilthey and Hegel: Lukics regards literary forms
as the expression of changing historical totalities, cach of which
in tum seeks 1o achieve self-consciousness in artistic creation.
Inaccordance with Hegel's philosophy of history, artis the realm
of the objectivization of the ‘spirit of the age’, and its signifi-
cance cannot be reduced to mere form; on the other hand, it
has ts own autonomy and is not simply a function of philosophy
or science. The ‘intellectualist’view of artstic creation i thus no
less mistaken than romantic faith in the privileged position of art
in creating a universal synthesis of human thought and activity.

Lukics's writings in his last pre-Marxist years show that, in
his aesthetic studies as n other felds, he was absorbed by ethical
problems; the contradiction between the decisions of individuals
and the results of their acts, the conflict between the need for
expression and the selF-limiting function of expression, the
conflict between the need for direct communication and the
social forms that make it impossible. During the war, besides
his unfinished essay on Dostoevsky, Lukics wrote a study (also
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From the beginning of his Marxist carcer to the end of his
life Lukics professed fidelity o Lenin and Leninism, and the
question how far he was a ‘Stalnist philosopher’ depends in part
on the more general question of the relationship between
Leninism and Stalinism. The quotations from Stalin and flater-
ing remarks about him that occur in Lukics’s writings (though
much less often than in the average ideological output of the
ime) are not a decisive argument, as for many years practically
every work published in the Soviet Union or its dependencies
was studded with references (o Stalin and his glorious intellect.
‘This applied even to manuals of physics, cookery books, and
50 on, though it was still possible to distinguish between ritual
homage and genuinely Stalinist works: there was not really any
such thing as ‘Stalinist physics’. On the other hand, we cannot
accept without reservation Lukics's ater assurances that he was
always critical of Stalinism but for tactical reasons conformed
o the party line: for one who objects in private but joins in
the public chorus of praise s not an objector, but a eulogist pure
and simple. Thus the question can only be decided by examining.
the content of Lukics’s writings and the political significance
of his comments and actions at various imes.

Lukics's voluminous works are devoted for the most part to
questions of aesthetics and literary criticism but it would be
wrong 10 say that he was a critic first and foremost and a
philosopher only in a lesser degree. In accordance with his
conception of Marxism he always endeavoured to relate even
the most detailed questions to the ‘totality’ of great social
processes and the past and future history of mankind. This
attitude, he believed, was as essential to Marxism as it was to
Hegelianism, and accordingly he approached all questions from
the standpoint of a philosopher.

Lukics's work has generally been considered in the context
of international Marxism or German philosophy: most of his
books were written in German and are concerned with the
history of German culture. In recent years attention has also
been drawn increasingly to the Hungarian ‘background’ of his
philosophy and the important part played in his development
by the Hungarian cultural tradition. However, the predomi-
nantly German strain in his work s clear when it is studied as
an clement in the history of Marxism; and he was certainly far
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Gyérgy Lukacs:
reason in the service of dogma

LurAcs's personality and his role in the history of Marxism are,
and no doubt will be for a long time, 2 mater of lively con-
troversy. Itis agreed, however, that he was the most outstanding
Manxist philosopher during the period of Stalinist orthodosy.
Indeed, we may go further and say that he was the only one:
he alone expressed the fundamental tenets of Leninism in the
language of the German philosophical tradition and, unlike the
unsophisticated Marists of his day, he wrote in a manner that
enabled atleast some Western intellectuals to digest his thoughs
But it is a mater of dispute whether he was a true philosopher
of Stalinism, an intellectual exponent of that particular system,
or rather, as some would have it and as he himself often
suggested in later times, a kind of Trojan horse—an ostensibly
orthodox disciple who, under the pretence of Stalinism, was
in fact purveying a ‘genuine’, non-Stalinist form of Marxism.

‘The question is indeed extremely complicated. Lukics joined
the Communist party unexpectedly, at a comparatively late
stage of his intellectual lfe: he was thirty-threc and had pub-

ied a number of works unconnected with Marxism, although
critics, as usual, have been at pains (o show that his thought
developed on consistent lines throughout. During the rest of his
life (he lived to be cighty-six) he remained faithful to the
Communist cause through various political uphcavals and
ideological changes. He was frequently condemned and attacked
by orthodox Stlinists and frequently submitted to party
discipline, recanting his previous opinions only o disavow or
modify the recantation when times became easier. Thus his
works are full of palinodes, retractions, withdrawals of retrac-
tions, and reinterpretations of carlier writings, particularly in
forewords and epilogues (o reprints of his books that appeared
in the 1960s.
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he took a sceptical view of Lenin’s Materialism and Enpirio-
ariticism (which he afterwards extolled as the supreme achieve-
ment of philosophical thought), and that in the darkest days
of 1910 he made genuine efforts to restore unity with the
Mensheviks. In January 1912, when Lenin called an all-
Bolshevik conference at Prague to set the seal on the breach
with the Mensheviks, Stalin was in exile at Vologda. The
conference clected a Central Commitiee of the party, to which
Stalin was later co-opted at Lenin's suggestion, thus making his
début on the all-Russian political scene.

Afier escaping from Vologda, Stalin was once more arrested
and deported, and escaped again. In November 112 he
travelled outside Russia for the fist time in his life, spending
a few days at Cracow in Austrian Poland, where he met Lenin.
He returned to Russia but in December went abroad again, this
time to Vienna for six weeks—the longest period he was ever
0 spend on foreign soil. In Vienna he wrote for Lenin an
article on *Marxism and the National Question’ which appeared.
in 1913 in the journal Prosveshhenic (Enlightenment), and which
constitutes his carliest claim, and one of his principal ones, o
celebrity as a theoretician. It docs not add anything to what
Lenin had said on the question, except for defining 2 nation
as a community possesing a single language, territory, culture,
and economic life—thus excluding, for example, the Swiss and
the Jews. The article was written as an attack on the Austro—
Manxists, especially Springer (Renner) and Bauer, and on the
Bund (the General Jewish Workers’ Union of Rusia). As Stalin
‘could read only Russian and Georgian he was probably helped
by Bukharin, then in Vienna, to_select quotations from the
Austro-Marxist writers. In opposition o the latter's ideas of
national cultural autonomy based on self-determination by
the individual, Stalin argued for the right of national self-
determination and political separation on a territorial bas
However, like Lenin, he emphasized that while the social demo-
crats recognized the right of every people to form a state of
its own, this did not mean that they would support separatism
i every case; the deciding factor was the interest of the working
class, and it must be remembered that separatism was often used
as a reactionary slogan by the bourgeoisi, The whole debate
was of course conducted on the assumption of a ‘bourgeois
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beter acquainted with the language,literature, and philosophy
of Germany than with those of any other country besides his
native Hungary, where he spent the beginning and end of his
life.

1. Life and intellectual deseopment. Early writings
Gybrgy Lukics (1885-171), the son of a banker, was born at
Budapest, where he atended grammar school and university,
graduating in 1906. From his schooldays onwards he belonged
tosocialist groups under the acgis of the left-wing social democrat
Ervin Szabé (1877-1918). Szab was not an orthodox Marxist
but an exponent of anarcho-syndicalism, and it was mainly
through him that Lukics for a time came under the influence
of Sorel. From his carliest years Lukics was attracted by the
modernist, anti-positivist outlook that prevailed at the twrm of
the century: he sought a ‘global’, all-embracing world-view, frec

capable of opposing the national, conservative, and Christian
tradition. In short, he was in quest of a new metaphysic, like
a great many of his contemporaries in all parts of Europe. In
the same spirit he helped (o found a theatrical group devoted
to producing works by the new philosophical dramatists—Ibsen,
Swrindberg, and Gerhart Hauptmann. Despite difficulties and
opposition this group maintained itslf for four years, from 1904
0 1908, In 1906 and again in 1909-10 Lukics continued his
studies in Berlin, where he atiended the lectures of Simmel
among others. Kantianism was then dominant in German uni-
versities, and_young. philosophers naturally fell under its
influence. Lukics was attracted by versions of Kantianism which
concentrated on the philosophy of history and the methodology
of the socialsciences and which sought 0 o beyond the ‘critical
point of view (in Kants sense of the term): i.c. they did not
accept that the theory of knowledge must logically take prece-
dence of all metaphysical questions, a view which meant in effect
that the latier could not be framed correctly or would remain
insoluble. Lukics returned to Germany in 1913 and studied at
Heidelberg: he attended the lectures of Rickert, Windelband,
and others, and made the acquaintance of Max Weber, Stefan
George, Emil Lask, and Ernst Bloch

From 1906 omwards he wrote articles for Hungarian literary
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‘meaningfully spoken of s a component of human history, in-
cluding reality as observed by science. Consequently, human
history is the impassable frontier of human knowledge. Not only
are there no such things as universal natural laws of which
history is a special case, but nature itself is part of human
history, for it is known (o us only in relation thereto. Thus
human praxis determines the meaning of all components of
knowledge, and (contrary to Lukcs's view) there is no funda-
‘mental distinction between scientific and humanistic knowledge,
for all knowledge is in fact humanistic

Secondly, it follows that all cognition is an expression of the
acuwal historical consciousness of social groups, and no distinction
can be drawn between social consciousness on the one hand and
the ‘scientific’ or ‘objective’ knowledge of scholars on the other,
although one can distinguish more and less primitive forms of
consciousness. Consequently—and this i a crucial difference—
Gramsei rejects the idea of scientific socialism’, i.¢. the doctrine.
(accepted by both Kautsky and Lenin, and in a modified form
by Lukics) that socialis theory must be evolved by intellectuals
outside the workers’ movement and then injected into that
movement as its ‘correct” and ‘authentic’ class-consciousness
True, socialist theory does not come into being without the aid
of intellectuals, who are a necessary element in socialism; but it
s no better than a doctrinaire pastime unless it expresses the
actual experience of the working clas.

‘Thirdly, it also follows that Gramsci takes a different view
of the party. On pain of degenerating into a body of pro-
fessional politicians fighting for jobs, it must not regard itsell
as the repository of a ‘scientific world-view’ elaborated outside.
the empirical consciousness of the proletariat. It must not be
a party of manipulators, using tactical and demagogical means
t0 achieve a_temporary advantage and finally grasping the
opportunity to exercise dictatorial power. The party can of
course do these_things, but if it does it will turn into a
reactionacy privileged clique. To be able to perform the tasks
associated with the conquest of power by the proletariat,
it must_ identify itself with the latter’s real aspirations and
organize them or ‘express’ them in its ideology.

Hence, fourthly, Gramsc?’s interpretation of the revolution. It
is mot, in his view, a mere technical act of scizing power, a
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tion of that party he had in mind only an abstract possibility
and not the process that was actually going on, and of which
he was more or less well informed. At the same time he
certainly stil believed that Communism could be realized in
the form described (as he thought) by Mar, i.e. a system in
which the mass of producers exercised direct control over
production and political life, and which still paid honour
to Marx's principle that the educator must ikewise be educated.

Like Sorel, whom he criticized but from whom he learnt
much, Gramsei believed that a socialst society meant extending
1o the whole of social life the principles that governed a
democratically organized production plant: it should be a
community of producers in which political rule and economic
authority conditioned and supported each other. Like Mar, he
believed that socialism would in time obliterate the difference
between civil society and the state, or rather would cause the
first o absorb the second, while the police functions of the state
would wither away and become unnecessary. On this point he
did not differ from Marxists of any other shade of opinion.
He speculated concerning the schools of the future, which on
the one hand would not be based on the ‘Jesui’, ‘mechanical
system of learning by rote, but on the other hand would not
pretend that all learning was childs play. They would encourage
pupils to show initiative and independence and would at the
same time provide all-round education with emphasis on
knowledge for its own sake, rather than prematurely forcing
pupils into vocational specialization.

1 we compare Gramsci doctrine with Lenin'’s we
find certain basic differences which are logically intercon-
nected.

In the first place, unlike cither Lenin or the materialists and
evolutionists of the Second International, Gramsei rejects
Engels’s brand of materialism, which interprets human history
as a modified continuation of natural history, and he rejects the

a of knowledge as a copy or 'reflection’ of some reality
independent of man, and of praxis as a method of testing
the truth of hypotheses. Gramsci's position is one of specics
subjectivism and historical relativism. All reality that can be
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much as he excluded the possiblity of attaining power by parlia-
‘mentary means and also rejected parliamentarism in a socialist
society (though, like Lenin, he accepted paricipation in the
parliamentary struggle in certain situations). He also envisaged
the radical expropriation of the bourgeoisie, the collectivizatior

of all means of production, and the eventual abolition of the
state, and looked forward to a society of perfect unity. Yet
his idea of Communism was different from Lenin’s both
philosophically and politically, though he was probably not
fully aware of this. One may say that Gramsei provided the
ideological nucleus of an alternative form of Communism, which,
however, has never existed as a political movement, stillless as
an actual regime.

Tt can thus be seen why the exponents of modern ‘humanist”
or ‘democratic’ trends in Communism, as well as various forms
of revisionism, seek encouragement in Gramsci's writings. The
main theme of internal criticism in the Communist movement
is that of the socialist bureaucracies, which claim the right to
rule by force on the ground that they embody the ‘truc’
desires and aspirations of the working class, not because the
workers have elected them democratically but because they
are the holders of an infallible scientific theory. The criticism
of “scientific_socialism’, in the sense of that term which
identifies it with the sel-glorification of the ruling bureaucracies,
comes very close to Gramsci's deas and explains the popularity
of his writings in revisionist circles. Whether his variant of
Communism is as practicable as Lenin's (which has proved
practicable beyond any shadow of doubt) is another question,
which we shall consider later.
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coup état enabling the Communists to impose their will on
society. Communist revolution s a mass process in which the
toiling masses, backed by the ‘democratic confidence’ of all
working classes, take over economic and political leadership, in
their own name and not through a separate political entity.
Workers' councils are the proper instrument of this process,
the object of which is to_ transform society so as to render
superfiuous all forms of political rule, to prevent the recurrence
of class divisions, and 10 bring about the withering-away of the
state and the unification of society. A revolution in this sense
cannot take place unless it is preceded by a large measure of
spiritual emancipation of the working class, transforming it
from an object of the political process into a subject and
initiator.

On all these points, which are clearly linked together,
Gramsci's idea of Communism conflcts with Lenin’s—except
the idea of government by workers' councils, which Lenin
took up briefly and discarded almost at once, and which was
contrary to his basic political doctrine of dictatorship by the
party as the repository of ‘scientific socialism’. The idea of
“scientific socialism’ and the manipulative conception of the
party’s role were common to Lenin and the social democrats,
with the important difference that the latter believed in
representative democracy, whercas rule by naked force was one
of Lenin's chief theoretical tenets. In addition, the social
democrats, in the name of historical determinism, maintained
that the revolution could not take place until such time as the
forces of production had reached the proper stage of develop-
‘ment, whereas Lenin was resolved to seize power the moment
political circumstances enabled him t0 do so. Gramsei did not
believe in historical determinism o in ‘laws of history’ using the
human will as their instrument, but he also rejected the
Blanquist or Jacobin notion of 4 political coup 2s a purcly
technical operation. He believed that the human will was not
governed by any historical necessty, but he naturally did not
regard it as completely unfettered. Socialist revolution was for
him a matter of will—but it must be the will of the masscs,
who aspired o organize production themselves and had no desire
0 transfer their rights (o self-appointed ‘scientific’ guardians.

Gramsci was a Communist and not a social democrat inas-
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clearly t0 be aimed against Communism in its Leninist form.
“The predominance of bureaucratic centralism in the state is
asign that the governing group is saturated and is turning into
a narrow clique whose object is to safeguard its own petty
privileges, restraining or even stifling the development of
opposing forces, even when those forces are in accord with
the basic interests of the ruling elements ... The pathological
manifestations of bureaucratic centralism are due to a lack of
initiative and responsibility at the base, that is to say the
political backwardness of peripheral forces, even when these are
homogencous with the dominant territorial group’ (Opere, vol.

5, pp- 76-7). In his remarks about the ‘latter-day Prince’ —for
the modern counterpart of the Principe is no other than the
political party, the organization of a collective will—he rc-
peatedly criticizes totalitarian parties that degenerate into a
privileged caste to which mass movements and mass initiative
are not a source of strength but a threat. It is hard to know.
exactly how far Gramsci was aware of the course of events in
Russia which led to absolute control by the party burcaucracy
and the destruction of all democratic elements, whether political
or industrial. But his criticism is so general and fundamental
that it is hard o doubt that he had in mind not only
Fascism but Soviet Communism. Noting that the ruling party
also exercises police power, he observes: ‘A party’s police
function may be ither progressive or regressive. Itis progressive
when it aims at keeping dispossessed reactionary forces within
the bounds of legality and raising the backward masses to the
level of the new legality. It is regressive when it aims at
restraining the living forces of history and maintaining an
outdated, ant-historical legality that has become a mere empty
shell ... When the party is progresive it functions “democratic-
ally” (in the sense of democratic centralism); when it s regressive
it functions “burcaucratically” (in the sense of burcaucratic
centralism). In the latter case the party is merely an executive,
not a deliberating body; accordingly it is technically a policing
organ, and its title of a “political party” is no more than a
mythological metaphor’ (ibid., p. 26). The reference to ‘dis-
possessed reactionary forces' clearly indicates that he is talking
about the Communist party in power and not the Fascists; and
it'is hard to imagine that when he spoke of the degenera-
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did not belicve, however, in the attainment of power by
jiamentary means. The political revolution must, he con-
sidered, be a movement of the masses, aware of their desire for
liberation and intellectually mature enough to take charge of the
whole machinery of production, not through a. political
apparatus but of their own accord

For the same reason, the idea of workers' councils played
a dominant role in his thoughts at the time of L’Ordine Nuow.
They could not, he argued, be replaced by the party or the
trade unions, but were the true form of the organization of a
communist society of producers and were the principal organ of
liberation of the proletariat. They did not make the party
superfluous, however: it would continue to have its place as
an agent of organization and communist education. But the
council, besides looking after production, were the true organ of
the dictatorship of the proletariat. Arising . a capitalist

y, they were a model of the prolearian state of
the future, and thus opened a new era of human history. The
party was not to be their 'ready-made supersiructure’, nor was
its function to supervise them: is task was o aid the liberation
of the proletariat and bring the day of revolution closer.

In short, Gramsci believed literally in ‘government by
councils as distinct from government by the party. He thus
shared the view which Lenin set out in State and Revolution but
repudiated immediately after séizing power, and which
oppositionists in the Bolshevik party vainly tried to reassert for
some years afterwards.

Like all Communists, Gramsci was convinced that the
parliamentary system of government was done for and could
not provide a model for the state of the future. However, he
emphasized in his Notes on Machiaceli that this did not mean he
favoured bureaucratic government. It remained a question
whether a representative system could be devised which was
neither parliamentary nor burcaucratic. In the Naes on Machia-
wlli as opposed 1 his articles in L'Ordine Nuowo, Gramsci does
not appear (o think that workers' councils provide the answer.
(They are not mentioned in his prison writings.)

While Gramsc’s critique of burcaucratic centralism in
191920 was apparently chiefl directed against the parties of
the Second Intemational, his prison writings on the subject seem
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hand, Gramsci regarded cultural hegemony, achieved by purely
ideological means, as a prior condition of attaining political
‘power, whereas for Lenin that attainment of power was a purely
technical question: power could and must be scized whenever
circumstances allowed. On the other hand, we read in Gramsci’s
Notes on Machiauell ‘If it is the case that every type of
state must go through a phase of economic-corporative primi-
tivism, we must infer that the content of the political hegemony
of the new social group that has established the new type of
state must be chiefly of an economic order: it is 2 matter of
reorganizing the structure and the real elations between human
beings and the economic world of production. The super-
structural elements are bound to be exiguous, provisional and
contentious, but with scattered elements of “planning”. The
cultural aspect, above all, wil be negative, directed towards
critcism of the past, obliterating it from memory and destroying
it; the lines of construction will as yet be oudlnes only, rough
sketches that can and must be revised at any moment (o
conform to the new structure that s being built’ (Opere, vol. 5,
PP. 132-3)

I is difficult to read these words in any but the obvious
sense that, as far as culture is concerned, the new proletarian
state will concentrate on destroying the heritage of the past,
relegating the question of new values o an uncertain future.
In this vital matter, as in several others, Gramsci's notes are
Tacking in order and consistency.

6. Organization and mass mavement. The society of the future

There is no doubt that Gramsci, unlike Lenin, took a highly
sensitive view of the difference between, on the one hand,
the proletariat as the real subject of the political struggle and
the subsequent building of socialism, and, on the other, the
political organization which was to direct these processes. He
never side-stepped such questions, as Lenin did, by saying that
the masses were led by the party and the party by its leaders,
that this was how things must be and that there was no problem
aboutit. Gramsci wanted the political movement of the working
class 1o be a movement of real workers, not of professional
politicians secking supportfrom the working class. In this espect
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the collective praxis of human beings who have devised the
conceptual instruments used by the investgator. Objects as we
know them are partly the product of concepts and of collective
praxis, which philosophers, unaware of it origin, mistakenly
petsify into a pre-individual transcendental consciousness.

Critcal theory regards itself as a form of social behaviour
and is aware of its own functions and geness, but this does not
mean that it is not a theory in the true Sense. Ls specific
funciion s that it refuscs to accept implicily, as traditional
theory docs, that the rules of existing society—including the
division of labour, the place assigned to intellectual activity, the
distnction between the individual and society—are natural and
inevitable. It secks o understand society as a whole, and for
that purpose it must in some sense take up a position outside
it, although on the other hand it regards itslf as a product
ofsociety. It critiizes socicty by analysing it categoris. Existing
society behaves as a ‘natural” creation independent of the will
of its members, and to understand this is to realize the
‘alicnation’ to which they are subject. ‘Critical thought is
motivated today by the endeavour genuinely o transcend the
situation of tension, to remove the opposition between the
purposiveness, spontancity, and rationality of the individual
and the labour conditions on which society i based. It implies
the conception that man is in conflict with himself undl he
recovers this dentity” (Kritsche Theori, ed. A. Schmidt, vol. i,
P- 159).

Gritical theory recognizes that there is no absolute subject
of knowledge, and that subject and object do not yet coincide
i the process of thinking abou society, although that process
is i fact societys selFknowledge. Their coincidence les in the
futwre; it cannot, however, be the result of mere intellectual
progress butonly ofthe social process which will make humanity
master of its fatc again by stripping social lfe of its quasi-
natural, ‘external” character. This process involves a change in
the nature of theory, the function of thought and it relation
1o the object.

Horkheimer's view, it will be scen, is here close to Lukies's:
thought about society s itsll a social fact, theory is inevitably
part of the process it describes. But the essential difference is
that Lukics believed that the completc unity of the subject and
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synthesis preserves elements of thesis and antithesis: he claimed
0 judge the conflict from the standpoint of an arbiter who
could foresee the future synthesis and the contribution to it of
each of the present contestants. But it was not in fact possible
to know this, and the object of any conflict was to destroy
the adversary and not to save him for a future synthesis. In
practice Croce’s philosophy amounted to constant attempts to
moderate and assuage the conflict, which only helped o
confirm the hegemony of the bourgeoisie. His critique of
Catholicism had a most important effect, but a reactionary onc:
by detaching the intellectuals of southern Italy from the Church
he estranged them from the peasant masses, associated them
with national bourgeois and then with cosmopolitan culture, and
finally made them spiritual vassals of the bourgeoisie. As the

ellectual leader of ltalian liberalism, Croce did much to
decpen the gulf between the educated classes and the people
and 0 prevent the development of a new proletarian culture.
His anti-Catholicism and his anti-Marxism (or rather his pro-
nounced revisionism) went hand in hand the former cut the
intelligentsia offfrom the peasantry, the latter from the working
class.

Gramsci dreamed of a Marism that would be a kind of syn-
thesis of humanism and the Reformation, avoiding the natural
crudity of a popular world-view but preserving its appeal to
the masses while acquiring the ability to solve complex cultural
problems. It would be ‘a culture that, in Carducci’s words,
would synthesize Robespierre and Kant, politics and philosophy,
into a dialectical nity within a social group, no longer merely
French or German but European and world-wide’ (Opere, vol. 2,
p- 200). Croce was right in saying that one must not take
away people’s religion without giving them something that
satisfied the same needs, but he admitted despite himself that
idealistc philosophy could not il the bill Marxism mustindeed
take the place of previous world-views, but it could only do so
if it met the same spiritual needs as they had—in other words,
people must be able to recognize it as an expression of their
own experience.

The question arises whether Gramsei’s idea of a new pro-
letarian culture differed from that of Lenin, who emphasized
that culture was ‘ancillary’ (o political objectives. On the one
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of account, not because it is unimportant but because of my
own incompetence in this sphere.

2. Principles of citcal theory

‘The rules of ‘critical’ as opposed to ‘traditional” theory were
formulated in Horkheimer’s programmatic essay of 1937, the
‘main ideas of which are s follows.

In studies of social phenomena up to the present it has
normally been assumed cither that these should be based on
the ordinary rules of induction and should aim at formulating
general concepts and laws, expressed quantitatively as far as
possible, or else that, as phenomenologists believe, it is possible.
to discover ‘esential’ laws independent of emy
both cases the state of things under observation was separate
from our knowledge about i, just as the subject-matter of natural
science was furnished to it ‘from outside’. It was also believed
that the development of knowledge was governed by its own
immanent logic, and that if some theories were discarded in
favour of others this was because the former involved logical
difficultis or proved incompatible with new data of experience.
In reality, however, social changes were the most powerful agent
of alterations in theory; science was part of the social process
of production, and underwent change accordingly. Bourgeois
philosophy had expressed its misguided faith in the indepen-
dence of science in various transcendentalist doctrines which
prevented people realizing the social genesis and social
functions of knowledge; they also maintained a picture of
knowledge as an activity that consisted of describing the world
as it was but not of going beyond it or criticizing it, since this
required evaluative judgements which science could not supply.
The world of science was a world of ready-made facts which
the observer sought (o reduce (o order, as though perception
of them was quite independent of the social framework within
which it took place.

For critical theory, however, there is no such thing as ‘facts’
in this sense. Perception cannot be isolated from its social genesis;
both it and its object are a social and historical product. The
individual observer is passive vis-d-vi the object, but socicty as
a whole is an active clement in the process, although un-
consciously so. The facts ascertained are in part determined by
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he was the only Bolshevik to attend the ‘unity’ congress at
Stockholm (his credentials for so doing were disputed by the
Mensheviks). However, until 1912 the real scene of his activi
was the Caucasus. At Tammerfors he had his first meeting with
Lenin, whose doctrine and leadership he never_seriously
challenged. At Stockholm, however, while siding with Lenin
on all ther questions, he took the line that the party programme
should advocate the division of land among the peasants, and
not its nationalization as Lenin contended.

Stalin’s writings at this period contain nothing original or
worthy of note: they are popular propaganda articles repro-
ducing Lenin’s slogans on current topics. Much space is given
10 attacking the Mensheviks, and there is of course criticism of
the Kades, the ‘recallists (otzovists), ‘liquidators’, anarchists,
etc. The only article of any length, ‘Anarchism o Socialism?”,
appeared in Georgian in 1906 (from 1905 onwards Stalin also
wrote articles in Russian): it is a rather clumsy exposition
of the Social Democratic world-view and its philosophical
premisses

In 1906~ Stalin is known to have been one of the organizers
of ‘expropriations’ .¢. armed raids for the purpose of illng the
party coffers. This activity was forbidden and condemned,
despite Lenin's opposition, at the party’s Fifth Congress in
London in April 1907; but the Bolsheviks continued to practise
it until it gave rise t0 a major scandal some months later.

In recent years several historians have examined allegations
made originally by Zhordania and, afier Stalin’s death, by
Orlov, a former high official of Soviet intelligence, to the effect
that Stalin was in the service of the Okhrana (the Tsarist secret
police) for some years after 1905, But the evidence for this charge
is slight, and it is rejected by most historians, including Adam
Ulam and Roy Medvedyev.

Between 1908 and the February Revolution Stalin spent most
of his time in prison and exile, from which he escaped on cvery
occasion except the last (1913-17). He acquired the reputation
of a skilful, stubborn, and indefatigable revolutionary, and did
his best 10 salvage the party's Caucasian organization during
the calamitous years after 1907. Like many other leaders inside
Russia he did not take a keen interest in the theoretical debates
and squabbles among the émigrés. There is some cvidence that
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service of human emancipation and happiness and the creation
of a world fitted to human powers and needs, and it declares
that mankind has potentialites other than those manifested in
the existing world

As can be seen, the main principles of ‘critical theory’ are
those of Lukics's Marxism, but without the proletariat. This
difference makes the theory more fiexible and less dogmatic, but
also obscure and inconsistent. Lukics, by identifying theory with
the class-consciousness of the proletariat, and this in turn with
the wisdom of the Communist party, clearly defined his criteria
of truth: namely, in the observation of society, truth does not
proceed from the application of general scientific rules that are
valid also in natural science, but is defined by its origin; the
Communist party is infallible. This epistemology at least has
the merit of being consistent and perfectly clear. But in ‘critical
theory’ we do not know how genetic criteria are to be combined
with the intellectual autonomy of the theory and whence the
rules governing its correctness are to be derived, since it rejects
“positivist’ criteria but aso refuses to identify with the proletariat.
On the one hand, Horkheimer repeats (in ‘Der Rationalis-
‘musstreit in der gegenwartigen Philosophie’, 1934) Feuerbach's
statement that it is man who thinks, and not the Ego or Reason;
in so doing he emphasizes that both the rules of scientific pro-
cedures and the stock of concepts used in science are a creation
of history, the outcome of practical needs, and that the content
of knowledge cannot be divorced from ts social genesis—in other
words, there s no transcendental subject. On this bass it might
seem that the theory is ‘good’ or correct because it stands for
“social progress’, or that intellectual value is defined by social
function. But, on the other hand, the theory i supposed to retain
its autonomy vis-d-is reality; its content must not be derived
from any identification with an existing movement, and it must
not be pragmatistc in terms even of the human species, let
alone a social class. It is not clear, therefore, in which sense it
claims (o be true: because it describes reality as it i, or because
it ‘serves the interests of the liberation of humanity’? The
clearest answer that Horkheimer offers is perhaps the following:
“The open dialectic does not, however, lose the imprint of truth.
The discovery of limitations and one-sidedness in one’s own
thought and. that of others is an important aspect of the
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many of his arguments coincide with the criticisms of Rosa
Luxembu

Gramsei's thoughts on the role of the party, and his critique
of party bureaucracy, first appeared in his journalistic writings
at the time of L’Ordine Nuowo and were aimed chiefly at the
burcaucratic and_‘inorganic’ type of political leadership
practised by the German and lialian social democrats. ‘The
Party, he wrote,
identifes iself with the historical consciousness of the popular masses
and governs heirspontancous,irresis
s disembodicd, it operates through millions of spiriwal tis, it is an
irradiation of authority (restgio that can only become an effecive
government at certain supreme moments .. The Party i the upper
hierarchy of that irresisible mass movement: it exercises the most
elfctive. of dictatorships, that which is bom of prestge, the
conscious and spontancous acceptance of an authority that s acknow-
ledged o be indispensable for the success of the work in hand.
Woe betide us if, through a sectarian conception of-the Party's
function in the revolution, we shauld try (o twrn it into a material
hierarchy, to fixin mechanical forms of immediate power the governing
apparatus of the moving masses, (o constrict the revolutionary
process into Party forms. If that happens we may succeed in diverting
part of mankind from ts course and in ‘dominating history, but the
true revolutionary process will scape from the control and influence
ofthe Party, which will inconsciously become an organ of conservatism.
(Article of 27 Dec. 1919, quoted in 2000 Pagine di Gramsci, ed.
Ferrata and Gallo, 1964, vo. 1, pp. 446-7)

“The Communist Party is the instrument and historical form
of the process of inward liberation whereby the workman is
changed from an executor (0 an initiator: instead of a mass
he becomes a guide and leader, instead of an arm—a brain and
a will® (article of 4 Sept. 1920, ibid., p. 491).

Gramsci's many references to the ‘dialectical nity” in which
the spontancous movement from below combines with the
planned, organized activity of the party are not specific enough
0 form an articulate theory. However, his main point is clearly
that the political organization should be subordinate (o the
real aspirations of the working class and should not be allowed to
claim that it expresses those aspirations by virtue of its own
“scientific’ omniscience, regardless of what the empirical ‘masses”
actually think. A party for which the ‘masscs’ arc only an object
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object of history, and thus the unity of social praxis and the
theory that ‘expresses' it, was realized in the class-consciousness
of the proletariat; whence it followed that the obscrver’s sclf-
identification with the class outlook of the proletariat (sc. the
Communist party line) was a guarantee of theoretical correc-
ness. Horkheimer explicily rejects this, declaring that the
situation of the proletariat offers no guarantee in the mater of
knowledge. Critical theory is in favour of the liberation of the
proletariat, but it also wishes t0 preserve its independence, and
refuses to commit itelf o passive acceptance of the proletarian
viewpoint; otherwise it would turn into social psychology, a mere
record of what the workers thought and felt at any given
moment. Precisely because it i ‘critical’, theory must remain
autonomous sis-d-is every existing form of social consciousness.
‘Theory conceives itself s an aspect of praxis devoted to creating
a better society; it retains a militant character, but it is not
simply activated by the existing struggle. 1ts critical attitude to
the “totality’ of the social system is not a matter of value-
judgements superimposed on theoretical findings, but is implicit
in the conceptual apparatus inherited from Marx: such
categories as class, exploitation, surplus value, profit, im-
poverishment, and crises ‘are elements of a conceptual whole,
the purpose of which is not to reproduce society as it is but o
change it in the right direction’ (ibid., p. 167). Theory thus has
an active and destructive character in its own conceptual
framework, but has to take account of the fact that it might
be in opposition to the actual consciousness of the proletariat.
Critical theory, following Marx, analyses society in the light of
abstract categories, but it does not forget at any stage that, gua
theory, it is a criticism of the world it describes, that its
intellectual act is at the same time a social act, tha it is thus
a ‘critique’ in the Marxian sense. Its subject is a single,
particular historical society: the capitalist world in its present
form, which impedes human development and threatens the
world with a return to barbarism. Critical theory looks forward
t0 another society in which men and women will decide their
own fate and not be subject to external necessity; in so doing
it increases the likelihood of such a society coming about, and
it is aware of this fact. In the future society there wil be no
difference between necessty and freedom. The theory is in the
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1 ‘immanentism’ or anti-metaphysical ‘collective sub-
jectivism’ as the true philosophical content of Marxism, at a time
‘when corroborative evidence was sparse. (Marx's carly writings,
above all the 1844 Paris Manuscripts, were published while
Gramsci was in prison, and he cannot have read them; the
Theses on Feuerbach were the chief available material for the
philosophical interpretation of Marxism. ) In this respect hisideas
are completely incompatible with Leninist orthodoxy.

5. Intelectuals and the clas struggle. The concept of hegemony

In the search for forms in which the new class, striving to
dominate social lfe, might or should organize its own culture,
Gramsci frequently addressed himself to the history of the
Roman Church. He seems to have been impressed by the
ideological strength of Christianity, and he laid particular
stress on the care taken by the hurch at all periods to prevent
an excessive gap developing between the religion of the learned
and that of simple folk, and to preserve the link between the
teaching imparted to the faithful at all levels. Gramsci indeed
maintained that the link was purely ‘mechanical’, but he
recognized that the Church had had enormous success in the
struggle for mastery over men’s consciences. If the working class
was to meet the demands of the situation which enabled it to
ereate a new culture and a new system of power, it must also
ereate new forms of intellectual work and a new interrelation
between politics and economic production on the one hand and,
on the other, the activity of those intellectuals who took the.
side of the proletariat.

The proletariat needed ‘organic’ intellectuals (one of
‘Gramsci's favourite and most frequent adjectives): that s o say,
intellectuals who did not simply describe social lfe from outside
in accordance with scientific rules, but who used the language
of culture to ‘express’ the real experiences and feclings which
the masses could not express for themselves. In order to under-
stand those experiences, they must feel the same passions as the
masses. Gramsci used the term ‘intellectuals’ in a wide sense,
practically cquivalent to ‘intelligentsia’ or the whole educated
class. On the one hand, each of the ‘main’ social classes
developed its own intellectual siratum; on the other, intellectual
work united people into a single stratum which preserved
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in Communism was ot the idea of regularity in istory but rather
that of discontinuity (hence his interest in Sorel). In Theses on
e ea of Hisory (These iber den Begriff der Geschichte), written
a few months before his death, he remarked that nothing had
been so disastrous to the German workers' movementas the belief
that it was swimming with the stream of history. Especially
harmful and suspect, in his opinion, were versions of Marxism
that regarded history as the progressive conquest of nature, seen
as an object of exploitation—a view which he thought redolent
of technocratic ideology. History, he wrote in the same Theses,
was a construction, the scene of which was not empty, un-
differentiated time but time filled by the Jetetzeit—the existence
of bygone events, constantly revived in the present. This idea
of unfading “presentness” recurs in several places in his work.
Benjamin had a strong, conservaive sense of the permanence
of the past, which he endeavoured to reconcile with a revolu-
tionary faith in the discontinuity of history. He connected this
latter idea with the Jewish Messianic tradition, holding, contrary
to Marxist doctrine, that purely immanent eschatology was
imposible; the eschalon could not manifest itself as  natural
continuation of the course of events up to the present but, like
the advent of the Messiah, presupposed a hiatus in time. But
the discontinuous and catastrophic nature of history could not
deprive the past of its meaning-generating significance. From
Benjamin’s various reflections, vague and ambiguous s they are,
on the disappearance of the ancient links between art on the
one hand and myth and ritual on the other it can be seen that
he did not by any means consider this rift to be a source of pure
gain: he seems to have believed that something essential must
be salvaged from the mythical heritage of mankind if culture
was 10 survive. He also apparently believed that there was a
pre-existing treasury of the senses which human language and
art did not create, but revealed; language, he held, conveys
‘meaning not by virtue of convention and chance, but by a kind
of alchemic affinity with objects and experience. (In thi
connection he was interested in Marr's speculations on the origin
of language.) The purely instrumental view of language, charac-
teristic of posicivism, seemed to him of a piece with the general
breakdown of inherited meaning in a civilization heading
towards technocracy.
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The broad public does not even believe that there can be such a
problem as whether the outside world exists objectively: one has
only to put the question thus (o be greeted by an outburst of
irrepressible, Gargantuan laughter. The public ‘believes” that the out-
side world is objectively real, but the question ariscs: what s the origin
of that beliel’, and what is the critical value of the term ‘objec-
tively? s in fact a belief of religious origin, even if the person in
question has no religious feelings. Because all religions have always
taught that the world, nature, the universe were created by God
belore he created man, % that man came upon the world ready-made,
catalogued and defined once and for all, ths belicf has become a cast.
iron tenet of ‘common sense’ and lives on as sturdily as ever, even
though religious feelings have become dulled or extinguished. And
consequently, to appeal to common-sense experience in order to laugh
subjectivism out of court is a kind of ‘reactionary’ device, an
implicit return 1o religious sentiment; as we see Catholic writers and
speakers resort (o the same means 1o bring about the same effect of
corrosive ridicule. (Opere, vol. 2, p. 138)

Gramsci’s allusions are clear. He grew up at a time when
Catholic philosophy was dominated by the batile with moder-
nism and its ‘idealist’ doctrines, when the easiest way to rout
an adversary for the benefit of an uneducated audience was o
claim that the idealists held that ‘that table there’ did not exist
or was a mere appearance, whereas any child could see that
they were wrong. Lenin's polemic against ‘idealism’ was on the
same level, and it is not surprising that analogies presented
themselves

Gramsci was well aware of the crudeness of the forms in
which Marxism was most commonly taught and preached. To
some extent he regarded this as unavoidable or at any rate
understandable: Marxism was, after all, a world-view for the
proletariat, who were a socially dependent group, and in its
everyday forms it could not rise far above the level of popular
superstition and everyday common sense. But in this shape it
could not effectively challenge the ideologies of the educated
classes: it could only score cheap, illusory victories against its
most primitive adversaries. If Marxists wanted to make real
headway in the intellectual field they must tackle opponents of
substance and make a genuine attempt to understand the latter's

Gramsci was one of the few Marxists who attempted to restore
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“global’ crticism in which the totality of that praxis is opposed
by theory or Reason.

Al these elements of the critical theory are alrcady present
in the 19305, in Horkheimer as in Marcuse or Adorno. The last-
named studied the question of subjectivity and the object, and
the problem of ‘reification’, chiefly in the context of Kicrke-
‘gaard’s philosophy and of musical criticism. The commercializa-
tion of art under monopoly capitalism was a recurrent theme
of his; jazz music as a whole appeared to him a symptom of
this degradation. His main point was that in a mass culture art
loses its ‘negative’ function, i.e. that of representing a Utopia
above and beyond existing society. It was not so much the
“politcization" of art that he objected 10 as, on the contrary,
the replacement of its political function by passive, mindless
enjoyment.

As to the work of Walter Benjamin, this cannot be wholly
summed up in terms of the history of Marxism. Among his many
writings on philosophy and literary criticism few can be described
as showing a Marxist background. Nevertheless, he was for a
long time an adherent of historical materialism in his own sense
of the term, and went through a period of attraction towards
Communism, though he never joined the party. He scems to
have tried to graft historical materialism on to his own theory
of culture, which had nothing to do with Marxism and which
he had worked out beforehand. Gershom Scholem, his close
friend and one of the greatest present-day authorities on the
history of Judaism, emphasizes that Benjamin had at all times
a strong mystical streak, and also that he had read very little
Marx. Benjamin had a lifelong interest in the hidden
‘meanings of words, which led him (o study the language of
magic, the cabbala, and the origins and functions of specch in
general. He scems to have regarded
a possible clue to the secret meaning of history, but his own
speculations led t0 the view that it was a special case or
application of a more general theory connccting human
behaviour with & general ‘mimetic’ impulsc in nature. In any
case his thoughts on history had nothing o do with a theory
of universal progress or determinism. He was impressed, on the
other hand, by the dialectic of uniqueness and recurrence in
history, mythology, and art. What seems to have attracted him
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varying senses. Occasionally he seems to identify it with political
power exercised by coercion, but as a rule he distinguishes the
two conceps, so that hegemony signifis the control of the intel-
lectual life of society by purely cultural means. Every class tries
o secure a governing position not only in public institutions but
also in regard to the opinions, values, and standards acknow-
ledged by the bulk of society. The privileged classes in their
time secured a position of hegemony in the intellectual as well
as the political sphere; they subjugated the others by this
‘means, and intellectual supremacy was  precondition of political
rule. The main task of the workers in modern times was to
liberate themselves spiriually from the culture of the bourgeoisic
and the Church and o establish their own cultural values in
such a way as to attract the oppressed and intellectual strata to
themselves. Cultural hegemony was a fundamental and prior
condition of attaining political power. The working class could
only conquer by first imparting its world-view and system of
values to the other classes who might be its political alles:
in this way it would become the intellectual leader of society,
just as the bourgeoisie had done before seizing political control

No oppressed class in history had yet succeeded in doing this.
‘The typical situation was that of a gulf between mass culture
and the intellectuals; a particularly striking example, with far-
reaching consequences, was the divergence between Renaissance
humanism and the Reformation. The latter was a mass move-
ment, the former a purely intellectual critique. In the last
analysis, Gramsci believed, humanismand the Renaissance were
reactionary. Modern intellectual liberalism was analogous o the
humanistic critique, and Marsism to the Reformation. Groce
was the modem equivalent of Erasmus, with his vacillation,
irresolution, and constant gravitation towards the political
establishment. His critique of Catholic modernism, while
ostensibly based on the same grounds as his opposition to
Catholicism in general, had ‘objectively’ aided the Jesuis to
combat modernism. (The Jesuits had conducted their campaign
much more skilfuly than the ‘integralists favoured by Pius X,
who interpreted ‘modernism’ so widely as to estrange many
intellectuals from the Church, while affording the real moder-
nists greater room for manoeuvre.) Croce’s conservative and
liberal reformism was based on the Hegelian doctrine that every
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porary trends, the growth of state control over the individual,
and the bureaucratization of social relationships. Nazi and
Soviet totalitarianism were not, they believed, historical
aberrations butsymptoms ofa universal trend. Franz Neumann,
however, in a book of 1944, took a more traditionally Marxist
view: he held that Nazism was a form of monopoly capitalism
and could not cope with the typical ‘contradictions’ of that
system, 50 that its duration was bound o be limited.

In the United States the school continued to produce studies
of social psychology designed to elucidate the causes that
brought about and maintained attiudes, belies, and myths
characteristic of totalitarian systems. These included 2 volume
on anti-Semitism and a collective work, by Adormo and others,
The Authoritarian Personality (1950), based on the results of
projective tests and questionnaires. This was a study of the
correlation between different personality traits of those inclined
to welcome and revere authority, and the link between the
existence and strength of these traits and such social variables
as class, upbringing, and religion.

Adorno and Horkheimer remained extremely active o the
end of their lives, publishing works in post-war America and
Germany which are regarded as classic documents of the
Frankfurt school. Among these arc a joint work, Dialektk der
Aufklarung (1947), Horkheimer's Eclipse of Reason (1947) and
his Zur Kritk deinstramentellen Vermuat (1967). Adorno, besides
numerous works on musicology (Philasephie derneuen Mausik, 1949;
Dissonanzen: Mausik in dr verwalteten Welt, 1956; Moments Musicaus,
1966), published Negative Dialektik (1966), the philosophical
summa of the school, also a critique of existentialism ( Jargon
der Eigentlchket: zur deutschen Ideologie, 1964) and cssays on the
theory of culture, some of which were collected in Prismen
(1955). He also edited, with Scholem, a two-volume edition of
Benjamin’s writings (1955). His unfinished Asthetische Theorie
was published posthumously in 1973. English translations
of three of the above works (Dialectic of Enlightenment;
Negative Dialecies; The Jargon of Authentcty) also appeared in
1973

In the following sections 1 shall ry to describe more fully
some of the main points of the ‘critical theory’, without keeping
o chronological order. I shall leave Adorno’s musicology out
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the continuity of culture through the ages and was bound by
a certain solidarity. The fact that intellectuals appeared to form
a separate mtier of their own, as opposed o being the mouth-
picces of a particular class standpoint, inclined them towards
idealistic philosophies which asserted the complete autonomy
of intellectual activity. The victory of the working class was
impossible without a cultural victory, and for this it needed to
evolve an intellectual stratum which could express the actual
expericnces of the masses with conviction and in educated
language. This applied to philosophy as well as literature, both
of which could not really be explained by their own historical
“logic’, but ‘expressed’ the distinctive social relationships of a
given epoch. It did not follow that, for instance,literature could
be reduced to political propaganda. On the contrary, a work of
art was a work of art not because of its moral or political
content but because of the form with which that content was
identified; an extra-artistic intention governing the artist's work
could not in itself produce a work of any value. Hence it
was no use trying o produce an artificial culture without jn-
tellectuals who themselves truly shared the values of the working
class.

Just because the historical process was a single whole, neither
cultural activities nor intellectuals had any autonomous signifi-
cance. It followed that the ‘organic’ character of intellectual
and artistic work was also a condition of cultural achievement

‘Gramsci believed that the working class was on the way to
creating its own original culture, quite different from that of the
bourgeoisi: it would destroy bourgeois myths and prejudices
and set up for the first time truly universal spiritual values
It is not clear from Gramsci’s arguments how far he expected
cultural continuity 10 be broken by the proletarian revolution.
He did not talk the language of the Russian radicals of
Proletkult, but he insisted that the new culture must be ‘quite
different’ from the old. Such language admits of any desired
conclusion as regards the manner and extent to which the old
culture is to be destroyed.

However, and this was an important point in Gramsci's
argument, the workers could only win if they achieved cultural
*hegemony’ before attaining political power. The concept of
hegemony is important in Gramsci's writings, but it s used in
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Tt does not seem that Benjamin had much in common with
Marxism, despite his occasional professions. He was certainly
linked with the Frankfurt school by his interest in various forms
of cultural decadence resulting from the commercialization of
art. He may for a time have believed more than other members
of the school in the liberating potential of the proletariat, but
the latier was in his view not so much the organizer of new
relations of production, as the standard-bearer of a new culture
which might one day restore the values that were perishing as
the influence of myths declined.

The triumph of Nazism, with its catastrophic effect on
German culture, naturally turned the attention of the Frankfurt
school to investigating the psychological and social causes of
the astonishing success of otalitarianism. Both in Germany and
later in the United States the Institute carried out empirical
studies for the purpose of investigating attitudes that found
expression in the desire for authority and readiness to submit
toit. In 1936 a collective work, Studien iber Autoritat und Famili,
was published in Paris, based on theoretical argument as well
as empirical observation; its main authors were Horkheimer and
Fromm. Horkhcimer sought to explain the growth of authori-
tarian institutions in terms of the decline and transference of
family authority and the correspondingly increased importance
of political institutions in the ‘socialization’ of the individual.
Fromm interpreted the need for authority in psychoanalytical
terms (the sado-masochistic character); he did not, however,
share Freud's pessimism as to the inevitable conflict between
instincts and the demands of communal lfe, or the permanently
repressive role of culture. The Frankfurt writers sough to llu-
minate the phenomenon of Nazism from many sides and to dis-
cover its psychological, economic, and cultural roots. Pollock
discussed Nazism in terms of state capitalism, of which he saw.
another example in the Soviet regime: both systems presaged a
new era of domination and oppression based on state direction of
the economy, autarkic tendencies, and the elimination of unem-
ployment by coercion. Nazism was not a continuation of the old
capitalism but a new formation in which the economy was
deprived ofits independence and subordinated 10 politics. Most
writers of the school thought that the prospects of individual
freedom and authentic culture were poor in view of contem-
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of tactical manoeuvres and not a source of inspiration is doomed
to degenerate into a clique of professionals and to become a
reactionary force. This view is reflected in two important
aspects of Gramsei’s thought: his idea of the revolution, and the
role he assigns (o workers® councils

As we have seen, Gramsci does not regard the revolution as
amere technical question ofseizing power, an operation that the
political machine can and should carry out whenever cir-
cumstances are favourable. The proletarian revolution is not
only a question of political opportunity but also of cultural and
technical conditions: the spiritual emancipation of the working
masses and the attainment of a level ofsocial development such
that a socialist transformation can be effective. As he wrote in
LOrdine Nuowo, the revolution is not proletariat and Com-
munist simply because it transfers power to people who call
themselves Communists, or because it abolishes the institutions
of the old regime. It is proletariat and Communist when it
liberates existing productive forces, strengthens the initative of
the proletariat, and establishes a society the development of
whichiisaccompanied by the disappearance of lass divisions and
the withering away of state institutions. It must find on the
scene forces that are capable of transforming the apparatus
of production from an instrument of oppression into an
instrument of liberation. In this context the Communist party
must be a party of the masses spontancously sceking to throw
off their bonds, and not a Jacobin-type party using the
masses for its own ends.

Gramsci's atitude in this matter was certainly that of a
Communist and not a reformist social democrat. When he spoke
of “economic maturity’ he did not mean, as did orthodox
‘members of the Second International, that socialists must wait
unl the state of productive forces developed to a point at
which the working class could attin power by parliamentary
means. He was of course convinced, like all Marxists, that
socialism grew out of the conflict between the level of tech-
nology and existing production relations which barred the way
to further technical progress, so that socialis revolution could
be effective only in a state of highly developed capitalism; but
he did not try to define this situation more closely, and prob-
ably did not think it possible to do so in the abstract. He
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adopt the viewpoint of the ‘universe in itsel”, and what would such
a viewpoint mean? It may very well be held that we have to do here
with a residue of the idca of God, particularly the mystical notion of
an unknown God ... ‘Objective’ always means "humanly objective’,
whichmay correspond exactly o historically subjective’, .. ‘objective’
‘would mean ‘universal subjective’. Man passeses objectve knowledge
in 50 far as knowedge is real for the whole human race Aistoicall
unfed in a unitary cultural system .. The concept of ‘objectiveness'
in metaphysical materialism is apparently intended to mean an
objecivity that exists outside s as well as within us; but when we
say that a certain reality would exist even if man did not, we are
cither using metaphor or faling into a kind of mysticism. We can
know realty only in relation to mankind, and since man is historical
development [diveir, becoming'), so the same is true of knowledge,
reality, objectivty, etc. (Opere, vol. 2, pp. 142-3).

‘There is 1o need (o demonstrate that these ideas are the
precise contrary of the materialist metaphysics of Engels and
Lenin. Gramsci, however, occasionally appeals to Engels and
specifically to his statement that the materiality of the universe
is proved by the historical development of science and
philosophy. According to Gramsei this statement somehow in-
corporates the history of science into the very concept of materia-
lity: that is to say, the development of knowledge did ot so
much prove the ‘materiality of the universe' as create it. This
view comes out most clearly in his critique of Lukics, who
rejected Engels's idea of the ‘dialectic of nature’ on the ground
that dialectic, being a process of the unification of subject and
object, could only apply to human history. Gramsci appears
10 defend Engels, arguing that Lukics presupposes dualism as
between nature and man; if the history of nature s included
in the history of mankind, there is no reason why dialectic
should not apply to nature also. This reasoning not only docs
not rehabilitate Engels’s materialism but emphasizes Lukics's
“historical subjectivism’, s it subsumes natural history into
‘human history and not the other way about. On this interpreta-
tion Marxism turns out to be collective solipsism, a world-picture.
that is made wholly relative to human social practice.

In Gramsci's eyes materialism, far from being the contrary
of religion, is the direct outcome of religious supersition; it is
like primitive common sense, the apparent ‘obviousness’ of
which only conceals a lack of criical thought
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and technocratic tendencies in social lfe. One of the school's
main themes is that the world is threatened by the progress of
technology served by a science which is essentially indifferent
to the world of values. If scientistic rules and restrictions are
1o govern all cognitive activity in such a way that it cannot
generate value-judgements, then the progress of science and
technology is bound to lead to a totalitarian society, the
increasingly successful manipulation of human beings, the
destruction of culture and of personality. Hence the importance
of Hegelian Reason (Veruafl), which, as opposed to under-
standing (Verstand), can formulate ‘global’ judgements, prescrib-
ing the ends to be followed and not only the means of
achieving ends that are themselves determined irrationally. A
scientistic culture cannot and wil not do this, as it presupposes
that ends cannot be determined scientifically and must therefore
be a matter of caprice. It does not appear, however, that
Horkheimer or any other member of the Frankfurt school can
explain how the same cognitive faculty can determine both ends
and means, or how we proceed from observing phenomena to
understanding the hidden ‘essence’ which teaches us not only
what man empirically s but also what he would be if he fully
realized his own nature.

In combating the phenomenalistic standpoint of the positivists,
the Frankfurt school followed in the footsteps of the young Marx
and were animated by the same interest. Their object was to
ascertain what man really was and what were the requirements
of true humanity—its cssential aims, which could not be
empirically observed nor yet arbitrarily determined, but must
be discovered. The members of the school seem to have held
that something is ‘objectively’ due to man by reason of his very
humanity, and in particular that he is entitled to happiness and
freedom. However, they tended to reject the young Marx's
view that humanity is realized in the process of work, or that
work in itself, in the present or in the future, could reveal the
‘essence of humanity’ and bring it to full perfection. It is
nowhere clear in these arguments how faith in the paradigm
of humanity is to be reconciled with the belief that man is
determined by his self-creation in history. Nor is it clear how
the statement that intellectual activity cannot exceed the bounds
of historical praxis is o be squared with the demand for a
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unresolved tension between these two viewpoints. Horkheimer
defends Hegelian Reason against the empiricist, positiviss, and
pragmatists; he is convinced that we can ascertain truths which
cannot be expressed cither as empirical hypotheses or as
analytical judgements; but, it would seem, he does not accept
any theory of a transcendental subject. He opposes scientism,
iie. the view that the methods actually used in natural science
constitute all the intellectual equipment we need in order to
achieve cognitive results of any value. To this view he has at
least two objections: firstly, that in social matters, unlike
natural science, observation is itself an element in what is
observed, and secondly, that in all fields of knowledge the
operation of Reason is required in addition to empirical and
logical rules; yet the principles governing Reason are not
suficiently elucidated and it is ot clear whence we are to derive
them.

These thoughts of Horkheimer's essentialy foreshadow such
later works of the Frankfurt school as Adorno’s Negative
Dialetics: he is clearly at pains to avoid all ‘reductionist’
formulas in dealing with cither traditionally Hegelian or tradi-
tionally Marxist questions. The subjectivity of the individual
cannot be fully described in social categories and resolved into
its social causes, nor can society be described in psychological
terms; the subject is not absolutely prior, nor is it a mere
derivative of the object; neither the ‘base’ nor the ‘super-
structure’ is manifestly primary; ‘phenomenon’ and ‘essence’ are
not presented independently of each other; prasxis cannot absorb.
theory, nor vice versa; in all these cases we have to do with
‘mutual interaction. These thoughts are not so precise, however,
as o provide a basis for methodological rules that would
preserve us at once from all the temptations of ‘reductionism’,
dogmatism, idealism, and vulgar materialism. In all cases of
interaction we have (o do with the partial autonomy of factors
affecting one another, but the boundaries of this autonomy are
not clearly drawn. By emphasizing the need for constant
‘mediation’ Horkheimer apparently sceks (o guard his position
against all ‘reductionist’ traditions.

It is also clear, both from Horkheimer and from other
writings of the Frankfurt school, that the critical theory associated
empiricist and positivist doctrines with the cult of technology
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act of cognition? We can only know what is or has been, not
what will be—for this does not exist, and is therefore by defini-
tion unknowable. Thus prevision can only be a practical act’
(It materialismo storico, p. 135).-

‘Thus, in Gramsci’s view, we do not know social processes by
‘observing' them from outside; there is in fact no such
observation. Cognition is an ‘aspect’ or ‘expression’ of social
development, on the same footing as cconomic changes.
(Gramsci expresly denies that economic development can be
“reduced” to the improvement of productive forces: in his Notes
on Machiauelli (Opere, vol. 5) he joins issue with Achille Loria
as the spokesman of this pseudo-Marxist ‘cconomism’.) In the
same way he rejects the traditional distinction between Is and
Ought, as it was found in Kant and the neo-Kantians but also
‘among Marxists of ‘positivist tendency. Ought is the form in
which men express their desires, hopes, and wishes: it s there-
fore a part of social reality, as good as any other. It s as real
as that which is; it is in fact inchoate action, just as all
cognition is a form of practical action. Indeed, from the point
of view of a philosophy in which ‘praxis is the most general
category, the distinction between Is and Ought does ot arise,
any more than it does in pragmatism.

Tt does not follow, however—and this is an important point
in Gramsci’s argument—that people’s thoughts are simply 2
perfect, unblemished reflection of their social position and
practical activity. If this were so, one could not speak of false
consciousness, ideological mystification, or the gradual develop-
ment of clasi awareness, for consciousness would always be
absolutely transparent; but we know that matters are otherwise.
Gramsei frequently points out that there is a contradiction
between what people profess and what they implicity acknow-
ledge, s revealed i their behaviour; and this contradiction s the
rule rather than the exception. People have, s it were, two
conflicting attitudes o setsof standards, those they proclaim and
those expressed in their acts. Which of these is the ind;
“true’ attitude? Gramsei clearly inclines to think th
‘matters is what people do, even if their words belie i
as the unity of theory and practice’ s concerned, real conscious-
ness is expressed in deliberate social behaviour, whereas any
utterances to the contrary are merely verbal and ‘superficial”.
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effective: this applied both to Fascist and Communist totali-
tarianism and t0 the Western democracies.

1. Histoical and biographical notes

‘The Institut fiir Sozialforschung (Institute for Social Research)
was founded by a group of young intellectuals at Frankfurt
at the beginning of 1923, The funds were provided by the family
of one of their number, Felix Weil, but the Institute was
officially a department of Frankfurt University. The principal
founders and early members were as follows.

Fricdrich Pollock (1894-1970), an cconomist, later known
for the first serious analysis of planned economy in Soviet Russia
(Die plamuirischaflichen Versuche in der Soujetunion 19171927,
1929).

Carl Griinberg (1861-1940), the Institute’s first director, was
of a different intellectual background from most of its members.
An orthodox Marist of the older generation, he specialized
in the history of the workers' movement and from 1910 cdited
the Archio fir die Geschichte des Socialismas und der Arbeitrbewsgung.

A central figure in the Institute, and its director from 1930,
was Max Horkheimer (1895-1973), a psychologist and philo-
sopher by training, a pupil of Hans Conelius and author of
works on Kant.

Another of the earliest members was Karl Wittfogel (b. 1806),
then a member of the Communist party and afterwards known
as the author of works on Chinese history (Wirtschat und
Gesellschaft Chinas, 1931; Oriental Despotism, 1957). He worked
with the Institute for a few years only; his importance in the
history of Marxism is that he explored the question, on which
Marx had barely touched, of the *Asiatic mode of production’.
He cannot, however, be regarded as a typical representative of
the Frankfurt school.

Another scholar who, besides Horkheimer, made a decisive
contribution to the formation of an individual school of philo-
sophy at Frankfurt was Theodor Wicsengrund-Adorno (1903~
1970), who, however, did not join the Institute undil the late
twenties. A philosopher, musicologist,and composer, he btained
his doctorate with a study of Husserl and then wrote a thesis on
Kierkegaard's aesthetics; after 1925 he studied composition and
musicology at Vienna. Horkheimer and Adorno between them






index-247_1.png
Antonio Gramsci: Communist revisionism 233

economic changes, like cultural ones, are no more than a
particular manifestation. It is clear, however, that he regards
evolutionist and determinist theories of history, and likewise the
principle of the causal ‘primacy’ of production relations vis-d-vis
cultural phenomena, as a complete misconception of Marxism.

Since the historical process 15 indivisible and merely
expresses” itself in different aspects of social life, it is impossible
to maintain the ‘technological’ conception of the relationship
between theory and practice which is also current among
Marxists, i.e. the view that it is the task of theoreticians to
provide practical politicians with effective plans of action based
on a ‘scientific’ and ‘objective’ analysis of social processes.
‘Gramsci protests against the idea that theory is instrumental or
ancillary to practice. Important social processes occur thanks
o the development of class-consciousness, and this s impossible
without organization and intellectuals. Political action and
awareness of that action, its direction and purposc, are not
two separate phenomena but aspects of a single one, and it is
difficult to speak of any ‘primacy’. Intellectuals as such are
participants in social ‘praxis’, and politicians as such are
theoreticians. Accordingly, Gramsci declares that Lenin ren-
dered a service to philosophy by improving the theory and
practice of politics. This is in line with Gramscis view of the
“unity of theory and practice’, but at the same time it appears
t0 deny Lenin the title of a philosopher in the strict sensc;
Gramsci in fact makes no mention of Lenin's philosophical
views

For the same reason, in Gramsci's view, there is no point in
separating historical prognoses from the acts by which they are
fulfilled. The act of foresecing coincides with the act of realizing
what is foreseen. ‘In reality we can predict “scientifically” only
the struggle but not its concrete phases, which are bound to be
the result of conflicting forces in constant movement: these can
never be reducible (o fixed quantities, because quantity in them
is always transforming itsell into quality. In fact we “foresee”
10 the extent that we are active, bringing a conscious effrt to
bear and thus contributing materially 10 the result “forescen”
Prevision is thus not an act of scientific cognition but the
abstract expression of an effot, the practical way in which a
collective will is created. How, indeed, could prevision be an
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and thisis the fourth important point— have always emphasized
the independence and autonomy of theory and have opposed
its absorption by all-embracing ‘praxis’, even though they were.
also engaged in criticizing society with a view (0 ransforming
it. Fifthly—and here again the Frankfurt school differs basically
from Lukdcs—while accepting Marx's position as to the exploita-
tion and ‘alienation’ of the proletariat, it did not identify with
the latter in the sense of regarding its existing class-consciousness,
let alone the dictates of the Communist party, as an a riori
norm. Tt emphasized the universality of ‘reification’ as a process
affecting all strata of society, and came to be more and more
doubtful of the proletariat’s revolutionary and liberating role,
so that in the end it jettisoned this part of Marc’s doctrine
altogether. Sixthly, although profoundly ‘revisionist vis-d-zis
orthodox versions of Marxism, the school regarded itself as a
revolutionary intellectual movement; it rejected the reformist
position and maintained the need for a complete transcendence
of society, while admitting that it had no positive Utopia to offer,
and even that in present conditions a Utopia could not be
created.

‘The period of the school’s development was also that of the
vise, victory, and fall of Nazism, and much of its output was
concerned with relevant social and cultural problems such as
racial prejudice, the need for authority, and the economic and
ideological source of totalitarianism. Almost all the chief
‘members of the school were middle-class German Jews; only a
fow had any real cultural links with the Jewish community, but
their origin no doubt had some influence on the range of topics
in which the school was interested.

In philosophy the Frankfurt school took issue with logical
empiricism and positvist trends i the theory of knowledge and
the methodology ofscience; also with pragmatism, utlitarianism,
and, later, German existentialism. Tts members attacked the
“mass society’ and the degradation of culture, especially art,
through the increasing influence of the mass media. They were
pioneers in the analysis and aggressive critcism of mass culture
and in this respect were successors of Nietzsche, defenders of
élite values. They combined these attacks with criticism of a
society in which the means whereby a professional bureaucracy
could manipulate the masses were becoming more and more
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Russian schools, it was also a hotbed of political nrest, where
Georgian patriotism flourished and socialist ideas were dis-
seminated by many exiles from Russia proper. Dzhugashvili
joined a socialist group, lost any interest he may have had in
theology, and, in the spring of 1899, was expelled for failing
to attend an examination. Traces of his seminary background
can be discerned in his later writings, with their biblical tags
and fondness for a catechetical style that lends itself well to
propaganda. In articles and speeches he was in the habit of
posing questions which he would then repeat verbatim in his
answers: he also made his articles more assimilable by numbering
each separate concept and statement.

From his seminary days onwards Stalin was associated with
various rudimentary socialist groups in Georgia: the Russian
Social Democratic party did not yet exist, though a formal
decision o establish it was taken at the Minsk gathering in
March 1898, For some months in 189g-1900 he worked as a
clerk at the Tiflis geophysical observatory, after which he
devoted himself entirely t0 political and propaganda activities,
both legal and illegal. From 1go1 he wrote aricles for the
clandestine Georgian socialist paper Brdzola (The Strugele) and
spread propaganda among workers. Towards the end of that
year he became a member of a committee to direct party work
in Tifls. In April 1902 he was arrested for organizing a workers’
demonstration in Batum. He was sentenced to exile in Siberia,
but escaped from his place of detention (or while on the way
there) and was again in the Caucasus at the beginning of 104,
living as a member of the underground with forged papers.
Meanwhile the Social Democratic party had held its second
‘congressand had splitnto the Bolshevik and Menshevik factions.
Stalin soon declared for the Bolsheviks and wrote pamphlets and
articles supporting Lenin's idea of the party. The Georgian
Social Democrats were nearly all Mensheviks: their leader was
Noakh Zhordania, the most prominent Caucasian Marxist
During and after the 1905 Revolution Stalin worked for a time.
at Baku as a party activist with duties covering the whole
Caucasus area.

It was some years, however, before he played a part in
Bolshevik activities in Russia proper. He attended the party
conference at Tammerfors in December 1905, and in April 1906
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appear. Adorno spent the first few years of emigration at
Oxford, and in 1938 moved to the United States, where almost
all the Institute’s members arrived sooner or later (Fromm being
the first). Wittfogel was in a concentration camp for some
months, but was finally released. The émigrés set up the
International Institute for Social Rescarch at Columbia
University, which continued the Frankfurt projects and started
new oncs on similar lines. Walter Benjamin, who lived in Paris
from 1935, fied from the Nazis in September 1940 and
committed suicide on the Franco-Spanish border. Horkheimer
and Adorno spent the war years in New York and Los Angeles;
they returned to Frankfurt in 1950 and 1949 respectively, and
took up professorships at the University there. Fromm, Marcuse,
Lowenthal, and Wittfogel remained in America.

‘The fundamental principles o the Frankfurt school, applying
both to epistemology and to the critique of civilization, were
formulated by Horkheimer in a series of articles in the Journal,
most of which were republished in 1968 under the title of
Kritische Theori (two volumes, edited by A. Schmidt). The most
general and programmatic of these articles, writien in 1937,
was entitled ‘Traditionelle und kritische Theorie’. Others
discussed various philosophical questions, for example the
relation of critical theory to rationalism, materialism, scepticism,
and religion; we also find critiques of Bergson, Dilthey, and
Nietzsche, and essays on the role of philosophy, the concept of
truth, and the specific nature of the social sciences. Hork-
heimer's use of the term ‘critical theory’ was apparently meant
to emphasize three aspects of his philosophical approach. Firstly,
independence vis-d-vs existing doctrines, including Marxism;
secondly, the conviction that civilization was irremediably
diseased and needed a radical transformation, not merely partial
reform; and thirdly, the belief that the analysis of existing society
was tself an element of that society, a form of it self-awarencss.
Horkheimer's thought was permeated by the Marist principle
that philosophical, religious, and sociological ideas can only
be understood in relation to the interestsof ifferent social groups
(but not that everything ‘in the last resort’ comes down to class-
interest), so that theory is a function of social ife; on the other
hand, he defended the autonomy of theory, and there is an
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Gramsci does not discuss particular instances, but we can see
what he is driving at: an outstanding example is the ituation in
which the dependent classes verbally acknowledge the principles
inculcated by Church and education and tending to uphold
class domination—in particular, the principle of the sanciity of
property—but at the same time behave in practice as if they
did not take these principlesseriously,for instance when factories

are occupied by the workers
Gramsei did not develop or particularize these observations,
however, and their exact purpose is not clear. That people say
one thing and do another is a fairly commonplace truth, even
in the form which accepts that they are not acting out of
hypocrisy or bad faith but are really intapable of under-
standing their own motives, the reasons for their acts, and the
extent to which they conflict with acknowledged principles. This
kind of inconsistency is in no way 2 prerogative of the oppressed
but is at least equally characterisic of the privileged classcs,
as seventeenth-century moralists pointed out. Nor does it follow
from the divergence that the principles governing actual
behaviour are ‘more real than those that are professed but not
practised; indeed, it s not clear what thi statement would mean.
The most we can infer from the fact that the inconsistency is
so prevalent is that moral rules are chicfly a means of
compelling people to behave in ways contrary o their natural
inclinations—a state of things which applies to al fields of moral
behaviour and not only those related to the class struggle. The
influence of verbally acknowledged standards on actual conduct
varies along a continuous spectrum, and it s therefore of doubt-
ful utilty to speak of two kinds of Wellanschauung, the explicit
it. Least of all, however, should we assume that

that deserves approval, and not the other. The sancity of
property i violated in practice not only by the oppressed butjust
as much by the privileged; not only in acts pertaining to
the class struggle, but in individual cases of theft and extortion.
Nodoubt Gramsc's real point was simply that social clases often
pursue their interests in ways contrary to the accepted norms of
the culture to which they belong: but to establish this undoubied
fact there is 0 need to invoke a theory of ‘two Wellan-
schaungen’.
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may be regarded as the embodiment of the Frankfurt school.

Leo Lowenthal (b. 1900), who also joined the Institute rather
late, made a significant contribution to its ideology with works
on the history and theory of literature.

In the 1930, afer the Institute lefi Germany, it was joined
by Walter Benjamin (1892-1940), one of the most eminent
German literary critics between the wars. His work, however,
s not important as a contribution (o the development of
Marxism: of all the well-known writers of the Frankfurt school,
he was least connected with the Marxist movement.

Other Communists besides Wittfogel were Karl Korsch, of
whom we have written separately, and Franz Borkenau, who
is known chiefly for works attacking Communism after his break.
with the party. His book on the rise of capitalism (Der Ubergang
wom feudalen um bisgelichen Wellbild, 1934) may, however, be
regarded as a product of the Frankfurt school, as it analyses the
connection between the spread of the market economy and
rationalist philosophy, a theme typical of thase studied by the
Institute.

Henryk Grossman (1881-1950), a Polish Jew, worked with
the Institute from the late 19205 but was not 2 typical member:
he belonged to traditional Marxist orthodoxy, and devoted
himself to cconomic analyses for the purpose of confirming
Marx’s predictions of the falling profit rate and the collapse of
capitalism.

T the carly thites the Tnstitue was joined by Herbert
Marcuse, to whom we devote a separate chapter on account
of his later activity, and Erich Fromm, afierwards one of the
best-known heretics among erstwhile Freudians.

From 1932 the Insitute published the Zeitschrift fiir Sozial-
Jfurschung (joural for Social Research), which was its principal
‘organ and in which many ofis basic theoretical documents first
appeared. After the move (o the United States the Joural was
continued for two years (1939~41) under the tite Studis in
Philosophy and Social Sciences.

‘When the Nazis came to power at the beginning of 1933 the
Institute was, of course, unable (o continue functioning in
Germany. A branch had previously been founded in Geneva,
t0 which some of the German members now moved. Another
branch was sct up in Paris, where the Joumal continued to
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of relativism, but it is not clear how he can be acquitted
of being a historical relativist. Criticizing Bukharin, he says:
“To think of a philosophical statement as being true in a
particular historical period, i.. as the necessary, inseparable
expression of a particular historical actvity or praxis, but as
being overtaken and “nullfied” [sanifcata] in a subsequent
period—to think this without falling into scepticism or moral and
ideological relativism, in other words to take an historicist
view of philosophy, is a somewhat arduous and difficult mental
enterprise’ (Il materalismo storico, Opere, vol. 2, p. 133). It is hard
t0 get more than this out of Gramsci as far as the epistemolo-
gical sense of ‘truth’ is concerned. But the basic thought is
t amounts (o reducing all products of the mind to a
historical function, and refsing to distinguish sharply between
science and ‘non-scientific forms of mental activity. ‘According
to the theory of praxis it is clear that human history is not
explained by the atomistic theory, but that the reverse is the
case: the atomistic theory, like all other scienific hypotheses
and opinions, is part of the superstructure’ (ibid., p. 162)
What was thus ‘clear’ to Gramsci was not 50 (o the majority
of Marxists, who rather took the opposite view that the scientific
explanation of the universe accumulates historically as the
advance of ‘truth’ in the everyday sense, and that ‘science’,
unlike religious belief, art, or political opinions, is thus not
part of the ‘superstructure’: on this view Marxism itself, as a
scientific theory, can be vindicated ‘objectively’, i.c. inde-
pendently of the fact that it also performs political functions as
the weapon of the working class
By virtue of this ‘absolute historicism’ (Gramsei’s phrase), all
the concepts by which our knowledge of the world is organized
are related primarily not to ‘things’ but o relations between the
users of those concepis. ‘Matter is thus not o be considered
in tself [come tal] but as it is socially and historically organized
for production; in the same way, natural science is to be
regarded essentially as an historical category, a human rcla-
tionship’ (ibid., p. 160). The same applies to the idea of “human
nature’: as Gramsci repeats many times, there is no such thing
as unchanging human nature, but only historically variable
social relationships. He appears o reject the common-sense view
that all historical changes occur within the limits set by
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artistic creation, s in the last resort” an expression of class-
interests, anything else being mere chance or secondary
rationalization. This may be in accordance with some of Marx's
more simplistic formulas, but it is not borne out by the facts
We know that in practice all kinds of circumstances contribute
totheformation ofa world-view, and thatall phenomena are due
10 an inexhaustible multplicity of causes, Tointerpret Pascal in
terms of individual psychology is certainly possible, and no less
certainly inadequate; the same could be said of an interpretation
relating his ideas purely to theological controversies, and it is
equally inadequate (o interpret him in terms of social class. To
say this is not (o hold out the hope that a complete, all-round
synthesis of the truth could ever be formulated; doubrless it could
not. But, while the atiempt to interpret Pascal in class terms
may be interesting and instructive, it does not require to be
supported by a methodology which asserts dogmatically and
gratuitously that there is no other way to interpret Pascal (or
any other cultural figure), and that this method explains every-
thing that is worth explaining. ‘Genetic structuralism’ of this
kind cannot account for the continuity and permanence of any
cultural achievements: if the meaning of Pascal’s work is
exhausted by the fact that it reflects the position of the noblesse
de robe in seventeenth-century France, how is it that anyone
at the present day, including Lucien Goldmann, can be inter-
ested in Pascal or find his work relevant to themselves? This
continuity and permanence require us to suppose that, rrespec-
tive of the changing circumstances and class struggles that
contribute to the creation of cultural values, there is a universal
history of culture that is beyond class. The same spiritual needs,
the same uncertainties and anxieties recur time and again in
history, though their expression s affected by historical and
psychological factors of all kinds.

Again, it does not seem that we are any closer to resolving
the dichotomy of facts and values, despite Goldmann’s assur-
ances that, following Marx and Lukics, he has provided a key
tothis awkward problem. His writings contain no logical analysis
of the difficulty, and no attempt to answer the questions raised
by traditional positivism or by Max Weber. A clear distinction
must, however, be made between values as studied by the
sociologist and psychologist, and valucs as a concealed assump-
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doubt rooted in his Crocean studies, but he believed it to be
the quintessence of Marxism—or of ‘the philosophy of praxis',
a term which he generally used in his prison notes to elude the
censor, but which was also an accurate description from his
point of view. Marxism, in particular, was also ‘true’ in this
historical sense, i.e. it expressed the ‘truth’ of its times better
than any other theory. Ideas could not be understood outside
their social and historical context, irrespective of function and
origin; there was thus no such thing as ‘scientific philosophy’
in the sense in which most Marxists used this term, ie. a
philosophy that “reflected’ reality as it was, regardless of
whether we knew it or not. But, in the same way, there was
1o such thing as “scientific science’, i.e. science that merely
described the universe as it was, independent of man. ‘If we
are to escape solipsism and also the mechanistic conceptions
impliedin theidea ofthought asareceptive and orderingacivity,
we must pose the question “historically” (storicisicamente),
at the same time basing our philosophy on “will” (in the last
analysis, practical or political activity)—but a rational, not an
arbitrary will, realizing itself in so far as it corresponds to
objective historical necessites: that is to say, in so far as it is
identical with the progressive actualization of universal history.
If tha will is represented initially by a single individual only,
its rationality is attested by the fact that it becomes accepted
permanently by the bulk of mankind and is thenceforward
a culture, a matter of “common sense”, a conception of the
world, with an ethic in conformity with its structure’ (Opere,
vol. 2, 149, pp. 22-3). In other words, the rightness of an
idea is confirmed by, or perhaps actuall in, the fact
that it prevails historically—a view irreconcilable with the usual
one that truth is truth no matter whether or when it is known,
or who regards it as true and in what way. ‘Ideas are not
born of other ideas, philosophies do not beget other philosophies,
but these are the ever-new expression of real historical develop-
ment .... Every truth, even though it may be un
expressible in an abstract formula of the mathematical type

owesits efficacy to being expressed in the language of particular,
concrete situations; if it cannot be so expressed it is a Byzantine,
scholastic abstraction, a pastime for phrase-mongers’ (Opere, vol.
7, 1952, p. 63). Gramsci, it i true, disclaims the
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was a Catholic and not a Protestant (though in any case he
was born and brought up a Catholic), and so on. Explanations
of this kind are ingenious, but they do not add up to more than
an intellectual tour de force.

Goldmann says, it is e, that in investigating the
phenomena of consciousness we must distinguish ‘essential’ from
accidental features. This scems to imply that only the former
can be explained by the class situation or correlated with it;
butitis not clear how we are supposed to make the distinction.
We must either, it would seen, decide a priori what the world-
view of a particular class must be, or else beg the question by
classfying as ‘essential’ the features that can in fact be explained
by the class situation.

Since, however, Goldmann believes that almost everything
t0 do with a given Weltanschauung can be correlated with the
classsituation of it ‘collective subject’, his analyses ignore all the
other social and psychological circumstances that in fact play
a part in the creation of a philosophy. In holding that
Jansenism is directly related to the class whose aspirations it
Somehow ‘expresses’, he leaves out of account such antecedent
facts as the existence of the Church and the relatively autono-
mous way in which conflics within it were fought out, cither
in_matiers of dogma or, for example, the organizational
differences between the secular and regular clergy. In the same
way he completely ignores the immanent logic of the develop-
ment of philosophy and theology, as well as individual, bio-
graphical, and psychological factors.

Inthelastresort Goldmann fallsa victim toa highly simplified
and selective interpretation of Marxism. His objects o discover
“significant structures’, which may be described as units of
historical ‘meaning’; this latter term, as many of his remarks
indicate, is to be taken as signifying an unconscious or semi-
conscious purposiveness, a kind of lower-grade purposive action
such as that we atribute to animals. But he lays down quite
arbitrarily that a ‘unit of meaning’ can only consist of a social
class with a particular set of values and aspirations which are.
due to its position, and that these values and aspirations are
the only possible frame of reference for studying the history of
civiization. To justify this method it must be assumed that all
human behaviour of importance, especially intellectual and






index-246_1.png
232 Antonio Gramsci: Commnist revisionism

in the history of Marxism, but he atibutes this to the
historical circumstances of the early phase of the workers’
‘movement. As long as the oppressed class does not possess the
initiative but is restricted mainly to defensive action, it s apt
to develop the compensatory idea that it is bound to triumph
sooner or later because of *historical laws', and that history is
“objectively’ on its side. This is a primitive, quasi-religious
faith, necessary in the early stages and comparable to fatalistic
theories of predestination in Christianity. It reached its height
in German idealism in the proposition that freedomis the aware-
ness of necessity (Gramsci appears to interpret Hegel’s formula
in a stoic sense); it is in fact nothing more than the cry It is
God's will. Throughout history fatalistic beliefs have functioned
as the ideology of dependent groups, and so it was in the carly
days of the workers' movement. However, once the proletariat
is o longer condemned (0 a defensive atitude but becomes
aware of its social position and able to take the initiative, it
1o longer needs o believe in a historical providence watching
over its fate: any such belief is henceforth a hindrance, to be
jettisoned as quickly as possible.

‘The philosophy of praxis cannot, by its very nature, rely on
the operation of “historical laws’ as the agents of social change,
as hidden deities using human beings t0 bring about their ends
Certainly the working class, when it reaches the level of
consciousness at which it is able to take the initiative, encounters
historical circumstances which cannot be arbitrarily altered:
the rejection of determinism does not mean that in any given
situation human will-power can achieve whatever it likes and
is subject to no limits at all. But the question which of
several possible developments will take place is not prejudged by
any laws of history, for history is nothing but human praxis and
therefore includes will. Ttmay be said', Gramsci writes, that the
economic factor (understood in the immediate, Judaic sense of
historical economism) is only one of several ways in which the
basic historical process manifests tself (factors of race, religion
etc.); but it i this basic historical process that the philosophy of
praxis secks to explain, and this is why it is a philosophy, an
“anthropology” and not a mere canon of historical research’
(Passato ¢ presente, Opere, vol. 7, pp. 183-4). Gramsci does not
explain what he means by the basic historical process’ of which
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The Frankfurt school
and ‘critical theory’

Tre. term “Frankfurt school” has been used since the 19505 o
denote an important German para-Marxist movement, the
history of which goes back to the early twenties and is
associated with that of the Institut fir Sozialforschung. One may
speak here of a ‘school” in a rather stricter sense than in the
case of other trends within Marism, though as usual there are
doubts as to whether and how far particular individuals belong
toit. Thereis, atall events, a clearly continuous mode of thought
spanning two intellectual generations; the pioneers are no longer
alive, but they have lefi successors in the field

‘The abundant academic and publicistic output of the Frank-
furt school covers multifarious domains of humanistic science:
philosophy, empirical sociology, musicology, social psychology,
the history of the Far East, the Soviet economy, psychoanalysis
the theory of literature and of law. In the present short account
there can of course be no question of commenting on this output
2s a whole. The school is characterized, in the firt place, by
the fact that it treats Marxism not as a norm to which fidelity
must be maintained, but as a starting-point and an aid to the
analysis and critcism of existing culture; hence it has made free
use of many non-Marist sources of inspiration such as Hegel,
Kant, Nietzsche, and Freud. Secondly, the school’s programme
was expressly non-party: it did not identify with any political
movement, in particular Communism or social democracy,
towards both of which it has often expressed a critical atitude.
‘Thirdly, the school was clearly influenced by the interpretation
of Marxism evolved by Lukics and Korsch in the 19205,
especially the concept of ‘reification’ as an epitome of the
problems of the modern world. However, it can in no way be
regarded as a school of Lukicss disciples; for its members—
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relatively permanent biological and physical circumstances, by
which man finds the universe to be governed. In this respect
Gramsei reverts o the idea of ‘pure historicism’ which is present
in Marx but was almost completely discarded from evolutionist
interpretations in the style of Engels. (Before Gramsci, only
Brzozowski attempted to conceive Marxism in this radically
anti-scientistic way, though such tendencies can be found in
Labriola in  less radical form.) For Gramsci nothing exists but
the changing form of human ‘praxis’ all meaning derives from
praxis and is related o it. Questions and answers are meaning-
ful only in so far as they can be iniegrated in the human
process of self-creation. In this sense human history is indced
the absolute boundary of knowledge.

For the same reason Gramsci, more than any other Marist,
rejected the view that the whole realm of the ‘superstructure’
is an expression of the ‘truly real’ aspects of social life, i.c.
relations of production. The very distinction between ‘basc’ and
“superstructure’ seemed to him inessential. He repeated more
than once, especially in controversy with Croce, that it was
absurd totax Marxists with holding that the ‘superstructure’ was
a world of mere appearances or a less real’ side of life than
production relations. In the various aspects of the ‘super-
structure’ social classes became aware of their position and
opportunities, and were able to change the social conditions of
which they thus became conscious. This was a continuous
process, and there was therefore no point in talking of a clear
“primacy’ of the base or debating which came ‘first, sillless in
postulating a one-way determinism whereby the ‘base’ created
the ‘superstructure’ it required. If any form of ‘superstructure’
could be called a mere appearance, this only meant that it had
outlived s historical function and was no longer capable of
organizing social forces: this might apply to philosophical or
religious doctrines or artistic trends as well as to
theories.

3. Critigue of “economism?. Prevision and will
Gramsci uses the terms ‘fatalistic’, ‘deterministic’, and ‘mechan-
istic’ almost without distinction and always with reference to
views that he considers radically opposed to Marxist doctrine.
He does not dispute that there is a strong strain of determinism
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tion of investigative method. If we accept Goldmann’s view that
in studying philosophies we always find practical motives
embedded in intellectual processes, this does not imply anything
a5 to the prospect of ‘surmounting’ the dichotomy of value-
judgements and descriptive judgements. What is more, to
Suppose that all our descriptions are concealed value-judgements
and that they regularly reflect class-aspirations is a dangerous
habit of mind and may lead to intellectual nihilism, since it
means that we cannot judge human thought by any purely
intellectual criteria of empiricism or logic: all cultural achieve-
ments will seem equally permeated by class-interest, from the
crudest political propaganda to the sublimest products of the
intellect. Nor will there be any universal rules enabling us to
discuss philosophical or scientific questions independently ofclass
attitudes. Even if we agree with Marx that man is a practical
being and that his mind is at the service of practical needs,
we must sill make some further distinctions. For, granted that
we select phenomena on practical grounds at the level of
elementary perception, and that the increase of knowledge is
also largely governed by practical circumstances, it does not
follow that there are no universal logical and empirical criteria
(umiversal to the human species, not necessarily in a transcen-
dental sense) for the evaluation of human knowledge and
intellectual activity; and such criteria can be well enough
distinguished from those by which we make moral or aesthetic
judgements. To maintain that in all fields of culture, including
scientific work, we have to do only with ‘global’ complexes
of values, emotions, and practical behaviour, and that these
complexes are only intelligible when correlated with social class,
is 10 preclude the application of logic and the verifiability of
scientific results, and to reduce everything o a single un-
differentiated ‘class-interest’.

Goldmann certainly did much to revive Marxism in France,
and gave an example of ingenuity in applying Marxist rules of
interpretation to_Jansenism. His historical analyses were less
schematic than his general methodological principles; but these:
principles do not remove the doubt as to the value of the
Marxist understanding of the history of civilization
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historical process, the sum of all human actions. Tt was casy to
infer from this that it made no real difference whether a person
simply performed an act or whether he could give a coherent
account of why he did so: in other words, a working man who
took some action to defend his interests was as much a
“theoretician’ as Marx, who tried to evolve from such acts a
universal theory of history. This view would lead to complete
theoretical nihilism, which Gramsci in fact disavowed, thus
showing himself to be inconsistent. His concern was (o present
theory as a mere ‘aspect’ of behaviour, with no special status.
But it is impossible to argue from behaviour to theoretical
consciousness: the fact that a snails behaviour obeys biological
Jaws does not mean that the snail is aware of them. Human
behaviour, indeed, s always more or less conscious, but because
human beings are very often unaware oftheir true motives or the
causes of their actions, they are not essentially different from
snails in this regard. The notion of ‘theoretically implicit
consciousness” turns out to be self-contradictory.

1. Critgue of materilism
Total historicism and the view that collective praxis s the only
absolute reality, determining whether any philosophical question

answer is meaningful or not, is a denial of materialism, since
it is a denial of any metaphysic whatever. From this point of
view Gramsci was consistent, and his aim was (0 restore the
original Marxist intition which had been obscured by the
naivetics of Engels and Lenin. His anti-metaphysical standpoint
is most clearly seen in an extended critique of Bukharin’s Theory
of Historical Malerialism, first published in 1921 and later
translated into French; but he repeated the same ideas many
times on other occasions. If, indeed, everything we have to do
with is manifested to us only in connection with our practical
activities, there is no point in inquiring about the universe
‘iniitself’. According to Gramsci, Marxism teaches that ‘there is
ing in and for itself [per ¢ stane, in 52 ¢ per 1)
but only in historical relation to human beings who modify i
(Opere, vol. 2, p. 23). Elsewhere we read:

Is it supposed that there can be an objectivty outside history and
outside humanity? But who is to judge of such objectivity? Who can
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As we have scen, in Gramsci's view Marxism was not a
scientific’ account of social reality from which practical rules
can be deduced for effective political action, but was an ex-
pression of the class-consciousness ofthe proletariat and an aspect
or component of its practical struggle. Accordingly, he argued,
there was no point in dividing it into ‘philosophical’, ‘sociolo-
gical’, and ‘political’ aspects. Philosophy, he frequently stated,
might cither be synonymous with history or the social process,
or it might be the theoretical awareness of that process and
thus an inseparable part of it Sociology as such was a fore-
doomed atiempt to apply characteristic modes of scientific
thought to social phenomena, in the hope that these would prove.
amenable to law arid would be as predictable as the revolutions
of the planets. But this idea was no more than a relic of
‘mechanism. There was no ‘Marxist sociology’ and there were
no ‘sociological laws’. What people thought about social pheno-
mena was itelf a social phenomenon, an expression of their ini-
tiative or passivity towards the world. The ‘philosophy of praxis’
in particular, was an act of self-knowledge of the proletariat as
it assumed the role of an initiator of great historical processes:

it was thus not a mere description of reality, but a practical
act. In this respect, though not in all others, Gramsci's critique
of ‘mechanism’ coincides with Lukics's.

Gramsci endeavoured by all possible means to minimize or
obliterate the distinction between thought and behaviour. Since
specifically human behaviour was always more or less conscious,
and since, on the other hand, the most refined forms of
philosophical, theoretical, and scientific thought were nothing
but ways in which human beings became socially aware of
their own practice, and were consequently themselves part of
that practice, it followed that everything in human behaviour
was in some way “philosophical; everyone had a philosophy of
his own, though he could not necessarily express it properly.

‘These views of Gramsci's were called in question more than
once, by Marxists and others. On the one hand, he emphasized
the unique role of intellectualsin forming class-consciousness and
organizing the class struggle; on the other hand, he often spoke.
asifthe difference between implicit and theoretical consciousness
was of no importance—everyone was a philosopher, because he
acted consciously; philosophy was nothing but a name for the
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the only active force in political life. Trotsky had joined the
Bolsheviks at a late stage and was distrusted by the old-timers,
who also disliked his excess of thetoric and his haughty, arrogant
manners. Stalin, Zinovyev, and Kamenev skilfully exploited all
Trotsky's weaknesses: his Menshevik past, his hankering after
the militarization of labour (a policy which Stalin never formu-
lated in such despotic terms), his criticism of the N.E.P., his
old quarrels with Lenin, and the charges that Lenin had trumped
up against him in former times. As Commisar for the Armed
Forces and a member of the Politburo he still appeared power-
ful, but by 1923 he was isolated and helpless. All his former
tergiversations were trned against him. When he came to
realize his situation he attacked the burcaucratization of the
party and the stifling of intra-party democracy: like all over-
thrown Communist leaders he became a democrat as soon as
he was ousted from power. However, it was easy for Stalin and
Zinovyev to show not only that Trotsky's democratic sentiments
and indignation at party burcaucracy were of recent date, but
that he himself, when in power, had been a more extreme
autocrat than anyone else: he had supported or initiated every
move to protect party ‘unity’, had wanted—contrary to Lenin's
policy—to place the trade unions under state control and to
subject the whole economy o the coercive power of the police,
and so on. In later years Trotsky claimed that the policy, which
he had supported, of prohibiting ‘fractions’ was envisaged as
an exceptional measure and nota permanent principle. But there
is 0 proof that this was so, and nothing in the policy itself
suggests tha it was meant t© be temporary. It may be noted
that Zinovyev showed more zeal than Stalin in condemning
Trotsky—at one stage he was in favour of arresting him—and
thus supplied Stalin with useful ammunition when the two ousted
leaders tried, belatedly and hopelessly, o join forces against their
triumphant rival.

. Socialism in one country

‘The doctrine of ‘socialism in one country’, formulated towards
the end of 1924 against Trotsky and his idea of ‘permanent
revolution’, was for a long time regarded as a major contribution
of Stalin'’s to Marxist theory, with the corollary that Trotskyism
constituted a rival body of coherent dogma—a view that Trotsky
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according to which particular class situations always produce
particular forms of ideology, art, philosophy, or religion. We
do not_know any such laws and we never shall, for the
possibility of doing so is excluded by the nature of the subject
under examination, which is the whole process of history,
unique and unrepeatable. There can be no law which says that
“Whenever conditions are exactly as they were in France in the
middle of the seventeenth century they will produce the
doctrines of Gassendi, Descartes, Pascal, etc. To formulate the
idea of seeking such ‘laws’ suffces to demonstrate its absurdity.

Goldmann believed, however, that it was possible in this way
o argue from the historical situation of a class (0 ts intellectual
and artistic production, and that he had done so in one instance
at least. To believe that such a feat is possible does not
necessarily mean that the class situation ‘produces’ corres-
ponding cultural phenomena; a more modest postulate will
suffice, namely that the two spheres are not causally related
but that there is a one-to-one correspondence between them.
If we believe this, however, we must also believe that the
deduction can be made in the opposite direction, for example
that from Pascal’s Pensées we could reconstruct the economic and
political history of France in his day. But in any case it s casy
o sec that the one-to-one correspondence is pure fantasy. If it
were fully ascertainable it would mean that we could reconstruct
the works of art and philosophy ex rifilo, from a mere know-
ledge of the class situation in the society which produced them!
thus from what we knew of the position of the nobesse de robe
in Mazarin's time we should be able to write the Pensées even
if we had never read or heard of them. No less than this is
required for a_confirmation of the theory of ‘potential
consciousness”. (Goldmann did indeed maintain that he had
deduced the existence of Martin de Barcos from a general
analysis of Jansenism: he had inferred that there must have been
such a person, and had discovered afterwards that he was right.)
Goldmann endeavoured to interpret all Pascal’s ideas without
exception, and even his forms of expression, as the refection
of a specific class-consciousness: this, he maintained, accounted
for the fact that the Pensées were unfinished (though it is also
true that Pascal died while writing them), that they arc a
collection of fragments and not a coherent treatise, that Pascal
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Workers' councils came into being during the big strikes in
Turin in 1919 and 1920, in part spontancously and in part as
aresult of Ordine Nusro propaganda. Gramsei held that they were
a completely new form of social organization and that their
functions must not be confused either with those of the trade
unions, which were to improve working conditions under
capitalism, or with those of the Socialst party, which werc
parliamentary and ideological. The councils were the proper
means of enabling all the workers of a factory, regardiess of
party allegiance, eligion, etc., to shoulder the task of organizing
production; they were the germ of the future workers’ state,
the main organ of the dictatorship of the proletariat. They
should be clected by all the wage-carners of a given plant with-
outexception, soas to ake over the functions ofcapitalists in the
factories and, in due course, the organization of the state.

Gramsci thought that workers' councils were the Ita
counterpart of the Rusian experience, and no doubt imagined
(at any rate before his visit to Moscow) that the Soviet system
embodied the same idea of a real transference of power to the
workers. “All power (o the Soviets' was indeed in line with
Lenin's doctrine in Slale and Reaolution, but not with Russian
reality. Gramsci's view, in addition, betrays the strong influence
of Sorel’s idea that it was the task of the real producers not only
to manage production but to organize the whole of social lfe.
The society of the future would, so to speak, take its pattern
from the shop-floor; in addition to being autonomous organs of
production, the councils would_be the matrix of a new
proletarian culture, and would bring about the spiritual trans-
formation of the working class.

For different reasons, this doctrine was unacceptable to both
the and-parliamentary Communist Left and the centre and
Right. The Left held that the true purpose of socialist
revolution was to destroy the institutions of political power by
force and to set up new central bodies operating in the name of
the proletariat: from this point of view, though ot in its
avowed ant-parliamentarianism, it agreed with Lenin. The
Right_identified proletarian rule with domination by the
Socialist party, backed by a majority of society and exercising
authority by democratic means. Both factions considered that
Marxist doctrine precluded the idea of a dictatorship of the
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dialectic s static and tragic: there is no synthesis, no escape from
the clash of opposites. In Pascal's world man livs between two
extremes, but he does not feel this as a natural position (as in
‘Thomist philosophy), because both extremes attract him cqually
and scem cqually right, so that he lives in a state of constant
tension. He cannot accept finitude, and he sces infinity as
unattainable; he affirms himself only through his own weakness
and incapacity for synthesis. He yearns for ‘wholeness', but
perccives that his yearning is in vain. In the last resort Pascal
cannot recognize any basic principles of cognition, cither the
cogito or the rules of empiricism, but falls back on the raisons
du caur, on a practical faculty as the only trustworthy guide.
In this respect too he anticipates dialectical thought; his
dialectic reaches its acme in the gari, where a question funda-
‘mental to human destiny, the existence of God, is decided not
by theoretical reasoning but by a gambler’s throw. Pascal knows
that reason lft 1o tselfis helpless, and he thus knows, as it were,
that cognitive activity is only an ‘aspect’ of the complete man,
Since not only God's will but his very existence are hidden from
us we are forced t0 take the risk of wagering on this cardinal
question, and the situation that makes this nccessary does not
depend on our own will. The fari is an act of hope, a practical
actto decide a theoretical question. It s similar in this to Kant's
practical reason, which decides metaphysical questions in
reliance on the possibility of  supreme good, and also to Marx's
invocation of the classless society: it is by no means scientifically
proved that there is bound ( be such a socicty, but by
believing in it we commit ourselves actively to its cause.

Neither the past nor the future play a part in Pascal's
dialectic: only the present, which is constantly passing away,
and the nostalgic sense of eternity. Society is full of evil, and
no rules of justice can be discerned in it, but we are con-
demned 1 live in the world of men although we have no hope
that it will change radically for the better. Pascal’s social
conservatism and his paradoxical contempt for all the values
of law, custom, and social hierarchy are both consequences of
the tragic world-view.

In this analysis of Goldmann’s we have an example of the
construction of historical categorics which explain structures of
consciousness in relation to the clas situation. Such categories,
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Marxism with a theory of natural law. His ideas on this subject
aresetoutin several works, particularly Naturrecht und menschliche
Wirde. The idea that man has certain rights by nature, and that
1o positive law can deprive him of these without ceasing to be
law in the true sense, has played a large part in utopian thought
from ancient times t0 the present. It gave rise to the theory of
the social contract, the principle of popular sovercignty, and
the doctrine that tyranny may be lawiully resisted. Unlike
utopiasin the classical sense, theories of natural law were inspired
by the notion of human dignity rather than happiness or
economic effiiency. In Bloch's view, while they paved the way
t0 bourgeois democracy they contained elements of universal
validity, not confined to that or any other political system.
Mandsm is in a sense the heir of Locke, Grotius, Thomasius,
and Rousieau, not only of the utopians: for Communism is
concerned not only with abolishing poverty but also with putting
an end to the humiliation of man. The theories of natural law
also partook of utopianism, as they contained anticipations of
the notion of a supreme good. We also read in Naturech! und
‘menschlche Wiirde that the socialist Utopia comprises ‘bourgeois’
freedoms such as those of the press, assembly, and free specch.
However, Bloch emphasizes that ‘true’ freedom involves the
abolition of the state, and that ideals can only be fully realized
in the stateless socialist society. When that comes there wil be
o more conflict between the individual and the community;
ficedom and happiness will not limit each other, compulsion
will no longer be needed, and there will be universal brother-
hood. Itis not clear, however, why such a perfect society should
need laws at al, and what would be the point of ‘natural rights’
which there was no occasion to assert against anyone, as all
would be living in a state of spontancous solidarity.

8. Block’ political orintation
Tt was already clear in the 19305, long before he took up his
abode in the G.D.R., that although Bloch was not a member
of any party, his political sympathics were wholly on the side
of Stalinism. Not only did he proclaim the socialist Utopia, but
he maintained that although the summum bonum was not fully
in existence anywhere, it was already taking shape in the Soviet
Union. Das Prinzip Hoffuung is full of passages that bear un-
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of progress, but was inclined 1o place more reliance on human
will-power and the force of ideas than was permitted by the
orthodoxy of his day. No doubt he was already to some extent
influenced by the activism of Sorel, with whose views he never
identified himself but to whom his interpretation of Marxism
owed a great deal.

By 1917, when revolutionary riots broke out in Turin,
Gramsci was already one of the city's socialist leaders. His
personal view of Marxism was expresed in an article of
November 1917, often quoted today, on the October Revolution
in Rusia, entitled ‘The Revolution against Das Kapital, In it he
observed that the Bolsheviks had won victory in Russia despite
Marx’s belief that that country would first go through a phase
of Western-type capitalism. The Bolsheviks’ revolutionary will
had overthrown Marc’s schema, but it had drawn strength from
what was alive in Marxism and from clements which, though
sullied by the intrusion of positivism, were  continuation of
German and ltalian idealism.

In May 1919 there appeared the first number of L*Ordine
Nuawo, a weekly edited by Gramsci, Togliatt, Tasca, and
Terracini, which was to play an important part in the
ideological training of the future Italian Communist party.
On October of that year the Socialist Party held a congress
at Bologna at which it decided by a large majority o join
the Third International. The party was divided into hostile
groups and was far from meeting Lenin’s requirements from the
Comintern point of view, but the Soviet leader regarded Gramsci
and his friends as closest to the Bolshevik orientation. An
extreme left faction led by Amadeo Bordiga held that the
party should eschew all parliamentary activity, which only
dulled the revolutionary will of the working class? Communists
‘must have nothing to do with bourgeois institutions and must
prepare for an immediate struggle for power, eliminating from
their ranks any who did not share this view. Both the centre
of the party and its right wing rejected this policy of
‘abstentionism’, and the Right disapproved of scizing power by
violence. In these controversies the Ordine Nuwo group was
chiefly distinguished by its advocacy of workers' councils: this
became the dominant idea of the movement, and Gramsci its
most eloquent exponent
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tion: for man's lfe is lived among antagonistic values, none of
which can eliminate the others. It is part of the tragic con-
sciousness to fel that one lives for the realization of values that
cannot be realized completely—and therefore not at all, for those.
who believe in ‘all or nothing’. Man can turn only to God, but
God does not answer him. Thus the true utterance of the tragic
consciousness is a monologue, a voice crying in the wilderness.
The Pensées are a monologue of this kind, not an apologetic
treatise.

Pascal and Racine represent Jansenism in a consummate
form, expressing fully what others say by halves, and thus they
exemplify the maximum ‘potential consciousness’ of the com-
munity to which they belong. It is a class-consciousness, that
of the nablese de robe during the transition to absolute monarchy,
when the former was being more and more displaced from its
social fastnesses by the new royal burcaucracy. While depriving
it of its raison dée, however, the monarchy was still its
economic mainstay, and hence the consciousness of the noblesse
de robe took on a tragic and paradoxical form; the new political
trends were strange and hostle (0 t, but it could not aspire to
alter them radically. This confusion and perplexity found its
literary and philosophical expression in Jansenism—the ideology
of aclass driven into less and less favourable positions, and bound
up with a system that maintained it on the one hand and
destroyed it on the other.

In the tragic consciousness there is no place for mysticism.
On the contrary, God appears as an infnitely remote being.
He cannot be reached in mystic unity but only in prayer, which
stresses the distance that mysticism seeks to annihilate.

Pascal reached the zenith of tragic consciousness in 1657,
immediately after the date of the Provncial Lettrs, He denied
the value of all worldly knowledge, yet went on with scientific
rescarch; he refused to compromise with authority, yet declared
his obedience to the Church. He did not believe that truth and
righteousness could triumph in this world, but he proclaimed
that the whole of life should be devoted to fighting for them.
‘This atitude also conditioned his literary style: inthe world
of tragedy no statement is true and no action s right unless
accompanied by another which contradicts it. To this extent
Pascal is also an exponent of dialectical thought, although his
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it requires the participation of human subjectivity to realize its
utopian potentialities or actualize ts self-anticipations. Man is
a product of mater, but since he appeared on the scene he has
been, as it were, in charge of ts further development: he is the
head of creation, as in the theogony of Plotinus and Eriugena
or the old neo-Platonist philosophy. That which is ‘mot yet
conscious' in us is correlated, in an undefined way, with the
“not e’ of nature itself the subjective “not yet' is to become
explicit through our efforts, thus making manifest the essence
of the universe. Consequently, man cannot assume that the laws
of evolution, whether consciously perceived or not, will ensure
that the world becomes a better place. In terms of politics this
‘means that the perfect world of the future can only be brought
about by the conscious will of man. This is the metaphysical
justification for Bloch’s criticism of the 'fatalism’ or determinism
of the Second International, and for his allegiance to Leninist
Marxism, which insists that revolutionary will plays a decisive
partin the revolutionary process

Secondly, the same metaphysic provides a bulwark against
revisionism. As the future of the world is summed up in the
dilemma ‘all or nothing’, if we do not want man and the
universe (o0 be destroyed we must go for the first alternative.
Not only must the world be seen in terms of a movement
evolving higher and higher forms, but it s inteligible only from
the standpoint of final perfection. Metaphysics and social activity
‘must alike be aimed at the eshalon, the complete and irreversible
fulfilment of cosmic destiny, a synthesis ofall the forces of being.
Hence Bemstein is an enemy o Marxism when he preaches a
revisionist programme of gradual or incomplete reforms lacking.
the horizon of uldmate perfection: the inspiration of the final
goal is an inseparable part of Marxist philosophy, which on this
fundamental point inherits the apocalyptic outlook of radical
Anabaptism (Das Princip Hoffrung, pp. 676-9). Accordingly, one
of Bloch's main criticisms of East European socialism in later
years was that the party leaders promised various short-term
advantages and improvements in lieu of the great utopian
prospects offered by socialism.

7. Natural law
A special feature of Bloch’s philosophy is his attempt to combine
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point; but there is no reason to agree with them and, as we shall
see, it can well be maintained that ‘Trotskyism’ never existed,
but was a figment invented by Stalin. The disagreements
between Stalin and Troisky were real to a certain extent, but
they were grossly inflated by the struggle for personal power
and never amounted to two independent and coherent theories
This is even more true of the disputes between Zinovyev and
Trotsky, and the later confiict between Zinovyev and Trotsky
on the one hand and Stalin on the other. Stalin’s conflict with
Bukharin and ‘right-wing deviationism® was more substantial,
but even this was not a dispute over principles but only as ©©
the method and tmetable for putting them into effect. The
debatc on industrialization in the twenties was certainly of great
importance as regards practical decisions in industry and agri-
culture, and consequently the lives of millions of Soviet people,
but it would be an exaggeration 0 see it as a basic doctrinal
dispute or as involving the ‘correct interpretation of Marxism
o Leninism. All the Bolshevik leaders without exception
changed their auitude to the question so radically that it is
pointless to speak of Trotskyism, Stalinism, or Bukharinism as
coherent bodies of theory or variations of basic Marxist doctrine.
(In this matter the historian of ideologies s interested in aspects
that are, in themselves, secondary: doctrinal standpoints are of
more significance o him than the fate of millions of people.
This, however, is not a question of objective importance, but
‘merely of professional concern.)

3. Stalin’s carly life and rise to power

Unlike the great majority of Bolshevik leaders, the future Com-
munist ruler of All the Russias was, if not a proletarian, at
any rate a man of the people. Joseph (Yosif) Dzhugashvili was
born on g December 1879 in the small Georgian town of Gori.
His father, Vissarion, was a shoemaker and drunkard, his
mother illterate. Vissarion moved to Tifis, where he took a job
in a shoe factory, and died there in 189o. His son attended the
parish school at Gori for five years and was admitted in 1894
to the Theological Seminary at Tiflis—the only school in the
Gaucasus at which an able youth of his social condition could,
in practice, receive further education. The Orthodox seminary
was at the same time an organ of Russification, but, like many
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goods comparable in quantitative terms; the disappearance of
qualitative links between people; the gap between private and
public life; the loss of personal responsibility and the reduction
of human beings to executors of tasks imposed by a rationalized
system; the resulting deformation of personality, the impoverish-
ment of human contacts, the loss of solidarity, the absence of
generally recognized criteria of artstic work, ‘experimentation’
as a universal creative principle; the loss of authentic culture
owing 1o the segregation of the different spheres of life, in
particular the domination of productive proceses treated as
an element independent of all others—these were all featurcs
of the consumption-oriented society. On the other hand, Gold-
mann believed that historical development had invalidated
another part of Marx's analysis, namely the pauperization of
the proletariat and the growth of revolutionary consciousness
Capitalism had managed to provide the workers with a
relatively secure and satisfactory life, and there was thercfore
no reason (o expect that their revolutionary mood and
aspirations would reach an explosive pitch as forecast by the
early Marxists. On this point Goldmann disagreed with Lukics,
and it is an essential one: Lukics would not have been Lukics
without
prolecaria

For similar reasons Goldmann did not flly accept Lukics's
acsthetic theory. He did not believe in ‘socialist realism’ as the
“highest phase’ of culture. Unlike Lukics he was keenly alive
0 new trends in literature and art, and was a sympathetic critic
of such authors as Gombrowicz, Robbe-Grillet, Jean Genet, and
Nathalie Sarraute, whose work is diametrically opposed to
anything that could be called ‘socialist realism’. In these writers
100 he looked for a ‘structure’ which corresponded to particular
social phenomena, whether or not they themselves intended or
even perceived the correspondence: for instance, Robbe-Grillet's
Les Gomnes revealed the self-regulating mechanism of capitalist
socicty, while the same author’s La Jalousie was about reification.

In this sense Goldmann can be called a moderate Lukicsist,
which is as much as to say that he was not a Lukicsist at all
he only adopted certain categories of Lukics's which he thought
useful in studying the history of the dialectic and of civilization
generally.

in the revolutionary consciousness of the
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‘American murderers’ and that present-day Malthusianism is
due to the imperialiss’ desire o practise genocide and exter-
minate the unemployed (p. 543). Capitalist frecdom means
freedom for the worker (o starve, while in the ‘land where
m is being buill every effort is directed towards the
abolition of violence (p. 1061). Under capitalism, morcover,
there can be 1o such thing as true friendship, since the wholc
of life is dominated by buying and selling, whereas socialism
is paving the way for universal friendship among all peoples
(pp- 1132-3).

Tt s quite possible that Bloch inserted these nonsensical and
servile propaganda phrases when revising Das Princip Hoffung
in the G.D.R. in the 19505, and that they were a sine gua non
of publication at the time. None the les, we must suppose that
he believed them then and later, as they also figure in reprints
published after he settled in West Germany.

In political speeches and articles written after 1961 (some of
which are collected in a small volume entitled Widerstand und
Friede, Aufitze zur Poltik, 1968) Bloch took up a position in
favour of democratic socialism, though in very vague and general
terms; he also_condemned Stalinism in vague language,
declaring that Marxism needs (o be renewed, adapted to
changing circumstances, and so on. Expressions of this sort had
some meaning in Eastern Europe in 1955-6, but by the early
sixties they had already become sterile clichés

It would be unfair o say, however, that Bloch's identification
with Leninism as a political doctrine and Stalinism as a political
system is an organic and integral part of his metaphysical
theory. That theory does not entail any specific political con-
sequences or directives for self-commitment, and nothing of the
kind could be deduced from Das Prinzip Hoffnung if the Stalinist
trimmings were simply removed from its text. In this respect
Bloch’s case is on a par with that of Heidegger and his
temporary identification with Nazism, though Heidegger was
less outspoken and his philosophical works are not decked out
with political moralizing in the same way. In their political
utterances both men used their own characteristic concepts to
buttress their loyalty (0 a totalitarian dictatorship, but the
concepts themselves did not point in one direction more than
another. The identification might equally have been the other
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proletariat in the sense of direct rule by the workers—whose
proper place was the factory, not Parliament or party head-
quarters. The reformists wanted representative democracy with
a socialist majority, while the Left called for a dictatorship of
the party; Gramsci, however, imagined a society in which every
process of life was subject to control by the whole mass of
producers, whose economic, political, and cultural liberation
must advance simultaneously.

Despite Gramsci's hopes, the series of strikes accompanied by
workers® occupation of the factories and the establishment of
workers’ councilsdid not develop into a nation-wide movement.
In the spring of 1920 the Turin workers were forced to return
10 work on their employers’ terms. Gramsci was almost alone
in his stubborn defence of the councils s the basic weapon of the
emancipation of the proletariat.

He was not alone, however, in fighting to create a Com-
munist party in the true, Leninist sense of the term. L'Ordine
Nuno declaimed incessantly against reformism and the irresol-
uteness of the party leadership, complaining that despite the
Bologna decisions the party had remained a purely parlia-
mentary institution with no single will of its own, and had
‘abandoned the idea of a proletarian revolution. After another,
unsuccessful attempt by the Turin workers (o occupy the
factories in August-September 1920 the Communist group, in
accordance with Lenin's wishes, decided to transform itsclf into
a separate party. The anti-parliamentary faction reluctantly
gave up the principle of ‘abstentionism’, which was in conflict
with the formal directives of the Comintern. In November the
Communists issued a separatist manifesto, and at the next
congress of the Socialist party, at Livorno in January 1921, the
splic was effected: the Communiss sccured about one-third of
the votes and set up the Italian Communist party. Gramsci
(now chief editor of L*Ordine Nuovo, which had become a daily)
was a member of the first Central Commitice, which was
dominated by Bordiga's followers. A controversy at once broke
out within the party, the main issue being whether and how
far the Communists should seek alliance with other Socialist
parties: this question became increasingly critical as Fascism
began manifestly o gain ground in ltaly. Gramsci favoured a
policy of broad alliances, and this fitted in with the change of
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if properly devised, make it possible o give a uniform sense to
phenomena without isolating them from their historical sources,
and thus they satisfy the demands of both structuralist thought
and genetic interpretation. By constructing such conceptual aids
we provide ourselves with the means of interpreting a wide range
of phenomena. Having seen Jansenism o be the ideology of the
noblesse de robe, we can also see libertinism as the ideology of
the roblsse de cour, expressed for example in Moliére’s plays.
Le Misanthrope is an attack on Jansenism; Dom Juan, while
accepting libertinism in principle, is also a partial critique of
it and a reassertion of la mesure.

4. Goldmann and Lukics. Comment on genetic structuralism

Goldmann, as already mentioned, regarded himselfas a disciple.
and continuer of Lukics's work, especally the early Lukics of
Die Seele und die Formen and History and Class-Consciousness. (In
Goldmann’s view the basic clements of the dialectic as Lukdcs
subsequently developed them can already be found in his pre-
Marxist work.) In fact, however, Goldmann adopted only part
of Lukics's theory, omitting other features which Lukics himself
regarded as fundamental. Goldmann attempted to putinto effect
the concept of historical ‘totality’; he believed that scientific
observation must lead o the discovery of class-consciousness as
itought to be, were t fully consistent; that the dialectical method
made it possible to resolve the dichotomy of facts and values,
understanding and explanation; that cognitive acts were always
involved in practical atitudes, so that it was impossible to solate
an_clement of pure_theoretical contemplation in human
behaviour; and, accordingly, that there were no absolute criteria.
of knowledge, no basic judgements. In all these ideas he was
fathful to Lukcs. But he was not interested in what Lukics
regarded as an esential point, namely the mythology of the
proletariat as the repository of the liberated absolute con-
sciousness, nor did he hold that that perfect consciousness was
‘embodied in the Communist party. All these questionswere quite.
alien to him, and consequently in all specific matters he was
much less dogmatic than Lukics. His general view, which he
repeated many times, was that the Marxistcritique o ‘reification”
in capitalist society was fully applicable at the present day.
The transformation of all human products and individuals into
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ambiguous testimony to its author’s politics, as he loses no
opportunity of praising the superiority of the new order: his
expresions of this kind are mostly clichés without any probative
force, but they are embedded in his philosophy in such a way
a5 t0 scem organically linked with it. In particular he lays stress
on the class interpretation of Utopia. We are told, for instance,
that the pety-bourgeois idea of Utopia is egoistic, while the
proletarian one is disinterested (pp. 33~4); concerning utopias
of longevity, Bloch does not fal to point out that they are
imposible under_capitalism but be realized under
socialism. Monopolistic capitalism has degraded man’s utopian
aspirations by exploiting them in order to popularize record
achievements out of which it derives profit (p. 54). Heidegger,
it appears, is a propagandist for death at the behest of
imperialism (p. 1365), and when he talks about fear and
boredom he reficcts, from the petty-bourgeois standpoint,
socicty under monopoly capitalism, the normal state of which
is perpetual crisis’ (p. 124). Psychoanalysis, as we have seen,
explains the human psyche by reference to the past because it
arose in a society that has no future. Apropos of the utopian
ole of dancing, Bloch does not omit to mention that under
capitalism it has a stltifying effect, as it is intended to dull
people’s senses and make them forget oppression, whereas the
new ‘socialist love of the fatherland has revived the beauty of
folk-dancing (pp. 456-8). Some of his remarks in thisline sound
like a downright parody of Stalinist propaganda. The book i
full of ideological clichés such as: ‘Socialism, as the ideology
of the revolutionary proletariat, is nothing but true conscious-
ness applied conceptually to the movement of events and the
rightly understood trend of reality’ (p. 177). Capitalist art and
literature, we are told elsewhere, use the ‘happy ending’ to make
up for the hopelessness of life in conditions of exploitation,
whereas socialism ‘has and maintains its own kind of happy
ending’ (p. 516). In the context of sport we hear about the
degeneration of the human physique in an ‘alienated society
based on the division of labour’ (p. 525); as to the prolongation
of life and combating the effects of age, the Soviet Union has
made progress in this direction for reasons which capitalism
cannot afford to acknowledge (p. 535). Bloch cannot mention
Malthus without adding that his spiritual descendants are
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Antonio Gramsci:
Communist revisionism

Gravsar is probably the most original political writer among
the post-Lenin generation of Communists. His relation to
Leninism was and stll is a subject of controversy. Italian
Communists such as Togliati generally represent him as a
Manxist-Leninist pur sang, or at any rate claim that what-
ever is original in his doctrine is a complement to Leninism
and never a denial of it. To some extent this interpretation is
prompted by tactical motives: when ltalian Communists invoke
the authority of Gramsci to justify their deviations from the
Soviet ideological model, it is convenient to emphasize that
they are basically of one mind with the tutelary genius of the
Communist movement. Gramsci himself never called Lenin'’s
authority into question, and it is not clear how far he was
aware that his own writings—which consist for the most part
of unfinished essays and notes from prison, often fragmentary,
elliptical, and ambiguous—could serve as the basis for an
altemative type of Communism, differing from Lenin's in some
essential points

Although Gramsci's writings do not amount to a coherent
theory but rather to a vague and embryonic sketch, some aspects
of them are clear and original enough to justify the view that
they constitute an independent attempt to formulate a Com-
munist_ideology, and not merely an adaptation of the
Leninist schema. An indirect confirmation of this is the fre-
quency with which seckers after a more democratic and ‘open’
version of socialism—especially Communists and ex-Com-
munists—turn to Gramei for inspiration, and also the acute
difficulties and resistance that occur when attempts are made
to introduce his ideas to Communist parties outside Ttaly,
especially ruling parties.
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tion and comprehension, genetic structuralism makes it possible
o resolve the dichotomy of facts and values. The ‘wholes’ or
structures that are the object of our study are an indissoluble
complex of practical and mental activities, moral and aesthetic
atiitudes. Intellectual activity presupposes such evaluative
acts, which cannot in fact be separated from purely cognitive
ones. Reality always presents itself as a field for_practical
activity; perception at every level selects its object in accord-
ance with human values and desires, and is always, as it were,
incipient action. There is simply no such thing as pure, dis-
interested contemplation. Acts of cognition must and can only
be understood as a particular ‘aspect” of man as a practical
being. Thus humanist studies, conscious of this ‘integrality’ of
all human behaviour, cannot without distortion distinguish
between purely intellectual activity and evaluative attitudes.

Piaget helped to illustrate this practical character of mental
activity by showing that all cognitive structures—for instance,
the concepts and rules of logic, arithmetic, and geometry—
arise, on both the ontogenetic and the phylogenetic level, from
the convergence of various circumstances, including human
communications, language, and practical habits formed in early
childhood. Piaget showed experimentally, as it were, that our
intellectual ‘structuralization’ of the world cannot be explained
by transcendental norms of rationality, but derives from social
and pracical circumstances. Cognitive norms are instruments
of communal life and practice; they therefore comprise evalu
tive and practical elements, and could not be framed without
them.

For the genetic structuralist the object of study par excellence
is the world-view (vision du monde, Wellanschauung) o pattern of
aspirations, feelings, and ideas that unites the members ofa group
(generally a social class) and opposes them o other groups. This
unitary principle is so important that, Goldmann argucs, it is
wrong for the humanist o study art or literature, philosophical
or theological ideas as separate subjects. The world-view must
be studied through all forms of expression and not only, for
instance, in its discursive philosophical aspect. Hence, too, the
history of philosophy, art, or literature is not a proper object
ofstudyinitseif. The historian of Jansenism mustinvestigate that
phenomenon or world-view as a wholc, s0 as to reveal the
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exactly what people want from religion, it turns out o be the
non-existence of God.
The intention of relgion concerning the Kingdom conceived in its
fullest sense, presupposes atheism ... Atheism excludes the Ens
perfctissimaum (which is what was meant by ‘God') from the creation
and evolution of the world, defning it not @ a fact but as the only
thing it can be, viz. the supreme utopian problem, the problem of
finality. The place assigned in particular religions to what was called
“God" was ostensibly flled by the hypostass of God, and when this
s discarded the vacant place continues to_exist, a5 the ulimate
projection ofa radical utopian intention ... The place corresponding
1o the God of olden times is not sl nothing .... Authentic, i.c.
dialectical materialism does away with the transcendence and reality
of any hypostasis of God, but it does not exclude what was meant
by the Ens perfcisimm from the real Utopia of the kingdom of
frecdom, the final content of the qualittive process ... The Utopia
of the Kingdom desiroys the fiction of God the Creator and the
hypostass of God in heaven, but it docs not destroy the ultimate
dwelling-place where the Es perfcissimum prescrves the abys of its
latent unfrustrated possibility. (Dans Prinzp Hoffrung, pp. 1412-13)
‘Thus religion, according to Bloch, does not simply terminate
in the absence of religion but leaves a legacy in the shape of
the final problem of perfected being. Instead of a ready-made
heaven in the ‘next world’, we have the command to create a
new heaven and a new earth. However, mindful of Lenin's
scornful attitude to the ‘God-builders’ in the Russian social-
democratic movement, Bloch makes it clear that he does not
regard the world as a machine for the production of a supreme
being, but that when God is removed we shall stll possess
the ‘total content of the hope’ to which the name ‘God” was
formerly given. This vague language seems to mean only that
the perfect Being will emerge under Communism, Elscwhere
this perfect Being is called the ‘possible subject of nature’ or
the Dass-Aniich (urge towards ‘thatness"). To understand this
Iast expression it should be realized that in Bloch's vocabulary
“thatness’ represents cither a state of things or a purpose (‘in
order that...’); he makes full use of this ambiguity, but it is
probably simplest to read das Dass as signifying a purposive
process o the awareness of an aim. In this way Communism
will achieve the creation of God, which is more than all the
eligions of the world have done. Bloch's philosophy is in the
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interests and aspirations which, supposedly, are the only real
ones. On the contrary, class structures may be studied through
their expression in literature o philosophy.

If we accept that all human behaviour has a meaning, but
that it is revealed not in the motives of individuals but only in
the more or les conscious endeavoursof large social groups, then,
according to Goldmann, we no longer need distinguish
between explanation and understanding as two separate, inde-
pendent modes of investigation. ‘Understanding’ is not, as
Dilthey would have it, a_matter of imitative expericnce
(Nackerlebnis) or empathy. “Understanding presents itself to us
asa purely intellectual approach based on a description, as exact
as possible, of the significant structure’, while ‘explanation is
simply the integration of that structure, as a constitutive and
functional element, in a structure that directly comprises it
(Marxisme et scienes humaines, pp. 65°6). There is a hierarchy
of structures; when we describe an inferior structure we ‘under-
stand” it, ic. we grasp its meaning; when we include it in
larger structure we understand that structure, and at the same.
time we explain the lesser by the greater. There is thus no
difference between the two methods, but only in the scope of
the object: the act of explaining a particular structure, and
understanding one superior (0 it in the hierarchy, is one and
the same.

A structure’ is not necessarily a harmonious whole. On the
contrary, it usually presents internal contradictions owing to the
fact that the values pursued by a given class are mutually
incompatible, or unattainable in the historical circumstances
of the time, or that attempts (o realize them bring about
opposite results (o those intended. A structure is thus not only
an orderly system, but a complex of tensions as well.

While non-genetic structuralism (especially that of Lévi-
Strauss) confines itself to constructing internally connected
wholes, and while genetic structuralism of the Freudian type
considers only the psychological genesis of the meanings under
observation, genetic structuralism as developed by Marx,
Lukics, and Piaget (and of course Goldmann himself) regards
individuality only as a manifestation of collective tensions,
struggles, and aspirations.

In addition to surmounting the distinction between explana-






index-451_1.png
Emst Bloch: Marsism as a futuristic gosis 137

materialist dialectic, on the other hand, ‘the universe is not
bounded by Newton's mechanics’ (p. 1303).

Dialectical as opposed to mechanistic materialism acknowledges no
boundaries, no negations prescribed by an alleged ‘natural order ..
‘The utopian final aim of its practice is the humanization of nature

Here as everywhere clse, Communist casmology [si] s the realm
of problems related t0 the dialectical mediation between man and his
labour on the one hand and a possible subject of nature on the other

The word No’ can never be pronounced from the outset:if nature.
contains no_positive answer (o the problems of our destiny, it also
contains none that are, once and for all, negative ... No one knows
what is in the universe outside the range of human labour, that is
1 say in unmediated nature; we do not know whether any subject
or agency is at work there, and if so, of what kind it s ... All this
dependson the development and prospects of human power, and hence,
more.preciscly, on_the development and unfolding horizons of
Communism. (Das Prinzip Hoffung, pp. 1382-3)

The kernel of human cxistence (der Ken des Existierens) has not
yetfully displayed itself, and therefore it i ‘exterritorial vis & vis
the process of becoming and transformation’ (ibid., p. 1390);
if the world developed to a state of complete frustration (zu einem
absoluten Unsonst), then and only then would death penctrate
10 the core of nature which lies in the human heart.

In so far as this argument can be understood, it may be
summarized by saying that all the promises of traditional
religion as to immortality are vain, but when we have built
Communism we shall somehow overcome the problem of death.
To put it as kindly as possible, this must be the most frivolous
promise that has ever been uttered in the name of a political
movement. It is paralleled only by the last of Bloch's utopian
hopes—the eventual creation of God, as to which he argues as
follows.

‘The kernel of all religion is the attainment of the kingdom
of absolute human perfection. Hence, if the aim of religion is
pushed to its furthest extent, it is scen to require the
elimination of God as an entity limiting human powers, the
removal of such limitation being implicit in all religious Utopias.
Here, it would scem, Bloch is simply following Feucrbach, who
held that the truth of religion is atheism: if we try to express
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aturacted by linguistics: throughout his life he took a lively
interest in what s nowadays called socio-linguistis, the study
of the effect of social situations on linguistic change. He no
doubt joined the socialist party around the end of 1913, as
did his Turin friends Angelo Tasca, Umberto Terracini, and
Palmiro Togliatti, who were in due course to play a key part
in the formation of the Communist party.

‘Gramsci broke off his university education in the spring of
1915, by which time he had acquired an extensive knowledge
of history and philosophy. As for all Italian intellectuals of that
‘generation, his philosophical teacher par excellence was Benedetto
Croce. Gramsci was certainly not a Crocean in the literal
sense, but the writings of the Ialian Hegelianist introduced him
0 the realm of European philosophical problems. He admired
Croce's critique of positivism and, for a time at least, hoped
that Ttalian Marxism might be based on a critical assimila-
tion of Croce, subjecting the latter to the same treatment as
Marx performed on Hegel. In later years Gramsci became
increasingly critical towards Croce, as the latter became morc
and more anti-Marxist; but he never ceased to recognize that
Crocean philosophy had played a huge part in Italian intel-
lectual lfe, even when he was chiefly concerned to point out its
‘reactionary” effects

In the same way, even when he had completely broken
with Sardinian localism in favour of the orthodox Marxist class
interpretation of Italian affars, he never abandoned the theme
of the lwlian South and the peculiar importance of the
opposition between it and the North in Italian history, past and
present.

‘The 1913 elections and the European war turned Gramsci
into a professional politcian. From the end of 1914 he began
0 write for the Italian socialist press, and from 1916 he was a
co-editor of the Piedmont edition of Avanti, for which he wrote
political notes and reviewed books and plays, as well as helping
o educate and organize the Turin workers. Although it is hard
0 ascribe to him a defiite philosophical attitude at this time,
it is clear from various occasional remarks that he did not
share the faith, then popular among socalists, in the beneficent
operation of ‘historical laws’ that would assure humanity of a
socialist future; he did not believe in the natural inevitability
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of human life, but his presence cannot be confirmed by reason.
He is no longer man’s helper nor even (as for Descartes) a
guarantor of the validity of knowledge; he is a judge and
nothing more.

Rationalism had shaken the foundations of orderin the world.
The tragic view expressed the consciousness of those who could
not efface the results of rationalism but were il at ease in an
ambiguous world, deserted by Providence and deprived of clear
moral laws. The tragic view admits no gradation between
perfection and nothingness. The eye of the hidden God deprives
the world of all its value, but precisely since he is hidden, the
empirical world is the only one we can perceive directly, and
it is therefore everything (o us as well as nothing. Those who
hold this view are the victims of a constant inner conflict: they
can neither fiee from the world nor live in it 5o as to realize
transcendent values. The only consistent attitude they can adopt
is to live in the world while constantly refusing allegiance to
it. This was the attitude of Pascal when he wrote the Pensées,
and of Racine at the time of Phidre.

Jansenism was not a single unified movement, though its
adherents shared certain characteristics and values: the doctrine
of efficacious grace, anti-Molinism, rejection of the dieu des
philosophes, aversion to mysticism, defence of Jansen, and the
anti-historical rejection of the world. Goldmann distinguished
four main variant of the Jansenist attitude. The first (Martin
de Barcos, Pavillon, the Racine of Andromague and Britannicus)
stood for complete rejection of the world, from which it took
refuge in contemplation. The second sought to reform the world
by remaining in it and discriminating between good and evil
(Armauld, Ncole, Pacal i the Poinis). The hd attemped
t0 compromise with the world (Choiseul, Arnauld d"Audilly).
‘The fourth, and the most consistent, accepied the tragic situation:
it remained in the world while denying the world, and expressed
man'’s uncertainty and helplessness in the extreme form of the
pari, the wager that applied not only to salvation but to the
very existence of God (Pascal's Penses, Racine's Phidre)

In the tragic predicament in which God deprives the world
of all value and yet, by his absence, obliges man to regard it
as his only good, the human outlook is reduced to a permanent
paradox, constantly denying and affirming the same proposi-
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materialistisch bestimm, wie das in-Moglichkeit-Sciende (Sein)
(dnanei n), also das Korelat des objekiv-real-Moglichen oder rein
scinshaft: das Moglichkeits-Substrat des dialektischen Prozesse’)
He goes on to say that ‘inorganic nature, no less than human
history, has its Utopia. This so-called inanimate nature is not
a corpse but a centre of radiation, the abode of forms whose
substance has not yet come into being.’

‘Thus, according to Bloch, matter is not characterized by any
physical properties but simply by the fact of ‘creativity’ or
immanent purpose. It s easy (o point out tha in that case
‘materialism’ means no more than that the world is subjeet to
change and may develop in many unexpected ways. Mater is
merely used as a term denoting all that is', and has all the
divine attributes except complete actuality. Tn these nebulous
arguments we do indeed hear echoes of Giordano Bruno, as well
as of Bohme and Paracelsus. Matier is the Urgnad, an
indeterminate unicersum out of which anything may come; thus
conceived, it s indistinguishable from the God of pantheism.
To say that ‘all is matter is a tautology, since matter is @
synonym for “all—not only all that is actual, but all that is
possible as well. It is not surprising, therefore, when Bloch tells
us that ‘matter’ includes dreams, subjective images, aesthetic
experiences, and the aesthetic qualities of the external world
(which, it appears, are contained in nature but become actual
through aesthetic perception). If God is possible his coming into
existence involves no threat to materialism, since by definition
he will be ‘material’ also.

What we have here is really not an assertion of materalism
but of monism: the doctrine that there is one single substratum
of all possible phenomena, including human subjectivity and
all its products. Since the substratum in question has no
qualities of its own and all we know of it is that it is ‘creative’
and contains all possibilites withintself Bloch’s monistic theory
is likewise devoid of content. Al that can exist, we are told,
s material, and matter equals all that can exist.

Nevertheless, on two points at least Bloch’s cosmology and
‘metaphysics are regarded by him as supporting Marxism and,
more precisely, the Leninist version thercof.

In the first place, not only does the universe embody an
immanent purpose but, at least in the higher stages of evolution,
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Although Gramsci died in 1937 his writings really belong
to the history of post-Stalinist Marxism, as it was only in the
fiftes and sixties, after the publication of a six-volume edition
of his letters and notes from prison, that his ideas began
gradually to be canvassed in ideological disputes. His position
sis-d-is Leninist-Stalinist orthodoxy is somewhat like that of
Rosa Luxemburg: lip-service is paid to him as a martyr in the
‘Communist cause, but his writings are more embarrassing than
useful. As 1o the articles he published up to 1926, before his
imprisonment, their significance is only apparent in the light of
his prison writings. Without this completion, the articles in
question_would be chifly material for a history of the
Italian Communist_movement, but could not be said to
constitute an original body of theory. From the point of view
of Marist doctrine, the prison writings are the essential part of
his work

1. Life and works

Antonio Gramsei (1891-1937), who became the leader of the
Italian Communist party, was born in the village of Ales in
Sardinia, the son of a petty official. As the result of a child-
hood accident he was hunchbacked and physically under-
developed. Owing to politial intrigues his father went to prison
for some years, which reduced the family to destitution. The
son had to work at various casual jobs while still a small
boy, but he completed secondary school at Cagliari and
autumn 1911 won a scholarship to Turin University (as
Palmiro Togliatt in the same year)

As a freshman at University, Gramsei was not yet a
socialist in the full sense. His horizon was to some extent limited
by Sardinian regionalism: his fellow islanders, not without cause,
regarded the neglect and poverty from which they suffered as
owing, in some measure at least, o the privileges enjoyed
by the expanding industry of northern Italy. The grievances of
impoverished villagers and exploited miners found an outlet in
separatist and regionalist tendencies rather than in socialism,
which had scarcely taken root in Sardinia at that time.

Before long, however, Gramsci’s studies and the industrial
environment of Turin Ied him (o take an interest in national
politics. He took a humanistic course and was especially
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common ideological inspiration behind the writings of Pascal
and Racine and the painting of Philippe de Champaigne. Thus
‘Goldmann seeks to reorganize humanistic studies 50 s to sub-
ordinate them in their entirety to the study of large, com
‘munities and the cultural monuments created by them.

Al these rules are not 50 unambiguous that a mere statement
of them suffces to indicate how they should be applied. It may
be useful, therefore, (o show how this s done in Le Dicu caché,
although the subject of that work is somewhat too particular
as far as our own argument is concerned.

3. The tragic world-view

Although Goldmann considered himself a Marxist, he never
adopted the simplistic division of the history of philosophy into
twotrendslabelled ‘materialism’ and idealism’. He saw the units
of historical meaning quite differently, and attached particular
importance 10 the ‘tragic world-view’, as he perccived it in
Jansenism and o some extent in the works of Kant.

‘The tragic world-view in the seventeenth century was, he
believed, an attempt to rediscover a global picture of the world
that had been shattered by the inroads of rationalism and
empiricism. These doctrines, which reflected the ambitions of
the firs éat, had destroyed the idea of human fellowship and
the ordered conception of the universe, replacing them by the
notion of the rational individual and the concept of unlimited
space. The new world-view called in question the traditional
hierarchy and sought to transform society into a collection of
fiee, equal, autonomous, and isolated unis. In philosophy and
lterature its champions were Descartes and Corneille. Carte-
sianism eliminated all sources of morality outside the individual;
there was no room for God in its world, or for the universe con”
sidered as a beneficent order. The tragic world-view had to take
account of these effects of rationalism, which already dominated
the intellectual lfe of Europe. It atiempted to counter the new
spirit, s it were, from within it accepted reason, but disputed
its monopoly; and it insisted that there was a God, while
admitting that he was not directly present in nature. Science
having concealed God from human eyes, the tragic world-view
produced the idea of a deus absconditus. Pascal's God is at the
same time always present and always absent. He is a spectator
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last resort a theogony, a fantastic projection of the God that
s 10 be: ‘the true Genesis is not in the beginning but at the
end” (p. 1628)

6. Matter and materialism

The picture of a world whose ‘essence’ embodies a Utopia or
fantasy, and which is imbued with the purpose of at
divine perfection, is on the face of it very different from
traditional materialism, and it is understandable that it should
be attacked by orthodox Leninists. Bloch himself maintains,
however, that his philosophy is nothing but a continuation of
dialectical materialism and in particular that it is based on
‘materialism in Engels’s sense—i.e. that it ‘explains the universe
in terms of itself® and presupposes no other reality than what
is material,

In “Avicenna and the Aristotelian Left” and in other works
Bloch invokes the concept of creative matter which was present
in the Aristotelian tradition and was taken over, he claims, by
Marxism. Strato, Alexander of Aphrodysias, Avicenna, Averroés,
Avicebron, David of Dinant, and finally Giordano Bruno evolved
the concept of mater as a process, containing a iversity of forms
and a permanent posibility of further development: any new
thing that happens is not due to a force outside the universe,
butis the manifestation of a potentiality residing in matter itself
‘There is no distinction between matter and form: forms are latent
or manifest attributes of the single substratum, ratura naturars.

In his lecture ‘Zur Ontologie des Noch-Nicht-Seins’ Bloch
gives the following explanation purporting to be the definition
of matter.

It is not a mere mechanical lump but—in accordance with the
implicit sense of Aristotl’s definition—it is both being-according.-to-
possbility (kata (0 dymaton, .. that which determines cvery possible
historical phenomenon in accordance with conditions and with
historical materialism), and also being-in-possibility (dmamei on, ic.
the correlative of that which is objectively and really possible or,
ontically speaking, the possibilty-substrate of the dialectical process).
('Sie st nicht der mechanische Klotz, sondern—gemass dem
implizierten Sinn der Aristotelschen Materie-Definition—sowohl das
Nach-Moglichkeit-Sciende (kaia (o dmaton), also das, was das jeweils
geschichilich Erscheinenkonnende bedingungsmasig, historisch-
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him, but he himself had no influence on events. Shortly before
his arrest he sent a letter to the Bolshevik leaders in which he
took the side of the then majority (Stalin and Bukharin) against
Trotsky but expressed disquict at the ferocity of their intestine
conflicts accusing the Bolsheviks in scarcely veiled terms of
forgetting their duty to the international proletariat and
jeopardizing the whole of Lenin’s work. At the same time, being
convinced that the wrong class could not fight unless it were
allied with the peasantry, he was against Trotsky’s programme
of forced industrialization at the peasants’ expense. Togliatt,
who had taken Gramsei’s place as Italian representative in the
Comintern, had decided to support Stalin through thick and
thin, as he did for the next thirty years, and Gramsci was alonein
hiscritcism of Moscow. However, at the turn of the year 1928-
Stalin switched the policy of the Comintern and the Bolshevik
party in a direction completely opposite to Gramsci's views. The
idea of a united front was abandoned, the attack was con-
centrated against social democracy (‘social Fascism’), it was
announced that the world revolution was imminent and that
Communists must be prepared for a direct transition (o the
dictatorship of the proletariat; Bukharin fell, and Stalin set about
the mass collectivization of Soviet agriculture. Togliatti
organized a purge of refractory elements in what was lef of the
Ttalian party (one of the victims was Angelo Tasca). Gramsci
expressed oppasition to the new Comintern policy and sympathy
with the expelled ‘deviationists’ in @ conversation with his
brother, who visited him in prison; however, as Gramsei’s
biographer Giuseppe Fiori has shown, the brother gave Togliatti
a false account of what was said, and thus saved Gramsei from
certain condemnation by the party authoritics and the
Comintern.

Towards the end of 1933 Gramsci was allowed to move (0 a
private clinic under police supervision, and at the end of the
next year, when already in very poor health, he was temporarily
released. He worked until the middle of 1935 and was then
moved 1o a hospital in Rome, where he died in April 1937.

In addition o letters, Gramsci wrote nearly three thousand
pages in prison. All these writings were published afier the
Second World War; the first edition of the letters, in 1947, was
abridged by the Italian Communists for political reasons. The
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Goldmann’s political views also had litdle in common with
Communist dogmatism. As we have seen, he did not believe
in a proletarian revolution taking place as the classical doctrine
had predicted. He believed, however, that the most important
need was for a new social order which would free the world
from ‘reified” structures and restore a sense of authenticity and
human solidarity. He was particularly interested in the move-
ment for workers’ self-government (aulogestion ourriére), which
Serge Mallet sought to place on a theoretical basis, and in
Yugoslav experiments in this sphere. He thought this movement
‘might lead in time, without violent revolutionary shocks, to a
reunification of economic and cultural life; that it might give
the workers a new sense of responsibilty and of belonging to
the community, and re-forge the links which capitalism had
broken by quantifying all human values. But he did not define
socialism in institutional terms, nor in terms of increased con-
sumption. To him, the main features of the socialst ideal were
spiritual values, the directness of social tes, and the responsi
of the individual. He did not believe in any laws of history
guaranteeing that the ideal would be realized; it was a duty
10 wager on it, but there was no certainty of a pay-off

As Goldmann was much less burdened with the dogmatic
heritage of Marxism than was Lukics, his historical studies are
a good deal less schematic. Le Dieu caché is certainly an inter-
esting investigation; many points in it may be criticized by
historians of the seventeenth century, but it nevertheless draws
attention to aspects of Jansenism that may well repay further
study. This does not mean, however, that we can accept
Goldmann’s methodological rules without reservation, or that
their meaning is absolutely clear.

In particular, the doctrine of ‘potential consciousness’ seems
extremely doubtful. To accept it as a tool of historical rescarch
implics that we can deduce from the situation of a particular
class what its consciousness would have been if it had
corresponded perfectly o that situation. This, however, i a
fantasy. Even if we suppose with Goldmann—contrary t0 the
evidence of history, to common sense, and even to Marx—that
every world-view stands in  one-to-one correspondence with
the class situation in which it ariscs, the deduction would still
be impossible, for we should also have (o know the general laws
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Comintern policy as the Bolsheviks realized that the ‘tide of
revolution had ebbed". In May 1922 Gramsci went to Moscow
as the Ttalian party's representative on the Exccutive Com-
‘mittee of the Comintern; he remained there  ycar and a half,
and took part in the Fourth Comintern Congress in November
1923. Meanwhile Mussolini had carried out his ‘march on
Rome'. The Comintern withdrew its support from Bordiga,
who, in accordance with his ‘purely class’ attitude, saw no essen
tial difference between bourgeois democracy and Fascism and
‘opposed the ‘united front” policy. Numerous arrests deprived the
Communist party ofis leadership, and Gramsci was recognized
as head of the party by the Comintern. At the end of 1923 he
left Moscow for Vienna, from where he tried to revive the
Italian party, at that time torn by fractional strife. He arrived
back in Ttaly in May 1924, was elected to Parliament and thus
enjoyed personal immunity for the time being. The party was in
a state of extreme weakness and disorganization. Aftcr a long
struggle Gramsci defeated Bordiga’s faction (the latter was in
prison, but was sill able to dominate local groups) and, at a
congress held at Lyons in January 1926, gained a majority for
his policy of forming a united front to restore democracy in Italy.
‘The Communists, together with other anti-Fascist groups, had
seceded from Parliament in June 1924, but they now decided to
rewrn and use what was left of parliamentary institutions for
propaganda purposes. These manoeuvres were of lite avail
against the increasingly repressive measures of the Fascist
government. Gramsci was arrested in November 1926, and in the
following June was sentenced o imprisonment for twenty years
and four months. Confined successively in various towns, he
was permitted after a time to write and to receive books.
The rest of his life was spent, as far as his weak health and
prison conditions allowed, in reading and writing notes which
constitutes one of the most original contributions to twentieth-
century Marxism.

Tt was undoubtedly thanks to his imprisonment that Gramsci
was able to remain a member of the Communist party. He
escaped being expelled from it or condemned by the Inter-
national preciscly because he was almost completely cut offfrom
party contacts. He read newspapers and received belated
accounts of political developments from relatives who visited
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party member. He was executed many years later, during the
great purges, and his cause was soon forgotten. In a speech in
June 1923 Stalin said that he had been arrested less because
of his pan-Islamic and pan-Turkic views than because he had
conspired against the party with the Basmach rebelsof Turkestan.
‘The episode is worth remembering on account of the striking
resemblance between Sultan-Galiyev's ideas and subsequent
Maoist doctrine, or some ideologies of the ‘Muslim socialist
type.

‘As to those opposition groups which advocated democracy
for the party or the proletariat, they were speedily and
unanimously crushed by the leaders including Lenin, Trotsky,
Stalin, Zinovyev, and Kamenev. The prohibition of splinter
groups, and the right of the Central Committee to expel party
members who joined them, were proclaimed at the Tenth
Congress in 1921. It was indeed clear, as the defenders of party

pointed out, that under a one-party system separate groups

in the party were bound to become the mouthpicces of all
social forces which would in the old days have formed parties
of their own: hence, if ‘factions’ were allowed, there would
virtually be a multi-party system. The inevitable conclusion was
that a party ruling despotically must itself be despotically
ruled, and that, having destroyed democratic institutions in
society at large, it was idle to think of preserving them within
the party, let alone for the beneft of the whole working class.

None the less, the process of transforming the party into a
passive instrument in the hands of the burcaucracy took longer
than the destruction of democratic institutions within the state,
and was not completed until the late twenties. In 1922-3 there
were strong currents of rebellion against the growing tyranny
within the party, and no one was so skilful in repressing them
as Stalin. Having successfully achieved control over the infor-
mation that reached Lenin, who was il and infirm, Stalin ruled
the party with the aid of Zinovyev and Kamenev and systemati-
cally excluded Trotsky from power. The latter was in a losing
position from an carly stage, despite his oratorical skill and his
prestige as the architect of victory in the Civil War. He did
not dare to appeal to opinion outside the party, as this would
have conflicted with the principle of Soviet power; and it proved
easy to mobilize against him the party burcaucracy, which was
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way round: Bloch’s category of *hope’ might have been used
o glorify Nazism, and Heidegger’s ‘authenticity’ (Eigentlichkeit)
might have served the cause of Communist propaganda. Both
concepts were vague and formal enough to be used in this way;
neither theory contains any inbuilt moral restriction t0 inhibit
such use, or prescribes any specific course of political action.
It may be urged that this is not a valid objection to any
‘metaphysic, since the latter has no duty to provide political
ctives, nor does its value depend on the political use made
of it; such conclusions are not the necessary business of
philosophy. But neither Bloch nor Heidegger can be defended
on these lines, since they themselves claimed that their meta-
physical doctrine, or philosophic anthropology, had and ought
to have the practical purpose, not only of explaining the world
but of showing how men must behave, and with what forces
they must ally themselves in order to live worthily. The objection
that a philosophical doctrine does not clearly suggest any
particular way of life or social commitment is valid if the
doctrine in question makes practical claims and purports to be
normative, not merely descriptive. Heidegger's aggressive and
arrogant phenomenology of existence has been of incomparably
greater importance to twentieth-century philosophy, and has
provided infinitely more stimulus to culture, than Bloch with
his obscure and convoluted style; but they have this in common,
that they both sought (0 erect a metaphysical foundation for
practical life in the world and not merely for contemplation.
For this purpose they devised respectively the obscure and purely
formal categories of Eigentlichkeit and Hoffung, which wrn out
0 be applicable in any way one chooses

9. Conclusion and comments

The present writer cannot claim t0 assess the merits or defects
of Bloch's German prose. Asa philosopher, Bloch must be termed
a preacher of intellectual irresponsibility. He cannot be cre
with inventing a Utopia, sl les a ‘concrete’ one: we turn with
relief from his works o Fourier’s ‘abstract’ Utopia with its
quaint particularities. Bloch does no more than urge us t0 have.
utopian thoughts, and to speculate on a future that he himself
‘makes no attempt to delincate

Like many other Marxists, Bloch does not trouble (o sub-
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various notes written in 1929-35 were collected into six frther
volumes: Il materalismo storico ¢ la filosofia di Benedetto Croce
(1948), Gli intellettuali ¢ Porganizzazione della cultura (1949),
1 risorgimento (1949), Note sl Machiaoell, sulla politica e sullo
Stato modemo (1949), Leteratua ¢ vita nazionale (1950), Passato ¢
fresente (1951). Some of his earlier articles and pamphlets were
also reprinted.

‘The prosecutor who declared at Gramscis tral that ‘this brain
must be put out of action for twenty years’ achieved the
exact opposite of what he intended. If Gramsci had been
allowed 10 pass the Fascist years in exile he would inevitably
have become one of the many outcasts of Communism—unless
he had gone to Moscow, when he would certainly have been
done to death—and would have spent the rest of his days in a
barren defence of his political actions for the benefit of a non-
existent public. Thanks to the imprisonment which cut him off
willy-nilly from current affair, he was obliged to work on more
theoretical and fundamental topics. As a result we have his
interesting notes, containing among other things an attempt at
a Marxist philosophy of culture whose originality and breadth
of view cannot be denied.

2. The selfsufficienc of hisory; hisorical relativism
‘The main theme of Gramsci's refectionsis that which dominated
Marx's carly writings: the question of the relation of human
thoughts, feclings, and will to ‘objective’ social processes. Few
other Marxists expressed so emphatically the viewpoint generally
known as historicism (in one sense of that term) in contrast (0
transcendentalism. The essence of this view is that the meaning
and ‘rationality’ of all human behaviour and every product of
human activity, including works of the mind such as philosophy
and science, s manifested only in relation o the ‘global
historical processes of which they are part. In other words,
the “truth’ of philosophy or science is ‘truth’ in a socially
pragmatic sense: what is true is that which, in a particular
historical situation, expresses the real developmental trend of
thatsituation. Neither philosophiesnorsciencescan bejudged by
any other criteria than those we use to judge social institutions,
religious beliefs, emotions, o political movements
positivist and andi-scientisti






index-100_1.png
86 Marxism as the ideology of the Sovit state

yesterday's Stalin against today's and quote the leader's words
against himself. The purge, therefore, was designed to destroy
such ideological links assillexisted within the party, to convince.
its members that they had no ideology or loyalty cxeept to the
latest order from on high, and to reduce them, like the rest
of society, to a powerless, disintegrated mass. This was a con-
tinuation of the same logic that began with liquidating the
liberal and socialist parties, the independent Press and cultural
insttutions, religion, philosophy, and art, and finally fractions
within the party itself. Wherever there was any ideological link
other than loyalty to the ruler, there was a possibility of
fractionalism eve not actually exist. The object of the
purge was to eradicate this possibility, and in that object it was
successful; but the principles which dictated the hecatomb of
the 19305 are still in force and have never been abandoncd.
Loyalty to Marxist ideology as such is stll a crime and a source
of deviations of all kinds.

Even so, the fact that the holocaust was not resisted by the
Soviet public or even by the party seems to suggest that a purge
was not necessary, at all events on that scale. The party, it would
seem, was already close enough to the ideal condition of a ‘sack
of potatoes’ (as Marx said of the French peasants), and was
neither desirous nor capable of producing any centre of
independent thought. On the other hand, we do not know.
‘whether, but for the purge, it might not have done so at a time
of crisis, for example, in the most dangerous moments of the
war with Germany.

‘This brings us to the second question: how is it that Soviet
society was quite incapable of resistance? The answer seems to
be that the party, outside the top leadership, was already
incapable of organizing itself in any way independently of the

Like the rest of the population, it was reduced to
of isolated individuals; in the context of repression,
as in every other sphere of life, the omnipotent state on the
one hand confronted the lone citizen on the other. The paralysis
of the individual was completc; and, at the same time, it could
not be denied that the party was acting in accordance with
the principles that had obtained since the beginning. All its
‘members had taken part in mass acts of violence against the
public, and when they themselves became victims of lawlessness
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everyone helped to build an unreal ‘ideological’ world, in which
universal fiction took on the guise of truth,

Asimilar regime of organized make-believe prevailed in many
other fields, for example, in the system of general ‘elections’.
It might have been thought that the government could have
spared itself the trouble and expense of these performances, the
absurdity of which was obvious to all but they were important
because they turned every citizen into a participant and co-
author of the same fiction, the offcial ‘reality’ which, by that
very fact, ceased to be completely spurious.

The fourth_question again presents us with a_baffling
phenomenon. The information that reached the West from the
Soviet Union was, of course, fragmentary and uncertain; the
regime had done a thorough job of restricting contacts and
limiting the flow of news in cither direction; foreign travel by
Soviet citizens was strictly controlled in the state interest, and
any unauthorized communication o foreigners was treated as
espionage or treason. Nevertheless, the Soviet state could not
cut itself off entirely from the world. Some information about
the police terror filtered through to the West, though nobody
realized its scope. Moreover, the Moscow trials were prepared
hastily and clumsily, and the contradictions and absurdities that
emerged were pointed out in some Western newspapers. What,
then, was the explanation for the indulgent attitude that
Western intellectuals took up towards Stalinism, when they
did not actively supportit? The honest and incorruptible British
socialists, Sidney and Beatrice Webb, visited the Soviet Union
more than once during the height of the terror and produced
an enormous book on the ‘new civilization’. The Soviet system,
they declared, was the embodiment of man’s dearest longing
for justice and happiness, in glaring contrast with Britain's
corrupt and crumbling pseudo-democracy; they saw no reason
10 doubt the genuineness of the Moscow trials or the perfection
of Russia’s first ‘democratic’ government. Others who belauded
the system and swallowed the fiction of the trials were Leon
Feuchtwanger, Romain Rolland, and Henri Barbusse. Among
the few who did not join in the chorus was André Gide, who

ted the USSR. in 1936 and described his impressions.
Naturally he saw nothing of the atrocities: he was surrounded
by flattery and was only shown delusive achievements of the
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there was nothing to which they could appeal. None of them
had objected to fake trials and executions as long as the
sufferers were not party members; all of them accepted, actively
or passively, that ‘in principle’ there was nothing wrong in
judicial murder. They all agreed, too, that at any given moment
it was for the party leaders to decide who was a class enemy,
a friend of the kulaks, or an imperialist agent. The rules of the
game, which they had accepted, were being brought to bear
against them, and they had no moral principles that might have
fostered a spirit of resistance,

During the war, in one of Stalin’s prisons, the Polish poet
Aleksander Wat encountered an OId Bolshevik, the historian
1. M. Stetlov, and asked him why all the protagonists of the
Moscow trials had confessed to the most ludicrous charges.
Stetlov replied simply: “We were all of us up to the elbows
in blood.”

As (0 the third question, it may at first seem that we have
t0 o with collective hallucination. Even supposing Stalin had
g0od reasons for massacring Communists, why was it necessary
1o make countless insignificant people confess under torture that
they had plotted to sell Uzbekistan to the Britsh, or been agents
of Pilsudski, or tried to murder Stalin? But there was a grain
of method even in this madness. The victims had to be not
only destroyed physically or rendered harmless, but morally
annihilated as well. It might have been thought that the
NK.V.D. agents could have signed the false confessions them-
selves and then finished off their tortured victims or sent them
to camps on the ground of their ‘admitted’ guilt—except,
of course, for the show-trial defendants who had to proclaim
their crimes to_the whole world; but these were only 2 tiny
percentage of the whole. In fact, however, the police insisted
on people signing their own confssions, and as far as is known
they did not forge signatures. The effect was that the victims
became accessories to the crimes committed against themselves,
and participants in the universal campaign of falsification.
Almost anyone can be forced by torture to confess to anything,
but as a rule, in the twentieth century at least, torture is used
0 obtain true information. In the Stalinist system both the
torturers and their victims knew perfectly well that the infor-
‘mation was false; but they insisted on the fiction, as in this way
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arrested without the approval of the party authorities. But this
had always been so, since even if the police at a certain level
arrested party leaders of equal seniority, they did so under the
eye of party leaders of a sill higher grade. The police were
an instrument in the party’s hands. A police system in the strict
sense, i.e. one in which the police have a completely free hand,
did ot and could not prevail in the Soviet state, as it would
have meant that the party had lost power, and this could not
happen without causing the whole system to collapse.

‘This also explains the special part played by ideology, both
under Stalin and at the present day. Ideology is not simply an
aid or adjunct to the system but an absolute condition of its
existence, irrespective of whether people actually believe in it
or not. Stalinist socialism created an empire ruled from Moscow,
the basis of whose legality is entirely derived from ideology: in
particular, from the doctrine that the Soviet Union embodics
the interests of all working people and especially the working
class everywhere, that it represents their desires and aspirations,
and that itis the first step towards a world revolution that will
liberate the toiling masses wherever they may be. The Soviet
system could not do_without this ideology, which is the sole
raison d’tre for the existing apparatus of power. The apparatus
is essentially ideological and internationalist in character and
could not be replaced by the police, the army, or any other
institution.

‘This is not to say that the policy of the Soviet state at any
given moment isdetermined by ideology; but the ideology must
be there to justify it when required. Ideology is built into the
system and consequently plays a quite different part in the
Soviet Union as compared to states where the basic principle
of legitimacy is derived from popular elections or the charisma.
of a hereditary monarchy.

A system of the Soviet kind enjoys the advantage that i
not have to justify its actions to the public: by defini
represents their interests and desires, and nothing can alter this
ideological fact. However, it i also exposed t0.a risk from which
democratic structures are_immune: namely, it is extremely
sensitive to ideological criticism. This means, among other
things, that the intelligentsia plays a part that is not paralleled
elsewhere. A threat to the intellectual validity of the system,
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prophecies with the utmost assurance, based on his special power
of perceiving what is somehow already present although it has
not yet occurred. His knowledge s higher and far more certain
than the scientists, and he does not have to explain its source
or the reasons for it: anyone who demands explanations is a self-
confessed exponent of ‘reified consciousness’ and a slave to
“crawling empiricism’.

Clearly, the selfstyled prophet, enjoying this freedom of
intellectual manceuvre, can promise whatever comes into his
head, while assuring us that his promises are based on a superior
type of knowledge. Bloch, while making the proviso that the
social organization of the future Utopia cannot be described in
advance, speaks of an entirely new kind of technology cffecting
a radical change in our lives. Capitalism, he explains, has
created a_technology based on a purely quantitative and
‘mechanistic conception of nature as opposed to a qualitative
approach. In the future we shall enjoy a miraculous technology
which he calls ‘non-Euclidean’ (ibid., pp. 775 fT. Leaving the
details of the technical revolution to be worked out by others,
he nevertheless assures us that if it were not for imperialism we
should already be able to rrigate the Sahara and the Gobi desert,
and turn Siberia and the Antarctic into pleasure resorts, at the.
cost of ‘a few hundredweight of uranium and thorium’. ‘Non-
Euclidean technology’ wil restore man's intimacy with nature
and make possible a ‘qualitative’ attitude towards it which
‘abstract capitalism’ (Bloch’s own phrase) is incapable of
achieving. Nor should we bother about the law of increasing
entropy, as the techniques of the future will take care of that
also.

5+ Death as an ani-Utpia. God docs ot yet exist, but he will
Bloch's anticipations become even bolder when he deals with the.
problem of death and the ‘subject of nature’. The third volume
of Das Prinzip Hoffrung gives an extended account of ancient
Egyptian, Greek, Jewish, Buddhist, Hindu, and Christian ideas
on immortality, after which Bloch puts forward the following
conclusions. The belief of traditional religions in immortality
or the transmigration of souls is pure fantasy, but it is a
manifestation of the utopian will and of human dignity. In the





index-103_1.png
Marxism as the ideology of the Soviet state 8

regime, but he realized that the fagade concealed a system of
universal mendacity. Some Polish writers also saw through the
‘make-believe, as did the British journalist Malcolm Muggeridge
(Winter in Moscow, 1934)

The reaction of Western intellectuals was a remarkable
triumph of doctrinaire ideology over common sense and the
critical instinct. True, the years of the purges were also those
of the Nazi threat, and this may explain up o a point how
many thinkers and artsts brought up in a left-wing or liberal
tradition saw in Russia the only hope ofsaving civiization from
the menace that hung over it; they were prepared to forgive
the ‘proletarian state’ a great deal if it could be relied on to
provide a bulwark against Fascist barbarism. They were the
more readily bamboozled because Nazism, unlike Stalinism,
scarcely bothered to conceal its evil face from the world: it
proclaimed openly that its intention was to creatc an all-
powerful German giant, grinding other nations into the dust
and reducing ‘inferior races'toslavery. Stalin, on the other hand,
continued to preach the socialist gospel of peace and equality,
liberation of the oppressed, internationalism, and friendship
among peoples. Westerners whose profession was to think
critically found this verbiage more convincing than any facts:
ideology and wishful thinking were stronger than the most
manifest reality.

It is important to notice, in considering the purges, that
Stalin’s Russia was at no time governed by the police, nor was
the police ever ‘above the party: this was an alibi used by
would-be reformers afier Stalin's death, who maintained that
their task was o restore party supremacy. True, the police under
Stalin could arrest and murder party members at wil, but not
on the highest level, where all such procedures had to be
ordered or approved by the top party authorities and in par-
ticular by Stalin himself. Stalin used the police to rule the
party, but he himself ruled both party and state in his capacity
as party leader, not as a security chif: this point is well brought
out by Jan Jaroslawski in his study of the party’s functions in
the Soviet system. The party, embodied in Stalin, did not
abandon supreme power for a Single moment. When the post-
Stalin reformers demanded that the party should be above the
police, they meant only that party members should not be






index-106_1.png
9 Marsism as the ideology of the Soviet state

reduced to an adjunct of politcs and propaganda, with the sole
purpose of glorifying the system and its leader and unmasking
“class enemies’. In 1932, talking to a group of writers at Gorky's
home, Stalin described authors in general as ‘engineers of men’s
souls;thisflattering term duly became the official formula. Films
and the theatre were treated in the same way, though the latter
suffered less. A traditional repertoire of plays was allowed to
subsist in so far as the authors, mostly classical Russian drama-
tists, could be described as ‘progressive’ or even ‘partially pro-
gressive’s this let in Gogol, Ostrovsky, Saltykov-Shehedrin,
Tolstoy, and Chekhov, and even in the worst years excellent
productions could be seen on the Russian stage. Novelists, poets,
and film directors vied with one another in Byzantine adulation
of Stalin: this reached its peak in the post-war years, but was
already highly developed in the period we are considering.
However, repression and regimentation affected different
spheres of intellectual life in different degrees. In the thirties
there was a strong trend towards Marsist orientation in certain
branches of science, especially theoretical physics and genetics,
but_this did not reach a climax until the late fortics. Other
subjects, however, which were particularly sensitive from the
ideological point of view, such as philosophy, social theory, and
history—especially the history of the party and of modern times
generally—were not merely strait-jacketed in the thirties but

An important stage in the subjection of Soviet historiography
was marked in 1931 by a letter from Stalin to the journal
Prolearian Rewluton, which the editorial board printed with an
appropriate self-criticism. The letter upbraided them for pub-
lishing an artile by Slutsky on relations between the Bolsheviks
and the German social democrats before 1914, in which Lenin
was criticized for failing to appreciate the danger of ‘centrism’
and opportunism in the Second International. After trouncing.
the journal for the ‘rotten liberalism’ of suggesting that Lenin
“failed to appreciate’ anything, i.c. that he ever made a mistake,
Stalin gave a complete history in outline of the Second Inter-
national, which thereafter became a canonical text. His main
‘concern was with the non-Bolshevik left wing of the International
and with Trotsky. According to Stalin, while the socialist Left
had done some service in the batdle against opportunism, it had
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or the advocacy of a_different ideology, represents a mortal
danger. The totalitarian state can never become completely
invulnerable or stamp out critical thought altogether. It may
appear all-powerful, as it dominates all aspects of lie, but it
is also weak inasmuch as any crack in the ideological monolith
s a threat to its existence.

Tts hard, morcover, to maintain a system in which ideology
is deprived ofits own inertial movement and reduced to nothing
more or less than the actual dictates of the state authority. The
logic of Stalinism s that truth is what the party, i.c. Stalin,
says at any given moment, and the effect of this is to empty
ideology of its substance altogether. On the other hand, idcology
‘must be presented as a general theory with a consistency of its
own, and as long as done there is no guarantee that it
may not acquire a momentum of its own and be used—as
actually happened in the post-Stalinist period—against it chiel
spokesmen and sole authorized interpreters.

In the late 19305, however, this danger appeared highly
remote. The system had been brought to an almost ideal state
of perfection, in which civil society hardly existed any more
and the population seemed to have no other purpose than to
obey the behests of the state personified in Stalin

An esential instrument for the destruction of social ties was
the universal system of spying on one’s neighbour. Every citizen
was under a legal and moral obligation o do so, and tale-
bearing was the chief method of getting on in lfe. The con-
tinuing slaughter made room for many who aspired to join the
privileged ruling class, and were prepared to demonstrate their
fitness by destroying others. In this way, (0o, huge numbers of
people became accessories to crime for the sake of personal
advancement. The ideal of Stalinist socialism appeared to be a
situation where everyone in the country (except Stalin) was an
inmate of a concentration camp and also an agent of the secret
police. It was hard to achieve this ulimate perfection, but the
trend towards it in the 19305 was very strong.

2. Stalin's codifcation of Marsism

In the thirties every branch of culture in the Soviet Union was
strictly regimented, and independent intellectual lfe practically
ceased to exist. Belles-leures were gradually but effectively






index-107_1.png
Marsism as the ideology of the Saviet state %

also made grievous mistakes. Rosa Luxemburg and Parvus had
several times sided with the Mensheviks in party disputes,
for example, over the party Rules, and in 1905 had devised
the ‘semi-Menshevik scheme of permanent revolution® that
Trotsky later adopted, the fatal error of which was to reject
the idea of an alliance between the proletariat and the peasantry.
As for Trotskyism, it had long ceased to be part of the Com-
‘munist movement and had become the ‘advanced detachment
of the counter-revolutionary bourgeoisie’. It was a monstrous
lie to suggest that Lenin before the war did not understand that
the bourgeois-democratic revolution was bound to develop into
a socialist one, and that he afterwards picked up this idea from
Trotsky. Stalin's letter (Works, English edn., vol. 13, 1955,
Pp. 86 ) laid down the rules of Soviet historiography once
and for all: Lenin had always been right, the Bolshevik party
was and had always been infallible, even though at times
enemies crept into the fold and tried unsuccessfully to divert
it from the correct path. All non-Bolshevik groups in the socialist
movement had always been hotbeds of treason or, at best,
breeding-grounds of pernicious error.

‘This judgement set the seal on Rosa Luxemburg’s historical
reputation, and also disposed finally of Trotsky. Tt was a few
years longer, however, before all problems of istory, philosophy,
and the social sciences were settled once and for all. This was
done in 1938 by the History of the Communist Party of the Suviet
Union (Bolsheoiks), a Short Course edited by an anonymous com-
mission: Stalin was identified at the time only as the author
of the celebrated section on ‘Dialectical and Historical Materia
ism’ (ch. V), setting out the approved version of the party's
world-view. After the war, however, it was officially stated that
the whole book was by Stalin, and it was to have been
republished as a volume in the series of his collected works, had
not this been discontinued after his death. The exact genesis
of the Short Gourse is ot known: it was probably compiled in
the main by a team of official writers and then reviscd by
Stalin. His distinctive style is evident in several places, especially
where he speaks of various traitors and deviationists as ‘White
Guard pygmies’, ‘contemptible lackeys of the Fascists’, etc.

‘The fortunes of the Short Course are a remarkable cpisode in
the history of the printed word. Published in millions of copics
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where in the world, it confirmed his diagnosi that the Stalinist
bureaucracy (as he had always said) was leading the move-
ment to ruin. If there was a Communist success it also confirmed
his diagnoss: the working class had shown, despite the Stalinist
burcaucracy, that it was still ull (as he had always said) of
revolutionary spirit. If Stalin made a ‘rightist’ move it was a
triumph for Trotsky's analysis: he had always predicted that the
Soviet bureaucracy would degenerate into reaction. But f Stalin
‘made a swing (o the left it was also a triumph for Trotsky, who
had always declared that the revolutionary vanguard in Russia
was 50 strong that the bureaucracy must take account of its
wishes. If a Trotskyist group in some country increased its
membership, that was of course a good sign: the best elements
were beginning to understand that true Leninism was the right
policy. If, on the other hand, a group dwindled in size or
underwent a spli, this too confirmed the Marxist analysis: the
‘Stalinist bureaucracy was tifiing the consciousness of the masses,
and in a revolutionary era unstable elements always desert the
battlefield. If Soviet Russia scored economic success it confirmed
Trotsky's argument: socialism, supported by the consciousness
of the proletariat, was gaining ground in spite of the burcau-
eracy. Ifthere were economic set-backs or disasters, Trotsky was
right again: the bureaucracy, as he had always said, was in-
competentand lacked the support of the masscs. A mental system
of this kind is watertight and immune from correction by the
facts. Obviously, various forces and conflicting tendencics are at
work in society, and different ones prevail at different times;
if this commonplace truth i erected into a philosophy, there is
nodanger ofts being empirically refuted. Trotsky, however, like
many other Marxists, imagined that he was conducting scientific
observations with the aid of an infallible dialectical method.
‘Trotsky's attitude to the Soviet state i psychologically under-
standable: it was to a large extent his own creation, and it is not
surprising that he could not adit the idea that his offspring
had degenerated beyond recall. Hence the extraordinary
paradox which he repeated incessantly and which, in the end,
even faithful Trotskyists found hard to swallow: the working class
had been politically expropriated, robbed of all its rights,
enslaved and trampled on, but the Soviet Union was still a
working-class dictatorship, since the land and factories were
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change it, and theory is ‘subordinated” to revolutionary aims.

‘The first of these points, it will be seen, is a drastic limita-
tion of the scope of Marxism: it would be very hard to show
that Marx never made general statements about the inter-
dependence of various aspects of social life, but was content to
observe particular historical phenomena. As to the second point,
it is not clear how the general rule of empiricism can be
reconciled with the notion of a theory which (as Korsch
apparently continued to maintain) is only the expression of an
actual social movement. If Marxism is subject o criteria of
empirical verification in the same way as any other science, its
validity must depend on whether it satisfies those criteria and
not on how adequately it expresses a particular class-interest.
In that case, the fact that Marxism serves as a political
instrument is logically irrelevant to its value or content; it can
b profesd by anyone who hinks ¢ moets the roiements
of scientific accuracy, whether or not he accepts the values of
socialism and the workers' movement. But in this same statement
Korsch explicily rejects that viewpoint, which was characteristic
of the theoreticians of the Second International. Thus his revised
version of Marxism stll appears to contain an incurable
contradiction.
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both a theory of the future paradise and a praxis which brings
it about.

Marxism is an all-embracing Utopia, but, unlike the dreams
of previous ages, it is a concrete and not an abstract one. The,
phalansterics or the New Harmony were types of an abstract
Utopia; Marx's concrete Utopia contains no exact predictions
concerning the society of the future, but it opposes o the old
fantasies ‘an actively conscious participation in the immanent
historical process of the revolutionary transformation of society”
(p. 725). “The_point of a concrete Utopia is to understand
preciscly the dream concerning it, a dream rooted in the
historical process itself” (p. 727). In short, what makes a Utopia
concrete is that we can give no exact account of it—a truly
classic instance of lucus @ non lucendo.

‘Although Bloch declares that the supreme good, or the Toturm,
has been scientifically analysed, all we learn of it in his works
is contained in a few phrases borrowed from Marx: it will be
a classless society, a realm of fieedom in which there will be
no alienation, and so on. It will also mean the reconciliation
of man with nature: Bloch mentions several times, as of key
importance, the sentences about the humanization of nature’
from Marx's Paris Manuscripts of 1844. For a Utopia cannot
be “concrete’ unless it embraces the ‘whole', i.c. the universe;
as long as our imagination restricts itself o the organization of
society and ignores nature, it is no better than ‘abstract’

Marcism is an act of hope, embodying knowledge of the
anticipated world and the will to create it. This will and this
knowledge have their counterpart, not in empirical reality but
in the higher and more real ‘essential” order. Unlike empiricist
philosophy, Marxism, rightly understood, includes the ontology
of that which is not yet (Ontlagie des Noch-Nicht). ‘Expectation,
hope, intention towards possibilties that have not yet material-
ized—allthisisnotonlyamark ofhuman consciousness but, when
rightly understood and regulated, is a fundamental determinant
within objective reality as a whole. Since Marx there has been
1o possible inquiry into truth and no realism of decision that
did not take account of the subjective and objective content of
hope in the universe’ (p. 5). “The not-yet-conscious in man thus
belongs wholly to that part of the external world that has not
yet happened, not yet emerged or manifested itself. The not-
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the course of the war: many people in those days made pre-
dictions, mostof which were belied by events. Whatisimportant
and characteristic, however, is that he invariably presented his
speculations as scientifically exact prognoses, based on a pro-
found dialectic and understanding of great historical processes.
In fact his prophecies were partly founded on hopes that history
would vindicate his judgement, and partly on doctrinaire
deductions from supposed historical laws which he believed must
come into play sooner rather than later. One wonders what
would have happened if Stalin had foreseen the outcome of the
war and had taken his revenge on Trotsky not by killing him but
by letting him live to see the collapse of all his hopes and
prophecies, not a single one of which came true. The war was
an anti-Fascist war; no proletarian revolution took place in
Europe or America, apart from the Soviet conquest of Eastern
Europe; the Stalinist bureaucracy was not swept away, but
became immeasurably stronger, s did Stalin himself, demo-
cracy survived, and was restored in West Germany and ltaly;
most of the colonial territories gained their independence with-
out a proletarian revolution; and the Fourth International
remained an impotentsect. I Trotsky had seen all this, would he
have admitted that his pessimistic hypothesis had proved to be
the right one and that Marism was an illusion? We cannot tell
of course, but his mentality would probably not have allowed
him to draw such an inference; he would no doubt simply
have noted that the operation of the laws of history had again
been somewhat delayed, but would have remained firm in his
belief that the great moment was at hand.

Trotsky, as a true doctrinaire, was insensitive to everything
that was happening around him. Of course he followed events
closely and commented on them, and did his best to obtain
accurate information about the Soviet Union and world politics.
But the esence of a doctrinaire is not that he does not read
newspapers or collect facts: it consists in adhering o a system
of interpretation that is impervious to empirical data, or is so
nebulous that any and every fact can be used to confirm i
Trotsky had no need to fear that any event might cause him to
change his mind, as his basic premisses were always in the
form ‘on the one hand ... on the other hand’, or ‘admittedly

but nevertheless'. If Communists suffered a set-back any-






index-336_1.png
322 Karl Korsch

knowledge. As a result, the Leninists had created a system in
which the doctrine invented by them independently of the class
struggle was used as an instrument of ideological dictatorship
over science and art.

There was a close link between Lenin’s philosophical
positivism and Soviet despotism: for, once it was accepted that
the theory was not an expression of the actual workers’ move-
ment but a ‘scientfic’ doctrine claiming (0 possess ‘objective
truth’ on grounds independent of the movement, this doctrine
became a despotic ideology enabling the party apparatus to
exercise a dictatorship over the proletariat.

Korsch finally reached the conclusion that the Soviet state
was a totalitarian counter-revolutionary system, a form of
monopoly state capitalism which had no more than verbal
Tinks with Marxism and was closer to Fascist totalitarianism than
t0 2 proletarian dictatorship as understood by Marx.

6. A naw defition of Marziom

In a brief essay or declaration of 1935 entitled ‘Why I am a
Manxist’ Korsch re-formulated the main features of Marxist
docrine in four points, as follows.

Firstly, all the tenets of Marxism are particular, not general
(as official Soviet doctrine would have it). Marxism does not
comprise any general theory of the relation between the ‘base’
and the ‘superstructure’; Engels’s statements about ‘mutual
influence’ are valucless, as we cannot establish any quantitative
criterion of measurement. The only statements that are valid
are particular descriptions of particular phenomena at a given
stage of history.

Secondly, Marxism is critical and not positive. It i neither
a science nor a philosophy, but a theoretical and practical
critique of existing socicty, and is therefore itself a kind of
praxis. However, the proletariat must be able to distingu
between true and false scientific claims, and therefore Marxism
consists of ‘exact, empirically verifiable knowledge’, no less
precise than that of natural science.

‘Thirdly, the subject of Marxism is capitalist society in the
period of its decline, including everything that throws light on
the historical character of existing relations of production.
Fourthly, its purpose is not to contemplate the world but to
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Al these comments on philosophy, past and present, add up
o casual condemnation with no attempt at analysis. Bloch
devotes somewhat more atiention to psychoanalysis, which from
his point of view is the negation of the future gar excellene. Bloch,
as we have seen, is concerned to replace the category of the
unconscious by the ‘not yet conscious’, that which i latent within
us in the form of anticipation but is not yet articulate. But
in all versions of psychoanalysis, whether Freud’s or those of
his more or less faithful disciples, the unconscious derives from
accumulations of the past and contains nothing new. This back-
ward orientation is even more evident in Jung, the ‘psycho-
analytical Fascist’, who interprets the whole human psyche in
terms of collective prehistory and proclaims *hatred of intelli-
gence’ as the only remedy for the ills of modern life. Freud,
being a liberal, sought to bring the unconscious into the light
of day, whereas Jung wants to thrust our consciousness back
beneath the surface. As for Adler, he in a simply capitalist
way considers the will to power as the fundamental human
impulse (p. 63). In any case, all forms of psychoanalysis arc
backward-looking, which is accounted for by the fact that
they express the consciousness of the bourgeoisie, a class without
a future.

‘The revolutionary utopias of past ages reflected humanity’s
desire for perfection and even the knowledge that it was
possible; post-Marxian utopias are, without exception, reaction-
ary. Wells's *bourgeois democratic Utopia’, for instance, ‘is
coated with a moral veneer, a simulacrum of human rights,
as if the capitalist whore could once more become a virgin'; but
“freedom as the Utopia of Western capitalism is chloroform,
nothing else” (p. 682).

4. Marxism as a “concrete Utpia®

Marxism, and it alone, has given humanity a full and consistent
perception of the future. What is more, Marxism is wholly
future-oriented: it recognizes the past only in so far as it is still
alive and is therefore part of the future. Marxism has achieved
the ‘discovery that concrete theory-practice i srictly bound up
with the observed mode of objective-real possibility” (p. 236).
Marxism is a science, but one that has overcome the dualism
of being and thought, of what is and what ought to be; it is
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basic principle, namely the extermination ofal forms ofpolitical,
economic, and cultural life that are not imposed and regulated
by the state.

‘The Comintern, meanwhile, had been transformed in a few
years into an instrument of Soviet foreign policy and espionage.
Tts policy twisted and turned in accordance with Moscow’s
assessment, correct or otherwise, of the international situation;
but these changes had nothing to do with ideology, doctrin,
or the difference between ‘lefc and ‘right’. Similarly, it would
be naive to inquire whether, for instance, the Soviet Union’s
pact with Chiang Kai-shek or Hitler, the massacre of Polish
Communists by Stalin, or Soviet participation in the Spanish
Civil War, were in accordance with Marxism or betokencd a
‘leftst’or ‘rightist’ policy. All these moves can be judged in the
light of how far they served to strengthen the Soviet state and
increase its influence, but any ideological grounds adduced to
defend them were invented for the purpose and have no bearing
on the history of ideology, beyond showing how completely it
was degraded to the role of an instrument of Soviet raison d'lat.

Having said this, we may divide the history of the Soviet
Union since Lenin's death into three periods. The first, from
1924 10 1929, is that of the N.E.P. During this time there was
considerable freedom of private trading; political life no longer
existed outside the party, but there were genuine disputes and
controversies within the leadership; culture was officially con-
trolled, but different trends of opinion and discussions were
allowed within the bounds of Marxism and of poltical obedience.
It was sill possible to debate the nature of ‘true’ Marsism;
one-man despotism was not yet an institution, and a fair pro-
portion of society—the peasanry, and ‘Nepmen’ of all kinds—
was not yet wholly dependent on the state from the economic
point of view. The second period, from 1930 to Stalin’s death
in 1953, is marked by personal despotism, the almost complete.
liquidation of civil society, the subordination of culture to
arbitrary official directives, and the regimentation of philosophy
and ideology. The third period, from 1953 to the present, has
features of its own which we shall consider in due course. As
towhich particular Bolshevik leader s in power, this s in general
of minor importance. The Trotskyists, and of course Trotsky
himself,regarded his removal from power as a historical turning-
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1964). The purpose of this book was to show how the obser-
vation of significant ‘structures of consciousness’, related 10 the
specific situations of social classes, could be of use in under-
standing cultural phenomena and bringing to light aspects that
would otherwise remain unexplored.

In subsequent years Goldmann did not publish any large
work, but he produced numerous essays and addresses which
were collected in the volumes Recherches dialctiques (1950), Pour
une socilogie du roman (1964), and Marxisme e scinces fumaines
(1970). He also wrote Racine (1956) and Situation de la critique
racinicnne (published posthumously in 1971). For many years he
wasa zealous expounder of the dialectic. His flowing white locks
and bear-like silhouette were familiar (o participants in in-
‘numerable congresses and humanistic symposia, at which, in a
bass voice and passionate, somewhat aggressive tones, he would
expatiate time and again on the principles of genetic struc-
twralism as exemplified particularly in Pascal and Racine.

Unlike Lukics, whose disciple he considered himself o be,
Goldmann was not politically active; he was never a Stalinist
and at no time belonged to any party, except for a Trotskyist
‘group which he joined for a few months in carly youth. He was,
however, a convinced socialist, and in his last years took a lively
interest in workers® councils as a new form of socialist develop-
ment in Western society.

2. Genetic structuralism, Weltanschauung, and class-consciousness
As mentioned above, Goldmann regarded the names of Hegel,
Marx, Lukics, and Piaget as four milestones in the history of
the dialectical method and the interpretation of social
phenomena. Thanks (o the methods they had worked out,
humanistic science was able (o overcome the traditional opposi
tion, emphasized by the neo-Kantians, between explanation
and understanding, o free itslf from the dichotomy of facts and
values, and finally to combine the historical and genetic view-
point with the structural one. The main ideas of genetic
structuralism are as follows

‘The first task of humanistic science is to identify its object
correctly. Itis not obvious, nor a matter of simple common sense,
how the subjects of study are to be defined or singled out:
whether they should consist, fo instance, of an individual person,
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can rationally expect on the basis of experience; that the present
not very perfect universe is destined, by virtue of an immanent
natural purpose, to turn into a perfect one is clearly not only.
unprovable, but hard to imagine with any degree of plausibility.
Bloch is aware of this and of the fact that the existing rules of
scientific thought give 1o support to his idea of the Ultimum;
instead, he invokes the aid of imagination, artstic inspiration,
and enthusiasm. This would not be out of the way if he con-
sidered himself a poet, but he contends that the anticipating
fancy is a science i its own right—not an ordinary one, but
a science of a superior kind, free from the irksome constraints
of logic and observation

It'is not sufficient (o say, however, that the ‘essence of the
universe’ is in a ‘not yet manifested state’ (p. 149), so that the
possibilites inherent in it are, as it were, @ task to be
accomplished, a latent desire, an ‘objective fantasy” of Being as
a whole. It s also important that this task can be accomplished
only through the will and consciousness of mankind, and not
imply by the force of cosmic laws. The human race, in fact,
is not merely an executant of the universe’s intentions, the
instrument of a_blind mysterious providence; it also wields a
power of decision. Man can choose whether to bring the
universe to perfection or destruction—there is, as already stated,
no middle way—and which the outcome will be is not deter.
mined in advance. Thus man is in a sense the guide of the
universe, bearing on his shoulders not only the weight of human
history but that of Being as a whole. This idea is typical of
neo-Platonism, but Bloch, with enviable self-assurance, ascribes
it to Marx. In the Tibinger Einletung (p. 231) he quotes Marx
as saying that ‘man i the root of all things’; what Marx actually
wrote, at the age of twenty-five, was that ‘man himself is the
root of man’, which is obviously quite different.

Since Bloch's Ultimum, or paradise, is not simply the final
state of the world as it must be, but has o be realized by human
will, it is never clear in what sense the present really ‘contains’
the future—in what sense our *knowledge’ of the future world
relates 1o that world, and how far it is merely an act of will
From this point of view his concept of a higher or ‘essential”
reality is no less ambiguous than the similar concept of the
surrealists. In surrealist philosophy it is not clear whether the
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the property of the state. As time went on, more and more of
Trotsky's adherents left him on account of this dogma. Some,
noting the obvious analogies between Soviet Communism and
Nazism, had pessimistic forebodings as (o the inevitability of
totalitarian systems throughout the world. The German Trotsky-
ist Hugo Urbahns concluded that state capitalism would become
universal in one form or another. Bruno Rizzi, an ltalian
Trotskyist who in 1939 published a book in French on ‘world
bureaucratization’, held that the world was moving towards a
new form of class society, in which individual ownership was
replaced by collective ownership vested in a bureaucracy, as
exemplified by the Fascist states and the Soviet Union. Trotsky
opposed such ideas furiously: it was nonsense to suggest that
Fascism, the organ of the bourgeoisic, could expropriate its
own class in favour of a political bureaucracy. Similarly,
Trotsky broke with Burnham and Shachtman when they came
0 the conclusion that it no longer made any discernible sense
10 call the Soviet Union a ‘workers’ state’. Shachtman pointed
out that under capitalism economic and political power could
be separate, but that this was impossible in the Soviet Union,
where property relations and the proletariat’s participation in
political power were dependent on each other; the proletariat
could not lose political power and continue to exercise an
economic dictatorship. The political expropriation of the prole-
tariat meant the end of its rule in every other sense, and it
was therefore absurd to maintain that Russia was still a workers”
state; the ruling bureaucracy was a ‘class’in the true meaning
of the term. Trotsky to the end firmly opposed this conclusion,
reiterating his single argument that the implements of pro-
duction in the Soviet Union belonged to the state. This, of
course, no one denied. The dispute was psychological rather than
one of theory: to recognize that Russia had created a new form
of class society and exploitation would have meant admitting
that Trotsky's life-work had been in vain, and that he himself
had helped to_bring about the exact opposite of what he
intended. This is a kind of inference that few are prepared to
draw. For the same reason Trotsky maintained tooth and nail
that when he was in power the Soviet Union and the Comin-
ter had been above reproach in every way: it was a true
dictatorship of the proletariat, a true proletarian democracy,
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1. Life and writings

‘GoLowaN, as we have mentioned, was the most active exponent
of Lukics’s ideas in France, and he endeavoured to reduce the
latter’s doctrine to methodical rules and even o a codified
system. He also showed, in studies on Jansenism, how these rules
might be applied to historical research. His chief interest was
the methodology of the humanistic sciences, and his work on
the history of philosophy and literature was conceived from the
outset as a demonstration of method rather than as a description.

Lucian Goldmann (191370), a Romanian Jew, was born in
Bucharest, where he initially studied law. Afierwards he studied
philosophy, Germanic philology, and economics, at Vienna
and Lwow in 1933, and in Paris from 1934 onwards. During
the Nazi occupation he moved to Switzerland, where he worked
for a time as assistant to the psychologist Jean Piaget, an
association that had a marked effect on his later work and habits
of thought. He attempted on many occasions to show that
Piagets ‘genetic epistemology’ agreed in the main, as to its
theoretical basis and results, with his own theory of ‘genetic
structuralism’, and that the latter, properly understood, was
nothing but the dialectical method evolved by Hegel, Marx,
and the young Lukics, although Piagets results were achieved
experimentally and were not due to any philosophical inspira-
tion. Goldmann prepared a doctoral thesis on Kant at Zurich;
after the war he rewurned to Paris and lived there tll his death,
working in the Cenire national de recherche scientifique and
later in the Ecole pratique des hautes études. In 1952 he
published a short book on humanistic methodology entitled
Sciences humaines et philsophie, and in 1955 his principal work,
Le Diew cacht, Etude sur la vision tragique dans les “Pensies’ de
Pascal et dans l thédte de Racine (English wans., The Hidden God,
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yet-conscious communicates and interacts with what has not yet
happened (p. 12). ‘Until reality has been completely deter-
mined, as long s it sill embodies open possibilites in the form
of new beginnings and new areas of development, we cannot
absolutcly reject a Utopia on the basis of purely factual

... A conerete Utopia finds its counterpart in emergent
(Prozesswirklichkeit), the counterpart of the mediated
Novum ... The aniicipating clements are themselves a
component of reality” (pp. 226-7).

We thus find in Bloch the typical neo-Platonic and Hegelian
concept of non-empirical reality, which, however, in this case
s not a_perfection already actualized somewhere, like the
Platonic ideas, nor a mere arbitrary normative construction, but
which, as an anticipation, is invisibly present in the empirical
world. Bloch himself does not invoke Hegel or the neo-
Platonists in this content, but rather the Aristotelian concept
of entelechy and the ‘creative matter” of Aristotle’s followers.
The world, he believes, has  kind of immanent purposiveness
whercby it evolves, out of incomplete forms, complete ones.
These forms are both natural and normative. However, Bloch
does not seem to be aware that his use of the concepts of energy,
potentiality, and entelechy differs from Aristotle’s in one major
respect. These concepts are more orles ntelligible when applied
0 particular objects and processes—a plant evolving a complete
form hidden in a seed, for instance—but they cease to be
intelligible when applied to being as a whole. Aristotle used
them, in fact, to describe the empirical processes of development
i the organic world and in purposive human activity. Bloch's
concepts, however, relating to_ the entelechy of the whole
universe, owe nothing to empirical observation: they merely
express 4 speculative belief in the tendency of the universe
towards a perfection about which we can predicate nothing. We
do know, however, according to Bloch, that any objections to
the hope of absolute perfection that may be raised on the basis
of existing scientific knowledge are invalid a priri, because ‘facts’
have no ontological meaning and may be ignored without
hesitation: what matters are the premonitions of the anticipating
fancy. Thus Marxism, as Bloch understands it, need not be
constrained in any way by our present state of knowledge. That
a barley com will grow into an car of barley is something we
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to human history of the general principles of organic evolution.
The main points of his attack are as follows.

Firstly, he observes, Kautsky treats Marxism as a purely
scientific theory, the truth of which has nothing to do with its
class function and can be established by universally recognized
criteria of scientific accuracy. This, however, amounts o
emptying Marism of its revolutionary content and reverting
o0 ‘mystified” bourgeois objectivism.

Secondly, Kautsky replaces the dialectic by a general epistem-
ology borrowed from Mach and based on the principle that
thoughts must correspond to facts and to one another. As for
the dialectic of nature, which was of importance to Marx and
Engels only in so far s it figured in the dialectic of history,
Kautsky presented it as a collection of universal laws of develop-
ment, of which human history is  particular example. His stand-
poin is that of nineteenth-century scientific materialism or
popular Darwinism, summed up in the view that man is
an animal and is subject o all the laws of species evolution;
all history s explained by adaptation o the environment, and
all human behaviour by biological instincts. Kautsky, secking
10 deduce eternal laws of history from biology, is really trying
to perpetuate the specific features of bourgeois society, and is
incapable of perceiving that society as a historical interrelated
whole which can only be, and must be, abolished as the totality
ofits component parts. Itis not surprising that in treating society
as an objective process subject to natural laws, and constructing
his_theory in isolation from its ‘subjective base, Kautsky is
obliged, ke the neo-Kantians, to reassert the distinction, which
Marx resolved, between what is and what ought to be—thus
resorting to idealistic normativism s a complement to the
materialism of natural science.

‘Thirdly, Kautsky's theory of the state is absolutely contrary
t0 Marism. He regards the state as the permanent and highest
form of social existence, and democracy as the supreme
achievement of history. The state, in his view, accounts for
existing relations of production, and not vice versa. As (o the
origin of the state, Kautsky, in opposition to Engels, invokes
the hypotheses of violence and conquest. States, he says, were
usually formed by warlike nomads raiding peaceful settlements;
today, however, democratic state forms are gradually prevailing
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of being, as the urge towards goodness and perfection which
pervades the universe i expressed in the orientation of the human
‘mind. Cosmic destiny is fulfilled by human activity. The future,
which does not yet exist, is not mere nothingness but has its
own peculiar ontological status as a real latent in
things and human attitudes. The task of philosophy is to arousc
this slumbering utopian potential of mankind.

"To indicate how Bloch develops this thought we shal take
Das Pringip Hoffung as a basis,since this work appears toinclude
all his important ideas and concepts.

3. Greater and lessr day-dreams

From the dawn of history, Bloch observes, in all cultures and
at all stages of individual and social development, men have
dreamt of a better and brighter lif, of superhuman powers and
aworld without care, suffering, and struggle: in short they have,
more or less skilfully, constructed various kinds of Utopia. We
find the germ of such utopias in children’s dreams, fairy-tales,
and popular legend—in such archetypes as Aladdin’s lamp,
seven-league boots, magic carpets, Fortunatus's cap, or the ring
of Gyges. At the lowest level these day-dreams relate simply to
immediate private ends such as wealth, glory, or sexual satis-
faction: we do not seek to change the world, but only to get
‘more out of it for ourselves. At the higher level, in revolutionary
utopias, our attitude is the reverse. We refuse to allow that
one man's happiness should be bought a the cost of another's
‘misfortune or enslavement; we want not only a better world than
the present, but a paradisal state in which there is no longer
any evil, misfortune, or suffering. ‘Whereas the negative emotions
of expectation (die negativen Affekie der Ervartung) and their
utopian images are oriented towards hell as their ultimate end
(ihr Unbedingte), the positive emotions of expectation [.c. hope]
—are oriented no less absolutely towards paradise’ (Das Prinzip
Hoffnung, p. 127).

In other words, the positive or what Bloch calls the ‘concrete’
Utopia is the expectation of absolute perfection, the Hegelian
consummation of history: it is the will having as its object the
‘Totum, Ultimum, or eschaton. Bloch insiss that there are only
two_possibiliies, all or nothing, absolute destruction and
nothingness or absolute perfection; there is no middle term.






index-441_1.png
Emst Bloch: Marxism as a futuristc grosis 427

Nur dass keiner ist, was e sein michte, scheint Klar, Von daher der
gemeine Neid, nimlich auf dicjenigen, dic zu haben, ja zu sein
Scheinen, was einem zukommi. Von daher aber auch dic Lust, Neues
2u beginnen, das mit uns sclbst anfingt. Stets wurde versucht, uns
‘gemiss zu leben. (Ibid.,p. 1089)

(From our carlicst days we try 0 find ourslves. But we do not know
who we are. All that scems clear is that no onc is what he would
like t0 be. Hence our usual envy of others who seem to have, or even
t0 be, what is rightly ours. But hence also the joy of sarting some-
thing new that begins with us. We have always tried (o live in
accordance with our own being.)

Ich bin. Aber ich habe mich nicht, Darum werden wir ert. Das Bin
st innen. Alles Tnnen st an sich dunkel, Um sich zu sehen und gar
was um esist, muss es aus sich heraus, (Tibinger Einliang, i, 11)
(I'am, but I do not posscss mysclf. Thus we are stll in course of
becoming. The ‘am’is within s, and whatever is within i in darkness
In order to perceive itself and what is around it it must come out
of itself)

This s a typical sample of Bloch's ideas, and of his
characteristic lack of precision. Most of his imposing volumes
consist of variations on the same theme; their repetitiveness is
almost without parallel. From the aphorisms quoted above, an
outline of his doctrine may be constructed.

The universe, and man in particular, are not finite but contain
‘many possibilities. No objective laws, operating independently
of man, decide which possibilities will be finally realized. The
eventualities are cither total destruction or perfection. Perfec-
tion consists i the identity of empirical existence with the hidden
“essence’ of man and the universe. We must not, however, speak
of this as a ‘rewrn’, since that would suggest that perfection
was realized in some golden age of the past, so that the
subsequent history of the cosmos and mankind has been a decline
and not an ascent. The truth is that our essence, with which
we may or may not succeed in identifying, awaits its own
fulfilment. This depends on human will and on our ability to
surmount the successive barriers that life places in our way;
and the condition of our success s to maintain a positive attitude

other words a state of hope. Hope is an
quality but it is also something more: it embodies
a particular kind of knowledge, revealing to us the world as it
is capable of being, Moreover, it is an auribute of the whole






index-226_1.png
212 Trosky

USSR was the precursor of a new exploiting regime on an international
scale ... However onerous the second perspective may be, if the world
proletariat should actually prove incapable of fulflling the mission
placed upon it by the course of development, nothing clse would
Femain except only o recognize that the socialist programme, based
on the internal contradictions of capitalist society, ended as a Utopia.
(In Defenceof Marsism, pp. 8-9)

‘This is an unusual argument to find in Trotsky's works.
Naturally he states with confidence that the pessimistic sccond
alternative is an unreal one, and he continues to believe that
world revolution is inevitable, not merely as a general proposi-
tion but as a result of the war in progress. But the mere fact
that he envisages another hypothesis seems (0 point to a certain
hesitation, if we compare the above passage with the absolute
confidence in victory that he expresses elsewhere,

Trotsky did not admit the idea that capitalism might be
capable of eforming itself. Roosevelt’s New Deal’seemed to him
a desperate and reactionary attempt, foredoomed to failure. He
believed, moreover, that the United Sttes, having reached the
highest stage of technical development, was alrcady ripe for
Communism. (In an article of March 1935 he promised the
Americans that when they did go Communit their production
costs would be cut by eighty per cent, and in ‘The U.S.S.R. in
Wartime', written shortly before his death, he declared that
with a planned economy they could soon raise their national
income (0 200 billion dollars a year, and so ensure prosperity
for all.) In The Rewolution Betrayed we read that if anyone
supposed that capitalism could thrive for more than a decade
o two he must, by the same token, believe that socialism in
the Soviet Union made no sense and that the Marxists had
misjudged their historical moment, for the Russian revolution
would in that case stand as a mere pisodic experiment like the
Paris Commune.

6. Conclusions
the perspective of today, Trotsky’s literary and political
dvity in the 19305 gives an impression of extreme wishful
thinking: itis an unhappy mixture of unfulfilled prophecies, fan-
tastic illusions, fale diagnoscs, and unfounded hopes. Of course
itis not of the first importance that Trotsky failed o foresee






index-335_1.png
Karl Korsch 321

and the act of political identification takes the place of
theoretical reflection. By professing Marxism in thisform, Korsch
perhaps expressed more clearly than anyone else the latent anti-
intellectualism of Marxism and Communism.

5. Crique of Leninism
In the first half of the 19205 Korsch was an avowed Leninist,
as may be seen from his article ‘Lenin und die Komintern®
(1924), from his reviews of Lukics's book on Lenin and of
articles by Stalin. In particular he took Lenin's side against Rosa
Luxemburg on the question of the party and ‘spontancity’. His
support was stated in general terms, however, and it s clear
that from the beginning he was opposed o the subsitution of
party control for the Soviets, and believed in the direct dictator-
ship of the working class as a whole. It is also clear, though
he did not say so at that time, that his whole reconstruction
of Marxism as an expression of proletarian consciousness was
incompatible with Lenin’s ‘theory of refiection’

Soon after breaking with the Communist party Korsch made
a clear statement of his disagreement with Leninism. He
repeated several times that from the theoretical point of view
there was litle or no difference between the Leninists and the
orthodox of the Second International. Both believed in
Marxism as a ‘science’ and as the true reflection of reality,
whereas it was in fact the class self-awareness of the revolutionary
movement and, as such, was an aspect of that movement and
not merely an objective account of empirical facts. The separa-
tion of subject and object, theory and practice, was exactly the
same in Lenin's case as in Kautsky's. Lenin had also abandoned
the Marxist idea of the abolition of philosophy and had tricd
t0 create a new doctrine which preserved Hegel's cognitive
absolutism while substituting ‘matter” for ‘spiric’. This was no
more than a terminological device; true Marxism knew nothing
of any absolute, or of any transcendental epistcmology. Lenin
had failed to understand the dialectic; he had situated the
dialectical movement in the external world—nature or society—
ignoring the fact that knowledge is not a mere copy or reflcction
of the objective process, but an active element i it. Hence purc
theory and pure practice were as much divorced in his thinking
as in any positivism, and so were the method and content of
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the existing world instead of planning a better one and teaching
men how to create it. It is not clear why philosophy distin-
guished itself thus negatively from other branches of culture.
“Plato’s theory that all knowledge is nothing but anamnesis, the
recollection of something once seen—this version of knowledge
centred on the past (Ge-uesenkeit) has since been repeated
incessantly’ (p. 158). Even doctrines which contained projections
of a final state of perfection did not really envisage the future:
their Ultmum was a false one, as it was always realized
initially in the Absolute. Such philosophies, including Hegels,
did not recognize the Novum: they had no notion of real change
and_orientation towards the future. “Throughout Judaco-
Christian philosophy, from Philo and Augustine to Hegel, the
Ultimum is related only to the Primum and not to the Novum,
50 that what finally comes about is only a repetition of what
was in the beginning—something already fulfilled, which has
‘meanwhile become lost or alienated” (p. 233). Thus pre-Marxian
philosophy recognized an Ultimum but knew of no true novelty
in the world, as it assumed an initially realized Absolute
Perfection or salvation was represented as the return t0 a lost
paradise, not the conquest of a possible one.

It might seem that Bloch would at least approve of twentieth-
century attempts to describe a real Novum, such as we find in
the metaphysics of Bergson or Whitehead, This is not so,
however. In Bergson, it appears, the ‘new’ is an abstraction,
a mere negation of repetition; morcover, his whole philosophy
s not one of anicipation, but is impressionistic and liberal-
anarchic. From some of Bloch’s remarks it would seem that
not only philosophy but the whole of human knowledge before
Marx was fettered to the past, capable only of describing it and
not of looking t the future. Capitalism intensified this attitude
by turning allobjcets into commodities and thus bringing about
the ‘reification’ of thought: reified thought, reduced to the form
of commodities, expresses itself as fact-worship or ‘crawling
empiricism’. On this point Bloch more or less follows Lukics
and the Frankfurt school. ‘The fedshism of facts’ and ‘shallow
empiricism’, devoid of imagination and fettered to ‘solated”
phenomena, are incapable of apprehending the “whole’ or of
grasping the ‘essential” in the course of history (was wesenlich
geschieht) (p. 25).
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As 0 the general nature of the Fascist danger, Trotsky put
forward a very interesting analysis in August 1933, ‘Theoreti-
cally, the victory of fascism is undoubtedly evidence of the
fact_that democracy has exhausted itself; but politically the
fascist regime preserves democratic prejudices, recreates them,
inculcates them into the youth and is even capable of imparting
to them, for a short time, the greatest strength. Precisely in
this consists one of the most important manifestations of the
reactionary historic role of fascism’ (Writings, 1932-1933, p. 294).
“Under the yoke of the “fascist” dictatorship the democratic
illusions were not weakened, but becamestronges” (ibid., p. 206).
In other words, the threat of Fascism liesin the fact tha people
subjected to it long for democracy, and thus democratic
prejudices are preserved instead of being dispelled; Hitler is
dangerous because he makes it harder to destroy democracy.

Shortly before his death Trotsky reaffirmed his predictions
a5 10 the development of the war and at the same time put the
question, in a rhetorical vein, as to what would happen if they
were not fulfilled; he answered that it would signify the bank-
ruptey of Marxism.

IF this war provokes, as we firmy believe, a proletarian revolution,
it must inevitably lead t the overthrow of the burcaucracy in the
USSR and the regeneration of Soviet democracy on a far higher
cconomic and cultural basis than in 1918 ... If, however, it is
conceded that the present war will provoke not revolution but a
decline ofthe proletariat, there remains another alternative: the further
decay of monopoly capitalism, its faster fusion with the state, and the
replacement of democracy, wherever it sill emains, by a totalitarian
regime. The inabilit of the proletariat (© take into its hands the
Leadership of society could actually lead under these conditions to the
growth of a new exploiting class from the Bonapartst fascist bureau-
cracy. This would be, according t0allindications,  regime of decline,
signalizing the eclipse of civilization. An analogous result might occur
i the event that the proletariat of advanced capitalist counirics, having.
conquered power, should prove incapable of holding it and surrender
it, as in the USSR, 10 a privileged bureaucracy. Then we would be
compeld to acknowledge that the reason for the bureaucratic relapse
i rooted not in the backwardness of the country and not in the
imperialist environment, but in the congenital incapacity of the
proletariat to become a ruling class. Then it would be necessary in
retrospect to establish [sic that in its fundamental raits the present
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everywhere. Thus Kautsky abandons the whole theory of the
state as an instrument of oppression and exploitation, in favour
of a bourgeois theory of democratic progress. Instead of the
revolutionary abolition of the state he thinks only of its further
democratization, and he s thus an advocate of bourgeols state-
hood. The abolition of the state, of money, and of the division
of labour—all these ideas, which belong to the essence of
Marxism, he treats as an anachronistic Utopia. He believes that
the class struggle of the proletariat can henceforth be carried
on within the framework of the bourgeois state and its demo-
cratic institutions, and he rejects on principle the idea of
revolutionary violence.

All in all, Kautsky is an example of a degenerate form of
Marxism, perverted in such a way as to imposc a brake on the
class struggle.

Korsch's analysis s itself typical of Communist criticism: one
can see from it why Korsch is outraged by Kautsky, but it
does not give reasons why we should agree with the former rather
than the latter on any particular point. When, for instance,
Kautsky argues that as a matter of history states were gencrally
created by conquest, and by a particular form of conquest,
Korsch does not dispute the statement or advance new historical
facts, since facts do not interest him: he only remarks indignantly
that Kautsky is in disagreement with Engels (which Kautsky
was well aware of, and himself emphasized). Similarly, Kautsky
tried togive practical reasons why prophecics about the abolition
of the state, law, money, and the division of labour were unreal;
Korsch does not try to refute these arguments, but only repeats
that Kautsky's critique empties Marism of its revolutionary
content. The whole of his attack is devoid of argumentative
force or theoretical substance, and is merely a restatement of
his own interpreation of Marsism.

Korsch’s indifference to empirical argument s indeed admir-
ably suited to his whole doctrine. Since a theory, as he
constantly repeats, can only be the intellectual expression of a
social movement, whether or not it is conscious of performing
function, it i pointless to judge it by any universal criteria
of scientific accuracy: one either sides with the bourgeoisic or
with the proletariat, and everything else follows automatically
from that commitment. Rational cognitive criteria cease to exist,
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“Nothingness t00 s a utopian category, though an extremely
anti-utopian one ... nothingness, in the same way as a positive
Utopicum: one’s native home (Heimat) or the All are present
only as an objective possibility’ (p. 11). ‘Since the historical
proces is undetermined inasmuch s its trend and outcome are
as yet unrealized, its final upshot (Minding) may be cither
Nothing or All, total failure (das Unsonst) or total success’
(p. 222).

‘The expressions Totum, Ultimum, Optimum, summum boram,
escaton, the All, being (das Seir), and Heinat al mean the same.
thing. Heimat represents being-in-oneself, man's complete
reconciliation with himself and the universe, the elimination of
all that is negative, the final state (Endzustand) in which all
alienation s overcome. The utopian will, according o Bloch,
isnot amatter ofendless endeavour or endless progress: it aspires
t0 actual fulfilment within a finite time.

‘The history of civilization is one of innumerable utopias, not
only great all-embracing ones but partial ones as well; all of
them, however, have reflected the human desire for absolute
‘goodness. Utopian dreams can be found in poetry and drama,
music and painting. There are architectural utopias, geo-
graphical ones such as Eldorado or Eden, medical ones such
as the dream of eternal youth or the final abolition of discase
and physical disability. Sport is a kind of Utopia, in which
people try t0 overcome the natural limitations of the human
frame. Dancing, fairs, circuses—even these are expressions of
man’s constant yearning for perfection, unconscious though it
often is. Finally there are the elaborate blueprints of a perfect
world in utopian literature, in the chiliastc visions of the Middle
Ages and the sixteenth century, in the whole history of rc
ts Messianic expectations and ideas of salvation, the
Saviour, and heaven.

Man, according to Bloch, is essentially Utopia-minded,
believing in a perfect world and anticipaing the future with
undying hope. There is scarcely any aspect of culture that is
not pervaded by this irresistible utopian energy, and we would
therefore expect it to have left a strong mark on the history of
philosophy. In fact, however, almost the whole of European
philosophy before Marx turned away from the future and
culpably fixed its eyes on the past; it was content to interpret
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A this point we should answer an objection. It may be said
that the complete ineficacy of Trotsky's efforts and of his
International do not invalidate his analysis, since a man may
be right even if most or all of his fellows disagree with him,
and force majeure s not an argument. Here, however, we may
recall Oscar Wilde's remark that whether force is an argu-
ment depends on what one wants (o prove; and we may add,
in the same line of thought, that force is an argument if the point
at issue is whether one is strong or not. The fact that a theory
is rejected by everyone or almost everyone, as has happened
more than once in the history of science, does not prove that
it is wrong. But it is a different matter with theories that have
an inbuilt self-interpretation to the effect that they are an
“expression’ of great historical tendencies (or of the will of
Providence); that they embody the true consciousness of the
class which is destined soon to triumph, or that they
constitute a revelation of truth, and that therefore, simply as
theories (or as ‘theoretical consciousness'), they must inevitably
prevail over all others. If a theory of this kind fails to secure
recognition, its failure is an argument against it on its own
premisses. (On the other hand, success in practice is not neces-
sarily an argument in its favour. The early victories of Islam
were not a proof that the Koran was true, but a proof that the
faith inspired by it was a powerful rallying-point because it
corresponded to essential social needs; i the same way, Stalin's
successes did not prove that he was ‘right’ as a theorist.) For
this reason the failure of Trotskyism in practice, unlike the
rejection of a scientific hypothesi, is also a theoretical failure,
that is to say a proof that the theory as Trotsky coneeived it was
wrong.

Trotsky, with his dogmatic cast of mind, did not contribute
0 the theoretical elucidation of any point of Marxist doctrine.
But he was an outstanding personality, endowed with immense
courage, will-power, and endurance. Covered with obloquy by
Stalin and his henchmen in all countries, persecuted by the most
powerful police and propaganda machine in the world, he never
faltered or gave up the fight. His children were murdered, he
was driven out of his country and hunted down like an animal,
and was finally done to death. His amazing resistance to every
trial was the result of his faith and by no means conflicted—on
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a work of art or philosophy, a whole cultural era, philosophy
in the technical sense, or painting considered as a distinct
activity. According to dialectical thought, no empirical facts are
significantin themselves: their meaning only comes to light when
they are combined into a whole or structure of some kind. For
the student of civilization these structures consist of human
behaviour patterns involving an interdependence of intellectual
activity and its products, of moral and aesthetic values and the
actions intended to give effect to them. The observer is not
bound by the limitations that restrict people’s understanding
of their own behaviour; on the contrary, it is his business to
understand them better and more consistendly than they do
themselves, and this applies also to the interpretation of artistic
and philosophical works. His task is to discover the ‘significant
structures” that alone give meaning to particular facts, ideas,
and values. ‘Facts concerning man always form themselves into
significant global structures, which are at one and the same time
practical, theoretical and emotive, and these structures can be
studied in a scientific manner, that s to say they can be both
explained and understood, only within a practical perspective
based upon the acceptance of a certain set of values' (The
Hidden God, p. ix).

‘The dialectic i based on the principle that cultural activities
are not the work of individuals but of social groups, and
particularly of classes as historically privileged communities
Cultural achievements are 1o be considered s the response of
these groups to ‘global situations, which they are designed to
affectin a way favourable to the group interest, Thus the genetic
interpretation of a work of art or philosophy must not be related
0 the personal qualites of its creator, for this would leave out
of account the community, which is the true begetter of civiliza-
tion. Nor is it correct to study the ‘influence’ of tradition on
the individual thinker, writer, or artist for it is he who, as it
were, sclects the influence he will undergo in order to express
the aspirations of his class. In short, genetic explanation means
explanation in the light of a social situation, not of some
immanent cultural ‘logic’ or individual psychology.

So far, Goldmann does not go beyond the standard rules of
historical materialism. He gocs on 10 argue, however, that by
formulating these rules more specifically it is possible (o
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while, of course, maintaining state ownership of the banks and
‘main industries—were chiefly economic but to some extent also.
political. Throughout the N.E.P. period (1921-8) his cconomic
utterances expressed the views of a substantial majority of the
political leadership, including Stalin.

‘The main issue was how the state could influence the com-
modity market by economic means 5o as to achieve the desired
level of accumulation and develop industry, in a stuation where
agriculture was almost enirely in the hands of small farmers.
To obtain the necessary quanity of grain from the peasants
under market conditions it was necessary to supply the counry-
side with an equivalent value of producer and consumer goods.
In the ruined state of industry this was difficult if not impossible,
but if it were not done the peasants would refuse to sell their
produce, as there would be nothing they could buy with the
proceeds. In addition it was a question how the ‘proletariat,
i.e. the Bolshevik party, could maintain its dominant posi
if the state economy was at the mercy of the peasanis: as the
market developed, their position would become stronger and
they might in the end threaten the *proletarian dictatorship’.

Preobrazhensky, who was egarded as a Trotskyistin cconomic
affairs and who led the theoretical opposition to Stalin’s and
Bukharin's policy of concessions to_ the peasants, argued as
follows. The principal task of a socialist state in its initial phase.
is 10 create a strong industrial base and ensure the necessary
degree of accumulation. All other economic aims must be sub-
ordinated to the development of industry, and particularly the
manufacture of industrial equipment. Capitalist accumulation
was facilitated by plundering colonies; the socialist state has no.
colonies and must achieve industrialization_from its own
resources. State industry, however, cannot of itself create a
sufficient basis of accumulation but must draw upon the
resources of small producers, i.c. in practice the peasaniry.
Private holdings must be the object of internal colonization:
Preobrazhensky admitted frankly that it was a matter of exploit-
ing the peasant, extracting the maximum amount of surplus
value from his labour to increase investment in industry. The
“colonization’ process was 10 be achieved mainly by fixing the
price of industrial products at a high level in relation to the
prices paid by the state for farm produce. This must be reinforced
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with genuine support from the working masses. All repressions,
cruclties, armed invasions, etc. were justfied if they were in the
interest of the working class, but this had nothing to do with
Stalin’s later measures. (In exile Trotsky maintained that there
was o religious persecution in Russia—the Orthodox Church
had simply been deprived of its monopoly power, which was
right and proper. On this point he was obliged to defend the
Stalinist regime, as it had not deviated in any way from Lenin’s
policy.) Trotsky never suggested that the armed incursions
carried out by the new-born Soviet state in Lenin's day might
have been wrongful. On the contrary, he repeated many times
that the revolution could not alter geography; in other words,
the Tsarist frontiers ought to be preserved or restored, and the
Soviet regime had every right to ‘liberate’ Poland, Lithuania,
Armenia, Georgia, and the other border states. He maintained
that if it had not been for bureaucratic degeneration the Red
Army in 1939 would have been welcomed as a liberator by the
working masses of Finland; but he did not ask himself why in
that case, when he was in power and there was no ‘degenera-
tion', the working masses of Finland, Poland, or Georgia had
failed t0 greet their liberators with enthusiasm in accordance
with the laws of history.

‘Trotsky did not concern himself with philosophical questions.
(Towards the end of his lfe he did try o expound his views
on dialectics and formal logic, but it was clear that all the logic
he knew consisted of fragments recollected from high school and
from youthful studies of Plekhanov, all of whose absurdities he
repeated. Burnham advised Trotsky to drop the subject, pointing
out that he knew nothing of modern logic.) Nor did he attempt
any theoretical analysis of the foundations of Marxism. It was
sufficient for him that Marx had shown that the decisive
feature of the modern world was the struggle between the
bourgeoisie and the proletariat, and that this was bound to end
in the victory of the proletariat, a worldwide socialist state, and
a clasiless society. He did not concern himself to discover on
what these prophecies were based. Being convinced of the
truth, however, and of the fact that he as a politician embodiced
the interests of the proletariat and the deep-seated trend of
history, he maintained unswervingly his faith in the final out-
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Such brands of utopian criticism to some extent anticipated
the ‘critical’ trends which made themselves felt within the Com-
munist system after Stalin’s death: the demand that democracy
should prevail within the party although not outside it,or that
power should be wielded by the whole proletariat or by workers
councils, though not, of course, by the rest of society. Apart
from these ideas, however, there appeared in the early years
a new version of Communism which in a sense prefigured
Maoism, reflecting as it did the needs and interests of Asiatic
peasant peoples. The author o this trend was Mir Sayit Sultan-
Galiyev, a Bashkir by nationality and a teacher by profession.
He became a Bolshevik soon after the October Revolution, and
was one of the few intellectuals from the Muslim area of the
Soviet Union who secured early recognition s an cxpert on the
affairs ofthe Central Asian peoples. His conviction was, however,
that the Soviet system did not solve any of the Muslims’ problems
but merely subjected them to a different form of oppression.
‘The urban proletariat which had assumed dictatorial power in
Raussia was no less European than the bourgeoisie, and equally
alien to the Muslim peoples. The basic conflict of the age was
not between the proletariat and bourgeoisie of the developed
countries, but between colonial or semi-colonial peoples and the
whole industrialized world. Not only could Soviet power in
Russia do nothing toliberate those peoples, but it would instantly
begin 10 oppress them and pursue an imperialist policy under
the red flag. The colonial peoples must unite against the
hegemony of Europe as a whole, create their own parties and
an International independent of the Bolshevik one, and combat
Western colonizers as well as Russian Communists. They must
combine anti-colonial ideology with Tslamic_tradition, and
create one-party systems and state organizations backed by
armed force. In accordance with this programme Sultan-Galiyev
tried to form a Muslim party separate from the Russian one,
and even an independent Tatar-Bashkir state. His movement
was soon suppressed, conflcting as it did with both Lenin's
ideology and the interests of the Bolshevik party and the Soviet
state. Sultan-Galiyev was expelled from the party in 1923 and
imprisoned as an agent of foreign intelligence: perhaps the first
occasion on which this charge, which afterwards became a
matter of routine in such cases, was levelled against a prominent
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world to which we have access through special hallucinatory
experiences is a ready-made reality to which they provide the
key, or something we create even as we become aware of it.
However, this ambiguity does not matter in the case of the
surrealists, since their philosophy is only an offshoot of their art.
Bloch, on the other hand, purports (o be using the language
ofdiscirsive philosophy, in which the ambiguity of basic concepts
is suicidal.

Bloch is excusable on this point to the extent that his
ambiguities are those of the Hegel-Marx tradition in general.
As we saw in the case of Lukacs, it is characteristic of this
tradition to blur the distinction between foresecing the future
and creating it. 1t is here that prophets and scientists part
company. When a scientist foretells occurrences, accurately or
otherwise, he relies on observation of the past and on the belief
that he understands the interrelations of events; he does not claim
to know the future, since such knowledge is impossible, but only
o foresee it with greater or less probability. A prophet, on the
other hand, does not ‘foresee’ anything: the source of his
knowledge of the future is not the past but the future itself, which
in 2 mysterious way is already present to him, with an
ontological status of its own. Bloch speaks of a reality which
‘is not yet’, but which he emphatically distinguishes from
nothingness or pure negation. The ‘not’ certainly implies a lack,
but it is a lack of something and therefore represents a striving
towards that something, a creative desire by which the world
is pervaded; it must be opposed to nothingness and ot to the
ANl (Das Prinzip Hoffung, pp. 356-7). The subjective counter-
part of the ‘not yet', namely ‘not-yet-awareness’, is not to be
regarded as pure negation but rather as an urge of the mind
{0 become conscious of a certain object. Bloch refers to Leibniz's
‘litle perceptions’ to explain what he has in mind: a kind of
inarticulate knowledge which is none the less knowledge, a
paradosical state in which we know something that we do not
know, or that we know potentially but not actually.

In ‘this way the prophet is in an extremely convenient
position. On the one hand, he does not have to give reasons
for his predictions, as he makes it clear in advance that they
are not based on pedestrian empiricism, that he scorns the
tyranny of facts and logic. On the other hand, he delivers his
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obliged by events to alter course on this point, and Trotsky
did ot cease (0 upbraid its leaders on that account. As far as
the internal regime was concerned, however, Stalinism was the
natural and obvious continuation of the system of government
established by Lenin and Troisky. Trotsky refused to recognize
this fact and persuaded himself that Stalin's despotism bore no
relation to Lenin’s; that coercion, police repression, and the
devastation of cultural life were due to a ‘bureaucratic’ coup
@éat and that he himself bore no vestige of responsibility for
them. This desperate self-delusion is psychologically explicable.
‘What we have here is not merely the tragedy of an epigone,
but that of a revolutionary despot entangled in a snare of his
own making. There was never any such thing as a Trotskyist
theory—only a deposed leader who tried desperately o recover
his role, who could not realize that his efforts were vain, and
who would not accept responsiblity for a state of affairs which
he regarded as a strange degeneration, but which was in fact
the direct consequence of the principles that he, together with
Lenin and the whole Bolshevik party, had established as the
foundations of socialism.
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the contrary—with his unshakeable dogmatism and inflexibility
of mind. Unfortunately, the intensity of @ faith and the
willingness of its adherents to undergo persecution for it are no
proof that it is intellectually or morally right.

Deutscher says in his monograph that Trotsky’ life was ‘the
edy of the precursor’; but there is no good reason to maintain
this, and it is not clear what he is supposed to have been the
precursor of. He contributed, of course, to unmasking the
forgeries of Stalinist historiography, and (o refuting the lies of
Soviet propaganda concerning conditionsin the new society. But
all his predictions s to the future of that society and of the
world turned out to be wrong. Trotsky was not unique in
critcizing Soviet despotism, nor was he the first to do so. On
the contrary, he criticized it much more mildly than the
democratic socialists, and he did not object to it gua des-
potism but only to its ultimate aims, which he diagnosed on
ideological principles. The opposition that has found expression
in Communist countries since Stalin's death has no connection
with Trotsky's writings or thoughts, either factually or in the
minds of the critics themselves. His ideas play no part at all
in the ‘dissident’ movement in those countries, even among the
dwindling band of those who attack the Soviet system from a
Communist viewpoint. Trotsky did not offer any alternative
form of Communism or any doctrine different from Stalin’s. The
main thrust of his attack, against ‘socialism in one country’,
was merely an attempt to continue a certain tactical line which
had become unfeasible for reasons that had nothing to do with
Stalin. Trotsky was not a ‘forerunner’ but an offshoot of the
revolution, thrown off at a tangent to the course which it
followed in 191721, but which it subsequently had to abandon
for both internal and external reasons. It would be more exact
to call his life the tragedy of an cpigone, rather than that
of a forerunner; but this is not an adequate description either.
‘The Russian revolution changed course in certain respects, but
not in all. Troisky advocated ceaseless revolutionary aggression
and endeavoured to convince himself and others that if he had
been running the Soviet state and the Comintern, the whole
world would have been set ablaze without delay; his reason
for so believing was that Marxist historiosophy taught him that
such were the laws of history. However, the Soviet state was
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resolve all the traditional dilemmas of humanistic methodology.
He ataches particular importance to the distinction, scarcely
noticed by Marx but developed by Lukics, between actual and
potential class-consciousness: the latter is called by Lukics
cugerechnetes Bewusssein, and by Goldmann conscince possible.
Lukics states in History and Class-Consciouness that by relating
the empirical consciousness of a social class o the ‘totality’ of
the historical process we can discover not only what that class
actually thinks, feels, and desires, but also what it would think,

feel, and desire if it had a clear, unmystified understanding of
ion and interests. The dialectic, in other words, enables
iscover the full extent of the potential consciousness of
a particular class in particular historical conditions; and this con-
ception according to Goldmann, provides the key o the study
of civilization. Potential consciousness is not a fact, but
theoretical construction. It can and does happen, however, that
outstandingly gified members of a class transcend the average
and express that class’s aspirations or interests in a more perfect
form, thus converting potential into actual consciousness.

‘Thus an observer sufficiently skilled in dialectic can discover
‘what form of consciousness s perfectly appropriate to a particu-
lar group, or what this archetypal consciousness might be or
ought to have been. Goldmann claimed specifically to have
analysed the Jansenist consciousness in this way.

However, the explanation of cultural phenomena by class
origin does not mean ‘reducing’ culture (o economic behaviour.
On’this point, 100, Goldmann agrees with Lukics. Human
communities are integral wholes, and only by abstraction do
we distinguish different ‘factors’ and spheres of life. There is not
really any separate history of cconomics, politics, religion,
philosophy, or literature: there is a single concrete historical
process, manifesting itself in various forms of behaviour. The
true subject of humanistic study is not a causc-and-effect
relation between economics and culture. The ‘primacy’ of
economics in Marx's theory is not a law of history; it mercly
reflects the fact that human beings through the ages have had
to devote most of their time to satisfying clementary material
needs. Under socialism they will no longer have to. Hence
cultural activities are neither mere ‘effects’ or by-products of
economic history, nor are they simply means of pursuing other
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1931 10 the Chinese Trotskyists he wrote that the idea of a
nadonal assembly must ot b Gropped fvom thes programme,
because when the support of the poor peasanis was being
canvassed ‘the proletariat will have to convoke a national
assembly in order not (o arouse the mistrust of the peasantry
and in order not to provide an opening for bourgeois demagogy”
(Writings, 1950-1931, p. 128). On the other hand, we read
elsewhere that it would be a fatal mistake to repeat Lenin's pre-
1917 slogan of a ‘dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry’.

At the outset of the Russian revolution the government was
referred to as representing the proletariat and the poor
peasantry. As to this, Trotsky writes: ‘True, subsequently we
called the Soviet government worker and peasant. But by this
time the dictatorship of the proletariat was already a fact, the
Communist Party was in power, and consequently the name
Workers’ and Peasants’ Government could not give rise to any
ambiguity or grounds for alarm’ (ibid., p. 308). In short, once
the Communists were in power there could be no harm in
fictitious and deceptive names.

‘Trotsky's supporters and admirers, such as Deutscher, have
often emphasized, as a fact greatly to his credit, that he
opposed the slogan of ‘social Fascism’. It is truc that he
riticized this slogan because it cut offthe Communists from the
working masses in the social democratic parties, but he does
not seem to have had any real policy to suggest as far as
the social democrats were concerned. He wrote that there could
be 1o question of permanent co-operation with organizations
which did not break radically with reformism and which sought
o regenerate social democracy. At the same period, before
Hitler's accession (0 power, he blamed the Stalinists simul-
tancously for talking of ‘social Fascism’ and for capitulating to
the social democrats. In June 1933, just after the Nazi victory,
he declared that there could be no thought of a united front with
the German social democrats, who were Hitler's lackeys. But
Trotsky's indignation was aroused in earnest by the change of
Soviet policy in 19345, Stalinism had at last shown its
Rightist countenance: the Stalinists were allying themselves with
the rencgades of the Second International and, worse still, were
talking of peace and international arbitration and dividing states
into democratic and Fascist as if that were the important
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external analysis of the social scene and not a part of it.
Marxism, while unmasking this illusion, sees tself as a practical
phenomenon, the expression and component of a social move-
ment revolutionizing the present system.

Although Korsch regards ideologies as a necessary clement
in the social whole, he emphasizes that they are by no means
on alevel’ with economic phenomena. On the contrary, he says,
there are three degrees of reality: firstly, economics, which are
the ‘onc true reality’, secondly, the state and law, which are
reality in an ideological disguise, and thirdly, ‘pure ideology
(pure nonsense), which is unreal and without an object’ (ibid.,
p.12).

In social affairs, the act of investigation coincides with its
object—such is the Hegelian interpretation adopted by
Marxism. From this point of view Korsch likens the Marxist
theory of society to the view of Clausewitz (also a Hegelian)
that the theory of war is not a matter of external observation
butis part of war tself If we lose sight ofthis identity, we cannot
grasp the Hegelian-Marxist sense of the dialectic. The dialectic
isnot simply a ‘method applicable at will toany object. It would
scem that in Korsch's view it is altogether impossible to expound
the materialistic_dialectic as a collection of statements or
precepts of investigation. As an expression of the revolutionary
‘movement of the working class it i part of that movement and
not a mere theory or ‘system’. ‘The materialst dialectic of the
proletariat cannot be learnt in the abstract, or from so-called
examples, as a separate “science” with its own “subject-matter”.
1t can only be conertely applied in proletarian revolutionary
practice and in the theory which is a real, immanent part of
that revolutionary practice’ (‘Uber materialistische Dialektik',
in Marsismus und Philosophic, p. 177).

‘This approach, it may be noted, involves a radical epistemo-
logical relativism. If philosophy and theories of society are
“nothing more than’ the intellectual expression of practical social
movements and interests, it must be inferred that they cannot
be evaluated except from the point of view of whether they
reflect those movements adequately, and whether the move-
ments themselves are ‘progressive’ or not. In other words, no

itselfin the sense of giving a correct description
“reflecting’ it accurately; the question of ‘truth®
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though he were amid the fumes of an alchemists laboratory,
and when he reduces the poetic verbiage (o everyday terms he
may find it sterile and commonplace. Nevertheless, Bloch’s
metaphysical constructions should not be ignored. Interest in
his philosophy has tended to increase of late; some theologians,
even, have found inspiration in it, and, what is relevant to our
own purpose, for most of his life he considered himself to be
a fall-blown Marist.

1. Life and writings

Ernst Bloch (1885-1977), the son of assimilated Jewish parents,
was bom at Ludwigshafen. His intellectual development
coincided with the modernist or neo-Romantic revolt against
positivism and evolutionism. This revolt took the form of both
unorthodox variants of Kantianism and Lebensphiosophic, allied
with Bergsonian trends and with aninterest, fostered by Oriental
lore, in the hermetic, occult, and gnostic tradition and in non-
dogmatic, uncodified expressions of the religious instinct. From
1905 onwards Bloch studied under Lipps at Munich and Kilpe
at Wiirzburg. His doctoral thesis on Rickert’s philosophy,
published in 1g0g as Kritische Evirterungen ber Rickert und das
Problem der modermen Evkenninistheori, contained the germ of
important later themes. In particular it called for a new
utopian theory of knowledge (and even, according to Bloch, a
new logic) which would apply to things not as they actually
are but only as they may become. This theory would not be
based on the principle of identity and the formula 'S is P", but
would address tself to the latent potentialities and future destiny
of objects, allowing room for the operations of fancy and dealing
in propositions of the type ‘S is not yet P'. It would thus
provide for elements tha are as yet wholly or pardally latent,
in the human mind, and thus for the expression of the un-
conscious.

Bloch continued his studies at Berlin, where his philosophical
mentor was Simmel. He also studied physics and was interested
in a wide range of humanistic subjects: poetry, painting, music,
and drama. He absorbed socialist ideas, though as far as is known
he did not join any political party. During the 1914-18 War
he became a Marxist, butin a restricted sense. His utopian ideas
on metaphysics and the theory of knowledge were not expressed
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Kolkhozes and, after the firs liquidation campaign, had made
further substantial concessions which must lead to renewed class
differentiation in the countryside. (This was Trotsky's line in
1935, when he perceived a ‘swing to the right’ in Stalin’s
foreign policy and therefore looked for symptoms of a similar
twrn in Soviet internal affairs.

On several occasions, in The Revlution Beirayed and elsewhere,
Trotsky condemned the *barbarous' introduction of piece-work
into Soviet industry. It was hard to tell from his arguments,
however, whether he thought material incentives to productivity
should be replaced by police compulsion or revolutionary zeal,
and, in the latier case, how that zeal was to be evoked.

As 0 Stalin's foreign policy, Trotsky harped on the theme
that international revolution was being abandoned for the sake
of ‘socialism in one country’s hence the revolution had been
successively betrayed in Germany, China, and Spain. (The
Spanish Civil War, according to Trotsky, was ‘essentially’ a
proletarian struggle for socialism.) He did not say whether the
Red Army should have been sent (0 aid the German Communists
in 1923 (as he himself had vainly tried to do in 1920), or to
aid the Chinese in 1926. In general Trotsky opposed the
policy of supporting the ‘national bourgeoisie’ in undeveloped
countries. This policy was often quite successful in weakening
the great capitalist Powers; Trotsky, however, thought it
pernicious on the ground that in colonial territories, as else-
where, the tasks of the “bourgeois revolution’ could only be
performed under Communist leadership, which would bring the
revolution continuously into a socialist stage. [t was, for instance,
absurd to suppose that India could gain its independence other-
wise than by a proletarian revolution; this was absolutely ruled
out by the laws of history. The example of Russia showed that
the only possibility was a ‘permanent revolution’ led from the
outset by the proletariat, i.¢. the Communist party. Trotsky
regarded Russian models as absolutely binding on all countries
of the world, and he therefore had ready-made answers to all
their problems whether or not he knew anything about their
history or specific conditions.

Trotsky did not dispute that Communists in a revolutionary
period must make use of transitional aims before they could
control the situation completely. Thus in a letier of August
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“expression’ of the class struggle of the proletariat and not a
“science’ as understood by the positivists. This interpretation
derived from Hegelian sources, for had not Hegel said that
philosophy must be the intellectual expression of its own age?

It was the essence of Marxism to_have drawn the fullest
possible conclusions from this point of view. Above all, as Korsch
argued at length in Marxism and Philosophy, Marxism was not
a new philosophical doctrine but the abolition (Auebung) of
philosophy. To abolish philosophy, however, does not simply
mean to despise or abandon it or dismiss it as an illusion, as
Mehring would have us do. For the very reason that philosophy
was an ‘expression’ of the historical process, it could ot be
done away with by ignoring it or by the exercise of philosophy
itself, but only by means of a revolutionary and practical
critique of society, whose existing philosophy dwelt in a
‘mystified” consciousness. Bourgeois society was an indissoluble
whole (Tolalitit) and could only be attacked as such. The
forms of consciousness of bourgeois society ‘can only be abolished
in_thought and consciousness by a simultancous practico-
objective overthrow of the material elations of production them-
selves, which have hitherto been comprehended through these
forms' (Marxism and Philosoply, p. 81). The fact that society is
a Totalitdt means, in particular, that capitalist relations of
production are what they are, only in conjunction with their
ideological superstructure. In so far as Marxism is a theoretical
and practical attack on that society, an expression of the move-
ment that is o destroy it, it is also a philosophical critique.
“Eventually, it aims at the concrete abolition of philosophy as
part of the abolition of bourgeois social reality as a whole, of
which it is an ideal component’ (ibid., p. 68). This is the
correct understanding of Marx's important concept ofa ‘Critique
of Political Economy'—the sub-title of Das Kapital in the
original: not merely an academic ritiism of economic doctrines,
but a practical attack on society through onc of its main
components, namely the economic ideologies which serve to
perpetuate capitalist exploitation.

If we consider social realties as a whole, we perceive the
concurrence (Zusammenfallen) of reality and the theoretical forms
that express it. They cannot exist separately, although the
‘mystified bourgeois consciousness falely imagines iself to be an
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Ernst Bloch:
Marxism as a futuristic gnosis

I the realm of philosophy, Bloch's writings are certainly the
most extravagant of the peripheral manifestations of Marxism.
He stands alone in his attempt to graft on to the inherited
doctrine a complete metaphysic, cosmology, and speculative
cosmogony in a gnostic and apocalyptic style, inspired by the
most varied sources. Although we use the word ‘graft’ as an

terpretation of Bloch’s intent, he himself believed that he was
piecing together the fragments of Marx’s thought so as to reveal
its hidden metaphysical meaning: a picture of the world tending
towards a universal synthesis of all forces and factors, not only
social phenomena but the cosmos as a whole. According to this
philosophy the significance of being is revealed only in acts
directed towards the future. Such acts, of which “hope’ is the
most general description, are both cognitive and affective, but
they are also the actual creation of the hoped-for reality, a
movement of the universe towards its own entelechy. Bloch's
works are in fact prophetic appeals, couched in an aphoristic
and poetic prose which derives from the literary tradition of
German expressionism. His style, involved and bristling with
neologisms, is indigestible reading for anyone not familiar with
the oddities of German philosophical language, which have
flourished exuberantly from the days of Meister Eckhart to those
of Heidegger, not orgetiing Bohme and Hegel. Besides  fondness
for unusual words and linguistic combinations, Bloch took over
Heidegger’s device of turning adverbs, conjunctions, ete. into
nouns: das Wokin, das Wozu, das Woker, das Nicht, das Noch-nicht,
das Dass, and 0 forth. Some critics regard him as 2 master
of German prose; others consider his style artificial and
pretentious, concealing poverty of thought beneath a welter of
barogue ornamentation. Certainly at times the reader fecls as
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and thirst for power; as such it is a disruptive element in the
Communist world, the coherence of which is based on force.
If the whole world were Communist it would cither have to
be dominated by a single imperialism, or there would be an
unending series of wars between the ‘Marxist” rulers of different
countries.

We are witnesses and participators in momentous and
complicated intellectual and moral processes, the combined
effects of which cannot be foreseen. On the one hand, many
optimistic assumptions of nineteenth-century humanism have
broken down, and in many fields of culture there is a sense of
bankruptcy. On the other hand, thanks to the unprecedented
speed and diffusion of information, human aspirations through-
out the world are increasing faster than the means of satisfying
them; this leads to rapidly growing frustration and consequent
aggressiveness. Communists have shown great skil in exploiting
this state of mind and channelling aggressive feclings in various
directions according (o circumstances, using fragments of
Marxist language to suit their purpose. Messianic hopes are the
counterpart of the sense of despair and impotence that overcomes
mankind at the sight of its own failures. The optimistic belief
that there is a ready-made, immediate answer (o all problems
and misfortunes, and that only the malevolence of enemics
(defined according to choice) stands in the way of its being
instantly applied, is a frequent ingredient in ideological systems
pasing under the name of Marxism—which is to say that
Marxism changes content from one situation to another and
ross-bred with other ideological traditions. At present Marx-
ism neither interprets the world nor changes it it is merely a
repertoire of slogans serving 10 organize various interests, most
of them completely remote from those with which Marxism
originally identified itself. A century after the collapse of the
First International, the prospect of a new International capable
of defending the interests of oppressed humanity throughout the
world is less likely than it has ever been.

The self-deification of mankind, to which Marxism gave
philosophical expression, has ended in the same way s all such
attempts, whether individual or collective: it has revealed itself
as the farcical aspect of human bondage.
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when the campaign against social democracy was called off and
clumsy efforts were made to patch up an alliance, there had
already been a wave of mass political repression in the Soviet
Union and another, more terrible one was about to commence.

In short, it makes no sense to present the history of the
Soviet Union in terms of artificial criteria of ‘left” and ‘right’,
‘which in some cases lead to absurd results. Nor s it correct to
interpret changes in the Politburo as historical turning-points.
During_the period after Lenin’s death certain political and
ideological features became steadily more prominent, while
others fluctuated in importance according to circumstances. The
totalitarian character of the regime—i.c. the progressive destruc-
tion of civil society and absorption of all forms of social lfe by
the state—increased almost without interruption between 1924
and 1953 and was certainly not diminished by the N.E.P., despite
concessions to private ownership and trade. The N.E.P., as we
saw, was aretreat from the policy of running the whole economy
by means of the army and police, and was necessitated by the
imminent prospect of economic ruin. But the use ofterror against
political opponents, the increased severity and intimidation
within the party, the suppression of independence and enforce-
ment of servility in philosophy, literature, art, and science—all
this continued to be accentuated during the whole period of
the N.E.P. From this point of view the thirties were only an
intensification and consolidation of the process which began in
Lenin’ lifetime and under his direction. The collectivization of
agriculture, with its countless victims, indeed constituted a
turning-point; but this was not because it involved a change
in the character of the regime or a ‘swing o the lefC, but
because it enforced the basic political and economic principle
of totalitarianism in a single sector of key importance. It com-
pletely dispossessed the most numerous social class in Russia,
established state control of farming once and for all, annihilated
the last section of the community that was in any degree
independent of the state, laid the basis for the oriental cult of
the satrap with unlimited power, and, by means of famine, mass
terror, and the death of millions, destroyed the spirit of the
population and broke down the last vestiges of resistance. This
was undoubtedly a milestone in the history of the Soviet Union,
but it was no more than the continuation or extension of i
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and the same universe’: both are part of the process of human
fe, and they are linked on the economic plane and specifically
in material production. All natural circumstances—biological,
physical, geographical—affect our lives not directly but through
the intermediary of productive forces, and thus present them-
selves 1o us as social and historical phenomena. The whole
universe as known (0 us is a social universe: as far as we are
concerned, there is no such thing as nature independent of
history and wholly external (0 us.

‘Thus not only the social but the natural sciences are historical
and practical ‘expressions’ of a particular social ‘totality’ and
of class-interests. The revolutionary movement, in abolishing
socicty as we know it, abolishes not only its philosophy but
all other sciences. Korsch maintains that when the present order
is overthrown even mathematics will have to be transformed;
though he adds that it would be foolish for a Marxist to claim
that a new, Marist mathematics can be put into operation at
the present time. In general, he contends, the function of
Marxism is chiefly negative: it is a component of the movement
0 destroy bourgeois society, not a collection of new sciences to
replace the existing ones.

‘While Korsch extends the ‘class viewpoint’ to cover natural
science, he does not share Lukics’s view of the dialectic of nature.
Since Knowledge of nature, no less than knowledge of society,
is part of a social, practical attitude, there s no ground for
asserting that nature as we know it is not ‘dialectical’, for it
100 s a human creation. On this point Korsch's view appears
0 be the same as Gramscis

‘The proletarian revolutionary movement ends by ‘abolishing”
all the economic, social, and ideological forms of bourgeois
society. It does not create a new philosophy or sociology, but
abolishes both these things along with all other siences, the state,
law, money, the family, ethics, and religion. Korsch, for instance,

izes Pashukanis for writing about ‘socialist cthics’: Com-
munism has no ethics of its own, but does away with ethics as
a form of consciousness. He does not, however, cxplain exactly
how the ‘abolition’ of ethics or science is to_come about, but
confines himself to vague generalities for which he finds some
supportin equally general observations by Marx. Marx believed
that in time to come there would be ‘a single science’
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eschatology in the sense of merely awaiting the eschalon, but
is 2 way of attaining it; it is not a contemplation but an action,
an act of the will rather than of reason. Everything we werc
promised by the Messianism of past ages, there is a possibility
of actuating by our own power. There is no God o guarantec
that we shall succeed: God himself is part of the Utopia, a
finality that is stll unrealized.

In Geist der Ulopie Bloch followed the tradition of Jewish
apocalyptic literature, which he combined with vague ideas of
socialism and anarchism: it is not clear what the world which
has attained salvation is to be like, except that it will be a realm
of freedom with no need for mediating institutions such as the
state and politics. Here Bloch conformed to Mar’s ideas, but
in so general a form as to preserve no more of Marxism than
can be found in Thomas Miinzer's sermons. The comparison,
‘morcover, seems to be to Marx’s disadvantage: he is reproached
for putting too much faith in the impersonal mechanism of
history, whereas the Utopia can only be brought about by human
will. Thus the early Bloch's respect for Marx's views is similar
0 that we have seen in Sorel, and is basically different from
any of the standard versions of Marxism.

In the twenties and unil Hitlers accession to power Bloch
lived in Germany as an independent writer, occupying o
academic post. He was a fiend of Walter Benjamin and ko
of Lukics, though he criticized the latter for the schematic and
purely ‘sociological” interprecation of the world in Histry and
Class-Consciousness, and also for his dogmatic condemnation of
expressionist literature. In these years Bloch also published 2
collection of essays entitled Durch die Wiiste (1923), attacking
the utlitarianism, nihilism, and pragmatism of bourgeois civil-
ization, and Spuren (1930), a rambling work inspired by various
ancedotes and legends. Forced to emigrate in 1933, he spent
some time in Switzerland, Paris, and Prague. In 1935 he
published Eréschaft dieser Zei, a critique of Nazism and an
analysis ofis cultural sources. In this work he identified himself
wholly with Marxism and also with political Communism,
though he never joined any Communist party or accepted the
Stalinist version of Marcism which was then in force. He
Supported Stalin, however, at the critical period of the great
purges and the Moscow trials
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difference. They spoke of Fascism threatening world war, yet as
Marxists they must know that imperialist war had an ‘economic
foundation’. They even accepted at Geneva a formula defining
the aggressor in terms which would apply equally to all wars,
including those between capitalst states. This was a surrender
10 bourgeois pacifism: Marists could not be opposed to all wars
in principle, they lefi that sort of cant to Quakers and
Tolstoyans. Marists judged war from the class point of
view and were not interested in bourgeois distinctions between
the aggressor and his victim; their principle was that a war in
the interests of the proletariat, be it aggresive or defensive, was
2 just war, while a war between imperialists was a crime.

In reality all Trotsky's earlier appeals for a change of
attitude towards the social democrats were illusory and could
have borne no fruit even if he had been in power: for he scems
to have imagined that it was possible to maintain ideological
‘purity’ vis-d-uis the democrats while at the same time
soliiting their help in particular circumstances. When Stalin, to
prevent France coming to terms with Nazi Germany, launched
the policy of the ‘popular front’ and an ant-Fascist alliance with
the socialists, he realized that he must pay a price, at all
events in propaganda terms, if his policy was to be successful.
Trotsky, on the other hand, thought it possible to form an anti-
Nazi front with the socialists while denouncing them at every
turn as impostors, agents of the bourgeoisie, traitors to the
working class, and lackeys of imperialism—the only taboo
cpithet being ‘social Fascists’. It i evident that if he had been
in charge of the Comintern at that time, his policy would have
been even less successful than Stalin’s.

‘Trotsky was indeed a true adherent of Lenin's opinion that
(as the latter repeated many times during the war and the
Revolution) reliance on international treaties, arbitration, dis-
armament, and so on was idle reactionary chatter. It did not
‘matter who was the aggressor, but which class was waging the
war. The socialist state, representing the interests of the world
proletariat, was ‘right’in every war, regardless of who began it,
and could not seriously consider itself bound by treaties with
imperialist governments. Stalin was concerned with the security
of the Soviet state, not with world revolution, and therefore had
to present himself on various occasions as an advocate of peace
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in the ordinary sense is meaningless, and theories are ‘good”
or “valid" in 50 far as they are ‘progressive’ and conscious of
their own origins. It follows that Marxism is ‘true’ only in the
sense_that at the present stage of history it articulates the
‘consciousness of the ‘progressive’ movement and is aware of that
fact, and furthermore that a theory which is true at one time.
may be false at another by reason of a change in its social
function. For instance, the doctrines of the ‘progressive
bourgeoisie’ were true as long as the bourgeoisie was progressive,
but subsequently became reactionary and therefore false; and
the same might one day be true of Marxism. Korsch in fact
accepts all these conclusions, though he does not statc them
clearly enough. He states that it is the essence of dialectical
materialism 10 regard il theoretical truths as strictly diessitig
(this-worldly), a term which is to be understood as the opposite
of ‘transcendental’. ‘Al truths with which we 2 human, this-
worldly beings are o have ever been concerned are likewise
human, this-worldly, and transient (serginglich)’ (article of 1922,
“Der Standpunkt der materialistischen Geschichtsauffassung’,in
Marsismus und Philosophic, p. 153). No truths are immutable in
themselves; what we call ruths are the instruments of practical
action by social classes. Korsch’s theory is thus a kind of
collective pragmatism which completely alters the nature of
Marxism as a ‘science’. On several occasions he joins issuc with
both Hilferding and Kautsky, who asserted that Marxism was
only a theory of the laws of social development and did not,
as such, involve any social commitment or value-judgements,
but could be accepted even by those who did not share the
objectives of the socialist movement. Tn Korsch's view this
separation of theory from practice, of doctrinal truth from the
revolutionary movement, was  complete distortion of Marism,
Since Marxism is simply the class-consciousness of the revolu-
tionary proletariat, it can only be recognized in the act of
practical commitment to that movement; there can in principle
be 1o such thing as ‘purely theoretical’ Marxism.

What is more, the doctrine of relativism, historicism, and the
rejection of the idea of ‘truth in the ordinary sense applies not
only to the social sciences but also to natural science. There is
no basic difference in this respect between our knowledge of
nature and of society. Historical and natural reality are ‘one
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at this time as a reconstruction of Marx's thought; instead, he
added Marxism (o them as a separate political ideology. This
is especially clear in the frst important book on which he worked
during the war, published in 1918 as Geist der Utopie (a second,
revised edition appeared in 1923). By this time, in Bloch’s usage,
the word ‘Utopia’ had lost the pejorative sense which it bore
for Marx and the whole Marxist tradition. Bloch, on the
contrary, held that Marxism was insufficiently utopian, and
that it was not bold enough in anticipating a world that was
inherently possible although not immediately so. This
boldness was present, on the other hand, in the tradition of
chiliastic popular movements and especially German revolu-
tionary anabaptism, the subject of Bloch's next book (Thomas
Minzer als Theologe der Revolution, 1921). Mot of the ideas that
he was (o develop throughout his life are contained in Geist der
Utapie: like his subsequent works, it does not itself define a
Utopia except in very general terms, but is a summons to
utopian thought. 1ts argument i that man is a utopian subject,
a focus of unrealized possibilities which it is the task of
philosophy to awaken into life. The primacy of practical reason
is thus valid in philosophy, not in Kant's sense but in the sense
that philosophy's task is not merely to describe what is, but
o contribute (o the emergence of a world that s still latent and
cannot be born without human initiative. Our souls contain
strata of the not-yet-conscious, of our own hidden future and
tha of all being: we are not yet what we really and essentially
are, and the universe itself has not yet attained its own essence
and its own calling. What that essence and destiny are cannot
be ascertained by empirical observation and scientific rules,
but our imagination is capable of encompassing the world which
may be, though it is not yet.

Bloch thus follows the Platonists in believing that things have
a ‘truth’ of their own which does not coincide with their actual
empirical existence but which can be discovercd. In his view,
however, this ‘truth’ is not actually in being anywherc, but can
be made actual by the human will and human activity. We are
able to discover this form within us: Utopa is contained in our
actual experience, but it consists in a complete transformation
of the universe, a grand apocalypse, the descent of the Messiah,
a new heaven, and a new carth. Utopian philosophy is not
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of which Marcuse certainly knows nothing, any more than he
does of economics and technology) is simply to exalt ignorance.
Human thought developed and produced science by enlarging
the area of knowledge that was not subject to arbitrary judge-
ment, thanks to the Platonic distinction between knowledge and
opinion, episteme and doxa. This distinction, of course, leaves
no room for an ultimate, all-embracing synthesis in which
thoughts, feclings, and desires are merged in a higher ‘unity’.
Such an aspiration is only possible when a totalitarian myth
claims supremacy over thought—a myth based on ‘decper’
intuition, so tha it does not have o justfy itslf, but assumes
command over the whole of spiritual and intellectual lfe. For
this o be possible, of course, all logical and empirical rules have
to be declared irrelevant, and this is what Marcuse purports
to do. The object he strives afer is a unified body of know-

i ses such trivial aims as technological progress,
s t0 be one and all-cmbracing. But there can
only be such knowledge if thought is allowed to shake off the
external compulsions of logic; moreover, since each person’s
‘essential’ intuition may be different from that of others, the
spiritual unity of society must be based on other foundations
than logic and facts. There must be some compulsion other than
the rules of thought, and that must take the form of social
repression. In other words, Marcuse’s system depends on
replacing the tyranny of logic by a police tyranny. This is
corroborated by all historical experience: there is only one way
of making a whole society accept a particular world-view,
whereas there are different ways of imposing the authority of
rational thought, provided the rules of ts operation are known
and acknowledged. The Marcusian union of Eros and Logos can
only be realized in the form of a totalitarian state, established
and governed by force; the freedom he advocatesis non-freedom.
If ‘true’ frecdom does not mean freedom of choice but consists
in choosing a particular object; if freedom of speech does not
mean that people can say what they like, but that they must
say the right thing; and if Marcuse and his followers have the
sole right to decide what people must choose and what they
must say, then ‘freedom’ has simply taken on the contrary of
its normal sense. In these terms a ‘free”society is one that deprives
people of freedom to choose either objects or ideas except at
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the deciding factor in a historical assessment of Marxism, and
there are more important argumentsfor reedom and democratic
values than the fact that Marx, if one looks closely, was not
50 hostile 0 those values as might at first sight appear.

Marx took over the romantic ideal of social unity, and Com-
munism realized it in the only way feasible in an industrial
society, namely, by a despotic system of government. The
origin of this dream is to be found in the idealized image of
the Greek city-state popularized by Winckelmann and others
in the cighteenth century and subsequently taken up by German
philosophers. Marx seems to have imagined that once capitalists
were done away with the whole world could become a kind
of Athenian agora: one had only to forbid private ownership
of machines or land and, as if by magic, human beings would
cease t0 be selfish and their interests would coincide in perfect
‘harmony. Marxism affords no explanation of how this prophecy
i founded, or what reason there is to think that human intercsts
will cease to conflict as soon as the means of production arc
nationalized.

Marx, moreover, combined his romantic dreams with the
socialist expectation that all needs would be fully satisfied in
the carthly paradise. The carly socialists seem to have under-
stood the slogan “To each according to his needs’ in a limited
sense: they meant that people should not have to suffer cold
and hunger or spend their lives staving off destitution. Marx,
however, and many Marxist after him, imagined that under
socialism all scarcity would come to an end. It was possible
to entertain this hope in the ultra-sanguine form that all wants
would be satisfied, as though every human being had a magic
ring or obedient jinn at his disposal. But, since this could hardly
be taken seriously, Marxists who considered the question
decided, with a fair degree of support from Manx's works, that
Communism would ensure the satisfaction of ‘true’ or ‘genuine”
needs consonant with human nature, but not whims or desircs
of all kinds. This, however, gave rise to  problem which no
one answered clearly: who s to decide what necds are ‘genuine’,
and by what criteria? If every man is to judge this for himsclf,
then all needs are equally genuine provided they are actually,
subjectively felt, and there is no room for any distinction. If,
on the other hand, it is the state which decides, then the greatest
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Marxism is a doctrine of blind confidence hat a paradise of
universal satisfaction is awaiting us just round the corner. Almost
all the prophecies of Marx and his followers have already
proved to be false, but this does not disturb the spiritual
certainty of the faithful, any more than it did in the case of
chilastic sects: for it is a certainty not based on any empirical
premisses or supposed “historical laws', but simply on the
psychological need for certainty. In his sense Marxism performs
the function of 2 religion, and its efficacy is of a religious
character. But it is a caricature and a bogus form of religion,
since it presents its temporal eschatology as a scientific system,
‘which religious mythologies do not purport to be.

‘We havediscussed the question of continuity between Marxism
and its embodiment in Communism, i.c. Leninist-Stalinist
ideology and practice. It would be absurd to maintain that
Marxism was, 50 to speak, the efficient cause of present-day
Communism; on the other hand, Communism is not a mere
“degeneration’ of Marxism but a possible interpretation of it,
and even a well-founded one, though primitive and partial in
some respects. Marxism was 2 combination of values which
proved incompatible for empirical though not for logical reasons,
5o that some could be realized only at the expense of others.
But it was Marx who declared that the whole idea of Com-
munism could be summed up in a single formula—the abolition
of private property; that the state of the future must take over
the centralized management of the means of production, and
that the abolition of capital meant the abolition of wage-labour.
There was nothing flagrantly illogical in deducing from this that
the expropriation of the bourgeoisic and the nationalization of
industry and agriculture would bring about the general emanci-
pation of mankind. In the event it turned out that, having
nationalized the means of production, it was possible t0 erect
on this foundation a monstrous edifice of les, exploitation, and
oppression. This was not itself a consequence of Marxism; rather,
Communism was a bastard version of the socialist ideal, owing
itsorigin to many historical circumstances and chances, of which
Marxist ideology was one. But it cannot be said that Marxism
was ‘falsified” in any essential sense. Arguments adduced at the
present day to show that ‘that is not what Marx meant’ are
intellcctually and practically sterile. Marx's intentions are not
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agricultural policy were a vital issue to the Left Oppositio
the Soviet Union, Trotsky was in an awkward position when
it turned out that Stalin had taken over all the opposition's
policies, and had done so in an intensified form. He solved
the diffculty by declaring that Stalin had indeed carried out the
opposition’s aims but had done 50 in a bureaucratic and ill-
considered manner. ‘The Left Opposition began with the
struggle for the industrialization and agrarian collectivization
of the Soviet Union. This fight is won in a certain sense,
namely in that, beginning with 1928, the whole policy of the
Soviet government represents a bureaucratically distorted appli-
cation of the principles of the Left Opposition’ (Writings of Leon
Trotsky, 1933-1934, ed. G. Breitman and B. Scott, 1972, p. 274).
The bureaucracy ‘had been compelled” to carry out thesc
measures in its own interest, by the logic of government, and
although it had performed the historical tasks of the proletariat
in a distorted manner, the changes in themsclves were ‘pro-
gressive’s moreover, it was leflist pressure that had forced Stalin
to change his tune. ‘Between the creative forces of the revolution
and the bureaucracy there exists a profound antagonism. If
the Stalinist apparatus constantly comes o a halt at certain
limits, if it finds itself compelled even to turn sharply to
the left, this occurs above all under the pressure of the amor-
phous, scattered, butstill powerful elements of the revolutionary
party (Writings, 1930-1931, . 224). As to collectivization,
Trotsky criticized the haste and lack of economic preparation
and emphasized that the Stalinists were wrong in regarding the
kolkhozes as socialist institutions: they were no more than
transitional form. What was more, collectivization turned out to
be a step towards the restoration of capitalism. In The Revolu-
tion Betrayed Trotsky wrote that Stalin had annulled the nation-
alization of the land by giving it to the kolkhozes, and by
allowing the peasants to cultivate private plots on the side he had.
strengthened the element of ‘individualism’. Thus, when Sovict
agriculture lay in ruins and millions of peasants were starving
t0 death, or were kept alive only by the permission they had
at last received to maintain private plots, Trotsky’s chicl
concern was the danger of ‘individualism’ that this represented.
He even held that the fight against the kulaks was insuffciently
thorough, as Stalin had given them a chance (o organize in the
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Marxism which dominated the Second International.

All Marxists, (o be sure, subscribed to the doctrine of the
“unity of theory and practice’; but they usually meant by it—and
Engels’s writings tended to confirm this interpretation—that
practice was ‘the bass of knowledge and the touchstone of truth’.
It followed, in the first place, that practical considerations for
the most part determined the range of the cognitive interests
of human beings, that technical needs and material interests
were the strongest incentive in the advance of science, and that
people were deluded if they supposed that a disinterested thirst
for information played any part in the extension of knowledge.
(This last might be taken either as a historical judgement or
as a normative precept.) In the second place, the current view
meant that practical efficacy was the best confirmation of the
hypotheses on which action is based. These two opinions, which
were logically independent of each other, were applied both to
the natural and to the social sciences. It might be observed that
irrespective of whether or to what extent the ‘unity of theory
and practice’, thus understood, was a reality, it was quite com-
patible with the traditional or transcendental conception of truth
as consisting in the conformity of our judgement with a state
of affairs completely independent of our cognitive activity. In
other words, the unity of theory and practice, thus understood,
did not_ conflict with what Marx called the ‘contemplative’
conception of knowledge. The cognitive act—irrespective of the
stimuli that provoked i, or of how the accuracy of its content
was determined—was still the ‘passive’ assimilation of a ready-
made universe.

In Korsch's view, however, the point of Marxism was not 0
supplement the traditional interpretation of cognition with
observations regarding the motivation of cognitive acts and the
verification of judgements, but to subject that interpretation to
aradical change. Marxism was concerned particularly—though,
as will appear, not exclusively—with knowledge of the social
universe. Theoretical knowledge was not a mere ‘reflection’ of
the social movement but a part, aspect, or expression of it; it
must be interpreted as an essential component of the move-
ment itself, and thus it was ‘good’ or ‘true’ in so far as it
expressed the movement adequately and was aware that it did
so. This applied above all to Marxism itself, which was an
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themselves to obain food, clothing, housing, electricity, and so
on,as all these necesities oflife were available ready-made. This
accounts for the popularity of his philosophy among those who
have never had anything o do with material and cconomic
production. Students from comfortable middle-class bac-
grounds have in common with the lumpenproletariat that the
technique and organization of production are beyond their
mental horizon: consumer goods, whether plentifl or in short
supply, are simply there for the taking. Contempt for technique
and organization goes hand in hand with a distaste for all forms
of learning that are subject to regular rules of operation or that
require vigorous effort, intellectual discipline, and a humble
attitude towards facts and the rules of logic. It is much easier
to shirk the laborious task and to utter slogans about global
revolution transcending our present civilization and uniting
knowledge and feeling.

Marcuse of course repeats all the usual complaints about the
destructive effect of modem technology and the spiritual
impoverishment that result from a utilitarian approach o life
in which the individual amounts t0 no more than the function
he performs. These are not his own invention, but are long-
standing truisms. The important point, however, s that the des-
tructive effects oftechnology can only be combated by the further
development of technology itself. The human race must work
out scientifically, with the aid of ‘sterile’ logic, methods of social
planning to neutralize the adverse consequences of technological
advance. For this purpose it must foster and establish values that
‘make life more endurable and facilitate the rational considera-
tion of social reforms, namely the values of tolerance, democracy,
and free speech. Marcuse’s programme is the exact opposite:
to destroy democratic institutions and tolerance in the name of
a totalitarian myth, subjecting science and technology (not only
in practical application, but in their theoretical aspects as well)
toa nebulous ‘essential” intuition which i the exclusive property.
of philosophers hostile to empiricism and positivism.

‘There could hardly be a clearer instance of the replacement
of Marcs slogan ‘either socialism or barbarism’ by the version
“socialism equals barbarism'. And there is probably no other
philosopher in our day who deserves as completely as Marcuse
1 be called the ideologist of obscurantism.
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of violence, faith in the automatic efficacy of nationalizing
industry, fantasies concerning a society without conflict and
an economy without money—all these have nothing in common
with the idea of democratic socialism. The latter's purpose is
to create institutions which can gradually reduce the sub-
ordination of production (o profit, do away with poverty,
diminish inequality, remove social bariers to educational oppor-
tunity, and minimize the threat to democratic liberties from
state bureaucracy and the seductions of totalitarianism. All these:
efforts and attempts are doomed to failure unless they are
frmly rooted in the value of freedom—what Marxists stigmatize:
as ‘negative’ freedom, i.e. the area of decision which socicty
allows to the individual. This is so not only because frecdom
is an intrinsic value requiring no justification beyond itself, but
also because without it societies are unable to reform themselves:
despotic systems, lacking this sclf-regulating mechanism, can
only correct their mistakes when these have led to disaster.

Marxism has been frozen and immobilized for decades as the
ideological superstructure of a totalitarian political movement,
and in consequence has lost touch with intellectual develop-
ments and social realites. The hope that it could be revived
and made fruitful once again soon proved to be an illusion.
As an explanatory ‘system’ it is dead, nor does it offer any
‘method that can be effectively used 1 interpret moden life,
0 foresee the future, o cultivate utopian projections. Con-
temporary Marxst literature, although plentiful in quantity, has
a depressing air of sterility and helplessness, in so far as it s
not purely historical

The effectiveness of Marxism as an instrument of political
mobilization is quite another matter. As we have seen, its
terminology is used in support of the most variegated political
interests. In the Communist countries of Europe, where Marxism
i the official legitimation of the existing regimes, it has virtually
lost all conviction, while in China it has been deformed out
of recognition. Wherever Communism is in power, the ruling
class transforms it into an ideology whose real sources are
nationalism, racism, or imperialism. Communism has done
much to strengthen nationalist ideologies by using them to scize
power or hold on (0 it, and in this way it has produced its own
gravediggers. Nationalism livs only as an ideology of hate, envy,






index-324_1.png
310 Karl Korsch

reservations as to the principles of the Third International,
especially the organizational forms which placed the whole
Communist movement in the hands of a professional apparatus
and also subordinated the worldwide structure to the dictates
of Moscow. Like other ‘lefl-wing’ deviationists he held that the
party was no substitute for the revolutionary potential of the
true proletariat. He finally came to believe that the Comintern
was an instrument of counter-revolution and that the Sovict
system was a proletarian dictatorship exercised not by the
proletariat, but over it. He was expelled from the party in the
spring of 1926, after which time he wrote and spoke as an
independent Marxist. In 1930 he republished Marcismus und
Philosophie with an extensive commentary; earlir, in 1929, he
wrote a long and violent attack on Kautsky, whose magnum opus,
Die mateialistische Gschicisauffassung, appeared in 1927. In 1932
he published an edition of Das Kapital with an introduction, and
in 1931 he wrote an essay, not published at the time, on the
crisis of Marxism. In the 19305 he still considered himself a
Manxist, but continued o criticize Kautsky and Lenin, whose
philosophies, he believed, had much in common despite their
political differences. He also insisted more and more strongly
that Marxism in the form inherited from the nincteenth century
did not adequately express the consciousness of the modern
proletariat, and that there was need for a new theory which
would be a continuation but also a revision of Marxist doetrinc.
He put forward these views in Karl Marx (1938) and in articles
entitled “Why I am a Marist’ (1935) and ‘Leading Principles
of Marxism: a Restatement’ (1937).

When Hitler came (o power in 1935 Korsch emigrated to
Denmark, where he lived for two years, and then to England.
In 1936 he moved to the US.A., where he spent the rest of
his life. The first political writer to draw attention to his
importance as an interpreter of Marx was no doubt Iring
Fetscher in the late ffies; in the next two decades he was the
subject of a fairly large body of iterature.

2. Theory and practice. Movement and ideology. Hisorical elativism

The essence of Marxism, Korsch repeatedly emphasized, was
the practical interpretation of human consciousness; but this had
been completely. climinated from the positivist version of
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the behest of those who know better.

It should be noted that Marcuse’s demands go much further
than Soviet totalitarian Communism has ever done, cither in
theory or in practice. Even in the worst days of Stalinism,
despite universal indoctrination and the cnslavement of know-
ledge to idcology, it was recognized that some felds were neutral
in_ themselves and subject only to logical and empirical laws:
this was true of mathematics, physics, and also technology
except for one or two brief periods. Marcuse, on the other hand,
insists that normative essences must prevail in every domain,
that there must be a new technology and a new qualitative
science of which we know nothing whatever except that they
are new; they must be freed from the prejudices of cxperience
and ‘mathematization'—i.c. auainable without any knowledge
of mathematics, physics, or any other science—and must
absolutely transcend our present knowledge.

‘The kind of unity that Marcuse craves for and which he
imagines 0 have been destroyed by industrial civilization has
in fact never existed: even primitive societies, as we know, for
example, from Malinowski’s work, distinguished the mythical
from the technical order. Magic and mythology have never taken
the place of technique and rational effort, but only comple-
mented them in spheres over which mankind has no technical
control. The only possible forerunners of Marcuse are the
theocrats ofthe Middle Ages and carly Reformation who sought
to climinate science or deprive it of independence.

Neither science nor technology, of course, offers any basis for
a hicrarchy of aims and values. Aims-in-themselves, as opposed
to means, cannot be identified by scientific methods; sience can
only tell us how to attain our ends and what will happen when
we do auain them, or when a certain course of action is
followed. The gap here cannot be bridged by any ‘essential’
intuition.

Marcuse combines contempt for science and technology with
the belief that we must strive for higher values because all the
problems of material welfare have becn solved and commaodities
exist in plenty: to increase the amount can only serve the
interests of capitalism, which lives by creating false needs and
instilling a false consciousness. In this respect Marcuse i typical
of the mentality of those who have never had to trouble
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‘emancipation in history consists in a system of universal ration-
ing.

‘A the present time it s obvious 10 all except a handful of
New Left adolescents that socialism cannot lterally ‘satsfy all
needs’ but can only aim at a just distribution of insufficient
resources—which leaves us with the problem of defining ‘just
and of deciding by what social mechanisms the aim is (0 be
effected in each particular case. The idea of perfect equality,
i.e. an equal share of all goods for everybody, is not only
unfeasible economically but s contradictory in itself: for perfect
equality can only be imagined under a system of extreme
despotism, but despotism itself presupposes inequality at least
i such basic advantages as participation in power and access
0 information. (For the same reason, contemporary gauchises
are in an untenable position when they demand more equality
and less government: in real life more equality means more
‘government, and absolute equality means absolute government.)

If socialism s to be anything more than a totalitarian prison,
it can only be a system of compromises between different values
that limit one another. All-embracing economic planning, even
ifit were possible to achieve—and there isalmostuniversal agree-
ment that it s not—is incompatible with the autonomy of small
producers and regional units, and this autonomy is a traditional
value of socialism, though not of Marxist socialism. Technical
progress cannot coexist with absolute security of iving conditions
for everyone. Conflcts inevitably arise between frecdom and
equality, planning and the autonomy of small groups, cconomic
democracy and efficient management, and these conflicts can
only be mitigated by compromise and partial solutions.

In the developed industrial countries, all social institutions
for the purpose of evening out inequalities and ensuring a
minimum of sccurity (progressive taxation, health services,
unemployment relie, price controls, etc.) have been created and
extended at the price of a vastly expanded state bureaucracy,
and no one can suggest how to avoid paying this price.

Questions such as these have litle to do with Marxism, and
Marx's doctrine provides virtally no help in solving them. The
apocalyptic belief in the consummation of history, the inevit-
ability of socialism, and the natural sequence of ‘social
formations’; the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’, the exaltation
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Accordingly, if the workers of Poland, France, or Norway had
read Trotsky's proclamations and obeyed them they would have
turned their arms against their own governments at the time of
the Nazi invasion, as it made no difference whether they were
ruled by Hidler or their own bourgeoisie; Fascism was an
instrument of the bourgeoisie, and it was an absurdity to talk
of all classes forming a common front against Fascism. Lenin,
in the same way, had preached defeatism in the First World
‘War, and lo, the revolution had broken out. Trotsky, it should
be observed, thought it very likely that the war would be
one of all capitalis states against the Soviet Union, as the
former were united by classinterest. If, however, the Soviet
Union were allied with one capitalist Power against another,
the war could only be a very short one, as a proletarian
revolution would at once break out in the defeated capitalist
state, as in Russia in 1917, and the two hostile Powers would
then unite against the fatherland of the proletariat.

‘Thus, for Trotsky, the general upshot of the war was a
foregone conclusion. Capitalism would finally collapsc, Stalin-
ism and Stalin would be swept away, the world revolution would
break out, the Fourth International would instantly gain ascen-
dancy over the workers' minds and appear as the final victor.
As he wrote in reply to the criticisms of Serge, Souvarine,
and Thomas: ‘All the parties of capitalist society, allits moralists
and all its sycophants will perish beneath the debris of the
impending catastrophe. The only party that will survive is the
party of the world socialist revolution, even though it may
seem non-existent today to the sightless rationalizers, just as
during the last war the party of Lenin and Liebknecht seemed
to them non-existent (Their Morals and Ours, p. 47). Tn addi-
tion Trotsky made many detailed predictions with complete
assurance. It was, for instance, absolutely impossible for Switzer-
Jand to avoid being dragged into the war; democracy could not
survive in any country, but must by an ‘iron law’ develop into
Fascism; if Italian democracy were restored it could only last
a few months before being swept away by the proletarian
revolution. As Hitler’s army consisted of workers and peasants
it was bound eventually to ally itself with the peoples of the
occupied countries, for the laws of history taugh that the bonds
of class were stronger than any other.
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reactionary and anti-Marxist; what was atissue was a proletarian
revolution, not the defeat of one bourgeoisie by another.

In a pamphlet of July 1934 entitled War and the Fourth
Intemational Trotsky wrote:

The sham of national defence is covered up wherever possible by
the additional sham of the defence of democracy. IT even now, in the
imperialis epoch, Marsists o not ideniify democracy with fascism
and are ready at any moment o repel fascism's encroachment upon
democracy, must not the proletariat in case of war support the
democratic governments against the fascist governments? Flagrant
sophism! We defend democracy against fascism by means of the
organizations and methods of the proletariat. Contrary to Social
Democracy we do not entrust this defence o the bourgeois state
Under these conditions, the support by a workers' party of “iis”
national imperialism for the sake of a fragile democratic shell means
the renunciation of an independent policy and the chauvinistic
demoralization of the workers .. The revolutionary vanguard will
scek a united front with the working-class organizations—against its
own ‘democratic’ government—but in no case unity with its own
government against the hastile country. (Writigs, 19351934, PP-
306-7)

‘The Third International, Troisky emphasized in an article
in 1935, had always combated pacifim, not only social-
patriotism, and had always condemned talk of disarmament,
arbitration, the League of Nations, etc.; yet today it was
endorsing all these bourgeois policies. When L’ Humanité called
for the defence of ‘French civilization’ it showed that it had
betrayed the proletariat and was taking a nationalist stand,
inviting workers (o help their own government to fight German
imperialism. Wars were the product of capitalism, and it
‘was senseless (0 argue that the chief danger at present was from
Nazism. ‘On this road one quickly arrives at the idealization of
French democracy as such, counterposed to Hitler Germany’
(Writings of Leon Tratsky, 1934-1935, ed. G. Breitman and
B. Scott, 1971, p. 23).

A year before the war Trotsky declared that democracy and
Fascism were simply two alternative instruments of exploitation
—the rest was all a deceit.

Really, what would a military bloc of imperialist_democracies
against Hitler mean? A new edition of the Versailes chains, even more
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embracing all aspects of reality, and that people would be so
integrated as to express the whole of their social being cqually
in all forms of activity and thought; as in the utopias of
Cieszkowski and Hess, thought and action would in some
mysterious way coincide. One can imagine that in such a society
there would indecd be no room for ethics as a collection of
general norms regulating communal lif, since every individual
would experience himself immediately as a ‘social being’: that
s t0 5ay, he would identify spontancously with the ‘whole’, and
‘would need no ‘abstract’ norms or rules for this purpose. This,
it would seem, is what both Korsch and Lukécs meant by the
“abolition’ of all bourgeos institutions: the climination of all
‘reified” forms of lf, ie. all instruments or agencies which in
any way mediate between individuals. The society of the future
would consist of individuals with a permanent, indestructible
awareness of their identity with the community; they would also
themselves be perfectly integrated, having overcome the division
oflabour and recognizing no difference between thought, fecling,
and conduct. As we have shown earlier, this Messianic era of
the perfect integration of all human powers is the essence of
Marx's Utopia, and Korsch deserves credit for reviving aware-
ness of it.

3. Thre phases of Marxiom

‘The question arises, however: how s it that this essential feature.
of Marx's interpretation of the world was overlooked for decades
and replaced by evolutionist, determinist, and positvist
scientism? Korsch secks to explain this aberration in terms of
storical materialism, that s to say he tries to explain the history
of Marism itself on Marxist principles.

His view is that Marxism has gone through three clearly
differentiated stages, corresponding to three phascs of the
development of the workers' movement. He defines this
chronology in similar terms in several essays, and most fully
in the introduction to the second edition of Marxismus und
Philosophic. The first phase corresponds to the first few years
of the formation of Marxs thought, from 1843 to 1848, when
revolutionary theory was taking shape as the consciousness of
the proletariat directly based on an actual class struggle: the
unity of theory and practice was not a mere slogan but a
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life on mass terror not as a transient necesity but as a
permanent principle of socialist organization. He did not shrink
from justifying all means of coercion and held, like Trotsky at
the same period, that the new system called essentially for the
‘militarization of labour—i.. the use of police and military force
to compel the whole population to work in such places and
conditions as the state might arbitrarily decree. Indecd, once
the market is abolished there is no longer any fiee sale of labour
or competition between workers, and police cocrcion is therefore
the only means of allocating *human resources’. If hired labour
is eliminated, only compulsory labour remains. In other words,
socialism—as conceived by both Trotsky and Bukharin at this
\e—is a permanent, nation-wide labour camp.

Trotsky, it is true, had doubs for a time in 1920 as to the
efficacy of an economy based on nothing but terror, and pro-
posed that the requisition of grain should be replaced by a tax
in kind. But he soon changed his mind, and during the N.E.P.
period he was one of the chief opponents of a ‘loose’ economy
with substantial concessions to the peasaniry and with fice trade
as the principal mode of exchange between town and country-
side.

Bukharin'’s views, on the other hand, evolved in the opposite
direction. In 1920 the idea of a planned economy belonged to
the realm of fantasy: Russia’s industry lay in ruins, there was
barely any transport, and the one pressing problem was how
10 save the towns from imminent starvation, not how o bring
about a Communist millennium. When Lenin, in this c:
strophic situation, beat a retreat from his cconomic doctrine and
‘made up his mind to a long period of coexistence with a peasant
economy, free trade in farm products, and the toleration of small-
scale private industry, Bukharin likewisc abandoned his carlicr
stand and became a fervent advocate and ideologist of the
N.EP., in opposition first to Trotsky and then to Zinovycy,
Kamenev, and Preobrazhensky. From 1925 onwards he was
Stalin’s chief ideological supporter against the opposition. Like
Lenin, he had come (o recognize that the whole programme
set out in The Economics of the Transiton Period was a delusion;
he did not concern himself with the millions of vietims who had
paid with their lives for the leaders brief moment of frenzy.

‘Bukharin's arguments for returning to a market economy—
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and a champion of international law and democracy. Trotsky,
however, believed that the main elements of the situation were.
still as he had seen them in 1918: on one side the imperialiss,
on_the other the socialist state and the world proletariat
waiting for the right slogans to unleash a revolution. Stalin,
the exponent of Realpolitk, did not believe in the ‘rising tide
of revolution’, and used the European Communist parties
as instruments of Soviet policy. Trotsky was the advocate
of incessant ‘revolutionary war', and his whole doctrine was
based on the conviction that the world proletariat was, in the
nature of things and by the laws of history, tending towards
revolution, and that only the erroncous policy of the Stalinist
bureaucracy prevented this innate trend from taking effect.

5. Fascism, democracy, and war

‘How doctrinaire and unrealistc Trotsky's political thinking was
in the 1930 may be judged from his remarks on the
coming war and his recommendations for actionin the face of the
Fascist threat.

A few days after the outbreak of war he wrote: ‘I do ot see
the slightest reason for changing those principles in relation
0 world war which were claborated between 1914 and 1917
by the best representatives of the workers' movement under the
Ieadership of Lenin. The present war hasa reactionary character
on both sides. Whichever camp is victorious, humanity will be
thrown far behind" (Writings, 19391940, p- 85). These words—
written after the German invasion of Poland and the Anglo-
French declaration of war, but before the Soviet invasion of mid-
September—were an epitome of Troisky’s views on the subject
of a war among capitalist states such as Nazi Germany,
Fascist ltaly, Poland, France, Britain, and the U.S.A. For many
years he repeated indefatigably that it was a fatal illusion
and a capitalist trick to suggest that there was or could be
a front of ‘democratic’ states against Fascism, or that it made
any difference whether victory went to Hitler o t0 a coalition
of the Western democracies, since neither side had nationalized
its factories. The proletariat of the beligerent countries, instead
of helping their reactionary governments to fight Hitler, should
rise against them as Lenin had urged during the First World
War. The cry of ‘national defence’ was in the highest degree
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mittee, which ran the country through the intermediary of the
Council of People’s Commissars. The new office was not the
highest individual post in the party hierarchy, and there was
indeed no such post. The Secretary-General’s function was to
supervise the current work of the party bureaucracy, ensure co-
ordination within the machine, control senior appointments, ctc
With hindsight it is possble 10 see clearly that when all other
forms of political lie have been destroyed and the party is the
only organized force in the country, the individual in charge
of the party machine must become all-powerful. This is what
actually happened, but no one perceived it at the time: the
Soviet state was without precedent in history, and it is not
astonishing that the actors on the political stage did not foresee
the dénouement of the play. Stalin as Sccretary-General was
able to put his own men in the majority of local party posts
and even central ones, except those of the highest rank, and his
‘power was enhanced by the function of organizing conferences
and congresses. This, of course, was a gradual process: the first
few years sill witnessed intra-party disputes and the formation
of rival groups and opposition platiorms, but as time went on
these became more infrequent and tended to be confined to the
very highest level,

‘As we have seen, during Lenin's lifetime there were opposition
groups within the party, reflecting the discontent of some Com-
munists at the increase in despotic and burcaucratic methods
of government. The ‘Workers' Opposition’, whose best-known
spokesmen were Aleksandr Shiyapnikov and Aleksandra Kol-
lontay, believed in a literal ‘dictatorship of the proletariat, ..
that power should actually be exercised by the whole working
class and not only by the party. They did not by any means
advocate areturn tostate democracy, but they fondly imagined
that the Soviet system could preserve democratic forms of lfe for
the privileged minority, ie. the proletariat, after having
abolished such forms as far asthe great majority were concerned,
especially the peasants and intellectuals. Other opposition
groups wanted to restore democracy within the party, though
not for those outside it: they protested at the growing power
of the bureaucracy, the system of nomination 0 all posts, and
the reduction of intra-party discussions and elections to an
empty ritual
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In 1938 Bloch emigrated to the United States, where he spent
the war years, writing for énigré German periodicals and pre-
paring his magnum opus, Das Princip Hoffuung. Rewning to
Europe in 1949, he affirmed his solidarity with Stalinist socialism
by accepting an appointment as Professor of Philosophy at
Leipzig. He spent the next twelve years in East Germany and,
especially in the early part of this period, repeatedly professed
his absolute political loyalty (0 the regime. At this time he
published a book on Hegel (Subjeki-Objekt. Erlduterungen zu
Hegel, 1951); a short essay on Avicenna, whose thousandth
‘anniversary according (0 the Muslim calendar was then being
celebrated (‘Avicenna und die Aristotelische Linke', 1952); an
cssay on Thomasius (‘Christian Thomasius. Ein deatscher
Gelehrter onhe Misere', 1953); and three volumes of Das Prinzip
Hoffung (1954, 1955, 1959), a revision and cnlargement of the
text as originally written. As a non-party Marxist whose political
loyalty was unquestioned, Bloch received rewards and tokens
of respect from the authorities; his idiosyncratic interpretation
of Marxism was tolerated despite the strict Stalinist orthodoxy
of philosophical teaching and literature in East Germany at that
time. Every now and then, however, aricles attacking him were
published by offcial party philosophers, and the attacks were
intensified after the Twentieth Congress o the Soviet Communist
party in 1956: this event gave rise to passionate discussions
throughout Eastern Europe, and Bloch, albeit in cautious and
fairly abstract terms, evinced a definite sympathy for ‘liberal”
or ‘revisionist’ ideas. Thus it was that, two years after a
Festschrift in honour of his seventieth birthday, a collective work
was published denouncing him for ‘revisionism’,
“mysticism’, flirting with religion, and voicing
demands for greater culwral freedom in the G.D.R. Tn 1956
a group of his pupils and collaborators were imprisoned for
“revisionist’ plans of party and political reform, and Bloch
himself was forbidden to teach, though publication of the third
volume of Das Princip Hoffiung was finally allowed. Bloch had
become increasingly disillusioned with East European socialism,
and, happening 1o be in West Berlin in the summer of 1961,
when the Berlin wall was erected, he resolved o join the millions
who were flecing from the G.D.R. to West Germany. Although
seventy-six years old he was offered a university chair at
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Fourth International, published in June 1g40, he declared that
‘A socialist_who comes out today for the defence of the
“fatherland” is playing the same reactionary role as the
peasants of the Vendée who rushed to the defence of the
feudal regime, that s of their own chains’ (Writings, 19391940,
P. 190). It was pointless to talk of defending democracy against
Fascism, for Fascism was a product of bourgeois democracy, and
it was not any ‘fatherland’ that had to be defended, but the
interests of the world proletariat. ‘But the first t0 be vanquished
in the war will be the thoroughly rotten democracy. In its
definitive downfall it will drag down with it all the workers'
organizations which erved as s support. There will be no room
for reformist unions. Capitalist reaction will destroy them ruth-
lessly’ (ibid., p. 213).* “But isn't the working class obliged in the
present conditions to aid the democracics in their struggle
against German fascism?” This is how the question is put by
broad petty-bourgeois circles for whom the proletariat always
remains only an awxiliary tool for this or that faction of the
bourgeoisic. We reject this policy with indignation. Naturally
there exists a difference between the political regimes in
bourgeois society, just s there i a diference in comfort between
various cars in 4 railway train. But when the whole train is
plunging into an abyss, the distinction between decaying
democracy and murderous fascism disappears in the face of the
collapse of the entire capitalist system ... The victory of the
imperialists of Great Britain and France would be no less fright-
ful for the ultimate fate of mankind than that of Hitler and
Mussolini. Bourgeois democracy cannot be saved. By helping
their bourgeoisic against foreign fascism, the workers could only
accclerate the victory of fascism in their own country® (ibid.,
p-221)

Here, again, is Trotsky's advice to the Norwegian workers at
the time of Hitlers invasion. ‘Should the Norwegian workers
have supported the “democratic” camp against the fascist? . ..
In reality this would be the crudest kind of blunder ... Tn
the world arena we support neither the camp of the Allies
nor the camp of Germany. Consequently we have ot the
slightest reason or justification for supporting either one of their
temporary tools within Norway itself® (In Defense of Marxism,
P 172)
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at first sight in what way Lenin's utilitarian attitude towards
theory differed from his own opinion that Marxism was defincd
by its function in the class struggle and not by its content alon.
It appears, however, that Korsch took the view that a revolu-
tionary theory must be the ‘expression’ of a movement, and not
an instrument forged outside the movement by leaders or
theoreticians. Although he does not use these terms, it may be
said that in his view the historical meaning of a theory is
determined by its origin and not by s actual function.

However, as Korsch observed in 1931, none of the main forms
of theoretical activity in which the ‘subjective aspect’ of Marxism
was revived was appropriate to the needs of the class struggle
of the proletariat in its current phase. There was a clear diver-
gence between Russian Communism and the position of Western
theoreticians of the revolution such as Lukdcs, Pannckock, and
Korsch himself. Leninism had proved to be an adequate
theoretical form for the anti-imperialst struggle in countries on
the periphery of the capitalist world, but the working class in
the developed capitalist countries needed a new basis of theory
‘which Marxism in ts inherited form could not provide. Korsch
therefore abandoned his original hope that it was sufficient to
rewrn to authentic Marxism ( restore the revolutionary con-
sciousness of the modern proletariat. He did not, however,
formulate a theory of his own as a substitute, supplement, or
revision of Marxism; it cannot be inferred from his writings what
such a theory would have been like, or how it would have
differed from traditional Marxism.

4. Critique of Kautshy
It is quite understandable that from the point of view of
Korsch’s interpretation of Marxism the whole of Kautsky's
theoretical work must have scemed a perfect and classical
specimen of the aberration into which Marism fell when it lost
touch with the revolutionary movement. Korsch’s violent attack
on Kautsky's magnum opus is thus essentially a reaffirmation of
his own position. He objected to Kautsky not so much as a
reformist (reformism based on the actual struggle of the trade
unions was in Korsch's view a higher form of Marxism than
‘orthodox evolutionism) but rather as a naturalist and
Darwinist whoregarded historical materialism as the application
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heavy, bloody and intoerabl . The Cacchaslovakian criisrevesled
with remarkable clrity thatfscism doesnot xist s an independent
factor. It only on o the tols o mperialism. ‘Democracy s another
of it tools. Imperialsm rses above them both. 1t sts them in
molion according o needs, at tmes counterposing them to one
another, at times amicably conciling [s] themn. To fight against
fiscm i an allance with imperialism is the same as 10 fght n an
allance with the devl against i claws o horns. (Writings, 1956-19:9,
p.at)

Inshort, there was no such thing as a fight between democracy
and Fascism. International treaties took no account of such
pseudo-antagonisms: the British might conclude a pact with
Ttaly, the Poles with Germany. No matter who the contending
parties were, the coming war would bring about an international
proletarian revolution—such was the law of history. Humanity
would not endure the war longer than a few months; rebellions
against national governments, led by the Fourth international,
would break out on every hand. In any case the war would
at once wipe out all traces of demoracy, so that it was absurd
10 talk about the defence of democratic values. In reply to a
Trotskyist group in Palestine who suggested that Fascism was
the chief threat (0 be resisted at that tme and that it was
wrong to preach defeatism in countries combating it, Trotsky
wrote that their attitude was no better than social-patriotism.
For all true revolutionarics, the chief enemy was always at
home. In another leter, of July 1939, he declared: ‘The victories
of fascism are important, but the death agony of capitalism
is more important. Fascism accelerates the new war, and the
war will tremendously accelerate the revolutionary movement.
In case of war every small revolutionary nucleus can and will
become a decisive historic factor in a very short time’ (Writings,
19381939, . 349). The Fourth International would play
the same part in the coming war as the Bolsheviks had in
1917, but this time the downfall of capitalism would be
complete and final. ‘Yes, I do not doubt that the new
world war will provoke with absolute inevitability the world
revolution and the collapse of the capitalist system’ (ibid.,
p. 232).

When war actually came it did not alter Trotsky's opinion
on these matters, but strengthened it. In the manifesto of the
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reality. After June 1848, however, the situation changed as
capitalism eniered upon a new phase of development and
expansion. For the rest of the nineteenth century Marxism could
only develop as a theory, and, despite the theoretical achieve-
ments of Marx and Engels, scientific socialism did not and
could not exist in the sense of class-consciousness actually
assimilated and created by the proletariat. Theory became
independent of the revolutionary movement, and this altered
its content. Especially afier Marx's death, his ideas increasingly
took on the character of a ‘system’, supposedly based on purely
scientific values. This form of Marxism divorced from revolution
became the dogmatic ideology of the orthodoxy of the Second
International. Marx himself was not free from guilt in the matter
of stripping Marxism of its revolutionary content, especially in
the Critique of the Gotha Programme; but the main cause lay in
objective political conditions, which simply did not permit the
theory to function as ‘only the expression’ of an actual move-
‘ment. More and more, Marxists treated scientific socialism as
the sum of different sciences—economics, sociology, history,
philosophy—with no ‘direct relation’ to the class struggle: that
is 1o say, these sciences theorized about the class struggle but
were ot themselves part of it. Only around the turn of the
century came the third phase, with attempts to revive the
‘subjective aspect’ of Marxism as a proletarian theory of the class
struggle. This change was due to three main developments: trade
union reformism, revolutionary syndicalism, and Bolshevism.
The tendency of al these was to shift the attention of theorists
from the economic laws of capitalism t0 the ‘subjective activity
of the working class’, and thus to restore Marxism o its proper
function as the intellectual superstructure of the actual class
movement. Leninist Communism, however, did not radically
overcome the dogmatism of the Second International. Theory
was sill regarded as a ‘reflection’ of the external world, not an
expression of the activity of the proletaria; thus both Lenin
and Kautsky took the view that theory came into existence
independently of the workers’ movement and was then instilled
into it from outside. Lenin, moreover, treated theory simply as
a practical tool in the technical sense, a statement being ‘true’
o “false’ according as it served the party’s interest. Korsch
repeated this last objection several times, though it is not clear
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Tiibingen, where helived tllhis death. Having broken politically
with the Soviet system, he became the advocate of a renewal
of Communism. Besides republishing several carlier works he
published in these years Naturecht und menschliche Wirde (1961),
an attempt to salvage the concept of natural law in Marxist
terms, also Tibinger Einleitung in die Philosophie (two vols.,
1963-4), Atheismus im Christentum (1968), and numerous articles
and essays. He received many honours and awards, and the firm
of Surkamp embarked on a sixteen-volume edition of his works
from 1950 onwards.

‘Throughout his lfe Bloch was a typical example of what
‘may be called an academic thinker, whose knowledge of political
reality was mainly derived from books. He had a vast knowledge
of literature and philosophy, but his powers of analysis were
extremely poor. His frequent political statements, both during
his Stalinist and anti-Stalinist days, were naive, vague, and
stercotyped, mere echoes of current slogans and clichés. It is
clear that he had no conception of economics. Throughout his
1ife he remained a iterary man decply versed in books, dreaming
of a perfect world yet unable to_explain how it was to be
created, or even what form its perfection was to take.

2. Basic ideas
Bloch’s writings consist (0 a large extent of self-contained
‘aphorisms expressed in one o a few sentences, and conveying
in a concise form the essence of his philosophy. Here are some
examples:

Der Mensch is dajenige, was noch viles vor sih hat. Ex wird in
ciner Arbeit und durch it immer wiede amgebildet. Er siht immer
ieder vorm an Grensen, die ke meh i, ndem rsic wabraimmn,
e dberchreit s Das Eigendiche it im Menschen wie i des Wel
ustehénd, wartend, cht m de Furcht vl i werden st
in der Hoffnung, u geingen. (Des Pancp Hoffag, Subriam o0
P, 3B4-5)

(¥ i he who has much befre i, He is consanty ranstormed
in and through his work, He s ahways reaching boundares tht are
boundaries no longer: s he percivs thtn 0 he pasesbeyond th,
That which is enuine in han and in the workl wais and endures,
the fear of frustration and the hope of success.)

Von frih auf will man zu sich. Aber wir wissen nicht, wer wir sind.
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was any means of avoiding such a disastrous outcome. It seems,
on the whole, that there was not, since otherwise Trotsky and
his group, who invariably pursued the right policy and
“expressed’ the true interests of the proletariat, would surely have
prevented the bureaucracy taking over. If tey did not prevent
it, it was because they could not; and if the bureaucracy
continued to maintain tself without any visible social founda-
tion, this must surely be due to the operation of historical laws.

3. Bolshevism and Stalinism. The idea of Soviet democracy
Trotsky thus took every opportunity to emphasize that there
was no continuity between true Bolshevism or Leninism, that is
10 say Trotsky’s own ideology and politics on the one hand, and
Stalinism on the other. Stalinism was not only not the true
heir of Leninism, but a glaring contradiction of it. In an aricle
of 1937 he takes issue with Mensheviks and anarchists who were
saying: ‘We told you so from the beginning.’ Not at all, replies
Trotsky. The Mensheviks and anarchists predicted that des-
potism and the stifling of the Russian proletariat would come
as a result of Bolshevik government; they have indeed come, but
2s a result of Stalin's bureaucracy, which has nothing t0 do
with true Bolshevism. Again, Pannekoek and some German
Spartacists say that the Bolsheviks st up a dictatorship of the
party instead of a dictatorship of the proletariat, and that
Stalin established a_ bureaucratic dictatorship on that basis.
This is not the case either. The proletariat could not take over
state power except through its own vanguard, in which the
working masses' aspirations to freedom were crystallized.

In thisarticle as in many others, Trotsky was obliged to answer
the objections frequently raised by his adversaries and also by
such supporters as Serge, Souvarine, and Burnham. Surely, they
pointed out, the Bolsheviks had from the beginning, with
Trotsky’s active participation, liquidated all Russian political
parties including the socialists; they had themselves forbidden
the formation of groups within the party, had destroyed the
freedom of the press, had bloodily suppressed the Kronstadt
revolt, and so forth.

Trotsky answered these objections many times, and always in
the same way: the actions complained of were right and necessary
and in no way infringed the healthy foundations of proletarian
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principles but only certain manifestations. However, phenomena
such as mass terror and the extermination of political adversarics
are not a necessary feature of totalitarian Communism: it may
resort 1o such means i case of need, but it may also do without
them. Nor s it incompatible with the system for ideological
discussions to take place ‘within Marxism’: as a matter of fact
such discussions took place even in the worst years, and
Stalin often called for ‘a frank discussion’. All that the Stalinist
system requires is acceptance of the principle that the limits of
discussion and of cultural freedom are fixed at any given time
by the party (ie. the party burcaucracy), which cannot be
subject to any higher authority. Lukics accepted this principle,
and at no time called it in question.

During the war, when Stalin played on_anti-German
nationalism and, among other things, described Hegel as the
philosopher of the aristocratic reaction against the French
Revolution, Lukics, we may believe, was unable to swallow
such nonsense, and the publication of his book on Hegel was
consequently held up for some years. There is no reason to
doubt that he rejected Stalin’s views on Hegel, but here again
what counted with him was the political justification. In the
postscript, already quoted, to *Mein Weg zu Marx” he declared
that although he thought Stalin wrong on many points he did
not engage in opposition, not only because it was physically
impossible o do so but because any opposition could casily have
degenerated into support for Fascism. In short, Stalin might have
made mistakes, but he, Lukics, had been right not to oppose
Stalinism. But this avowal, dating from 1957, is a clearer proof
of Lukics's actual Stalinism than any glorification of Stalin
during his lfetime. The argument is that it was right to support
Stalin and Stalinism without reservation, even while harbouring,
internally and invisibly, objections to the party’s current policy.
But Stalinism demanded no loyalty other than that expressed
in outward obedience, and the burden of Lukics's argument
s precisely to justify such obedience. As long as the world is
torn by the struggle between capitalism and socialism, and i
socialismis assumed on philosophical grounds to be an essentially
superior system irrespective of any empirical facts, then clearly
any internal opposition to socialism as it exists at a given time
is a blow struck in favour of the enemy. Any public criticism,
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itscritics by turning their criticism into an element of the system:
what is needed, therefore, is criticism by violence, which
cannot be thus digested. Freedom of speech and assembly,
tolerance, and democratic institutions, are all means of
petuating the spiritual dominance of capitalist valucs. It follows
that those endowed with a true and unmystified consciousncss
must strive for liberation from democratic frecdoms and
tolerance

Marcuse has no hestation in drawing this conclusion, which
he expresses perhaps with most clarity in his essay on ‘Repressive
Tolerance' (in A Critigue of Pure Tolerance by Robert Paul Wolff
and others, 1969). In the past, he argues, tolerance was a
liberating ideal, but today it is an instrument of oppression,
as it strengthens a society which, with the assent of the majority,
builds nuclear arsenals, pursues imperialis polices, and 50 on
Tolerance of this kind is a tyranny of the majority against
liberationist ideals; moreover, it tolerates doctrines and move-
ments that ought not to be tolerated, as they are wrong and
evil. Every particular fact and institution must be judged from
the point of view of the ‘whole’ to which they belong, and since
in this case the ‘whole’ is the capitalist system, which is
inherently evil, freedom and tolerance within the system are
likewise evil in themselves. Therefore a true, deeper tolerance
must involve intolerance towards false ideas and movements.
“The tolerance which enlarged the range and content of freedom
was always partisan—intolerant toward the protagonists of the
repressive stats quo’ (p. 99). When it is a question of
establishing a new society (which, as it belongs o the future,
cannot be described or defined except as the contrary of the
present one), indiscriminate tolerance cannot be permitted. True
tolerance ‘cannot protect false words and wrong deeds which
demonstrate that they contradict and counteract the possibilties
of liberation’ (p. 102). ‘Society cannot be indiscriminate where
the pacification of existence, where freedom and happiness
themselves are at stake: here, certain things cannot be said,
certain ideas cannot be expressed, certain policies cannot be
proposed, certain behaviour cannot be permitted without
tolerance an instrument forthe continuation of ervitude®
(ibid.). Freedom of specch is good, not because there is no such
thing as objective truth, but because such truth exists and can
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Accordingly, the Chinese changed tactics and, instead of offering
Maoism as a sovercign remedy of equal value to Britain, the
United States, Poland, and the Congo, concentrated on un-
masking Russian imperialism and sceking alliances, or at all
events a measure of influence, on the basis of a common interest
in checking Soviet expansion. It scems, indeed, that this is &
much more promising course, though it is a straightforward
political one and not a matter of Maoist ideology; as far as
Marxist language is stll used in prosecuting this policy, it is
decorative rather than essential,

From the point of view of the history of Marxism, Maoist
ideology is noteworthy not because Mao ‘developed” anything
but because i llustrates the unlimited flexibiliy of any doctrine
once it becomes historically influential. On the one hand,
Marxism has become the instrument of Russian imperialism;
on the other, it is the ideological cement or superstructure of
a huge country striving to overcome its technical and cconomic
backwardness by other means than the ordinary operation of
the market (of which, in many cases, it s virtually impossible
for backward countries o take advantage). Marxism has become
the motive force of astrong, highly militarized state, using force
and ideological manipulation to mobilize its subjects in the cause
of modernization. Certainly, as we have secn, there were
important elements in the Marxist tradition which served to
justify the establishment of totalitarian governments. But one
thing is beyond doubt: Communism as Marx understood it was
an ideal for highly developed industrial societis, not a method
of organizing peasants to create the rudiments of industrial-
ization. Yet it has trned out that this aim can be achieved
by means of an ideology in which vestiges of Marxism arc
blended with a peasant Utopia and the traditions of Oriential
despotism—a mixture that describes itsclf as Marxism par
excellece and that works with a certain efficiency.

‘The obfuscation of Western admirers of Chinese Communism
isscarcely believable. Intellectuals who cannot find words strong
enough to condemn U.S. militarism go into ccstasics over a
society in which the military training of infants begins in their
third year and all male citizens are obliged to do four or five
‘years” military service. Hippies are enamoured of a state which
enforces severe labour discipline without holidays and upholds
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bureaucracy if not destroyed it; in fact precisely the opposite
happened, and Trotsky nowhere explains why this was so. Later
in the same book he says that the bureaucracy was originally
an organ of the working class but that later, when it became
involved in the distribution of goods, it began 1o place itself
“above the masses’ and to claim privileges. This does not explain,
however, whether and in what way the system of privilege coul
have been avoided, and why the working class, which was truly
in charge, permitted such a thing o happen. Stll in the same
work, Trotsky says that the main cause of bureaucratic govern-
ment was the slowness of the world proletariat to fulfi its
historic mission. In an carlier pamphlet, Problems of Develop-
ment of the USSR. (1931), he gives other reasons: the weari-
ness of the Russian proletariat afier the Civil War, the collapse
of illusions fostered in the heroic days of the Revolution, the
defeat of revolutionary outbreaks in Germany, Bulgaria, and
Estonia, and the burcaucracy’s betrayal of the Chinese and
British proletariat. In an article in the following year he stated
that the war-weary workers handed over power to the burcau-
cracy for the sake of order and reconstruction; but he did not
explain why these tasks could not have been carried out by
‘urue Bolshevik-Leninists’ under his own leadership.

From all these explanations one clear argument emerges,
namely that Trotsky himself did not contribute in the smallest
measure to the establishment of a bureaucratic regime, and that
the burcaucracy had nothing in common with the dictatorship
of the first six years after the Revolution, but was its exact
contrary. The fact that the party apparatus exercised absolute
‘power during those ycars had, it seems, nothing to do with the
regime of Stalin and his clique, since the party in those days
was the ‘advance guard of the proletariat’, while Stalin’s subse-
quent apparatus represented nothing and no one. In that case,
we may ask, why could not the proletariat shake off the clique
of usurpers who lacked any social backing? Trotsky has an
answer to this too: the proletariat does not rebel against
Stalin’s government (elsewhere, however, we read that it is in
constant rebellion) because it fears that in the present situation
a proletarian revolution might lead to the restoration of
capitalism.

Tt is not clear from Trotsky's arguments whether there
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and that socialism ruled out competition between independent
political forces. In short, he accepted despotism in principle,
although he later critcized some of its extreme manifestations.
He was one of those Communists, numerous in the late 19505,
who believed that democracy could exist within the ruling
Communist party although it had been abolished for the rest
of the community. This delusion, however, did not last long,
and the experience of Stalinism showed clearly that the liquida-
tion of democracy in the state was bound to lead, in a short
time, to the liquidation of democracy within the ruling party:
the process, indeed, began under Lenin and with his encourage-
ment. The reason is that when state democracy is abolished it
is inevitable, whatever anyone’s intentions, that groups within
the party will if they are allowed, become advocates of other,
non-party forces and reflect various social pressures. In other
‘words, intra-party democracy, in which sects are permitted o
exist, is essentially the same as a multi-party system, with the
revival under one name or another of the political organisms
that the party has just destroyed. Thus, i the party bureaucracy
s to remain all-powerful within the state, democracy within the
party can be no more than a pious wish.

‘The same holds good in the field of culture. In an interview
published in Scabad Nép on 14 October 1956, a few days before
the Hungarian uprising, Lukics stated that different artistic
trends should be allowed to exist in a socialist state, but that
there could be no question of ideologies frecly competing, and
that, for example, the teaching of philosophy in universities must
be exclusively carried on by Marxists (Schrifin, p. 634). But this
is precisely the Stalinist principle of government: for if it is
laid down that only Marxists have the right to teach, there
‘must be an authority to decide who is and who is not a Marxist;
and this authority can only be the ruling party, i.¢. the party
burcaucracy. If the party says somebody is not a Marxist, then
by definition he is not. Hence the principle of a Marxist
‘monopoly is identical with the Stalinist system, and from this
point of view it is not clear how that system was at fault in
its cultural policy.

In the late 1950, when the political and ideological ferment
in Eastern Europe was at its height, Lukdcs was one of the most
timid and cautious critics of Stalinism, never questioning ts basic
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“structure’ of reality so that people can develop their needs in
frcedom; we must have a new technology (not simply a new
application of the present one) and recapture the unity of art
and science, science and ethics; we must set free our imagina-
tions and harness science (0 the liberation of mankind.

But who is t0 do all this when a majority of the people, and
especially of the working class, are absorbed by the system and
are no interested in the ‘global transcendence’ of the existing
order? The answer, according to Ore-Dinensional Man, is that
‘underncath the conservative popular base is the substratum of
the outcasts and outsiders, the exploited and persecuted of other
races and other colours, the unemployed and the unemployable.
They exist outside the democratic process ... The fact that they
start refusing to play the game may be the fact which marks
the beginning of the end of a period” (pp. 256-7).

1t appears, then, that the lumpenproletariat of the racial
‘minorities of the United States is the section of humanity
ordained above all others to restore the ity of Eros and Logos,
0 create the new qualitative science and technology, and to
free mankind from the tyranny of formal logic, positivism, and
empiricism. However, Marcuse explains elsewhere that we can
also count on other forces, namely students and the peoples of
cconomically and technically backward countrics. The alliance
of these three groups is the chief hope for the liberation of
humanity. Student movements of revolt are ‘a decisive factor
of transformation’, though in themselves insuffiient (0 bring it
about (sce “The Problems of Violence and the Radical Opposi-
tion’, in Five Lectures). Revolutionary forces must use violence,
because they represent a higher justice and because the present
system is itself one of institutionalized violence. It is absurd to
talk of confining resistance within legal limits, for no system,
not even the freest, can sanction the use of violence against iself
Violence is justified, however, when the aim is liberation. Itis,
‘moreover, an important and encouraging sign that the students’

al revolt is combined with a movement towards sexual
Foeration

Violence is inevitable because the present system afficts the
‘majority with a false consciousness from which only a few can
liberate themselves. Capitalism has devised such means of
assimilating all forms of culture and thought that it can disarm
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bourgeois restoration. Lin Piao sought to apply on an inter-
national scale the old slogan of the Red Chinesc army concerning
the ‘encirclement of the cities by the countryside’. China’s
example certainly has a definite auraction for Third World
countries. The achievements of Communism are manifest: it has
freed China from foreign influence and, at a huge cost, set it
on the path of echnical and social modernization. The national-
ization of the whole of social life has, as in other totalitarian
countries, brought with it the abolition or alleviation of some
of the chief plagues that affict mankind, especially in backward
agrarian countrics: unemployment, regional starvation, and
beggary on a vast scale. Whether the Chinese patiern can in
fact be imitated successully, for example, in the counties of
black Aftica, is a question beyond the scope of this work.

The other source of the ideological influence of Maoism,
especially in the sixties, was the acceptance by some Western
intellectuals and students of the utopian fantasies that constituted
the fagade of Chinese Communism. At that time Maoism
endeavoured to project itself as the universal solution of all
human problems. Various lfist sects and individuals seem to
have seriously believed that it was the perfect cure for the ills
of industrial society, and that the United States and Western
Europe could and should be revolutionized on Maoist principles.
At a time when the ideological prestige of Soviet Russia had
collapsed, utopian longings fixed themselves on the exotic East,
the more easily because of the general ignorance of Chinese
affais. For thase in search of a perfect world and a sublime,
all-cmbracing revolution, China became the Mecca of a new
dispensation and the last great hope of revolutionary war—for
had not the Chinese rejected the Soviet formula of ‘peaceful
coexistence’? Many Maoist groups were sadly disappointed
when the Chinese to a large extent dropped their revolutionary
prosclytizing and turned to more ‘normal’ forms of political
rivalry, having evidently ceased to hope that Maoism could
become a real force in Europe or North America. It is indeed
the case that Maoism in the Western countries had nosignificant
effect on the position of the existing Communist parties: it caused.
no schism of any consequence and remained the property of
small splinter groups. Nor did it have any noteworthy success
in Eastern Europe, except for the special case of Albania.
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There are, however, difficulties of correlating the respective
periods, and also of nomenclature. Trotskyists and ex-
Communists are in the habit of distinguishing ‘leftist’” and
“rightist” stages of Soviet history. The period immediately aficr
1917, dominated by the Givil War and by hopes of world
revolution,is eferred toas leftist and is folowed by the ‘rightist
period of the N.EP., when the party acknowledged the ‘tem-
porary stabilization of capitalism’ in the world at large. Then
comes a ‘swing 10 the left’ in 1928~9, when the party declared
that this stabilization was at an end; the ‘tide of revolution” sct
in once more, social democracy was denounced and combated
as social Fascism’, and Rusia witnessed the beginning of mass
collectivization and forced industrialization. This stage is sup-
posed t0 have ended in 1935, when a rightist’ policy was once
more adopted under the slogan of a popular front against
Fascism. These successive shifts of policy are associated with
sectional and personal in-fighting among the Russian leaders.
The rule of Stalin, Zinovyev, and Kamenev led to the political
elimination of Trotsky; then Zinovyev and Kamenev were
ousted i favour of Bukharin, Rykov, and Tomsky; then, in 1929,
Bukharin was cast out and effective dissidence within the
Bolshevik party came t0 an end.

‘This chronology i full ofdifficultes, however, even apart from
the vague and arbitrary use of the terms ‘lefv and ‘right’. As
10 the latter point, it is not clear why the slogan of ‘social
Fascism® was “leftis® while the attempt to compromise with
Chiang Kai-shek was rightist’; or why it was lefistto persecute
peasants on a vast scale but ‘rightist to use economic methods
for political ends. It can of course be laid down that the more
a policy involves terror, the more leftist it is—this principle
is frequently applied at the present day, and not only in Com-
‘munist publications, but it is hard to see what it has to do with
the taditional idea of ‘lefism’. Apart from this, there is no
clear correlation between changes in Comintern policy and the
different phases of Soviet intenal policy and ideology. The
so-called ‘lefst’ assertion that European social democracy was
a branch of Fascism was coined by Zinovyev and was current
at least as early as 1924; the Comintern’s fight against social
democracy was intensified in 1927, long before the forced
collectivization of the Russian peasantry was thought o, In 1935,
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a necessity which subsumes much that is apparenly arbitrary)"
(p. 112). Thus true, superior socialist freedom is stll made to
consist in accepting historical necessity. On this definition it
‘may be wondered whether the mind of men could conceive a
system (under Communist party rule, of course) so despotic that
it did not qualify to be regarded as an embodiment of the
highest freedom.

In the same way Lukics's aesthetic doctrine, at least in its
specifically Marxist features and especially in regard to socialist
and critical realism and avant-garde literature, is a perfect
theoretical justification of Stalin’s cultural policy. Lukics,in fact,
forged the conceptual instruments of cultural despotism. I
Socialist realism is basically” the highes form of art for historio-
sophical reasons, and iits characteristic feature s that the author
relates particulars to the ‘whole’, i.e. the batle for socialism,
and identifies with those whoare fighting that battle, then clearly
the socialist state must foster and encourage the type of art in
which its own interests are expressed. Literature and painting
whose main function was to glorify Stalin are really in terms
of Lukies's doctrine, true examples ofsocialist realism; in general
he was well aware of the difference between good and bad art,
butin the last resort what mattered was the content, i.¢. in this
case ideological values or the relation to the ‘whole’.

Lukics also helped to popularize the deplorable misuse of the
term ‘dialectical” either (o express a commonplace (as that two
phenomena interact on each other, or that in observing an
object various circumstances should be taken into account, or
that a certain judgement may be right in some conditions and
wrong in others), or as a knock-down argument enabling the
user to dismiss empirical facts and maintain that ‘superficially
things may appear thus and so, but ‘dialectically’ the case
is the exact opposite. In his book on Lenin, for example, he
accuses the reformists of having an ‘un-dialectic conception of
the nature of a majority’, from which it would appear that the
“dialectical’ sense of this term is the opposite of what common
sense or common arithmetic understands by it. (Since Com-
munism has never, in any situation, had a majority of the people
onits side, it s certainly convenient to maintain that it neverthe-
less commanded a majority in the deeper, dialectical sense—an
irrefutable statement in the light of the theory that Com-
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rather from that of the *New Left’, which broadly shared his
ideas. His attitude 10 existing forms of Communism was one of
mixed criticism and approbation, expressed in highly vague
and ambiguous terms. He uses the words ‘totalitarian’ and
“otalitarianism’ in such a way that they would fit the US SR.
as well as the US.A., but generally disparages the latter as
compared with the former. He recognizes that one system is
pluralistic and the other based on terror, but does not regard
this as an essential distinction: *“totalitarian” here is redefined
to mean not only terroristic but also pluralistic absorption of
all effective opposition by the established society’ (Five Lectures,
p. 48). *““Totalitarian” is not only a terroristic_political co-
ordination of society, but also a non-terroristic. economic-
technical coordination which operates through the manipulation
of needs by vested interests’ (One-Dimensional Man, p. 3). ‘In
the realm of culture, the new totalitarianism manifests itself
precisely in a harmonizing pluralism, where the most contra-
dictory works and truths peaccfully cocxist in indiflrence’
(ibid., p. 61). ... is there today, in the orbit of advanced
industrial_civilization, a society which is not under an
authoritarian regime?” (ibid., p. 102).

Terror, in short, can cither be exerted by terror or by
democracy, pluralism, and tolerance. But when terror isexercised
for the purpose of liberation there is a promise that it will come to
an end, whereas terror in the form of freedom last forever. On
the other hand, Marcuse repeatedly expresses the view that the
Soviet and capitalist systems are growing more alike, as types
of the same process of industrialization. In Soviet Marism he
sharply criticizes Marxist state doctrine and claims that the
system based upon it s not a dictatorship of the proletariat but
a method of speeding up industrialization by means of a
dictatorship over the proletariat and peasantry, the Marxist
ideology being skewed for this purpose. He realizes the primitive
intellectual level of the Soviet version of Marxism and the fact
thatitserves purely pragmatic aims. On the one hand, he believes
that Western capitalism and the Soviet system show marked signs
of converging in the direction of increased centralization,
bureaucracy, cconomic rationalization, regimented education
and information services, the work ethos, production, etc. On
the other hand, however, he sees more hope for the Soviet
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Marsisw has been the greatest fantasy of our century. It was
a dream offering the prospect of a society of perfect unity, in
which all human aspirations would be fulflled and all values
reconciled. It took over Hegels theory of the ‘contradictions
of progress’, but also the liberal-evolutionist belief that ‘in the
last resort’ the course of history was inevitably for the better,
and that man’s increasing command over nature would, after
an interval, be matched by increasing freedom. 1t owed much
of its success to the combination of Messianic fantasies with a
specific and genuine social cause, the struggle of the European
working class against poverty and exploitation. This combi-
nation was expressed in a coherent doctrine with the absurd
name (derived from Proudhon) of ‘scientific socialism’—absurd
because the means of attaining an end may be scicnific,
but not the choice of the end itself. The name, however,
reflected more than the mere cult of science which Marx
shared with the rest of his generation. It expressed the belicf,
discussed critically more than once in the course of the present
work, that human knowledge and human practice, dirccted
by the will, must ulimately coincide and become inscparable
in a perfect unity: so that the choice of ends would indecd
become identical with the cognitive and practical means of
attaining them. The natural consequence of this confusion
was the idea that the success of a particular social movement
was a proof that it was scientifically ‘truc’, or, in effect, that
whoever proved 1o be stronger must have ‘science’ on his side.
This idea is largely responsible for all the anti-scientific and
antiintellectual features of Marxism in its particular guise as
the ideology of Communism.

To say that Marxism is a fantasy docs not mean that it is
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democracy. In a letter to the workers of Zurich, published in
August 1932, he wrote that the Bolsheviks had certainly used
force to destroy the anarchists and Left S.R.s (other parics are
not even mentioned in this context), but they did so in defence
of the workers’ state, and therefore their action was right; the
class struggle could not be carried on without violence, the
only question was which class the violence was exercised by.
In a pamphlet of 1938, Their Morals and Ours, he explained
tha it was absurd to compare Communism with Fascism, as
the resemblance in their methods was ‘superfcial” and related
10 secondary phenomena (for example, the abolition of general
elections); what matiered was the class in whose name such
‘methods were used. Trotsky, it was objected, had taken hostages,
including children, from the families of political opponents, and
was now indignant when Stalin did the same thing to
Trotskyists. But, he replied, there was no true analogy, for what
Trotsky did was necessary to fight the class enemy and bring
victory to the proletariat, whereas Stalin was acting in the
interests of the bureaucracy. In a letter of 1940 to Shachtman
he agrees that the Cheka originated and functioned when he was
in power—of course it did, but it was a necessary weapon against
the bourgeoisie, whereas now Stalin was using it to destroy
“true Bolsheviks’, so there was no proper comparison. As (o the
suppression of the Kronstadt revolt, how could a proletarian
government be expected to give up an important fortress to
reactionary peasant soldiers, among whom there might be a few
anarchists? As to the forbidding of party groups, this was
absolutely necessary, for when all non-Bolshevik parties were

idated the antagonistic interests that were sill present in
society were bound 0 seek expression in different tendencies
within the one party.

Itis clear from this that for Trotsky there was no question of
democracy as a form of government, or of civil liberties as a
cultural value: from this point of view he was faithful to Lenin
and did not differ from Stalin. If power was wilded by the
“historically progressive’ class (through its vanguard, of course),
then by definition this was an authentic democracy, even i
oppression and coercion in every form were otherwise the order
of the day; for all this was in the cause of progress. But from the
‘moment that power was taken over by a bureaucracy that did
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however mild, of the system and its leaders is exploited in some.
way by the adversary—a fact which, ever since Soviet Russia
came into existence, has been effectively used o silence real,
imaginary, or potential critics by branding them as allies of
imperialism. What is notable in Lukics's case is not that he
submitted to this form of blackmail but that he provided a
theoretical justification for it, in full accord with his rule of
thinking in terms of the ‘whole® and of comprehensive systems

‘This rule of Lukics's, in fact, is tantamount 1o a general
justfication of the typical Communist contempt for facts. Com-
‘munism is defined in theoretical terms as  higher form of society
which will do away with the division of labour, introduce ‘truc”
freedom and equality, abolish exploitation, lead t0 a blossoming
of culture, and so on. All these truths are valid a prioi, whatever
the actual face of Communism may be. The most repellent forms
of totalitarian despotism, oppression, and exploitation cannot
detract from its superiority: at most it may be conceded in after
years, when the party allows a measure of criticism, that there
have been occasional mistakes or that ‘survivals of capitalism’
were at work. The superiority of socialism is absolute and is
not susceptible to empirical proof or disproof. Lukcs’s achicve-
ment is to have elevated the practice of contempt for facts as
compared with ‘systems’ to the dignity of a great theoretical
principle, of which Marxism can be justly proud.

In Stalin’s day Lukics glorified the Soviet system as the
supreme embodiment of freedom, maintaining that, with the
exploiters overthrown, work had become identical with pleasure,
as Marx had promised; that socialism had replaced ‘apparent
and superficial freedom’ by the genuine variety, and that only
under the new system did writers enjoy true contact with the
people. All this is in no way surprising: these are the regular
clichés of Stalinist propaganda. (A good example is the article
‘Frei oder gelenkte Kunst?’, published in 1947, which abounds
in stock phrases contrasting Soviet freedom with capitalist
corruption.) But even in Lukics's later writings there is no
suggestion that his views on these matters had changed. In The
Meaning of Contemporary Realism he wrote: ‘In socialit society the
individual will enjoy greater freedom to choose a place for himself
in society than under capitalism (“freedom” being understood
here, of course, as conscious acceptance of historical necessity—
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be discovered; hence freedom of speech cannot be justified if
it is shown to be perpetuating untruth. Such freedom assumes
that all desirable changes can be effected through rational
discussion within the ‘system’; but in fact everything that can
be achieved in this way serves to corroborate the system. ‘A
free society is indeed unrealistcally and undefinably different
from the existing ones. Under these circumstances, whatever
improvement may occur “in the normal course of events” and
without subversion is likely o be an improvement in the
direction determined by the particular interests which control
the whole’ (p. 107). Freedom to express various opinions is bound
to mean that the opinions expressed will reflect establishment
interests, because of the establishment's power to form opinion.
True, the mass media describe the atrocities of the modern
world, but they do so in an impasive, impartial manner. ‘If
objectivity has anything to do with truth, and if truth is more
ic and science, then this kind of objectivity
nd of tolerance inhuman’ (p. 112). To
combat indoctrination and develop the forces of liberation ‘may
require apparently undemocratic means. They would include
the withdrawal of toleration of speech and assembly from groups
and movements which promote aggressive policics, armament,
chauvinism, discrimination on the grounds of race and religion,
or which oppose the extension of public services, social security,
medical care, ctc. Moreover, the restoration of freedom of
thought may necessitate new and rigid restrictions on teachings
and practices in the educational institutions’ (p. 114), as those
enclosed within these institutions have no real frecdom of choice.
If it is asked who is entitled to decide when intolerance and
violence are justified, the answer depends on which cause is to
beserved thereby. ‘Liberating tolerance .. would mean intoler-
ance against movements from the Right and tolcration of
movements from the Left’ (pp. 122-3). This simple formula
epitomizes the kind of ‘tolerance’ that Marcuse advocates. His
object, he declares, is not t0 set up a dictatorship but to
achieve ‘true democracy’ by combating the idea of tolerance,
on the ground that the vast majority cannot form right judge-
ments when their minds are deformed by democratic sources
of information.

Marcuse did not write from a Communist standpoint but
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a puritanical code of sexual morals, not to speak of drug-taking.
Even some Christian writers speak highly of the system, although
religion in China has been ruthlessly stamped out. (Its of lttle
importance here that Mao seems o have believed in an after
ife. In 1965 he mentioned twice to Edgar Snow that he was
“soon going to see God’ (Snow, op. cit., pp. 89 and 219-20);
he said the same thing in a speech in 1966 (Schram, p. 270),
and also in 1959 (ibid., p. 154), when he referred humorously
0 his future meeting with Marx.)

The Chinese People’s Republic is obviously a factor of
‘enormous importance in the modern world, not least from the
point of view of containing Soviet expansionism. This, however,
is a matter which has little to do with the history of Marxism.
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support than the Bolsheviksever have done, and therefore trusted
more in his own strength than they: this is seen not so much
inhis repeated injunctions to let people speak out (for Stalin
also took this linc on occasion) as in the risk he took during
the cultural revolution in inciting young people to overthrow
the existing party apparatus. But, on the other hand, it is clear
that during the whole chaotic period he kept in his hands the
instruments of power and coercion which enabled him to restrain
the excesses o those who followed his advice. On many occasions
Mao preached the gospel of ‘democratic centralism’, and it is
not clear that his interpretation differed in any way from
Lenin's. The proletariat governs the country through the party,
the party's operations are based on discipline, the minority obeys
the majority, and the whole party obeys the central leadership.
‘When Mao declares that centralism is ‘First of al .. a central-
ization of correct ideas' (Schram, p. 163), there can be no doubt
that it is the party which decides whether an idea is correct
or not.

In February 1957 Mao delivered an address ‘On the Correct
Handling of Contradictions among the People’, which is another
of the main texts on which his reputation as a theorist is based.
In it he declares that we must distinguish carefully between
contradictions among the people and contradictions between
the people and its enemies. The latter are resolved by dictator-
ship, the former by democratic centralism. Among ‘the people’
freedom and democracy prevail, ‘But this freedom is freedom
with leadership and this democracy is democracy under central-
ized guidance, not anarchy .... Those who demand freedom and
democracy in the abstract regard democracy as an end and not
a means. Democracy sometimes seems (o be an end, but it is
in fact only a means. Marxism teaches us that democracy is
partof the superstructure and belongs to the category of politics
That is to say, in the last analysis it serves the cconomic basc.
‘The sameis true of freedom’ (Four Essayson Philsophy, pp. 84-6).
‘The chief practical conclusion drawn from this s that contra-
dictions among the people must be handled by a skilful
combination of education and administrative measures, whereas
a conflict between the people and its cnemics has to be solved
by dictatorship, i.c. by force. However, as Mao indicates
elsewhere, ‘non-antagonistic’ contradictions among the people
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beginning of the imperialist era Lenin developed the question
of the significance of the subjective factor and in so doing
extended the bounds of classical theory. Stalin turned this into
a system of subjeeivist dogmas. 1t was a tragedy that with his
great talent, rich experience, and unusual quickness of mind he
did not break out of the vicious circle or even perceive clearly
the error of subjectivism. It also seems 10 me tragic that his
last work begins with 2 well-founded critcism of economic
subjectivism, while at the same time it does not occur to him
that he himself was the spiriwal father and patron of that
subjectivism’ (Schriften zur ldelogic nd Politi, ed. Lud, 1967,
Pp. 652-3)-

Stalin, then, was a tragic subjecdvist; and, as we have scen,
Lukics elsewhere states that the Stalin era suffered from  lack
of ‘mediation’ in cultural policy. It was wrong (o lump together
all non-Communist forces (the theory of ‘social Fascism), and
t05ay that there was no longer any place in lterature for critical
realism, It was wrong, 00, o stfl all discussion wilkin the parly,
and to subject oppositionits to police repression. However, as
Lukics sated in a leter to Alberto Garocci published in 1962,
it did not follow that the vietims of Stalin's purges, such as
Trotsky and his folowers, should be rehabilitated politcally.
In principle, Stalin was right as against Trotsky, but Stalin
himself subsequently pursued a Trotskyist policy instead of a
Leninist one. It was a mistake to subordinate the whole of culture
to propaganda aims, regardless of its intrinsic values. An
especally pernicious effect of Stalinism was the degradation
of Marxist theory. The task now was to restore confidence in
Mancism, to reconstruct its intellectual values, to overcome
dogmatism and_ subjectivism, and t© re-establish Leninist
principles of socialis organization and Marxist thought.

As 10 the causes of Stalinism, Lukics confines himself (0
generalities about the backwardress of Rusia and the havoc
wrought by the years of war, revolution, and civil war.

Lukics at no time questioned the Leninist foundations on
which the whole edifice of Stalinism was reared. He did not
question the principle_of one-party dictatorship and the
abolition of the ‘bourgeois’ division of authority into legislative,
executive, and judicial in other words, he accepted that the.
governing party should be subject to no form of public control
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but these needs are themselves bogus: they are foisted on
individuals by interested exploitrs, and they serve to perpetuate
injustice, poverty, and aggression. ‘Mot of te prevailing needs
0 relax, t0 have fun, to behave and consume in accordance
with the advertisements, to love and hate what others love and
hate, belong to this category of false needs’ (p. 5). As to which
needs are ‘true’ and which are false, no one can decide this
except the individuals concerned, and that only when they are
rescued from manipulation and external pressure. But the
modern economic system is devised to multiply artificial needs
in a_condition of freedom which is itself an instrument of
domination. “The range of choice open to the individual is not
the decisive factor in determining the degree of human freedom,
but what can be chosen and what is chosen by the individual

-7

In this world people and things are reduced, without excep-
tion, to.a functional role, deprived of ‘substance’ and autonomy.
Art is likewise involved in the universal degradation of
conformism, not because it abandons cultural values but because
itincludes them in the existing order. Higher European culture
‘was once basically feudal and non-technical, moving in spheres
independent of commerce and industry. The civilization of the
future must recover that independence by creating a second
dimension of thoughts and feelings, upholding the spirit of
negation, and restoring universal Eros to its throne. (At this
point Marcuse for once gives a practical instance of what he
means by ‘libidinous civilization’, pointing out that it is much
more comfortable to make love in a meadow than in an
automobile on a Manhattan street.) The new civilization must
also be opposed to liberty as we know it for ‘inasmuch as the
greater liberty involves a contraction rather than extension and
development of instinctual needs, it works for rather than against
the status quo of general repression’ (p. 74).

# The revolution against freedom
s there a way out o the system which multplies bogus needs
and offers the means of satisfying them, and which binds the
multitude undera spell of false consciousness? Yes, says Marcuse,
there is. We must completely ‘transcend” existing society and
strive for a ‘qualitative change’; we must destroy the very
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the political sense. In modern times, access to information is
a basic asset and a sine gua nan of real participation in govern-
ment; and in this respect the Chinese population is more
deprived even than that of the Soviet Union. In China every-
thing is secret. Practically no statstics are publicly available;
‘meetings of the Central Committee and organs of state admini-
stration are often held in complete secrecy. The idea that the
“masses’ control the economy, in a country where o one outside:
the top hierarchy even knows what the economic plans are, is
one of the most extravagant fantasies of Western Maoists. The
information about foreign countries that the citizen can glean
from official sources is minimal, and his cultral isolation is
almost complete. Edgar Snow, one of the most enthusiastic
observers of Chinese Communism, reported afer a visit in 1970
that the only books available to the public were textbooks and
the works of Mao; Chinese citizens could go to the theatre in
groups (practically noindividual tickets were sold), or they could
read newspapers which told them next to nothing about the
outside world. On the other hand, as Snow remarked, they were
spared the stories of murders, drugs, and sexual perversion on
which Western readers are nourished

Religious life has been practically destroyed; the sale of objects
used in religious worship is officially forbidden. The Chinese
have done away with many aspects of the democratic fagade
that have survived in the Soviet Union, such as general elections
or a public prosecutor’s department independent of the police
authorities: the latter, in practice, administer both ‘justice’ and
repression. The extent of dircct coercion is not known; nobody
can even make a rough gues at the number of inmates of
concentration camps. (In the Soviet Union much more is known
about these matters, which s one effect of a certain relaxation
since Stalin’s death.) The difficulties with which experts contend
are illustrated by the fact that estimates of China’s population
vary by some forty to fity million

‘The ideological influence of Maoism outside China derives
from two main sources. In the first place, since the breach with
the Soviet Union the Chinese leaders have divided the world
not into the ‘socialist’ and ‘capitalist’ camps but rather into rich
and poor countries; the Soviet Union is placed in the former
category and is, moreover, according to Mao, the scene of a
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which led to its explication in terms of mathematical structures,
separated reality from all inherent ends and, consequendly, separated
the true from the good, science from ethics ... The precarious
ontological link between Logos and Eros is broken, and scie

rationality emerges as essentially neutral ... Outside this rationality,
one lives in a world of values, and values separated out from the
objective reality becomessubjective. (One-Dimensional Man, pp. 146-7.)

Thus, Marcuse continues, the ideas of goodness, beauty, and
justice are deprived of universal validity and relegated to the
sphere of personal taste. Science tris to concern itself only with
what is measurable and can be put to technical use; it no longer
asks what things are, only how they work, and proclaims itself
indifferent to the purpose they are used for. In the scientific
world-picture things have lost all ontological consistency, and
even matter has somehow disappeared. Socially, the function
of science is basically conservative, as it affords no ground for
social protest. ‘Science, b virtu of ts own method and con

of nature has remained linked to the domination of man’ (ibid.,
P. 166). What s required isa new, qualitative, normative science:
which ‘would arrive at essentially different concepts of nature
and establish essentially different facts’ (ibid.)

‘This deformed science, leading to the enslavement of man,
finds its philosophical expression in positivism, and particularly
analytical philosophy and operationalism. These doctrines reject
all concepts that do not bear a ‘functional sense or make it
possible (0 foresee and influence events. Yet such concepis are
the most important of all, as they enable us to transcend the
world as it is. Worse still, positivism preaches tolerance of all
values and thus displays its own reactionary character, as it
countenances no restrictions of any kind in regard to social
practice and value-judgements

Given  the predominance of this functional atitude to
thought, it follows that socicty must be composed of one-
dimensional beings. It becomes a victim of false consciousness,
and the fact that most people accept the system does not make
it any more rational. A society of this kind (by which Marcuse
means chiefly America) can absorb all forms of opposition
without injury to itself, as it has empicd the opposition of its
eritical content. It s capable ofsatisfying  host of human needs,
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may in time tun into antagonistic ones if the proponents of
incorrect views refuse to admit their error. This can hardly be
read otherwise than as a warning to Mao's party opponents
that if they acknowledge the truth promptly they will be
pardoned, but if not, they will be declared class enemies and
treated as such. As regards conflicting views among the people,
Mao enumeratessix criteria ibid., pp. 1 1920) for distinguishing
right from wrong. Views and actions are right if they unite the
people instead of dividing it if they are beneficial and not
harmful to socialist construction; if they help to consolidate and
not weaken the people’s democratic dictatorship; if they help
to strengthen democratic centralism; if they help to support the
leading role of the Communist party; and if they are beneficial
to international socialist unity and the unity of the peace-loving
peoples of the world.

Inall these precepts concerning democracy, reedom, central-
ism, and the leading role of the party there s nothing contrary
to Leninist-Stalinist orthodoxy. There does, however, seem (o
be a difference in practice: not in the sense irhagined by many
‘Western enthusiasts for Maoism, that in China the ‘masses’ rule,
but in the sense that government has a more consultative air
because the party has more methods of ideological manipulation
at its command than have the Soviet leaders. This has been
due to the long-continued presence of the father of the revolution,
‘whose authority was unquestioned, and to the fact that China
is 2 pre-eminently rural society, confirming as it were Marx's
saying that the peasants’ leader must also be their lord. In a
situation in which the classes representing the old culture have
been practically destroyed and the channels of information are
even more strictly controlled than in the Soviet Union (the
centralization of correct ideas’, as Mao put it), it is possible,
without infringing the powers of the central government, for
‘many questions of local politics or production to be secded by
local committees nstead of by the official government apparatus.

“Egalitarianism’ i certainly one of the most important features
of Maoist ideology; it is based, as we have seen, on a tendency
to climinate pay differentials and on the principle that all must
perform a certain amount of manual work (though the leaders
and chief ideologists seem (0 be exempt from this requirement).
This does not, however, signify any trend towards equality in
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progress. He seems to have genuinely believed that the working
masses of the world were on his side in their inmost hearts,
even though they did not yet know it for the laws of history
‘made clear that this must be so.

Trotsky's attitude to the problems of national oppression and
self-determination was on similar lines. His writings contain a
flew references to Stalinist suppression of the national aspirations
of the Ukrainians and other peoples; at the same time he
emphasized that no concessions must be made to Ukrainian
nationalists, and that true Bolsheviks in the Ukraine must not
form a ‘people’s front with them. He went so far as to say that
the Ukrainians, divided as they were among four states, consti-
tuted an international problem no less crucial than, in Marx's
opinion, the Polish question had been in the nineteenth
century. But he saw nothing reprehensible in the socialist state
bringing the ‘proletarian revolution’ (o other countries by
‘means of armed invasion. In 1939-40 he explained indignantly
o Shachtman and Burnham that the Soviet invasion of Poland
coincided with the revolutionary movement in that country, that
the Stalinist burcaucracy had given a revolutionary impulse o
the Polish proletariat and peasantry, and that in Finland t0o
the war with the Soviet Union had awakened revolutionary
feclings. True, this was a revolution of a ‘special kind’, since
it was introduced at the point of the bayonet and did not spring
from the depths of popular feeling, but it was a genuine
revolution all the same. Trotsky's knowledge of what was
happening in Eastern Poland and Finland was based, of course,
not on any empirical data but on the ‘laws of history: the
Soviet state, degenerate though it was, represented the interests
of the popular masses, and thercfore the latter must support
the invading Red Army. On this point Trotsky certainly
cannot be accused of deviating from Leninism: as the ‘true’
national interest coincides with that of the vanguard of the pro-
letariat, it follows that wherever the vanguard is in power (albeit
in a state of ‘bureaucratic degeneration’) the right of national
self-determination has been realized, and the masses must
support this state of afairs, for so the theory requires.

4. Criticism of Sovct cconomic and foreign policy
ce, in theory at least, industrialization and the future
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and even freedom to form ‘fractions’. On the other hand, he
defended the prohibition of fractions enacted by himself and
others at the Tenth Congress in 1921, on the ground that it was
an ‘extraordinary measure’. It is hard o interpret this other-
wise than as meaning that i is right to prohibit fractions when
they are wrong, but that Trotsky's group must not be pro-
hibited because it expresses the interest of the proletariat

During his exile he also endeavoured to impose ‘true Leninist
principles on the small groups of his adherents: he unceasingly
condemned all variations from his own statements, ordercd the
exclusion of all who resisted his authority on any subject, and
proclaimed the doctrine of Communist centralism at every turn.

He denounced Souvarine’s group of ‘Communist democrats' in
Paris, saying that their very name showed that they had
broken with Marxism (on which point he may have been right)

He reprimanded Naville’s group when, in 1935, they proclaimed
a programme of their own within the Left Opposition. He
condemned Luciano Galicia, the leader of the Mexican Trotsky-
ists, who forgot about centralism and demanded full freedom
of opinion within the Fourth International. He lashed out
furiously at the American Trotskyist Dwight Macdonald, who
had said that all theory must be treated with scepticism: ‘He
who propagates theoretical scepticism is a traitor’ (Wrilings,
1939-1940, p. 341). He pronounced irrevocable sentence on
Burnham and Shachtman when they finally came to doubt
that the Soviet Union was a workers' state, and talked of
Soviet imperialism in invading Poland and in the war with
Finland. On this occasion he refused to agree (o a referendum
within the American Trotskyist party (which, with about a
thousand members according to Deutscher, seems o have been
the biggest contingent in the Fourth International) on the
ground tha party policy was not ‘simply an arithmetical total
of local decisions’ (In Defence of Marxim, 1942, p. 33). The
fact that this absolutism caused his movement to shrink and to
become more and more like a tiny religious sect, convinced that
its members and they only"were destined to salvation, did not
worry Troisky at all—once more, what about Lenin in 19147
He also shared Lenin's dialectical’ view that the true or ‘under-
Iying’ majority did not consist of those who happened t be in
larger number but of those who were right or stood for historical
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1. Biographical data

Karl Korsch (1886-1961) was born near Hamburg, the son of
a civil servant. He studied law and philosophy at different
universities, received his doctorate in law at Jena in 1910, and
in 1912 went to London for further studies. He joined the
Fabian Society, and, as his biographers observe, the ideas of
British socialism made a permanent impression on his mind, even
during his later ultra-revolutionary phase. While fundamentally
opposed o all reformism he nevertheless maintained that both
revolutionaries and British reformists were truly devoted to
socialism and that they recognized the importance of subjective
factors, unlike the orthodox leaders of the Second International,
who relied on the beneficent effects of historical determinism.

In the First World War Korsch served for a time as an officer,
but was reduced to the ranks for expressing anti-war sentiments.
He joined the anti-war group of German socialiss (the USPD)
and was among the lefi-wing members of the social democratic
party who formed the German Communist party (KPD) in
1920. He took an active part in the revolution of November
1918, and in 1923 was Minister of Justice in the short-lived
revolutionary government of Thuringia. In the same year he
became a professor at Jena University, a post he occupied until
Hitler's accession to power. From 1924 he was a Communist
member of the Reichstag, and for a year he also edited the
party’s theoretical journal, Die Interationale. At that time he
published theoretical articles and reviews, including two short
essays on the dialectic, and also what is perhaps his most
important work, Marxismus und Philosophic, published in 1923 in
Arckiv fiir Geschichte des Socialismus wnd der Arbeterbewegung
(English trans., Marxism and Philosoply, 1970). These writings
caused him to be regarded within the party as an ‘ultra-Leftisc',
a revisionist and an idealist, for which errors he and Lukécs were
condemned by Zinovyev at the Fifth Comintern Congress in
July 1924. (Later, in July 1926, he received a mention from
Stalin himself, who described him at a plenum of the Central
Committee as an ‘ultra-Lefist" theoretician who believed that
the Soviet state had reverted o capitalism and that Russia
needed a new revolution.)

‘While identifying with Communism, Korsch from the first had
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states when they infringe the principles of democracy and
freedom, but one must not treat a Communist dictatorship in
this way, because it does not recognize democratic principles;
its superiority lies in the promise (o create a ‘new society’ in
the future.

In The Revolution Betrayed we are even told that Stalin’s
consttution, by proclaiming universal suffrage, made it clear
that there was no longer a_ dictatorship of the proletariat.
(Troisky also remarks that by introducing the secret ballot
Stalin evidently wished to purge his regime of corruption to
some extent. Incredible as it may seem, he evidently took Stalin’s
elections at face value.)

“Thus, while Trotsky constantly attacked Stalin and hisregime
and demanded a rewrn to ‘Soviet democracy’ and ‘party
democracy’,it s clear in the light of his gencral principles that

mocracy’ signifies the rule of those whose policy is ‘right’:
docs not mean that the ‘rightness’ of a policy is determined
as the result of different groups contending for popular suppor.
In The Reoolution Betrayed he writes ofthe need to regain freedom
for Soviet parties’, starting with the Bolsheviks (i.¢. Trotsky and
his followers); but it not clear which other parties qualify as
“Soviet'. Since only the genuine vanguard of the proletariat is
to exercise power, that vanguard must also have the right (o
decide which parties are “Soviet' and which are counter-
revolutionary. In Trotsky's eyes, the upshot seems to be that
socialist freedom means freedom for Trotskyists and no one else.

‘The same arguments apply to cultural freedom. Trotsky
sometimes expressed indignation at the gagging of art and
science by Stalin’s regime. In The Revolution Betrayed he recalled
thatin 1924 he himself had formulated rules for the dictatorship
of the proletariat in art and literature: the sole criterion was
10 be whether a work was for or against the Revolution, and
beyond that there should be perfect freedom. In July 1932 he
wrote that there should be freedom in art and philosophy,
“climinating pitlessly only that which is directed against the
revolutionary tasks of the proletariat” (Writings, 19321935, p.
276). This, however, is the same principle that prevailed under
Stalin: the party authorities decide what is ‘dirccted against the
revolutionary tasks of the proletariat’ and must therefore be
“pitlessly eliminated’. Freedom thus defined has never been
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‘munism necessarily stands for the true interests of humanity.)
In this and similar cases the term ‘dialectical’ is designed to
convey that its user s in possession of a special, profound,
infallible method of observing and understanding the world. In
an interview given in October 1969 (English text in the
Cambridge Review, 28 January 1972) Lukiics even stated that ‘in
Lenin there existed a dialectical unity of patience and im-
patience’.

Lukécs was an extremely important figure in the history of
Marxism not only by virtue of his contribution to the interpre-
tation of Marx's thought, or because he showed how the latter's
philosophy could be used to justify the self-glorification of
‘Communist bureaucracies, or again because he originated or
revived certain concepts which have had a strong influence on
the shape of Marxism at the present day. Besides all this he
is important as an outstanding representative of those intellec-
tuals who_idenified with the totalitarian system, denied
their own intellectual values for the purpose, and evolved a
theoretical justification of that denial. Lukics is depicted in
literature a the Jesuit Naphta in Thomas Mann’s The Magic
Mountain: a highly intelligent character who needs authority,
finds it, and renounces his own personality for its sake. Lukics
in fact was a true intellectual, a man of immense culture (unlike
the vast majority of Stalinist ideologists), but one who craved
intellectual security and could not endure the uncertainties of
a sceptical or empirical outlook. In the Communist party he
found what many intellectuals need: absolute certainty in
defiance of facts, an opportunity of total commitment that
supersedes criticism and stills every anxiety. In his case, t00,
the commitment was such as to afford its own assurance of truth
and invalidate all other intellectual criteria.

From the time of his identification with Communism and
Marxism Lukics Anew that all problems of philosophy and the
social sciences had been solved in principle and that the only
remaining task was 1o ascertain and proclaim the true content
of Manc’s and Lenin's ideas, s0 as to bring about a correct
understanding of the reccived canon. He gave no further thought
10 the question whether the Marxian ‘totality’ was itself  true
one and how ts truth could be proved. Consequently, his works,
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Dauring the period of ‘War Communism’ (a misleading term,
as we have seen) Bukharin was the chief theoretical advocate
of an economic policy based on coercion, requisitions, and
the hope that the new-born state could manage without a market
or a monetary system and would organize socialist production
in no time. During the years before N.E.P., in addition to his
work Historical Mateialism which we shall discuss presently, he
published two books expounding the party’s cconomic policy:
The Economics of the Transiton Period (1920) and, with E. Pre.
obrazhensky, The ABC of Communism (1919, English trans. 1922).
These works enjoyed semi-official status as an authoritative
account of Bolshevik policies at the time. Not only did Bukharin,
like Lenin, jettison his utopian doctrine that the state would
vanish immediately after the revolution, but he
necessity of an economic as well as a_political
the proletariat. He
evolution of ‘state capitalism’ in the advanced countries. (Lenin
used this term to refer to private industry in socialist Russia,
a fact which gave rise (o some verbal misunderstanding.)
Bukharin stressed the notion of ‘equilibrium’ s a key to the
understanding of social processes. He argued that once the
capitalist system of production has lost its equilibrium—as
evidenced by the revolutionary process with its inevitable
destructive consequences—this can only be restored by the
organized will of the new state. Hence the state apparatus must
take over all functions connected with the social organization
of production, exchange, and distribution. In practice this means
the ‘statization’ of all economic activity, the militarization of
labour, and a general rationing system, in short the application
of coercion throughout the economy. Under Communism there
can be no question of the spontancous working of the market;
the law of value ceases to operate, as do all cconomic laws
independent ofhuman volition. Everythingis subject to the plan-
ning power of the state, and political economy in the old sense
ceases to exist. And, although the organization of socicty is
essentially based on coercion uis-i-tis the peasants (compulsory
requisition) and the workers (militarization of labour), there is
clearly no exploitation of the working class, as it is impossible
by definition for that class to exploit itself,

‘Bukharin, like Lenin, regarded the system of basing cconomic
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history is the history of class conflict, o that different aspects
of civilization have no history of their own because ‘true’ history
is the history of technology and ‘production relations’, because
the ‘superstructure’ grows out of the ‘base’, and so forth

‘To recognize, within limits, the validity of historical material-
sm is not tantamount to acknowledging the truth of Marxism.
This is so because, among other reasons, it was a fundamental
doctrine of Marxism from the outset that the meaning of &
historical process can be grasped only if the past s interpreted
in the light of the future: that is to say, we can only understand
what was and is if we have some knowledge of what will be.
Marxism, it can hardly be disputed, would not be Marsist
without its claim to ‘scientific knowledge’ of the future, and the
question is how far such knowledge is possible. Prediction is,
of course, not only a component of many sciences but an
inseparable aspect of even the most trivial actions, although we
cannot ‘know’ the future in the same way as the past, since
all prediction has an element of uncertainty. The ‘future’ is
either what will happen in the next moment or what will happen
in a million years; the dificulty of prediction increases, ofcourse,
with distance and with the complication of the subject. In soc
‘matters, as we know, predictions are especially deceptive, even
if they relate to the short term and t0 a single quanifiable
factor, as in demographic prognoses. In general we forecast the
future by extrapolating existing tendencies, while realizing that
such extrapolations are, always and everywhere, of extremely
limited value, and that no developmental curves in any field
of inquiry extend indefinitely in accordance with the same
equation. As to prognoses on a global scale and without any
limitation of time, these are no more than fantasies, whether
the prospect they offer is good or evil. There are no rational
‘means of predicting ‘the future of humanity’ over a long period
or foretelling the nature of ‘social formations' in ages to come.
‘The idea that we can make such forecasts ‘scientfically’, and
that without doing so we cannot even understand the past, is
inherent in the Marxist theory of ‘social formations'; it is one
reason why that theory is a fantasy, and also why it i politically
effective. The influence that Marxism has achieved, far from
being the result or proof of its scientific character, s almost
entirely due to its prophetic, fantastic, and irrational lements.
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not represent the interests of the proletariat, the same forms of
govemnment automatically became reactionary and therefore
“anti-democratic’. In an article of 1931 entitled ‘The Right-
Left Bloc’ Trotsky wrote: “What we mean by the restoration
of party democracy i that the real revolutionary proletarian core
of the party win the right to curb the bureaucracy and to really
purge the party: to purge the party of the Thermidorians in
principle as well a their unprincipled and careerist cohorts who
vote according to command from above, of the tendencies of
tail-endism as well as the numerous factions of toadyism, whose
title should not be derived from the Greek or Latin but from the
real Russian word for toady in its contemporary, bureaucratized
and Stalinized form. This s the reason we need democracy’
(Writings of Leon Trotsy, 1930-1931, ¢d. G. Breitman and S.

Lovell, 1973, p. 57). Itis thus clear that by ‘democracy’ Trotsky
means government by Trotskyists, expresing the historical
aspirations of the proletariat.

In an article of December 1939 Trotsky again answers the
question whether he himself was not responsible for the liquida-
tion of all political parties except the Bolsheviks. Certainly, he
replies, and it was quite right to do so. ‘But,’ he goes on,
‘one cannotidentify the laws of civil war with the laws of peaceful
periods'—and then, it clearly having occurred to him that
in that case the liquidated parties should have been re-legalized
after the Civil War, he adds: ‘for] the laws of dictatorship or
the proletariat with the laws of bourgeois democracy” (Writings
of Lan Trolsky, 1939-1940, ed. N. Allen and G. Breitman,
1973, p- 133).

In'a statement dating from the end of 1932 we read: ‘Every
regime must be judged first and foremost according to its own
rules. The regime of the proletarian dictatorship cannot and
does not wish 10 hold back from infringing the principles and
formal rules of democracy. It has to be judged from the stand-

int of its capacity to ensure the transition o a new society. The
regime, on the other hand, must be judged from
the standpoint of the extent to which it allows the class
struggle (0 develop within the framework of democracy’
(Writings of Leon Trotsky, 1932-1933, 1972, ed. G. Breitman and
S. Lovell, p. 336).

In short, it is right to be indignant and to attack democratic:
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the relative importance of issues. He neither panicked (except
in the first days of Hidler’s invasion) nor lost his head from
success. He was adept at distinguishing real from apparent
power. He was a poor speaker and a dull writer, but he could
say things in a plain way so that the ordinary party member
could grasp them, and his pedantic habils of repetition and the
numbering of points gave his exposés an appearance of force
and clarity. He bullied subordinates, but he could use them as
well. He knew how to adapt his style to different interlocutors,
whether party members, foreign journalist, or Western stat
men, and could at will play the part of a strategist, an intrepid
fighter for the proletarian cause, or the no-nonsense *boss’ of
his country. He had the rare skill of contriving o receive the
credit for all successes and to blame all falures upon others
The system he helped to establish enabled him to become a
tyrant, but it must also be said that he worked long and hard
0 achieve that result.

Lenin undoubtedly valued Stalin's efficiency and powers of
organization. Although Stalin occasionally disagreed with
Lenin, he was always behind him at times of crisis. Unlike most
of the front-rank Bolsheviks he had no ‘intellectual” leanings,
which Lenin could not endure. He wasa matter-of-fact character
who did not mind taking on hard and ungrateful tasks. And,
although in a belated moment of vision Lenin realized what
dangerous man he had raised to the summit of power, there is
some truth in Stalin’s retort o his opponents when they at last
decided to drag Lenin's ‘Testament out of the archives and in-
voke it against him. Yes, said Stalin, Lenin did accuse me of
brutality, and I am brutal where the revolution is concerned—
but did Lenin ever say that my policy was wrong? To this the
opposition had no answer.

There is no reason to doubt that Stalin was Lenin’s personal
choice for Secretary-General of the party in April 1922, and
there is no evidence that any of the other leaders objected to his
nomination. It is quite true, as Trotsky afterwards pointed out,
that nobody regarded the creation of this post and Stalin's
appointment to it as signifying that he was o be Lenin's heir,
or that the holder of the secretary-generalship would in practice:
be the supreme ruler of the Soviet party and state. All important
decisions were still taken by the Politburo or the Central Com-
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system than for capitalism because, in the former, bureaucracy
‘cannot become completely entrenched or perpetuate tsinterests:
‘in the last resort it must take second place to over-all
technical, economic, and political aims which are incompatible
with a system of government by repression. In a state based on
class rational technical and economic development conflicts with
the interests of the exploiters. The same situation occurs in
Soviet society, as the bureaucracy tries to exploit progress for
its own ends, but there is a possibility of the conflict being
resolved in the future, which is not the case with capitalism.

5. Commentary

‘While Marcuse’s early works may be regarded as expressing a
version of Marxism (based, it is true, on a false Young Hegelian
interpretation of Hegel), his later writings, though they fre-
quently invoke the Marxist tradition, have litle in common
with it. What he offers is Marxism without the proletariat
(irrevocably corrupted by the welfare society), without history
(as the vision of the future is not derived from a study of
historical changes but from an intition of true human
nature), and without the cult of science; a Marxism, further-
‘more, in which the value of liberated society resides in pleasure:
and not in creative work. All this is a pale and distorted
reflection of the original Marxist message. Marcuse, in fact, is
a prophet of semi-romantic anarchism in its most irrational
form. Marxism, itis true, contains a romantic strain—a yearning
for the lost values of pre-industrial society, for unity between
man and nature and direct communication among human
beings, and also_the belief that man'’s empirical lfe can and
should be reconciled with this true essence. But Marxism is not
itselfif it is stripped of all other clements than these, including
its theory of the class struggle and all its scientific and
scientistic aspects

‘However, the main point about Marcuse's writing is not that
he professes o be a Marxist despite clear evidence to the contrary,
but that he secks to provide a philasophical basis for a tendency
already present in our civilization, which aims at destroying that
civilization from within for the sake of an apocalypse of the New
World of Happiness of which, in the nature of things, no
description can be given. Worse stil, the only feature of the
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nothing clse. Marxism as an interpretation of past history must
be distinguished from Marxism as a political ideology. No
reasonable person would deny that the doctrine of historical
materialism has been a valuable addition to our intellectual
equipment and has enriched our understanding of the past. True,
it has been argued that in a strict form the doctrine is nonsense
and in a loose form it is a commonplace; but, i it has become
2 commonplace, this is largely thanks to Mands originaliy.
Morcover, if Marxism has led towards a better understanding
of the cconomics and civilization of past ages, this is no doubt
connceted with the fact that Marx at times enunciated his
theory in extreme, dogmatic, and unacceptable forms. If his
views had been hedged round with all the restrictions and
reservations that are usual in rational though, they would have
had less influence and might have gone unnoticed altogether.
As it was, and as often happens with humanistic theories, the
element of absurdity was effective in transmitting their rational
content. From this point of view the role of Marxism may be
compared to that of psychoanalysis or behaviourism in the social
sciences. By expresing their theories in extreme forms, Freud
and Watson succeeded in bringing real problems to general
notice and opening up valuable fields of exploration; this they
could probably not have done if they had qualified their views
with scrupulous reservations and so deprived them of clear-cut
outlines and polemical force. The sociological approach to the
study of civilization was expounded by writers before Marx,
such as Vico, Herder, and Montesquieu, or contemporary but
independent of him, such as Michelet, Renan, and Taine; but
none of these expressed his ideas in the extreme, onc-sided,
dogmatic form which constituted the strength of Marxism.

‘As a result, Manc’s intellectual legacy underwent something
of the same fate as Freud’s was to do. Orthodox believers stll
exist, but are negligible as a cultural force, while the contri-
bution of Marcism to humanistic knowledge, especally the
historical sciences, has become a general underlying theme, no
longer connected with any ‘system’ purporting to explain every-
thing. One need not nowadays consider oneself or be considered
a Marxistin order,for instance, to study the history of literature
or painting in the light of the social conflcts of a given period;
and one may o so without believing that the whole of human
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technical level. As to the abolition of the power of man over
man, Trotsky himself enunciated the principle (which Stalin
took over) that before this power can be abolished it must
be increased to the highest degree; Trotsky reiterated this view
in an aricle in June 1933. But in future things will be different.
The *historical aim’ is embodied in the proletarian party, which
therefore decides what is moral and what is immoral. As to
Souvarine’s remark that, as Trotsky's party does not exist, he
must regard himself alone as the embodiment of morality, the
prophet replies once again by pointing to Lenin's example—
he too stood alone in 1914, and what happened after that?

In a sense the critics’ objection was invalid: Trotsky did not
maintain that what served his party's interests was morally
good, and what injured them was morally bad. He held simply
that there were no such things as moral criteria, but only criteria
of political cficacy: “Problems of revolutionary morality are
fused with the problems of revolutionary strategy and tactics
(ibid., p. 35)- To say that a thing was good or bad in itself,
irespective of political consequences, was_tantamount to
believing in God. It was meaningless o ask, for instance, whether
it was right in itself o murder the children of one’s political
opponents. 1t had been right (as Trotsky says elsewhere) to
kill the Tsar's children, because it was politically justified.
‘Why then was it wrong for Stalin o murder Trotsky's children?
Because Stalin did not represent the proletariat. Al ‘abstract
principles of good and bad, all universal rules of democracy,
frcedom, and cultural values were without significance in them-
selves: they were to be accepted or rejected as political ex-
pediency might dictate. The question of course then arises why
anyone should side with the ‘vanguard of the proletariat’ rather
than withits opponents, or identify himself with any aims what-
ever. Trotsky does not answer this question, but merely says
that “The end flows naturally from the historical movement’
d., p. 35). This presumably means, though he does not say
so clearly, that we must firs find out what is historically inevit-
able, and then support it for no other reason than that it is
inevitable.

Asfor democracy within the party, Trotsky is quite categorical
about this also. In Stalin’s party, when his own group was in
opposition, he naturally demanded free intra-party discussion
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Karl Korsch

Ix the early 19205 Karl Korsch was a well-known figure in the
Marxist movement. After his expulsion from the Communist
partyin 1926, however, hisname almost completely disappeared
from circulation, though he remained active in politics and s a
writerforoveraquarterofacentury. Posthumously, in thesixties,
he wasagainoffcially mentioned, and some translations and new
ditions of his works were published. At present he enjoys the
deserved reputation of having made some of the most interesting
contributions to the interpretation of Marxism.

‘Together with Lukics he was the most eminent of thosc who
tried to reconstruct Marx's original philosophy, o rather ant
philosophy, in opposition both to the evolutionism and scientism
of the Manxists of Kautsky's generation and also to the neo-
Kantian revisionists, and by so doing to furnish a correct basis,
which in time became an anti-Leninist one, for the revolutionary
strategy of the class struggle. Korsch’s econstructionisimportant
for several reasons, In the first place, it made clear the
Hegelian origin of Marsist dialectic. Secondly, it revived the
almost forgotten early Marxist conception of the nity of theory
and practice. Thirdly, it emphasized the purcly negative aspect
of Marxism as the consciousness of the proletariat, making a
complete break with all traditional forms of life in bourgeois
society including the state, law, ethics, philosophy, and science.
In some respects the utopian radicalism of this reconstruction
is reminiscent of Sorel. Whether or not Korsch identified with
Marxism as reinterpreted by him, his version is certainly one
of the most fruitful attempts to consider Marx from the point
of view of The German ldeology rather than the Critigue of the
Gotha Programme.
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are told is that we must completely ‘transcend” existing society
and civilization, carry out  ‘global revolution’, create ‘qualita-
tively new’ social conditions, and 50 on. The only positive
conclusion o be drawn i that whatever tends to destroy existing
civilization is praiseworthy: there is no reason to suppose, for
instance, that the burning of books, which happened in various
university centres in the U.S.A., was not a good way (0 start
the revolutionary process of ‘“transcending’ the corrupt world
of capitalism in the name of a higher reason a fa Plato or Hegel.
Marcuse’s attacks on science and logic go hand in hand with
attacks on democratic institutions and ‘repressive tolerance’ (the
opposite of ‘true’ tolerance, i.c. of repressive intolerance). The
principles of modern science, which clearly  distinguishes
normative acts and evaluations from logical thought and
empirical method, are in fact closely linked with the principles
of tolerance and free speech. Scientific rules, whether formal
or empirical, define an area of knowledge within which
disputants can appeal to shared principles and, in due course,
agree on this basis which theories or hypotheses are acceptable.
In other words, science has evolved a code of thought, con-
sisting of deductive and probabilistic logic, which imposes itself
coercively on the human mind and creates a sphere of mutual
understanding among all who are prepared (o recognize i
Beyond this sphere lies the realm of value, where discussion is
also possible, but only in so far as certain specific values,
unprovable by the laws of scientific thought, are recognized by
those concerned; yet basic values cannot be validated with the
help of rules governing scientific thought. These simple principles
enable us (o distinguish between the fields to which compelling
lawsapply and those in which there are no such laws and mutual
tolerance is therefore necessary. But if it is required that our
thought be subject to the intuition of normative ‘essences’, and
ifitis declared that only on this condition can it be truly called
thought and conform (o the demands of higher reason, this
‘amounts t0 a proclamation of itolerance and thought control,
as the exponents of a particular idea are not obliged to defend
their opinion by invoking the common stock of logical and
empirical rules. To inveigh against ‘sterile’ formal logic (and
all Marcuse tells us about logic is that i s sterie) and against
the natural sciences with their quantitative orientation (sciences
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infringed in the Soviet state. OF course, under such a general
formula the degree of repression and regimentation of culture
may be greater or less according to various poliical circum-
stances, and in the twenties it was certainly less than in the
thirties. Since, however, the principle is that the rulers decide in
every casc what manifestations of ulture are in accordance with
their political needs, no degree of repression and enslavement
can possibly offend against the dictatorship of the proletariat.
The whole question reduces once again to the same pattern:
if Trotsky had been in charge he would not, of course, have
allowed freedoms that he thought dangerous to his authority;
Stalin behaved in the same way, and in both cases it was a
matter of self-interest. The whole difference comes down to this,
that Trotsky believed himselfto ‘represent the historical interests
of the proletariat’, while Stalin believed that he, Stalin, did so,

In Their Morals and Ouws Trotsky endeavoured to refute the
objection of those of his followers who claimed that his rule
of morality was simply ‘What is good for me is right’ and that
in his view the end justified the means. To this he replied that
i the means were o be justified by something other than the
aims evolved by history, that something could only be God.
In other words his questioners were falling into religiosity,
just as the Russian revisionists Struve, Bulgakov, and
Berdyayev had done; they tried to combine Marxism with some
kind of morality superior to class, and ended up in the bosom
of the Church. Morals in general, he declared, were a function
of the class truggle. At the present time morality could be in the
interest of the proletariat or in that of Fascism, and, obviously,
warring classes might sometimes use similar means; the only
important question was which side they benefited. ‘A means
can be justified only by its end. But the end in its turn
needs 1o be justified. From the Marxist point of view, which
expresses the historical interests of the proletariat, the end is
justified if it leads to increasing the power of man over
nature and to the abolition of the power of man over man’
(Their Morals and Ours, 1942, p. 34). In other words, if a policy
i conducive to technical progress (the power of man over
nature), any means which furthers that policy is automatically
justified; it is not clear, however, why Stalin’s policy should in
that case be condemned, since it certainly raised the country’s
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as we have pointed out, are a collection of dogmatic statements
and not of arguments. Having once and for all found a standard
of truth and accuracy, he applied it to one object after another:
the philosophy of Hegel or Fichte, Goethe’s poetry, or Kafka's
novels. His dogmatism was absolute, and almost sublime in its
perfection. In his critique of Stalinism he did not step outside
its fundamental bases.

Lukics is perhaps the most striking example in the twentieth
century of what may be called the betrayal of reason by those
whose profession is (o use and defend it.
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millennium that we can deduce from Marcuse’s work is that
societyis to be ruled despotically by an enlightened group whose
chief tite to do so is that its members will have realized in
themselves the unity of Logos and Eros, and thrown off the
vexatious authority of logic, mathematics, and the empirical
sciences. This may seem a caricature of Marcuse’s doctrine, but
itis hard to extract anything more from an analysis of his
writings

Marcuse’s thought i a curious mixture of feudal contempt for
technology, the exact sciences, and democratic values, plus a
nebulous revolutionism devoid of positive content. He bemoans
the existence of a civilization which (1) divorces science from
ethics, empirical and mathematical knowledge from values, facts
from norms, the description of the universe from insight into
its normative essence; (2) has created ‘sterile’ logic and mathe-
‘matics; (3) has destroyed the unity of Eros and Logos and does
not understand that  reality contains its own unrealized
‘standard’, so that by intuition we can compare it with an
objective norm of itself; and (4) has staked cverything on
technological progress. The destructive effects of science are
inherent in its content and are not simply due to its social
‘misapplication. This perverted civilization must be opposed by
a dialectic which upholds the ‘unity’ of knowledge and values
and transcends reality by invoking its normative essence. Those
who have achieved this higher wisdom, untainted by logic and
the rigours of empiricism, are enitled for that reason to use
violence, intolerance, and repressive measures against the
majority who form the rest of the community. The élite in
question consists of revolutionary students, the illterate
peasantry of economically backward countries, and the lumpen-
proletariat of the US.A.

On basic points Marcuse gives no indication of what his actual
claims are. How do we tell, for instance, that the true essence
of humanity is revealed by one particular intwition and not
another? or how do we know which models and normative
concepts are the right ones? There is and can be no answer to
these questions: we are at the mercy of arbitrary decisions by
Marcuse and his followers. In the same way, we do not know.
what the liberated world is going o look like, and Marcuse
expressly says that it cannot be described in advance. All we
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porary lull and, in an article ‘Dizzy with Success', blamed the
excessive zeal and haste of some party offcials and the violation
of the *voluntary principle’. This caused the party and police
apparatus 1o hesitate, with the result that numerous collective
farms disbanded of their own accord. There was nothing for
itbut torevert o the policy ofcoercion, which turned the country
into an inferno. Hundreds of thousands, and finally millions,
of peasants, arbitrarily labelled ‘kulaks’, were deported to Siberia
o other desolate areas; desperate revolts in the villages were
bloodily suppressed by the army and police, and the country
sank into chaos, starvation, and misery. In some cases the
inhabitants of whole villages were deported or starved to death;
in the mass convoys, hastly organized, thousands were done (0
death or succumbed to cold and privation; half-dead victims
roamed the countryside vainly pleading for succour, and there
were cases of cannibalism. To prevent the starving peasants from
fieing 10 the towns an internal passport system was introduced
and unauthorized change of residence was made punishable with
imprisonment. Peasants were not allowed passports at all, and
were therefore tied (o the soil as in the worst days of feudal-
serfdom: this state of things was not altered until the 19705
The concentration camps filled with new hordes of prisoners
sentenced to hard labour. The object of destroying the peasants’
independence and herding them into collective farms was to
create a population of slaves, the benefit of whose labour would
accrue (o industry. The immediate effect was t0 reduce Soviet
agriculture (o a state of decline from which it has not yet
recovered, despite innumerable measures of reorganization and
reform. At the time of Stalin’s death, almost a quarter of 2
century after mass collectivization was initiated, the output of
grain per head of population was still below the 1913 level; yet
throughout this period, despite misery and starvation, large
quantities of farm produce were exported all over the world
for the sake of Soviet industry. The terror and oppression of those.
years cannot be expressed merely by the figures for loss of human
i, enormous as these are; perhaps the most vivid picture of
what collectivization meant i in Vasily Grossman’s posthumous
novel, Foreuer Flowirg.

It s widely held that in adopting the ‘new course’ and the
policy of forced collectivization Stalin was simply taking over
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tariat, in cases where it was necessary to fight against feudal
institutions, national oppression, or Fascism; (8) a united front
with mass organizations, including social democrats, but not in
an ‘opportunist’ form; () rejection of Stalin's theory of social
Fascism’; (10) a distinction within the Communist movement
between Marxists, the centre, and the Right; alliance with the
Right against the centre (the Stalinists) was ruled out, and the
centre should be supported against class enemies; (11) there
should be democracy within the party.

‘Trotsky held to these principles until the end, but their full
meaning only became clear in his more detailed analyses of the
nature of the Soviet state, the concept of party democracy, and
the idea of political alliances.

During his first years of exile Trotsky deluded himself that
the opposition in Russia was a tremendous political force, that
the Stalinist bureaucracy was increasingly losing its grip, and
that the Soviet Communist party was polarizing rapidly into
true Bolsheviks on the one hand and ‘Thermidorians’, i.e.
advocates of a capitalit restoration, on the other. When it came
t0a clash between these two forces the bureaucracy would once
more have o seck help from the Left if the Soviet system was
0 survive. Accordingly, Troisky addressed letters and declara-
Gons to the Soviet leaders asuring them that the
Opposition was prepared to join in the struggle against res-
toration and foreign ntervention; he promised that he would not
take revenge on his opponents, proposed an ‘honourable agree-
ment’, and offered the Stalinists his aid against class enemies in
the hour of mortal danger. Clearly, he imagined that when a
crisis eventually came Stalin would beg him for help, and
he would then name his conditions. This, however, was
fantasy; Stalin and his followers had no intention of coming to
terms with the Trotskyists, and would not ask them for aid
under any circumstances. The Left Opposition in Russia did not
gain in strength, as Trotsky thought it must by virtue of the
Taws of history, but was ruthlessly exterminated. When Stalin
proclaimed the ‘new course’ of forced industrialization and
collectivization the majority of oppositionists fell into line,
recognizing that Stalin had taken over their policy; this applied,
for example, to Radek and Preobrazhensky. Rakovsky, the most
prominent Leftist after Trotsky, ressted longer than the rest, but
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did not confine themselves to particular events, but described
great historical movements through the medium of individual
destinies. They were not mere naturalists, but neither were they
allegorists or metaphysicians: they did not retreat from the world
into the isolation of the individual psyche, nor did they clevate
particular mental or spiritual events to the status of a timeless,
eternal, unalterable human condition. Such realists were Balzac,
Tolstoy, and the other great Russians of his day and, in more
recent times, Anatole France, Bernard Shaw, Romain Rolland,
Feuchtwanger, and, above ail, Thomas Mann.

Lukics obscrves more than once that realistc art generally
comes to the fore in advanced counties or those that are going
through a period of social and economic growth. In cases where
this does not apply, he explains that backward countries may
sometimes produce great lterature as an attempt 10 break out
of their very backwardness. These arguments are not peculiar
to Lukies but are often found in Marxist writing. If ‘advanced
countries like eighteenth-century France produce ‘advanced'
literature, this is a clear confirmation of historical materialism;
if backward counries like nineteenth-century Russia produce
‘advanced” literature it is again a confirmation of historical
materialism, as in such cases ideology makes up for the defi-
ciencies of the ‘base'.

Contrasted with realism i the whole of modernist and avani-
garde literature: naturalism, expressionism, surrealism, etc
Examples of this decadent form of art are the works of Kafka,
Joyee, Musil, Montherlant, Samuel Beckett, and others. The
decisive shortcoming of all modernist lterature is its inability
10 grasp the ‘totality’ and to perform the act of mediation. A
writer is not to blame for depicting loneliness, for example, but
he must show it to be a fatal consequence of capitalism; Kafka,
however, presents us with ‘ontological loneliness' as though it
were a permanent human condition of universal validity. He
paints what is immediately before his eyes and fails o penetrate
to the ‘whole’ which alone gives it meaning, and in this he
resembles the naturalists. In the same way, the world may be
realistically described as being in a state of chaos and panic,
but_only if this is shown to be due to the horrors of
capitalism,. If as in Joyce, the hero's spiritual life and perception
of time disintegrate without cause and without hope of remedy,
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speak with much greater force n favour of a connection between
Hegelianism and totalitarian ideas. It would, of course, be
absurd to say that Hegel's doctrine leads to the commendation
of modern totalitarian states, but it would be less absurd than
t0 say the same thing of positivism. A deduction of this kind
could be made from Hegelianism by stripping it of many
important features, but from positivism no such deduction could
be made at all all that can be done is to assert without proof,
as Marcuse does, that positivism means fact-worship, thercforc
it is conservative, therefore totalitarian. It is truc that the
Hegelian tradition played no essential part as  philosophic basis
of non-Communist totalitarianism (Marcuse says nothing of the
Communist variety in this context); but, when he comes to the
instance of Giovanni Genile, Marcuse simply declares that
although Gentile used Hegel's name he actually had nothing
in common with him, but was close to being a positivist. Here
we have a confusion of the ‘question of right and the ‘question
of fact', as Marcuse seeks 10 rebut the possible objection that
Hegelianism was, as a matter of fact, used as a justification of
Fascism. It s no answer to this objection to say that it was used
improperly.

In short, the whole of Marcuse’s critique of positivism, and
most of his interpretation of Hegel and Marx, are a farrago of
arbitrary statements, both logical and historical. These state-
‘ments, moreover, are integrally bound up with his positive views
on the global liberation of mankind and his ideas on happiness,
freedom, and revolution

2. Critique of contemporary civilization

Being in possession of transcendental norms, or the normative
concept of *humanity’ as opposed to empirical human destiny,
Marcuse examines the question why and in what respects our
present civilization fails to correspond with this model. The
basic determinant of the authentic concept of mankind is
*happiness’, anotion which includes freedom and which Marcuse
claims to find in Marx—although Marx does not actually use
it and it is not clear how it can be deduced from his writings.
In addition to the empirical fact that human beings seck
*happiness’, we must begin by acknowledging that happiness is
their due. To discover why they fail to assert this claim,
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Shao-chi, Mao used the army o curb the revolutionary
extremists, many of whom were sent to farm labour by way
of re-education. The altered composition of the party leadership
as a result of the struggle scemed (o most observers (o be a
compromise solution which did not give a clear victory (o any
onc faction. The ‘radicals’ were defeated only after Mao's death

s we have seen, the years between 1955 and 1970 witnessed
the development of a Maoist ideology which constitutes a new
variant of Communist doctrine and practice, differing from the
Soviet version in several important respecs.

The theory of permanent revolution is basic in Mao’s thought,
as he declared in January 1958 (Schram, p. g4). In 1967, when
the cultural revolution was in progress, he stated that this was
only the first revolution in a series of indefinite length, and that
it should not be thought that after two, three, or four of them
everything would be well. Mao seems (o have believed that
stabilization always leads inevitably to privilege and the
emergence of a ‘new class’; this calls for periodical shock
treatment in which the revolutionary masses destroy the germs
of bureaucracy. Thus apparently there can never be a definitive:
social order without classes or conflicts. Mao often repeated that
“contradictions’ were cternal and must eternally be surmounted;
one of his charges against the Soviet revisionists was that they
did ot speak of contradictions between the leaders and the
masses. One of Liu Shao-chi's errors was to believe in the future
harmony and unity of society.

Mao's disbelief in a harmonious Communist social order is
clearly at variance with the traditional Marxist Utopia. He went
further sill, however, in his speculations about the distant
future: as everything changed and must perish in the long run,
Communism was not eternal and neither was humanity itself
“Capitalism leads to socialism, socialism leads to communism,
and communist society must stll be transformed, it will also
have a beginning and an end .... There is nothing in the world
that does not arise, develop and disappear. Monkeys turned
into men, mankind arose; in the end, the whole human race
will disappear, it may turn into something else, the earth itself
will also cease to exist” (Schram, p. 110). ‘In the future,
animals will continue to develop. I don’t belicve that men alone
are capable of having two hands. Can't horses, cows, shecp
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advance of its time. Tn other words, it s the business of art not
only to describe reality but to foresee it. In an article ‘Es geht
um Realismus' Lukics says that Marx considered Balzac a
prophetic writer, as he created characters of @ type that existed
only in embryo in his time but developed later, under the
Second Empire. In the same way, Lukics says, Gorky antici-
pated types that did not exist when he wrote his first novels.
Writers have this faculty because they are able to perceive trends
and foresee their outcome. Itis not clear on this basis, however,
in what way the Stalinist literature of socialist realism was at
Fault when it set out 10 describe not what was but what ought
to be, as correctly anticipated by ‘Marxist-Leninist science’; for
that literature presumably conformed to Lukics's ideal pattern
in that it used scientific analysis to discern the shape of future
events.

8. Realism, socalist realism, and the avant-garde

From several of Lukics’s arguments it may be inferred that the
only literature that deserves to be called realistic is that which
relates human ife to the ‘whole’ as understood by Marxism.
However, Lukics distinguishes two forms of realism: critical and
socialist. To the former category belong practically all the great
writers of the past; and, at least as far as the nineteenth century
s concerned, it makes no difference what their conscious world-
outlook was. Balzac, Scott, and Tolstoy were reactionary in their
political views, but they created great works owing to their skill
in painting a realistic picture of the world they lived in. There
was, according to Lukcs, a ‘contradiction’ between their literary
performance and their politcal attitudes. Its not clear, however,
in what this ‘contradiction’ lay. On the contrary, it would scem
that Balzac's legitimist and aristocratic outlook was fully in
harmony with his critique of post-Revolutionary society, just as
Tolstoy's emphasis on the virtues of country lfe and undogmatic
religion were fully consonant with his attack on the Church and
the privileged classes. The only contradiction’, in fact, seems
tobe between these writers' world-outlook and Marxist doctrine.

Critical realism, in Lukdcs’s view, is an auribute of writers
who, while they did not manage to achieve a Gommunist ou-
ook, strove to record accurately the conflicts of their time and
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Stahl and von Stein were in fact conservatives, and 50 was
Comte in a sense. But Marcuse sets out (o depict as ‘positvists
all supporters of a given social order, and then to proclaim, in
the teeth of obvious fact, that all empiricists, i.c. all who wished
o subject theory to the test of facts, were automatically con-
servatives. Positivism in the historical sense —as opposed (o the
sense in which Schelling and Hume can scarcely be distinguished
—embodics the principle, among others, that the cognitive value
of knowledge depends on its empirical background: so that
science cannot draw a line between the essential and the
phenomenal,in the manner of Plato or Hegel, nor can it enable
us t0 say that a given empirical state of things is inconsistent
with a true concept of those things. Positivism, it is true, does
not provide us with a method for determining the norm of a
“true’ human being or a ‘true’ society. But empiricism by no
means obliges us to conclude that existing ‘facts’ or social
institutions must be supported simply because they exist: on the
contrary, it expressly denies such a conclusion, regarding it as
logically nonsensical on the same ground as that which forbids
us to deduce normative judgements from descriptive ones.

Not only is Marcuse wrong in proclaiming a logical link
between positivism and totalitarian politics, but his assertion of
a historical link is directly contrary 0 the facts. The positivist
outlook which developed and flourished in Britain from the late
Middle Ages onwards, and without which we would not have
moder science, democratic legislation, or the idea of the rights
of man, was from the beginning inseparable linked with the idea
of negative freedom and the values of democratic institutions.
Tt was Locke and his successors, not Hegel, who founded and

iseminated the doctrine of human equality, based on the
principles of empiricism, and the value of individual freedom
under the law. The twentieth-century positivists and empiricists,
especially the analytical school and the so-called_ logical
empiricists, not only had nothing to do with Fascist trends but,
without exception, opposed them in no uncertain terms. Thus
there is no logical or historical link whatever between positivism
and totalitarian politics—unless, as some of Marcuse’s remarks
suggest, the word ‘“otalitarian’ i 0 be understood in a sense
as remote from the usual one as the word “positivism’

On the other hand, both logical and historical arguments
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officer should not strike a soldier, that soldiers should not take
‘goods without paying for them, and 50 on. Here i a selection
of its precepts: “The world is progressing, the future is bright,
and no one can change this general trend of history’ (Quo.
tations..., 1976, p. 70). ‘Imperialism will not last long because
it always does evil things’ (p. 77). ‘Factories can only be built
one by one. The peasants can only plough the land plot by
plot. The same is even true of cating a meal .. It is impossible
t0 swallow an entire banquet in one gulp. This is known as
a piecemeal solution’ (p. B0). *Attack is the chief means of
destroying the enemy, but defence cannot be dispensed with'
(p. 92). “The principle of preserving oneself and destroying the
encmy is the basis of all military principles’ (p. 94). ‘We should
never pretend to know what we don’t know’ (p. 109). ‘Some
play the piano well and some badly, and there is a great
difference in the melodies they produce’ (p. 110). ‘Every quality
manifestsitselfin a certain quantity, and without quanity there
can be no quality’ (p. 112). ‘Within the revolutionary ranks
it is necessary to make a clear distinction between right and
wrong, between achievements and shortcomings' (p. 115). ‘What
is work? Work is struggle’ (p. 200). ‘It is not true that every-
thing is good; there are sl shortcomings and mistakes. But
neither is it true that everything is bad, and that (00 is at
variance with the facts’ (p. 220). It is not hard for one o do
a bit of good. What is hard is to do good all one’s life and
never do anything bad” (p. 250).

‘The convulsions of the cultural revolution went on uniil 196
and at a certain stage the situation was clearly out of control:
various factions and groups emerged from the ranks of the Red
Guards, cach with its own infallible interpreation of Mao.
Glven Po-ta, one of the chief ideologists of the revolution, often
invoked the example of the Paris Commune. The only stabilizing
factor was the army, which Mao prudently did not encourage
10 hold mass discustions or o attack its own bureaucratized
leaders. The army restored order when local clashes became
100 violent, and it was noticeable that the provincial com-
‘manders were not over-cager (o assist the revolutionaries. As
the party apparatus had disintegrated t0 a large extent, the
army’s role naturally increased greatly. After the removal and
political liquidation of several prominent figures including Liu
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‘and Musil—in fact almost everyone later than Thomas Mann—
docs not have to be explained by ideology: most people find
it hard to come to terms with literature radically different from
what they were used to in their youth. His dislike of the asant-
garde was certainly genuine, though it was sometimes based on
amazingly primitive arguments. As to socialist realism, the
examples he cited were all outstanding or at least meritorious:
he did not refer to hack writers of the Stalinist period whose
works have long since been pulped. The result is that it is not
easy to find citations by him of works of socialist realism dating
from the 19305 and after, though he frequently speaks in general
terms of the flourishing state of Soviet literature under Stalin.
At a period when lterature was in fact completely crushed,
when many prominent writers died in concentration camps and
when almost the only works published were servile panegyrics
in honour of the Great Leader, written by mediocrities and
devoid of literary merit, Lukics accounted as follows for the
absence of modernist art in Russia:‘As proletarian rule became
stronger, as socialism penetrated the Soviet economy more
deeply and universally, and as the cultural revolution affected
the toiling masses on a broader and deeper front, so avant-garde
art has been driven out by an increasingly conscious realism.

‘The decline of expressionism s due in the last analysis to the
maturity of the revolutionary masses’ (‘Es geht um den
Realismus’). In other words, Lukics ascribed to revolutionary
‘maturity what he well knew to be the work of police repression.
It s worth noting that although Lukics does not quote much
from Stalin as a rule, he indulges in many interpretations of
this kind. Typical examples can be found in the article ‘Tendenz
oder Parteilichkeit?, in which he objects to the description of
socialist art as ‘tendentious’. Literature should not be ‘tenden-
tious’, but it should be ‘true to the party’. By ‘tendentious’
literature we mean a kind which eclectically mingles ‘pure art
with alien_political elements introduced from without. This
procedure (o be observed in Mehring) signifies the ‘primacy
of form over content’ it is a Trotskyist view of art, which
opposes the purely acsthetic components of a work to political
ones which are essentially non-aesthetic. True revolutionary
writers, however, refuse to distinguish between art and its polii-

cal message. Their works are imbued with party spirit, which
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lessen the suffeing arising from repression themselves became
organs of repression in a still higher degree. In this way the
advantages and freedoms procured by civilization are paid for
by increasing the loss of fieedom, especially by the growing
volume of alienated labour—the only kind of labour that our
civilization permits

Marcuse takes note of this theory but modifies it in an
essential respect, thus rebutting Freud’s pessimistic predictions.
Givilization, he says, has as a matter of fact developed by
repressing instincts, but there is no law of biology or history
which requires this (o be 5o forever. The process of repression
was ‘rational” in the sense that, as long as basic commodities
were scarce, men could only live and improve their condition
by diverting their instinctual energies into ‘unnatural channels
50as to further material production. But, once technology made.
it possible to satisfy human needs without repression, this became
an irrational anachronism. Since unpleasant work can be
reduced o 2 minimum and there is no threat of a scarcity of
goods, civilization no longer requires us to thwart our instincis:
we can allow them to revert to their proper function, which
s a condition of human happiness. ‘Free time can become the.
content of life and work can become the free play of human
capacities. In this way the repressive structure of the instincts
would be explosively transformed: the instinctual energies that
would no longer be caught up in ungratifying work would
become free and, as Eros, would strive to universalize libidinous
relationships and develop a libidinous civilization’ (Fice Lectures,
p. 22). Production wil cease to be regarded as a value in itself,
the vicious circle of increasing production and increasing repres-
sion will be broken; the pleasure principle and the intrinsic value
of pleasure will come into their own, and alienated labour will
cease o exist.

Marcuse makes it clear, however, that in speaking of libidin-
ous civilization’ and the return ofinstinctual energy tits proper
functions he does not have in mind ‘pansexualism’ or the aboli-
tion of sublimation, whereby, according to Freud, men have
found anillusory satisfaction of their frustrated desiresin cultural
creativity. The liberated energy will not manifest tselfin a purely
sexual form but wil eroticize all human activities; these will
all be pleasurable, and pleasure will be recognized as an end
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In general he seems to have held that the more people knew,
the worse they were. At a conference at Chengtu in March
1958 he stated that throughout history young people with ltdle
knowledge had had the better of learned men. Confucius,
Jesus, Buddha, Marx, and Sun Yat-sen had been very young
‘and had not known much when they began t0 form their ideas;
Gorky had only two years’ schooling; Franklin sold newspapers
in the streets; the inventor of penicillin had worked in a
laundry. According to a speech of Mao’s in 1950, in the reign
of Emperor Wu-ti the Premier, Che Fa-chih, was iliterate, but
he produced poetry; however, Mao added that he himself was
not opposed to combating illteracy. In another speech in
February 1964 he recalled that there had only been two good
emperors of the Ming dynasty, both illiterate, and that when
the intellectuals took over the country it had gone to rack and
ruin. ‘It is evident that to read too many books is harmful’
(Schram, p. 204). ‘We shouldn’t read too many books. We
should read Marxist books, but not 0o many of them either.
Tt will be enough t read a dozen or so. If we read too many,
we can move towards our opposites, become bookworms,
dogmatist, revisionists’ (p. 210). ‘Emperor Wu of the Liang
dynasty did pretty well in his carly years, but afierwards he
read many books, and didn’t make out so well any more. He
died of hunger in Tai Ch'eng’ (p. 211).

‘The moral of these historical reflections i clear: intellectuals
‘must be sent to work in the villages, teaching hours in schools
and universities must be cut (Mao declared several times that
they were 100 long at all stages of education), and admissions
must be subject to political critieria. The last point was and
isamatter of violent dispute within the party. The ‘conservatives’
argue that at least certain minimum academic criteria should
apply o admissions and the conferring of degrees, while the
‘radicals’ hold that nothing ought to count except social origin
and political consciousness. The latter view is clearly in linc
with the ideas of Mao, who in 1958 twice remarked with
satisfaction that the Chinese were like a blank sheet of paper
on which one could draw any picture éne liked.

‘This deep mistrust of learning, professionalism, and the whole
culture created by the privileged classes illustrates clearly the
peasant origins of Chinese Communism. It is as far as can be
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significant that he chose this term rather than speaking of
Marxism and Leninism, which would have suggested two
separate doctrines. The compound expression signified that
Leninism was not a distinct trend within Marxism—as though
there might be other forms of Marxism that were not Leninist—
but was Marxism par excellene, the sole doctrine in which
Marxism was developed and adapted o the new historical era.
In acwal fact Marxism-Leninism consisted of Stalin’s own
docrine plus quotations selected by him from the works of Marx,
Lenin, and Engels. It should not be supposed that anyone was
free, in Stalin’s day, to quote at will from Mar, Lenin, or even
Stalin himself: Marxism-Leninism comprised only the quo-
tations currently authorized by the dictator, in conformity with
the doctrine he was currently promulgating.

In arguing that Stalinism was  true development of Leninism
1 do ot mean to belittle Stalin’s historical importance. After
Lenin, and alongside Hitle, he certainly did more to shape the
present-day world than any other individual since the First
World War. Nevertheless, the fact that it was Stalin and not
any other Bolshevik leader who became sole ruler of the party
and state can be accounted for by the nature of the Soviet system.
‘The view that his personal qualities, while they had a great deal
0 do with his victory over his rivals, did not themselves deter-
mine the main lines of the development of Soviet society is
supported by the fact that throughout his carlier carcer he did
not belong to the extremist wing of the Bolshevik party. On the
contrary, he was something of & moderate, and in intra-party
disputes he often stood on the side of common sense and
prudence. In short, Stalin as a despot was much more the
party’s creation than its creator: he was the personification of
a system which irresistibly sought to be personified.

2. The stages o Stalinism
Itis a mania of Soviet historians to divide all epochs into stages;
but the procedure is justified in some cases, especially where
the delimitation is based on ideological grounds.

Since Stalinism was an international and not mercly a Soviet
phenomenon, its variations must be considered not only from
the point of view of Russian internal policy and scctional strife,
butalsofrom that of the Comintern and international Bolshevism.
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the universe so depicted must be false, and the work of art
2 bad one.

Lacking a historical perspective, avant-garde art_ presenis
situations as permanent when they are in fact conditioncd by
history and social forms, and endows them with a ‘transcen-
dental quality. (It may be remarked that Lukics uses terms like
“transcendental’ and ‘mystic’ in an arbitrary and vaguely
pejorative way, regardless of their meaning in philosophical
tradition: all we can gather is that they denote something bad.)
The great characters of literature, from Achilles and Oedipus
10 Werther and Anna Karenina, are all social beings—for man
himself s a social being, as Lukics reminds us with a reference
t0 Aristotle; but the heroes of modernist literature are wrenched
from their social and historical background. The narrative
becomes purely ‘subjective’, or else, as with Beckett and Mon-
therlant, animal man is contrasted with social man: this
corresponds to Heidegger's condemnation of society (das Man)
and leads to Nazi racism of the Rosenberg type. (All these
examples are in The Meaning of Contemporary Realism, first
published in 1958; English trans. 1963.) Modernist lterature,

short, is not an enrichment of art but a negation of it
‘The acme of iterature, however, consists in socialst realism.
“The perspective of socialist realism is, of course, the struggle
for socialism ... Socialist realism differs from critical realism,
ot only in being based on a concrete socialist perspective, but
also in-using this perspective (o describe the forces working
towards socialism fiom the inside (The Meaning of Contemporary
Realism, p. 93). Critical ralists have from time to time depicted
contemporary political struggles and created socialist herocs;
but socialist realiss portray these from within and
the forces of progress. The greatness of soci
the fact that the historical totality of the movement towards
socialism s evident in every facet of the work. To this category
belong some at least of Gorky's novels, Sholokhov's And Quict
Flows the Don, and the works of Aleksey Tolstoy, Makarenko,
and Amold Zweig.

‘To avoid misjudgement it should be pointed out that Lukics
had a thorough knowledge of European literature and was
perfectly wellaware ofthe difference between great and mediocre
works. His aversion to modernist writers such as Proust, Kafka,






index-417_1.png
Herbert Marcuse: Marxism as a totalitarian Utopia 403,

Marcuse takes s his starting-point Freud's philosophy of civiliza-
tion. He accepts this 0 a large extent as far as the interpretation
of past history is concerned, but cals it in question as regards
the future; Freud, in fact, observed that there is no law which
says that human beings are entitled to happiness or certain to
obtain it. Freud's theory of instinct and the three levels of the
psyche—the id, the ¢go, and super-cgo—explains the conflict
between the ‘pleasure principle’ and the ‘reality principle’
which has governed the whole development of civilization. In
Eras and Civilization and in_ three lectures analysing and
critcizing Freud’s theory of history, Marcuse considers whether
and how far that conflict is necessary. His arguments may be
summarized as follows.

According to Freud there is an eternal, inevitable clash
between civilized values and the demands of human instincts.
Al civilization has developed as a result of society's efforts o
repress the instinctive desires of individuals. Eros, or the lie-
instinct, was not originally limited to sexuality in the reproduc-
tive sense: sexuality was a universal characteristic of the human
organism as a whole. But, in order to engage in productive work,
which in itself gives no pleasure, the human race found it
necessary to confine the range ofsexual experience to the genital
sphere and (o restrict even this narrowly conceived sexuality to
the minimum. The store of energy thus released was devoted
not to pleasure but to the struggle with man’s surroundings. In
the same way the other basic determinant of lfe, Thanatos or
the death-instinct, was transformed in such a way thatits energy,
directed outwards in the form of aggression, could be used to
overcome physical nature and increase the efficiency of labour.
Asa result, however, civilization necessarily took on a repressive:
character, as instincts were hamessed to tasks that were not
‘natural’ to them. Repression and sublimation were conditions
of the development of culture, but at the same time, according
to Freud, repression gave rise {0 a vicious circle. As labour came
o be regarded as good in itself and the ‘pleasure principle’ was
wholly subordinated o increasing its efficiency, human beings
had to fight down their instincts unremittingly for the sake of
these values, and the sum total of repression increased with the
advance of civilization. Repression was a self-propelling
mechanism, and the instruments produced by civilization to






index-526_1.png
512 Dadopments in Marsism since Stalin’s death

evolve? Can only monkeys evolve? ... Water has it history too.
Earlierstil, even hydrogen and oxygen did not exist’ (pp. 220-1).

In the same way, Mao did not think that China’s Commaunist
future was guaranteed. A generation in time (o come might
choose t0 restore capitalism; but if so, its posterity would over-
throw capitalism once again.

Another essential departure from orthodox Marxism was the
cult of the peasantry as the mainstay of Communism, whereas
t0 European Communists they were a mere auxiliary force in
the revolutionary struggle and were otherwise despised. At the
Ninth Party Congress in 1969 Mao declared that when the
people’s army conquered cities it was a ‘good thing’ because
otherwise Chiang Kai-shek would have continued to hold them,
but a “bad thing’ because it led (o corruption in the party.

‘The cult of the peasantry and of rural life explains most of
the characteristic features of Maoism, including the cult of
physical labour as such. The Marxist tradition regards manual
Iabour as a necessary evil from which men will be gradually
freed by technological progress, but for Mao it has a nobility
of its own and is of irreplaceable educational value. The idea
of pupils and students spending halftheir time in physical labour
is not motivated so much by economic needs as by its function
in the forming of character. ‘Education through work’ is @
universal value, closely connected with the egalitarian ideal of
Maoism. Marx believed that the difference between physical
and mental labour would eventually disappear, and that there
ought not o be one set of people working exclusively with
their brains while others used muscle only. The Ghinese version
of Manc’s ideal of the ‘complete man’ s that intellectuals must
be made to fell trees and dig ditches, while university teachers
are recruited from the ranks of barely literate workers; for, Mao
declared, even illiterate peasants understand economic matters
beter than intellectuals can do.

But Mao’s theory goes further still. Not only must scholars,
writers, and artists be deported (o work in_the villages or t0
educative labour in special institutions (i.c. concentration
camps), but it must be realized that intellectual work can easily
lead to' moral degeneration and that people must at all costs
be prevented from reading too many books. This thought recurs
in various forms in many of Mao’s speeches and conversations.
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be like as opposed to an empirical one. Marcuse’s philosophy
can only be understood on the basis of the transcendality of
reason, with the proviso that reason ‘manifestsitself” only in the
historical process. This doctrine, however, is based on both
historical and logical fallacies.

Marcuse’s interpretation of Hegel is almost exactly the same
as that of the Young Hegelians attacked by Marx. Hegel is
presented simply as the advocate of supra-historical reason,
evaluating facts by its own criteria. We have seen more than
once how ambiguous Hegel's thought is in this respect; but it
is a parody of his ideas (o ignore the anti-utopian strain
completely and reduce his doctrine to a beliefin transcendental
reason telling men how to achieve ‘happiness’. In addition, it
is more than misleading to depict Marx as a philosopher who
transferred the categories of Hegelian logic into the realm of
politics. Marcuse’s argument ignores all the essential features
of Marx’s critique of Hegel and of the Hegelian Left. In his
zeal to present Hegel as a champion of reedom against any kind
ofauthoritarian regime, he makes no mention of Marx's citicism
of Hegel's ‘reversal of subject and predicate’, whereby the
values of individuallife are made to depend on the requirements
of universal reason. Yet this criticism, regardless of how far it
was based on a true interpretation, was the point of departure
for Marx's Utopia, and it is flouting history (0 ignore it for the
sake of depicting a harmonious transition from Hegel to Marx.
The picture is further distorted by the suppression of Marx’s
critique of the Young Hegelians and their Fichtean interpreta-
tion of Hegel. Marxs account of his own philosophical position
wasbased firstand foremost, on his emancipation from the Young.
Hegelian faith in the sovereignty of supra-historical reason—the
very faith which Marcuse secks (o ascribe to Marx.

These distortions cnable Marcuse to assert that modern
totalitarian doctrines have nothing (o do with the Hegelian
tradition but are the embodiment of positivism. In what, how-
ever, does positivism consis¢ Marcuse is content with the label
of “fact-worship’, and lsts as its chief proponents Comte,
Friedrich Stahl, Lorenz von Stein, and even Schelling. This,
however, is a confusion of ideas for the sake of an arbitrary,
unhistorical exposition. Schelling’s ‘positive philosophy® has
nothing but the name in common with historical positivism.
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For this reason, no doubt, the cultural revolution was a period
in which the cult of Mao, already inflated to an extraordinary
degree, took on such grotesque and monstrous forms as even
0 surpass—impossible though this might have seemed—the cult
of Stalin in the years just before his death. There was no field
of activity in which Mao was not the supreme authority. Sick
people were cured by reading his articles, surgeons carried out
operations with the aid of the lttle red book', public meetings
recited in chorus the aphorisms of the greatest genius that
humanity had ever produced. The adulation reached such a
point that extracts from Chinese newspapers glorifying Mao
were reprinted without comment in the Soviet Press for the
amusement of its readers. Mao's most faithful aide and
successor-designate, the army chief Lin Piao (who, however,
so0n ‘proved" to be a traitor and a capitalist agen) laid down
that ninety-nine per cent o the material used in Marxist-Leninist
studies must be taken from the Leader's works; in other words,
the Chinese were not (o learn even about Marxism from any
other source.

he purpose of the orgy of praise was, of course, to prevent
critics at_any time from undermining Maos power and
authority. In conversation with Edgar Snow (as the latter relates
in The Long Reolution, 1973, pp. 70, 205) he remarked that
Khrushchev probably fell ‘because he had no cult of personality
atall’. Later, after Lin Piao's disgrace and death, Mao sought
0 lay the blame on him for the degeneration of the cult. In
April 1969, however, at the party congress which marked the
end of the cultural revolution, Mao’s position as leader and that
of Lin Piao as his successor were officially written into the party
statutes—an event without precedent in the history of Com-
‘munism.

‘The ‘lttle red book’ of Quaations from Chairman Mao Tse-tung
also came into prominence at this time. Prepared initially for
army use, and with a preface by Lin Piao, it soon became
universal reading and the basic intellectual diet of all Chincsc.

a kind of popular catechism containing everything the
n ought to know about the party, the masses, the army,
socialism, imperialism, class, etc., together with a good deal of
moral and practical advice: thus it lays down that one should
be brave and modest and not daunted by adversity, that an
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before him, by appealing o the mass of unorganized youthi to
destroy his adversaries. The universties and schools began to
form Red Guard detachments, storm troops of the revolution
which were (o restore power (0 the ‘masscs’ and sweep aside
the degenerate party and state bureaucracy. Mass meetings,
processions, and street fighting became a feature of lfe in all
the bigger cities (the countryside was largely spared). Mao’s
partisans silfully exploited the discontent and frustration caused
by the ‘great leap’ and directed it against bureaucrats who were
blamed for economic failure and accused of wanting to restore
capitalism. For several years the schools and universities
ceased functioning altogether, as the Maoist groups assured
pupils and students that by virtue of their social origin and
Rdelity to the Leader they were the possessors of a great truth
unknown to “bourgeois’ scholars. Thus encouraged, bands of
young people bullied professors whose only crime was their
learning, ransacked homes in search of proofs of bourgeois
ideology, and destroyed historical monuments as ‘relics of
feudalism’. Books were burnt wholesale; the authoritis, however,
had prudently closed the museums. The battle-cry was equality,
popular sovereignty, and liquidation of the privileges of the ‘new
class’. After some months the Maosts also dirccted their
propaganda to the workers. This proved a more diffcult target,
as the better paid and more stable section of the working class
were not anxious to fight for wage cquality or to make further
sacrifices for the Communist ideal; however, some of the poorer
workers were mobilized for the ‘cultural revolution’. The result
of the campaign was social chaos and a collapse in production;
different factions among the Red Guard and the workers soon
began to fight one another in the name of ‘true’ Maoism. Many.
violent clashes took place, with the army intervening to restore
order.

Itis clear that Mao could not have taken such a dangerous
step as to call in non-party forces to destroy the party establish-
ment_if it were not for the fact that he himself, as the
infallible source of wisdom, stood above all criticism, 50 that
his opponents could not attack him directly. Like Stalin in
former years, Mao was himself the embodiment of the party
and could thercfore destroy the party bureaucracy in the name
of party interests.






index-205_1.png
Trotsky 191

dingly, Trotsky offered to support Stalin against counter-
revolution. Stalin, he thought, had made too many concessions
t0 the Right, with the result, as seen in the successive trials
of the ‘Industrial party” and the Mensheviks, that saboteurs and
enemies of the people had occupied the highest posts i the state
planning organization and were deliberately slowing up in-
dustrialization. (Trotsky believed implicily in the guilt of the
accused, and it did not occur (o him for 2 moment that these
trials might be fabrications; he only began to wonder years
afterwards, when his own misdeeds and those of his friends
were proved by equally strong evidence in the great show
trials.) In the early thirties Trotsky also spoke of ‘Bonapartism’
in the Stalinist regime. In 1935, however, he observed that in
the French Revolution Thermidor had come first and Napolcon
afterwards; the order should be the same in Russia, and, as
there was already a Bonaparte, Thermidor must have come
and gone. In an article entitled “The Workers’ State, Thermidor,
and Bonapartism’ he amendedhis theory somewhat. He stated
that the Thermidorian reaction had taken place in Russia in
1924 (i.c. when he himself was finally removed from power); it
was not, however, a capitalist counter-revolution but a seizure
of power by the burcaucracy, which had begun to destroy
the advance guard of the proletariat. The dictatorship of the
proletariat had been preserved, as the state still owned the
means of production, but political power had passed into
the hands of the bureaucrats;the Bonapartist system must soon
collapse, however, as it was contrary to_the laws of history.
A bourgeois counter-revolution was possible, but it could be
avoided if the true Bolshevik elements were properly organized.
Trotsky added, however, that he had in no way altered his view
as 1o the working-class character of the Soviet state, but
was merely expressing the historical analogy with more pre-
cision; in France, (0o, Thermidor was not a return to the
ancien régime. The Soviet burcaucracy was not a social class, but
a caste which had deprived the proletariat of its political
rights and introduced 2 brutal despotism. Iis existence in its
present form, however, depended on the system of state owner-
ship, the supreme achievement of the October Revolution, which
the bureaucracy was obliged to defend and did defend in its
own way. Tt was therefore the duty of the world proletariat to
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Knowledge of the whole, presuppose each other; we are in an
elementary vicious circl, the only way out of which is o assert
that the proletariat possesses the whole truth by virtue of its
privileged historical position. But ths is only an apparent escape,
for how do we know that the proletariat i thus privileged? We
know it from Marxist theory, which must be right because it
alone comprehends the whole: 5o we are back in the vicious circle
again.

The only recourse is to say that the whole is not to be
discovered by pure scientific observation but only by active
participation in the revolutionary movement. This, however,
involves a genetic criterion of truth: Marxism is true because
it ‘expresses’ the proletarian consciousness, and not the other
way about. But this js merely a criterion of authority: the truth
must_be recognized as such not because it is supported by
ordinary scientific arguments but because it emanates from a
historically privileged class, and we know that class o be so
privileged because we are told 5o by the theory of which it is
the exponent. Moreover, the mythology of the proletariat as an
infallible class is reduced in Lukics's theory to pure party
dogmatism. The content of class-consciousness is decided not by
the class itself but by the party in which its historical interest
is cmbodied: 5o the party is the source and criterion of ll truth.
QED.

On this basis the unity of theory and practice, of facts and
values turns out to be simply the primacy of political commit-
ment over intellectual values: an asurance given by the
‘Communist movement (o its members that they possess the truth
by virtue of belonging to the movement. Lukdcs’s Marxism
implies the abandonment of intellectual, logical, and empirical
eriteria of knowledge, and as such it is anti-rational and anti-
scientific.

10. Lukdes as a Stalinist, and his critgue of Stalinism
As already mentioned, Lukics always considered himself a tru
disciple of Lenin, and his criticisms of Stalinism after 1956
were made on the basis that Stalin had distorted Lenin's
principles. His specches, interviews, and articles on the subject
give a fairly exact idea of his opinions on the Stalinist past. In
a postseript of 1957 to ‘Mein Weg zu Marx’ he wrote: ‘At the
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2. Trotskys analysis of the Soviet system, the bureaucragy, and
“Themidor

Al Troisky’s analyses are based on the conviction that his and
Lenin's policies were unfailingly right, that the theory of
permanent revolution was abundantly borne out by events, and
that *socialism in one country’ was a pernicious error. In an
article on “Three Concepts of the Russian Revolution® (1930)
he argued as follows. The Populits believed that Russia could
bypass capitalism altogether; the Mensheviks thought the
Raussian revolution could only be of a bourgeois character, so
that there could be no question at that stage of a dictatorship
of the proletariat. Lenin then put forward the slogan of a
democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry in the
hope that a revolution conducted under this banner would give
the impulse for a socialist victory in the West, which would
‘make possible a rapid transition to socialism in Russa. Trotsky’s
own view was that the programme of the democratic revolu-
tion could only succeed in the form of a dictatorship of the
proletariat, but that the latter could only maintain itsclf if
the revolution spread 1o Western Europe. In 1917 Lenin took
the same line, as a result of which the proletarian revolution
was successful in Russia. As Troisky shows at length in his
History o the Revolution, mone of the Bolsheviks doubted that the
Russian proletariat could only conquer if it was supported by
the Western proletariat, and the pernicious idea of ‘socialism
in one country” did not enter anyone’s head until it was invented
by Stalin at the end of 1924,

How did it happen, then, that Trotsky’s unquestionably
correct policy, which was also Lenin's from 1917 onwards,
resulted in government by a ‘parasitic bureaucracy’, and that
Trotsky himself was driven from power and branded as a
traitor? The answer was o be found in an analysis of the de-
generation of Soviet power and ‘Thermidorianism’.

During the fist years of his exile Trotsky took the view that
Stalin and his group occupied the ‘centre’ of the Russian political
spectrum and that the chief danger to the revolution came from
the ‘Right—then represented by Bukharin and his followers—
and counter-revolutionary elements which threatened a “Ther-
midorian reaction’, i.c. the restoration of capitalism. Accor-
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the historical process no longer distinguishes between the future
it forsees and the future it creates.

The historical subject, as understood by Lukics, embodies the
utopian consciousness par excellence. This consciousness appears
in that very part of the doctrine that is directed against utopian
socialism, particularly in Mar’s belif, elucidated and empha-
sized by Lukics, that socialism must not be treated either as
an ordinary moral command, the result of an evaluative process,
o as a matter of ‘historical necessity”. If the distinction between
facts and values, between an act of pure cogition and one of
‘moral affirmation,is not present n the proletarian consciousness,
itis because socialism i not simply desirable or simply necessary,
nor even both at once: it is a ‘unity’ of the two, a state of things
that realizes the essence of humanity—but an essence that
already exists, not the arbitrary precept of a moralist. The
socialist future of the world is not something that we desire as
a matter of peference or that we foresee on the basis of a
rational analysis of historical tendencies: it is something which
already exists as a Hegelian reality of a higher order, which
cannot be empirically perceived but is more real than all
empirical facts. In the same way Lukics's ‘totality’ is real but
non-empirical. Thus when speaking of the socialism of the future:
we need not use cither normative language or the language
of scientific prediction. Socialism i the meaning of history and
is therefore already present in today’s events. The typical
utopian ontology presents the future not as something desired
or expected but as the modus of being of the present day. It is
Lukics's undoubted merit to have revealed this ontology, of
Hegelian and Platonic origin, as a basic feature of Marxism.

In so doing, however, Lukics gave Marxism an irrational and
ant-scientific form. His conception of ‘totality’ protects it in
advance from any rational or empirical criticism: for the totality
cannot be deduced from any accumulation of facts or empirical
arguments, and if the facts appear to be contrary to it, it is they
that are wrong. This being so, it may be asked how we can
possibly know the totality, or know that we know it. Lukics
replies that we can know it by means of a correct dialcctical
“method’; but on investigation it proves that this method consists
precisely in relating all phenomena to the whole, so that we
must know the latter before we can start. The method, and
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men and things—that is, the conditions in which men and
things become what they really are’ (One-Dimensional Man,
P 123). The truth of concepts is grasped by ‘intuition’, which
s “the result of methodic intellectual mediation® (p. 126). This
truth is normative in character, and in it Logos and Eros
coincide. This is beyond the scope of formal logic, which tells
us nothing about the ‘essence of things’ and restricts the sensc
of the word ‘is’ to purely empirical statements. But when we
make statements like ‘virtue is knowledge’ or ‘man is frec’, if
these propositions are (o be true, the the copula “is” states an
“ought”, a desideratum. It judges conditions in which virtue
is not knowledge', etc. (p. 133). Thus the word s’ has a
twofold meaning, an empirical and a normative, and this duality.
is the subject of all genuine philosophy. Or again, one may
speak of ‘essential’ and ‘apparent’ truths: dialectic consists in
‘maintaining the tension between what s essential, or what ought
10 be, and what appears (i.c. facts); accordingly, dialectic is
a critique of actual conditions and a lever of social liberatio
In formal logic this tension is banished and ‘thought is
indifferent towards its objects’ (p. 136), and this is why true
philosophy developed beyond it. Dialectic cannot in principle
be formalized, as it i thought determined by reality itself. It
s a critique of direct experience, which perceives things in their
accidental shape and does not peneirate to the deeper reality.

‘The Aristotelian mode of thought, which confines knowledge
o direct experience and (o the formal rules of reasoning, s the
basis of all modern science, which deliberately ignores the
normative ‘essence’ of things and relegates the question of ‘what
ought to be’ to the realm of subjective preference. This science
and the technology based on it have created a world in which
‘man'’s rule over nature goes hand in hand with enslavement to
society. Science and technology of this kind have indecd raised
living standards, but they have brought oppression and destruc-
tion in their wake.

Scientific-technical rationality and manipulation are welded together
into new forms of social control. Can one rest content with the
asumption that this us ic outcome is the result of a specific
societal application of science? I think that the general direction in
which it came to be applied was inherent in pure science even where
o practical purposes were intended ... The quantification of nature,
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defend the Soviet Union unconditionally as the bastion of
world revolution, while a the same time fighting against Stalinist
degeneration (Trotsky did not explain in detail how these aims
could be combined in practice). By 1936 he came to the
conclusion that Stalinism could not be overthrown by reforms
and intemal pressures: there must be a revolution to remove
the usurpers by force. That revolution would not alter the system
of ownership, and would therefore not be a social revolution
but a political one. It would be carried out by the advance
guard of the proletariat, embodying the traditions of truc
Bolshevism which Stalin had destroyed.

‘The theory of ‘socialism in one country’ was responsible for
all the bureaucracy's falures at home and abroad. It meant
abandoning hope of world revolution and hence of Russia’s
‘main support in the world proletariat. Socialism in one country
was impossible, i.c. it could be started but not completed: in a
state closed within itself, socialism was bound to degenerate. The
Comintern, which until 1924 had pursued a correct policy aimed
atstirring up world revolution, had been transformed by Stalin
into an instrument of Soviet policy and espionage, reducing the
worldwide Communist movement to a state of degencracy and
impotence.

Trotsky made many attempts to explain how it was that the
political power of the proletariat had been destroyed and the
burcaucracy had gained control and introduced (as he later
put it more than once) a totalitarian system of government.
These attempts, contained in various books and articles, do not
form a consistent argument. At times he maintained that the
chief cause of degeneration was the delay in the outbreak of
world revolution: the West European proletariat did not assume
its historic mission in time. On the other hand, he maintained
equally often that the defeat of revolution in Europe was the
fault of the Soviet bureaucracy. It thus remained in doubt which
phenomenon was the cause and which the effect—though later,
as he pointed out, they aggravated cach other. In The
ResolutionBetrayed we are told that the social basis of the
growth of the bureaucracy was the faulty policy of the N.E.P.
years, which favoured the kulaks. If so, one would expect that
the liquidation of the kulaks and forced industrialization under
the first five-year plan would at least have weakened the
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he had usurped. More than once Troisky expressed the view that
the Moscow trials had been organized in the hope that he,
Trotsky, would be handed back to the Soviet police: Stalin,
according to some, regretted that he had expelled his enemy
instead of murdering him without further ado. Trotsky believed,
t00, that the last Comintern congress in 1937 was called for the
sole purpose of meeting the Left Opposition threat. In short, the
exiled leader played the part for which Stalin had cast him,
but the duel took place largely in his own imagination. The
International Left Opposition, like the Fourth International
after it, was a cipher in political terms. Trotsky himself, of
course, was a celebrated figure, but the movement which,
according to the great laws of history, was bound to shake the
foundations of the world at any moment proved to be an
unimportant sect with virtually no impact on Stalinist parties
anywhere,

A few Communists who were d
had been associated with Trotsky in the Comintern came out
on his side, including Chen Tu-hsiu, the former head of the
Chincse party. Intellectuals in various countries supported
Trotsky as the embodiment of the true revolutionary spirit,
which the Soviet leaders no longer represented. But sooner or
later his adherents fell away, especially the intellectuals; Trotsky
himself was largely responsible for this fact, as he demanded
absolute obedience and tolerated no deviation from his own
opinion on any subject. Apart from personal issues, his dicta-
torial manner, and astonishing belicf
the chief disagreement was over relations with the Soviet
Union. Trotsky's insistence that the U.S.S.R. was til a dictator-
ship of the proletariat, and that the bureaucracy was not a class
but only an excrescence on the healthy body of socialism, was
a prime cause of argument and schism, as his views scemed
increasingly out of touch with obvious reality. He remained
obdurate, however, on this matter throughout his lie, with the
resul that all the important intellectuals abandoned his cause:
Souvarine in France, Victor Serge, Eastman, and, later, Hook,
Shachtman, and Burnham in the U.S.A. He also lost the
support of Diego Rivera, the well-known painter, who was his
host in Mexico. The doctrinaire rigidity of Trotskyist groups
caused them to break p incessanly and was one reason, though
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‘means that they convey a correct Marxist understanding of the
‘movementof reality towardssocialism and presenta harmonious
integration of individual description and historical perspective.

Lukics continued to be involved with socialist realism tll the
end of is career as  critic. During the ‘thaw’ after Stalin’s death
he wrote a few essays touching on the literature of the previous
period. He observed that Stalinism suffered from a lack of
‘mediation’ in culture as in other fields; Stalinist lterature had
become abstract and schematic instead of describing the real
conflicts of socialist society; it attempted to portray general
theoretical truths dircctly instead of through the medium of
images based on reality. It had overlooked the specific nature
and claims of art and had subordinated it to propaganda.
Optimism had become schematic instead of historical. The
heroes of Stalnist fiction displayed no qualites typical of the
new society. Lenin's article of 105 on party literature, which
—as Krupskaya had testfied—was concerned only with political
writings, had been applied o all literature and turned into a
general code of conduct for artists. Critical realism had been
buried prematurely, and the notion of decadence had been so
widened as to condemn all the more recent products of that
school

Despite these crticisms, however, Lukdcs never renounced the
view that socialist realism was “basically’ and “historically’ a
higher form of art than any ofis predecessors, nor did he revise
the criteria for defining it relationship to the ‘whole’, optimism,
“partyism’ (Parteilchkei), Marsist orthodoxy, and identification
with the forces of revolution. There is no reason to suppose that
his book on realism, a purely Stalinist work, did not reflect his
later views with equal accuracy.

‘The most astonishing expression of Lukics's deas on socialist
realism, however, is contained in his articles on Solzhenitsyn.
He greeted the latter's novels as the frst signs of  renaissance
of socialist realism because, he said, the accounts of lfe in the
camps presented day-to-day events as symbols of a whole era.
Solzhenitsyn was not a mere naturalist, but related phenomena.
o the social ‘whole'—and, Lukics adds for good measure, he
could not be accused ofntending o restore capitalism in Russia.
His weakness was, however, that he criticized Stalinism from
a plebeian and not a Communist viewpoint, and his art would
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to ever wider areas of civil society and the intensification of
human slavery. The Moloch of the state was capable of function-
ing without interal crises, but only by encroaching on more
and more aspects of private life. Bukharin, however, disagreed
with Kautsky’s and Hilferding’s expectation of an ‘ultra-
imperialist’ phase in which the necesity of war would be
obviated by a centralized organization of the world economy:
state capitalism, he thought, was feasible on a national scale
butnot on aglobal basis. Hence competition, anarchy, and crises
would continue, but would take on increasingly international
forms. Tt followed also—and here Bukharin agreed with Lenin,
though for slightly different reasons—that the cause of the
proletarian revolution must now be envisaged in the context of
the international situation.

Atasomewhat later date Lenin criticized the young Bukharin
for his ‘semi-anarchist’ view that the proletariat would have no
need of state power after the revolution—a utopian idea very
similar o that expounded in Lenin's Sate and Revolution in 1917.

Towards the end of 1916 Bukharin went to the United States,
where he held discussions with Trotsky and endeavoured t0
persuade the American Left of the rightness of the Bolshevik
view on questions of war and peace. Returning (o Russia afier
the February Revolution, he soon took his place among the party
leaders and gave whole-hearted support to Lenin’s ‘April
Theses'. During the crucial months before and after October
he was chiefly active in Moscow as an organizer and propagand-
ist. Soon afier the Revolution he became editor-in-chief of
Prauda, a position he held until 1929, Sharing the general view
that the fate of the Russian revolution depended on whether
it could set fire to the West, Bukharin stoutly opposed Lenin'’s
policy of a separate peace with Germany. During the first
dramatic months of 1918 he was one of the leaders of the ‘Left
‘Communists’ who pressed for a continuance of the revolutionary
war, despite Lenin's sober appraisal of the technical and moral
condition of the army. Once peace was concluded, however,
he stood by Lenin in all important economic and administrative
questions. He did not support the left opposition’s protest against
the employment of ‘bourgeois’ specialists and experts i industry,
or against the organization of the army on a basis of professional
competence and traditional discipline.
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forward’, but the ideology behind it was not abandoned. Mao
and his followers believed that the building of socialism must
begin with the ‘superstructure’, ic. the creation of a ‘new man';
that ideology and politics must have priority as far as the rate
of accumulation is concerned; and that socialism is not a matter
of technical progress and welfare but of the collectivization of
institutions and human relationships, from which it follows that
ideal Communist institutions can be created in technically
primitive conditions. For this, however, it is necessary to abolish
all the old social links and the conditions that produce inequality:
hence the Chinese Communists'zeal to destroy family tes, which
are especially resistant to nationalization, as well as their
campaign against private motivation and material incentives
(‘cconomism’). Rewards are stil, of course, to some extent
differentiated on grounds of skill and the type of work per-
formed, but considerably less so, it would appear, than in the
Soviet Union. Mao held that if people were properly educated
they would work hard without special inducement, and that
‘individualism® and a desire for one’s own satisfaction were a
pemicious survival of the bourgeois mentality and must be
eradicated. Maoism is a typical instance of the totalitari
Utopia in which everything must be subordinated to the ‘general
good’ as opposed to that of the individual, though it is not clear
how the former can be defined except by the latter. Mao's
philosophy made no use of the concept of the ‘good of the
individual', which plays an important part in Soviet ideology,
and it also eschewed humanistic language in all its forms. Mao
expressly condemned the notion of the ‘natural rights of man’
(Schram, p. 235): society consists of hostile classes and therc
can be no community or understanding between them, nor are
there any forms of culture independent of class. The ‘lttle red
book” tells us (p. 15) that ‘We should support whatever the
enemy opposes and oppose whatever the enemy supports—a
sentence that probably no European Marxist would have
written. There must be a complete break with the past, with
traditional culture, and with anything that might bridge the
gap between the classes

Maoism, according to the Leader’s repeated pronounce-
ments, is the “application’ of Marxism to specifically Chinese
conditions. As may be scen from the foregoing analyss, it is
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after a few years of persecution he too capitulated. None of thesc
ever again occupied a political post of any importance, and
none escaped destruction in the Great Purge. Trotsky continued
to believe that the opposition stood for the authentic forces of
the proletariat as against the ruling bureaucracy, which lacked
any social base; the opposition must therefore prevail in the
end, and temporary defeats and persecutions could not destroy
it. Repressions, he wrote, might be effective against a class
condemned by history, but never against a *historically progres-
sive’ class. In actual fact the Left Opposition vanished com-
pletely within a few years of Trotsky's exile, as a result of
repression, slaughter, demoralization, and capitulation. It is
truc, however, that Stalin could hardly have done more to keep
alive Trotsky's hopes and his belief in the potential strength
of the opposition. The series of campaigns against ‘Trotskyism',
the show trials, and judicial murders might indeed have con.
vinced an outside observer that ‘Trotskyism’ was still a powerful
enemy of the Soviet state. Stalin in fact had an obsessive
hatred of Trotsky and used his name as a symbol of universal
evil, a stigma with which he branded adversaries of all descrip-
tions or anyone whom he wished to destroy for any reason.
In this way he coined portmanteau expressions—such as ‘the
Trotskyist-Rightist bloc’, ‘Trotskyist-Fascist’, “Trotskyist-im-
perialist’, ‘Trotskyist-Zionis—to_suit the purposes of his
successive campaigns; the prefix ‘Trotskyist served much the
same purpose as Jewish' in the mouth of anti-Semites who
talk of ‘the Jewish-Communist conspiracy’, ‘Jewish-pluto-
cratic reactionaries', Jewish-Liberal corruption’ etc. From the
beginning of the thiriies *Trotskyism’ had no specific meaning
in Stalin's propaganda, but was simply an abstract cmblem
of Satanism. As long as Stalin was opposed o Hitler, Trotsky
was pilloried as Hitler's agent; when Stalin and Hitler made
friends, Trotsky became an agent of Anglo-French imperialism.
In the Moscow show trials his name recurred ad nauseam as the
victims, one by one, related how the arch-fiend in exile had
impelled them to conspiracy, sabotage, and murder. This par
noid mythology of Stalin’s purges was a constant reassurance.
t Trotsky himself; since he was so incessantly denounced, it
must be that Stalin was genuinely afraid of the ‘Bolshevik
Leninists' who stood ready to dislodge him from the throne
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there were many in his own area who were more estcemed and
played a more important part than he. None the less, by 1912
he had made himself one of the six or seven most prominent
Bolshevik leaders, and in Lenin'’s last years—although less well
known than Trotsky, Zinovyev, or Kamenev, and certainly
regarded by no one as Lenin's ‘natural’ successor—he was one
of a small group ruling over the party and Russia; and at the
time of Lenin's death, in practice although not in theory he
enjoyed greater power than anyone else in the country.

‘From the documents now available we know that even before
the Revolution Stalin'’s comrades noticed qualities that later
turned him into a pathological despot. Some were mentioned
in Lenin's “Testament: he was known to be brutal, disloyal,
arbitrary, ambitious, envious, intolerant of opposition, a tyrant
0 his subordinates. Until he had wiped out the whole of the
Bolshevik ‘old guard’, no one in the party took him seriously
s philosopher or theoretician: from this point of view he was
outclassed not only by Trotsky and Bukharin but by a host
of party ideologists. Everyone knew. that Stalin’s articles,
‘pamphlets, and speeches contained nothing original and showed
1o sign that they were intended to: he was not a ‘Marxist
theoretician’, but a party propagandist ike hundreds of others.
Later, of course, in the delirium of the ‘personality cult, any
scrap of paper he had ever written became an immortal contri-
bution to the treasury of Marxism-Leninism; but it is perfectly
clear that his whole reputation as a theoretician was nothing
but a part of the ordained ritual and was forgotien within a
short time of his death. IF his ideological writings had been thosc.
of a man with no political claim to fame, they would scarcely
deserve mention in a history of Marxism. But since, auring his
years of power, there was scarcely any other brand of Marxism
than his, and since the Marxism of those days can hardly be
defined except in relation to his authority, it is not only true
butis actually a tautology (o say that for a quarter of a century.
he was the greatest Marxist theorctician.

In any case, Stalin had many qualities that were useful to,
the party, and it was not only due to chance that he made his
way (o the top and climinated his rivals. He was a tireless,
shrewd, and efficient worker. In practical matters he knew
how to'disregard doctrinal considerations and discern clearly
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itself. “Incentive to work are no longer necessary. For if work
tself becomes the fiee play of human abilities, then no suffering
is needed to compel men to work’ (ibid., p. 41). In general
there will be no need for social control of the individual,
whether through institutions or in an internalized manner—and
these, according to Marcuse, are both features of totalitarianism.
There will thus no longer be any “collectivization’ of the cgo:
life will be rational and the individual will once more be fully
autonomous.

“This ‘Freudian’ aspect of Marcuse’s Utopia presents obscuri-
ties at all its vital poinis. Freud's theory was that the
repression of instincts was necessary ot only to liberate the
energy needed for production but also to make posible the
existence of any social life at all in the specifically human sense.
Instincts are directed towards the satisfaction of purely individual
desires; the death-instinct, according to Freud, can cither work
towards self-destruction or be transformed into external aggres-
sion; man ceases (0 be an enemy o himself only in so far as
he becomes an enemy (o others. The only way to prevent the
death-instinct becoming a permanent source of enmity between
each human being and all his fellow humans is to force its
energies into other channels. The libido is likewise asocial, as
its treats other human beings only as possible objects of sexual
satisfaction. In short, the instincts not only have no power, left
10 themselves, (o create human society or form the basis of a
community, but their natural effect s to make such a community
impossible. Leaving aside the difficult question how, n that case,
socicties can ever have come into existence, the situation is,
in Freud's view, that the society which does exist can only m:
tain itself by numerous taboos, commands, and prohibitions,
which keep the instincis under control at the price of unavoidable
suffering.

Marcuse does not address himself o this question. He seems
10 agree with Freud that the suppression of instincts has been
necessary ‘up to now’, but holds that it has been an anachronism
since the abolition of scarcity. But, while disputing Freud's
theory of the eternal conflict between instincts and civilz
he accepts the view that instinets are cssentially devoted to
satisfying the individual’s ‘pleasure principle’. It is not clear,
in view of this, how the ‘libidinous civilization’ can maintain
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from Manx's doctrine and the tradition of Europcan Marxism,
including Leninism, although at the outset of the Russian
revolution there were symptoms of a similar hatred of education,
especially in the Proletkult movement. In China, where the gulf
between the educated élite and the masses seems formerly to
have been decper than in Russia, the idea that iliterates are
naturally superior to scholars seems a perfectly natural outcome
of the revolution from below. In Russia, however, hostility to
education and professionalism was never a feature of the party
programme. The party, ofcourse, wiped out the old intelligentsia
and set itself to turn humanistc studies, art, and literature into
tools of political propaganda; but at the same time it proclaimed
a cult of expertise and developed an educational system bascd
on a high degree of specialization. The technical, military, and
economic modernization of Russia would have been utterly
impossible if the state ideology had exalted ignorance for its
own sake and warned against reading too many books. Mao,
however, seems to have taken it for granted that China would
not and could not modernize tself in the Soviet manner. He
ofien warned against ‘blind’ imitation of other countrics. ‘Every-
thing we copied from abroad was adopted rigidly, and this
ended in a great defeat, with the party organizations in the
White areas losing one hundred per cent of their strength and
the revolutionary bases and the Red Army losing ninety per
cent of their strength, and the victory of the revolution being
delayed for many years’ (Schram, p. 87). On another occasion
he observed that the copying of Soviet models had had fatal
effects: he himself had for three years been unable to cat cggs
and chicken soup, because some Soviet journal had said that
it was bad for one’s health,

‘Thus Maoism expresses not only the traditional hatred of
peasants for an élite culture (a familiar feature, for example,
in the history of the sixteenth-century Reformation), but also
the traditional xenophobia of the Chinese and their mistrust
of everything that came from abroad and from the white man,
who had generally stood for imperialst encroachment. China’s
relations with the Soviet Union could only reinforce this general
attitude.

For the same reason the Chinese sought for a new method
of industrialization; this ended in the fiasco of the ‘great leap
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the Soviet police were on the increase. In June 1935 he was
granted asylum in Norway, where he wrotc perhaps the best-
known of his books, The Rewolution Betrayd:  general analysis
of the Soviet system, its degeneration and prospects, and an
appeal for the overthrow of Stalin’s bureaucracy by revolu-
tion. At the end of 1936 the Norwegian Government got rid
of their awkward guest by sending him to Mexico, where he
spent the rest of his life. Much of his energy during this
period was devoted to unmasking the forgerics of the Mosocw
trials, in which he was denounced as the master-mind behind
all the conspiracies, sabotage, and acts of terrorism perpetrated
by the accused. Through the efforts of Trotsky’s friends an
international commission of inquiry was set up under the chai
‘manship of John Dewey, the American philosopher and educa-
tionist;this body visited Mexico and took evidence from Trotsky
himself, and in due course concluded that the trials were a
complete fabrication.

‘Trotsky lived in Mexico for over three and a half years. The
local Stalinists organized a campaign of persccution, and in
May 1940, together with Soviet agents, made an armed attack
on his house. Trotsky and his wife miraculously escaped alive,
but not for long: an agent of the Soviet police, posing as a
visitor, struck him down on 20 August. His son Leon, who acted
as his father's representative in Europe, dicd in Paris in 1938,
probably poisoned by Soviet agents. Another son, Sergey, who
never left Russia or engaged in politics, disappeared in Stalin’s
prisons. Trotsky's daughter Zina committed suicide in Germany
in 1933.

During his eleven years of exile Troisky published innumer-
able articles, pamphlets, books, and manifestos; he issued
instructions, advice, and appeals at every turn, cither to the
world proletariat as a whole or o the workers of Germany,
Holland, Britain, China, India, and America. Inasmuch as all
these documents were read only by a handful of true believers
and had not the slightest influence on events, one might be
inclined to dismiss Trotsky’s activity as a game with toy
soldiers. But the fact remains that the assassin’s ice-pick was not
a toy and that Stalin devoted much energy to destroying
Trotskyism throughout the world—a purpose in which he was
largely successful.






index-312_1.png
208 Gyingy Lukdcs: reason in the serice of dogma

he was right to adopt Marx’s belief in the unity of theory and
practice, freedom and necessty. Despite his inténtion, his work
had the effect of revealing the mythological, prophetic, and
utopian sense of Marxism which had eluded Marxs morc
scientistic followers. The blurring of the distinction between
descriptive and normative elements is in fact characteristic of
the way in which a myth is apprehended by belicvers: narration
and precept are not distinguished, but are accepted as a single
reality. That which the myth commands, or holds up t0 be
worshipped and imitated, is not presented as a separate conclu-
sion but s directly perceived as part of the story. To understand
a myth rightly is not only to understand its factual content but
10 accept the values implied in it. In this sense a disciple
understands the myth differenty from an outside obscrver—a
historian, anthropologist o sociologist—he understands the
myth in the act of self-commitment and, in this sense, it is right
0 say that it can be understood only ‘from within’, by an act
of practical affirmation. Such, in Lukics's view, is the position
with Marxism. A non-Marxist cannot understand it properly,
as to do so requires actual participation in the revolutionary
movement. Marxism is not simply a theory abou! the world,
which can be accepted by anyone whether or not he approves
the values of the political Marxist movement; it is an under-
standing of the world that can only be enjoyed within that
movement and in political commitment (o it. Marxism in this
sense is invulnerable to rational argument: outsiders cannot
understand it correctly, and therefore canno criticize it effec-
tively. Thus, as Lukécs showed, the Marxist consciousness obeys
the epistemological rules appropriate to a myth.

At the same time Lukics pointed out the prophetic character
of that consciousness, in that it does away with the distinction
between will and prediction. A prophet does not speak with his
own voice but with the voice of God or History; and neither
Godnor History foresces'anythingin the way thathuman beings
foresee events over which they have no influence. With God,
the act offoresceing is identical with the act of creating the thing
foreseen, and the same is true of the ulmate History in which
the subject and object of action are identified with cach other.
(God never acts from without, but always immanently.) The
historical subject that has identified its own consciousness with
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reliance on Marx at this point is extremely dubious. Marx
thought that the perfect society of the future would be so
constituted that each individual would treat his own powers and
abilities as direct social forces, thus removing the conflict
between individual aspirations and communal needs. But Marx,
on the other hand, did not hold Freud's view as to the naturc
of instincts. One cannot without contradiction maintain that
‘men are instinctively and inevitably enemies of one another, and
yet that their instincts must be liberated so that they can live
together in peace and harmony.

3. “One-dimensional man’

Marcuse, however, also criticizes modern civilization, especially
that of America,in terms that do ot necessarily involve
Freud’s philosophy of history but revert to the theme of his
Hegelian studies, i.c. the transcendental norms of rationality as
they affect the problem of human liberation. One-Dimensional
Man is a study of this kind.

‘The_prevailing civilization, he argues, is one-dimensional
in all its aspects: science, art, philosophy, everyday thinking,
political systems, economics, and technology. The lost ‘sccond
dimension” is the negative and critical principle—the habit of
contrasting the world as it is with the true world revealed by
the normative concepts of philosophy, which enable us to under-
stand the true nature of freedom, beauty, reason, the joy of
living, and so on.

‘The philosophical conflict between dialectical and ‘formal
thinking goes back (o Plato and Aristotle: the former extolled
the importance of normative concepts with which to compare
the objects of experience, while the latter developed ‘sterile’
formal logic and thus ‘separated truth from reality’. What we
need now, according to Marcuse, is to return to the ontological
concept of truth as being not merely a characteristic of
propositions, but reality itself not empirical, dircctly accessible
reality, but of a higher order, that which we perceive in
universals. The intition of universals leads us into a world
which, though non-empirical, exists in its own way and ought
to exist. ‘In the equation Reason = Truth = Reality .... Reason
is the subversive power, the “power of the negative” that
establishes, as theoretical and practical Reason, the truth for
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more accurately described as the use of Lenin's technique of
scizing power, with Marxist slogans serving as a disguise for
ideas and purposes that are alien or contrary to Marxism. The
“primacy of practice’ s, of course,  principle rooted in Marxism,
but it would be hard indeed (o defend in Marxist terms the
deduction that it is harmful to read books and that the illterate
are naturally wiser than the learned. The substitution of the
peasantry for the proletariat as the most revolutionary class is
Ragrantly at variance with the whole Marxist tradition. So is
the idea of ‘permanent revolution’ in the sense that class conflicts
are bound to recur unceasingly and must therefore be resolved
by periodical revolutions. The idea of abolishing the ‘opposition”
between mental and physical work is Marxist, but the cult of
‘manual labour as the noblest human occupation is 2 grotesque
interpretation of Marx's Utopia. As to the peasant being the
supreme representative of the ‘complete man® unspoilt by the
division of labour, this idea may sometimes be met with among
the Russian populists of the last century, but is again dia-
metrically opposed (o the Marxist_tradition. The general
principle of equality is undoubtedly Marxist, but it is hard to
suppose that Marx would have seen it as embodied in the policy
of packing offintellectuals to the rice-fields. To make a some-
what anachronistic comparison, from the point of view of
Marxian doctrine we may regard Maoism as belonging o the
type of primitive Communism which, as Marx put it, has not
only not overcome private ownership but has not even reached

In a certain limited sense Chinese Communism is more
egalitarian than the Soviet variety; not, however, because it is
s totalitarian, but because it is more so. It is more egalitarian
inasmuch as wages and salaries are less differentiated; certain
symbols of hierarchy, such as army badges of rank, have been
abolished, and in general the regime is more ‘populist” than
in the Soviet Union. In keeping the population under control
a more important part is played by institutions organized on
a territorial or place-of-work basis, and the role of the pro-
fessional police is correspondingly less. The system of universal
espionage and mutual denunciation seems to work through local
committees of various kinds and is openly treated as a civic duty.
Itis true, on the one hand, that Mao enjoyed far more popular
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doubless not the chief one, why the movement never became
a political force. Trotsky himself, whenever the complete fruit-
Iessness of his efforts was pointed out, had the same answer ready:
Lenin in 1914 was almost completely isolated, and three years
later he led the revolution to victory. What Lenin had done
he, Trotsky, could do, as he (00 represented the profound
tendencies of historical development. This belief inspired all h
activity and political analyses, and was the source of his
indomitable hope and energy.

As 10 the empirical evidence on which Trotsky based his
hopes of an early victory of the Left in Russia, from today’s
viewpoint it appears amazingly slight. One or two minor Soviet
diplomats quitted their posts and remained in the West;
Trotsky cited this repeatedly as a proof that the Stalinist party
was breaking up and that ‘Thermidorian clements’ and traitors.
o the revolution were coming to the fore, which must mean that
the true Bolsheviks on the other side of the barricade were also
gaining in strength. At the outbreak of war in 1939 he read
in a newspaper that someone in Berlin had painted on a wall
the slogan “Down with Hidler and Stalin, long live Trotsky!
This filled him with encouragement, and he wrote that if there
ever had t0 be a black-out in Moscow under Stalin, the whole
city would be plastered with such notices. Later he read thata
French diplomat had told Hitler that if France and Germany
went to war, Trotsky would be the only victor; this too he
quoted triumphantly in several articles as proof that even the
bourgeoisie understood how right he was. He was unshakeably
convinced that the war must end in 2 world revolution in
which the true Bolsheviks, i. the Trotskyists, would be
victorious. His article on the foundation of the Fourth Inter-
national ended with the prophecy that ‘During the next ten ycars
the programme of the Fourth International will b the guide of
‘millions, and these revolutionary millions will know how to
storm carth and heaven’ (Writings of Leon Trotsky, 19381939,
ed. N. Allen and G. Breitman, 1974, p. 87).

In the summer of 1933, after long efforts, Trotsky finally
secured permission to live in France, subject to various police
restrictions. He stayed at different addresses for two years, his
personal situation growing more and more dangerous: all the
Stalinist parties were loudly hostile, and terrorist operations of
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suffer if he did not overcome this. In short, Lukics advised
Solzhenitsyn to become a Gommunist for the sake of his lterary
development; but he failed to cite any example of a good writer
who had becomestil better as a esult ofembracing Communism.

It seems a pathetic end to Lukics’s aesthetic doctrine that
in his closing years, after Russian culture had been devastated
by two decades of Stalinism, of which he had been an eminent
spokesman, he should have discovered ‘socialist realism” in the
work of a convinced and passionate adversary of Commus
for there could be no doub that this was Solhenitsyn’s position
from the beginning: it is irrelevant that Lukics did not live to
read The Gulag Archipelago. Lukics's verdict on Solzhenitsyn is
a symbol of the nullity of his whole theory of literature.

9. The exposition of Marxist mythology. Commentary
Lukies was, beyond doubt, an outstanding interpreter of Marx's
docrine, and rendered great service by reconstructing it in a
completely different way from that followed by the previous
generation of Marxist. Besides emphasizing Marx's profound
debt to the Hegelian dialectic as the interplay of subject and
object secking identity, he was the first (o show clearly that,
in’ the dispute among Marxists between neo-Kantians and
evolutionists, both sides were arguing from non-Marxian posi-
tions; and that Marx believed in a dialectic in which the
understanding and transformation of the world were one and
the same process, so that the dilemmas of freedom versus
necessity, facts versus values, and will versus prediction lost their
meaning. The questions that the theorists of the Second
Intemational put to Marx missed the point of his philosophy,
as they presupposed an ‘objective’ historical process governed
by its own laws; whereas, as Lukics showed, in the historically
privileged case of the working class the ‘objective’ process
coincided with the development of awareness of that process,
50 that free action and historical inevitability became one and
the same thing. Lukics certainly formulated a radically new and,
I believe, correct interpretation of Marx’s philosophy, and from
this point of view his achievement seems unquestionable.
However, the fact that Lukics interpreted Marx afresh and
more accurately than anyone before him does not mean that
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itself and what forces will keep human society in being. Does
Marcuse hold, in oppasition o Freud, that man s naturally good
and inclined t0 live in harmony with others, and that aggression
s an accidental aberration of history which will disappear along
with alienated labour? He does not say so, and inasmuch as he
accepts the Freudian concept and classification of instincts, he
expressly suggests the contrary. Even if he were right in asserting
that ‘in principle’ mankind has plenty of everything and that
there is no essential problem about the satisfaction of material
needs, i is sill not at all clear what forces are to maintain the
new civilization in which all instincts have been liberated and
allowed to revert to their native channels. Marcuse seems to
be unconcerned with these problems, s he is interested in society.
chiefl in so far as it consttutes a barrier o instinct, ie. ©
individual satisfaction. He seems to believe that as al questions
of material existence have been solved, moral commands and
prohibitions are no longer relevant. Thus when Jerry Rubin,
the American hippie ideologist, says in his book that machines
willhenceforth do all the work and leave people free to
copulate whenever and wherever they like, he is expressing,
albeit in a primitive and juvenile way, the true essence of
Marcuse’s Utopia. As to Marcuse’s qualifications of the notion
of eroticism, they are 00 vague to convey any tangible
meaning. What could the eroticization of the whole man signify,
except his complete absorption in sensual pleasures? The utopian
slogan is void of content; nor can we see how Marcuse imagines
that the Freudian sublimation would remain in force after all
the factors that brought it about had ceased to operate.
According to Freud sublimation, expressed in cultural creativity,
is only an illusory, ersatz satisfaction of instinctual appetites
that civilization does not permit us to gratify. This theory can
be and has been criticized, but Marcuse does not attempt o
do so. He scems to assume that cultural creativity has in the
past been an ersatz as described by Freud, but that it will
nevertheless go on in the future although there will be no need
for such sublimation.

Marcuse’s whole inversion of Freud's theory seems to have
nointelligible purpose other than a return to pre-social existence.
Marcuse, of course, does not spell out this conclusion, but it
is not clear how he can avoid it without contradiction. His
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organization of collective farms. At the plenum of the Central
‘Committee in July he endorsed all the theses of Preobrazhensky
that he had il then violendly attacked. Russia could only
achieve industrialization by means ofinternal accumulation; the
only solution was to fix prices at a level that would make the
peasants pay through the nose for industrial goods. At the same.
time he continued to uphold the principle of a ‘lasting alliance
with the middle peasants’ and averred that small-scale agri-
cultural production was sl a necessity. Nonc the less, Bukharin,
Rykov, and Tomsky rebelled against the new policy, whereupon
Stalin branded them as a new, right-wing opposition: he
informed the Politburo of this sad development at the begin-
ning of 1929, and the world at large soon afterwards. (In the
autumn of 1928 he had referred in speeches o the ‘rightist danger’
but declared that unanimity reigned in the Politburo,) The
right-wing deviation consisted, it was explained, of slowing up
industrialization, deferring collectivization to an indefinite
future, re-establishing complete frcedom of trade, and repudi-
ating the use of ‘extraordinary measures'—i.c. requisitions,
arrests, and police pressure—against the kulaks. Itsoon appeared
also that the ‘Rightists’ were n error concerning the international
situation: they still believed in the stabilization of world capital-
ism, and refused (0 fight against the social democratic Left.

At this time also, Stalin made a number of specches (the first
in July 1928) in which he announced a new principle that was
102dd to his fame asa theoretician. This was that as Communism
continued (0 advance, the class struggle and the resistance of
the exploiters would become more and more violent. For the
next twenty-five years this discovery served as the basis for
wholesale repressions, persecutions, and massacres in the Soviet
Union and the countries subjected to ts rule

Such was the setting for the mass collectivization of Sovict
agriculture—probably the most massive warlike operation ever
conducted by a state against its own citizens. Attempis to usc
coercion in moderation having proved fruitless, Stalin decidcd
at the end of 1929 to embark at once on full collcctivization,
accompanied by the mass ‘liquidation of the kulaks as a class”
Afew months later, in March 1930, when this policy had already
led 10 catastrophic results—the peasants destroyed grain and
slaughtered livestock on a huge scale—Stalin decrecd a tem-
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6. Critique of irationalism
Lukies'schiefwork was devoted, in effect, to providing Leninism
with a better philosophical basis than Lenin himselfhad offered.
In this sense Lukics could be called an inconsistent Leninist,
encumbered to some extent by the typical shortcomings of the.
intellectual. While accepting Bolshevik policy without question
he imagined that, as a philosopher, he could be a better
Bolshevik than the party leaders, expounding their theoretical
position in a more coherent and convincing manner.

His later philosophical works show, however, that he under-
stood the true nature of fidelit to Leninism-Stalinism: what
was required was not to devise jusifications of one's own for
the party’s decisions and doctrines at any given time, but to
support them and act upon them in practice. The few works of
pure philosophy which he published in the thirties and forties
evince an almost complete assimilation to Stalinism. 1t s true
that Lukicss erudition distinguished him at all tmes from run-
of-the.mill ideologists of Stalinism, who were all ignoramuses.
Whether he wrote about Goethe, Dilthey, or Hegel, he obviously
knew what he was talking about and had the subject at his
fingers' ends. It was this, rather than what he actually wrote,
that infuriated his orthodox critics. To some extent, moreover,
he preserved an individual style of writing. This was suspect
in the Stalin era, when everybody wrote in the same way and
10 two philosophers could be distinguished on stylistic grounds.
Monotonous clichés and an impoverished vocabulary were the
order of the day, and (o have a style of one’s own was
practically an ideological deviation. In this respect Lukiics was
an imperfect Stalinist, but he made up for it in many others

An important document of this period is Die Zerstirung der
Vernunft (The Destruction of Reason), a work which Adorno called
“The Destruction of Lukics's Reason’. This is a history of
irrationalist philosophy, chiefly in Germany, from Schelling and
the Romantics to Heidegger (‘the Ash Wednesday of parasitic
subjectivism’) and the existenialists, with the primary purpose
of revealing the ideological sources of Nazism. Schelling, who
substitutes incommunicable ion for rational dialectic;
Schopenhauer, who proclaims the incurable absurdity of man.
kind and history and sees the world as governed by irrational
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be subjects and not objects. For this purpose, as Habermas
observes, there must be an improvement of human communica-
tion, free discussion of existing power systems, and a fight against
the de-politicization of lfe.

‘The critique of Marx in Knowledge and Inteest goes perhaps
even further. Habermas says there that Marx finally reduced
the self-creation of the human species (0 the process of
productive work, and in so doing prevented himself from fully
understanding his own critical activity: for reflection itself
appears in his theory as an element of scientific work in the
same sense in which it i related to natural science, that is to
say it is modelled on patterns of material production. Thus
critique as a prasxis, a subjective activity based on self-reflection,
did not fully take shape in Manx’s work as a separate form of
social activity. In the same book Habermas critiizes scientism,
Mach, Peirce, and Dilthey, and argues that the forms of
methodological selfknowledge of the natural or historical
sciences also reflect an understanding of their cognitive status
and of the interest behind them. He points out, however, the
‘emancipative’ potential of psychoanalysis, which in his opinion
makes it possible to attain a viewpoint in which the operation
of reason and the interest and emancipation coincide in self-
reflection, or, to put it otherwise, the cognitive and the practical
interest become identical. Marx's schema cannot provide a
ground for such unity, as he reduced the specific characteristic
of the human species (o the capacity for instrumental (as distinct
from purely adaptive) action, which meant that he could not
interpret the relations between ideology and authority in terms
of distorted communication, but reduced them to relations
stemming from human labour and the battle with nature.
(Habermas's thought is not quite clear on this point, but he
apparently has in mind that in psychoanalysis, auscultation is
also therapy—the patient’s understanding of his own situation
s at the same time a cure for it. This s not correct, however,
if it suggests that the act of understanding is the whole cure,
for according to Freud the essence of the therapeutic process
consists in_transference, which is an existential and not an
intellectual act.) In Marx's theory the coincidence does not take
place: the interests of reason and emancipation do not combine
t form a single practico-intellectual faculty. If this is
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The first few years after the Communist victory seemed to
be a period of unruffled Sino-Soviet friendship, with the Chinese:
leaders paying deferential homage to their clder brother,
although, as became known afterwards, serious friction
developed at the very first inter-state negotiations. At that
time it was hard 10 speak of a clearly differentiated Mat
doctrine. As Mao himself was (0 point out on several occasions,
the Chinese had no experience of economic organization and
therefore copied Soviet models. Only with time did it come to
lightthat these models were, in some important respects, contrary
t0 the ideology which was perhaps already latent in the Chinese
revolution but had not yet expressed itselfin an articulate form.

After 1949 the Chinese traversed at high speed several stages
of development, each accompanied by further advance towards
the crystallization of Maoism. In the fftes it appeared that the
country was retracing the course of Soviet evolution at an
accelerated rate. Large holdings of land were divided among
needy peasants; private industry was tolerated within limils for
afew years, but in 1952 it was subjected (o strict control, and
in 1956 i was completely nationalized. Agriculture was
collectivized from 1953, first by means of co-operatives but soon
in a ‘highly developed’ form of public ownership, though
peasants were allowed t0 keep private plots. At this time the
Chinese, following the Russians, maintained the absolute priority
of heavy industry. The first economic plan (1953-7), which
was intended to enforce strictly centralized planning and give
a powerful stimulus to industrialization at the expense of the
countryside, introduced several features of Soviet Communism:
an expanded bureaucracy, a deepening of the cleavage between
town and countryside, and a highly repressive system of labour
laws. Incvitably, it became clear that rigorous central planning
was an impossibility in a country of small peasant holdings
‘The change of administrative methods which followed, however,
was not confined to various forms of planning decentralization
but found expression in a new Commanist ideology in which
production targets and modernization took sccond place, while
the main stress was on breeding a ‘new type of man’ embodying
the real or supposed virtues of rural life.

For a time it cven scemed that this stage would involve some
relaxation of cultural despotism. This delusion was connected
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capitalism of Marx's day when productive and political functions
were clearly separate. Thus Marx's theory of the base and
superstructure began to be out of date, as did his theory of
value (having regard to the enormous importance of science as
a productive force). Science and technology took on ‘ideological’
functions in the sense that they produced an image of society
based on a technical model, and technocratic ideologies which
deprive people of political consciousness i.¢. awareness of social
aims), by implying that all human problems are of a technical
and organizational character and can be solved by scientific
‘means. The technocratic mentality makes it easier to manipulate
people without violence and isa furtherstep towards ‘reification’,
blurring the distinction between technical activity, which in
itself has nothing to say about aims, and specifically human
relationships. In a situation where state institutions have a
powerful influence on the economy, social conflicts 100 have
changed their character and bear less and less resemblance to
class antagonism as Marx understood it. The new ideology is
no longer merely an ideology but is merged with the very process
of technical progress; it s harder to identify, with the result that
ideology and real social conditions can no longer be contrasted
as they were by Marx.

The_increase of productive forces does not itself have an
emancipating effect; on the contrary, in its ‘ideologized” form

tends to make people apprehend themselves as things, and
to obliterate the distinction between technology and praxis —the
latter termsignifying the spontancous activity in which the acting
subject determines his own goals.

‘The purpose of Marx's critique was that people should become
truly subjects, ie. that they should rationally and consciously
control the processes of their own lives. But the critique was
ambiguous inasmuch as the self-regulation of social lfe could
be understood as cither a practical or a technical problem, and
in the latter case it could be thought of as a manipulative process
similar to the technical handling of inanimate objects—which
iswhat happens under both capitalist planning and bureaucratic
socialism. In this way reification s not cured but aggravated.
True emancipation, on the other hand, is the return to ‘praxis’
as a category involving the active participation of everyone in
the control of social phenomena; in other words, people must
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His slogan of ‘encirclement of the city by the country’ was
‘opposcd as far back as 1930 by the then party leader, Li Li-san.
The ‘orthodox’ revolutionaries at that time, obedient to
Comintern directives, pressed for the strategy followed in Russia,
with the main emphasis on strikes and revolts by workers in
big industrial centres, peasant warfare being regarded as a side-
line. It was Mao’s tactics that proved effective, however, and
in after years he emphasized that the Chinese revolution had
been victorious in spite of Stalin’s advice. Soviet material aid
0 the Chinese Communists in the thirties and forties seems (o
have been of no more than a token character. Possibly—this
is merely a speculation, not based on direct evidence—Stalin
realized that if Communism were victorious in China he could
not hope in the long run to keep five hundred million people
in subjection to the Soviet Union, and therefore quite rationally
preferred o see China weak, divided, and ruled by quarrelling
military cliques. The Chinese Communists, however, continued
to profess loyalty to the Soviet Union in al their official state-
ments, and in 1949 Stalin had no choice but to proclaim his
delight at the new Communist victory and do his best (o twrn
his formidable neighbour into a satellte

‘The Sino~Soviet conflict was not due to any ideological heresy
but to the independence of the Chinese Communists and the
fact that, as we may suppose, the Chinese revolution was
contrary (o the interests of Russian imperialism. In an article
of 1940, ‘On New Democracy’, Mao wrote that the Chinese.
revolution was ‘essentially’ a peasant revolution based on
peasant demands and that it would give power to the peasanry;
at the same time he emphasized the need for a united front
against Japan comprising the peasants, workers, lower middle
class, and patriotic bourgeoisie. The culture of the new
democracy, he declared, would develop under the leadership
of the proletariat, i.c. the Communist. In short, Mao’s pro-
gramme at that time was similar to ‘firststage’ Leninism: a
revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry, led
by the Communist party. He repeated the same thing in a
specch of June 1949, ‘O the People’s Democratic Dictatorship’,
though he laid more emphasis then on the ‘next stage’, in which
the land would be socialized, classes would disappear, and
“universal brotherhood” ensue.
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political and parliamentary affairs, sabotaging every govern-
ment move irrespective of merits; in regional and municipal
affairs, however, their policy was skilful and flexible. At the same
time they developed elaborate and exclusive forms of cultural
life on rather similar lines o those of the German social
democrats before the First World War. The party ran many
als, including the theoretical journal Pensée, and num-
bered in its ranks many eminent men and women of national
reputation: writers such as Aragon and Eluard, painters such
as Picasso and Léger, scientists such as the Joliot-Curies. All
this lent the Communist movement considerable prestige. A
fair amount of philosophical lterature was produced, some of
it purely Stalinist, especially the party monthly Nouzele
Critigue. This journal, for instance, launched a campaign against
psychoanalysis, which was then a subject of increasing interest
in France. Most of the contributors, as was to be expected,
condemned it as a bourgeois doctrine, idealistic and mechani

0 boot, reducing social phenomena to individual psychology,
and the human mind to biological impulses. Roger Garaudy,
who was o be noted in the sixties as a champion of ‘liberal”
‘Communism, wrote books at this time that were purcly Stalinist
in content, aithough certainly more learned and better written
than the Soviet output. One of these was Grammaire de la liberté
(1950), arguing that the way to have freedom was to nationalize
industry and abolish unemployment. In Les Saurces frangaises du
socialisme sientifique (1948) Garaudy sought to prove that Com-
munism was deeply and specifcally rooted in French culture.
He also wrote a book on Christianity, citing evidence of the
obscurantism of the Catholic Church and its opposition to the
advance of science.

A prolific writer of a somewhat different character, Henri
Lefebvre, was known before the war as an anthologist of Marx
and Hegel and author of books against nationalism and Fascism.
In 1947 he published Logique fornelle t logique dialecigue and
the interesting Critgue de la vie quodienne; later came a critique
of existentialism (something no French Marxist philosopher in
the fifties and sixties could avoid writing), then works on
Descartes, Diderot, Rabelais, Pascal, Musset, Marx, and Lenin,
also dissertations on painting and music. These works are all
sketches rather than profound studies, but they contain original
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the Soviet system from the inroads of bureaucracy: the Inspec-
torate, composed of ‘genuine’ workers and peasants, had un-

ited powers of supervision over all other branches of the state
imistration. Far from curing the situation it made things
worse, since in the absence of any democratic institutions the
Inspectorate became simply an additional tier of the bureau-
cratic edifice. Stalin, however, was able o make use of it 10
strengthen his control of the apparatus, and his tenure of the
Commissarship was undoubtedly a factor that helped him in
his rise to supreme power.

At this stage an important, though not original, observation
should be made. In later years, when the whole history of the
party was rewritten under Stalin’s orders and for his own
glorification, he was presented, or rather presented himself, as
having been Lenin’s ‘second in command" from his early youth.
In every field of action he was the leader, the chief organizer,
the inspiration of his comrades, and so forth. (In a party
questionnaire he claimed to have been expelled from the
seminary for carrying on revolutionary activity; no doubt he
discussed forbidden subjects while there, but in fact he was
expelled for failing to attend an examination.) According to this
fantastic version he was Lenin's closest confidant and helper from
the very moment the party was founded; the infant s
movement in the Caucasus had thriven under his brilliant
leadership; later on, the whole party regarded him without
question as the rightful and natural successor to Lenin, and so
on. He was the brains of the Revolution, the architect of victory
in the Civil War, the organizer of the Soviet state. In the
hagiography composed by Beriya the year 1912 is singled out
as the tarning-point in the history of the Russian party, and
therefore in the history of mankind, as it was then that Stalin
became a member of the Central Commitice.

On the other hand, Trotsky and the many other Communists
who had reason to hate Stalin were at pains to belitle his role
in the history of Bolshevism and to depict him as a second-rate
apparatchik who, by a mixture of cunning and good fortune,
managed in due course to climb on to a pedestal from which
it proved impossible to dislodge him.

Neither of these versions can be accepted as the truth.
Certainly, before 1905 Stalin was an obscure local figure and
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become one. But there is nothing more dangerous to civilization
than to suppose that the operation of reason can be wholly
founded on such acs. It s indeed true that analytical reason,
or the whole body of rules by which science functions, cannot
provide its own basis; the rules are accepted because they are
instrumentally effective, and if there are any transcendental
norms of rationality they are not known to us. Science can
function without concerning itself with the existence of such
norms, forscienceisnottobe confused withscientistic philosophy.
Decisions as 10 good and evil and the meaning of the universe
cannot have any scientific foundation; we are bound to make
such decisions, but we cannot turn them into acts of intellectual
understanding. The idea of a higher reason synthesizing these
two aspects of life can only be realized in the realm of myth,
or remain a pious aspiration of German metaphysics

Another member of the younger generation of the Frankfurt
school is Alfred Schmid, whose book on Marx's concept of
nature (1g64) i an interesting and valuable contribution o the
study of this complicated question. Schmid argues that Marx’s
concept contains ambiguities thanks to which it has been inter-
preted in conflcting ways (nature as a continuation of man,
the retwrn 10 unity, etc.; contrariwise, man as a creation of
nature, defined by his attempts to cope with its alien forces).
Schmidt contends that Marx’s doctrine cannot in the last resort
be interpreted as an unequivocally monistic ‘system’, but that
Engels’s materialism was in line with an essential ‘aspect of
Marx’s thought.

Iring Fetscher, undoubedly one of the most eminent historians
of Marxism, can only be regarded as a member of the
Frankfurt school in the very broad sense that his works show
him (0 be receptive to those aspects of Marxism in which the
writers of the school are interested. His great achievement
is to have expounded lucidly the different versions and possible
interpretations of the Marxian inheritance, but his own philo-
sophical position does not appear to be based on the typical
ideas of the Frankfurt school such as the negative dialectic and
emancipating reason. Apart from their welcome clarity, his
works are characterized by the restraint and open-mindedness
of the historian.
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inspiring the population with creative enthusiasm, on the
principle that the masses could do anything they set their minds
10 and must not be hampered by ‘objective’ obstacles invented
by the bourgeoisie. All sectors of the economy without exception
were to undergo dynamic expansion, and the perfect Com-
munist society was just round the corner. Farms organized on
the lines of Soviet Kolkhozes were (o be replaced by communes
on a hundred per cent collective basis: private plots were
abolished, communal meals and housing were introduced
wherever possible; the Press carried reports of special establish-
ments where married couples attended at regular intervals and
in due order of priority to carry out their patriotic duty of
begetting the next generation. One celebrated feature of the
‘great leap’ was the smelting of steel in a multiplicity of small
village furnaces.

For a short time the party leaders basked in a statistical
paradise (a false one, as was later admitted), but soon the whole
project proved a complete fiasco, as had been predicted both
by Western economists and by Soviet advisers in China. The
“great leap’ resulied in a catastrophic fall in the standard of
living because of the high accumulation rate; it involved
enormous waste and filled the towns with workers from the
countryside who soon proved redundant and had to go back
t0 their fields amid general chaos and famine. The years from
1950 t0 1962 were a period of set-backs and misery, owing not
only to the failure of the ‘great leap’ but to disastrous harvests
and the virtual breaking-off of economic relations with the
Soviet Union; the sudden withdrawal of Sovict technicians
brought many major projects to an abrupt standsti

‘The ‘great leap’ reflected the development of the new Maoist
tenet that the peasant masses could do anything by the power
ofideology, that there must be no ‘individualism’ or ‘economism’
(ic. material incentives (o production) and that enthusiasm
could take the place of “bourgeois’ knowledge and skills. The
Maost ideology began at this time to take on a more definite
form. It was formulated in public statements by Mao and also,
more explicily, in utterances that were divulged only later in
the turmil of the ‘cultural revolution’; some of thesc have been
published in English by the eminent Sinologist Stuart Schram
(Mao Tse-tung Unrehearsd, 1974, cited hercafier as Schram).
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government and everything it did. Marxism under Stalin cannot
be defined by any collection of statements, ideas, or concepts:
it was not a question of propositions as such but of the fact that
there existed an all-powerful authority competent to declare at
any given moment what Marxism was and what it was not.
“Marxism’ meant nothing more or less than the current pro-
‘nouncement of the authority in question, i.e. Stalin himself. For
instance, up to June 1950 t0 be a Marxist meant, among other
things, accepting the philological theories of N. Y. Marr, while
after that date it meant rejecting them utierly. You were a
Marxist not because you regarded any particular ideas—Marc’s,
Lenin's, or even Stalin's—astrue, but because you were prepared
toaccept whatever the supreme authority might proclaim today,
tomorrow, or in a year's Gme. This degree of institutional

ization and dogmatization had never been scen before and did
not reach its acme uniil the thirties, but its roots can be clearly
traced in Lenin's doctrine: since Marism is the world-view
and instrument of the proletarian party, it is for the latter to
decide what is Marxism and what s not, regardless of any
objections “from outside’. When the party s identified with the
state and the apparatus of power, and when it achicves perfect
unity in the shape of a one-man tyranny, doctrine becomes a
matter of state and the tyrant is proclaimed infalible. Indeed,
he really is infallible as far as the content of Marxism is con-
cerned, for there is no Marxism but that which the party asserts
in its capacity as the mouthpiece of the proletariat, and the
party, having once achieved unity, expresses its will and its
doctrine through the leadership embodied in the dictator’s
person. In this way the doctrine that the proletariat s historically
the leading class and, in contrast to all other classes, the possessor
of objective truth s transformed into the principle that ‘Stalin
is always right’. This, in fact, i not too grave a distortion of
Marx's epistemology combined with Lenin’s notion of the party
as the advance guard of the workers’ movement. The equation:
truth = the proletarian world-view = Marxism = the party’s
‘world-view = the pronouncements of the party leadership =
those of the supreme leader is wholly in accordance with Lenin’s
version of Marxism. We shall endeavour to trace the process
by which this equation found final expression in the Soviet
ideology which Stalin christened Marxism-Leninism. It is
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will; and Kierkegaard, who glorifies irrational faith and places
itabove reason—these are the prophets o the irst period, ending
in 1848, Nietzsche s the chief ideologist of the second period,
in which the class struggle of the proletariat becomes the
dominant feature of social lf: his negation of history, contempt
for the common people, and unabashed pragmatism are devoted
0 the scrvice of the bourgeoisie, which he extols s the ‘master
race’. Philosophic irrationalism reaches its height in the
imperialist age from 1890 onwards: neo-Kantian formalism and
agnosticism are replaced by attempts to create a new all-
embracing world-view, but one based on intition and im-
pervious to rational analysis. The objective validity of science
itself is questioned, as i i regarded as the product of rrational
historical or instinctive forces. This period is ushered in by
Dilthey’s ‘philosophy of life” (Lebensphilosophic), which leads
directly to Nazi ideology. It opposes positivism, but does o from
the point of view of the irrationality of history and the subjec-
tivity of culture. It also criticizes capitalism, but from the
outdated standpoint of reactionary Romanticisms it attacks
democracy and sets out in quest of a new organic unity that
eventually found its embodiment in the Fascist state.

What makes The Destructon of Reason an essentially Stalinist
work is not, of course, the fact that it seeks the origins of
Nazism in German philosophy. There is nothing specifically
Marxist, let alone Stalinist, in such a line of thought, which has
been pursued by many historians and writers, including Thomas
Mann. The typically Stalinist feature of Lukics's work is the
contention that since Marxism came on the scene, all non-
Marxist philosophy has been reactionary and irrationalistic. In
this way the whole of German philosophical culture outside
Marxism is condemned as an intellectual apparatus preparing
the way for Hitler's assumption of power in 1933. Everybody
was a herald of Nazism in one way or another. Clearly,
Lukics's conception of rrationalism is not only vague, indefinite,
and absurdly wide, but in many respects it is almost directly
contrary to the usual conception of the term. In epistemology
the word ‘irrationalist’ is generally applied to doctrines which
hold that the most perfect forms of cognition cannot be expressed
inlanguage but are achieved only in particular incommunicable
acts. Some of the thinkers listed by Lukics were certainly
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Habermas's argument, his interpretation of Marx is at variance
with Lukicss judgement (which 1 believe to be correct) that
the essential feature of Marxism consists in the doctrine that
the act of understanding the world and the act of transforming
it achieve identity in the privileged situation of the proletariat.

Habermas does not_clearly define his key concept of
“emancipation’. It s evident that, in the spirit of the whole
tradition of German idealism, he is secking for a focal point
at which practical and theoretical reason, cognition and will,
knowledge of the world and the movement to change it, all
become identical. But it does not appear that he has actually
found such a point or shown us how (o arrive at it. He is right
in saying that the criteria of epistemological evaluation must
be understood as an element in the history of the human species,
in which the processes of technical progress and the forms of
‘communication both appear as independent variables; that none
of the rules by which we determine what is cognitively valid
is grounded transcendentally (in Husser’s sense); and that
positvist criteria of the validity of knowledge are based on
evaluation related to human technical abilities. But it does not
follow that there is or can be a vantage-point from which the
distinction between knowledge and will can be seen as
eliminated. It may be that, in some cases, acts of self-
understanding by individuals or societies are themselves part of
the practical behaviour leading to ‘emancipation’, whatever this
term means. But the question will always remain: by what
criteria are we to judge the accuracy of that self-understanding,
and on what principle do we decide that ‘emancipation’ consists
in one state of afairs rather than another? On the sccond point
we cannot avoid making a decision that goes beyond our
knowledge of the world. If we believe that we can become
endowed with some higher spiritual power which distinguishes
between good and bad and, in the same act, determines what
s true and what s false, we are not effecting any synthesis but
are simply replacing the criteria of truth by criteria of an
arbitrarily established good: i.e. we are returning to individual
or collective pragmatism. ‘Emancipation’ in the sensc of a union
between analytical and practical reason is, as we have scen,
only possible in instances of religious illumination, where
knowledge and the existential act of ‘commitment’ do indecd
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with the short-lived *hundred flowers’ campaign launched by
the party in May 1956—i.. afier the Soviet Union’s Twentieth
Congress—and endorsed by Mao himself. Artists and scholars
were encouraged to exchange their ideas freely; all schools of
thought and artistc styles were to compete with one another;
the natural sciences, in particular, were declared to have no
“class character’, and in other fields progress was to be the result
of unfettered discussion. The ‘hundred flowers’ doctrine aroused
the enthusiasm of East European intellectuals, who were
experiencing the ferment of de-Stalinization in their own
countries, Many people thought for a brief period that the most
backward country of the socialist bloc from the economic and
technical point of view had become the champion of a liberal
cultural policy. These illusions lasted barely a few weeks,
however, as the Chinese intellectuals were emboldened to
eriticize the regime in no uncertain terms, and the party at once
reverted to its normal policy of repression and intimidation.

The inner history of the whole episode is not clear. From some.
articles in the Chinese Press, and from a speech by Teng
Hsiao-ping, the party’s Secretary-General, to the Central Com-
mitee in September 195 it might be thought that the hundred
flowers” slogan was 2 ruse {0 induce ‘anti-party elements’ to
come forward so that they might be more easily destroed.

(Teng declared that the party allowed weeds to grow as a
deterrent example to the masses; they would then be pulled up
by the roots and used to fertilize Chinese soil.) It may be,
however, that Mao really believed for a time that the Com-
‘munist ideology could hold its own in a free discussion among
Chinese intellectuals. If so, his illusion was clearly dispelled
almost at once.

China’s failure to industrialize afier the Soviet pattern prob-
ably caused or precipitated the political and ideological changes
of the next decade, which the world observed with some
bewilderment. At the beginning of 1958 the party under Mao's
Ieadership announced a ‘great leap forward’ which was to work
‘miracles of productivity in the ensuing five years. The targets
for industrial and agricultural production, which were to
multiply by factors of 6 and 2°5 respectively, put even Stalin’s
first five-year plan in the shade. These fantastic results were
to be achieved, however, not by Soviet methods but by
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“below”; without “below” there would be no “above”
Without facilit there would be no difficulty; without difficulty
there would be no facility’ (p. 61). A distinction must also be
drawn between antagonistic contradictions such as those
between hostile classes, and non-antagonistic ones such as that
between a right and a wrong party line. The latter can be
resolved by correcting errors, but i this is not done they may
turn into antagonistic contradictions.

A few years later, in 1942, Mao delivered an address to his
followers on *Art and Literature’. Tts main points are that art
and literature are in the service of social classes; that all art
is class-determined; that revolutionaries must praciise forms of
art that serve the cause of revolution and the masses; and that
artists and writers must transform themselves spiritually so as
0 help the masses in their struggle. Art must not only be good
artistically but also politically right. ‘All dark forces which
endanger the masses of the people must be exposed, while all
revolutionary struggles of the masses must be praiscd—this is
the basic task of all revolutionary artists and writers’ (Mao
Tie-tung, An Anthology of his Writings, ed. Anne Fremanle, 1962,
pp. 260-1). Writers are warned not to be led astray by so-called
love of humanity, for there can be no such thing in a society
divided into hostile classes: ‘love of humanity’ is a slogan
invented by the possessing class.

Such is the gist of Mao’s philosophy. It is, as may be seen,
a naive repetition of a few commonplaces of Leninist-Stalinist
Marxism. Mao’s originality, however, lay in his revision of
Lenin's srategic precepts. This, and the peasant orientation of
Chinese Communism, were the essential causes of its victory.
The ‘leading role of the proletariat’ remained in force as an
ideological slogan, but throughout the revolutionary period it
meant lctle more than the leading role of the Communist party
in organizing peasant guerrillas. Mao not only emphasized that
in China, unlike Russia, the revolution came from the country
10 the town, but he saw the poor peasantry as a natural
revolutionary force and—in opposition to both Marx and Lenin
—expressly stated that social strata were revolutionary in
proportion to their poverty. He firmly believed in the revolution-
ary potential of the peasaniry, not only because the proletariat
in China was such a small class, but for reasons of principle
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theless, and uncritcally rejected all information (readily obtain-
able from books in the West, and from direct observation in
the East European countries) that threw light on the true nature
ofthe Soviet social system. They belauded this system whenever
occasion offered, supporting it by word and deed and by their
membership of the Communist parties. All of them took part
in the farcical ‘peace movement, which under its Orwellian
title was a basic instrument of Soviet imperialism in the cold
war years. Al of them, without turning a hair, swallowed such
fantastic inventions as the charge that the Americans were
carrying on germ warfare in Korea. Any who entertained doubts
of the perfection of the Soviet system told themselves that
‘after all’ Communism was the only, or the most effective,
bulwark against Fascism, and must therefore be accepted a
hundred per cent, without reservation. The psychological
‘motives of this voluntary self-deception were various. Among
them were a desperate need to believe that someone in the
world embodied the age-old dreams of universal human brother-
hood; the illusions of intellectuals concerning ‘historical
progress’; contempt for the democratic ‘establishment’, which
in many West European countries had become thoroughly
discredited between the wars; the longing for a master key to
unlock all the secrets of the universe, including those of history
and politics; the ambition to be on the crest of the wave of
history, in other words on the winning side; the cult of force,
to which intellectuals are especially prone. Desiring, as they
believed, o be on the same side of the barricade as the deprived
and persecuted of this world, the Communist intellectuals
became the prophets of the most oppressive political system
then existing, and willing agents of the huge and efficient
apparatus of lies with which it sought to extend its power.
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‘2 whole—not because we o intend, but because all human affairs
are linked together and by engaging in a particular conflict we
are also engaged, willy-nilly, in a universal one. But, more often
than not, Lukics also uses ‘totality’ in a normative sense
“Genuine’ works of literature are those which scek to mirror the
world as a whole, and it s for the critic or ideologist to ensure,
as far as he may, that the work embodies a true reference system
giving significance (o its component parts and subordinating
them (0 an over-all artistic purpose. In this sense “totality’ is
not simply an attribute of llliterature but an ideal t0 be aimed
at in socialist art. Lukics, however, does not clearly formulate
the distinction

‘The demand thatartshould reflect ‘totality" is aimed primarily
against naturalism—the idea that it suffices to describe reality
in terms of direct observation, simply recording what happens
or what meets the cye. Literature, thus limited, cannot convey
the meaning of events, which ony reveals itslf in relation to
the whole: it requires conceptual understanding and not mere
observation. But—and this i the nub of the argument, as Lukcs
urged in his dispute with Bloch on the subject of expressionism
and realism—the totality of our society, or capitalism as an
integrated system, is the true though invisible reality governing
every single individual phenomenon. He who is able to make
sense of the smalles details of human life by relating them to
the whole can alone be said to depict social reality as it truly
is, and to practice ‘mimesis*in the normative sense of the term.
Since this universality and sense of the whole requires a prior
understanding of the nature of society such as only Marxism
can provide, it follows that in the present age only a Marxist,
in the sense in which Lukics understands this term, can possess
the qualifications of a good writer.

‘This, of course, does not mean that 1 be a good writer it
suffices to master the conceptual understanding of the principle
of totality. To create a work of art he must be able not only
1 relate the parts to the whole but also (0 present the whole
in_terms of individual images. Art is subject not only to the
principle of wholeness but also to that of speciality (Besonderet).
This is the artistic counterpart of ‘mediation’ and is, in Lukdcs's
view, the basic category of acsthetic analysis. Taking experience
as its point of departure, art endeavours to find the type in
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it was lefito Marx to achieve this. Thanks to him, the
postulate of the realization of reason became a postulate of the
rationalization of social conditions in accordance with the ‘true’
concept or true essence of humanity. The realization of reason
is at the same tme the transcendence of philosophy, its
critical function being thus fully discharged.

Positivism, which is not so much a denial of critico-
dialectical philosophy as of philosophy altogether (for philosophy
in the true sense has always been and-positivist), is based on
accepting the facts of experience and thus affirming the validity
of every situation that actwally occurs. Tn positivist terms it is
impossible rationally to designate any objectives: these can only
be the result of arbitrary decisions, with no foundation in reason.
But philosophy, whose business it i toseck the truth,is not afraid
of utopias, for truth is a Utopia as long as it cannot be realized
in the existing social order. Critical philosophy must appeal to
the future and therefore cannot base itself on facts but only on
the demands of reason: it is concerned with what man can be
and with his essential being, not his empirical state. Positivism,
by contrast, sanctifies every compromise with the existing order
and abdicates the right to judge social conditions.

‘The spirit of positivism is exemplified in sociology—not of any
particular school, but sociology itself, as a branch of knowledge
governed by Comtean rules. Sociology of this kind deliberately
confines itself o noting and describing social phenomena, and
if it does go so far as (0 investigate the laws of communal life,
it refuses (0 go beyond such laws s it finds actually in operation.
Hence sociology is an instrument of passive adaptation, whereas
eritical rationalism derives from reason itself the strength with
which it demands that the world be subject to reason.

What is more, positivism is not only equivalent to conformism
but is the ally of all totalitarian doctrines and social move-
ments; its main principle i that of order, and it is ready at all
times o sacrifice freedom to the order which authoritative
systems provide.

It clear that Marcuse’s whole argument rests on the belief
that we can_know, independently of empirical data, the
transcendental demands of rationality according to which the
world must be judged; and also that we know what constitutes
the essence of humanity, or that a ‘true’ human being would
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party jargon as ‘dogmatic’, leflist, or ‘sectarian’) to the morc
fiexible and effective ‘popular fron¢ policy. In cultural matters
the Ttalians were generally less aggressive and abusive than
Communiss elsewhere, emphasizing the links betwen Marxism
and native traditions and playing up ‘positive’ rather than
reactionary clements in the latter. The publication in 1947-9
of Gramsci’s Notes from Prison was a
of Italian Communism, a source of ins
intellectuals to accept a much more elastic version of Marxism
than that permitted by the canons of Leninism. Prominent
writers in the early fifties were Galvano della Volpe (1896-1968)
and Antonio Banfi (1886-1957), who became Marxists and
Communists fairly late in life and interpreted their new faith
in the Italian spirit of universalist humanism. Della Volpe wrote
a valuable book on Eckhart and a work on epistemology,
Logica come scienza positiva (1950; ‘logic’ here means the theory
of knowledge in general), in which he interpreted Magxism in
anti-Hegelian and empiricist terms. Banfi emphasized the
historical relativism of Marxism, as Labriola and Gramsci had
done in Italy, or Sorel in France. On this interpretation
Marxism was not so much a scientific account of the world,
stillless asystem of metaphysics, but rather a historical expression
of the current phase of man’s self-creation, an articulation of
the practical struggle for control over the conditions of human
life.

To sum up, it may be said that the last years of Stalinism
in Western Europe were not wholly fruitless as far as theoretical
and historical works were concerned, but that the few books
of any value (and even these would for the most part not be
worth reading today for their own sake) were drowned in a
flood of organized political mendacity, the blame for which
rested on all Communist intellectuals of the world without
exception. The French or ltalian workers who joined the move-
ment during thosc years generally took little interest in the Soviet
system or the prospect of world revolution: they supported the
party because it spoke out vigorously for their immediate claims
and interests. The intellectuals, however, while they embraced
Marxism and Communism as a universal doctrine, were well
‘aware that the movement was wholly governed by Moscow and
subordinated to Soviet political aims. They supported it never-
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question the real meaning of the idea of reflection or mimesis
If a piece of music reflects the world by expressing emotions,
and if these emotions must in some way be connected with social
life, then t0 say that art ‘reflcts’ reality would scem to mean
simply that it is influenced by the various phenomena and
interconnections of social life; bu this is so general and obvious
a statement as not 10 be of much use. In any case, it is clear
that when Lukics s talking about works of literature he uses
the term “reflection’ in a much stronger sense. Not only do social
conditions affect artisic production, which nobody would deny,
but worksof art present an image ofreality from which the reader
orspectator can learn something about that reality and recognize
its structure’ or its internal conflicts.

Lukics is in fact seeking to define art in such a way as 0
jusify the conclusion that only realistic’ works truly descrve
the name of ar; his condemnation of artistic ‘decadence’ is
likewise based on this conclusion. But again, it is not at allclear
how music, architecture, or evenlyric poetry can be judged from
the point of view of ‘realism’. If the term ‘mimesis’ denotes any
Kind of dependence of a work of art on social phenomena, then
certainly all art must be imitative and also ‘realistic’; but in that
case the notions of mimesis and realism have lost their meaning.
Lukics's main concern is with drama and the novel, to which
they are undoubtedly more applicable; but here again he seems
10 use ‘mimesis’ in two different senses, a descriptive and a
normative. In the former sense any novel or play in some measure
reflects the world, social conditions, and conflcts, and every
work of art is socially committed: it takes one side or the other
in regard to the basic issues of the day, irrespective of how far
the author is aware of his involvement or the real significance
of his work (often he does not understand it). In the normative
sense, however, ‘mimesis’ is the quality of a work that imitates
reality ‘correctly’, presenting the problems of its time as they
“truly’ are; the author of such a work, of course,is on the ‘right”
or progressive side. This seems to be the sense in which Lukics
uses the term ‘mimesis’ most frequently.

The same is true of the notion of “totality’ as applied to
literature. Every literary work reflects in some way the totality
of social life, since when we adopt an attitude towards the world,
even a reactionary one, it is necessarily related to the world as
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‘most stress on the negative, critical function of reason, providing
standards whereby any given social reality can be judged. He
agrees with Lukécs in emphasizing the link between Marxism
and the Hegelian tradition, but differs completely from him as
0 its nature: the essential basis of Hegelian and Marxian
dialectic, according the Marcuse, is not the movement towards
the identity of subject and object, but towards the realization
of reason, which is at the same time the realization of freedom
and happiness.

In his articles published in the 1930s Marcuse already took
the view that reason is the fundamental category providing a
link between philosophy and human destiny. This idea of reason
developed on the basis of the conviction that reality is not
“directly’ reasonable but can be reduced to rationality. German
idealist philosophy made reason the supreme court of appeal,
judging empirical reality by non-cmpirical criteria. Reason in
this sense presupposes freedom, as its pronouncements would
be meaningless if men were not completely free (0 judge the
world they live in. Kant, however, transferred reality to the
internal sphere, making it a moral imperative, while Hegel in
his turn confined it within the bounds of necessity. But Hegel's
freedom is only possible thanks to the operation of reason
whereby man is aware of his real identity. Thus Hegel appears
in the history of philosophy as a champion of the rights of eason
revealing to human beings their own truth, ic. the impers
demands of authentic humanity. The elf-transforming operation
of reason creates the dialectic of negativity which opens up new.
horizons at every stage of history, advancing beyond the
empirically known possibilities of that stage. In this way Hegel's
workisa summons (o perpetual nonconformity and a vindication
of revolution.

However—and this is one of the main contentions of Reason
and Reaolution—the demand that reason should rule the world
not a prerogative of idealism. German idealism rendered a
service to civilization by combating British empiricism, which
forbade men to go beyond ‘facts’ or appeal to a priori rational
concepts, and which consequently supported conformism and
social conservatism. But critical idealism regarded reason as
located only in the thinking subject, and did not succeed in
relating its demands to the sphere of material social conditions:
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well of Confucianism and capitalism. The malign influence of
Confucius, according (o a host of critics, was visible in two main
poinis. Liu had stressed the ideal of Commaunist self-perfection
instead of a merciless class struggle, and he had depicted the
Communist future as one of harmony and concord, whereas
according to Mao’s teaching tension and conflct were the eternal
law of nature.

The struggle for power which broke out within the party at
the end of 1965 and brought Ghina close to civil war was thus
not only one between rival cliques but between two versions
of Communism. The ‘cultural revolution’ is generally reckoned
as beginning with an article inspired by Mao and published
in Shanghai in November 1965, which condemned a play by
Wu Han, the vice-mayor of Peking, on the ground that under
the guise of an_historical allegory it attacked Mao for dis-
missing P'eng Te-huai from the post of Minister of Defence.
This unleashed a campaign against ‘bourgeois’ influences in
culture, art, and cducation and a call for a ‘cultural revolution’
0 restore the country's revolutionary purity and prevent a
return 1o capitalism. The ‘conservatives’, of course, echoed this
objective, but tried to interpret it so as not to disturb the
established order and their own positions. The ‘radicals’,
however, managed to secure the dismissal of P'eng Chen, the
party secretary and mayor of Peking, and to gain control of
the chief newspapers.

In the spring of 1966 Mao and his ‘radical’ group launched
a massive attack on the most vulnerable seats of ‘bourgeois
ideology’, namely, the universites. Students were urged (© rise
against the ‘reactionary academic authorities’ who, entrenched
in bourgeois knowledge, were opposing Maoist education. Mao,
it was pointed out, had long proclaimed that in places of
education half the time should be devoted to learning and half
0 productive work, that stafl appointments and the admission
of students should depend on ideological qualifications or links
with the masses’, not academic attainments, and that Communist
propaganda was the most important feature of the curriculum.
The Central Committee now called for the climination of all
who ‘took the capitalist road’. As the bureaucracy paid lip-
service (o his ideas but sabotaged them in practice, Mao took
a step which no Communist leader anywhere had ventured on
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At the same time Trotsky devoted a large part of his un-
tiring energy to enlisting adherents in other countries. Small
groups of dissident Communists existed here and there, and
through them he hoped eventually to regenerate the Comintern
and revive the spirit of true Bolshevism and Leninism in the
‘Communist movement. These groups, under the collective itle
of the International Left Opposition, were active from 1930
onwards and regarded themselves s a fraction of the Comin-
ten—an ideological fiction, since the Trotskyists had been
expelled from the Comintern once and for all, and those who
remained in Russia were mostly in camps and prisons. A mecting
of Trotskyists from several countries was held in Copenhagen
during their leader’s stay there in November 1932, and a few.
‘months later a similar meeting took place in Paris. For some
years Trotsky had firmly opposed the foundation of a Fourth
International, as he held that Stalinism, having no social basc,
must collapse at any moment and that its only possible and
natural heirs would be the ‘Bolshevik Leninists', who would
restore the Comintern (0 its true purpose. In 1933, however,
after Hitler's accession to power, he decided that a new inter.
national revolutionary organ was necessary, and set about
organizing his followers under a new banner. The Fourth Inter-
national was officially set up at a congress in Paris in September
1938.

At the end of 1932 Trotsky formulated the strategy and
ideology of the International Left Opposition in eleven points:
(1) recognition of the independence of the proletarian party,
and hence condemnation of the Comintern’s policy of the 1920t
in China (Communists joining the Kuomintang) and Britain
(the Anglo-Russian trade union committec); (2) the inter-
national and therefore permanent character of the revolution;
(3) the Soviet Union was still a workers' state despite its
“burcaucratic_degeneration’; (4) condemnation of Stalin'’s
policy, both in its ‘opportunist phase in 1923-8 and in its
‘adventurist phase in 1928-32; (5) Communists must work in
mass organizations, especially trade unions; (6) rejection of the
formula_of the ‘democratic dictatorship of proletariat and
peasants’ and of the possibilty of its developing peacefully into
2 dictatorship of the proletariat; (7) the necessity for interim
slogans during the struggle for the dictatorship of the prole-
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Trotsky

1. The years of exile

In January 1929, after the Left Opposition in the Soviet
Union had been almost entirely wiped out by represive
measures, is leader, Leon (Lev) Davidovich Trotsky, who had
been in exile in Kazakhstan for a year, was deported to
Turkey, where he took up his abode on Prinkipo Island in the
Sea of Marmara. For a long time other countries were un-
willing to admit t0_their territory a man reputed to be the
most dangerous revolutionary in the world; during the four years
he lived in Turkey Trotsky left it only once, to deliver a
lecture in Copenhagen.

While in Turkey he wrote his vast History of the Russian
Reolution, an analysis of the causes and development of the
revolutionary process in which he sought to prove that history
had confirmed the rightness of his predictions and especially the
idea of ‘permanent revolution’:i.e. that the democratic revolu-
tion was bound to develop continuously into a dictatorship of
the proletariat, and could only have been successful in that
form. At this time he also wrote an autobiography and a huge
number of articles, appeals, and letters for the purpose of
supporting and developing the Left Opposition against Stalin,
both in Russia and in the world at large. Within a few months.
of his deportation he founded a journal in Russian, the
Opposition Bulletn, which continued to appear tll the end of his
life: it was published by his son, Leon Sedov, frst in Germany
and, afier the Nazis came to power, in Paris. As with
Trotsky's books in Russian, its main purpose was to promote
the organization of an opposition movement in the Soviet Unior
before long, however, police measures made it almost impossible
0 smuggle the journal into the country, and Trotsky’s contacts
with remnants of the Left in Russia were to all intents and pur-
poses broken off.
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the individual, the universal in particular phenomena. Lukics's
speciality’ may be defined, it scems, as this process whereby
a writer transforms individual experiences into types or images
of universal validity, so that they become the medium through
which the reader apprehends the social whole. To say that art
is subject 1o the category of ‘speciality’ does not mean that its
place is ‘in between’ the universality of science and the im-
‘mediacy of day-to-day experience, but that it reflects universality
in particular images. In these images the universal and the
individual do not appear separately but in a state of unity, and
it may thus be said that art subsumes the two elements (in
Hegel's sense of auffben), or synthesizes them into aspects of
a single phenomenon.

‘The relative prominence of the individual and the universal
varies in different types of lterature and different schools of art.
Drama is, by its nature, more universal than the novel
Naturalism tends towards the individual, while allegory empha-

izes the universal.

As several critics have pointed out, the view that an artst,
at least in some forms of art, makes use of images (o present
“typical’ phenomena (ic. not necessarily frequent or everyday
ones, but such as reveal the salient features of their age or of
this or that social milieu) is not specifically Marxist, and was
ofien advanced by pre-Marxist or non-Marxist thinkers. Indeed,
it seems t0 be a common-sense viewpoint as long as it is not
applied to all kinds of art and is not erected into an arbitrary
rule, so that art which does not ‘typify’in this way s stigmatized
as not being art in the ‘good sense. Lukics, however, violates
both these provisos. As to the specifically Marxist element in
his theory, it consists in relating everything o the ‘otality’
considered as a social system defined by Marxist categories, i.¢.
capitalism or socialism as the case may be.

However, the category of ‘totality’ figures in Lukdcs's
acsthetics i other contextsalso. Not only isartsupposed to reveal
the totality of society, but it is a means whereby man himself
strives to achieve ‘totality’ as his mode of being—i.c. (o become
a complete and harmonious personality, not impaired by any
one-sided preoccupations. The kind of art which favours this
aspiration or helps men to become conscious of it is truly
humanistic art, but it can only be such if it aims to be in
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and liberation, Hyppolite emphasized in particular that, for
Hegel as for Marx, Reason was not a transcendental obscrver
of the world with its own rules independent of the course of
history, but was itself a factor, aspect, or expression of history;
and that the progress of mankind towards ‘rationality’ was not
a matter of gradually assimilating ready-made rules of thought,
but of a growing sense of community and acknowledgement
of rationality in others. For that purpose it was necessary that
human beings should cease to function as commodities, and this
was Manc's principal message.

Sartre’s existentialist philosophy, which had enormous success
in France for several years after the war, was in its then form
quite irreconcilable with Marxism. Sartre maintaincd that
human existence was a vacuum of absolute freedom in an alien,
inert world governed by natural determinants. This frecdom
was an intolerable burden from which man sought to escape,
but could not do so without a breach of good faith. The very
fact that my freedom is absolute and unlimited deprives me of
every alibi and makes me a hundred per cent responsible for
everything 1 do. My constant self-anticipation, in which this
frecdom is displayed, is the generator of time, which is the truc
form of human existence and which, like freedom, is the
separate property of every one of us. For Sartre there i no such
thing as collective, communal time, nor is there any freedom
other than the natural, hopeless, and oppressive necessity for
the individual to create himself without ceasing—a_process in
which he is unaided by God or any transcendental valucs, by
historical tradition or by his fellow men. Since I am defined
as empty freedom and pure negativity, every being outside
myself appears to me as an atiempt to limit my frcedom. It
follows that by the very nature of existence, ontologically as
it were, human relations can only take the antagonistic form
of attempting to annex other human beings as if they were things
—and this applies in all contexts, in love as in_ political
domination.

Clearly there was 1o common ground between Marsism in
any form and  doctrine which precluded any notion of human
community or shared time and reduced the whole of lfe to an
irrational pursuit of one’s own vacuity. Accordingly, French
Communist intellectuals raised a hue and cry against existential-
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irrationalists in the true sense, but it does not follow that they
paved the way for Nazism. Lukics, however, call everyone an
irrationalist who was not an orthodox Marxist. If Max Weber,
as a sociologist, analysed the character of the charismatic
leader, it proves that this was required of him by the age which
produced the charismatic Fihrer. If the analytical philosophers
deny that the world can be apprehended as a whole and confine
themselves to observing isolated fragmens, they are by the same
token falling into irrationalism, as is Mannheim when he
emphasizes the part played by extra-cognitive factors in the
formation of social theories. Irrationalists are all those who hold
that any elements or aspects of being are outside the range of
discursive knowledge; all who discover irrational forces in human
behaviour; all who do not believe in historical laws; all who
profess subjective idealism; and all who do not accept that the
meaning of the “otality’ of history can be scientifically ascer-
tained. In other words, the irrationalists and (consequently)
allies of Nazism are all who o not believe in the ‘dialectical
reason’ that Lukics took over from Hegel—rcason  being
regarded as capable of comprehending the whole of history and
human society, including its Commaunist future, and thus giving
significance 1o the present. Or, to put it in yet another way,
all philosophers who do not profess Communism in its current
orthodox form, i.¢. Stalinism, are irrationalists and therefore
Nazis ‘objectively’ if not by actual conviction. The whole history
of German and indeed European culture, including Croce,
Windelband, Bergson, and the analytic philosophers, is seen as
imbued with the immanent purpose of ensuring Hitler's riumph.
Al non-Marxist philosophers of the ninetcenth and twenticth
centuries were engaged in the destruction of ‘reason’, that i to
say of the belief that there is a historic ‘totality’ which includes
the future and to which Marxism provides the key by predicting
the expropriation of the bourgeoisic and a worldwide Communist
atorship. It would be hard indeed to find a more striking
‘example of anti-rationalism than that afforded by Lukcs’s own
philosophy of blind faith, in which nothing is proved but every-
thing asserted x catkedra, and whatever does not fit the Marian
schemata is dismissed as reactionary rubbish.

Lukics’s polemic against existentialism, published in 1048, is
another outstanding specimen of Stalinist philosophy, embody-






index-40_1.png
26 The Beginnings of Stalinism

In 1908 he was already in charge of the small Bolshevik organ-
ization in Moscow. Arrested in autumn 1910 and sentenced to
deportation, he escaped and spent the next six years as an
émigrt in Germany, Austria, and the Scandinavian countries,
where his writings gained him the reputation of an expert
Bolshevik theorist in the sphere of political economy. In 1914
he finished a work entitled The Economics of the Rentier Class: the
Austrian Schools Theory of Value and Proit:this was first published
in full in Moscow in 191, and an English version, The Economic
Theoryof the Leisure Class, appeared in 1927. The book s a defence
of Marxian doctrine and an attack on the theory of value of
the marginalists, especially Bohm-Bawerk. As the title suggests,
Bukharin argued that the Austrian school of economic theory
was an ideological expression of the mentality of the parasitic
dividend-drawing bourgeoisie;as fa asthe defence of Marx goes,
his work added nothing to Hilferding’s earlier criticism. On
the outbreak of war in 1914 he was deported from Vienna to
Switzerland, where he worked on the economic theory of
imperialism. At this time he was involved in controversy with
Lenin, who accused him of ‘Luxemburgist errors over the
national and peasant questions. Bukharin held, in the light of
classic Marxist schemata, that the national question was becom-
ing less and less important and that the purity of socialist class
policies should not be sullied by doctrines of national self-
determination, which was both utopian and contrary to
Marxism. In the same way he disapproved of the party bidding
for peasant support in its revolutionary policy, as Marcism
taught that the class of small farmers was doomed to disappear
anyway and that the peasantry was historically a reactionary
class. (In the future, however, Bukharin was to be noted chiefly
as an exponent of precisely the opposite ‘deviation’.)

In Switzerland and afierwards in Sweden Bukharin wrote
Inperilism and World Economy, first published in full in Petrograd
in 1918; Lenin saw the manuscript and used it frely for his
Imperalism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism. Bukharin himself made.
‘much use of Hilferding’s analysis, but he also emphasized that
as capitalism develops the economic role of the state grows
importance and leads to a new social form, that of sate capital-
ism, i.e. an economy centrally planned and regulated on the
scale ofa national state. This meant the extension ofstate control
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least t0 gain a considerable following at Moscow’s expense. As
time went on they seem to have decided that instead of urging
the world 10 follow China’s example they could achieve better
results by directly attacking Soviet imperialism. The ‘ideological
baule', ie. the public exchange of insults between the Chinese
and Soviet leaders, has continued since 1960, its intensity varying
according to the internationalsituation; but it has plainly become
a conflict between rival empires for influence in the Third World,
with each adversary resorting (0 ad hoc alliances with this or
that democratic state. Chinese Marxism i its adapted form has
become the ideological mainstay of Chinese nationalism, in the
same way as happened previously with Soviet Marxism and
Russian imperialism. Thus two powerful empires face cach other,
each laying claim to Marist orthodoxy and each more hostile
0 the other than (o the ‘Western imperialists; the development
of *Marxism’ has led 10 a situation in which the Chinese
Communists attack the United States Government chiefly on
the ground that it s not suffciently anti-Soviet.

The struggle within the Chinese Communist party went on
in secret from 1958 onwards. The main issue was between those
who favoured a Soviet type of Communism and those who
endorsed Mao's formula for a new, perfect society; the former,
however, were not ‘pro-Soviet”in the sense of waning to subject
China 10 the dictates of Moscow. The specific points at issue
may be summed up as follows.

Firstly, the ‘conservatives' and ‘radicals’ had different ideas
as o the army: the former wanted a modern army based on
discipline and up-to-date technology, while the latier held to
the adition of guerrilla warfare. This was the cause of the first
purge in 1959, among whose victims was the army chief P'eng
Te-huai.

Secondly, the ‘conservatives’ believed in pay differentials and
incentives more or less on the Soviet pattern, with the emphasis
and big heavy-industry plants, while the ‘radicals’
preached egalitarianism and relied on mass enthusiasm for the
development of industry and agriculture.

“Thirdly, the ‘conservatives’ believed in technical specialization
at all levels of the educational system, o as o train doctors
and engineers who could in time rival those of the developed
countries. The ‘radicals’, on the other hand, emphasized
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and useful observations. Lefebvre is a man of wide culture,
especially in French terms; his writings are ively and ingenious,
but he touches on too many themes to dwell for long on any
of them. He had considerable influence on French Marsism
because, among other things, he reverted frequently to Marx's
early works, which Soviet Marxism practically ignored; he was
particularly interested in the theme of ‘total man’ Tt was largely
thanks to Lefebvre that ‘the young Marx’ became a staple of
French philosophy in the forties and early fifties. He also
probably did most to popularize the Marxian term ‘alienation’,
‘which (not that he intended this) became a favourite expression
in French everyday language to designate a vaguely uncomfort-
able situation. Somewhat apart from the main stream of party
philosophy at this time is the work of Auguste Cornu, an
outstanding historian of Marxism.

‘The evolution of French Marxism in the years of the break-up
of Stalinist ideology was affected by the wave of Hegelianism
and existentialism in the 1940s. The chief introducer of Hegel,
especially the Phenomenology of Mind, to French readers was
Alexandre Kojéve, who expounded and commented on his
philosophy before the war, and Jean Hyppolite. Neither was
a Marxist or a Communist, but they both took a sympathetic
interest in Mand's ideas and analysed them seriously, empha-
sizing the elements in Hegel’s schemata that influenced Marx's
thought. Both Kojéve and Hyppolite did much to divert French
philosophy from its traditional channels and interests. In
particular they gave currency (o the idea of Reason embodied
in the historical process—an anti-Cartesian concept, since
Descartes regarded history as essentially the realm of chance,
outside the reach of philosophy and incapable of being rational-
ized except by means of consciously fictitious and artificial
constructions, the fabula mundi as Descartes called it. In lectures
published in 1947 Kojéve presented the Phenomenology as a his-
tory of man's selfcreation by dint of abouring and struggling; in
the dialectic of master and servant he perceived the source of
Marx's theory of the proletariat and the idea of work as the
demiurge of history. Kojéve and Hyppolite showed Marx's
philosophy of history to be a continuation of the Hegelian
dialectic of negation—evil, slavery, and alienation being the
necessary means whereby mankind achieves self-understanding
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Main Currents of Marxism s 3 handbook and
a thorough survey of the arietes of
Marxism it il be published i three
volumes. The suthor delineates the develop-
ment of Marx's own thought and the
contributions of his best known followers
No survey of the doctrinesof the Marxist
tradition could ai to be controversial but
Professor Kolakowskis treatment s detached
and pluralistic and he does not atiempt o
identify @ pure o essontially Marxist strand
in the wadition s a whole. There s no better
exampl of the varety of Marxism than the
diversity which results from the tension
between the Utopian and faalst impulses in
Marx's thought. In Professor Kolakowski's
own words "The surprising diversity of views
expressed by Marxists n regard to Marx's
so-called historical determinism i a factor
which makes it possble o present and
schematize with precision the rends of
twentiettvcentury Marxism. It s also clear
that one’s answer 1o the question concorning
the place of human consciousness and willin
the historical process goes far towards deter-
mining the sense ono asribes 1o socialst

ideals and i diectly linked with the theory
of revolutions and of crises’.

In Volume Three, The Breakdown,
Professor Kolakowski begins with an analysis
of Stalinism and a dscustion of the impact
of Markism on the culture of the Soviet
Union. There are Chapters on Trotsky,
Gramsci, Lukies, Korsch and dovelopments
i Marxism snce the Second World War.

Professor Leszok Kolakowski was for many.
‘years, until March 1968 when he was expelled
for political reasons, Professor of the History
of Philosophy at the University of Warsaw.
He s now a fllow of All Souls Colege,
Oxford, and has bean a isting Professor at
the Universties of Monreal, Yale, and
Calfornia, Berkeley.
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8. Conclusion

When we consider the place of the Frankfurt school in the
evolution of Marxism, we find that its strong point was
philosophical anti-dogmatism and the defence of the autonomy
of theoretical reasoning. It fieed itself from the mythology of
the infallible proletariat and the belief that Marx's categories
were adequate to the situation and problems of the modern
world. It also endeavoured to reject all elements or varieties of
Marxism that postulated an absolute, primary basisof knowledge
and practice. It contributed to the analysis of ‘mass culture’ as
a phenomenon that cannot be interpreted in class categories as
Marx understood them. It alio contributed t0 the critique of
scientistic philosophy, by drawing attention (though in fairly
general and unmethodical terms) to the latent normative
assumptions of scientistic programmes

The Frankfurt philosophers were on weak ground, on the
other hand, in their constant proclamation of an ideal ‘emanci
pation’ which was never properly explained. This created the
illusion that while condemning ‘reification’, exchange-value,
commercialized culture, and scientism they were offering some-
thing else instead, whereas the most they were actually offering
was nostalgia for the pre-capitalist culture of an élite. By harping
on the vague prospect of a universal escape from present-day
civilization, they unwittingly encouraged an attitude of mindless
and destructive protest.

In short, the strength of the Frankfurt school consisted in pure
negation, and its dangerous ambiguity lay in the fact that it
would not openly adh fact, but frequently suggested the
opposite. It was not so much a continuation of Marxism in any

irection, as an example of its dissolution and paralyss.
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At the Lushan party conference in July-August 1959 Mao
made a specch of sel-criticism (of course not published at the
time) in which he admitted that the ‘great leap’ had been a
defeat for the party. He confessed that he had no idea of
cconomic planning, and that it had not occurred to him that
coal and iron do not move of their own accord but have to
be transported. He took responsibilty for the policy of rural
steel smelting, declaring that the country was heading for
catastrophe and that he now saw it would take at least a
century to build Communism. The ‘great leap’, however, had
not been entircly a defeat, as the leaders had learnt from their
errors; cverybody made mistakes, even Marx, and in such
matters it was not only economics that counted.

The Sino-Soviet dispute, which became public knowledge
in 1960, was due above all o Soviet imperialism and not to
differences, though these did exist, as to Communist ideals
and methods. The Chinese, while ardent in their professions
of loyalty to Stalin, were not disposed 1o accept the status of
an East European ‘people’s democracy’. An immediate cause
of contention arose over nuclear weapons, which the Russians
were prepared to make available to the Chinese only on condition
that they retained control over their use; other issues that need
not to be enumerated here included Soviet policy towards the
U.S.A. and the doctrine of ‘coexistence’. The extent to which
the conflct was one of two empires and not merely two versions
of Communism is shown by the fact that the Chinese un-
rescrvedly approved the Soviet invasion of Hungary in 1956
and —twelve years later, afer the breach—violently condemned
the invasion of Czechoslovakia, although from the Maoist point
of view Dubtek's policy must have scemed arrant ‘revisionism’
and the ‘Prague spring’ with its liberal ideas was manifestly
‘more ‘bourgeois’ than the Soviet system. Later, when the quarrel
between two factions in China brought the country o the verge
of civil war, it was clear that both of them were equally anti-
Soviet in the basic sense, .. from the point of view of Chinese
interests and sovereignty.

A the firs stage of the conflict with Moscow, however, the
Chinese showed that they attached importance to ideological
differences and hoped, by creating a new doctrinal model, to
supplant the Russians as leaders of world Communism or at
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French Martism was given to dramatic rhetoric, unctuous
humanitarian phrases, and stirring revolutionary eloquence;
it was impressionistic, logically untidy, but effective from the
literary point of view. British Marxism preserved something of
the empirical trad was more down-to-earth and con-
cerned with logical argument, better grounded in history and
less fond of philosophical *historicism’. Communism in Britain
was very weak and never gained mass support among the
working class; but it was not, as in some other countries, a
purely intellectual movement, and always maintained links,
tenuous though they might be, with the trade unions. Many
intellectuals passed through the Communist party in the 19305,
and others did so afier the war. Among Marxist philosophers
of Communist persuasion were Maurice Cornforth and John
Lewis. The former wrote a critique of logical empiricism and
analytical philosophy entitled Seence versus Idealism (1946), i
which he defended the Engels-Lenin theory of knowledge and
attacked ‘logical atomism’, the principle of the cconomy of
thought and the reduction of philosophy (o linguistic analyss
Lewis wrote, among other works, a critique of pragmatism.
Benjamin Farrington made valuable contributions to history in
the early post-war years, including a book on ancient Greek
science in which he related philosophical doctrines to the
contemporary state of technology.

While French Marxists laid stress on humanitarian
phraseology and British ones on empirical and rationalist
arguments, Italian Marxism, faithful to its own tradition,
emphasized the note of ‘historicism’. Even in the last years
of Stalinism, Marxist philosophy in Ttaly was a long way from
Leninist and Stalinist norms. In international affairs, however,
the Ttalian Communist party, which, after the collapse of
Fascism, recovered very quickly from twenty years of stagnation
and inactivity, was no less submissive to the Soviet line than
were comrades in other countries. Later, after 1956, Palmiro
Togliatti (1893-1964) was to gain the reputation of being the
most “open-minded” of the Communist leaders and the most
independent of Moscow, but there are no grounds for projecting
this back into the Stalin era. At that time Togliatt faithfully
conformed t0 every zigzag of Soviet policy; however, he had
no difficulty in switching from rigid isolationism (described in
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social conditions. For this reason art is essentially hostile to
religion, even ifits immediate purpose i to serve as an adjunct
to faith or worship: for, whatever the artis’s intention, art iself
is a thing of this world. Historically, art is rooted in magic
practices, but it differs from them in that its purpose is to arousc
particular feclings and attitudes, which in magic s only a
secondary or subordinate aim. Art offers images of reality, but
these are charged from the outset with an emotional content
and imply an active attitude towards the world they describe.
Al art conveys cognitive values: it increased man’s knowledge
of himself and therefore of the world. It enables people o stcp
outside immediate practical reality and rise to an understanding
of the sense of the universe. It should not therefore be treated
as a mere entertainment or distraction: it plays a major part
in man's spiritual evolution, being a means by which he creates
himself and becomes aware of his own specics-nature.

Hence, although art cannot be reduced to purcly cogni
functions—since, unlike science, it presents the world in the form
of images and in such a way that their transmission entails an
actofevaluation—itis nevertheless a ‘reflection’ of rality, based
on a particular form of imitation or mimesis. This is not 2 mere
passive copying of the world, but involves selection and a certain
degree of universalization. By means of individual images, art
presents a view of the world that lays claim to universalty: in
this sense the ‘individual’ and the ‘universal’ are presented, in
the work of art, as a single unity.

1t has often been objected to Lukics—as to all others who
speak of art in terms of ‘reflection’ or ‘mimesis'—that, cven if
we know roughly what these expressions mean in relation to
a play, a novel, or a figurative painting, it is not at all clear
how a piece of music o architecture, or an ornament, can be
said to ‘reflect reality. Lukcs maintains, however, that mimesis
is a category applicable 0 all artistic phenomena. Music, for
instance, conveys emotions that are aroused by social conditions,
and thus ‘reflects’, albeit indirectly, the historical links between
human beings. Architecture likewise expresses human attitudes
and needs by organizing space in a particular way. Ornaments
imitate natural figures and present them in a form that expresses
‘human atitudes towards them. Such explanations as these have
often struck Lukics's critics as arificial, and they also call in
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emigrating from Germany he also wrote a number of articles
clearly indicating the future course of his thought; he was one
of the first to draw attention to the importance of Marx's Paris
Manuscripts, immediately after their publication. He emigrated
after Hitlers accession to power, spent a year in Switzerland,
and then moved permanently to the United States. He worked
uniil 1940 in the Institute for Social Research set up by German
émigrés in New York, and during the war served in the Office
of Strategic Services—a fact which, when it became known in
later years, helped to destroy his popularity with the student
‘movement. He taught in various American universities (Colum-
bia, Harvard, Brandeis, and from 1965 San Dicgo), and retired
in 1970. In 1941 he published Reason and Revolution, an inter-
pretation of Hegel and Marx with particular reference to the
critique of positivism. Eras and Civilization (1955) was an attempt
to erect a new Utopia on the basis of Freud's theory of
civilization, and also to refute psychoanalysis ‘from within’.
Soviet Marxism appeared in 1958, and in 1964 he published
perhaps the most widely read of his books, a general critique
of technological civilization entitled One-Dimensional Man. Some
‘minor writings also attracted much atention, especially ‘Repres-
sive Tolerance’ in 1965 and a series of essays dating
from the fiftes and sixties and published in 1970 under the title
Fie Lectues: Poychoanalysis, Politics and Utopia.

1. Hegel and Marx versus positivism

Marcuse has a range of perennial targets comprising ‘positivism’
(defined in a highly personal way), technological civilization
based on the cult of work and production (but not of con-
sumption and luxury), American middle-class values, ‘totali-
tarianism’ (so defined as to make the United States a signal
example of it), and all the values and institutions associated with
liberal democracy and toleration. According to Marcuse, all
these objects of attack constitute an integral whole, and he is
at pains to demonstrate their fundamental unity.

Marcuse follows Lukdcs in attacking positivism for its ‘worship
offacts’ (an expression not defined more closely), which prevents
us from discerning the ‘negativity” of history. But, unlike Lukics,
whose Marxism concentrates on the dialectic between subject
and object and the ‘unity of theory and practice’, Marcuse lays
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ideological indoctrination and believed that f tis were success-
ful, technical skills would somehow come of themselves.

‘The ‘conservatives', logically enough, were prepared to seck
scientific knowledge and technology ither from the Russians
or from Europe and America, while the ‘radicals’ contended
that scientific and technical problems could be solved by reading

“The ‘conservatives’ were, in general, party burcaucrats of the
Soviet type, concered for the technical and military modern-
ization and economic development of China, and believing in
the strict hierarchical control of the party apparatus in every
sphere of life. The ‘radicals’ seemed to place considerable
faith in utopian fantasies of an impending Communist millen-
nium; they believed in the omnipotence of ideology and direct
coercion by the ‘masses’ (under party leadership, however)
rather than by a professional apparatus of repression. As regards
their geographical base, the ‘conservatives’ were apparently
centred in Peking and the ‘radicals’ in Shanghai

Both groups, of course, appealed to Mao’s ideological
authority, which was unshakeable from 1949 onwards; in the
same way, all factions in the Soviet Union in the 1920s had
invoked the authority of Lenin. The difference was, however,
that in China the father of the revolution was sill al
notonly favoured the ‘radical group but had in effect e
5o thatits members were beter offideologically than their rivals.

‘They did not, however, enjoy the advantage in all respects.
As a result of the set-backs of 1959-62 Mao had to cope with
strong opposition among the party leaders, and his power seems
0 have been appreciably limited. Some, indeed, believe that
he exercised no real authority from 1964 onwards; but the
secrecy of Chinese politics is such that all assessments of this
kind are uncertain.

‘The principal ‘conservative’ was Liu Shao-ch'i, who took over
the state presidency from Mao at the end of 1958 and who,
in the ‘cultural revolution’ of 19656, was denounced and
exccrated as an arch-fiend of capitalism. He was the author of
awork on Communist education which, with two other booklets
of his, was staple party reading from 1939 onwards. A quarter
of a century later this faultless exposition of Marxist-Leninist-
Stalinist-Maoist doctrine suddenly tuned out to be a poisonous
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ism. On the other hand, Sartre from an carly stage sought to
identify with the working class and the oppressed in general,
50 that his relations with the Commaunist party were marked
by hesitation and ambiguity. He oscillated, in fact, between
identification with the Communists and violent hostility towards
them, in a complicated evolution that we cannot go into here.
At every stage, however, he endeavoured to preserve his own
reputation as a ‘Lefiis’, and even to represent himself and his
philosophy as the embodiment of “Leftism’ par excellence. Con-
sequently, even when attacking the Communists and reviled by
them he made a point of directing far more vehement attacks
against the forces of reaction, the bourgeoisie, or the United
States Government. Believing as he did that the Communist
party represented the aspirations of the proletariat, with which
he identified himself, he not only allied himself for a time with
political Communism but hailed the Soviet Union, in the last
phase of Stalinism, as humanity’s best hope of liberation. His
whole political activity was vitiated by fear of being in the
typical situation of an intellectual condemning events that he
has no_power to influence; in short, his ideology was that of
a politician mangué, cherishing unfulfilled ambitions to be on
the ‘inside’.

Merleau-Ponty, who collaborated with Sartre for a time, was
from the outset more sceptical of Marxism and Communism,
although his theory of freedom—namely, that it is always co-
determined by actual situations and exists only through the
obstacles it overcomes—was closer to Marxism than Sartre’s idea
of frecdom as a vacuum. In Humanisme et tereur (1947) he dis-
cussed Communist terror and its possible historical justifications
and argued that we can never know the full meaning of our
actions because we do not know all their consequences, which
are part of that ‘meaning’ and for which we are responsible
willy-nilly; hence the historical process and our part in it are
inevitably ambiguous and uncertain. It followed that violence
‘might be historically justified if s ultimate effect was to do away
with violence; but he did not lay down any rules for recognizing
violence of this beneficient kind. As time went on, Merleau-
Ponty became increasingly critical of Communis.

‘The style and content of Marist writing in the West European
countries naturally reflected their different cultural traditions






index-301_1.png
Gyirgy Lukdcs: reason in the service of dogma 287

ing all the main points of the Lenin-Stalin-Zhdanov catechism.
Philosophy must be cither idealistic or materialistic, there s no
third way; subjective idealism leads to solipsism, the philosophy
of madmen, while objective idealism invents imaginary ideas
or spirits governing the world. Either spirit or matter must be
primary: those who claim to stand above the opposition between
the two are deceivers or self-deceived. Lenin's Materialim and
Empiriacitcism provides unanswerable arguments to refute all
idealists, whether his immediate opponents or those, like the
existentialists, who have come on the scene later. The latter scek
to_ reconstruct the whole of being on the basis of pure con-
sciousness, although science has long since exploded such
nonsense—even though natural scientist, for lack of Marxist
education, have not yet grasped the fact that all the achieve-
‘ments of science point to the triumph of dialectical materialism.

Existenialism or Marxism?is perhaps the most flagrant example
of Lukics's intellectual degradation: it is indistinguishable in
style and content from the standard products of Soviet
philosophy under Stalin, including the itual advice to physicists,
of whose subject Lukics knew nothing,

‘There is no indication that Lukics ever disavowed his works
of this period; The Destrction of Reason was republished un-
changed afier Stalin’s death, in 1954.

7. The whole, mediation, and mimesis as aesthetic categories

Lukics's main ambition was o lay the foundations of a Marxist
acsthetic. His many works in this fild are concerned variously
with literary theory and criticism and with general acsthetics.
However, even when he tris to establish categories relating o
all forms of art his information is chiefly drawn from the history
of literature, especially drama and the novel, and it s not always
clear how his doctrine is (o be applied outside this sphere. His
works on acstheties—apart, of course, from those written before
he was a Marsist—can be treated as a single whole, as his views
on theory, and even on particular writers and artistic trends,
do not seem to have undergone any change from the 19205 (0
his last years.

Certain general observations by Lukics on the ‘nature’ of art
have no specifically Marxist content. He states that art, unlike
science, is anthropomorphic in character, being concerned with
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Herbert Marcuse: Marxism as a
totalitarian Utopia of the New Left

Mancuse did not become a well-known figure outside academic
circles until the late 1960, when he was acclaimed as an
ideological leader by rebellious student movements in the
US.A., Germany, and France. There is no reason o suppose
that he sought the spiritual leadership of the ‘student revolution’,
but when the role devolved upon him he did not object. His
Marxism, if that s the right name for it i a curious ideological
mixture. Originating in the interpretation of Hegel and Marx
as prophets of a rationalist Utopia, it evolved into a popular
ideology of ‘global revolution’ in which sexual liberation played
a prominent part, and in which the working class was rudely
displaced from the centre of attention to make way for students,
racial minorities, and the lumpenproletariat. In-the seventics
Marcuse’simportance has faded considerably, but is philosophy
is still worth discussing, less on account of is intrinsic merits
than because it coincided with an important, though perhaps
ephemeral, tendency in the ideological changes of our time. It
also serves o illustrate the amazing variety of uses that can be
made of Marxist doctrine.

As far as his interpretation of Marxism goes, Marcuse is
generally considered as a member of the Frankfurt school, to
which he is linked by his negative dialectic and faith in the
transcendental norms of rationality. Born in Berlin in 1808, he
belonged in 1917-18 to the Social Democratic party, but left it,
as he afterwards wrote, following the murder of Licbknecht and
Rosa Luxemburg; since then he has not belonged to any political
party. He studied at Berlin and Freiburg im Breisgau, where
he took his doctor's degree (under Heidegger’s supervision) with
a dissertation on Hegel. His Hegels Ontologic und Grundzige ciner
Theorie der Geschichlchkeit was published in 1931, Before
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‘might have been overthrown in 1924, but this would have been
ofittle benefit to Trotsky, as he was detested by the other leaders,
who only showed readiness 1o conspire with him afier they
themselves were dislodged from power.

Economic and fiscal policy did not in fact remain unaltered
during the N.E.P. period, but moved i the direction of increased
pressure on the peasantry. Apart from Bukharin the advocates
of N.E.P. in the top ranksof the party were Rykov, who succeeded
Lenin as Premier, and Tomsky, in charge of the trade unions.
Both these were prominent Bolsheviks in their own right and
were by no means puppets of Stalin; however, from an early
date Stalin brought into_the leadership men like Molotov,
Voroshilov, Kalinin, and Kaganovich, who signified nothing in
themselves and showed him unquestioning obedience. The un-
certainty and ambiguity of cconomic policy (even N.E.P.
enthusiasts could not, in the last resort, altogether give up the
idea of a ‘class struggle in the countryside’) led to an impasse
from which there was no satisfactory way out. Substantial
concessions to the peasants in 1925 led to an increase in farm
production, but by 1927 the output of grain had still not reached
its pre-1914 level, while the demand for food was increasing with
the progressof industry and urbanization. Smallholders had lttle
grain to disposc of, and the kulaks were not in a hurry t0 scll
ither, a there was nothing to buy with the money they received.
Hence, in 1927, Stalin made up his mind to adopt extreme
measures of confiscation and coercion. Bukharin at the outset
approved this policy and revised his own programme in the
direction of more planning, more investment in heavy industry,
a greater degree of state interference with the market, and,
finally, an ‘offensive’ against the kulaks. This was not enough
to satisfy the Lefi Opposition, but the fact was of lttle con-
sequence as their positions had meanwhile been destroyed.

The increased economic and administrative pressure on the
peasants led to a drastic fall in deliveries and a worsening of
the already serious food situation. Stalin talked more and more
of the kulak danger and the growing strength of the class enemy,
but in February 1928 he was sl insisting that rumours of the
abandonment of N.E.P. and the liquidation of the kulaks were
counter-revolutionary twaddle. Barely four months later,
however, he announced that the ‘tme was ripe’ for the mas
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creative urge have often been opposed to each other. We want
freedom, but we are abo afraid of it, for freedom signifies
responsibility and the absence of security. Consequently, men
take refuge from the burden of freedom in submission to
authority and in closed systems; this is an inborn tendency,
though a destructive one, a false escape from isolation into
self-renunciation. Another form of escape is hatred, in which
‘man tries to overcome his isolation by blind destruction.

On the basis of these views, Fromm distinguishes psycho-
logical types or orientations which differ from Freud's in that
they are explained in terms of social conditions and family
relationships and not merely by the distribution of the libido;
morcover, unlike Freud, he expressly labels them good or bad.
Characters are formed from infancy by the child’s surroundings
and the system of punishments and rewards that it encounters.
The ‘receptive’ type is characterized by compliance, optimism,
and passive benevolence; people of this kind are adaptable but
lack creative power. The ‘exploitative’ type, on the contrary,
s aggressive, envious, and inclined (o treat others purely as a
source of profit (o tself. The ‘hoarding! type expresses itselfless
in active aggression and more in hostile suspicion; it i stingy,
self-centred, and inclined to sterile fastidiousness. Another un.
productive type is the ‘marketing’ orientation, which derives
satisfaction from adapting itself to prevailing fashions and
customs. Creative characters, on the other hand, are neither
aggressive nor conformist, bu seek contact with othersin a spirit
of kindness combined with initiative and a measure of non-
conformity. This is the best combination of all s their non-
conformity does not degenerate into aggression, while their desire
for co-operation and capacity for love does not sink into passive
adaptation. These various characters correspond to the typology
previously worked out by Freudians, especially Abraham, but
Fromm’s explanation of their origin emphasizes not the infants
successive sexual fixations but the part played by the family
circle and the values current in society.

Capitalist society as developed in Europe in the last few
hundred years has liberated huge creative possibilites in human
beings, but also powerful destructive elements. Men have become
aware of their individual dignity and responsibility, but have
found themselves in a situation dominated by universal com-
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today with absurdity); the cult of primitive societies (in which
Marx took scarcely any interest) as e source of progress; hatred
of education and specialized knowledge; and the belief in the
American lumpenproletariat as a great revolutionary force.
Marxism, however,did have an apocalyptic side which has come
t0 the fore in many of its later versions, and a handful of words
and phrases from its vocabulary sufficed to convince the New
Lef tha it was possible at 3 stroke 0 transforn he world into
sculous paradise, the only obstacles to this consummation
being the big monopelies and universy profesors. The chiel
complaint of the New Left against official Communist parties
was and s that they are not revolutionary enough.

In general we have a situation today in which Marxism
provides ideological pabulum for a wide range of interests and
aspirations, many of them unconnected with one another. This
isa long way, of course, from the medieval type of universalism
in which all conflcting human interests and ideas clothed them-
selves in the garb of Christianity and spoke its language. The
intellectual panoply of Marxism is only used by certain schools
of thought, but they are quite numerous. Marxist slogans are
invoked by various political movements in Africa and Asia and
by countries striving to emerge from backwardness by methods
of state coercion. The Marxist label adopted by such movements
or applied to them by the Western Press often means no more
than that they receive war material from the Soviet Union or
China, and ‘socialism’ sometimes means little more than that
2 country is ruled despotically and that no political opposition
is allowed. Scraps of Marxist phraseology are used by various
feminist groups and even so-called sexual minorities. Marist
language isleast frequently met with in the context of defending
democratic_freedoms, though this does sometimes occur.
Altogether Marxism has achieved a high degree of universality
as an ideological weapon. Russia’s interests as a world Power,
Chinese nationalism, the economic claims of French workers,
the industrialization of Tanzania, the activities of Palestine
terrorists, black racialism in the United States—all express
themselves in Marist terms. One cannot seriously judge the
Marxist ‘orthodoxy’ of every one of these movements and
interests: the name of Manx is often invoked by leaders who
have heard that Marxism means having a revolution and taking
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ideologists interested in its problems, like Frantz Fanon and
Régis Debray, the student New Left especially admired negro
leaders i the United States who advocated violence and black
racialism.

While the ideological fantasies of this movement, which
reached its climax around 1968-9, were no more than a non-
sensical expression of the whims of spoilt middle-class children,
and while the extremists among them were virtually indistin-
guishable from Fascist thugs, the movement did without doubt
express a profound crisis of faith in the values that had inspired
democratic societies for many decades. In this sense it was a
‘genuine’ movement despite its grotesque phraseology; the same,
of course, could be said of Nazism and Fascism. The sixties
brought into the public view acute problems which humanity
can only solve, if it can at all, on a worldwide basis: over-
population, environmental pollution, the poverty, backwardness,
and economic failures of the Third World; at the same time
it has become clear that owing to predatory and contagious
nationalism the likelihood of effective global action is very small
Al this, together with political and military tension and fears
of a world war, ot to mention various symptoms of crisis in
the educational field, has brought about a general atmosphere
of insecurity and a feeling that present remedies are ineffectual.
‘The situation is one of a kind frequently met with in history,
where people fecl they have got into a blind alley; they long
desperately for a miracle, they believe that a single magic key
will open the door to paradise, they indulge chiliastic and
apocalyptic hopes. The sense of universal crisis s intensified by
the speed of communication, whereby all local problems and
disasters are at once known all over the world and merge into
a general sense of defeat. The New Left explosion of academic
youth was an aggressive movement born of frustration, which
casly rested » vocabulay o sl ot of Marent sogans, or
rather some expressions from the Marxist store: liberation,
revolution, alienation, etc. Apart from this, its ideology really
has litde in common with Marxism. It consists of ‘revolution’
without the working class; hatred of modern technology as such
(Marx glorified technical progress and believed that one reason
for the impending breakdown of capitalism was its inability to
sustain such progress—a prophecy that could not be repeated
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ing the German peace terms was no more than a temporary
tactical retreat.

As an expert on nationality affairs Stalin at this time made
speeches to the effect that self-determination must be understood
“dialectically’ (in other words, used as a slogan when it suited
the party but not otherwise). At the Third Congress of Soviets
at the beginning of 1918 he explained that self-determination,
properly speaking, was for the ‘masses’ and not the bourgeoisie,
and must be subordinated to the fight for socialism. In articles
published in that year he emphasized that the secession of Poland
and the Baltic States was a counter-revolutionary move and
played into the hands o the imperialists, s these countries would
form a barrier between revolutionary Russia and the revolution-
ary West; on the other hand, the struggle of Egypt, Morocco,
or India for independence was a progressive phenomenon as it
tended to weaken imperialism. All this was fully in accord with
Lenin's doctrine and with party ideology. Separatist movements
are progressive when directed against bourgeois governments,
but once the ‘proletariat’is in power national separatism auto-
matically and dialectically changes its significance, since it is
a threat to the proletarian tate, socialism, and world revolution.
Socialism, by definition, cannot practise national oppression,
and thus what appear to be invasions are in fact acts ofliberation
—as, for instance, when the Red Army under Stalin’s orders
‘marched into Georgia, whichat the tme (1921) had a Menshevik
government on a basis of representative democracy. Notwith-
standing thi, the slogan of national self-determination, which
was never revoked, contributed largely to the Bolshevik victory
in the Civil War, as the White commanders made no secret of
the fact that their purpose was to restore Russia, one and
indivisible, without any loss of her pre-Revolutionary territory.

Stalin played an important partin the Civil War, though his
achievements were overshadowed by Trotsky's. The roots of the
conflict between the two men no doubt go back to this period
with its personal jealousies and recriminations—who did most
to bring about victory at Tsaritsyn, whose fault was the defeat
before Warsaw, etc

In 1919 Stalin became Commisar for the Workers' and
Peasants’ Inspectorate. This institution, as we have seen, repre-
sented a desperate and hopeless attempt by Lenin to protect
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forces, if people were enthralled by false consciousness and false:
needs and if (as both Freud and Marx held) they did not
understand their own true motives, all this was not because
natwre had so ruled forever. On the contrary, a society
dominated by competition, isolation, exploitation, and enmity
was a contradiction of human nature, which—as Marx believed
10 less than Hegel or Gocthe—found its true satisfaction in
creative work and fellowship, not in aggression or passive
adaptation. Marx wanted men (o return (o unity with nature
and among themselves, thus bridging the gulf between subject
and object; Fromm, who especially stresses this motif from the
1844 Manuscripts, observes that Marxisin agreement here with
the whole tradition of German humanism and also with Zen
Buddhism. Of course Marx wanted (0 see an end to poverty,
but he did not want consumption to increase indefiitely. He
was concerned with human dignity and freedom; his socialism
was not a matter of satisfying material needs but of creating
conditions in which men could realize their own personalities
and be reconciled with nature and one another. Marx's themes
were the alienation of labour, the loss of meaning in the labour
process, the transformation of human beings into commodities;
the basic evil of capitalism, in his view, was not the unjust
distribution of goods but the degradation of mankind, the
destruction of the ‘essence’ of humanity. This degradation
affected everyone, not only the workers, and accordingly Marx's
message of emancipation was universal and did not only apply
0 the proletariat. Marx believed that human beings could
understand their own nature rationally and, by so doing, frec
themselves from false needs that conflicted with i; thisthey could
do for themselves, within the historical process, without any help
from extra-historical sources. In maintaining this, Fromm
believes, Marx was in line not only with utopian thinkers of
the Renaissance and Enlightenment but also with chiliastic sects,
the Hebrew prophets, and even Thomism.

In Fromm’s view the whole question of human liberation is
summed up in the word ‘love’, which implies treating others
as an end and not a means; it also signifies that the individual
does not give up his own creativity or lose himsclf i the other’s
personality. Aggressivity and passivity are two sides of the same
phenomenon of degradation, and must both be replaced by
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or so is the ideology of industrial self-government. This i not
genetically derived from Marxism, however, but rather from
anarchist and syndicalist raditions represented by Proudhon
and Bakunin. The idea of factory management by the workers
was canvassed by British guild socialsts in the ninetcenth century
without any impetus from Marxism. Socialists, like anarchists,
already realized at that time that the nationalization of industry
would not i itself do away with exploitation, and, on the other
hand, that the complete economic autonomy of individual firms
would mean the restoration of capitalist competition with all
its consequences; they therefore proposed a mixed system of
parliamentary democracy and representative industrial demo-
cracy. Bernstein also concerned himself with the question, and
after the October Revolution the cry for industrial democracy
was raised by the Communist Left Opposition both in the
Soviet Union and in the West. After Stalin’s death the issue
was revived, partly on account of the Yugoslav experiment. One
of the first t0 take it up in France was the ex-Communist Serge
Mallet, author of La Nourelle Classe ouritre (1963). Mallet
analysed some social consequencesof the automation of industry,
pointing out that skilled technicians were increasingly important
as an ‘advance guard’ of the working class, but in a new sense
of this phrase, namely that of carrying on the struggle for
democratic_control of production. Tn that struggle the old
distinction between cconomics and politics disappearcd; the
prospects of socialism were not connected with the hope of a
worldwide political revolution preluded by the economic claims
of the proletariat, but with the extension of democratic methods
of organizing production, in which skilled wage-carners could
play an essential part.

The question of the possibility and prospects of industrial
democracy has come to be of key importance in discussions on
democratic socialism it has in itself nothing in common with
the apocalypic dreams of the New Left as inspired by Marcuse
or Wilhelm Reich, and is historically and logically independent
of Marxism.

A by-product of the revival of ideological discussion since
Stalin's death has been the increased interest in the history and
theory of Marxism, expressed in a profusion of academic
literature. The fifties and sixies saw the production of many
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feature of the mystified consciousness of capitalst society. The
term “reification’ was not used by Marx and in fact owes its
currency to Lukics himself, but the idea is thoroughly Marxian:
the analysis of ‘commodity fetishism’ in Volume 1 of Capital
is really an analysis of the rified consciousness. The bourgeoisie,
by virtue of it social situation, must have a false consciousness:
contrary to s interests to understand the nature of economic
crises and the transient historical character of the system in which
it plays the dominant role. In a socicty which subordinates
production entirely to the increase of exchange-value, and in
which relations between human beings are crystallized in object-
values and themselves take on the character of objects,
individuals themselves trn into things. A man is no longer a
specific individual but part of a huge system of production and
exchange; his personal qualities are merely an obstacle to the
complete uniformity and rationalization of the productive
‘mechanism. He is a mere unit of labour force, an article to be
bought and sold according to the laws of the market. One result
of the omnipotence of exchange-value is the rationalization of
legal systems, disregard for tradition, and the tendency to reduce
individuals (o juridical units. Rationalization is applied to
technology and the organization of labour, leading to increasing
specialization and the particularization of productive activity;
theindividual is more and more spiritally crippled and confined
10 a narrow range of skills by the division of labour. Every-
thing is specialized, activities become partial and fragmented,
the unity of society becomes unintelligible and unattainable.
Bourgeois philosophy endorses this tyranny of reification and
has neither the power nor the desire (0 rise (0 an under-
standing of the whole. All it understands is either empirical
reality, from which no ‘whole’ is capable of emerging, or, on
the other hand, normative ethics or arbitrary Utopias which,
by definition, have nothing (o do with ‘facts’. Bourgeois
rationalism, which extols mathematics as the most perfect form
of knowledge, has no interest in phenomena beyond what is
calculable and predictable and can therefore be exploited
technically. Anything that might symbolize the ‘whole’ is
banned from the domain of scientific knowledge and labelled
an unknowable ‘thing in itsel”. The contradiction between the
irrationality of ‘facts’ and the desire to apprehend the whole
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petition and conflic of interests. Personal initiative has become
a decisive factor in lfe, but increased importance also attaches
10 aggression and exploitation. The sum total of loneliness and
isolation has grown beyond measure, while social conditions
cause people 0 treat one another as things and not as persons.
One of the delusive and dangerous remedics against isolation
is t0 seek protection in irrational authoritarian systems such as
Fascism.

In Fromm’s view his radical revision of Freudianism has a
Marxist complexion, both because it explains human relation-
ships in terms of history and not of defence mechanisms and
instinctual energy, and because it s based on value-judgements
in harmony with Marx's thought. Fromm regards the Manu-
scripts of 1844 as the fundamental exposition of Marx's doctrine;
he insists that there is no essential change between that work
and Capilal (on which point he joins issue with Daniel Bell,
but he considers that the dan of the early texts is somewhat lost
in the later works. The central issue, he contends, is that of
alienation, representing the sum of human bondage, isolation,
unhappiness, and misfortune. Totalitarian doctrines and
Communis regimes have in his view nothing in common with
Marx's humanistic vision, the chief values of which are
voluntary solidarity, the expansion of man's creative powers,
freedom from constraint and from irrational authorty.

Marx's ideas are a revolt against conditions in which men
and women lose their humanity and are tuned into commodi-
ties, but also an optimistic profession of faith in their ability o
become human once again, to achieve not only freedom from
poverty but freedom to develop their creative powers as well.
Itis absurd o interpret Marx's historical materialism o signify
that people are always actuated by material interests. On the
contrary, Marx believed that they forfeited their true nature
when circumstances compelled them (o care for nothing but
such interests. To Marx, the main problem was how to free
the individual from the shackles of dependence and enable
human beings to live together in amity once more. Marx did
not hold that man must be cternally the plaything of irrational
forces beyond his control; on the contrary, he maint
man could be the master of his fate. If, in pract
alienated products of human labour tred into and-human
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power in the people’s name, this being the sum total of their
theoretical knowledge.

‘Thereisnodoubr that this universalization of Marxist ideology
s due first and foremost to L , which showed itself able
to direct every existing social claim and grievance into a single
channel and use the impetus thus provided to secure dictatorial
power for the Communist party. Leninism raised political
opportunism to the dignity of a theory. The Bolsheviks rose to
victory in circumstances irrelevant o any Marxist schema of
‘proletarian revolution’; they prevailed because they used as a
lever the aspirations and desires that were actually present in
society, i.c. chiefly national and peasant interests, although from
the point of view of classical Marxism these were ‘reactionary’
Lenin showed that those who wish t0 seize power must take
advantage of every crisis and every manifestation of discontent,
regardless of doctrinal considerations. In a world situation in
which, despite all Marxist prophecies, nationalist feelings and
aspirations are the most powerful and active forms of ideology,
itis nawral for ‘Marxists' to identify with them whenever
nationalist movements are strong enough to disrupt the existing
power structure.

Since, however, the various interests throughout the world
which use Marxist language are often opposed to one another,
the universality of Marxism, looked at in another way, amounts
0 its disintegration. In the holy war between the Russian and
Chinese empires, both sides can invoke Marxist slogans with
equal right. In this situation schisms are bound t0 occur, such
as those which rent the international Communist movement in
the years afier Stalin’s death. 1t is noticeable, morcover, that
the various schisms express tendencies which were already
presentin embryonic formin the twenties, but disappeared under
the pressure of Stalinism or survived only in marginal forms
‘These included elements of what later became Maoism (Sultan-
Galiyev, Roy), Communist reformism (represented today by
various West European parties, especially those of Italy and
Spain), the idea of workers’ councils exercising the dictatorship
of the proletariat, and the ideology of ‘left-wing’ Communism
(Korsch, Pannekoek). All these ideas, in somewhat altered
forms, have reappeared at the present day.

Animportant manifestation of Marxism in the last fifteen years
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consciousness of the proletariat. The former will never quite
catch up with the latter, yet it is this ‘true’ consciousness that
is the motive power of history, and its vehicle is the party—a
special form of social existence, a necessary mediator between
the spontaneous workers' movement and the totality of history.
What individual workers think, cither unanimously or in the
main, is simply of no significance as to the content of the
proletarian consciousness. The latter is embodied in the party,
and it is only in and through the party that the spontancous
‘movement can apprehend its own meaning, since it is powerless
of itself to rise t0 a conception of the whole. Thus the unity
of theory and practice, of necessity and freedom, are truly
realized only in the party’s revolutionary will.

Expounding this view in History and Class-Conscinusness, Lukécs
showed (without saying so explicitly) that Lenin’s theory of the
party was not a logical concomitant of Lenin’s philosophy but
was fully in accord with Marx's humanistic relativism and the
theory of all-absorbing ‘praxis’, whereby epistemological and
metaphysical problems are deprived of content. Lukdcs re-
iterated this view in his book on Lenin and several later works.
The party is the visible embodiment of class-consciousness, the
soll guarantor of the correct political orientation of the prole-
tariat and the sole exponent of its ‘real” will. Lukics does not,
of course, infer from this, any more than Lenin did, that the
party can do everything in practice withou the proletariat, or
that the latter's aid is not important to it. The point is merely
that the proletariat’s ‘real” interest, its will, desires, and aspir:
tions and alsoits theoretical consciousness, are quite independent
of the desires, feclings, thoughts, and awareness of the empirical
working class.

We ths se the political impertance for Lukics of theertique
of empiricism. As long as we remain on an empirical footing
all our knowledge of the proletariat comes from observing actual
workers: we cannot comprehend the totality of history, as the
empirical state of human consciousness is merely an index of
its immaturity. Tt can be seen that Lukics’s theory of the unity
of theory and practice is logically better suited 1o Lenin's idea
of the party than is Lenin's own philosophy. For it is hard, on
the basis of the theory of ‘reflection’, to defend the assertion that
the party, embodying the ‘true’ consciousness of the proletariat,
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an intellectual faculty which can synthesize practical and
theoretical reason, as it is capable of identifying the sense of
objects and thus neither can nor will be neutral as regards aims

The essence of Habermas's critique, however, lies in his con-
tention that such neutrality has not been, and never could be,
actually attained, and that positivist programmes and the idea
of theory liberated from value are therefore an illusion of the
Enlightenment in its stage of self-destruction. Husserl rightly
argued that the so-called facts or objects posited by natural
science as ready-made reality, unconstructed _things-in-
themselves, are in fact organized in a primal, spontancously
created Lebensuel, and that every science takes over from pre-
reflective reason a repertoire of forms dictated by various
practical human interests. He was wrong, however, in supposing
that his own idea of a_theory purged of these practical
residua might later be used for practical ends; for phenomenology
cannot propose any cosmology, any idea of universal order, and
such an idea is indispensable if theory is to have a practical
‘purpose. The naturalsciences, Habermas gocs on, are constituted
on the basis of technical interest. They are not neutral in the
sense tha their content is uninfluenced by practical considera-
tions; the material they are prepared to admit to their store
not a reflection of facts as they exist in the world, but an
expression of the effectiveness of practical technical operations.
‘The historico-hermeneutic sciences are also in part determined
by practical interests, though in another way: in their case the
‘interest’ consists in preserving and enlarging the possible area
of understanding among human beings, 50 as to improve com-
munication. Theoretical activity cannot escape from practical
interest: the subject-object relationship must itslf involve some
degree of interest, and no part of human knowledge is
intelligible except in relation to the history of the human race,
in which these practical interests are crystallized; all cognitive
criteria owe their validity to the interest by which cognition is
governed. Interest operates in three spheres or ‘media—work,
language, and authority—and 10 these types of interest corres.
pond respectively the natural, the historico-hermencutic, and
the social sciences. In self-refection, however, or ‘reficction on
reflection’,interest and cognition coincide, and itis i this realm
that ‘emancipative reason’ takes shape. If we cannot discover
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the stage of rational knowledge of the internal contradictions
ofimperialism and were thus able to ight it effectively. ‘Marxism
emphasizes the importance of theory precisely and only because
it can guide action’ (Four Essays on Philosophy, 1966, p. 14).

Marxists must adapt their knowledge to changing conditions
or they will fall into right-wing opportunism; while, if their
thinking outstrips the stages of development and they mistake
their imagination for reality, they will fall victims o pseudo-
Leftist phrase-mongering.

‘The lecture ‘On Contradiction’ s an attempt o explain the
“law of the unity of opposites’ with the aid of quotations from
Lenin and Engels. The ‘metaphysical® outlook ‘sces things as
isolated, static and one-sided” (ibid., p. 25) and regards move-
‘ment or change as something imposed from without. Marxism,
however, lays down that every object contains internal contra-
dictions and that these are the cause of all change, including
‘mechanical motion. External causes are only the ‘condition’ of
change, while internal causes are its ‘basis’. ‘Each and cvery
difference already contains contradiction, and difference itsclf
is contradiction” (p. 33). Different spheres of reality have their
characteristic contradictions, and these are the subject-matter
of the different sciences. We must always observe the particular
features of every contradiction, 5o as also to perceive the ‘whole’
A thing turns into its opposite: for instance, the Kuomintang
was revolutionary at first but then became reactionary. The
world is full of contradictions, but some are more important
than others, and in every situation we must discern the mai
contradiction from which the other, secondary ones derive
for example, in capitalst society, that between the bourgeoisic
and the proletariat. We must understand how to unravel and
overcome contradictions. Thus ‘at the beginning of our study
of Marxism, our ignorance of or scanty acquaintance with
Marxism stands in contradiction to knowledge of Marxism. But
by assiduous study, ignorance can be transformed into
knowledge, scanty knowledge into substantial knowledge'
(pp. 57-8). Things trn into their opposites: landowners arc
dispossessed and turn into_paupers, while landless peasants
become landowners. War gives way 1o peace, and peace again
to war. ‘Without life there would be no death; without death
there would be no lfe. Without “above” there would be no
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endy continued 1o regard it as a merit of his book that
it had drawn atiention to the Hegelian sources and aspects of
Marx's dialectic. The upshot of his revised theory seems o be
that in the revolutionary movement object and subject coincide,
but only to a certain degree; it remains true that the cognition
of social reality is itself a part of that reality, and that the
proletarian consciousness revolutionizes the world in the very
act of understanding it. It can also still be maintained that
Marxism has overcome the dilemma of freedom versus necessity,
facts versus values, will versus foreknowledge; but it is not the.
case that this does away with objectivity altogether. This being.
Lukics's final position, are we to take it simply s meaning that
he wished t0 exclude the idea that all reality, including external
nature and the objectified material products of human labour,
was subsumed into conscious revolutionary praxis—in other
words, that he desired to limit the identity of subject and object
10 the sphere of social processes (of course only in_the
liberated consciousness of the proletariat) and not extend it to
the extra-human world? If o, this would not mean a significant
departure from his original thesis but rather a restatement of
it the book, as we saw, could be read as meaning that he had
in mind ‘objectivity' in general and not merely that of historical
processes, but this would seem to be due to a want of logical
discipline rather than to a considered theory.

5. Class-consiousness and organization

It might seem that the glorification of the class-consciousness
of the proletariat as a force which not only transforms social
insticutions but also, in so doing, resolves all problems of
philosophy, art, and the social sciences, was related in Lukics's
mind to the real proletariat and not ts ‘organized” expresssion,
. the party: that is t0 say, his view of the revolution would
be that of Rosa Luxemburg rather than Lenin. In fact, however,
his works from 1919 onwards leave no doub that he held firmly
10 Lenin's conception of the party and that his whole theory
of class-consciousness formed a logical basis for that conception.
‘The ‘proletarian consciousnessis not to be understood as that
of the empirical working class, nor as a sum or average of
individual consciousnesses. There must always bea gap between
the empirical consciousness of actual workers and the ‘true’ class-
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logic wrns against itself and serves (0 maintain prejudice and
authority. In the clasic period of the Enlightenment, repre-
sented by Holbach, Reason saw itself as a weapon in the social
and intellectual battle against the existing order, and it upheld
the esential virtue of boldness in attack. Evil and falsity were
one and the same in its eyes, and so were liberation and truth.
It did not seck to dispense with evaluation, but declared openly
the values by which it was guided. Fichte’s Reason, which based
itself on the Kantian critique and therefore could not invoke
the oracle of empiricism, was nevertheless also conscious of its
own practical character. The acts of understanding and of con-
stituting the world coincided in it, as did Reason and Will; the
practicalinterestof the slf-iberating ego was no longer separate
from the theoretical activity of Reason. For Marx too, Reason
was a critical power, but, in contrast to Fichte's view, its
strength was not rooted in moral consciousness but in the fact
that its emancipating activity coincided with the process of
social emancipation; the critique of false consciousness was at
the same time a practical act of abolishing the social conditions
to which false consciousness was due. Thus the Enlightenment
in Marx's version expressly maintained the link between Reason
and interest. However, with the progress of science, technology,
and organization that link was broken; Reason gradually lost
its cmancipating function, while rationality was more and more
restricted to technical efficiency, no longer proposing aims but
merely organizing means. Reason took on an instrumental
character, abandoning its meaning-generating function to serve
the ends of material or social technology; the Enlightenment
itself. The delusion that Reason was independent
terests was sanctioned as the epistemology of
positivism, as a_scientific programme fiee from value-
judgements and thus incapable of performing emancipative
functions
Habermas, however, like the rest of the Frankfurt school,
not concerned with the ‘primacy of practice’ in Lukics's sense
or in that of pragmatism. He is concerned with a return to the
idea of praxis as distinct from technique, i.c. restoring the
concept of Reason aware of its practical functions, not subject
t0 any aims imposed ‘from outside’ but somehow comprising.
Social aims by virtue of its own rationality. He therefore seeks
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early stage advocated switching to the peasants and organizing
a peasant army. Both groups within the party, however,
‘emphasized anti-imperialist and anti-feudal objectives; there was
scarcely any sign of a specifically Communist outlook. Mao sct
about organizing an armed peasant movement in his native
province of Hunan, and in the areas it conquered this force
expropriated big landowners, liquidated traditional institutions,
and set up schools and co-operatives

For the next two decades Mao lived in the countryside, away
from urban centres. He soon became not only an outstanding
organizer of peasant guerillas but also the unchallenged leader
of the Chinese Communist party and the only such leader in
the world who did not owe his position to Moscow’s endorse-
ment, For twenty years, a period full of remarkable victories
and dramatic defeats, he fought in extremely difficult conditions
against the Kuomintang and the Japanese invader, siding for
a time with the former against the latier. The Communists
organized the bases of their future state in the territory they
‘occupied, but continued to emphasize the ‘bourgeois democratic’
character of their revolution and to call for a ‘popular fron(’
including not only all the peasants and workers but also the
lower middle-class and the ‘national’ bourgeoisie, i.. those who
were not in league with the imperialists. The party continued
to take this line for the first few years after its victory in 1949.

In 1937, during the period of guerrilla warfare, Mao delivered
two philosophical lectures o the party's military school at
Yenan, which at the present day constitute almost the whole
of the philosophical education available to the Chinese people.
In the lecture ‘On Practice’ he states that human knowledge
springs from productive practice and social conflct, that in a
class society all forms of thought without exception are class-
determined, and that practice is the yardstick of truth. Theory
is based on practice and is its servant; human beings perceive
things with their senses and then form concepts by means of
which they comprehend the essence of things they cannot sce.
In order to know an object one must bring practical action to
bear on it: we know the taste of a pear by eating it, and we
understand society only by taking part in the class struggle.
The Chinese began by fighting imperialism on the basis of
superficial, perceptual knowledge’, and only afterwards reached
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wrong but not ‘dialectically’ so. To oppose its politics and
ideology was in all circumstances a political mistake and there-
fore a cognitive error, since the party embodied the historical
consciousness in which the movement of history and awareness
of that movement were merged into one.

Lukics also had no doubt that the dictatorship of the
proletariat was and ought to be realized as the dictatorship of
the party. Thus in his book on Lenin he condemned the ulira-
Lefiists (or ‘workers’ opposition’ in the Bolshevik party) who
regarded the Soviets (workers’ council) as the permanent forms
of class organization and sought 10 establish them in place of
the party and trade unions. The Soviets, Lukics argued, were
naturally designated organs of the struggle against the bourgeois
government in the revolutionary period, but those who wished
1 endow them with state power after the revolution simply did
not understand the difference between a revolutionary and a
non-revolutionary situation, in short they were thinking ‘un-
dialectically’. The party’s role after a successful revolution was
greater and not less than before, one reason being that in the
post-revolutionary period the class struggle, far from abating,
became inevitably more and more acute. This doctrine as to
the role of the Soviets differs t0 some extent from that expressed
in Lukics's main work, where he said that it was their function
0 liquidate the bourgeois distinction between executive, legis-
lative, and judicial powers and o be an instrument of ‘mediation’
between the immediate and ultimate interests of te proletariat.
This might suggest that Lukics ascribed to the Soviets functions
which, according o Lenin, belonged exclusively to the party
(although other references to the party in History and Class-
Consciousness do not support this view). However, in his work
on Lenin he corrects any such ultra-lefist errors and makes it
clear that afier a victorious revolution the Soviets can be
dispensed with. From that time on, it would appear, the task
of abolishing the bourgeois separation of powers devolves on the
party—in other words, the latter makes the laws, carries them
out, and judges offenders without aid or supervision from any
quarter. In this way, in 1924, Lukics proclaimed a world-view
purged of any remnants of syndicalism.
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is right notwithstanding any empirical evidence which might
refute its doctrine. This proposition, on the other hand, follows
smoothly from the idea of “totality’ and its corollary, ‘So much
the worse for the facts. The all-embracing totality brings into
“dialectical unity’ facts and values, knowledge and will, freedom
and necessity. The proletariat therefore, embodied in the party,
is theoetcally right on the strength of its social position and
historical mission; or rather its theoretical rightness is the
same as its progressive function, and no other criteria are to the
purpose. Politcally, this is a more convenient philosophy than
Lenin’s, for, once granted that the party is in possession of the
practico-theoretical ‘whole’, there is no need to seck any further
justification. As the proletariatis privileged n the cogs
thanks 10 it social role, and as the genesis of its consciousness
‘guarantees that that consciousness i right,true, and unmystified,
so, assuming further that the proletarian. consciousness is
embodied in the party, we arrive at the desired conclusion: the
party s always right. Lukics, of course, does not formulate it
in s0 many words—neither did Lenin of even Stalin—but it is
the ideological foundation of Communist raining and has been
accepted in practice by all Communist intellectuals

By the end of the Stalin era the epistemologically privileged
position of the proletariat was reduced for practical purposes
© the view that Comrade Stalin was always right. Lukics
provided a better theoretical foundation for belief in the
infallibility ofthe party than anyone before him, Lenin included.
In “Tactics and Ethics’ he had already stated that ‘it is the great
achievement of Russian Bolshevism t0 incorporate, for the fist
time since the Paris Commune, the consciousness of the
proletariat and s self-knowledge in'terms of world history’
(p. 36). In the nature of things, Bolshevism was the truth of
the present age—a belief that Lukics never renounced. Even
if it turned out in after days that the party or its leader had
‘made mistakes, it was stll true that the party was ‘dialectically’
right and that it was a moral and intellectual duty to stand by
it, mistakes o no. Thus, when Lukics followed the new leaders
in noticing Stalin’s ‘mistakes', he still maintained that he had
been right to defend those mistakes at the time. This was indeed
the typical, classical standpoint of Communist ideologists,
backed up by Lukics's philosophy: the party might be ‘formally*
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the point at which reason and will or the determination of ends
and the analyss of means, coincide, we are condemned to a
situation in which, on the one hand, we have an apparently
neutral science and, on the other, fundamentally irrational
decisionsas to ends: the latter cannot then be rationally eriticized,
each is as good as any other.

Habermas does not go so far as Marcuse in criticizing
science: he does not claim that the very content of modern
science, as opposed 10 its technical application, serves anti-
human ends, or that modern technology is inherently destructive
and cannot be used for the good of humanity, but must be
replaced by technology of a different kind. To say this would
only make sense if we could propose alternatives to existing
science and technology, which Marcuse is unable to do. All the
same, science and technology are not wholly innocent in respeet
of their applications, when these take the form of weapons of
mass destruction and the organization of tyranny. The point
is that modern productive forces and science have become
elements of the political legitimation of modern industrial
societies. “Traditional societies’ based on the legality of their
institutions on mythical, religious, or metaphysical interpreta-
tions of the world. Capitalism, by setting in motion the
self-propelling mechanism of the development of productive
forces, has institutionalized the phenomenon of change and
novelty, overthrown the traditional principles of the legitimation
of authority, and replaced them by norms corresponding (o
those of equivalent commercial exchange—the rule of mutuality
as the basis of social organization. In this way property relations
have lost their_directly political significance and become
production relations governed by the laws of the market. The
natural sciences began to define their scope in terms of technical
application. At the same time, as capitalism evolved, state
intervention in the field of production and exchange became
‘more and more important, with the result that politics ceased
0 be only part of the ‘supersiructure’. The political activity
of the state—represented as a purely technical means of
improving the organization of public life—tended to merge with
science and technology, which were supposed to serve the same
purpose; the dividing line between productive forces and the
legitimation of power became obscured, in contrast to the
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or no Lukics, however, appears (o consider this a wrongly
framed question, as it presupposesa ‘contemplative’ and ‘reified
consciousness outside the object. It s not clear how we can avoid
the conclusion that in his view not only is truth revealed solely
from a particular class angle, but that nothing s true at all except
in the class-consciousness that is identical with the practical
revolutionary movement—in other words, participation in the
‘movement equals possession of the truth, which is of course more:
than saying that it is a condition of possessing the truth. If we
accept Lukics's premisses, how can we avoid concluding that
truth is relative o class, o that nothing is true at all without
the qualification ‘for the working class? If for this phrase we
substitute ‘for future humanity, freed from false consciousness’,
we are still involved in a species-based relativism which excludes
“truth’ in the traditional sense. There are good reasons for
holding that this position is in accordance with the doctrine of
the carly Marx, but it cannot be described as anything but
species relativism.

When Lukics speaks of the ‘unity of subject and object’ in
the cognitive process, or the ‘unity of theory and practice’, he
generally uses terms applicable to all knowledge and all objecs,
but it would scem that he has in mind the object of human and
sciences, namely human history and man as  social being
As a disciple not only of Hegel but also of Dilthey and
Windelband, he no doubt wished to maintain the principle of
the fundamentally different character of humanistic knowledge
(the humanistic coeficient’, as Znaniecki called i) and to
emphasize that in awareness of human realities the subject is
present in a different way than in the natural sciences, as the
act of knowing is a component of the known reality and alters
its character. The subject in question is always a collective
subject, more precisely a social class. Sometimes, however, owing
0 his vagueness and disregard of logic, Lukcs used expressions
suggesting that the ‘object” that tends towards unity with the
“subject’s the whole universe, including non-human nature. Yet
his real purpose was to distinguish between man and nature and
not “unify’ them. To treat the world of human behaviour and
historical processes as a reality no less ‘given’ and ‘objective’
than stones and stars s to permit one's consciousness (o become
“reified". For the proletarian consciousness there is no such thing
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More than elsewhere in this book, the remarks that follow arc
based on second-hand information. 1t may, however, be stated
at the outset that despite the theoretical and philosophical
claims of Maoism it i first and foremost a collection of practical
precepis, which in some ways have proved highly cffective in
the Chinese situation.

What is nowadays called Maoism, or in China ‘the Thought
of Mao Tse-tung’, is an ideological system whose origins date
back several decades. Some characteristic features of Chinesc
as opposed to Russian Communism were already visible in the
Iate 1920s. It was only afier the Chinese Communists victory
in 1949, however, that their ideology, including in particular
Mao’s utopian vision, began (0 take on a definite form, and
some very important aspects developed only in or after the late
fies

Maoism in its final shape is a radical peasant Utopia in
which Marxist phraseology is much in evidence but whose
dominant values scem completely alien to Marxism. Not
surprisingly, this Utopia owes little to European experience and
ideas. Mao never left China except for two visits to Moscow
when he was already head of the new state; as he himsell
declared, he knew next to nothing of any foreign language, and
his knowledge of Marx was probably also fairly limited. For
instance, while laying claim to Marxist orthodoxy he was in
the habit of saying that everything had two sides, a good and
a bad; he would presumably not have done so if he had known
that Marx_derided this form of dialectic as petty-bourgeois
nonsense. Again, if he had known that Marx referred to the
“Asiatic mode of production’ he would probably have discussed
it too, whereas there is no mention of it in his works. His two
philosophical essays—On Practice’ and ‘On Contradiction’'—
are a popular and simplified exposition of what he had read
in the works of Stalin and Lenin, plus some political conclusions
adapted 1o the needs of the moment; to put it mildly, much
good willis needed to perceive any decp theoretical significance
in these texts

‘This, however, is not the essential point. The importance of
Chinese Communism does not depend on the intellectual level
of its dogmas, Mao was one of the greatest, if not the very
greatest, manipulator of large masses of human beings in the
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led t0 the idealist dialectic, which sought t0 restore the unity
of subject and object by denying objectivity altogether; it
ascribed creativity (0 the subject, but, being unable to conceive
thiscreativity as revolutionary practice, endowed it with a moral
and internal form.

Reification, in short, cannot be overcome within the terms
of bourgeois consciousness. Only when the proletariat, which
is a mere commodity in bourgeois society, becomes aware of
its own situation will it be able to understand the social
‘mechanism as a whole. The consciousnessof the proletariat may
be thought of as the acquisition of selF-knowledge by a com-
modity. In the proletariat’s situation the process of reification,
the transformation of men and women into things, takes on an
acute form. When the proletariat becomes aware of tself as a
commodity it will at the same time understand, and rebel against
the reification ofall forms ofsocial ife. Iis awakened subjecivity
willliberate the whole of humanity from the thraldom of objccts;
its self-knowledge is not a mere perception of the world as it
s, but a historical movement of emancipation, and for con-
sciousness of this kind there can be no question of a mere
‘reflection’ of reality.

Does this argument mean that from the point of view of
liberated consciousness the problem of ‘truth’ in the traditional
sense, i.c. the correspondence of judgement with reality, no
longer arises, or that truth is relative to social class or to the
human species? Lukics's answer (o this question is vague and
ambiguous. He disclaims an ‘anthropological’ or pragmatist
conception of truth, since, as he says, pragmatism makes man
the measure of things but cannot dialectically transform man
himself:instead of considering the subject in his interaction with
the object, it raises him to the status of a deity. Marcism, on
the other hand, does not declare truth to be relative to the
individual or the species, but claims that the meaning of different
truths is apparent only in the social process. Thought s a factor
i the progress of history, and history i the development of forms
of objectivity.

‘This explanation is by no means clear. If, as Lukiics says, truth
is attainable only from a particular (class) point of view, we
may still ask: s it nevertheless inherently truc, .. the description
ofa given state of affairs independently of whether it is perccived
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party began, as we have seen, when he himself was effectually
deprived of power over the party apparatus; as long as he was
sill in power, he was one of the most autocratic champions of
bureaucracy and of military or police control over the whole
political and economic system. The ‘bureaucratization’ against
which he later inveighed was the natural and inevitable result
of destroying all democratic institutions in the state, a proces
into which Trotsky threw himself with zeal and which he never
afterwards repudiated.

5. Bukharin and the N.E.P. ideology. The economic contrvers of the
Tg205

‘The controversy over Soviet economic policy in the 1g20s was
much more genuine than the issuc of ‘socialism in one country’,
which was rather a disguise for faction than a key to the solution
of any practical or theoretical problem. Even the famous debate
on industrialization, however, does not deserve to be presented
as a_clash between two opposite principles. All agreed that
Russia must be industrialized: the point in dispute was the speed
of the process and the connected issue, fraught with doom, of
Soviet agriculture and the government’s relations with the
peasantry. These matters, however, were of fundamental prac-
tical importance, and different points of view concerning them
led to different political decisions of great importance to the
whole country.

Bukharin, the chief ideologist of the N.E.P. (inaugurated in
1921), enjoyed great popularity in party circles and was regarded
as a first-class theoretician. Afier the fall of Zinovyev and
Kamenev in 1927 he became the most important man in the
party after Stalin,

Nikolay Ivanovich Bukharin (b. 1888, d. 13.r 14 March 1938)
belonged to the generation that entered the socialist movement
during or shortly after the 1905 Revolution. Born and brought
up in Moscow, a member of the intellectual class (his parents
were teachers), he joined 2 socialist group while sill at school
and was a Bolshevik from the outset of his political carcer. He
joined the party when just over eighteen, at the end of 106,
and carried out propaganda work in Moscow. In 1907 he
enrolled at the University as a student of economics, but politics
took up most of his time and he never completed the course.
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valuable works of this kind, by a wide variety of authors. These
include declared adversaries of Marxism (Bertram Wolfe,
Zbigniew Jordan, Gusav Wetter, Jean Calvez, Eugenc
Kamenka, " Inocenty Bocheriski, John Plamenatz, Robert
Tucker) and others whose attitude 10 it i critcal but favourable
(Iring Feischer, Shlomo Avineri, M. Rubel, Lucio Coletti,
George Lichtheim, David McLellan), as well as a smaller
number of orthodox Marxists of one school or another (Auguste
Cornu, Ernst Mandel). Many studies were devoted to the origins
of Marxism and particular aspects of its doctrine; there is a
wealth of lterature on Lenin and Leninism, Rosa Luxemburg,
Trotsky, and Stalin. Some Marxists of an earlier generation,
like Korsch, were rescued from oblivion. All the old interpretive.
problems were revived, and some new ones made their appear-
ance. There was discussion of Marx's relationship to Hegel,
that of Marxism to Leninism, the ‘dialectic of nature’, the
possibiity of a ‘Marxist ethic’, historical determinism and the
theory of value. Themes related to Marx's early views—
alicnation, reification, praxis—continue to be the object of
debate. The profusion of works directly or indirectly related to
Marxism is such that of recent years a degree of satiety has
become noticeable.

6. The peasant Marxism of Mao Tse-tung

The Chinese revolution i indisputably one of the most important
events of twentieth-century history, and its doctrine, known as
Maoism, has accordingly become one of the chief elements in
the contemporary war of ideas, irrespective of its intellectual
value. Measured by European standards the ideological docu-
‘ments of Maoism, and especially the theoretical writings of Mao
himself, appear in fact extremely primitive and clumsy, some-
times even childish; in comparison, even Stalin gives the
impression of a powerful theorist. However, judgements of this
kind must be made with some caution. Those who, like the
present writer, do ot know Chinese and have only a scanty
and superficial knowledge of China’s history and culture
doubtless cannot grasp the full meaning of these texts, the
various associations and_allusions perceptible (0 a reader
acquainted with Chinese thought in this respect one must rely
on the views of experts, who, however, do not always agree.
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argued, was the purest idealism, as Lenin had himself shown.
Consciousness ‘reflected” reality, and in denying this Lukcs was
repeating the absurdities of Mach. All in all, Deborin’s rebuttal
was primitive and unskilful, and Lukics did not hasten to recant
his errors. In 1933, in an article ‘Mein Weg zu Marx’, he
withdrew hiscriticism of the theory of rflection and the dialectic
of nature, but only in general terms and without going into the
substance of the dispute. In the following year, however, in an
article in Pod znamenem Marksizma (Under the Banner of Marxism)
entitled “The Significance of (Lenin'’s] Materialism and Empirio-
eriticism for the Bolshevization of Communist Parties’, he made
an act of abject self-riticism ascribing his deviation (0 residual
influences of syndicalism and idealism. History and Class-
Consciousness, he declared, was an idealistic work, and as
idealism was the ally of Fascism and of it social democrs
hangers-on, his error was dangerous in practice as well as
theory. Fortunately, the Bolshevik party under the leadership
of Comrade Stalin was fighting indomitably for the purity of
Marxism-Leninism, steering a steady course with Lenin's work
as s infallible compass. Lukics repeated his recantation several

s in similar terms, blaming his mistake cither on ‘revolu-
tionary impatience’ (though it is hard o see how this would
Iead to denying the dialectic of nature) or on his Hegelian and
syndicalist background. After Stalin's death he tempered his slf-
criticism 10 a great extent. In the preface to a new edition of
his book in 1967 he admitted to having neglected Marx's
distinetion between objectivization and alienation and, in con-
sequence, pushed too far his own theory of the identity of subject
and object (i.c. presumably by suggesting that all ‘objectivity’
ceased to exist in the proletarian consciousness, and not only
the ‘alicnated object). As, however, labour itself was necessarily
a process of ‘objectivization’, it could not be said that all
objectivity disappeared in the revolutionary process, and there-
fore it was wrong completely to exclude ‘reflection’ from the
act of cognition.

In short, Lukics did not deliver a clear judgement on his
carly work. He certainly did not abandon his theory of totality
and mediation, or (with the qualification explained above) his
eritique of reification; and he held o his view of the basic
distinction between humanistic and natural science. He appar-
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Fromm did much to popularize the idea of Marx as a
humanist, and was undoubtedly right to combat the crude and
interpretation of Marxism as a ‘materialistic theory
s and short cut to despotism. But he did not
discuss the relationship between Marxism and modern Com-
‘munism, saying merely that Communist totalitarianism was
contrary to the ideals of the 1844 Manuscripts. His picture of
Marx is thus almost as one-sided and simplistic as the one he
eriicizes, which presents Marxism as a blucprint for Stalinism.
As for the pre-established harmony between Marxism and Zen
Buddhism, it is based on a few sentences in the Manuscripts
about a return to union with nature. These are no doubt
consonant with the young Marx's apocalypic idea of a total
and absolute reconciliation of everything with everything else,
but it is an exaggeration to regard them as part of the hard
core of Marxist doctrine. Fromm in fact retains only that part
of Marx's doctrine which he held in common with Rousscau.

7. Critical theory (continued). Jiirgen Habermas

Habermas (b, 1929) ranks as one of the chif living German
philosophers. The titles of his principal books— T heori und Praxis
(1963), Erkenninis und Inteesse (1968), Technik und Wissenschaft
als “ldeologie’ (1970)—indicate his main philosophical interests.
His work comprises an anti-positivist analysis ofall inds of links
between theoretical reasoning—not only in the historical and
social sciences, but also in natural history—and the practical
needs, interests, and behaviour of human beings. 1t is not,
however, a sociology of knowledge, but rather a epistemo-
logical critique designed to show that 1o theory can be properly
based on the criteria propounded by the positivist and
analytical schools, that positivism always contains assumptions
dictated by non-theoretical interests, but that it s possible to
find a viewpoint from which practical interest and the theorctical
approach coincide. These are topics that certainly fall within
the sphere of interest of the Frankiurt school; but Habermas
displays more analytical precision than his mentors of the
previous generation.

Habermas takes up Horkheimer's and Adorno's theme of the
“dialectic of the Enlightenment'— the process whereby Reason,
striving to emancipate mankind from prejudice, by its own inner
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twenticth century, and the ideology he used for the purpose
is significant by reason of its effectiveness, not only in China
but in other parts of the Third World

‘Communism in China was a continuation of the revolutionary
events that began with the overthrow of the Empire in 1912
and were the outcome of developments going back several
decades, particularly the Taiping rebellion of 1850-64 (one of
the bloodiestcivil warsin history). Mao was the main architect
of the second phase of the revolution, which, as in Russia, did
not orginate under Communist auspices but what Lenin would
have called *bourgeois democratic’ ones: the sharing-out of large
cstates to the peasants, the liberation of China from foreign
imperialists, and the abolition of feudal institutions.

Mao Tse-tung (1893-1976) was the son of a well-to-do
farmer in Hunan Province. He attended a village school, where
he learnt. the elements of the Chinese literary tradition and
acquired a taste for learning that carried him on to secondary
school. At an carly age he joined Sun Yat-sen’s revolutionary
republican party, the Kuomintang. Afier fighting for a time
in'the republican army he resumed his studies until 19
during these years he also wrote poeury. Later he worked in
the University library at Peking. At this time he was a nationalist
and a democrat with socialst leanings, but not a Marxist.

The Kuomintang’s objectives were (o free China from
Japanese, Russian, and British imperialism, (o set up a consti-
‘tutional republic, and to improve the peasants’ lot by economic
reforms. After a fresh outbreak of unrest in 1919 the first
Marxist group was formed in Peking, and in June 1921, under
the acgis of a Comintern agent, this group of a dozen members,
including Mao, founded the Chinese Communist party. On the
Comintern’s instructions the party at fist co-operated closely
with the Kuomintang and tried to gain support from China’s
embryonic proletariat (in 1926 urban workers represented one
in 200 of the population). After Chiang Kai-shek's masacre
of Communists in 1927, after unsuccessful attempts to stage
an insurrection and to reach an eniente with the breakaway left
wing of the Kuomintang, the Communists changed their policy
and branded their ex-leader Chen Tu-hsiu as a ‘right-wing
opportunist’. Though decimated, the party continued to
concentrate its fforts on reaching the workers, but Mao at an
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as a social universe that exsts in iself and whose nature must
first be learnt like that of any other object, so that we may then
apply technical devices to it for a purpose that must then be
irrationally prescribed by moral imperatives. A technological
attitude tosocial phenomena, which treats them as a mere object
of political engincering and in which the human agent is purely
subjective and inspired by moral laws alonc, is a bourgeois
delusion—though Engels did not escape it when he extended
the dialectic (0 nature and described social laws as no less
objective than the laws governing the formation of geological
deposits. Once the proletariat comes on the scene, conscious
of ts role in production and in the dynamic unity of history,
“historical laws' are identified with human will, and freedom
becomes identical with historical necessity.

For the same reason Lukics makes no distinction between
bourgeois and Marxist sociology, maintaining that sociology as
such is inevitably part of bourgeois ideology. Its task is o study
social phenomena ‘objectively’, i.¢. as objects accessible to the
observer irrespective of is participation in them. This presumed
separation of subject and object is the raison d'tre of sociology,
and therefore Lukcs regards Marist sociology’ as a contradic-
tion in terms. His criticism of Bukharin in 1925 was based on
the same ground. Bukharin had reverted (0 mechanistic
materialism, which sought o interpret social processes in the
same way as natural ones, egarding natural science as the model
of all knowledge instead of criticizing it as a product of
bourgeois consciousness In this way Bukharin rejected historical
materialism in favour of a ‘contemplative’ cpistemology and
sought 10 find in technology the ‘objective’ forces governing
history, as though technology was an independent motive force
and not a factor in social conditions

Lukics's criticism, aimed direcdly at Engels and implicitly at
Lenin, nawrally aroused the wrath of orthodox Russian
Marxists. Deborin wrote an article branding Lukics as an
idealist in his views of nature and society. As to the alleged con-
tradiction between Marx and Engels, Deborin and all others
who took up the question pointed triumphantly to the preface to
the second edition of the Ani-Didking (1885), in which Engels
said that Marx had read and approved his work before it went
o press. The idea of the identity of subject and object, Deborin
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a system of relations based on fellow-fecling without conformism
and creativity without aggression.

As this summary indicates, Fromm’s endorsement of Marx
rests on a true interpretation of his humanistic outlook, but is
nevertheless highly selective. Fromm does not consider the
positive functions of alienation or the role of evil in history; to
him as to Feuerbach, alienation i simply bad. Moreover, Fromm
adopted from Marx only the ultimate idea of the ‘whole human
being’, the Utopia of reunion with nature and_perfect
solidarity among mankind, helped and not hindered by indi-
vidual creativity. He endorses this Utopia, but ignores all that
part of Marx's doctrine which tells us how to bring it about—
his theory of the tate, the proletariat, and revolution. In so doing
he has chosen the most acceptable and least controversial aspects
of Marxism: for anyone would agree that people should live on
good terms and not cut one another's throats, and that it is
better to be free and creative than stifled and oppressed. In
short, Fromm's Marxism is lttle more than a series of trite
aspirations. Nor is it clear from his analysis how men came to
be dominated by evil and alienation, or what ground there is
for hoping that healthy tendencies willin the end prevail over
destructive ones. Fromm’s ambiguity is typical of utopian
thought in general. On the one hand, he professes to derive his
ideal from human nature as it actually is, although it s not at
present realized—in other words, it is man’s true destiny to
develop his personality while living in harmony with others; but,
on the other hand, he is aware that ‘human nature’ is also a
normative concept, Clearly, the concept of alienation (or the
de-humanization of man) and also the distinction between fake
and true needs must, if they are to be more than mere arbitrary
norms, be based on some theory of human nature as we know
it from experience, albeit in an ‘undeveloped” state. But Fromm
docs not explain how we know that human nature requires, for
instance, more solidarity and less aggression. Its true that people
are in fact capable of solidarity, love, friendship, and self-
sacrifice, but it does not follow that those who display these
qualities are more *human’ than their opposites. Fromm's
account of human nature thus presents an ambiguous mixture
of descriptive and normative ideas, which is likewise charac-
teristic of Marx and many of his followers
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‘ultra-Left opposition for its ‘revolutionary adventurism® and
the shocking notion of ‘internal colonization’. He go the upper
hand in the political and organizational dispute with the
opposition, not only thanks (o his dominant position in the party
‘machine but because it was easy to show how all the opposition-
ists were violating principles that they had recently been shouting
from the house-tops. It was no trouble to prove that Trotsky's
Tove of democracy was of extremely recent date, and when he
and Zinovyev conspired together against Stalin the latter had
only to quote the insults they had been hurling at each other
the day before. As for democracy within the party, none of those.
who were now defending it could refer to his own past without
embarrassment. As Stalin put it at the Fourteenth Congress in
December 1925, ‘Are not the comrades of the opposition aware.
tha for us Bolsheviks formal democracy is an empty shell, but
the real interests of the party are everything?” (Warks, English
ed, vol. 7, 1954, p. 394). A few months later he gave a more
exact definition of party democracy: ‘What does inner-Party
democracy mean? Inner-Party democracy means raising the
aciivity of the Party masses and strengthening the unity of the
Party, strengthening conscious proletarian discipline in the
Party’ (Report to Leningrad party organization, 13 Apr. 1926;
Waorks, English ed., vol. 8, 1954, p. 153). Stalin, however, was
not so incautious as to speak of a ‘party dictatorship’, though
neither Lenin nor, apparenty, Bukharin shrank from this:

instead he referred (0 the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat under
the party’s leadership’. At a sesion of the Executive Committee
of the Comintern of 7 December 1926, and on other occasions,
he declared that Trotsky, by maintaining that socialism could
not be built in one country, was inviting the party to relinquish

wer.

P Troiskys histrians sl broo regretully over the events of
the 19205 and speculate as (o how Trotsky might have avoided
various false moves and regained power by this or that political
alliance or combination. It does not seem, however, that this
was a real possibility at any time after 1923, Trotsky might
indeed have made tmely use, in public, of Lenin's “Testament
to discredit Stalin; he not only failed to do so, but afterwards
deprived himself of the possibility by denying the authenticity
of the “Testament when it was published abroad. Possibly Stalin
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with its dichotomy between knowledge and praxis was obliged
{0 see the world as a collection of crystallized ‘data’, and praxis
as a set of arbitrary ethical preceps and technical devices. By
contrast, when, as in the class-consciousness of the proletariat,
the subject’s self-awareness coincides with knowledge of the
whole—when social being is recognized as man-made and
subject (o conscious regulation by the organized community—
then the dichotomy ceases to exist and the dilemma of
empiricism versus utopianism is resolved. What Engels called
“practice’ (experimentation, technology) does not transform man
into a conscious creator of reality, but only increases his mastery
of the environmen; technical progress does not itself break the
bounds of the bourgeois system. Man, exploiting the laws of
nature that he has discovered, does not cease to be an object’
of history. He only becomes a ‘subject’ when he assimilates and
identifies with the external world, abolishing the state of affairs
in which that world is a mere datum and knowledge is no more
than perception or contemplation. The idea of the unity of
subject and object cannot survive if the dialectic relates to
external nature.

For the same reason, knowledge cannot be regarded as the
mere ‘reflection’ of a pre-existing reality. In criticizing this idea
Lukis does not expressly join issue with Lenin, but he clearly
attacks his philosophy. From the point of view of the dialectic
as Lukdcs understands it, to treat cognition as the ‘reflection’
of the external world in mental experience is to perpetuate the
dualism of thought and being and to assume that they are
fundamentally alien to each other. If, however, cognition
signifies taking possession of the world in a process of revolu-
tionary change, and if understanding and changing the world
are a single indivisible act of the liberated consciousness of the
proletariat, it no longer makes sense (o speak of knowledge as
a process whereby an already existing world duplicates itself in
the passive human consciousnes. The process of thought is not
dialectic unless it is part of the hisorical process of transforming
its object.

‘The ‘contemplative’ notion of reality, which leaves no room
for the nity of theory and practice or the subject’s creative role,
is linked by Lukics—a point on which he lays special weight
in History and Class-Consciouness—with ‘reification’ as a typical
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to the specific forms of ‘reification’ which arise in a consumer
socicty in conditions of relative welfare, increasing leisure, and
increasing urbanization. Like many other neo-Marxists he
maintained that if ‘emancipation’ has a meaning it relatcs
primarily to shaking offthe oppressive rules of capitalist society
as they are internalized in consciousness. He appears, however,
to have ceased o believe that alienation could be completely
overcome. He resumed, in a new version, his ‘critique of everyday
ife’, declaring that this, as opposed to productive activity, was
the sphere in which human solation, mechanization, and mutual
incomprehension were most acute, and which was therefore the
proper scene for a true revolution that would expand human
potentialites

Most of the French revisionists abandoned the belief that the
working class, thanks to its special historical mission, would
become the liberator of humanity; their scepticism on this point,
coinciding with the critique of the Frankfurt school, removed
from their philosophy what is certainly the comer-stone of
Marxism. For this reason, when the word ‘revolution’ occurs
in their writings it is not to be taken in the Marxist sense; it
denotes a revolution in people’s feelings, their way of life, or
their mutual relations, rather than the seizure of political power
by this or that ‘advance guard’. After a few years it became
clear that none of the revisionists of this group except perhaps
Lefebvre could be called a Marxist in any tangible sense,
although concepts or themes from the Marxist tradition appear
from time to time in their writings.

As to Roger Garaudy, who for many years was the party’s
chief philosophical spokesman, in the late 1950s he began by
following the general course of de-Stalinization. In Perspectoes
de Phomme (1959) he offered a humanistic interpretation of Marx
and made friendly gestures towards existentialiss, phenomen-
ologists, and even Christians. In ’un réalisme sans rivages (1963)
he interpreted literary realism on broad enough lines to afford
a welcome t0 Proust and Kafka. The tactical purpose of these
books was fairly clear; they were in line with the Communist
party’s efforts to emerge from the intellectual isolation it had
imposed upon itself. But Garaudy pushed his humanistic inter-
pretation to the point of criticizing the Soviet system and
denouncing the invasion of Czechoslovakia. Expelled from the
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in the conflct between the Soviet regime and its own subjects.

In 1934 Stalin was at the height of his power. The party’s
Seventeenth Congress at the beginning of the year was an orgy
of flattery and worship. There was no active opposition to the
adored dictator, but there were many in the party, especially
Old Bolsheviks, who paid him due honour but were not bound
t0 him heart and soul. They had risen by their own efforts,
not merely by his favour, and might therefore be a dangerous
source of unrest or revolt in time of crisis. Hence, as a potential
opposition, they must be destroed. The first pretext for their
extermination was the murder, on 1 December 134, of Sergey
Kirov, a secretary of the Central Committee and head of the
party organization in Leningrad. Most historians, though not
all, agree that the real author of the crime was Stalin, who
at one stroke got rid of a posible rival and created a pretext
for mass repression. The witch-hunt that followed was aimed
i the first place at former oppositionists within the party, but
soon also at the dictator's faithful servants. Zinovyev and
Kamenev were arrested and sentenced to prison; mass executions
took place in larger cities throughout the country, but especially
in Leningrad and Moscow. The terror reached  paroxysm in
1937, the fist year of the ‘great purge’. August 1936 saw the
first of the major show trials, at which Zinovyev, Kamenev,
Smirnov, and others were sentenced to death; a second trial
in January 1937 brought to light the ‘treason’ of Radek,
Pyatakov, Sokolnikov, and others. In March 1938 the accused
included Bukharin, Rykov, Krestinsky, Rakovsky, and Yagoda,
the last-named having been head of the NK.V.D. (security
service) in 1934-6 and organizer of the earlier purges. Shordy
before, in 1937, Marshal Tukhachevsky and severai other top
army leaders were tried in secret and shot. The accused in all
the public trials confessed to fantastic crimes, describing one
after another how they had intrigued with foreign intelligence
services, conspired to murder party leaders, offered parts of
Soviet territory to the imperialist Powers, murdered and poisoned
their fellow citizens, sabotaged industry, deliberately caused
famines, etc. Almost all were sentenced o death and executed
out of hand; a few who, like Radek, only received prison
sentences were done to death soon after their trial,

The inferno of the great purges has often been described by
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not have been achieved without human and material sacrifices
on this scale. History records various methods of successful
industrialization, all of which have been costly in social terms,
but it is hard to_point to any case in which the cost was as
heavy as in socialist Russia. The further argument, often
adduced, that the course followed by Western Europe could
not have been repeated on the periphery of the industrial world
because the big capitalist centres had already consolidated their
position, s refuted by the example of ‘peripheral’ countries such
as Japan, Brazil, and most recenly Iran, which have all suc-
ceeded in industrializing themselves by means different from
Russia’s, albeit with considerable sacrifice. Rusia before 1917
was a country of rapid and intensive industrialization, a process
which the Revolution delayed for many years. The graph of
industrial development rose markedly in the last two decades
of Tsarist rule; jt fell catastrophically after the Revolution, and
it was a long time before the various indices (some recovering
faster than others) once again reached their pre-war levels and
continued to rise. The intervening period was one of social
disintegration and the destruction of millions of lives, and it
is mere fantasy to suggest that all this sacrifice was necessary
10 enable the country to resume its pre-Revolutionary develop-
ment.

If one takes the view that historical processes have an
immanent purpose independent of human intention, or a hidden
meaning that is only discernible with hindsight, it must be said
that the meaning of the Russian revolution did ot consist in
industrialization, but rather in the coherence and expansive
energy of the Russian Empire: for in this respect the new regime
has indeed been more efficient than the old.

Afier the resistance ofal social classes—proletariat, peasantry,
and intelligentsia—had been successively overcome, after all
forms of social lfe not ordained by the state had been crushed
out of existence, and the opposition within the party destroyed,
it was time to subdue the last element that might—though it
did not in practice—threaten the completeness of totalitarian
rule under a single despot: namely the party itself, the instru-
ment which had been used to stile and destroy every other
rival force in the community. The destruction of the party was
achieved during the years 1935-0, and established a new record






index-27_1.png
The Beginnings of Salinism 13

revolution’. Like all socialists at that time, except Trotsky and
Parvus, Stalin expected Russia to undergo a democratic
revolution, followed by many years of bourgeois republican rule;
but he held that the proletariat must take a leading part in
bringing the revolution about, and not play second fiddle to
the bourgeoisie or act merely as a servant of it interests.

‘The article on nationality was the las that Stalin wrote before
the February Revolution. Soon after his return from Vienna,
in February 1913, he was again arrested and sentenced to four
years' deportation. This time he did not try to escape but
remained in Siberia, reappearing in Petrograd in March 1917.
For some weeks, until Lenin arrived, he was effectively in charge
of the party in the capital city. Together with Kamenev he took
over the cditorship of Pravda. His attitude towards both the
Provisional Government and the Mensheviks was a good deal
more conciliatory than Lenin's, and he incurred the latter's
censure by toning down the articles that Lenin was sending from
Switzerland. However, afier Lenin's rewrn to Russia and the
presentation of his *April Theses' Stalin, with some hesitation,
accepted the policy of working for a ‘socialist revolution’ and
government by the Soviets. By contrast, during the first few
weeks in Petrograd he was still writing in terms of a ‘bourgeois
revolution’, peace with the Central Powers, confiscation of the
big estates, and a policy of exerting pressure on the Provisional
Government but not attempting its overthrow. Only after the
July crisis, at the conference of the party organization in Petro-
grad, did Stalin speak clearly of transferring power (o the
proletariat and the poor peasantry; at this Gme the slogan *All
power to the Soviets’ was abandoned, as the latter were
dominated by Mensheviks and S.R 5. By the time of the October
revolution Stalin was unquestionably among the chief party
leaders, alongside Lenin, Trotsky (who joined the Bolsheviks in
July 1917), Zinovyev, Kamenev, Sverdlov, and Lunacharsky.
“As far as we know he did not take part in the military organ-
ization of the uprising, but in Lenin’s first Soviet government
he was made Commissar for Nationalities. During the party crs
over the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk he supported Lenin against the
“left-wing Bolsheviks’ who were pressing for a revolutionary war
with Germany. However, he believed, s Lenin did, that the
European revolution would break out any day, and that accept-
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beings over others, and by this token it has outlived its useful-
ness. The root of the evil was the division of labour and, along
it, the alienation of man from nature; domination became
the one purpose of thought, and thought itself was thereby
destroyed. Socialism adopted the bourgeos style of thinking,
which regarded nature as completely alien and thus made it
totalitarian. In this way enlightenment embarked on a suicidal
course, and the only hope of salvation seems to consist in theory:
‘true revolutionary practice (umulzende Praxis) depends on the
intransigence of theory in the face of the insensibility (Bawusst-
losigheit) with which society allows thought t0 ossify” (p. 41).

According to the Dialetic of Enlightenment the legend of
Odysseus is a prototype or symbol of the isolation of the
individual precisely because he is fully socialized. The hero
escapes from the Cyclops by calling himself ‘Noman’ to pre-
serve his existence, he destroys it. As the authors put t, ‘This
linguistic adaptation to death contains the schema of modern
mathematies’ (p. 60). In general the legend shows that a
civilization in which men seck to affirm themselves is only
possible through self-denial and repression; thus, in enlighten-
‘ment, the dialectic takes on a Freudian aspect.

‘The perfect epitome of eighteenth-century enlightenment was
the marquis de Sade, who carried the ideology of domination
10 its utmost logical consequence. Enlightenment treats human
beings as repeatable and replaceable (hence ‘reified’) elements
of an abstract ‘system’, and this too is the meaning of de Sade’s
way of life. The totalitarian idea latent in enlightenment
philosophy assimilates human characteristics o interchangeable
commodities. Reason and feeling are reduced (o an impersonal
level; rationalist planning degenerates into totalitarian terror;
morality is derided and despised as a manceuvre by the weak
to protect themselves against the strong (an ant
Nietzsche); and all traditional virtues are declared
reason and illusory, a view already im

Descartes’s
division of man into an extended and a thinking substance.
‘The destruction of reason, feeling, subjectivity, quality, and
nature itself by the unholy combination of mathematics, logic,
and exchange-value is especially seen in the degradation of
culture, a crying example of which s the modern entertainment
industry. A single system dominated by commercial values has
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reality but a theoretical construct, all elements of which are
dependent on the whole. The essence of historical materi
s not that it makes certain aspects of istorical reality dependent
on others (the superstructure and the base respectively), but that
each of them depends on the whole (an idea of Lukicss, to
whom Althusser does not refer in this context). Every sphere
has its own rhythm of change, however; they do not all develop
evenly, and at any given moment they are at different stages
of evolution. Althusser does not define ‘ideology’ and ‘science’,
‘merely stating that science cannot be bounded by any ‘external
criteria of truth, s the positivists would have it, but creates its
own scientifiity’ in its own ‘theoretical practice’. Having thus
disposed of the problem of what constitutes a science, he declares
that Marx's analysis of capitalst society-is not concerned with
human subjects but with production relations, which determine
the functions of the people involved in them. (I i true, we may
observe, tha Capital treats individuals as mere embodiments of
functions determined by capital movements, but this is merely
a repetition of Marx's earlier observation that capital in fact
reduces them to units of wealth or labour-power, this being the
“dehumanizing’ effect that Communism promises to abolish
‘Thus we have to do not with a universal methodical rule but
with a critique of the anti-humanist nature of exchange-value.)
‘The subject of observation, then, is structure’ (a term used
incessantly in these books, but nowhere explained) and not its
individual human elements. By *humanism’ Althusser seems to
mean a theory which reduces the historical process to individual
acts,or which sees in human individuals the same species-nature
‘multiplied through many examples, or which explains historical
change in terms of human needs and not impersonal ‘laws’
“Historicism’ (though Althuser does not explain this term cither)
apparently consists in treating all forms of culture, and science
in particular, s relative to changing historical conditions, in
Gramsc’s manner, and thus belitding the special dignity and
“objectivity’ of science. In true Marxism, however, science docs
not belong to the ‘superstructure’; it has its own rules and its
own evolution, it constructs objective conceptual wholes and
isnotan ‘expression’ of lass-consciousness; thus Lenin was right
in saying that it must be brought into the working-class move-
ment from outside and cannot come into existence s a mere
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this.) The purport of the trials and investigations was to show
that almost the whole original nucleus of the party, including
Lenin’s closest collaborators, were a band of spies, imperialist
agents, and enemies of the people, whose one idea was and had
always been to destroy the Soviet state. Before an astonished
world, every imaginable crime was confessed to by the accused
themselves at the great show trials. OF all the Grand Guignol
victims Bukharin was the only one who, though he admitted
general responsibility for the alleged crimes of the mythical
‘counter-revolutionary organization, refused to confess to such
‘damning charges as espionage and plotting to assassinate Lenin.
While expressing penitence for all his misdeeds he added, in
a phrase epitomizing the atmosphere of the trials, ‘We rebelled
by criminal methods against the joyfulness of the new life.
(Apparently Bukharin was not physically tortured, but was
threatened with the murder of his wife and small son.)

‘The fist effect of the purges was to create a desolation, not
only in the party but in every aspect of life in the Soviet Union.
‘The blood-bath accounted for a large majority of the delegates,
for the most part loyal Stalinists, who had attended the
Seventeenth Congress, which had done little but vote adulatory
addresses 10 the leader. A whole series of eminent artists
perished, and over a third of all Soviet writers. The whole
country was i the grip of a monstrous fit of madness, induced
apparenty—but the appearance was deceptive—by the will of
a single despot.

Foreign Communists in Russia fell vietim o the purges also.
‘The Poles suffered most: in 1938 a resolution of the Comintern
disolved the Polish Communist party (which was illegal in
Poland) on the ground that it was a hotbed of Trotskyists and
other enemies, and its cadres in the Soviet Union were decimated
by arrests and executions. Almost all the leaders were im-
prisoned, and only a few regained their liberty some years latr.
The fortunate ones were those who could not make their way
t0 Russia when summoned, as they were in prison in Poland.
‘The few who actually disobeyed the summons were publicly
declared to be agents of the Polish police, and were thus
delivered into the latter’s hands—a device frequently used in
the thirties against ‘deviationist_ members of underground
Communist parties in other countrics. Besides Poles, victims of
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abstractness of thought went hand in hand with the domination
of man by man: “The universalty of ideas as developed by
discursive logic, domination in the conceptual sphere, is raised
up on the basis of actual domination’ (p. 14). Enlightenment
in s developed form regards every object as self-identical; the
idea that a thing may be what it is not yet is rejected as a relic
of mythology.

‘The urge to enclose the world in  single conceptual system,
and the propensity to deductive thinking, are especially per-
nicious aspects of enlightenment and are a menace (o freedom.

For enlightenment is as totalitarian as any system. Iis untruth does
not consist in what its romantic enemies have always reproached it
for: analytical method, return to clements,dissolution through reflective
thought; but instead in the fact that for enlightenment the process
(Prozes) is always decided from the start. When in mathemati

procedure the unknown becomes the unknown quantity ofan equation,
this marks it as the well-known even before any value is inserted.
Nature, before and after the quantum theory, i that which is (© be
comprehended mathematically ... In the anticipated identification of
the wholly conceived and mathematized world with truth, enlighten-
ment intends to secure itself against the rewurn of the mythic. It
confounds thought and mathematics .... Thinking objectifes itself to
become an automatic, selFactivating_process ... Mathematical
procedure becomes, o (© speak, the ritual of thinking ... it turns
thoughtintoa thing, an instrument (Dialcticof Enlightenment, pp. 24-5).

Enlightenment,in short, will not and cannot grasp what is new;
itis only interested in what i recurrent, what s already known.
But, contrary to the rules of enlightenment, thought is not a
matter of perception, classification, and counting; it consists in
‘the determinate negation of each successive immediacy’
(bestimmende Negation des je Unmittelbaren) (ibid., p. 27)—i.c.,
presumably, in_advancing beyond what is to what may be.
Enlightenment turns the world into a tautology, and thus reverts
to the myth which it sought (o destroy. By restricting thought
o ‘facts’ which must then be arranged in an abstract ‘system’,
enlightenment sanctifies what is, that is to say social injustice;
industrialism ‘reifies’ human subjectivity, and commodity
fetishism prevails in every sphere of lfe.

‘The rationalism of cnlightenment, while enhancing man’s
power over nature, also increased the power of some human
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party in 1970 after a series of quarrels and accusations, he
published the relevant documents in the same year under the
ambitious title. Toute la vérité; in this book he presents himself
as a Communist anxious to renew the party and cure it, for
efficiency’s sake, of ideological sclerosis.

In the second half of the 1960s, when the fashion in Paris
changed from existentialism o structuralism, attention turned
toa completely different interpretation of Marxism put forward
by the French Communist Althusser. One reason for the popu-
larity of structuralism was that it originated as a method of
linguistics, which was regarded as the only humanistic discipline
capable of evolving more or less exact ‘laws’; the hope was now
entertained that a ‘scientific’ status could be conferred on other
humanistic studies, which had hitherto been sadly deficient in
this respect. Lévi-Strauss was the first French advocate of a
structural, non-historical approach to humanistic studies, paying
littleatention to the individual but concentrating on the analysis
of a system of signs as they operated in the myths of primitive
socictics; the ‘structure’ of that system was not consciously
deviscd by anyone and was not present to the minds of it users,
but could be discovered by the scientific observer. In two
successive works—Pour Mars (1965) and Lire le Capital (1966,
with E. Balibar)—Althusser endeavoured to show that Marsism
could provide a structuralist method of investigation from which
human subjectivity and historical continuity were consciously
excluded. He directed his attack against *humanism’, ‘histori-
cism, and ‘empiricism’, and claimed that Manc’s intellectual
development had undergone a distinct break in 1845, at the time
of The German Ideology. Before that date Marx was sill enslaved
to Hegel and Feuerbach and described the world in *humanistic’
and *historicist’ categories (such as alienation), having in mind
concrete human individuals; afterwards, however, he discarded
this ideological approach and evolved a srictly scientific theory,
which alone is genuine Marxism (why the later Marx is more
genuine than the carlier, Althusser does not explain). This
Marxism, which is most fully expounded in Capital and whose
methodology is set out in the Introduction (o the Grundriss
rejects the idea that the historical process can be described in
terms of the actions of human subjects. As with all scientific
works, according to Althusser, the subject of Capital s not actual
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historians, novelists, and memoir-writers. The show trials were
only the visible fragment of a mass operation of genocide, with
the party asits principal victim. Millions were arrested, hundreds
of thousands executed. Torture, previously used sporadically
and, s a rule,for the purpose of getting at the truth, now became
a routine method of extracting thousands of false confessions
0 the most improbable crimes. (Torture had ceased to be a
part of Rusian judicial procedure in the cighteenth century,
though it was afterwards used in exceptional circumstances such
as the Polish insurrections or the 1905 Revolution.) Investigating
officers were free to devise and inflct all manner of physical
and mental suffering to induce people to admit to crimes which
the persecutors well knew (o be totally imaginary. Those few
who did not succumb to such measures generally broke down
‘when told that i they refused to confes their wives and children
would be killed—a threat which was sometimes carried out.
No one felt safe, for no degree of subservience to the tyrant
‘was a guarantee ofimmunity. In some cases the party committees
of whole regions were slaughtered and were followed into the
grave by their own successors in offce, whose hands still recked
from the exceution. Among the victims were almost all the Old
Bolsheviks, all Lenin's closest associates, former members of
government and of the Politburo and the party sccretariat,
activists of every rank, scholars, artists, writers, economists,
military men, lawyers, engineers, doctors, and—in due course,
when they had done their stint—the agents of the purge them-
selves, whether senior officers of the security service or especially
zealous party members. The officers’ corps of the army and navy
was decimated, a major cause of Soviet defeats in the first two
yearsof the war with Germany. Quotas of arrests and executions
were assigned o particular areas by the party authorities; if
the police did not fulfil these they were liable to be executed
themselves,if they did they might in time be brought to account
for exterminating party cadres. (With a macabre humour typical
of Stalin this charge was brought against some, such as
Postyshev, who had distinguished themselves in the campaign
of mass murder.) Those who performed their task badly might
be shot for sabotage; those who did it too well might be suspected
of showing zeal to cover up their own disaffection. (In a specch
in 1937 Stalin said that many wreckers were doing precisely
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account of ‘inevitable’ historical laws and that, as a scientific
doctrine, it contained no normative element. The neo-Kantians
inferred that the necessary normative factors or ideals must be
imported from Kantian moral philosophy. To this the orthodox
replicd that Marsism must be content with historical descrip-
tion, and that it was both impossible and unnecessary (o
demonstrate that socialism was desirable as well as inevitable.
According to Lukics, however, both partics were arguing from
essentially un-Marxist positions, as they followed Kant in taking
for granted the dualism of ‘what is' and ‘what ought (o be’,
whercas Hegel and Marx after him had overcome that dualism.
Marxism is not a mere description of the world but the
expression and self-knowledge of a social process by which the
world is revolutionized, and thus the subject of that self-
knowledge, i.¢. the proletariat, comprehends reality in the very
act of transforming it. The division of social lfe into ‘objective’
processes outside human control, and the impotent awareness
that_merely observes or moralizes, is a characteristic and
inevitable attitude of classes which, even if in their own day
they may have represented over-all progress, were not and are
not universal classes in the same sense as the proletariat—that
is (0 say, they cannot rise to an understanding of history as a
whole, being fettered to their own particular interests. The
proletariat, however, as its particular interest coincides with
that of humanity as a matier of principle and not merely by
a temporary accident, truly embodies the unity of the subject
and object of history. Tn the revolutionary activity of this class
history achievesself-knowledge: historical necessity appears, and
must appear, as fiee action, free because fully conscious. The
“objective’ process and awarenes of it are one and the same:
there is no difference between social ‘being’, that which actually
is, and the theoretical or moral consciousness of the class which
s the agent of that process. Subject and object, freedom and
necessity, the fact and the norm are no longer opposed but
are aspects of a single reality. This puts an end to the Kantian
dilemma of how obligation can be deduced from empirical facts,
and likewise to the dilemma of ‘scientism’.

In the same way there is no longer a conflict between
voluntarism and determinism, or human will and scientific
prediction. Since awareness of society as a whole s not simply
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geniuses (for example, Schonberg) are forced into escapism,
shutting themselves up in self-suficient realms of their own
artistic material. The avant-garde movement is  negation, but
for the present at least it can be nothing mor; as far as it goes
itis true for our time, unlike mass culture and bogus ‘affirmative’
art, but it is a fecble and depressing truth, expressive of
cultural bankruptcy. The last word of Adorno’s theory ofculturc
is apparently that we must protest, but that protest will be
unavailing. We cannot recapture the values of the past, those
of the present are debased and barbarous, and the future offers
none; all that is left to us is a gesture of total negation,
deprived of content by its very totality.

If the foregoing s a true account of Adorno’s work, not only
can we not regard it as a continuation of Marx's thought, but
it is diametrically opposed 1o the latter by reason of its
pessimism: failing a positive Utopia, its final response to the
human condition can only be an inarticulate cry.

6. Erich Fromm

Erich Fromm (b. 1900), who has lived in the U S.A. since 1932,
began as an orthodox Freudian but is primarily known as a
co-founder of the ‘culturalist”school of psychoanalyss, together
with Karen Horney and Harry Sullivan. This school departcd
50 radically from the Freudian tradition (except for sharing the
same general field of interest) as to leave litte of the original
bases of psychoanalytical anthropology, the theory of culture,
and even the theory of neuroses. Fromm may be regarded as
a cousin of the Frankfurt school, not only because he belonged
o the Institut fir Sozialforschung and published articles in the
Jjoumal, but also in view of the content of his work. He shared
the conviction of his Frankfurt colleagues that the Marxian
analyses of reification and alienation were sill valid and werc
vital to the solution of the basic problems of modern civilization.
Like the others, he did not agree with Marx as to the liberating.
role of the proletariat; alienation, in which he was specially
interested, was a phenomenon affecting all social classes. He did
not, however, share Adomo’s negativism and pessimism.
Although he had no faith in historical determinism and did not
expect the laws of history to bring about a better social order,
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similar groups were formed in Britain and other countries. The
movement was catalysed by the Soviet Twentieth Congress and,
perhaps 10 a stll greater degree, by the invasion of Hungary
and the Suez crisis of 1956 its literary organs in Britain were
the New Reasoner and the University and Left Review, which later.
merged into the New Lefi Reiew. The New Left condemned
Stalinism in general and the invasion of Hungary in particular,
but its members differed among themselves as to how far the
“degeneration’ of the Soviet system was inevitable and whether
there was any prospect of the political, moral, and intellectual
renewal of the existing Communist parties. At the same time.
they emphasized their fidelity to Marxism as the ideology of
the working class, and some even professed alle

Leninism. They also took care to differentiate their cri
Stalinism from that of the social democras or the Right, and
0 avoid being classed as ‘anti-Communist’; they were at pains
to preserve a revolutionary and Marxist ethos and to maich their
criticism of Stalinism with rencwed attacks on Western
imperialism, colonialism, and the arms race.

The New Lefiists contributed to the ferment in the Com-
munist parties and to the general revival ofideological discussion,
but they do ot appear to have worked out any alternative model
of socialism except in very general terms. The designation ‘New
Left was claimed by various dissidents who sought to revive
“true Communism’ outside the existing parties, as wel as bigger
and smaller Maoist, Trotskyist, and other groups. In France the
‘name gauchist is generally used by groups who emphasize their
opposition to all forms of authority, including Leninist ‘advance
guard’ parties. The post-Stalinist years saw a certain revival of
Trotskyism, and this led (0 the formation of numerous splinter
groups,separate ‘internationals’, etc. In the sixties the term ‘New.
Left was generally used in Europe and North America as a
collective label for student ideologies which, while not dentifying
with Soviet Communism and often expressly disavowing it, used
the phraseology of worldwide anti-capitalist revolution and
looked chiefly to the Third World for models and heroes. So
far these ideologies have not produced any intellectual results
worth the name. Their characteristic tendencies may be
described as follows

Firstly, they maintain that the concept of a society’s ‘ripeness”
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of which did not understand what they were doing and fell victim
0 llusions, the proletarian revolution, as a matter of principle,
cannot be brought about without the complete, un-mystified
self-awareness of the proletariat in regard (o its position in
society and the destiny it s called on to fulf

‘The proletariat is thus privileged by history, not only in the
sense that it is called on (o achieve the radical upheaval that
will once and for all abolish class divisions, exploitation, and
social conflic, the separation of individual from social being,
alienation, fale consciousness, and the dependence of humanity
on impersonal historical powers. In addition to all this the
proletariat s privileged from the epistemological point of view,
inasmuch as it historical role entailsthe complete understanding
of society: only it can apprehend history as a whole, for only
in its actions is the totality truly realized as a revolutionary
‘movement. The proletariat’s sell-awareness coincides with its
awarcness of history as a whole; theory and practice coincide,
as the proletariat transforms the world in the process by which
it arrives at a mature understanding of the world. Tn this
particular case the understanding and transformation of reality
are not two separate processes, but one and the same
phenomenon.

For this reason both the neo-Kantians in the Marxist move-
ment and their evolutionist adversaries were at fault in dis-
tinguishing between the pure cience’ofhistory and the ‘socialist
idcal’ deriving, as a kind of moral imperative, from arbitrarily
established values. Since subject and object coincide in the
knowledge of socity; since, in this case, science is the self-
knowledge of society and, by the same token, a factor in deter-
‘mining its situation at any stage of history; and since, in the
case of the proletariat, this sel-knowledge is at the same time
4 revolutionary movement, it follows that the proletariat cannot
at any point disjoin its ‘ideal’ from the actual process of
realizing it. Socialism is not astate of affairs waiting for humanity
and guaranteed by the impersonal laws of history, nor is it &
moral ‘imperative’: it is the self-knowledge of the proletariat,
an aspect of its actual struggle.

In this way Marxism resolves the dilemma that perplexed the
theoreticians of the Second International. Both the evolutionists
and the nco-Kantians supposed that Marx's theory was an
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‘about it. Their ‘critical theory” is in fact not so much a theory
s a general statement that theory is of great importance, which
few would deny, and a plea for a critical attitude towards
existing society, which we are invited (o ‘transcend” in thought.
This injunction, however, makes no sense as long as they cannot
tell us in what direction the existing order is to be transcended.
From this point of view, as we have already noted, orthodox
Marxism is more specific, as it does at least claim that once the
‘means of production are publicly owned and the Communist
party installed in power, only a few minor technical problems
will stand in the way of universal freedom and happiness. These
assurances are completely refuted by experience, but at least
we know what they mean.

The Diaectic of Enlightenment and other works of the Frankfurt
school contain many sound remarks on the commercialization
of art in industrial society and the inferiority of cultural products
dependent on the market. But the authors are on very doubtful
ground when they say that this has led to the degradation of
art s a whole and of the artistic enjoyment open to people in
‘general. I ths were so it would mean that, for instance, country
folk in the cighteenth century enjoyed some higher forms of
culture, but that capitalism gradually deprived them of these
and substituted crude, mass-produced objects and entertain-
ments. Itis not obvious, however, that eighteenth-century rustics
enjoyed higher artstic values, in the form of church ceremonies,
popular sports and dances, than television offers to present-day
workers. So-called ‘higher’ culture has not disappeared, but has
become incomparably more accessible than ever before, and is
undoubtedly enjoyed by more people: while it is highly un-
convincing to argue that its dramatic formal changes in the
twentieth century are all explicable by the domination of
exchange-value.

Adorno, who refers (o the degradation of art in many of his
writings, seems to think that the present situation s hopeless,
i.e. that there is no source of strength which would enable art
1 revive and perform its proper function. On the one hand,
there is ‘affirmative’ art, which aceepts the present situation and
pretends to find_harmony where there is only chaos (for
example, Stravinsky); on the other, there are attemps at resist-
ance, but, as they have no roots in the real world, even
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in the late fifiies are a separate subject, which we shall not discuss
here.

Revisionism as we have described it was only one of several
‘manifestations of the post-Stalinist disintegration of Marxism.

Iisimportancewasthatbyitscriticalattitudeitcontributedmuch
0 the decline of ideological faith in the Communist countrics
and to showing up the intellectual as well as the moral
destitution of offcial Communism. At the same time it drew
attention to neglected aspects of Marxist tradition, and gave an
impulse to historical studies. The values and aspirations to which
it gave currency are by no means extinct and are sill
‘prominentin the democratic opposition in Communist countries,
butare not usually expressed in a specifically revisionist context;
that is 0 say, the criticism of Communist despotism is con-
ducted more and more seldom, and with less and less effect,
in terms of ‘purging Communism of abuses’, ‘reforming
Marxism’, or ‘going back to the sources’. To fight against
despotic regimes it is not, after all, necessary to prove that they
are contrary to Manx’s or Lenin’s ideas (and in the case of
Lenin the contradiction is especially hard 1o prove anyway);
such arguments were appropriate (o the particular situation of
the 19505, but they have now lost much of their importance.
Similarly, in philosophy the vindication of human subjectivity
against “historical laws’or the ‘theory of reflection’ does not need
10 be based on Marxist authorities and can get on better without
them. In this sense revisionism has largely ceased to be a live
issue; but this does not affect the continuing value of some of
its ideas and critical analyses.

5. Marxism and the ‘New Left

The so-called New Left is also a complex of phenomena
witnessing, on the one hand, 1o the universalization of Marxist
phrascology and, on the other, to the disintegration of the
doctrine and its inadequacy to modern social problems. It is
hard to define the common ideological features of all groups
and scts which claim t belong to the New Left or are con-
sidered by others to form part of it. A group of this name with
revolutionary aspirations arose in France in the later fifies (the
Parti Socialiste Unifié grew out of it to some extent), and
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theory versus practice, but eternalized it in the dualism of the
socialist_movement and its philosophical consciousness: phil-
osophy, in Hess'ssystem, was not the product and selF-awarencss
of the class movement, but a kind of wisdom, independent of
party, which it behoved the movement to acquire. Finally, Hess
preached a moral Utopia which, while ostensibly criticizing
Hegel's ‘contemplative’ attitude, rejected that part of his think-
ing which came close (o Marxism, namely the conviction that
philosophy is an expression of its own time and cannot transcend
the limits of the age. Hegel's refusal to look into the future was
“reactionary’, but from the methodological point of
extremely realistc in rejecting utopianism and
philosophy as the expression of an era and not s Mind entering
history from outside it. Mar rebutted the contemplative view-
point, not by supplementing historical knowledge with arbitrary
norms or utopian constructions, but by discerning the future as
a real rend already active in the present.

4. Critique of the“dialectic of nature’ and the theory of rfecton
The concept of reifcation
As the dialectic consists of the interaction of the historical subject
and object in the movement towards unity, it follows that
Engels's idea of the ‘dialectic of nature’ is untenable; indeed,
o this point Lukics accuses Engels of culpable misapprehension
of the spirit of Marian dialectic. If the dialectic denotes a mere
system of ready-made natural laws ascertained by man, we are
stll in the realm of ‘predestined’ reality and the idea of
knowledge as purely contemplative. The ‘laws of dialectic’ trn
out 10 be an unalterable property of nature: we can discover
them and use them, but this ‘external’ knowledge of nature and
its exploitation by human technology have nothing to do with
dialectic as understood by Marx and Hegel. The dialectic loses
its revolutionary character, and the unity of theory and practice
can be conceived only in a contemplative bourgeois, reified
sense—the technical exploitation of the world s it exists, not
the collective subject taking possession of the world by revolu-
tionary action. Historical materialism, on the other hand, shows
us the world as a product of human activity, but one which
men have so far treated as something alien, failing t0 realize
that they themselves are its creators. Pre-Marxist philosophy
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To this Fromm replies that Freud's doctrine is an illegitimate.
universalization of a particular limited historical experience,
and, moreover, is based on a false theory of human nature.
Ttis not the case that an individual can be defined by the sum
of his instinctive desires, directed exclusively towards his own
satisfaction and consequently hostile 1o others. Freud talks as
if, by giving something of himself (o others, a man parts with
ece of wealth that he might have kept; but love and
friendship are an enrichment and not a sacrifice. Freud's view
is a reflection of particular social conditions causing the interests
of individuals to conflict with one another; but this is a
historical phase, not a necessary effect of human nature. Egoism
and cgocentricity are not protective but destructive of the
individualsinterests, and they spring fromself-hatred rather than
self-love.

Fromm concedes that man s equipped with certain permanent
instincts, and that in this sense one can speak of unchanging
human nature. He even holds that the contrary view, that there
are no anthropological constants, is & dangerous one, as it
suggests that human beings are infnitely malleable and can
adapt to any conditions, so that slavery, if properly organized,
could last for ever. The fact that people do rebel against exising
conditions shows that they are not infinitely adaptable, and this
is a ground for optimism. But the main thing is to ascertain
which human traits are really constant and which are a matter
of history; and here Freud went badly wrong, mistaking the
effects of capitalist civilization for unalterable characteristics of
the human race

In general, Fromm continues, human needs are not confined
toindividual satisfaction. People need links with nature and with
one another—not just any links, but such s o give them a
Sense of purpose and belonging to a community; they need love
and understanding, and they suffer when isolated and deprived
of contact. A human being also needs conditions in which he
can make full use of his abilities: he is not born simply to cope.
with conditions and dangers, but to engage in creative work.

For this reason the development of the human specics, or
the self-creation of man, has been a history of conflicting
tendencies. Ever since man fieed himself from the natural order
and thus became truly human, the need for sccurity and the
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information that anyone can acquire but s the selfknowledge
of actual revolutionary praxis, it follows that there is no such
thing in Marxism as ‘objective’ prediction based on historical
laws and independent of the will that governs future changes.
The act of foresecing coincides with the act of effecting what
i forescen: the proletariat knows the future in the act of creating
it,not after the fashion of a weather forecast where the changes
that actually happen are unaffected by anything the forecaster
can do.

“This unity of the object and subject of history, of the cognitive
and normative aspects of consciousness, is, Lukics argues, the
most precious legacy of Hegelianism to Marxism. This does not
mean, of course, that it was taken over in a directly Hegelian
form. Hegel could not have discovered the identity of the object
and subject in history itself, as in his time there was no real
historical basis for it. Consequently, he transferred the identity
into the extra-historical sphere of reason, and ascribed to Mind
the role of a demiurge in the evolution of history. Thus he could
not, although it was his aim to do so, overcome finally the
dualism of object and subject: it was left to Marx to achieve this.

In the same line of thought it is clear that there cannot in
principle be anyone who is a mere ‘theoretical Marxist,
recognizes the validity of Marx's social theory and
predictions but takes no part in making them come true. To
be precise, such an auitude is possible, but it s not a Marxist
attitude. A Marsist must be someone who plays a practical part
in the movement that gives effect to the theory, for the theory.
s itself nothing but the selFawareness of the movement

This viewpoint is a basis for the criticism of many different
trends within Marxism and also in non-Marxist socialism.
Lukics, as we have seen, used it to refute the theoreticians of
the Second International, both orthodox and neo-Kantian, but
also Manx's predecessors and contemporarics. Lassalle, for
instance, was not a Marxist, as he revised Hegel from a
Fichtean standpoint, modifying the contemplative theory of

ory by an ‘activist’ clement introduced from outside in the
guise of will or moral consciousness. Thus, instead of rebutting
Hegelianism, he reverted to a pre-Hegelian position. In the same
way Lukics argues in his study of Hess that Cieszkowski’s or
Hess's philosophy of action did not surmount the dualism of
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he was convinced that human beings had an immense creative
potential which could be brought into play to overcome their
alienation from nature and one another and to establish an order
based on brotherly love. Unlike Adorno, he believed it possible
to define in broad lines the character of a social lfe in harmony
with human nature. Again, unlike Adorno, whose books are full
of pride and arrogance, Fromm’s writings are imbued with
goodwill and faith in the human capacity for fiiendship and
co-operation; it was for this reason, perhaps, that he found
Freudianism unacceptable. He may be called the Feuerbach of
our time. His books are simple and readable; their didactic
and moralistic intention is not concealed, but s expressed plainly
and straightforwardly. Whatever their immediate subject—the
theory of character, Zen Buddhism, Mar, or Freud—all are
inspired by critical and constructive thought. Among the itles
are Excape fiom Freedom (1041), Man for Himself (147), The Sane
Suciety (1955), Zen Buddhism and Poychoanalysis (with D. T.
Suzuki and R. de Martino, 1960), and Mar¢'s Concept of Man
(1961).

Fromm believes that Freud's theory of the unconscious opened
up an extremely fertile field of inquiry, but he rejects almost
completely the theory of anthropology based on the libido and
the purely repressive functions of culture. Freud held that the
‘human individual can be defined by the instinctual energies that
inevitably oppose him to others; the individual is antisocial by
nature, but society exists to give him a measure of security in
rewn for the limitation and repression of his instinctive desires
Unsatisfied desires are channelled into other, socially permitted
areas and are sublimated into cultural activity; however, culture
and social life continue to police the impulses that cannot be
destroyed, and the cultural products that are created as a sub-
stitute for unfulfilled desires help to curb those impulses still
further. Man'’s position in the world is hopeless inasmuch as the
satisfaction of his natural cravings would mean the ruin of
civilization and the destruction of the human race. The conflict
between the demands of instinct and the communal life which
s necessary to human beings can never be resolved, nor can
the complex of causes which incessantly drive them into
neurotic solutions. Sublimation in the form of creative activity
is only a substitute, and moreover it is only available to the few.
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for revolution is a bourgeois deceit; a properly organized group
can make a revolution in any country and bring about a
radical change of social conditions (‘revolution here and now’).
There is no reason to wait; existing states and governing élites
must be destroyed by force, without arguing about the political
and economic organization of the future—the revolution will
decide these in its own good time.

Secondly, the existing order deserves destruction in all its
aspects without exception: the revolution must be worldwide,
total, absolute, unlimited, all-embracing. As the idea of total
revolution began in the universities, itsfrst blows were naturally
directed against ‘fraudulent’ academic institutions, against
knowledge and logicalskils. Periodicals, pamphlets, and leaflets
declared that revolutionaries must not get into discussion with
teachers who asked them (o explain their demands or
terminology. There was much talk of ‘liberation’ from the
inhuman oppression that required students to pass exams or to
learn one subject rather than another. It was also a revolutionary
duty 10 oppose all reforms in the universities or in society: the
revolution must be universal, and all partial reforms were a
conspiracy of the establishment. Either everything or nothing
mst be changed, for, as Lukics, Marcuse, and the Frankfurt
school had taught, capitalis society was an indivisible whole
and could only be transformed s such.

Thirdly, the working class could not be relied on, as it had
been irredeemably depraved by the bourgeoisic. At the present
time students were the most oppressed members of society, and
therefore the most revolutionary. All were oppressed, however:
the bourgeoisic had introduced the cult of labour, and the first
duty was therefore o stop work—the necessties of life would
be forthcoming in some way or another. One disgraceful form
of oppression was the prohibition of drugs, and this too must
be fought against. Sexual liberation, freedom from work, from
academic discipline and restrictions of all kinds, universal and
total liberation—all this was the essence of Communism.

Fourthly, the patterns of total revolution were 10 be found
in the Third World. The heroes of the New Left were African,
Latin American, and Asian political leaders. The United States
must be transformed into the likeness of China, Vietnam, or
Cuba. Apart from leaders of the Third World and Western
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goal”. In his essay on Rosa Luxemburg Lukics especially praises
her power of ‘global’ analysis. She saw the phenomenon of
accumulation not as an isolated occurrence but as part of the
process leading unavoidably to the proletarian revolution, and
was thus able to show that it could not continue indefnitely
but must bring about the collapse of capitalism. Opportunists
like Otto Bauer were unable to think in terms of an integral
historical process, and as a result they surrendered to capitalism,

only to cure its ‘bad aspects’ by ethical means. Once
the integral viewpoint is abandoned, capitalism doesindeed scem
e, as the peculiar laws governing its economy appear
o be ‘given’ as unalterable facts and laws of nature, which may
be tarncd o use but cannot be nullified. A global view, on the
other hand, shows capitalism t0 be a historical and transient
phenomenon, and is therefore the vehicle of revolutionary

In his book on Lenin, Lukics again uses the notion of
Totalitt 10 describe the core of Lenin's doctrine and the secret
of its greatness. Lenin was the one genius who discerned the
revolutionary trend of the age independently of particular facts
and events, or rather in the facts themselves, and united all
current issues, even the smallest, in a single great socialist
perspective. He knew that the global process was more real than
any of its details, and despite all appearances he saw that the
hour for revolution had already struck. From the economic point
of view he added nothing to the theory of imperialism, but he
surpassed Hilferding by his brilliant success in integrating
economic theory with current political developments.

‘The interrelated concepts of the ‘whole’ and of ‘mediation”
apply to all spheres of social inquiry, and play a prominent part
in Lukics's view on literature. By ‘mediation’ he means any kind
of subordinate totality into which observed facts and phenom-
enon must be fitted before they are integrated into the universal
whole, the global historical process of past, present, and future.
Frequently, however, he also uses ‘mediation’ o mean the
intellectual process which relates the concrete to the whole.
Whereas inability to think globally enslaves us o given situations
and prevents our transcending the existing order of socicty, so
thatin terms of ocialism we end p as reformists and revisionists,
on the other hand those who overlook the need for ‘mediation’
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taken over every aspect of mass culture. Everything serves (o
perpetuate the power of capital—even the fact that the workers
have attained a fairly high standard of living and that people
can find clean homes to live in. Mass-produced culture kills
creativity; it is not justified by the demand for it, since that
demand is itself part of the system. In Germany at one time
the state at least protected the higher forms of culture against
the operation of the market, but this is now over and artists
are the slaves of their customers. Novelty is anathema; both
the output and the enjoyment of art are planned in advance,
as they must be if art is to survive market competition. In this
way art itself, contrary to its primal function, helps to destroy
individuality and turn human beings into stereotypes. The
authors lament that art has become so cheap and accessible,
for this inevitably means its degradation.

In general their concept of ‘enlightenment’ is a fanciful,
unhistorical hybrid_composed of everything they dislike:
positivism, logic, deductive and empirical science, capitalism,
the money power, mass culture, liberalism, and Fascism. Their
eritique of culture—apart from some true observations, which
have since become commonplace, on_the harmfulness of
commercialized art—is imbued with nostalgia for the days when
the enjoyment of culture was reserved (0 the élite: it is an
attack on the ‘age of the common man’ in a spirit of feudal
contempt for the masses. Masssociety was attacked from various
quarters even in the last century, by Tocqueville, Renan,
Burckhardt, and Nietzsche among others; what is new in
Horkheimer and Adorno is that they combine this attack with
an onslaught on positivism and science, and that, following
Marx, they discern the root of the evil in the division of labour,
“reification’, and the domination of exchange-value. They go
‘much further than Mars, however: the original sin of enlighten-
‘ment, according to them, was to cut man offfrom nature and
treat the latter as a mere object of exploitation, with the result
that man was assimilated to the natural order and was exploited
likewise. This process found its ideological reflection in science,
which is not interested in qualities but only in what can be
expressed quantitatively and made to serve technical purposes.

The attack, it can be seen, is essentially in line with the
romantic tradition. But the authors do not offer any way out
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Russia, rural accumulation was by no means contrary (o the
workers' interest but coincided with it. To this the opposition
replied that there could be no identity of interest between
exploiters and the exploited, and that since the kulak was an
exploiter by definition, to assist him to accumulate wealth was
0 foster the class enemy.

In this way there took shape, as it were, two variants of
Bolshevism, both, of course, constantly appealing to pronounce-
‘ments by Lenin. Lenin had said that there must be an alliance
with the middle peasantry, but he had also spoken of the danger
presented by the kulaks. Roughly speaking, Bukharin's case was
that the kulaks could not be abolished without at the same time.
destroying the middle peasants, while the opposition held that
the middle peasants could not be aided without also aiding the
kulaks: these were two ways of expressing the same fact, with
opposite political intentions. The opposition looked for support
among the many Communists who were indignant at the rise
of a class of well-to-do ‘Nepmen’ while the workers were in a
state of misery, and who took seriously and literally the slogans
of egalitarianism and the dictatorship of the proletariat (so that
it was natural for the Trotsky-Zinovyev group to make common
cause eventually with the remnants of the old ‘Workers'
Opposition’). They were chiefly interested in the question of
power, dictatorship, and heavy industry as an index of power;
Bukharin, on the other hand, was concerned with effectively
increasing welfare, and was prepared (o tolerate the class of
materially privileged Nepmen if their activity meant a better
deal for the whole population, including the working class.

Throughout the debate, which was to decide the fate of
millions of individuals, Stalin supported Bukharin's position but
did not commit himself 00 completely, leaving it to Bukharin
or Rykov to make the ideological declarations. He took note
of Bukharin's blunder in inviting the peasants t0 ‘get rich'—
an expression that touched many Communists on the raw—but
treated it as a slip of the tongue, not t0 be compared with the
‘monstrous crimes of the opposition. Stalin never advanced 100
far in discussion, but it could be scen that up to 1928 there was
no disagreement in economic policy between him and Bukhari
Stalin t00 repeated Lenin's words concerning the need for a
lasting alliance with the middle peasants and attacked the
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and meekly swallow, or actively applaud, the Moscow chamber*
of horrors and the offcial explanation of it, whereas the lics
and cruelty of the performance should have been obvious to
everyone?

All these questions are relevant to an understanding of the
peculiar function that Marxist-socialist ideology was beginning
10 exercise in the new system.

As t0 the first question, most historians believe that the main
purpose of the great purges was to climinate the party as a
potential focus of political life, a force that might in some
rcumstances acquire a ife of its own and not be merely an
instrument in the ruler’s hands. Isaac Deutscher, in his first book
on the Moscow trials (published in Polish), advanced the
remarkable theory that they were an act of revenge by the
Mensheviks against the Bolsheviks!—this because the victims
were nearly all Old Bolsheviks, while Vyshinsky, the chief
prosecutor, was an ex-Menshevik, and the main party propa-
gandist of those days, David Zaslavsky, had been 2 member
of the Jewish Bund. This is as fanciful as the explanation that
Deutscher afterwards put forward in the third volume of his
life of Trotsky (The Prophet Outcast, 1963, pp. 306~7), namely
that the higher Soviet bureaucracy were not content with their
privileges, great though these were, because they could not
accumulate wealth or bequeath it (o their children, and there
was therefore a risk, as Trotsky feared, that they would scck
10 destroy the system of social ownership. Stalin, according to
Deutscher, was aware of this danger and used terror to prevent
the new privileged class from consolidating itself and ruining
the system. This, in effect, is a paraphrase of the Stalinist
version that the victims intended to restore capitalism in Russia.
However, in his lfe of Stalin (1949) Deutscher adopted what
is more or less the general view of historians. Stalin wanted
to destroy all possible alternative governments or party leaders;
there was no longer an active opposition, but a sudden crisis
might bring one to life, and he must therefore crush any possi-
bility of a rival centre of power within the party.

‘This explanation may fit the Moscow trials, but it s les clear
how it accounts for the mass character of the purge, affecting
millions of unknown people who had no chance whatever of
becoming alternative party leaders. The same objection applics






index-280_1.png
Gyingy Lukics: reason in the sevice of dogma

attacks on empiricism, but his attitude on the point
remained unchanged. In History and Class-Consciousness he empha-
sizes that a theory which simply takes account of facts as they
are directly given is, by the same token, locating itself within
capitalist society. But to understand the meaning of facts i to
situate them in a concrete whole’ and to discover the ‘mediation’
between them and the whole, which of course is not directly
given. The truth of the part resides in the whole, and if cach
part is properly examined the whole can be discerned in it. The
whole is the vehicle of the ‘revolutionary principle’, in social
practice as well as in theory. There is only one single science,
embracing the whole of human history—politics, economics,
ideology, law, etc.—and it is that whole which gives meaning.
to_every separate phenomenon. Did not Marx say that a
spinning-jenny in itself s only a spinning-enny, and that it
becomes capital only in particular social conditions? No direct
perception of a machine can reveal its function as capital: that
can only be scen by considering the whole social process of which
it forms a part. Facts are not the final reality but are artificially.
isolated aspects (Momente) of the whole: the over-all trend of
historical evolution is more real than the data of experience.

But—and this is the next fundamental point—the ‘whole’ is
notsimply a tate ofafairs comprising al the particularsof reality
ata given moment. It must be understood as a dynamic real
involving a certain trend, its direction, and its results. 1t s in
factidentical with present, past, and future history—but a future.
which is not simply ‘foreseen’ like a fact in nature, but which
is created by the act of foresceing it. Thus the ‘whole’ is
anticipatory, and present facts can only be understood in relation
t0 the future.

‘This is particularly important in distinguishing the revolu-
tionary from the reformist viewpoint in the socialist movement
In the eyes of reformists the significance of the current social
and political struggle of the working class s exhausted i its

mediate consequences. For Marx, on the other hand, cach
fragment of the actual struggle, including the workers' fight for
economic betterment, only derives meaning from the prospect
of revolution. Such was the dialectic and revolutionary attitude
ofthose leaders, ke Lenin and Rosa Luxemburg, who combated
opportunism and revisionism and always kept in view the ‘final
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country and the possibility of finally protecting oneself against
capitalist intervention. In conditions of capitalist encirclement
there could be no absolute guarantee against intervention, but
a fully socialist society could nevertheless be constructed.

‘The point of the controversy about whether socialism could
be finally built in one country or not resided, as Deutscher well
observes in his lfe of Stalin, in the latter's desire to transform
the psychology of party workers. In proclaiming that the Russian
revolution was self-suffcient he was less concerned with theory
than with countering the demoralization produced by the failure
of world communism. He wished (o asure party members that
they need not be troubled as regards the uncertain support of
the ‘world proletariat’, since their own success did not depend
on it; he wanted, in shor, to create an atmosphere of optimism,
without, of course, abandoning the consecrated principle that
the Russian revolution was the prelude to a worldwide one.

It is possible that if Trotsky had been in charge of Soviet
foreign policy and the Comintern in the 19205 he would have
taken more interest than Stalin did in organizing Communist
risings abroad, but there is no reason to think his efforts would
have had any success. Naturally he used every defeat of Com-
‘munists in the world to accuse Stalin of neglecting the revolution-
ary cause. But it is not at all clear what Stalin could have done
if he had been actuated by the internationalist zeal which
Trotsky accused him of lacking. Russia had no means of ensuring
a German Communist victory in 1923 or a Chinese one in 1926.
Trotsky's later charge that the Comintern failed to exploit
revolutionary opportunities because of Stalin’s doctrine of social-
ism in one country is completely devoid of substance.

‘Thus there is no question of two ‘essentially opposite’ theories,
one asserting and the other denying that socialism could be built
in one country. In theory everyone accepted the need to support
world revolution and also the need to build a socialist society
in Russia. Stalin and Trotsky differed to some extent as to the
proportion of energy that ought to be devoted to one task or
the other, and both men did their share to inflate these differ-
ences into an imaginary theoretical antithesis.

Stilless is it possible to believe the assertion frequently made
by Trotskyists that intra-party democracy was of the essence of
their system. Trotsky’s attacks on bureaucratic rule within the
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element or product of the class struggle. For it is an essential
fact that the different aspects of social life develop unevenly (a
point which Althusser claims (o find in Mao Tse-tung) and do
not all express the same Zeifgeist in the same way. Each of them
is relatively autonomous, and the social ‘contradictions’ that
culminate i revolution are always the product of conflicts arising
from these ‘inequalities’. To this last phenomenon Althusser gives
the name ‘super-determination’, meaning apparently that
particular phenomena are determined not only by an existing
complex of conditions (for example, capitalism) but also by the
developmental rhythm of the aspect of life in questions; thus,
for example, the sate of cience depends on the previous history
of science as well as on the entire social situation, and the same
is true of painting, etc. This seems a highly innocuous con-
clusion, a repetition of Engelss remarks about the ‘rclative
independence of the superstructure’. Althusser observes on
occasion, again following Engels, that in spite of ‘super-
determination’ the situation is always governed by production
relations ‘in the last resort, but he does not add anything to
make Engel’s vague statement more precisc. The upshot is
simply that particular cultural phenomena are generally due
t0.a variety of circumstances, including the history of the aspect
of lfe they belong to and the present state of social relations.
‘We are not told what is so ‘scientific’ about this obvious truth,
why itis a revolutionary discovery of Marxism, or how it helps
us to account for any particular fact let alone predict the future.
Nor does Althusser explain how we can compare two different
fields, for example sculpture and political theory, in order
t0 show that they are or are not at the same stage of develop-
ment. This could only be done on the assumption that we can
deduce from historical laws what conditions in the realm of
sculpture would correspond (o a given state of ‘production
relations’; but Althusser does not suggest any way of making
such a deduction. (The idea that party leaders were capable of
‘making it has always been highly convenient in Communist
countries, where ideological persecution was held to be justified
because the existing state of social consciousness ‘lagged behind”
production relations; the rulers,it was implied, knew what form
that consciousness should take o as to be in conformity with
the ‘base’)
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the purges were many Hungarian Communists (including Béla
Kun), Yugoslavs, Bulgarians, and Germans; some of the latier
who survived til 1939 were, in due course, handed over by
Stalin to the Gestapo.

The concentration camps were full to bursting. Every Soviet
citizen had got used to the fact that being arrested and sentenced
to death or to an arbitrary and indefinite term of imprisonment
had nothing to do with whether a man’s work was good or
bad, whether he did or did not belong to any kind of oppasition,
or cven whether he did or did not love Stalin. The cli
of atrocity brought about a kind of universal parania, a
monstrous but unreal world in which all previous criteria, even
those of ‘ordinary’ despotism, had ceased to be applicable.

Historians and others who, in later years, have sought to
account for this unparalleled orgy of bloodshed and hypocrisy
have posed questions that are ot at all casy to answer.

In the first place, what could be the reason for such destructive
frenzy when, to all appearances, there was no real threat to
Stalin or the regime, and every possible source of revolt within
the party could casily have been wiped out without mass
slaughter? In particular, how could this be explained when it
scemed obvious that the wholesale destruction of senior cadres
would fatally weaken the state, both miliarily and economically?

Secondly, why was there a complete lack of resistance when
all members of the population were threatened, even those who
carried out the atrocities most devotedly? Many Soviet citizens
had displayed military courage and had risked their lives in
batde: why did no one raise a hand against the tyrant, why
did all go willingly to the slaughter?

‘Thirdly, granted that the victims of show trials were made
to confess to non-existent crimes for propaganda reasons, why
were such confessions extorted from hundreds of thousands or
‘millions of lessr people of whom no one would ever hear? Why
the tremendouseffort o induce unknown victims to sign fantastic
admissions which would be buried in police fles and not used
for any public purpose?

Fourthly, how was it that in those very years Stalin was able
0 raise the cult of his own personality to unprecedented heights?
Why, in particular, id so many Western intellectuals, on whom
there was no personal pressure, fall for Stalinism at this period
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i not between the base and the superstructure but between
social being (or ‘the whole', i.c. everything) and particular
elements of the whole

3. The subject and object o histoy. Theory and practce. Wit is and
what ought 1 be. Critgue of neo-Kantianism and evolutionism

Nevertheless—and this is the next fundamental quality of
dialectical thinking emphasized by Lukics in s magnum opus—
the dialectic is not simply a scientific method that can be trans-
ferred at will from one objcct to another, nor is it independent
of the subject who applis it. For in both Hegel’s and Marx's
theory it i, as already explained, an active constituent of the
social reality to which it is applied as a method, and not simply
a2 way of apprehending that reality. It i the expression of history
ripening towards the final transformation, and is also the
theoretical consciousness of the social agent, namely the prole-
tariat, by which that transformation is (o be brought about. In
other words, it is not the case that anyone, independent of his
political status and social commitment, can adop the dialectical
method and successfully apply it to any object that he may
choose. For the dialectic does not exist outside the revolutionary
struggle of the proletariat itis the selF-awareness of that struggle
and a component of it.

‘The dialectic presupposes the conception ofsociety as a whole;
and only the social agent which is itself @ ‘whole'—i.e. Marx's
‘universal class’, the proletariat—can perceive the ‘whole’ in
isolated phenomena. In accordance with Hegel's principle, ‘the
truth is the subject’; i.c., in the present case, the truth con-
cerning the historical process can be revealed only from the view-
point of the class whose revolutionary initiative is destined
radically to transform the whole of social life and to abolish the
class society.

Marxism is not, as the theoreticians of the Second Inter-
national would have it, a scientfic description of historical
reality that anyone can accept ifhe applies logical rules correcily.
It is nothing else than the theoretical consciousness of the
working class as it matures towards revolution; and the class-
consciousness of the proletariat is not a mere reflection of an
independent historical process, but is the indispensable driving
force of that process. Unlike all previous revolutions, the agents
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practical interest in view but also in regarding his cognitive
acivity as part of a certain social practice, he s more or less
obliged to regard as true whatever seems conducive to the
particular interest with which he identifies, i.c. apply genetic,
pragmatic citeria of ruth. Ifchis principle were adopted, science.
as we know it would disappear and be replaced by political
propaganda. Undoubtedly, various political interests and
preferences are reflected in various ways in social science; but
a rule which sought to generalize such influences instead of
minimizing them would turn science into a tool of politics, as
has happened with social science in totlitarian states.
‘Theoretical observation and discussion would completely forfeit
their autonomy, which is the reverse of what the Frankfurt
writers would wish, as they indicate elsewhere.

It is also true that scientific observation does not of itself
produce aims; this is the case even if some value-judgements
are implicitin the rules prescribing the conditions under which
certain statements or hypotheses become part of science. The
canons of scientific procedures are not, of course, infringed by
the fact that the investigator wants to discover something that
will serve practical ends, or that his interest is inspired by some.
practical concern. But they are infiinged if, on the pretext of
“overcoming’ the dichotomy of facts and values (and the Frank-
furt writers, like many other Marists, are constantly boasting
of having done this), the truth of science is subordinated to the
criteria of any interest whatsoever; this simply means that any-
thing is right which suits the interests with which the scientist
identifies himself.

‘The rules of empirical observation have evolved for centuries
in the European mind, from the late Middle Ages onwards. That
their development was somehow connected with the spread of
a market econom is possible, though certainly not proved; on
this as on most other subjects, the proponents of critcal theory’
offer only bare assertions, devoid of historical anal;
actually is a historical link,it sl by no means follows that these
rules are an instrument of ‘commodity fetishism’ and a mainstay
of capitalism; any such assumption i in fact pure nonsense. The
writers we are discussing seem to believe that there is, at any
rate potentially, some alternative science which would satisfy
the demands of human nature, but they cannot tell us anything.
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Later Althusser came to believe that the epistemological

point in Marx's views around 1845 was not so clearly
as he had thought, since regrettable traces of humanism,
historicism, and Hegelianism were stil to be found in Capital
Only two of Marx’s writings, the letter known as the Critigue
of the Gotha Programme and some notes in the margin of Adolph
Wagner's book on political economy, were completely free from
the ideological taint. At this point we begin to wonder if
Manxism existed at all in Marx's day, or whether it was lefc
to Althusser to invent it.

The popularity of Althusser's view especially in the later
sixties was not a matter of politics, as his books do not lead (0
any specific political conclusion. A more important point was
that he opposed the tendency among Marxists to make advances
o existentialists, phenomenologists, or Christians, thus diluting
their own philosophy and depriving it of its uniqueness
Althusser stood for ideological ‘integralism’ and the assurance
that Marxism was a self-suffcient doctrine, a hundred per cent
scientificand needing no assstance from outside. (The mythology
of ‘science’ has always played a tremendous part in Marxist
propaganda. Althusser is constantly proclaiming how scientific
he is, and many other Marxist writers do likewise. 1t is not a
habit of real scientists, or of humanistic scholars.) Apart from
a few neologisms, Althusser did not make any fresh contribution
to theory. His work is merely an attempt to revert to ideological
austerity and doctrinal exclusivism, a belief that Marxism can
be preserved from the contamination of other ways of thought.
From this point of view it is a retum to old-fashioned
Communist bigotry, but at the same time it bears witness to
the directly opposite process which set in as a result of the post-
Stalinist ‘thaw’. Just as, before the First World War, the
ifection” of Marxism by current intellectual fashions led to such
phenomena as neo-Kantian Marxism, anarcho-Marxism,
Marxist Darwinism, empiriocritical Marxism, and so on, in
the same way Marxists ofthe past two decades, desperately trying
to make up for their long isolation, have resorted to various
ready-made or popular philosophics, 50 that we have Marxism
tempered by Hegelianism, existentialism, Chrisdanity, or, as in
Althusser's case, structuralism. Other causes of the vogue for
structuralism which made itself felc in the humanistic sciences






index-9_1.png
CONTENTS

THE FIRST PHASE OF SOVIET MARXISM.

THE BEGINNINGS OF STALINISM '
. What was Stalinism? .
2. The stages of talnism. 5
3. Staln's carly lfe and rise 10 power
& Socialiam in one country a
3. Bukharin and the N.E.P. ideology. The economic

“controversy of the 19205 2

THEORETICAL CONTROVERSIES IN SOVIET
MARXISM IN THE 19205 5
1. The intellectal and poitical cimate: 5
2. Bukharin 25 2 philosopher %
3. Philosophical controversics: Deborin versus the

‘mechaniss 6

MARXISM AS THE IDEOLOGY OF THE

SOVIET STATE ”
1. The ideologica significance of the great purges 7
2. Staln's codification of Marxism o
5. The Comintern and the idological transformation of

international Communism. 105

THE CRYSTALLIZATION OF MARXISM-
LENINISM AFTER THE SECOND WORLD
WAR

The wartime interlude

“The new ideclogical ofensive

The philosophical controversy of 1947

The cconomic debate

Marxism-Leninism in physics and cosmology
Marsis-Leninist genetic:

General ffct on Soviet science.






index-282_1.png
268 Gyirgy Lukdcs: reason in the service of dogma

are in danger of succumbing to the primitive error of lumping
all phenomena together in a single undifferentiated whole,
ignoring the specific character of various aspects of life and
culture. An example of an ideology taking account of totality
but not of mediation can be found in Nazism as it later revealed
itself In addition, almost all the artistic trends condemned by
Lukics can be described as deficient either in ‘mediation’ or
in a sense of totality. Natwralism confines itself to_ direct
description and failsto reach the level of integral social criticism;
symbolism creates only ‘subjective’ wholes, while the various
forms of decadence exalt partial experience into eternal meta-
physical truth, and thus likewise fal short of an integral view.
In socialism the lack of a sense of ‘mediation’ results in
sectarianism, i.e. inability to grasp the particular functions of
subordinate interrelations: for instance, the claim that the tasks
of art in socialst society should be determined solely by its
propaganda value overlooks the mediating role of specifically
acsthetic criteria. The main burden of Lukics’s later criticism
of Stalinism was that it lacked ‘mediation’ by filing to appreciate.
the diversity of means involved in the building of socialism, and
by reducing art and science t0 a purely political role.

A special case, within Marxism, of failure to understand the
nature of “totality’ and ‘mediation’ is afforded by all reduc-
tionist interpretations which take for granted the one-way deter-
‘mination of certain factors in history by other such factors.
As the whole is always prior to its parts, so the determination
of parts by the whole is more fundamental than that of some
parts by others. In his last work Lukdcs contends that the
maxim ‘social being determines consciousness’ has nothing to
do with what is called economism. This maxim ‘does not link
the world of forms and the content of consciousness with the.
economic structure in a dircctly productive relationship, but
links it with the whole of social being. The determination of
consciousness by social being is thus of a purely geferal kind.
Only vulgar Marxism, from the Second International (o the age.
of Stalin and after, claimed to establish a direct, unqualified
causal link between the cconomy, or even particular aspects of
it, on the one hand and ideology on the other” (Zur Onologie
des gesellschafien Sein, “Die ontologischen Grundprinzipin von
Marx’, p. 39). In other words, the basic dependence in social
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of the state of decadence: they do not say how man can become
friends with nature again, or how o get rid of exchange-value
and live without money o calculation. The only remedy they
have 10 offer is theoretical reasoning, and we may suspect that
its chief merit in their eyes is to be free from the despotism of
logic and mathematics (logic, they tell us,signifies contempt for
the individual).

It is noteworthy that whereas socialists formerly denounced
capitalism for producing poverty, the main grievance of the
Frankiurt school is tha it engenders abundance and satisfies a
muliplicity of needs, and is thus injurious to the higher forms
of culture

The Dialectic of Enlightenment contains all the elements of
Marcuse’s later attack on modern philosophy, which allegedly
favours totalitarianism by maintaining a positivist ‘neutralism’
in regard to the world of values and by insisting that human
knowledge should be controlled by ‘facts’. This strange
paralogism, equating the observance of empirical and logical
rules with fidelity to the status guo and rejection of all change,
recurs again and again in the writings of the Frankfurt school.
If the supposed link becween positivism and social conservatism
or totalitarianism (the authors treat these s one and the same!)
is studied in the light of history, the evidence is all the other
way: positivist, from Hume onwards, were wedded to the liberal
tradition. Clearly, there is no logical connection cither. If the
fact that scientific observation is ‘neutral” towards its object and
abstains from evaluation implies tha it favours the status quo,
weshould have to maintain that physio-pathological observation
implies approval of discase and a belief that it should not be
combated. Admittedly, there is an essential difference between
‘medicine and social science (though the remarks of the Frankfurt
philosophers in this context_ purport o apply (o all human
knowledge). In the social sciences, observation itsel is part of
the subject-matter, if that is taken to include the entire social
picture. But it does not follow that a scientist who abstains as
far as he can from value-judgements is an agent of social
stability o conformism; he may or may not be, but nothing can
be inferred in this respect from the fact that his observation
is ‘external’ and uncommitted. If, on the other hand, the
observer is ‘committed’ not only in the sense of having some
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0 other theories sometimes advanced, such as Stalin's need to
find scapegoats for cconomic failures, or his personal vengeful-
ness and sadism—which certainly account for a great many
individual cases, but hardly for the massacre of millions.

It may be said that the great purges were a macabre
irrelevancy, in the sense that the purpose they served could quite
well have been attained by other means. Yet they were, s0 to
speak, part of the natural logic of the system. It was a question
not only of destroying any actual or potential rivals but of
wiping out the sole organism in which there were stll any
remnants, however faint and impotent, of loyalty to any cause
other than the state and its leader—in particular, remnants of
a belief in Communist ideology as a frame of reference and
an object of worship, independent of the leader and the party’s
current directives. The object of  totalitarian system isto destroy
all forms of communal life that are not imposed by the state
and closely controlled by it so that individuals are isolated from
one another and become mere instruments in the hands of the
state. The citizen belongs to the state and must have no other
Toyalty, not even (o the state ideology. This may seem para-
doxical, but it is not surprising to anyone who knows a system
of this type from within. All forms of revolt against the ruling
party, all ‘deviations’ and ‘revisionism’, fractions, cliques,
rebellions—all alike had appealed to the ideology of which the
party was the custodian. Consequently, that ideology had to
be revised 5o as (0 make it clear (o all that they were not
entiled to appeal ( it independently—just as in the Middle
Ages unauthorized persons were not allowed to comment on
the Scriptures, and the Bible itself was at all times liber
haerticorum. The party was essentially an ideological body, that
s 0 say one whose members were linked by a common faith
and shared values. But, as always happens when ideologies are
turned into institutions, that faith had (0 be vague and indefinite
enough to be used o justfy any political move while maintain-
ing that there was no real” change of doctrinc. Incvitably, thosc
who took the faith seriously wanted to interpret it for themselves
and to consider whether this or that political step was in
accordance with Stalin’s version of Marxism-Leninism. But this
made them potential critics and rebels against the government,
even if they swore fealty to Stalin; for they might always invoke
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progressive thought .. aimed at liberating men from fear and
establishing their sovereignty’ (Dialctic of Enlightenment, p. 3)
The “dialectic’ consisted in the fact that the movement which
aimed to conquer nature and emancipate reason from the
shackles of mythology had, by its own inner logic, turned into
its opposite. 1t had created a positivist, pragmatist, utlitarian
ideology and, by reducing the world 1o its purely quantitative
aspects, had annihilated meaning, barbarized the arts and
sciences, and increasingly subjected mankind to ‘commodity
fecishism’. The Dialectic of Enlightenment is not a historical
treatise but a collection of haphazardly chosen and unexplained
examples to illustrate various forms of the debasement of
enlightened” ideals; afier some introductory remarks on the
concept of enlightenment it includes chapters on Odysseus, the
‘marquis de Sade, the entertainment industry, and anti-Semitism.
Enlightenment, secking to liberate men from the oppressive
sense of mystery in the world, simply declared that what was
mysterious did not exist. It aspired 10 a form of knowledge that
would enable man to rule over nature, and it therefore deprived
knowledge of significance, jettisoning such notions as substance,
quality, and causality and preserving only what might serve the
purpose of manipulating things. It aimed to give unity to the
whole of knowledge and culture and (o reduce all qualites o
a common measure; thus it was responsible for the imposition
of mathematical standards on science and for creating an
economy based on exchange-value, i.c. transforming goods of
every kind into so many units of abstract labour-time. Increased
dominion over nature meant alienation from nature, and likewise:
increased domination over human beings; the theory of know-
ledge produced by enlightenment implied that we know things
in 50 far as we have power over them, and this was true in both
the physical and the social world. It also signified that reality
had o meaning in itself but only took its meaning from the
subject, while at the same time subject and objcet were com-
pletely separate from cach other. Science ascribed reality only
to what might occur more than once—as f in imitation of the
‘repetition principle’ that governs mythological thinking. It
sought to contain the world within a system of categories, turning
into abstractions and thus
creating the ideological foundations of totalitarianism. The
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authors were later condemned, passed into the canon of state
ideology and remained binding for decades. Part of their legacy
was the attack on formal logic, which went far to bring about
the collapse of logical studies in Rusia. The dialecticians had
10 notion of what logic was concerned with or what its state-
‘ments signified. They imagined, however, that as logic ‘abstracts
from the content of concepts’ it must be contrary to the
dialectic, for the latter requires us to study phenomena ‘in the
concrete’ and ‘in their mutual relations’ (whereas logic isolates
them) and also ‘in motion’ (which formal logic does not
recognize). These absurdities were partly due to ignorance, but
were partly based on some remarks by Engels. In an article
of 1925 on Lenin, Deborin wrote that formal logic could not
take account of the fact that the world was both uniform and
manifold, and in Dialecical Materialism and Natural Science in the.
same year he declared that formal logic served only to build
‘metaphysical systems’ and had been put out of court by
Marxism, since the dialectic taught that form and content must
‘interpenetrate each other'. The sciences could not advance on
the bass of formal logic, as each of them was only a ‘collection
of facts’ and only Marxist dialectic could link these facts into
a systematic whole. If the physicists would read Hegel instead
of sticking to their ‘crawling empiricism’ they would soon see
how the dialectic helped them to make progress and to overcome.
their various ‘crises. Engels, the creator of ‘theoretical natural
science’, had, all along, absorbed the dialectic from Hegel.
Holding as he did that it was for philosophy to rule the
sciences, Deborin was naturally incensed by Lukics’s History
and Class-Consciousness, which questioned the possibility of a
dialectic of nature on the ground that the dialectic was an inter-
action of subject and object in progress towards unity. By taking
this line, Deborin argued, Lukécs had unmasked himself as an
idealist who thought that cognition was the ‘substance of reality’
In an article published in 1924 in the Austrian journal rbeiler-
literatur Deborin denounced Lukics's errors and his disrespectful
attitude to Engels and therefore to Marx. What was more,
Lukics had stated that Marxist orthodoxy consisted merely in
acknowledging Marx's methods, whereas method, for a Marxist,
was ‘inseparably bound up with content’. As for Lukics's
‘identity of subject and object’, this was rank idealism and
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endorsed by history, Being, Subject, and Object, in favour of
Adorno and his followers; any sum can be written in, anything
will be valid, there is absolute liberation from the “positivist
fetshes' o logic and empiricism. Thought has transformed itself
dialectically intoits opposite. Anyone who denies this is enslaved
to the ‘identity principle’, which implies acceptance of a society
dominated by exchange-value and therefore ignorant of ‘quali-
taive differences”

The reason why the ‘identity principle’ is so dangerous,
according to Adorno, i that it implis, irsly, that each separate
thing is what it is empirically, and secondly, that an individual
object can be identified by means of general concepts, i.e.
analysed into abstractions (an idea of Bergson's, whom Adomo,
however, does not mention). The task of the dialectic, on the
other hand, is firstly to ascertain what a thing is in reality, not
merely to what category it belongs (Adorno does not give
examples of an analyss of this kind), and secondly to expl
what it ought o be according to its own concept, although it
is not yet (an idea of Bloch's, to whom Adorno also does
not refer in this context). A man knows how to define himself,
while society defines him differently in accordance with the
function it assigns to him; between the two modes of definition
there is an ‘objective contradiction’ (again no examples given).
‘The object of the dialectic s to oppose the immobilization of
things by concepts; it takes the position that things are never
identical with themselves; it seeks out negations, without
assuming that the negation of  negation signifies a retrn to
the positive; it recognizes individuality, but only as 'mediated”
by generality, and generality only as an aspect (Moment) of
individuality; it sees the subject in the object and vice versa,
practice in theory and theory in practice, the essence in the
phenomenon and the phenomenon in the essence; it must
apprehend differences but not ‘absolutize’ them, and it must
not regard any particular thing as a starting-point far excllene
There cannot be a point of view that presupposes nothing, such
as Husserl's transcendental subject; the delusion that there can
be such a subject is due to the fact that society precedes the
individual. The idea that there can be a spirit which comprises
everything and is identical with the whole is as nonsensical as
that of a single party in a totalitarian regime. The dispute as
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victorious socialism. It can be said with little fear of contradiction
that if frecdom of thought were allowed in the Soviet bloc,
Marxism would prove to be the least attractive form of intellec-
tual life throughout the area.

3. Yugoslay reisionism

‘Yugoslavia’s special rol in the evolution of Marxism liesin the
fact that we have todo here not only with individual philosophers
or cconomists professing revisionist ideas, but with what may
be called the first revisionist Communist party and even the first
revisionist state.

Afier her excommunication by Stalin Yugoslavia was in a
difficult situation, both cconomically and ideologically. At first
her official ideology did not depart from the Marxist-—Leninist
model except for one important point: by asserting their
sovercignty in the face of Soviet imperialism the Yugoslavs
rejected Soviet claims to ideological supremacy and attacked
the elder brother’s Great Power chauvinism. Before long,
however, the Yugoslav party began (© devise its own model of
socialism and its own ideology, loyally Marxist in intent but
concentrating on workers'self-government and socialism without
bureaucracy. The formation of this ideology and the correspond-
ing economic and political changes extended over many years.
In the early 19505 the party leaders were already talking of the
danger of burcaucratization and criticizing the Soviet system
s adegenerate type of state in which the extreme centralization
of power had killed what was most valuable in the socialist

feal, namely the self-determination of the working people and
the principle of public ownership as distinct from nationalization.
The party leaders and theoreticians drew an increasingly sharp
distinction between state socialism on Soviet lines and an
economy based on workers’self-government, in which the collec-
tives did not simply fulfl production norms imposed by the
authorities but themselves decided all questions of production
and distribution. By successive measures of reform industrial
‘management was more and more entrusted to bodies represent-
ing the workers themselves. The state’s economic functions were
curtailed, and party doctrine pointed to this as a sign of the
withering-away of the state in accordance with Marxist theory.
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After this victory the Deborinists held sway in all institutions
connected with teachingand popularizing philosophy or publish-
ing philosophical works; but their riumph did not last for long.
Despite all their efforts the dialecticians’, it appeared, had not
measured up to the party’s expectations i philosophical maters.
In April 1930, at a second philosophical conference in Moscow,
Deborin and his group were atiacked by a band of younger
party activists from the Red Professors’ Institute, who accused
them of showing insufficient party spiri criticism was
repeated in June in an article by M. B. Mitin, P. F. Yudin,
and V. N. Raltsevich, which appeared in Pravda and was
endorsed editorially, i.¢. by the party authorities. The new critics
called for a ‘fight on two fronts’in philosophy as in party life,
and accused the current philosophical leaders of being formalists”
who overrated Plekhanov at Lenin's expense and sought to
detach philosophy from party objectives. The dialecticians
disputed the charge in vain. In December the party exce

of the Red Professors’ Institute had an interview with Stalin,
who coined the expression ‘Menshevizing idealism’ to describe
the Deborinist view. This label was officially applied from then
on, and the executive passed a long resolution condemning, on
the one hand, the mechanist and ‘often Menshevizing’ revision-
ism of Timiryaze, Akselrod, Sarabianov, and Varyash, and,
on the other, the idealist revisionism of Deborin, Karev, Sten,
Luppol, Frankurt, and others. The resolution stated that ‘The
whole theoretical and political outlook of the Deborinist group
amounts essentially to.a Menshevizing idealism, based on a non-
Marxist, non-Leninist methodology and expressing a petty
bourgeos ideology, as well as reflecting the pressure of hostile
class forces surrounding the proletariat.’ The group had
istorted” the teaching of Lenin's article ‘The Significance of
Militant Materialism’, ‘separated theory from practice’, and
deformed and rejected ‘the Leninist principle of party philos-
ophy’; they had failed to recognize Leninism as a new stage
in dialectical materialism, and in many ways made common
cause with the mechanists while pretending to criticize them.
‘Their publications contained *Kautskyist’ errors concerning the
dictatorship of the proletariat, right-wing opportunist errors in
cultural matters, Bogdanovist errors as regards collectivism and
individualism, Menshevik errors as to the conception of produc-
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especially lively from about 1965 onwards, Marxist rends were
scarcely noticeable: instead we find the most varying tendencies,
including Great Russian chauvinism (often in a form that might
be called “Bolshevism without Marxism’), the national aspira-
tions of the oppressed non-Russian peoples, eligion (specifically
Orthodox or broadly Christian or Buddbist), and traditional
democratic ideas. Marxism or Leninism accounts for only a small
fraction of the general opposition, but it does exist, its best-known
Soviet spokesmen being the brothers Roy and Zhores
Medvedyev. The former, a historian, is the author of some
valuable works, including a general analysis of Stalinism on a
large scale. This contains much information not known from
elsewhere and certainly cannot be regarded as an attempt to
palliate the horrors of the Stalinist system; nevertheless, like the
author’s other works, it is based on the view that there is a clear
break between Leninism and Stalinism and that Lenin’s plan
for the socialist society was completely distorted and deformed
by Stalin’s tyranny. (The present writer, as will be clear from
previous chapters of this work, takes exactly the opposite view.)

In the last two decades the ideological situation in the Soviet
Union has gone through changes in many ways similar to those
that have occurred in the other socialist countries. Marism is
practically extinct as a doctrine, though it performs a useful
service in justifying Soviet imperialism and the whole internal
policy of oppression, exploitation, and privilege. As in Eastern
Europe, the rulers have o resort to other ideological values than
Communism if they wish to find common ground with their
subjects. As far as the Russian people itselfs concerned the values
in question are those of chauvinism and imperial glory, while
allthe peoplesof the Soviet Union are susceptible to xenophobia,
especially anti-Chinese nationalism and anti-Semitism. This is
all that remains of Marxism in the first state in the world to
be constituted on allegedly Marist principles. This nationalist
and to some extent racist outlook is the truc, unavowe ideology
of the Soviet state, not only protected but inculcated by means
ofallusions and unprinted texts; and, unlike Marxism, it awakens
areal echo in popular feeling.

There is probably no part of the civilized world in which
Marxism has declined so completely and socialist ideas have been
5o discredited and trmed to ridicule as in the countries of
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conirary o the express statements of Engels, Lenin, and Plek-
hanov. All the subject did was to ‘reflect’ the object, and to
hold otherwise was to jettison ‘objective reality’.

In attacking mechanism, ‘crawling empiricism’, and the
autonomy of the sciences, and defending Hegel, ‘qualitative
leaps’, and 'real contradictions’, Deborin was supported by a
large group of like-minded scholars and co-religionists. The most
active of these were G. S. Tymyansky, who translated and
commented on Spinoza’s works (the commentary, though very
schematic, was instructive and useful from the factual point of
view); I K. Luppol, an aesthetic philosopher and historian of
philosophy; V. F. Asmus; N. A. Karey; I. L. Agol; and Y. E.
Sten. Sten, as Medvedyev states in his book on Stalinism, gave
Stalin lessons in philosophy in 1925-8 and tried to get him to
understand the Hegelian dialectic. Most of the group, though
not all, perished in the great purges of the 19305,

In the later twenties, however, the dialecticians held the field
and obtained complete control over Soviet philosophical insti-
tutions. At a conference of teachers of Marxism-Leninism in
April 1929 Deborin presented his philosophical programme and
repeated his denunciation of the heretics; the Communist
Academy fully supported him and issued a decree condemning
mechanism. Previously the conference itself, at Deborin’s
instance, had passed a resolution which confirmed the role of
Marxism-Leninism as the theoretical weapon of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat, called for the application of Marxist
methods in natural science, and condemned the mechanists for
‘revisionism’, ‘positivism’, and ‘vulgar evolutionism’. The custom
of deciding philosophical questions by voting at party assemblics,
or gatherings subject to party control, was by this time well
established and surprised nobody. The mechanists defended
themselves in the discussion and even counter-attacked, charging
their opponents with cultivating an ‘idealist dialectic’, secking
to impose imaginary schemata on nature, dirceting their fire
against mechanism only and ignoring the problems raised by
idealism, and diverting attention from the practical tasks imposed
by the party. This defence was of no avail, however, and the
‘mechanists were branded not only asschismatics but a represen-
tatives, in the philosophical field, of the ‘right-wing deviation’
which was just then being attacked by Stalin.
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with Heidegger but also with Jaspers and occasionally Buber,
Bollnow, and others. Adoro ‘accepts the idea of ‘reification’
and the Marxist view that it results from the subjection of human
beings to exchange-value, but he rejects the idea of the
letariat as the saviour of humanity and does not believe that
“reification’ can be done away with simply by nationalizing
means of production.

The main points of Adorno’s attack on existenialism are as
follows

Firsly, the existentialists have created a deceptive language,
the elements of which are intended, by some peculiar ‘aura’,
to arouse a magic faith in the independent power of words. This
is a rhetorical technique which precedes any content and is
‘merely designed to make it appear profound. The magic of words
s supposed 0 take the place of an analysis of the true sources
of ‘reification’ and t0 suggest that it can be cured simply by
incantations. In reality, however, words cannot dircctly express
irreducible subjectivity, nor can they generate ‘authentic being:
itis quite possible to adopt the watchword of ‘authenticism’ and
believe that one has escaped from reification, while in fact
remaining subject (o it. Moreover—and this seems (o be the
essential point—tauthenticism’ is a purely formal catchword
or incantation. The existentialists do not tell us in what way
we are to be ‘authentic’ if it suffices simply to be what we are,
then an oppressor and murderer is doing his duty by being just
that. In short (though Adorno does not put the point in these
words), ‘authenticism’ does not imply any specific values and
can be expressed in any behaviour whatsoever. Another
deceptive concept is that of ‘authentic communication’ as
opposed to the mechanical exchange of verbal stereotypes. By
talking of authentic communication the existentialists seck to
persuade people that they can cure social oppression simply by
expressing thoughts to one another, and conversation is thus
turned into a substitute for what should come after it (Adorno
does not explain what this is)

Secondly, ‘authenticism’ cannot in any case be a cure for
reification because it is not interested in its sources, namely the
rule of commodity ftishism and exchange-value; it suggests that
anyone can make his own life authentic, while society as a whole
continues to be under the spell of reification. This is a classic
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In the same way Sartre’s analyses of the opposition between
“being-in-itsel” and *being-for-tself’, and his passionate denun-
ciation of the mauwaie foi which hides our freedom from us and
causes us to shun responsibility for ourselves and for the world,
were in full accord with revisionist attempts o restore Marxism
as a philosophy of subjectivity and freedom. Mars, and
Kierkegaard in his own way, had both protested against what
they saw as Hegel's attempt to merge human subjectivity into
impersonal _historical being; from this point of view the
existentialist_tradition coincided with what the revisionists
regarded as Marx's fundamental doctrine.

‘At a later stage Sartre ceased to identify Marxism with the
Soviet Union and French Communism, but at the same time
he came decidedly closer to identifying himself with Marxism.
In Critigue de la raison dialectique (1960) he put forward a
revision of existentialism and also his own interpretation of
Marxism. This long and amorphous work contains some points
which clearly indicate that hardly a shadow remained of Sartre’s
former existentialist philosophy. In it he stated that Marxism
was a contemporary philosophy par excellnce and that for purely
historical reasons it could be criticized only from a pre-Marxist,
i.c. reactionary, standpoint, just as in the seventeenth century
Locke and Descartes could be criicized only from a scholastic
point of view. For this reason Marxism was invincible, and
particular manifestations of it could only be validly criticized
from the inside’.

Leaving aside the absurd contention as to the historical
invincibility’ of Marxism (according to Sartre’s argument,
Leibniz's criticism of Locke and Hobbes's of Descartes must have
been based on scholastic positions!), the Critigue is interesting
a5 an attempt to find room within Marxism for ‘creativity’ and
spontancity, abandoning the ‘dialectic of nature’ and historical
determinism but preserving the social significance of human
behaviour. Conscious human acts are not presented simply as
projections of frecdom producing human ‘temporality’, but as
movements towards a ‘totalization’, their sense being co-
determined by existing social conditions. In other words, the
individual is not absolutely free o determine the meaning of
his acts, but neither is he a slave to circumstances. There is a
possibility of the free fusion of many human projects con-






index-91_1.png
CHAPTER 111

Marxism as the ideology of the
Soviet state

1. The idelogical signifiance of the great purges
The 19305 in the Soviet Union witnessed the crystallization of
a new version of Marxism as the official and canonical ideology
of the totalitarian socialist state.

In the years following collectivization the Stalinist state went
through a series of defeats and misadventures, while the
population was subjected to one wave of repression after another.
The enforcement of collectivization coincided with the beginning
of the first five-year plan, which was offcially dated from 1928
although not actually approved il the following year. Accord-
ing t0 the ideas formulated by Trotsky and Preobrazhensky and
taken over by Stalin, the function of the enslaved peasantry
was to supply surplus value for the rapid development of
industry. From then on, the dogma of the primacy of heavy
industry became a permanent part of the state ideology. The
initial objectives were laid down arbitrarily, without any serious
calculation, on the presumption that everything could be done
by force and that ‘there were no fortreses that Bolsheviks could
not storm’. None the less, Stalin was constantly dissatisfied with
production targets and kept boosting them tostill greater heights.
Most of the aims, of course, proved unatainable: even in
heavy industry, to which the maximum human and financial
effort was devoted, the resuls were sometimes half a quarter,
or an eighth of what they were supposed to be. The cure for
this was to arrest and shoot statistcians and falsfy their findings.
In 192830 Stalin closed down almost all economic and
statistical journals, and most statisticians of importance, includ-
ing N. D. Kondratyev, were executed or thrown into gaol. It
also became customary from this time on to calculate the
national income in such a way as to count the same products
two or three times, at different stages of manufacture, thus
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Iefi-wing groups who sought a pretext for root-and-branch
destruction as a political programme, and who extolled intel-
lectual primitivism as the supreme form of dialectical initiation.
It would be unjust, however, to accuse Adormo of intending
t0 encourage such attitudes. His philosophy is not an expression
of universal revolt, but of helplessness and despair.

4. Critgue of existential ‘authenticism’

Existentialism was clearly the main competitor of the Frankfurt
school as regards the critique of ‘reification’, and was far more
influcntial as a philosophy. German thinkers rarely used the
term, but on the face of it the intention of their anthropological
theories was the same: to express in philosophical language the
contrast between the self-determining consciousness of the
individual and the anonymous world of social ties conforming
0 rules of their own. Thus, in the same way s the attacks on
Hegel by Mar, Kierkegaard, and Stirner contained a common
element, namely their critique of the primacy of impersonal
“generality” over real subjectivity, so the Mancists and existen-
alists were on common ground in criticizing the social system
which confined human beings to socially determined roles and
made them dependent on quasi-natural forces. The Marxists,
following Lukics, called. this state of things ‘reification’ and
ascribed it, as did Marx, to the all-powerful effect of money
as a leveller in capitalist conditions. Existentialism did not
concern itself with explanations such as the class struggle or
property relationships, but it too was fundamentally a protest
against the culture of developed industrial societies, reducing
the human individual (0 the sum of his social functions. The
category of ‘authenticity’ or ‘authentic being’ (Eigenlichket),
which plays an essential part in Heidegger's carly writings, was
an attempt to vindicate the irreducible identity of the individual
subject as against the anonymous social forces summed up in
the term ‘the impersonal® (das Mar).

Adorno’s attack on German existentialism was thus perfectly
understandable: he wished (0 assert the claim of the Frankfurt
school o be the sole fighter against ‘reification’, and o prove
that existentialism, while appearing o criticize reification, in
reality endorsed it. Thisds the purpose of Jargon der Eigentlichicit
zur deutschen Idelogic (1964), in which he joins issue principally
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writings often strike a utopian note, expressing the conviction
that it is possible to do away with ‘alienation’, to assure
everyone of full control over the results of their actions, and to
remove the conflct between the need for planning and the
autonomy of small groups, between individual interests and
long-term social tasks, between security and technical progress.
‘The Prasis group played an important part in disseminating
a humanistic version of Marxism not only in Yugoslavia but
in the international philosophical world; they also contributed
1o reviving philosophical thought in Yugoslavia, and were
an important centre of intellectual resistance to autocratic and
bureaucratic forms of government in that country. As time went
on they came increasingly into conflict with the state authorities;
nearly all their active members were finally expelled or resigned
from the Communist party, and in 1975 cight of them were
removed from their posts at Belgrade University. Their writings
‘appear to reflectincreasing scepticism as to the Marxian Utopia.
Milovan Dijlas, one of the leading Yugoslav Communists in
the forties and fifies, cannot be regarded as a revisionist. His
ideas on the democratization of socialism were condemned by
the party as far back as 1954, and i later works (including the
famous New Class, which we have already discussed) cannot be
considered Marxist even in the loosest sense. Diilas completely
gave up utopian ways of thought, and has many times pointed
out the links between the original Marxist doctrine and its
political realization in the form of bureaucratic despotism.

4. Revisionism and orthodozy in France

From the second half of the 19505 lively discussions went on
among French Marxists, with revisionist tendencies partly
drawing support from existentialism and pardly in conflct with
it. Existentialism as expounded by both Heidegger and Sartre
had one essential feature in common with Marxist revisionism,
namely its emphasis on the opposition_ between irreducible
human subjectivity and thing-like forms of existence; at the same
time, it pointed out that human beings had a constant tendency
to fiee from subjective, i.c. free and independent, existence into
a ‘reified” state. Heidegger developed an elaborate system of
categories wherewith to express the drift into ‘unauthenticity
and anonymity, the urge to identify with impersonal reality.
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Marcism and Leninism. They believed that their philosophy
‘would help to build socialism, and for this reason they developed
it to the best of their ability as a philosophy. But ‘party-
mindedness’ under Stalin meant something quite different.
Despite constant assurances, there was no thought of letting.
philosophy work out its own principles or discover truths that
could be used or applied in politics. Philosophy’s service to the
party was (o consist purely and simply in glorifying its successive
decisions. Philosophy was not an intellectual process but a means
of justifying and inculcating the state ideology in whatever form
itimight assume. This indeed was true of all the humane sciences,
but the fall of philosophy was greater. The pillars on which all
philosophical culture is based—logic and the history of philo-
sophy—were swept away: philosophy was deprived of even
the humblest technical support, in a way that did not apply
altogether to the historical sciences, despi

corruption. The significance of Stalinism for philosophy docs
not lie in any particular conclusions that were forced upon it,
butin the fact that servility became practically its whole raison
@
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on exchange-value without giving any indication of what an
alternative society would be like; and there is something hypo-
criticalin his indignation at the existentialists failure to provide
a blueprint for the future.

Adormo is certainly right in saying that ‘authenticism’ is a
purely formal value from which no conclusions or moral rules
can be deduced. It is dangerous, moreover, to sct it up as the
supreme virtue, since it affords no moral protection against the
idea that, for example, the commander of a concentration camp
can, by behaving as such, achieve perfect fulfilment s a human
being. In other words, Heidegger's anthropology is amoral
inasmuch as it contains no definition of values; but is ‘critical
theory’ in any better case? True, it includes ‘reason’ and
“freedom’ among its basic concepts. But we are told litde of
“reason’ in its higher dialectical form except that it is not bound
by the tivialities of logic or the cult of empirical data, and as
regards “freedom’ we are chiefly told what it is not. It is
neither bourgeois freedom, which enhances reification instcad
of curing it, nor is it freedom as promised and realized by
Marxism-Leninism, for that is slavery. Clearly, it must be
something better than these, but it is hard to say what. We
cannot anticipate Utopia in positive terms; the most we can do
s negatively to transcend the existing world. Thus the precepts
of critical theory are no more than a call to unspecified action,
and are just as formal as Heidegger’s ‘authenticism’.

5. Gritigue of “nlightenment”

Although Horkheimer's and Adomo’s Dialectic of Enlightenment
consists of loose and uncoordinated reflections, it contains some
basic ideas which can be reduced (o a kind of system.
Writien towards the end of the Second World War, the book
is dominated by the question of Nazism, which, in the
authors’ view, was ot simply a monstrous freak but rather
a drastic manifestation of the universal barbarism into which
‘humanity was falling. They attributed this decline to the con-
sistent operation of the very same values, ideals, and rules that
had once lified mankind out of barbarism, and that were
summed up in the concept of ‘enlightenment’. By this they did
not mean the specific eightcenth-century movement to which
the term is usually applied, but the ‘most general sense of
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“Sartrism', but in some ways it showed existentialit inspiration.

“This brand of revisionism took several forms. In the late
forties some dissident Trotskyists including C. Lefort and C.
Castoriadisformed a group called Socialisme ou barbarie, witha
periodical of the same name. This group rejected Trotsky's view
that the Soviet Union was a workers'state that had degenerated,
but argued that it was ruled by a new class of exploiters who
collectively owned the means of production. They traced this
new form of exploitation to Lenin's theory of the party, and
wished to revive the idea of workers self-government as the
true form of socialist rule; the party was not only superfluous,
but ruinous to socialism. This group introduced French thinkers
0 ideas which became crucial from the late fifties onwards:
workers® self-government, non-party socialism, and industrial
democracy.

A more philosophic type of revisionism was represented by
the journal Arguments, published from 1956 by a group of
philosophers and sociologists who had mostly resigned or been
expelled from the Communist party: Kostas Axelos, Edgar
Morin, Pierre Fourgeyrollas, Francois Chtelet, and Jean
Duvignaud, also Henri Lefebvre, who was expelled from the
party in 1958. This group did not use the typical language of
Communist_philosophy but sought to combine the Marxist
themes of alienation and reification with categories drawn from
psychoanalysis, biology, and modern sociology; none of them
claimed to be true Marxists. Axclos, who was a kind of
Heideggerist with Marxist tendencies, critcized Marx for inter-
preting human existence in terms of technology; Joseph Gabel,
in a book on false consciousness, pointed out similarities between
the social and psychiatric symptoms of ‘reification’; Chilelet,
inabook on early Greek historiography, discussed the connection
between the urge to write history and awareness of making it;
Fougeyrollas criticized Manx’s reduction of ‘alienation’ to class
and economic conditions. In general this group took the view
that Mary's categories were inadequate for the analysis of society
at s present technological level, and that they failed to reflect
man's planetary’ situation, the biological conditions of existence,
and non-economic sources of alienation. Lefebvre, without dis-
avowing the Marxian Utopia o the ‘complete man’, about which
he had written much when a Communist, turned his attention
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case of distracting people’s attention from the real causes of
their slavery, by conjuring up the illusion that freedom can be
realized in the individual consciousness without any change in
the conditions of communal life.

“Thirdly, the effect of existentialism i to petrify the whole area
of ‘non-authentic’ lfe as a metaphysical entity which cannot
be done away with but can only be resisted by an effort
confined to one’s own existence. Heidegger, for instance, speaks
of empty, everyday chatter as a manifestation of the reified
world, but he regards it as a permanent feature, not realizing
that it would not exist in a rational economy that did not
squander money on advertising,

Fourthly, existentialism tends to perpetuate reification not
only by distracting atention from social conditions but by the
way in which it defines existence. According to Heidegger,
individual human existence (Dasein) is 2 matter of elf-posession
and self-reference. All social content is excluded from the idea
of authenticity, which consists of willing t0 possess oneself. In
this way Heidegger acally reifies human subjectivity, reducing
it 0 2 tautological state of ‘being oneself’, unrelated to the world
ouside.

Adorno also attacks Heidegger's attempts to investigate the
roots of language, which he regards as part of a general
tendency to glorify bygone times, Arcadian rusicity, etc., and
consequently as related to the Nazi ideology of ‘blood and soil”.

Adorno’s criticism follows the main lines of conventional
Marxist attacks on *bourgeois philosophy': existentialism makes
a pretence of fighting reification but in fact aggravates it by
leaving social problems out of account and promising the
individual that he can have ‘true life’ by simply deciding to
“be himself”. In other words, the objection is that the ‘jargon
of authenticity’ contains no political programme. This is true,
but the same could be said of Adorno’s own jargon of refication
and negation. The proposition that we must constantly set our
faces against a civilization subject to the levelling presures of
exchange-value does not itself imply any specific rule of social
behaviour. The case is different with orthodox Marxists, who
maintain that reification with all its baneful consequences will
cease when all factories are taken over by the state; but Adorno
specifically rejects this conclusion. He condemns society based
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stituting a Communist society, but it is not guaranteed by any
“objective’ laws. Social lfe does not only consist of individual
acts rooted in freedom, but is also a sedimentation of history
by which we are limited. It s, in addition, a fight with nature,
which imposes its own obstacles and causes social relationships
10 be dominated by scarcity (raretd), s0 that every satisfaction
of a need can be a source of antagonism and makes it more
cult for human beings to accept one another as such. People
are free, but scarcity deprives them of particular choices and
to that extent diminishes their humanity; Communism, by
abolishing scarcity, restores the freedom of the individual and
his ability to recognize the freedom of others. (Sartre does not
explain how Communism abolishes scarcity; on this point he
takes Marist assurances on trust) The possibility of Communism
lies in the possibility of the voluntary combination of many
individual projects in a single revolutionary purpose. The Critigue
gives a description of groups engaged in common action without
infringing the frecdom of any of the individuals concerned—a.
vision of revolutionary organization intended to replace the
discipline and_hirarchy of the Communist party and to
harmonize individual freedom with effective political action.
The account, however, is so generalized as to ignore the real
problems of such harmonization. Al that can be scen is that
Sartre envisaged the objective of devising a form of Com-
munism free from bureaucracy and institutionalization, the
Iatter in allits forms being contrary to spontaneity and a causc
of ‘alienation’.

Apart from many superfluous neologisms it does not appear
that the Crigue contains any new interpretation of Marxism;
as regards the historical character of perception and knowledge,
and the negation of the dialectic of nature, Sartre follows in
Lukics's footsteps. As to reconciling spontaneity with the
pressure of historical conditions, the work seems to tell us litdle
except that freedom must be safeguarded in revolutionary
organization and that there will be perfect freedom when
Communism has done away with shortages. Neither of these
ideas is especially new in the Marxist context; what would have
been newis an explanation of how these effect are to be achieved.

Revisionismin the strict sense,i.c. as expressed by philosophers
deriving from the Communist tradition, did not coincide with
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producing meaningless totals which were periodically vaunted
as proof of the superiority of socialism. Figures for agriculture
were systematically faked, as collectivization wrought more and
more havoc in the countryside. How far Stalin or the other
Ieaders were aware of the true state of the economy is not clear.
Meanwhile the ranks of industrial workers were rapidly swelled
by recruits from the rural sector. To compensate for the suffer-
ings of society there were constant arrests and trals of engineers
or agricultural experts on grounds of sabotage, i.c. failing to
achieve impracticable norms. In 19323 there ensued a famine
in which millions perished; by comparison the famine of 18912,
which turned a whole generation of the intelligentsia into
radicals and did much to foster the growth of Marxism, was
a set-back of insignificant proportions. Stalinist propaganda
repeated without ceasing that the country was full of wreckers
‘and saboteurs, crypto-kulaks, disloyal intellectualsof the pre-war
type, Trotskyists, and agents of the imperialist Powers. Starving
peasants could be and were sentenced to concentration camps
for stealing a handful of grain from the collective farm. The
slave-labour camps proliferated and became an important factor
in the state economy, especially in regions where conditions were.
most arduous, as i the mines and foress of Siberia.
Nevertheless, at the cost of indescribable suffering, exploita-
tion, and oppression, amid the chaos of fictitious planning and
the flood of official lies, Soviet industry did in fact progress,
‘and the second five-year plan (19337) was much more realistic
than the first. The fact that in those years the Soviet Union

by Communists as 2 historical justification of Stalinism, and
many non-Communists take a similar view, believing that
Stalinist socialism was necessary to enable backward Russia to
modernizeits industry with speed. Anticipating our argument to
some extent, this may be answered as follows. The Soviet Union
did indeed build up a considerable industrial base, especially
in heavy industry and armaments, during the 19305. 1t did 5o
by methods of mass coercion and complete or partial enslave-
‘ment, which had as side-effects the ruin of the nation’s culture
and the perpetuation of a police regime. In these ways Soviet
industrialization was probably the most wasteful process of ts
kind in history, and there is no proof at all that progress could
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0 the primacy of mind or matter is meaningless in dialectical
thinking, for the concepts of mind and matter are themselves
abstracted from experience, and the ‘radical difference between
them is no more than a convention,

Al these precepts concerning the dialectic should, in Adorno's
opinion, serve definite social or political ends. It even appears
that criteria of practical action can be deduced from them. ‘For
the right practice, and for the good itsel, there really is no other
authority than the most advanced state of theory. When an idea
of goodness is supposed to guide the will without fully absorbing
the concrete rational definitions, it will unwittingly take orders
from the reified consciousness, from that which society has
approved” (p. 242). We thus have a clear practical rule: frstly
there must be an advanced ( furigeschriten) theory, and secondly,
the will must be influenced by ‘concrete rational definitions’.
The object of pracice, thus enlightened, is to do away with
reification. which is due to exchange-value; for in bourgeois
Society, as Marx taught, the ‘autonomy of the individual was
only apparent, an expression of the contingency of life and the
dependence of human beings on market forces. It is hard t0
gather from Adorno’s writings, however, what non-reified
frcedom is to consist of. In describing this ‘complete freedom’
we must not, in any case, use the concept of selF-alienation, as
it suggests that the state of fieedom from alienation, or the
perfect unity of man with himself, has already existed at some
former time, so that freedom can be achieved by going back
0 the starting-point—an idea which s reactionary by definition.
Nor is it the case that we know of some historical design that
guarantees us a joyful future of freedom and the end of

“reification’; up to now there has been no such thing as a single
process of universal history: “history is the unity of continuity
and discontinuity’ (p. 320).

There can be few works of philosophy that give such an
overpowering impression of sterlity as Negative Dialectics. This
is ot because it secks to deprive human knowledge of an
“ultimate basis, i.c. because it is a doctrine of scepticism; in the
history of philosophy there have been admirable works of
scepticism, full of penetration as well as destructive passion. But
Adorno is not a sceptic. He does not say that there is no
criterion of truth, that no theory is possible, or that reason is






index-48_1.png
34 The Beginnings of Staliism

ization in agriculture. The cure for bureaucracy was to encourage
the population to form voluntary social organizations in various
spheres of lif; the remedy proposed by the opposition was the
exact reverse of this, and would be worse than the disease.

In this controversy with the Left Opposition Bukharin did not
advocate any steps that would have led to an extension of
democracy within the state or party. On the contrary, he
attacked Trotsky, Zinovyev, and Kameney as leaders of faction
and splitters of party unity. Tt was, he reminded them, the ABC
of Leninism that the dictatorship of the proletariat entailed the
existence of a single ruling party and that that party must be
united and ot permit the existence of ‘fractions’, which must
lead to the development of separate parties. All the oppositionists
had been well aware of this unil recenly, and no one would
be deceived by their sudden transformation into democra

In the debate on industrialization both sets of advers:
of course, claimed that ‘objectively’ their opponenis’ policy
would lead to the restoration of capitalism. According to
Bukharin, Preobrazhensky wanted the socialist state to imitate
capitalism in achieving accumulation by exploiting and ruining
small-scale producers. The dictatorship of the proletariat would
be destroyed if its basis, an alliance with the peasantry and
especially the middle peasantry, was undermined; meanwhile
‘internal colonization’ meant an attack not only on the kulaks
but on the whole countryside, if only because all sections of the
peasantry were equally afected by the ratio between industrial
and agricultural prices. Against this, the Left contended that
the Stalin-Bukharin policy would steadily increase the economic
power of private owners, especially the kulaks, and that the
weakening of socialist industry and the working class could only
end by destroying the dictatorship of the proletariat. The
opposition also held that industry, and especially heavy industry,
was the key o socialist development. Bukharin maintained, on
the other hand, that the exchange of goods between town and
country was the main lever, that production was not an end
in itself but a means to consumption, and that the opposition
were echoing Tugan-Baranovsky's theory (in relation to the
capitalist system) that there could be an economy in which
production goes on creating an ever-increasing market for itself
regardless of the volume of demand. As things then were in
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‘mechanists was a sham fight, as was shown by the fact that,
although it had continued for years, not a single mechanist had
admitted that he was mistaken! In fact there was litle to choose
between the two groups, as both the Menshevizing idealists and
the Menshevizing mechanists took a disparaging view of Lenin’s
philosophy.

‘The purging of Soviet philosophy was completed by a decree
of the party’s Gentral Committce published in Prauda on
25 January 1931, which condemned the errors of Pod znamenem
Marksizma and 'briefly summarized the criticisms already
formulated.

Deborin, Luppol, and some other members of the group
hastened t0 perform self-criticism and to thank the party for
helping them o ee the light. Sten, Luppol, Karev, Tymyansky,
and many others perished in the purges of the 1930s. Deborin
survived, though he was dismissed from the editorship of Pod
znamenem Marksizma (the editorial board was in fact completely
changed). He was not expelled from the party, and in subscquent
years published many articles of irreproachable Stalinist ortho-
doxy. He survived into the Khrushchev era, and in the last
years of his life worked for the rehabilitation of his many pupils
and colleagues who had fallen victim to the purges. Asmus also
survived into the post-war period (he died in 1975), and was
subjected to further attack in the 1940s.

From 1931 onwards the history of Soviet philosophy under
Stalin is largely a history of party ukases. In the next two
decades a younger generation of careerists, informers, and
ignoramuses monopolized the philosophical lfe of the country,
or rather completed the extinction of philosophical sudies. Those
who made a career in this field generally did so by betraying
their colleagues or parroting the party slogans of the moment.
As a rule they knew no forcign languages and had o idea of
Western philosophy, but they were more or less word-perfect
in the works of Lenin and Stalin, from which their knowledge
of the outside world was mainly derived.

‘The condemnation of ‘Menshevizing idealists’ and mechanists
led to a flood of articles and dissertations whose authors echoed
the party decrees and vied with one another in expressing
indignation at the insidious plots of the philosophical saboteurs.

‘What was the real point of the whole discussion (if that is
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However, Stalin emphasized, the proletariat of a single country
could not bring about final victory. In the autumn of the same
year Trotsky published a collection of his own writings dating
from 1917, with a preface designed (o prove that he was the
only statesman faithful to Leninist principles, and to discredit
the then leaders, especially Zinovyev and Kamenev, for having
shown a_hesitant and even hostile attitude towards Lenin's
insurrectionary plan. He also attacked the Comintern, of
which Zinovyev was then the chief, for the defeat of the
uprisingsin Germany and for failing (0 exploit the revolutionary
situation. Trotsky's criticism provoked a collective answer by
Stalin, Zinovyev, Kamenev, Bukharin, Rykov, Krupskaya, and
others, blaming him for all past errors and defeats, accusing him
of arrogance and of quarrelling with Lenin, and belicling his
services to the revolution.

It was at this time that Stalin constructed the doctrine of
“Trotskyism’. The idea of ‘permanent revolution’, formulated
by Trotsky before 1917, presupposed that the Russian revolution
would pass continuously into a socialist phase, but that it fate
would depend on the world revolution which would also result
from it; moreover, in a country with a huge peasant majority,
the working class would suffer political destruction unless it were
supported by the international proletariat, whose victory alone
could consolidate that of the Russian workers. As the question
of the ‘transformation of the bourgeois revolution into a socialist
one’ had meanwhile lost its application, Stalin represented
Trotskyism as signifying that socialism could ot be definitively
built in one country—thus suggesting to his_readers that
Trotsky’s real design was to restore capitalism in Russia. In the
autumn of 1924 Stalin declared that Trotskyism rested on three
principles. Firsly, it did not recognize the poorest class of
peasants as an ally of the proletariat; secondly, it accepted
peaccful coexistence between revolutionaries and opportunists;
and thirdly, it slandered the Bolshevik leaders. Later on, the
essential feature of Trotskyism was declared to be the contention
that, while it is possible 10 set about building socialism in one
country, it is not possible to bring it to completion. In Concerning
Qustions of Leninism (1926) Stalin criticized his own theory of
the spring of 1924, saying that a distinction must be drawn
between the possibility of finally building socialism in one
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At the same time state control of cultural ife was relaxed, and
“socialist realism’ ceased o be a canon of artistic merit.

‘The programme approved by the party at its Sixth Congress
in April 1958 set out the official version of socialism based on
selfgovernment. It is an unusual type of party document for
those years, being concerned with theory as well as propaganda.
It distinguished the nationalization of the means of production
from their socialization, and emphasized that the concentration
of economic management in the hands of the bureaucracy led
t05ocial degeneration and was a brake on socialist development.
Italso led to a fusion between the state and the party apparatus,
and instead of the state withering away it would become
increasingly powerful and bureaucratic. In order to build
socialism and put an end to social alienation it was necessary
0 transfer production o the producers, i.. into the hands of
workers” associations.

It was evident from the beginning that if workers’ councils
were t0 have unlimited authority in each individual production
unit the result would be a system of free competition differing
from the nineteenth-century model only in the ascription of
ownership to particular concerns; no economic planning would
be possible. Accordingly, the state reserved to itself various basic
functions concerning the investment rate and the distribution
of the accumulation fund. The reforms of 19645 further reduced
the powers of the state without abandoning the idea of planning;
the state was to regulate the economy chiefly through the
nationalized banking system.

‘The cconomic and social efects of the Yugoslav model of
workers' self-government were and still are the subject of much
discussion and lively disagreement, both in Yugoslavia and
among economists and sociologists throughout the world. If the
system is not to be a bureaucratic fiction it requires a con-
siderable extension of market relations and increased influence
of the market on production, and this predictably soon led to
certain_undesirable_consequences as the normal laws of
accumulation took effect once more. The gap between more and
lss economically developed parts of the country tended to grow
wider instead of narrowing; pressure on wages threatened to push
down the investment rate below what was socially desirable;
competitive conditions led to the appearance of a class of rich
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tive forces and production relations, semi-Trotskyist errors
concerning the class struggle, and idealist errors as (o the inter-
pretation of the dialectic. The Deborinists had unduly glorified
Hegel; they had dissociated method from world-view, the
logical from the historical, and had belitled Lenin's importance
in questions of natural science. True, the chief danger of the
‘moment was mechanist revisionism, as it furnished a theoretical
basis for the right-wing deviation that sought to defend kulak
interests within the party; but the struggle must be conducted
unflinchingly on both fronis, as the two forms of revisionism
really constituted a single block.

All these criticisms were further developed in a lecture at
the Communist Academy by Mitin, who himself aspired at this
time to become the leader ofthe ‘philosophical front. The lecture
referred repeately to the links between ‘Menshevizing idealism’
and Trotskyism: to be sure, as the mechanists supplied @
philosophical front for Bukharin and his pro-kulak deviation,
it was natural to infer that the Deborinists, while pretending
o be orthodox, were supporting the lefi-wing deviation of
Trotskyism. According to Mitin, both groups had put about
the vicious slander that in philosophical and theoretical matters
Leninmerely echoed what Marx and Engels had said—as though
Stalin had not proved that Lenin represented a qualitatively
new stage in the history of Marxist theory by ‘developing it,
making it deeper and more concrete’! The deviationists had
also neglected Lenin's principle that philosophy and all the
sciences, including natural science, must be imbued with party
spirit. Mitin quoted an article by Karev to the effect that while
Plekhanov had made many political and philosophical mistakes
his writings, as Lenin had testified, were among the best works
of Marist literature. This, said Mitin, showed that the
Deborinists were taking up the cudgels for ‘the whole Plekhanov,
Plekhanov as a Menshevik'. They even dared to assert that Lenin
was a pupil of Plekhanov in philosophy, whereas in reality he
was the most consistent and orthodox Marxist after Marx and
Engels. Plekhanov, on the other hand, did not understand the
dialectic correctly, he was sunk in formalism, inclined to
agnosticism, and influenced by Feuerbach, Chernyshevsky, and
formal logic. The root of the Deborinists” errors, however, lay
in ‘separating theory from practice’. Their battle against the
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Marxism are discarded, and there remains only a vague romantic
Utopia in which man is himself and does not depend on
‘mechanical’ social forces. From Bloch, Adorno derives the view
that we possess the idea of a Utopia ‘transcending” the actual
world, but that the especial virtue of this ‘transcendence’ is
that it cannot, in principle, have any definite content at the
present time. From Nietzsche comes the general hostility to the
spirit of the system’ and the convenient belief that a true sage
is not affaid of contradictions but rather expresses his wisdom
in them, 50 that he is forcarmed against logical criticism. From
Bergson comes the dea that abstract concepts perify changeable
things (or, as Adorno would say, ‘reify’ them); Adorno himself,
on the other hand, contributes the hope that we can creatc
“fluid’ concepts that do not petrify anything. From Hegel,
Adorno takes the general idea that in the cognitive process there
is a constant ‘mediation’ between subject and object, concepis
and perception, the particular and the general. To all these
ients Adorno adds an almost unparalleled vagueness of
exposition: he shows no desire whatever to elucidate his ideas,
and clothes them in pretentious generalitis. As a philosophical
text, Negative Dialectcs is a model of professorial bombast
concealing poverty of thought.

‘The view that there is no absolute basis for human reasoning
can certainly be defended, as is shown by sceptics and
relativists who have propounded it in various forms. But
Adorno not only adds nothing to this traditional idea but
obscures it by his own phrascology (ncither subject nor object
can be ‘absolutized’; perceptions cannot be ‘abstracted’ from
concepts; there is no absolute ‘primacy” of practice, etc.), while
at the same time imagining that this ‘negative dialectic’ can lead
to some practical consequences for social behaviour, If we do
try to extract intellectual o practical rules from his philosophy,
they reduce to the precepts: ‘We must think more intensively,
but also remember that there is no starting-point for thought
and "We must oppose reification and exchange-value’. The fact
that we can say nothing positive is not our fault and not
Adorno’s, but s due to the domination of exchange-value. For
the present, therefore, we can only negatively ‘transcend’
existing civilization as a whole. In this way the ‘negative
dialectic’ has provided a convenient ideological slogan for






index-491_1.png
Developments in Marxism since Stalin's death 477

themes such as alienation, reification, and bureaucracy; its
philosophical orientation is anti-Leninist. Most of these philo-
sophers, whose literary outputis verylarge, were partisan fighters
inthe Second World War; some of the principal names are
G. Petrovi, M. Markovié, S. Stojanovie, R. Supek, L. Tadié,
P. Vranicki, D. Grli¢, M. Kangrga, V. Koraé, and Z.
Pesié-Golubovic.

‘The main object ofthis group, who are perhaps the most active
circle of Marxist philosophers in the world today, is to restore
Marx’s humanistic anthropology in its radical opposition to
Leninist-Marxist ‘diamat’. Most or allof them reject the ‘theory.
of reflection’ and seck, following Lukics and Gramsei to some
extent, 10 establish ‘praxis’ as a fundamental category in rel
to which ot only other anthropological concepts but also
ontological questions are secondary. Their starting-point is thus
the early Marxian idea that man’s practical contact with nature
determines the meaning of metaphysical problems and that
cognition is the effect of eternal interaction between subject and
object. From this point of view historical determinism cannot
hold its ground if it posits that anonymous ‘laws of history” in
the last resort determine the whole ofhuman behaviour; we must
take seriously Marx's saying that people make their own history,
and not transform it, on evolutionist lines, into the statement
that history makes people. The Praxis philosophers criticized
Engels’s definition of frecdom s ‘understood necessity’, pointing.
out that it does not leave room for the active, spontaneous
human subject. They thus took up the revisionist idea of the
‘vindication of subjectivity’, linking their analysis with the
critique of Soviet state socialism and support for workers’ self-
government as the true path of socialist development in
accordance with Marx's doctrine. At the same time, however,
while emphasizing thatsocialism requires the active management
of the economy by producers and not by a party bureaucracy
calling itself the ‘advance guard of the working class’, they were
aware that cconomic self-government, if carried too far, produces
inequalities which are contrary o the idea of socialism.
Orthodox Yugoslav Communists accused the Praxis group of
wanting to have it both ways, by instituting full selgovernment
but abolishing the market so as to avoid inequality. The
Yugoslav revisionists scem t0 be divided on this matter, but their
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powerless; on the contrary, he says that theory is possible and
indispensable and that we must be guided by reason. All his
arguments go to show, however, that reason can never take the
firststep without faling into ‘reification’, ant
how it can take the second or any further steps
no starting-point, and the recognition of this fact s proclaimed
as the supreme achievement of the dialectic. But even this
crucial statement is not clearly formulated by Adorno, nor does
hesupportit by any analysis o his concepts and maxims. As with
‘many other Marxists, his work contains no arguments but only
ex calhedra statements using concepts that are nowhere explained;
indeed, he condemns conceptual analysis as a manifestation of
positivist prejudices to the effect that some ultimate ‘data’,
empirical or logical, can provide philosophy with a starting.
point.

In the last resort Adorno’s argument boils down to an
assortment of ideas borrowed uncritically from Marx, Hegel,
Nietzsche, Lukics, Bergson, and Bloch. From Marx he takes
the statement that the whole mechanism of bourgeois society
is based on the domination of exchange-value, reducing all
qualitative differences (0 the common denominator of money
(this is Marx's form of romantic anti-capitalism). From Marx
also comes the attack on Hegelian philosophy for subjecting
history (0 an extra-historical Weligeist and asserting the primacy
of ‘that which is general’ over human individuals, substituting
abstractions for realities and thus perpetuating human enslave-
ment. Again from Marx comes the attack on Hegel's theory of
subject and object, in which the subject is defined as a mani
festation of the object, and the object as a subjective
construction, thus producing a vicious circle (but it is not clear
how Adorno avoids this vicious circle, as he denies absolute
“priority’ o cither subject or object). Adorno departs from Marx,
on the other hand, in rejecting the theory of progress and
historical necessity and the idea of the proletariat as the
standard-bearer of the Great Utopia. From Lukics comes the
view that all that is evil in the world can be summed up in
the term ‘reification’ and that perfected human beings will cast
off the ontological status of ‘things’ (but Adorno docs not say
what the ‘de-reified” state will be like, still les how it will be
attained). Both the Promethean and the scientific motif of
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industrial managers whose privileges excited popular discontent;
the market and competition caused an increase in inflation and
unemployment. The Yugoslav leaders and economists are aware
that self-government and planning tend to limit each other and
can only be reconciled by compromise, but the terms of the.
compromise are a matter of constant dispute

It s true, on the other hand, that the Yugoslav economic
reforms were accompanied by an expansion of cultural and even
political freedom well beyond anything that occurred in the rest
of Eastern Europe, let alone the Soviet Union. To call this a
sign of the ‘withering-away of the state’, however, was at 1o
time anything but an ideological fiction. The state voluntarily
restricted its own economic power—an unusual event—but it
did not give up its monopoly of political initiative or the use
of police methods to deal with opposition. The situation is a
curious one: Yugoslavia still enjoys more freedom of the spoken
and written word than other socialst countries, but it is also
subject to harsh police measures. It is easier than elsewhere to
publish a text attacking the offcial ideology, but it s also casier
0 be put in prison for doing s0; there are many more political
prisoners in Yugoslavia than in Poland or Hungary, yet in those
countries the police control of cultural matters is more severe.
Single-party rule has not been infringed in any way, and to call
it in queston is a punishable offence. In short, the clements
of pluralism in social lfe extend as far as the ruling party thinks
proper. Yugoslavia has gained much from its reforms and from
being excluded from the Soviet camp, but it has not become
a democratic country. As to workers’ self-government, its pros
and cons are sill a matter of controversy; at all events it is a
new phenomenon in the history of Communism.

The question of self-government and de-bureaucratization
also has a philosophical aspect. From the early 19505 there has
been in Yugoslavia a large and dynamic group of Marxist
theoreticians, discussing questions of epistemology, ethics, and
aesthetics and also the politcal problems connected with changes
in Yugoslav socialism. From 1964 onwards this group published
a philosophical journal, Praxis (closed down by the authorities
in 1975) and organized annual philosophical debates on the
island of Koréula, attended by many scholars from different
countries. The group has concentrated on typically revisionist
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the right name for it)? Obviously it had nothing to do with
any particular philosophical or even political outlook. The
association of ‘mechanism’ with Bukharin’s policy or of ‘Men-
shevizing idealism’ with Trotsky's was a fabrication of the most
arbitrary kind: the condemned philosophersdid not belong toany
opposition groups, and there was no logical connection between
their views and those of the oppositionists. (The accusers’
argument ran that the mechanists ‘absolutized the continuity
of development’ by denying ‘qualitative leaps', and were there-
fore on_the side of Bukharin, while the Deborinists over-
emphasized ‘leaps’ and thus represented the ‘revolutionary
adventurism” of the Trotskyists; but thisis based on such flimsy
analogies as not to be worth discussing.) The mechanists, it is
truc, invited condemnation by insisting on the independence
ofscience vis-2-vis philosophy, which meant in practice denying
the right of an infallible party to pronounce on the correctness
of scientific theories and tell scientists what subjects they should
investigate and what their results should be. No such charge,
however, could be levelled against the Deborinists, whoappeared
to be Leninists of the purest type: Deborin at an early date
recanted his Plekhanovian error concerning “hieroglyphs' and
attacked the mechanists for holding this doctrine, which contra-
dicted the theory of reflction. The Deborinists paid due homage
t Lenin, and the party spokesmen had the greatest trouble
finding quotations to buttress their attacks, which therefore
consisted almost entirely of vague, incoherent generalitis: the
Deborinists ‘underestimated” Lenin, ‘overestimated Plekhanov,
‘did not understand’_the dialectic, lapsed into ‘Kautskyism’,
“Menshevism’, etc. The point was not simply that the party
proclaimed at this stage that such and such philosophical views
swere right and that the Deborinists had expressed views different
from them. It was not the substance of any doctrine that was
atissue: the official, canonical version of dialectical materialism
that was later adopted was virtually indistinguishable from
Deborin’s. What counted, asindeed the accusations made plain,
‘was the principle of ‘party-mindedness’, or rather its application
—since, of course, the Deborinists accepted the principle itself.
Fecble as the Deborinists’ writings were from the intellectual
point of view, they were genuinely interested in philosophy and
did their best to prove the validity of the specific principles of
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in the Hegelian contention that the subject can never be wholly
eliminated from the results of metaphysical inquiry, and that
if we forget this and attempt o place subject and object ‘on
opposite sides’ we shall fail to comprehend either one or the
other. Both are inseparable parts of reflection, and neither has
epistemological priority; each is ‘mediated’ by the other.
Similarly, there is no way of apprehending by cognition that
which is absolutely individual—what Heidegger calls Dasein or
Jemeinigheit. Without the ‘mediation’ of general concepts, the
pure ‘this thing here’ becomes an abstraction; it cannot be
“isolated” from reflection. ‘But truth, the constellation of subject
and object in which both penetrate each other, can no more
be reduced to subjectivity than to that Being whose dialeetical
relation o subjectivity Heidegger tends to blur’ (p. 127)

‘The passage in which Adorno comes closest o explaining what
he means by ‘negative dialectics’ i as follows: ‘In a sense,
dialectical logic is more positivistic than the positivism that out.
lawsit. As thinking, dialectical logic respects that which is to be
thought—the object—even where the object does not heed the
rules of thinking. The analysis of the object is tangential to the
rules of thinking. Thought need not be content with its own
legality; without abandoning it, we can think against our
thought, and if it were possble t0 define dialectics, this would
be a definition worth suggesting’ (p. 141). It does not appear
that we can infer more from this definition than that the
dialectic need not be cramped by the rules of logic. In another
passage we are indeed told that it is freer still: for
*Philosophy consists neither in uériés de raison nor in vériés de
fait. Nothing it says will bow to tangible criteria of any “being
the case” its theses on conceptualites are no more subject to
the criteria of a logical state of facts than its theses on
factualities are to the criteria of empirical science’ (p. 109). It
would be hard indeed to imagine a more convenient position.
The negative dialectician declares, firstly, that he cannot be
criticized from either the logical or the factual point of view,
as he has laid down that such criteria do not concern him;
secondly, that his intellectual and moral superiority is based on
his very disregard of these criteria; and thirdly, that that
regard s in fact the essence of the ‘negative dialectic’. The
‘negative dialectic’ is simply a blank cheque, signed and
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existing form, its division of labour, although in the long run
the insufficiency of that form cannot be concealed” (p. 73). The
humanistic sciences, dispersed in_ particular inquiries, lose
interest in_cognition and are stripped of their armour of
concepts. Ontology, which comes to science ‘from outside’,
appears with the abruptness of a pistol-shot (in Hegel's phrase)
and does not help them to acquire self-knowledge. In the end
we do not know how to escape from the vicious circle.
Heidegger’s ontology not only does not cure this state of affairs,
but proposes something even worse. Having eliminated from
philosophy both empiricism and Husserl's concept of the eidss,
he sceks to apprehend Being—which, after this reduction, i
pure nothingness; he also ‘isolates’ phenomena and cannot
conceive them as aspects (Momente) of the process of manifesta-
tion; in this way phenomena are ‘reified’. Heidegger, like
Husserl, believes that it is possible to proceed from the
individual to the universal without ‘mediation’, or to apprehend
Being in a form unaffected by the act of reflection. This,
however, is impossible: Being, however conceived, is ‘mediated
by the subject. Heidegger's ‘Being’ is constituted, not simply
given’: ‘We cannot, by thinking, assume any position in which
that separation of subject and object will directly vanish, for
the separation is inherent in each thought; it is inherent in
thinking itsel® (p. 85). Freedom can be sought only by
observing the tensions that arise between opposite poles of lie,
but Heidegger treas these poles as absolute realities and leaves
them to their fate. On the one hand he accepts that social life
must be ‘reified’, i.c. he sanctions the status guo, while on the
other he ascribes freedom to man as something already gained,
thus sanctioning slavery. He attempts to rescue metaphysics, but
wrongly supposes that what he is trying to rescue is ‘immedi-
ately presen’. All in all, Heidegger's philosophy is an example
of Herrschafiswissen in the service of a repressive society. It calls
on us to abandon concepis for the sake of a promised
communion with Being—but this Being has no content, precisely
becauseitis supposed to be apprehended without the ‘mediation”
of concepis; basically it is no more than 2 substantivization of
the copula ‘s
1t would seem that, speaking in as general terms as possible,
the main thrust of Adono’s attack on Heidegger's ontology lies
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by state propaganda. Thanksto the younger philosophers’ fforts
10 rencw contact with European and American thought, a few
modern works have been translated from Western languages.
Timid and cautious attempts to ‘modernize’ Marxism were
percepible for a time in Philsophical Science (Filosofskie Nauki),
which began to appear in 1958. On the whole, however,
publications did not rflect the mental changes that were taking
place. The backwoodsmen trained in Stalin’s day continued to
decide which of the younger men should be allowed to publish
or teach in universties, and naturally favoured their own kind.
However, some of the younger and better educated philosophers
found ways of expresing themselves in other fields that were
less strictly controlled.

On the whole, however, philosophy, the first discipline to be
destroyed by Communism, was also the slowest to revive, and
the results so far are extremely meagre. Other branches of
learning recovered in more or less the opposite order to that
in which they were originally ‘Stalinized’. Within a few years
of the dictator's death the natural sciences virtually ceased (o
be ideologically regulated, though the choice of research subjects
continued to be strictly controlled, as it sill is. In physics,
chemistry, medical, and biological research the state provides
material resources and lays down the purposes for which they
arc used, but it no longer insists that the results shall be
orthodox from the Marxist point of view. The historical sciences
are sill closely controlled, but here too areas of less political
sensitivity are lesssubject toregulation. For some years theoretical
linguistics were relatively free and revived the tradition of the
Russian formalistc school, but eventually the state intervened
here also by closing some institutions, having noticed that they
were being used as an outlet for various unorthodox ideas. On
the whole, however, the period from 1955 t0 1965 was one of
considerable and often successful efforts to revive Russian culture.
after years of devastation; this applies to literature, painting,
drama, and films as wel as historiography and philosophy. In
the sccond half of the sixties increasing pressure was
brought to bear on suspect individuals and institutions. Unlike
the situation in Eastern Europe, Marxism in the Soviet Union
showed hardly any signs of reanimation. Among the clandestine
or semi-clandestine _ideological developments which were
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B. Baczko, K. Pomian, R. Zimand, Z. Bauman, M. Biclisska,
and the present writer, who was singled out as the chief culprit.
Economists who advanced revisionist theories were M. Kalecki,
O. Lange, W. Brus, E. Lipitiski, and T. Kowalik.

In Hungary the chief centre of revisionism was the ‘Pet6fi
Gircle’ in Budapest, which included some of Lukdcs’s disciples.
Lukics himself took a prominent part n its iscussions, but both
he and his followers emphasized their fidelity to Marxism much
more strongly than the Polish revisionists; Lukics called for
freedom ‘within the framework of Marxism’ and did not question
the principle of single-party rule. It may be—this is only a
supposition—that the much more orthodox character of Hun-
garian revisionism was the reason why it became so detached
from the movement of popular discontent that the revisionists
were unable to keep the attack on the party within bounds; the
result wasa mass protest, expressly anti-Communistin character,
leading to the collapse of the party and to Soviet invasion.
‘This caused a shock not only in Poland, where it became obvious
at once that ideas of a ‘democratized” Communist system were
fairy-tales, but also among Western Communists: some of the
smaller parties split up, while others lost the support of many
intellectuals. Among Communists throughout the world the
invasion of Hungary provoked various dissident movements and
attempts to reconstruct the movement and it doctrine on non-
Soviet lines. In Britain, France, and Italy many works were
published on the possibility or otherwise of democratic Com-
munism; the ‘New Left of the sixties was largely inspired by
these sources.

‘The revisionist movement in Hungary was destroyed by the
Soviet invasion. In Poland it was combated over a period of
years by various, relatively mild forms of repression: the closure
of periodicals or enforced dismisal of contributors who refused
1 to¢ the line, the temporary banning of publication by
individual writers, intensified censorship in all branches of
culture. The main reason, however, why Polish revisionism
gradually declined was not the use of such measures but the
disintegration of party ideology, undermined by revisionist
criticism.

As an attempt to renew Marxism by returning to it ‘sources”
—chiefly the young Marx and his idea of the self-creation of
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the ‘accordance’ of production relations with the level of tech-
nology, but there is no indication of the criteria to be used in
determining whether this accord exists at a given time. In
practice, Bukharin seems to equate the disturbance of equi-
librium ‘with revolution or social upheaval of any kind. The
‘law of equilibrium’ thus appears to mean that crises and
revolutions have occurred in history and will no doubt do s0
again. It did not enter Bukharin’s head that the study of social
phenomena is itself a social phenomenon and, as such, helps
tobring about historical change: he believed that the ‘proletarian
ience’ of the future would be able to analyse and predict
historical events in the same way as astronomy informs us of
planetary movements.

‘Thanks to his political position Bukharin’s standardized
‘version of Marxism was long regarded as the most authoritative
statement of the party's ‘world-outlook’, though it never became.
binding on the faithful in the way that Stalin’s works were to
do. Historical Materialism in fact contains almost everything that
Stalin put into his own manual. Stalin did not mention the
“law of equilibrium’, but he took over Bukharin’s ‘laws of the
dialectic’ (numbering them for good measure) and explained
historical materialism as an ‘application’ or special case of the
general principles of philosophical materialism. This approach,
for which a basis can be found in Engels and especially
Plekhanov, was presented by Bukharin as the essence of
canonical Marxism.

Later, when Bukharin fell from grace and ‘mechanism’ was
officially condemned, it became the task of party philosophers
to show that there was a close connection between  his
“mechanistic’errors and his right-wing deviation in politics, and
that his ignorance of dialectic, which Lenin had justly blamed,
was the root cause of his defence of the kulaks and opposition
o collectivization. This kind of link between philosophy and
politics, however, is quite baseless and artifiial. The vague
generalities in Bukharin’s work do not provide any ground for
specific political conclusions, except for such propositions as no
one disputed then or later: for example, that the socialist
revolution of the proletariat must eventually conquer the world,
that religion must be combated, and that the proletarian state
must foster the growth of industry. As for more precise con-
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Besides the ‘law of equilibrium’ Bukharin formulated in
Historical Materialism several other laws of social life. One of
these, the ‘law of the materialization of social phenomena’, was
0 the effect that ideologies and the various forms of spiritual
life are embodicd in things—books, libraries, art galleries, ctc.
—which have an existence of their own and become a point of
departure for further evolution.

Bukharin'’s book is of an extremely simplistic kind, in some
ways even more so than Lenin's Empiriocriticism. Lenin at least
tried to argue, though his arguments were logically valueless,
but Bukharin has not even this to his credit. The work is a
series of ‘principles’ and ‘fundamental points’, enunciated
dogmatically and uncritically, without any attempt to analyse
the concepts used or o refute the objections to_historical
‘materialism that occur as soon as the doctrine is formulated
and have repeatedly been advanced by critics. Bukharin's
examples illustrate the level of his reasoning, as when he tells
us that the dependence of art on social conditions is proved
by the fact that no one can play the piano if there are no pianos.
Other instances of primitive thought are the childish belief that
science in the future will be able ‘objectively’ to predict the
date of social revolutions in the light of technological develop-
ment, or the ‘scientific law’ that people write books, or bascless
fantasies on the origin of religion, etc. The characteristic
feature of this ‘manual’, as of much subsequent Marxist
literature, is its incessant use of the term ‘scientific, and the
insistent claim that its own statements possess this quality in
an exceptional degree.

‘The mediocrity of Bukharin's book did not escape the notice
of intelligent Marxist critics such as Gramsci and Lukécs, who
drew attention in particular (o its ‘mechanistic’ tendency.
Bukharin thought of ociety as a connected whole in which every-
thing that happens can be explained by the current state of
technology; people’s thoughts and feclings, the culture in which
they express them, and the social institutions they create, are
all brought into being by the forces of production with the
unalterable regularity of natural law. Bukharin does not explain
clearly what he means by the ‘law of equilibrium’: we are told
that equilibrium in society is constantly being disturbed and
having to be restored, and that this equilibrium depends on
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If there is no absolute primacy it is ako the case, in
Adomo’s opinion, that all attempts to embrace the ‘whole’ by
means of reason are bootless and serve the cause of mystification.
‘This does not mean that theory must resolve itself wholly into
particular sciences as the positivists would have it theory is
indispensable, but for the present it cannot be anything but
negation. Attempts 10 grasp the ‘whole’ are based on the same
faithin the ultimate identity ofeverything; even when philosophy
‘maintains that the whole s ‘contradictory' it retains ts prejudices
concerning ‘identity’, which are so strong that even ‘contra-
diction’ can be made their instrument if it is proclaimed to be
the ultimate foundation of the universe. Dialectic in the true
sense is thus not merely the investigation of ‘contradiction’, but
refusal 10 accept it as a schema that explains everything.
Strictly speaking, the dialectic is neither a method nor &
description of the world, but an act of repeated opposition to
all existing descriptive schemata, and all methods pretending
touniversality. ‘Total contradiction s nothing but the manifested
untruth of total identification’ (p. 6).

In the same way there is no epistemological absolute, no
single unchallengeable source of wisdom; the ‘pure immediacy”
of the cognitive act, if it exists, cannot be expresed except in
words, and words inevitably give it an abstract, rationalized
form. But Husserls transcendental ego s also a false construction,
for there are no acts of intuition free from the social genesis of
knowledge. All concepts are ultimately rooted in the non-
conceptual, in human efforts to control nature; no concepts can
express the whole content of the object or be identified with
it; Hegel's pure ‘being’ proves in the end to be nothingness.

‘The negative dialectic can, as Adomo says, be called an
anti-system, and in that sense it appears to coincide with
Nictzsche’s position. However, Adorno goes on 0 say that
thought itself is negation, just as the processing of any sub-
stance is a ‘negation’ of its form as presented to us. Even the
statement that something is of a certain kind is negative
inasmuch as it implies that that something is not of another kind.
This, however, reduces ‘negativity’ (0 a truism; it is not clear
how there could be any philosophy that is not ‘negative’ in this
sense, or whom Adorno is arguing against. His main intention,
however, appears to be a less truistic one, namely o put
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greater autonomy of enterprises, decentralized planning, an
analysisof political bureaucracy a the cause ofsocialist cconomic
inefficiency. Although political conditions were more difficult
than in Poland, a revisionist group of philosophers also came
into being. Tis best-known member was Karel Kosik, who in
‘Dialecic o the Concrete (1963) put forward a number of typically
revisionist issues: a return to the idea of praxis as the most
general category in the interpretation of history; the relativity
of ontological questions vis-d-vis anthropological ones, the
abandonment of materialist metaphysics and of the primacy
of the ‘base’ over the ‘superstructure’; philosophy and art as
co-determinants of social life and not merely its products.

‘The economiccrisisin Czechoslovakiaatthe beginningof 1068
precipitated political change and the replacement of the party
Ieadership. This at once let loose an avalanche of political and
ideological criticism, dominated by revisionist ideas. The pro-
claimed objectives were the same as they had been in Poland
and Hungary: abolition of the repressive police system, legal
guarantees of civic freedom, the independence of culture,
democratic economic management. The demand for a multi-
party system, or at least the right to form different socialist
parties, was not directly put forward by those of the revisionists
who were party members, but figured constandy in the
discussions.

‘The Soviet occupation in August 1968 and the mass repres-
sions that followed had the effect of almost completely stifling
Czechoslovak intellectual and cultural lfe, which sill presents
a highly depressing picture even in comparison with the other
bloc countries. On the other hand, precisely because the reform
movement in Czechoslovakia did not disintegrate of tself but
was suppressed by force of arms, the country offers a more fertile
soil for revisionist ideas. It may be imagined that, if the
invasion had not taken place, the reform movement begun under
Dubtek and supported by the great majority of the population
might eventually have brought about socialism with a human
face” without shaking the foundations of the system. This of
course is a matter of speclation, and depends on what cxactly
is regarded as fndamental. What does seem clear, however,
is that if the reform movement had continued and had ncither
been suppressed by invasion nor, as in Poland, had disintegrated
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alism on the lines laid down by Engels and Plekhanov, as may
be seen from the following extract.

If, then, from the metaphysicians” point of view, everything is but
nothing becomes, from the point of view of phenomenalism every-
thing becomes but nothing is, . nothing really exist. The dialectic
teaches us that the unity of being and non-being is becoming. In
conrete materialistic terms this means that the basis of everything is
‘matter in a state of constant development. Thus changes are real and
concrete, and, on the other hand, what is real and concrete is
changeable. The subject of the process s absolutely real being, the
‘substantive AIl as opposcd (o the phenomenalistic Nothing ... The
contradiction between the qualiy-less, unchanging substance of the
‘metaphysicians on the one hand, and, on the other, the subjective
and changing states that are supposed to exclude the reality of
substance, is resolved by dialectical materialism in the sense that
substance, mater, is in a perpetual state of motion and change, that
qualties or states have objective significance and that matter is the
cause and the foundation, the ‘subject of qualitative changes and
states. (ntroduction 1o the Philosophy of Dialectical Materalism, 4th edn.,
1925, pp. 226-7)

This passage is typical of Deborin's style in the book quoted
and in his other works. ‘Dialectical materialism teaches that ..
“dialectical materialism takes over the correct portions’ of this
or that philosophy; subjective idealists are wrong because they
do not recognize matter; objective idealists are wrong because
they do not realize that matter s primary and mind secondary,
and so forth. In every case a particular conclusion is stated,
usually in extremely vague terms, and there is no attempt t0
support it by argument. It is not explained how we know that
the phenomenalists are wrong, rather than their opponents;
dialectical materialism tells us s0, and that i all there is t0 it

‘The opposition between the dialectic and ‘metaphysics's that
the former teaches us that all things are connected and nothing
is isolated; everything is in a state of constant change and
development; this development is the result of real contra-
dictions' inherent in_reality itself, and takes the form of
qualitative ‘leaps’. Dialectical materialism states that cverything
is knowable, that there are no ‘things in themselves’ beyond
our knowledge, that man comes to know the world by acting
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that purports to endow it with ‘identity’.

‘Thus summarized, Adorno’s thought may seem desperate or
sterile, but it does not seem that we have done it an injustice.
It is not a dialectic of negativity (which would be a meta-
physical theory), but an express negation of metaphysics and
epistemology. His intention is anti-totalitarian: he is opposed
0 all ideas that serve to perpetuate a particular form of
domination and reduce the human subject to ‘reified” forms
Such attemps, he argues, take on a paradoxical ‘subjectivist”
form, especially in existentialist philosophy, where the petrifi-
cation of the absolute individual subject as the irreducible
reality involves indifference to all social relationships that
increase the enslavement of man. One cannot proclaim the
primacy of this monadic existence without tacitly accepting
everything that lies ouside it

But Marxism too—especially in Lukics’s interpretation,
though he is not expressly mentioned in this context—serves the
me totalitarian tendency under colour of criticizing ‘reifica-
tion’. “The remaining theoretical inadequacy in Hegel and Marx
became part of historical practice and can thus be newly
reficcted upon in theory, instead of thought bowing irrationally
to the primacy of practice. Practice itself was an eminently
theoretical concept’ (Negative Dialectics, p. 144). Adorno thus
attacks the Marxist-Lukacsist ‘primacy of practice’, in which
theory is dissolved and loses its autonomy. In so far as
opposition to the ‘philosophy of identity’ is twrned against the
anti-intellectualism of Marxism and its all-absorbing ‘practice’,
he defends the right of philosophy to exist; he even begins his
book with the statement that ‘Philosophy, which once seemed.
obsolete, lives on because the moment to realize it was missed”
(p. 3). At this point Adomo clearly departs from Marxism:
there may, he argues, have been a time when Marx's hopes for
the liberation of humanity by the proletariat and the abolition
of philosophy by its identification with ‘lfe” were realistc, but
that time has passed. Theory must abide in its autonomy, which
of course does not mean that theory in its turn has any absolute
‘primacy’; nothing whatever has ‘primacy’, everything depends
on everything elsc and, by the same token, has its own measure
of substantiality”. ‘Practice’ cannot ulfl the tasks of theory, and
if it claims to do so it is simply the enemy of thought.
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but not the sociology of power or of party lfe. Severe
restrictions are imposed, for purely political rather than Marxist
reasons, on the historical sciences, especially where recent
history 'is concerned. The Soviet rulers scem to be firmly
convinced that they represent the continuation of Tsarist policy,
and hence the study of Polish history, which for two centurics
was dominated by relations with Russia, the Pariitions, and
national oppression, is subject to a multitude of taboos.

To a certain extent one may stll speak of revisionism in the.
context of Polish economic studies, where it takes the form of
practical recommendations for increased efficiency. The best-
known authors in this field are W. Brus and E. Lipifiski, who
both invoke the Marxist tradition but in a form closer to social
democracy. They argue that the faults and inefficiency of the
socialist economy cannot be cured by purely economic means,
as they are tied up with the repressive political system. Economic
rationalization _therefore cannot succeed without _political
pluralism, i.e. in practice without abolishing the specifically
Communist regime. Nationalization of the means of production,
Brus contends, is not the same as public ownership, since the
political bureaucracy has a monopoly of economic decision; a
truly socialized economy is incompatible with political

dictatorship.
To a somewhat lesser degree Wladyslaw Bieitkowski may be
classed as a revisionist: in works published outside Poland he

analyses the causes of social and economic deterioration under
bureaucratic governments. He appeals to the Marxit trad;
but goes beyond it in examining the autonomized mechanisms
of political power independent of the class system (in Marx's
sense of class’).

Similar tendencies connected with the decline of Communist
faith, the reduced vitality of Marxism and its transformation
into a political rite can be observed, though in varying degrees,
in all the Communist countries

In Czechoslovakia 156 was a much less important year than
in Poland and Hungary, and the revisionist movement was late
in developing, but the general trend was the same as clse-
where. The best-known revisionist among Czech economists is
Ota Sik, whoin the early sixties advanced a typical programme
of reform: increased influence of the market on production,
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vided ample ammunition against mechanism and philosophical

hilism and in favour of the demand for a philosophical and
dialectical interpretation of the sciences. Even stronger support
came in 1929 with the publication of Lenin's Philosophical Notes,
which emphasized the need for a materialistic version of the
Hegelian dialectic, enumerated a long list of dialcctical
‘categories’, and declared that the principle of unity and the
conflict between opposites was central to Marxism.

Of the two rival groups, the dialecticians were more
numerous and better furnished with scientific insttutions. Their
leader and most active writer was Abram Moiseyevich Deborin
(1881-1963). Born in Kovno, he joined the social democratic
‘movement as a youth and was an émigré in Switzerland from
1903; he was at first a Bolshevik but afterwards joined the
Menshevik group. After the Revolution he was for some years
a non-party Manxist, but re-entered the party in 1928. In 1907
he wrote an Jntroducton to the Philosophy of Dialecical Malerialim,
which was not published until 1915; many times reprinted, it
was a staple of Russian philosophical education in the 1920s.
Although not a party member he lectured at the Communist
Academy and the Red Professors’ Insitute and published several
works. From 1926 he was chief editor of Pod znamenem
Marksizna; from this time on the journal ceased to publish
articles by the mechanists and became purely an organ of the
dialecticians

Although not an original writer, Deborin was well versed in
philosophy. He expresses few ideas that cannot be found,
for_example, in Plekhanov, but compared to later Soviet
philosophers he and his followers had a fair knowledge of the
history of philosophy and were well able to turn it to polemical

Deborin's Jniroducton is a typical product of the Plekhanov
school of Marxism. It contains no analysis of concepts but only
a string of unsupported assertions, which are supposed finally
0 resolve all the problems that beset pre-Marxian philosophy.
However, Deborin, ke Plekhanov, emphasizes the link between
Manxism and the whole of past philosophy, exalting the
importance of Bacon, Hobbes, Spinoza, Locke, Kant, and
especially Hegel in paving the way for dialectical materialism,
He criticizes idealism, empiricism, agnosticism, and phenomen-
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follows. “The invariants, whose own invariance has been
produced (ein Produziertes ist), cannot be peeled out of the
variables as if all truth were then in our possession. Truth has
coalesced with substance, which will change; immutability of
truth is the delusion of prima philosophia’ (p. 40).

On the one hand, concepts have a certain autonomy and do
ot emerge simply as copies of things; on the other, they do not
enjoy ‘primacy’ as compared with things—to agree that they
do would mean accepting bureaucratic or capitalist govern-
ment. “The principle of dominion, which antagonistically rends
human society, s the same principle which, spiritualized, causes
the difference between the concept and its subject mater (dem
ifm Unterworfenen)’ (p. 48). Hence nominalism is wrong (‘The
concept of a capitalist society s not a flatus vocis—p. 50 1m.), and
50 is conceptual realism: concepts and their objects subsist in
a constant ‘dialectical’ association, in which primacy is
obliterated. In the same way positivist attempts to reduce
knowledge (0 that which is simply ‘given’ are misguided, as they
seck to ‘dehistoricize the contents of thought’ (p. 53)

Anti-positivist atiempts to reconstruct an ontology are no less
suspect; for ontology as such—not any particular ontological
doctrine—is an apologia for the status qus, an instrument of
“order’. The need for an ontology is genine enough, since the
bourgeois consciousness has replaced ‘substantial” by ‘functional”
concepts, treating society as 2 complex of functions in which
everything is relative to something else and nothing has a con-
sistency of its own. Nevertheless, ontology cannot be
reconstructed.

A this point, as at many others, the reader may well wonder
how Adomo intends his propositions o be applied. What are
we 1o do if ontology and the lack of it are both bad and are
both likely to involve us in the defence of exchange-valuc?
Perhaps we should not think of these questions atall, but declare
ourselves neutral in philosophical matters? But Adormno will not
have this cither: it would be a surrender of another kind, an
abandonment of reason. Science, just because it puts faith in
itself and refuses to seck sel-knowledge by any methods other
than its own, condemns itself to being an apologia for the
existing world. “Tis sell-cxegesis makes a causa sui of science.
Tt aceps itself as given and thereby sanctions also ts currently
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precise than one might expect from a chemist.

In the USSR, there was no revisionism to speak of in
philosophy, but some economists proposed reforms aimed at the
rationalization of management and distribution. Official Soviet
philosophy was litde affected by de-Stalinization, while the
unofficial variety soon lost all contact with Marxism. In offcial
philosophy the principal change was that the schemata of
dialectical materialism were no longer taught afier the exact
pattern of Stalin’s booklet. The textbook published in 1958
followed Engels in distinguishing three laws of the dialectic
(including the negation of the negation), not four; materialism
was expounded first and the dialectic second, a reversal of
Stalin’s order. The dozen or so ‘categories’ of the dialcctic
enumerated in Lenin’s Philosophical Noes provided the basis of
a newly arranged schema. Soviet philosophers held scveral

ussions on the time-honoured theme of the ‘relation of the
dialectic to formal logic’, the majority view being that there was
no conflict between the two, as their subject-matter was different;
some also challenged the theory that ‘contradictions' might occur
in reality itself. Hegel ceased to personify the ‘aristocratic
reaction to the French Revolution’; henceforth it was correct
0 speak of his ‘limitations’ and also his ‘merit’.

All these inessential and superficial changes made no breach
in the structure of the Leninist-Stalinist ‘diamat’. None the
less, Soviet philosophy enjoyed some benefit from  de-
Stalinization, though less than other disciplines. A younger
generation came on the scene and, of its own accord—since
there were hardly any qualified teachers except a few chance
survivors from Stalin’s purges—began to look into Western
philosophy and logic, totudy foreign languages, and finally even
0 explore non-Marist Russian traditions. In the frst ycars after
Stalin’s death it was clear that the young philosophers were most
attracted by Anglo-Saxon positivism and the analytical school.
The treatment of logic became more rational and less subject
to political control. The five-volume Philusophical Encyelupedia
published in the 1g60s is on the whole better than the output
of Stalin's day: the main ideological articles, especially those
relating to Marxism, are on the same level as beore, but there
are also many concerned with logic and the history of philosophy
which are written on sensible lines and are not merely dictated
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the sciences were blind without philosophy to lead them.

The purpose of this double requirement was clear enough.
For philosophy to make use of the results of science meant,
roughly speaking, that natural scientists must look for examples
showing how natural objects undergo qualitative changes, and
thus confirming the ‘laws of the dialectic’. For philosophy to
awaken the sciences to their own nature and preserve them from
blindness meant that it was entitled tosupervise their content and
ensure that it conformed to dialectical materialism. Since the
latter was synonymous with the party’s world-view, Deborin
and his school provided a justification for the party’s supervision
of the content of all siences, natural as well as social.

Deborin claimed that all crises in natural science were due
10 the fact that physiciss were not acquainted with Marxism
and did not know how to apply dialectical formulas. He also
believed, like Lenin, that the development of science would,
spontancously and continuously, lead to the emergence of
Marxist philosophy.

For these reasons Deborin and his followers accused the
mechanists of falling into pernicious error when they insisted
on_the autonomy of science and its independence of any
philosophical premisses. Materialism, thus conceived, had more
in common with empiricist neutralism than with any ontological
docurine, and recalled Engels’s remarks about the kind of
‘materialism that is nothing more than the observation of nature
without any outside element whatever. Natural science,
Deborin maintained, must recognize a philosophical basis of

and therefore any attempt o deprive philosophy
ing role, or to ignore it altogether, would mean in
practice subjection to bourgeois and idealist doctrines. All
philosophical ideas were class-based, cither bourgeois or pro-
letarian, and so by attacking philosophy the mechanists were
supporting the enemies of socialism and the working class. As
for denying the existence of ‘qualitative leaps’ and maintaining
tha all development is continuous, did not this amount to
rejecting the idea of revolution, which was a leap par excellence?
In short, the mechanists were not only wrong philosophically
but were political revisionists as well

‘The ‘dialecticians endowed Soviet Marxism with a stock of
basic terms, statements, and dogmas which, even though their
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forward no_definite answers (o the traditional problems of
philosophy but to confine himself (o exploding philosophy as
it today, since by its urge towards ‘positiveness’ it inevitably
degenerates into acceptance of the status quo, namely the
domination of man by man. The bourgeos consciousness at the
time of its emancipation combated ‘feudal’ modes of thought
but could not bring itself to break with ‘systems’ of all kinds,
since it felt that it did not represent ‘complete freedom’—from
this observation of Adomo’s we gather that he stand for
“complete freedom’ as against ‘systems’

In his critique of ‘identity and ‘positiveness’ Adomo con-
tinues a traditional motif taken over by the Frankfurt school
from Marx: the critique of a society which, being subject (0 the
domination of ‘exchange-value', reduces individuals and things
© a common level and a homogencous anonymity. A
philosophy which expresses and affirms that society cannot do
justice to the variety of phenomena or the interdependence of
different aspects of lif; on the one hand it homogenizes society,
on the other it reduces people and things (o ‘atoms'—a process
in which, Adorno observes, logic plays its part also: on this point
he is faithful to the tradition of recent Marxist philosophy,
which inveighs against logic while ignoring its moder develop-
ments.

Science, t0o, it appears, s a party o the general conspiracy
of civilization against man, as it identifies rationality with
measurability, reduces everything to ‘quantities’, and excludes
qualitative differences from the scope of knowledge; Adorno does
not suggest, however, that a new ‘qualitative’ science s ready
and waiting to take over

‘The upshot of his critique is not to defend relativism, for that
too is part of ‘bourgeois consciousness’; it is anti-intellectual
(geistesfeindlich), abstract, and wrong, because what it treats
as relative is itself rooted in the conditions of capitalst society:
“the alleged social relativity of views obeys the objective law of
social production under private ownership of the means of
production’ (p. 37). Adorno does not say what ‘law’ he refers
to, and, true to_his contempt for bourgeois logic, does not
reflect on the logical validity of his criticism.

Philosophy in the sense of a ‘system” is impossible, he argues,
because everything changes—a_statement he enlarges on as
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from fear of invasion, it must soon have led to a multi-party
system, thus destroying the Communist party dictatorship and
therefore destroying Communism s thatdoctrine conceivesitself.

East Germany, where the system of repression was generally
more thorough than elsewhere, did not witness any widespread
revisionist movement, but was none the less shaken by the events
of 1956. The philosopher and literary critic Wolfgang Harich
put forward a democratic programme of German socialism,
which carned him several years' imprisonment. Some well-
known Marxist intellectuals left the country (Ernst Bloch, Hans
Mayer, Alfred Kantorowicz). The strict regimentation of ideas
made any attempt at revisionism extremely difficult, as it still
does, but occasionally a reformist voice was heard. In philosophy
the most important name in this connection is that of Robert
Havemann, a professor of physical chemistry with an interest
in philosophical questions, who, unlike many other revisionists,
remained a convinced Marxist throughout. In essays and
lectures, published of course in West Germany, he sharply
criticized the party dictatorship in science and philosophy and
the custom of deciding theoretical questions by bureaucratic
decree; in addition he attacked the doctrine of dialectical
materialism and the official norms of Communist morality. He
did not, however, criticize Marxism from a positivist standpoint
but, on the contrary, wished to return to a more ‘Hegelianized"
version of the dialectic. He maintained that the chief enemy
of Marxism was mechanistic materialism, which was generally
taught under the name Marxism. He attacked the Leninist
Version of determinism as morally dangerous and incompatible
with modern physics. Following Hegel and Engels he postulated
a dialectic that was not merely a description but an aspect of
reality, including logical relations; in this way, like Bloch, he
ried to justify a nalistic attitude within the terms of dialectical
materialism. He condemned the Stalinist enslavement of
culture, and declared that the philosophical negation of freedom
in the mechanistic doctrine that usually passed for Marxism
went hand in hand with the destruction of cultural freedom
under Communism. He called for the rehabilitation of ‘spon-
tancity’ as a philosophic category and as a political valuc, but
atthe same time emphasized his fidelity to dialectical materialism
and Communism. Havemann’s philosophical writings are less
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upon it, and that our concepts are ‘objective’ and comprehend
“the essence of things'. Our impressions are ‘objective’ 100, that
is to say they ‘reflect’ objects, although (here Deborin follows
Plekhanov in the error denounced by Lenin) they do not
resemble them; the congruity between impressions and objects
les in the fact that identities and differences in objects are
matched by identities and differences in_their subjective
reflections’. This is what Mach and his Russian followers
Bogdanov and Valentinov deny: according to them only psychic
phenomena are real, 5o that the world ‘outside us’ does not
exist. But in that case there are no laws of nature, and therefore
nothing can be predicted.

‘Although their writings were dogmatic,simplistic, and of poor
quality, Deborin and his followers had the merit of emphasizing
historical studies and training up a generation of philosophers
with a fair knowledge of classical literature; moreover, while
stressng the ‘qualitative’ novelty of Marxism they also drew
attention to its roots i tradition, especially the link with Hegel’s
ialectic. According to Deborin, dialectical materialism was a
‘synthesis' of the Hegelian dialectic and the materialism of
Feuerbach, wherein both these elements were transformed and
“raised to  higher level’. Marxism was an ‘integral world-view’
which comprised dialectical materialism as a general method-
ology of knowledge and also two more specific aspects, the
dialectic of nature and the dialectic of history, otherwise
historical materialism. As Engels had stated, the term ‘dialectic’
could be used in a three-fold sense. The ‘objective’ dialectic
was the same thing s the laws or dialectical ‘forms’ of reality;
“dialectic’ could also mean a description of those laws or, thirdly,
a way of observing the universe, ic. ‘logic’ in  broad sense.
Changes were subject to a general regularity which applied
equally to nature and to human history, and the study of this
regularity, .. philosophy, was therefore a synthesisof allsience.
In order for scientists to be correctly oriented from the
‘methodological point of view and to understand the meaning
of their own observations they must recognize the primacy of
philosophy, to which they supplied material for ‘generalizations.
Thus Marxism called for a constant exchange between philos-
ophy and the exact sciences: philosophy was empty without
the "material” provided by the natural and social sciences, but
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intellectual process. Both Hegel and his materialist successors
rightly emphasized that this critical, relativist approach is part
of knowledge. But certainty and the affirmation of one’s own
conviction do not require us o imagine that the unity of concept
and object has been achieved and that thought can come to
a stop. The results obtained from observation and inference,
methodical research and historical events, everyday work and
the political struggle, are true if they stand up to the cogitive
‘means at our disposal (den verfigbaren Evkenninismitielnstandhalten)”
(‘Zum Problem der Wahrheit, ibid., vol. i, p. 246). This
explanation is far from being unambiguous. If it means that
critical theory, whatever the social circumstances in which it
i evolved, is in the last resort subject to the rules of empirical
verification and is judged as true or false accordingly, then it
s no different epistemologically from the theories it condemns
as ‘wraditional’. If, however, something more is meant, namely
that in order to be true a theory must stand the empirical test
and be ‘socially progresive’ as wel, then Horkheimer fails to
tell us what to do if these two criteria conflict. He merely
repeats generalities about truth not being ‘supra-historical and
about the social conditioning of knowledge, or what he calls
the necessary ‘social mediation’ between a concept and its bject;
he assures us that the theory is not ‘static’, that it does not
“absolutize’ cither the subject or the object, and so on. All that
i clear is that ‘critical theory’ refuses to accept Lukics’s party
dogmatism and seeks to maintain its status as theory while also
refusing to acknowledge empirical criteria of verification. In
other words, it exists by virtue of its own ambiguity.

Critical theory, thus understood, also comprises no specific
Utopia. Horkheimer's predictions are confined (o tite generali-
ties: universal happiness and freedom, man becoming his own
master, the abolition of profit and exploitation, etc. We are told
that “everything’ must be changed, that it is not a matter of
reforming society but of transforming it, but we are not told
how this is to be done or what will be put in its place. The
proletariat no longer ranks as the infallible subject of history,
though its liberation is still an objective of the theory. Since,
however, the latter docs not claim to be the effective lever of
general liberation, there is nothing clearly left of it except the
conviction that it constitutes a higher mode of thought and will
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accumulation depended on the efficiency and rapidity of circu-
lation, and it was o this that efforts should be directed. If the
‘peasant were deprived ofall his surpluses by coercion or economic:
means, he would produce no more than he could eat himself
hence to coerce the peasantry was against the manifest interest
of the state and proletariat. The only way to increase farm
production was to provide material incentives. Certainly, this
would be 1o the kulaks' advantage; but the development of
commercial co-operatives would make it possible to bring the
whole peasantry, including kulaks, into a state-controlled system
that would promote the growth of the economy as a whole.
The development of industry depended on the rural market;
accumulation by the peasants meant increased demand for
industrial products, and it was therefore in the whole country’s
interest to permit accumulation by peasants of all categories.
Hence Bukharin's appeal (o the peasants in 1925, ‘Get rich!”
—a slogan that was often quoted later as a glaring proof of his
unorthodoxy. In his view the policy of declaring war on the
better-off peasants and stirring up class conflct in the country-
side would ruin not only agriculture but the whole economy.
Poor peasants and farm labourers must be helped not by ruining
the kulaks but by the state using the latter's resources, which
it must first allow them to accumulate. Consumers’ and market-
ing co-operatives would in time lead naturally to the develop-
ment of producer co-operatives. The Trotskyist policy, on the
other hand, would mean disaster in both agriculture and
industry; it would alienate the whole peasantry from the state,
and thus destroy the dictatorship of the proletariat. Moreover,
the artificial raising of the price of industrial goods to a high
level in order to exploit the countryside, as proposed by Pre-
obrazhensky and Pyatakov, would not only hi the peasants but
the workers as well, since the bulk of these goods were consumed
by the urban population. As for the opposition’s attacks on
bureaucratic degeneration in the government machine, this
danger indeed existed, but it would be a hundred times worse
i their policy towards the peasants were adopted. A return to
the methods of War Communism would mean creating a whole
class of privileged functionaries for the main purpose of coercing
the countryside, and this huge apparatus would be far more
expensive than all the losses resulting from a lack of organ-
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(Under the barner of Marxism): this journal, founded in 1922,
played an important part in the history of Soviet philosophy
and was one of the party’s theoretical organs. (The fist issue
contained a letter from Troisky, which, however, consisted
merely of generalities.) The articles published were all by pro-
fessed Marxists, but in the first few years readers were given
sound information on contemporary philosophy outside Russia,
for example, that of Husserl, and the general level of expasition
was a great deal higher than in the standard philosophical
writings of later years

1If the gist of the controversy were (o be expressed in a single
sentence, one might say that the mechanists represented the
opposition of the natural sciences to philosophic interference,
while the dialecticians stood for the supremacy of philosophy
over the sciences and thus reflected the characteristic tendency
of Soviet ideological development. The mechanists’ outlook
might be called negative, while the dialecticians ascribed
immense importance to philosophy and regarded themselves as
specialists. The mechanists, however, had a much better idea
of what science was about. The dialecticians were ignoramuses
in this sphere and confined themselves to general formulas
about the philosophical need to ‘generalize’ and unify the
sciences;on the other hand, they knew more than the mechanists
about the history of philosophy. (Eventually the party con-
demned both camps, and created a dialectical synthesis of both
forms of ignorance.)

‘The mechanists accepted Marxism but maintained that the
scientific world-view had no need of a philosophy, as it merely
represented the sum total of all the natural and social sciences.
I one ofth jourmals it umbers there apeared an arice
by O. Minin, of whom nothing else s known, which was often
quoted thereafter as an extreme example of the mechanists’ anti-
philosophical prejudice. The view expressed by Minin in a
highly simplistic form was that feudal lords had used religion
to further their clasw-interests and the bourgeoisie had similarly
used philosophy; the proletariat, on the other hand, rejected
both and drew all its strength from science.

In a more or less acute form, dislike of philosophy as such
was typical of the whole mechanist camp. Its best-known
adherents were Tvan L. Skvortsov-Stepanov (1870-128) and
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himself apparently came to share. In reality, however, there was
1o basic political opposition between the two men, et alone any
theoretical disagreement.

sve have s the enders fthe Octber uprising believed
that the revolutionary process would soon spread to the pring
European countries, and that the Russian revolution had no
hope of permanent success except as the prelude to world
revolution. None of the Bolshevik leaders in the early days held
or expressed any view other than this: some of Lenin’s statements
on the subject were so unequivocal that Stalin later had them
expunged from his works. However, as hopes of a world
revolution receded and the Communists failed in their desperate
efforts to bring about an uprising in Europe, they also agreed
that the task immediately before them was 1o build a socialist
society, though no one knew exactly in what this ought to
consist. Two basic principles continued to be accepted: that
Russia had begun a process which, by the laws of history, must
finally embrace the whole world, and that, as long as the West
was in 1o hurry (0 start its own revolution, it was for the
Russians t0 set about the socialst transformation of their own
country. The question whether socialism could in fact be built
once and for all was not seriously considered, as no practical
consequerices depended on the answer. When Lenin perceived,
after the Civil War, that you could not make corn grow by
issuing decrees or even by shooting peasants, and when he
accordingly instiuted the N.E.P., he was certainly concerned
with “building socialism’ and was more interested in the internal
organization of the state than in stiring up revolution abroad.

When Stalin, in the spring of 1924, published his article ‘The
Foundations of Leninism'—his first attempt to codify Lenin’s
doctrine afier his own fashion—he reiterated points that were
generally accepted, and attacked Trotsky for ‘underestimating’
the revolutionary role of the peasantry and holding that the
revolution could originate in one-class rule by the proletariat.
Leninism, he argued, was the Marxism of the age of imperialism
and proletarian revolution; Russia had become the native
country of Leninism because it was ripe for revolution owing
10 it relative backwardness and the many forms of oppression
from which it suffered; and Lenin had foreseen the trans-
formation of the bourgeois revolution into a socialist one.
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‘humanity—and to reform Communism by curing its repressive
and bureaucratic character, revisionism could be effective only
as long as the party took the traditional ideology seriously and
the apparatus was in some degree sensitive to ideological
questions. But revisior elf was 2 major cause of the fact
that the party lost its respect for official doctrine and that
ideology increasingly became a sterile though indispensable
ritual. In this way revisionist criticism, especially in Poland, cut
the ground from under its own feet. Writers and intellectuals
continued their manifestations, protests, and attempts to put
political pressure on the authorities, but there were less and less
inspired by truly revisionist, i.¢. Marxist, ideas. In the party and
burcaucracy the importance of Communist ideology was mani-
festly declining. Instead of people who, even if they had taken
part in the atrocities of Stalinism, were in their way loyal
Communists and attached to Communist ideals, the reins of
power were now held by cynical, disillusioned careerists who
were perfectly aware of the emptiness of the Communist slogans
they made use of. A bureaucracy of this kind was immune to
ideological shocks. i

Revisionism tself on the other hand, had a certain inner logic
which, before long, carried it beyond the frontiers of Marxism.
Anyone who took seriously the rules of rationalism could not
be interested any longer in the degree of his own ‘loyalty’ to
Marxit tradition, orfeel any inhibition about sing other sources
and theoretical stimuli; Marxism in its Leninist-Stalinist form
was such a poor and primitive structure that on close analysis
it_practically disappeared. Marx's own doctrine certainly
afforded more food for the mind, but in the nature of things
it could not provide answers (o questions that philosophy and
the social sciences had raised since Marx's day, nor could it
assimilate various important conceptual categories evolved by
twentieth-century humanistic culture. Attempts to combine
Marxism with trends originating elsewhere soon deprived it
of ts clear-cut doctrinal form: it became merely one of several
contributions to ntellectual history, instead of an all-embracing
system of authoritative truths among which, if one looked hard
enough, one could find the answer to everything. Marxism had
functioned for decades almost entirely as the political ideology
of a powerful but self-contained sect, with the result that it was
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clusions, the most contradictory aims could be and were deduced
with equal logic from the same theoretical formulas; docirine,
i fact, was ancillary to politics. If ‘on the one hand’ the basc
determined the superstructure, but ‘on the other hand’ the super-
structure reacted upon the base, then to whatever extent and
by whatever means the ‘proletarian state’ endeavoured to
regulate cconomic processes, it would always be acting in
accordance with the doctrine. Bukharin accused Stalin of
disturbing the economic balance between town and countryside,
but his ‘law of equilibrium’ supplied no clue as to when and
inwhat conditions the existing equilibrium should be maintained
or overthrown. Undil final stabilization is attained under
Communism, equilibrium will remain subject to disturbance,
and such policies as Stalin’s ‘revolution from above’, i.c. the
forced expropriation of the peasantry, may be perfectly in
accordance with the thesis of the general trend of society
towards equilibrium: for the object of that policy was to
eliminate ‘contradictions’ between state industry and private
agriculture, and hence to remove factors of imbalance. Cohen
rightly observes that Bukharin wrote his handbook at a time
when he himself exemplified what was called in party language
an extremely ‘voluntaristic’ attitude (0 economic phenomena:
ie. he believed that the whole of economic life could be
perfectly well regulated by administrative and coercive means,
and that after the victory of the proletariat all economic laws
would be dialectically superseded. Later he abandoned his War
Communism outlook and became the ideologist of the N.E.P.;
but he made no alteration to the thesis of Historical Materialism,
and it was therefore absurd to detect in that work the inspiration
of his policy in 1929. Nor, for that matter, can the ideas of
War Communism be deduced from it either: we can only say
once again that such vague philosophical statements can be used
o justfy any policy or, which comes o the same thing, that
they do not justify one more than another.

3. Philosophical contraverses: Deborin vesus the mechanists
Independently of Bukharin’s intention, his book contributed to
a lively dispute in the 1920s between two opposed camps, the
“dialecticians’ and the ‘mechanists’. The controversy was
reflected in the pages of the monthly Pod znamenem Marksizma
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from “anecdotic’ work; and, similarly, the novel and drama,
although they consist of words, have survived the loss of form
(which can never be complete) to the extent that we are able
10 read Joyce, Musi, and Gombrowicz with understanding. But
in philosophical writing, the dissolution of form is destructive
in the highest degree. It may be tolerable if it is due to the
author's attempt to catch flecting ‘experience’ in words and to
make his work directly ‘expressive’, like Gabriel Marcel; but
it is hard to endure a philosopher who continues to deal in
abstractions while at the same time contending that they arc
a meaningless form of discourse.

With this reservation we may try to give an idea of Adorno’s
argument. The main theme that pervades his book and is
expressed, for example in his critique of Kant, Hegel, and the
existentialists appears to be as follows. Philosophy has always
been dominated by the scarch for an absolute starting-point,
both metaphysical and epistemological, and in consequence,
despite the intentions of philosophers themselves, it has drifted
into a search for ‘identity’, i.¢. some kind of primordial being
to which all others were ultimately reducible: this was alike the
trend of German idealism and positivism, of existenialists and
transcendental phenomenologists. In considering the typical
traditional ‘pairs’ of opposites—object versus subject, the
general versus the particular, empirical data versus ideas, con-
tinuity versusdiscontinuity, theory versus practice—philosophers
have sought to interpret them in such a way as to give primacy
10 one concept or the other and o create a uniform language
by means of which everything can be described: to identify
aspects of the universe in respect of which all others are
derivative. But this cannot be done. There is no absolute
*primacy :everything philosophy isconcerned with presentsitself
as interdependent with its opposite. (This, of course, is Hegel's
idea, but Adorno claims that Hegel was afierwards untrue to
it A philosophy which continues i traditional fashion to strive
to discover the ‘primal’ thing or concept is on the wrong track,
and, moreover, in our civilization it tends (o strengthen
totalitarian and conformist tendencies, by seeking order and
invariability at any cost. Philosophy in fact is impossible; all
thatis possible i constant negation, purely destructive resistance
10 any attempt to confine the world within a single principle
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munism has ceased in general t0 be an intellectual
problem, remaining simply a matter of government power and
repression. The situation is a paradoxical one. The ruling party
still officially professes Marxism and the Communist doctrine
of “proletarian internationalism’; Marxism is a compulsory
subject in all places of higher learning, manuals of it arc
published and books are written about ts problems; yet this state
ideology has never been in such a lfeless condition as now. No
one in practice believes in it, neither the rulers nor the ruled,
and both are aware of this fact; yet it s indispensable, since
it consttutes the main foundation of the legitimacy of the regime,
as the dictatorship of the party is based on the claim that it
“expresses’ the historical interests of the working class and the
people. Everyone knows that *proletarian internationalism’ is
nothing but a phrase to cover the fact that the East European
countries are not masters of their own affairs, and that the
“leading role of the working class’ simply means dictatorship by
the party burcaucracy. Consequently, the rulers themselves,
when they wish to arouse at least some degree of response from
the population, appeal less and less to the ideology that exists
only on paper, and instead use the language of raisn détat and
national interest. Not only is the official ideology lifeless, but
itis no longer clearly formulated as it was in Stalin’s day, Since
there is no_authority competent to do so. Intellectual life
continues, though harassed by censorship and various police
restrictions, but Marxism plays next o no part i i, although
state support maintains t artifciall in being and immune from
criticism. In the field of ideology and the humanistc sciences
the party can only act negatively, by means of repression and
prohibitions of al kinds. Even so, the official ideology has had
to forfeit a large part of its former universalist claims.
Marxism, of course, may not be criticized directly, but even in
philosophy works appear which completely ignore it and are
written as if it had never existed. In sociology a certain number
of orthodox treatises are regularly published, mainly to secure
an attestation of their authors’ political reliability, while at the
same time many other works fall into the category of ordinary
empirical sociology, using the same methods as in the West. The
scope permitted 10 such works is of course limited: they may
deal with changes in family lfe or working conditions in industry,
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Tue present volume deals with the evolution of Marxism in the
last half-century. Writing it has involved especial difficulties,
one of which is the sheer bulk of the available literature: no
historian can be fully acquainted with it, and it s therefore,
500 speak, impossible (0 do everyone justice. Another difficulty
isthat I am not able to treat the subject with the desirable detach-
ment. Many of the people mentioned in this volume I know
or have known personally, and some of them are or were my
friends. Morcover, in describing the controversies and political
strugglesin Eastern Europe in the later 1950s I am writing about
events and issues in which | myself took part, so that I appear
in the invidious role of a judge in my own cause. At the same
time, I could not pass over these maters in silence. The upshot
is that the most recent period, which is the one I know best
from my own experience, is treated less fully than any other.
Thelast chapter, which deals with this period, could be expanded
into a further volume; but, setting aside the difficultis already
mentioned, I am not convinced that the subject is intrinsically
worthy of treatment at such length.
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contribute to the emancipation of mankind.

Horkheimer's remarks on the social preferences and interests
involved in the conceptual apparatus used by various theories
of society are certainly true, though they were not new even
in his day. But the fact that the social sciences reflect different
interests and values does not mean, as Horkheimer seems o think
(following Lukics, Korsch, and Marx), that the difference
between empirical and evaluative judgements has been
“transcended.

In this sense the ‘critical theory’ is an inconsistent attempt
to preserve Marxism without accepting its identification with
the proletariat and without recognizing the class or party criteria
of truth, but also without secking a solution of the difficulties
that arise when Marxism is truncated in this manner. It is a
partial form of Marxism, offering no replacement for what it
leaves out.

5. Negative dislctics

There s, as far as I am aware, no summarized version of what
is regarded, no doub rightly, as the most complete and general
exposition of Adorno’s thought, namely Negatioe Dialectics.
Probably it would be impossible to compile such a summary,
and probably Adorno was well aware of this and deliberately
made it so. The book may be called an embodicd antinomy:
a philosophical work that sets out to prove, by example or
argument, that the writing of philosophical works is impossible.
The difficulty of explaining its content is not only due to its
extremely intricate syntax, which is evidently intentional, or
the fact that the author uses Hegelian and neo-Hegelian jargon
without any attempt to explain it, as though it were the
clearest language in the world. The pretentious obscurity of style
and the contempt that it shows for the reader might be
endurable if the book were not also totally devoid of lterary
form. 1t is in this respect a philosophical counterpart to the
formlessness that manifested itself some time earlier in the plastic
arts, and later in music and literature. It s no more possible
to summarize Adomo’s work than to describe the plot of an
“anti-novel’ or the theme of an action painting. It can no doubt
be said that the abandonment of form in painting did not lcad
to the destruction of art, but actually liberated pure painting
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almost completely cut offfrom the external world of deas; when
attempts were made (0 overcome this isolation it generally
proved too late—the doctrine collapsed, like mummified remains
suddenly exposed to the air. From this point of view, orthodox
party members were quite right to fear the consequences of
trying to breathe fresh life into Marxism. Revisionist appeals
‘which seemed to be the merest common sense—Marxism must
be_defended in free discussion by the intellectual methods
universally applied in science, its ability to solve modern
problems must be analysed without fear, its conceptual
apparatus must be enriched, historical documents must not be
falsified, and so on—all proved to have catastrophic results:
instead of Marxism being enriched or supplemented, it dissolved
in a welter of alien ideas.

In Poland revisionism lived on for a time but became less
and less important ideologically as compared with other forms
of opposition. It was represented in the early sixties by Kuroit
and Modzelewski, who put forward a Marxist and Communist
political programme. Their analysis of Polishsociety and govern-
‘ment, which led them to the conclusion that a new exploiting
class had come into existence in the Communist countrics and
could only be overthrown by a proletarian revolution, was
arrived at on traditional Marxistlines. It cost them several years'
imprisonment, but their resistance helped to form a students’
opposition movement leading to fairly widespread riots in March
1968. This, however, had little to do with Communist ideology:
most of the students protested in the name of civic and
academic liberties, but did not interpret these in any specifically
Communist or even socialist sense. After the riots were crushed
the government launched an attack in the cultural field (closely
linked with the struggle between rival party cliques at that time),
and in so doing revealed that its main ideological principle was
anti-Semitism.

‘The year 1968, which was also that of the Soviet invasion
of Czechoslovakia, virtuglly marked the end of revisionism as
aseparate intellectual trend in Poland. At present the opposition
which articulates itself in various forms makes scarcely any use
of Marxist or Communist phrascology, but finds fully adequate
expression in terms of national conservatism, religion, and
traditional democratic or social-democratic formulas. Com.-
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Arkady K. Timiryazev (1880-1955), son of an eminent physiol-
ogist. Lyubov A. Akselrod, whose views we have discussed
elsewhere, also professed a ‘mechanist world-view’, but, as a
disciple of Plekhanov, she adopted a less extreme position than
others of the group.

‘The mechanists, with some support from Engels's works, held
that from the Marxist point of view there was no such thing
as a ‘science of sciences’ which would dictate to particular
sciences or claim a right to judge their findings. The dialectic
as understood by the opposing camp was not only superfiuous
but contrary toscientific investigation: it consisted of introducing
into the world-picture entities and categories unknown to
science, a Hegelian inheritance that was equally alien to the
scientific revolutionary spirit of Marxism and to the interests
of socialist society. The natural aim of science was (o explain
all phenomena more and more preciscly by reducing them to
physical and chemical processes, whereas the dialecticians with
their qualitative leaps, inner contradictions, etc. were doing the
opposite: they were in effect confirming the alleged qual
differences between various spheres of reality, by borrowing
fictitious entitis from the idealists. All changes could be finally
reduced to quantitative terms, and the view that this did not
apply, for example, to living phenomena was no more than
idealistc vitalism. True, it was possible to speak of a struggle
between contrarics, but not in Hegels sense of the internal
disjunction of concepts: the struggle was beween conflicting
forces, as could be seen in physics, biology, or the social sciences
without having to_resort to any particular dialectical logic.
Scientific investigation must be wholly based on experience, and
all Hegel's dialectical ‘categories’ were irreducible to empirical
data. The position of the dialecticians was clearly being under-
mined by the progress of natural science, which was proving
slowly but surely that all processes in the niverse could be
expressed in physical and chemical terms. The belief in
irreducible qualitative differences and the discontinuity of
natural processes was nothing short of reactionary, as was the
dialecticians’ claim that ‘chance’ was something objective and
not merely a term for our ignorance of particular causes.

‘The dialecticians’ hand was much strengthened in 1925 by
the publication of Engelss Dialectics of Nature, which pro-
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especially the works of Sartre, as many revisionists were
atiracted by his theory of freedom and the subjects irreducibility
t0 the status of a thing. Many others found inspiration in Hegel,
while those who were interested in Engels’s philosophy of science
brought analytical philosophy 1o bear on his and Lenin’s
“dialectic of nature’. The revisionists read Western critical and
philosophical literature about Marxism and Communism:
‘Camus, Merleau-Ponty, Koestler, Orwell. Marxist authorities
of the past played only a secondary role in their discussions and
critcisms. Trotsky was scarcely mentioned; some interest was
taken in Rosa Luxemburg for her attacks on Lenin and the
Russian revolution (but an attempt to publish her book on that
subject in Poland was unsuccessful); among philosophers Lukics
was popular for a while, chiefly on account of his theory of the
historical process in which subject and object tend towards
identity. Somewhat later, Gramsci became an object of nterest:
his works contained the outline of a theory of knowledge
completely opposed to Lenin's, together with critical reflections
on Communist bureaucracy, the theory of the party as an
advance guard, historical determinism, and the ‘manipulative’
approach to socialist revolution.

Further reinforcement came at this time from the Italian
Communists. Palmiro Togliatti, who had tll then enjoyed the
deserved reputation of a dyed-in-the-wool Stalinist, went on
record after the Twentieth Congres with a criticism of the
Soviet leaders, moderate as to language but important in its
consequences. He accused them of casting the whole respon-
sibility for Stalinism on to Stalin and failing to analyse the
causes of bureaucratic degeneration, and ended with an appeal
for “polycentrism’ in the world Communist movement, i.c. an
end o Moscow’s hegemony over the other parties.

Revisionism in Poland, where the critical movement in the
19508 went much further than in the rest of Eastern Europe,
was the work of a numerous group of party intcllcctuals—
philosophers, sociologists, journalists, men of letters, historians,
and economists. It found expression in the specialized Press and
in lterary and political weeklies (cspecially Po prostu and Nowa
Kultura), which played an important part until they were
suppressed by the authorities. Among the philosophers and
sociologists who were frequently attacked as revisionists were
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objective may be defined as the vindication of human subjectivity
in opposition to Leninist doctrine. The main points of their
attack were as follows.

In the first place, they criticized Lenin’s ‘theory of reflection’,
arguing that the sense of Marx's epistemology was entirely
different. Cogition did not consist of the object being reflected
in the mind, but was an interaction of subject and object, and
the effect of this interaction, co-determined by social and
biological factors, could not be regarded as a copy of the world.
‘The human mind could not transcend the manner in which it
‘was associated with being; the world as we know it is partially
man-made.

Secondly, the revisionists criticized determinism. Neither
Marx's theory nor any factual considerations justified a deter-
‘minist metaphysic, especially as far as history was concerned.
‘The idea that there were unalterable ‘laws of history’ and that
socialism was historically inevitable was a mythological super-
stition which might have played a part in stirring up enthusiasm
for Communism but was none the more rational for that. Chance
and uncertainty could not be excluded from past history, still
less from predictions of the future.

‘Thirdly, they criticized attempts o deduce moral values from
speculative historiographicalschemata. Even ifit were supposed,
wrongly, that the socialist future was guaranteed by this or that
historical necessity, it would not follow that it was our duty to
support such necessities. What is necessary is not for that
reason valuable; socialism still needs a moral foundation, over
and above its being allegedly the result of *historical laws”. For
the idea of socialism to be restored, a system of values must first
be re-created independently of historiosophical doctrine.

Al these criticisms had the common aim of restoring the role
of the subject in the historical and cognitive proces. They were
combined with a criticism of the bureaucratic regime and the
absurd pretentions of the party apparatus to superior wisdom
and knowledge of ‘historical laws’ and, on the strength of this,
to unrestricted power and privilege. From the philosophical
point of view, revisionism soon broke completely with Leninism.

In the course of their criticism the revisionists naturally
appealed to various sources, some Marxist and some not. In
Eastern Europe some part was played by existentialism,
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futurism, expressionism—expresses the decline ofthe bourgeoi

Despite all this the supersiructure is not without importance:
the bourgeois state, after al, is a condition of capitalist pro-
duction. The superstructure affects the base, but at any given
moment it is ‘in the last resort” conditioned by the forces of
production.

s for ethics, they are a product o the fetshism of classsociety
and will vanish with it. The proletariat has no need of ethics,
and the norms of behaviour that it creates in its own interest
are technical in character. Just as a carpenter making a chair
conforms to certain technical rules, so the proletariat builds com-
munism on the basis of knowledge conceming the inter-
dependence of members of society; but this has nothing to do
with ethics.

Ingeneral, the whole dialectic may be reduced to an unending
process of the disturbance and restoration of equilibrium. There
s no longer any purpose in opposing the ‘dialectical’ to the
‘mechanistic’view of phenomena, a in modern times mechanics
has itself become dialectical: do we not learn from physics that
everything affects everything else, and nothing in nature is
isolated? All social phenomena can be explained by the conflict
of opposing forces because of man’s struggle with nature.
(Bukharin seems to believe, nevertheless, that when communism
is finally buil, social equilibrium will be established once and
forall. At present, however, we are in a revolutionary era, which
inevitably involves a regression in technical matters.) Production
relations are simply the co-ordination of human beings, con-
sidered as ‘living machines’, in the labour process. The fact that
people think and feel while engaged in this process does not
mean that production relations are spiritual in character:
everything spiritual owes its existence to material needs and
is subservient to production and the class struggle. It is not the
case, for instance, as Cunow and Tugan-Baranovsky assert, that
the bourgeois state performs functions that are for the benefit
of all classes. True, the bourgeoisie is compelled in its own
interest to_organize activities in the sphere of public utlity,
for example, to build roads, maintain schools, and promote
scientific knowledge; but all this is done purely from the point
of view of the capitalist class-interest, and thus the state is
nothing but an instrument of class domination.
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articles on literary topics, stated flaly that there was not and
could not be any ‘proletarian culture’. The proletariat, he
argued, could not produce any culture at the present time
because it was not educated, and, as for the future, socialist
Society would not create a class culture of any sort but would
raise the whole of human culture to new levels. The dictatorship
of the proletariat was only a short, transient phase after which
the glorious classless society would set in—a society of supermen,
any one ofwhom could become the intellectual equal of Aristotle,
Goethe, or Marx. In Troisky’s view it was wrong to canonize
any particular literary style, or label creative forms as pro-
gressive or reactionary regardless of their content.

‘The imposition of a uniform pattern on art and literature
and their transformation into media for the glorification of the
state, the party, and Stalin was a natural effect of the develop-
‘ment of totaltarianism; but the creative intelligentsia, or at least
large sections of it, helped considerably in the process. During
the time when various literary and artistic schools were in
competition and were tolerated on condition of general loyalty
to the regime, almost every one of them canvassed the party
for support against itsrivals: this applied especially to literature
and the theaire. In this way writers and others secking a
‘monopoly for their views accepted and encouraged the baneful
principle that it was for the party and state authorities to permit
o prohibit this or that form of art. The destruction of Soviet
culture was in part the work of its own representatives, There
were, however, exceptions. For instance, the ‘formalist” school
of literary criticism flourished in the 19205 and was respected
as an important humanistic trend; it was condemned at the end
of the decade, but several of its members refused to bow to
political pressure and police sanctions and had to be forced into
silence. It is noteworthy that, as a result of this tenacity,
formalism continued to exist as an underground current and
reappeared twenty-five years later, during the partial thaw
afier Stalin’s death, as a strong, untarnished intellectual move-
ment, though of course some of ts leaders had meanwhile died
of natural causes or otherwise.

The twenties were also the period of the ‘new proletarian
morality'—a term which stands for a number of planned or
spontancous changes, not all in the same direction. On the one
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the idea of workers’ councils independent of the party, which
could not only bargain with the state over questions of pay and
working conditions but also play an effective part in industrial
management, was frequently advanced in both Poland and
Hungary; later on, the example of Yugoslavia was quoted.
Workers' self-government went naturally with the decentraliza-
tion of economic planning.

Animportant reform desired by non-party critics was freedom
of religion and an end to persecution of the Church. The
revisionists, who were for the most part anti-religious,stood aside
from this question; they believed in the separation of Church
and State and did not support the demand, which was wide-
spread in_those years, for the reintroduction of religious
education into schools.

The second category of demands universally put forward
related to state sovercignty and equality among members of the
“socialist bloc". In all the bloc countries Soviet supervision was
extremely thorough in many spheres; the army and policc in
particular were under specific and direct control, and the duty
0 follow the elder brother’s example in everything was the
foundation of state ideology. The whole population felt keenly
the humiliation of their country, its dependence on the Sovict
Union, and the latter’s unscrupulous economic exploitation of
its neighbours. While, however, the Polish population as a whole
was strongly anti-Russian, the revisionists generally invoked
traditional socialist principles and avoided the language of
nationalism. A frequent demand by both revisionists and others
‘wasfor theabolition ofthe privileges enjoyed by the bureaucracy,
not s0 much in matters of pay but in the extra-legal arrange.
ments that freed them from the hardships of everyday life—
special shops and medical facilities, housing priorities, and so on.

‘The third main area of criticism was economic management.
There was, it should be noted, scarcely any call for the
restoration of industry to private hands; most people were uscd
10 the idea that it should be publicly owned. They demanded,
however, the cessation of compulsory agricultural collectiviza.
tion; a reduction in the extremely burdensome investment
programme; an enlargement of the role of market conditions
in the economy; profitsharing by workers; rationalized
planning and the abandonment of unrealistic all-cmbracing
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Accordingly, the party authorities lost no time afier the
Revolution in concerning themselves with philosophical educa-
tion. There was, however, as yet no codified philosophy. Apart
from Marx and Engels, Plekhanov was regarded as the main
authority; Lenin's work on empiriocriticism by no means enjoyed
the status of a canonical text to which all were obliged to refer.

Bukharin was the first of the party leaders after Lenin who
attempted a systematic exposition of the party's general philos-
ophy and social doctrine. He was better equipped for the task
than most others, as during the years in emigration he had
studied non-Manist sociological works such s those of Weber,
Pareto, Stammler, and others. In 1921 he published The Theory
of Historical Mateialism: a popular manual of Marsist sociology
(English translation, 1926). Unlike Lenin's Empiriocritcism,
which was an attack on one particular heresy, Bukharin’
work purported to give a general account of Marist doctrine.
For many years it was used as a basic text in the theoretical
training of party cadres, and its importance lies in this fact
rather than in its intrinsic merits.

Bukharin holds that Marxism is a strictly scientific, and the
only scientific, comprehensive theory of social phenomena, and
that it treats these phenomena as ‘objectively’ as any other
science treats ts proper subject-matter; hence Marxists are able
correctly to foresee historical processes, which no one clse can
do. True, Marxism is also a class theory, as are all social
theories; but it is a theory entrusted to the proletariat, which
has wider mental horizons than the bourgeoisie, because its aim
is to change society and it is therefore able (0 look into the
future. Thus only the proletariat can produce, and has in fact
produced, a ‘true science’ of social phenomena. This science
is historical materialism, or Marxist sociology. (The term
“sociology’ was not approved of by Marxists, and Lenin rejected
it on the ground that ‘sociology’ as such—not mercly this or
that theory—was a bourgeois invention. However, Bukhari
evidently wished to acclimatize a term already in use to denote
a particular field of scientific inquiry.)

Historical materialism, Bukharin argues, is based on the
premiss that there is no difference between the social and
natural sciences in either methods of investigation or the causal
approach to the object. All social processes are subject to
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contributed to its ideological disarray, which was the principal
condition of political change. They used party language to some
extent because they still believed in Communist stercotypes, and
t0 some extent because they knew it would be more efective;
the proportion as between faith and deliberate camouflage is
hard to estimate at this distance of Gme.

In the wave of criticism which affected all aspects of lfe and
gradually undermined all the sanciities of Communism, some
demands and viewpoints were peculiar to the revisionists while
others were common to them and non-party or non-Marxist
opponents of the regime. The principal demands put forward
were as follows.

In the first place, all the critics called for a general
democratization of public life, the abolition of the system of
repression and the secret police, or at least the subordination
of the police to 2 judiciary acting in accordance with law and
independence of political pressure; they demanded freedom of
the Press, sciences, and arts, and the abolition of preventive
censorship. The revisionists also called for intra-party democracy,
and some of them demanded the right to form ‘fractions’
within the party. From the beginning_there were differences
among the _revisionists on these points. Some demanded
democracy for party members without advancing any more
general claims, appearing to believe that the party could be a
democratic island in a non-democratic society; they thus
accepted, expressly or by implication, the principle of the
dictatorship of the proletariat’, ie. of the party, and imagined
that the ruling party could afford the huxury of intemnal
democracy. In time, however, most of the revisionists came to
see that there could be no democracy for the élite only; if
intra-party groups were allowed to exist they would become the.
mouthpices of social forces which were otherwise denied utter-
ance, so that a system of ‘fractions’ within the party would
become a substitute for a muldi-party system. 1t was necessary
tochoose therefore between the free formation of plitical parties,
with all its consequences, and dictatorship by one party, which
involved dictatorship within that party.

Important amongdemocraticobjectives was the independence
of trade unions and workers’ councils. The cry ‘All power to
the councils’ was even heard—not very loudly, it is true, but
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wretched state of the population. Eleven were sentenced to
death and many t0 long terms of imprisonment. The trial was
meant to serve as a warning to all members of the old intell-
gentsia that they could not expect indulgent treatment from
the state. The record of the proceedings has been admirably
analysed by Solzhenitsyn and presents a picture of the absolute
degradation of legal concepts under the Soviet regime.

There is no evidence that any of the party leaders at any
time protested or attempted to prevent repressions or obviously
faked trials, as long as none of the victims was a Bolshevik. The
opposition groups only began to complain when the terror
affected their own members, who were devoted party activists;
but by that time complaints were of no avail. The police
apparatus was completely in the hands of Stalin and his helpers,
and on the lower levels it took precedence of the party
bureaucracy. It cannot be said, however, that the police ever
controlled the party as a whole, for Stalin ruled supreme
throughout the period as head of the party, not of the police;
it was through the police, however, that he governed the party.

2. Bukharin as a philosopher
One of the distinguishing features of Communism was the
conviction of the importance of philosophy in political life.
From the very beginning, i.c. from Plekhanov’s early writings,
Russian Marxism showed the tendency to develop into an
integral ‘system?’, embracing and answering all questions of
philosophy, sociology, and poitics. Although individuals differed
25 to what the ‘tru’ philosophy consisted in, they were all
agreed that the party must and did have a clearly defined
philosophical outlook, and that this outlook could tolerate no
rival, There was virtually no counterpart in Russia to the
philosophic ‘neutralism’ of so many German Marxists, which
expressed itself in two logically independent propositions. The
first of these was that Marxism, as a scientific theory of social
phenomena, had no more need of philosophical premisses than
any other science; the second, that the party was bound by a
political programme and a historico-social doctrine, but that
its members were free to adhere to any religion or philosophy
they liked. Lenin violently attacked both these principles, and
in 50 doing he was entirely representative of Russian Marxism.
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tortions’. Most of them held that the Stalinist system had made
few mistakes from the point of view of its social functions, that
it was a fairly coherent political system in itself, and that the
100ts of the evil must therefore be sought not in Stalin’s personal
faults or ‘mistakes’ but n the nature of Communist power. They
believed for some time, however, that Stalinism was curable in
the sense that Communism could be restored or ‘democratized”
‘without questioning it foundations (though it was far from clcar
‘what exactly were basic features and what were accidental ones).
Bat, as time went on, the revisionists saw more and more clearly
tha this position too was untenable: f the onc-party system was
a necessary condition of Communism, then Communism was
unreformable.

Itappeared, however,for some time yet that Marxist socialism
was possible without Leninist political forms, and that Com-
‘munism might be attacked ‘within the framework of Marxism’.
Hence many attempis were made to reinterpret the Marxist
tradition in an anti-Leninist sensc.

‘The revisionists began by requiring that Marxism should
subject tself o the normal rules of scientific rationality, instead
of relying on the monopolistic power of censorship, police, and
privilege. They argued that such privilege inevitably led to the
degeneration of Marxism and deprived it of vitality; that
Marxism must be able to defend its existence by the empirical
and logical methods universally accepted by science; and that
Marxiststudies were withering away because Marxism had been
institutionalized into a state ideology immunc from criticism.
It could only be regenerated by free discussion in which Marxists
would have to defend their positions by rational argument. The
critics attacked the primitiveness and sterility of Marxist
writings, their inadequacy to the main problems of the present
age, their schematic and ossified character, and the ignorance
of those who were regarded as the chief exponents of the
doctrine. They attacked the poverty of the conceptual categories
of Leninist-Stalinist Marxism and the simplistic atiempts to
explain all culture in terms of the class struggle, to reduce all
philosophy to ‘the conflict between materialism and idealism’,
to wm all morality into an instrument for the ‘building of
socialism’, and o on.

As far ‘as philosophy is concerned, the revisionists’ main
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ibrium must be based on new. principles. These changes
are cffected by qualitative leaps resulting from the accumulation
of quantitative changes. For instance, water is heated and, at
a given movement, reaches boiling-point and turns into steam—
a qualitative change. (We may note in passing that none of
the ‘classic Marxist writers’, from Engels to Stalin, who repeated
this example observed that water does not have to reach a
temperature of 100° centigrade to evaporate.) Social revolution
is a change of the same sort, and this is why the bourgeoisic
rejects the dialectical law of change by qualitadive leaps.

Specifically social forms of change and development depend
on the interchange of energy between man and nature, that
is 10 say on labour. Social life is conditioned by production,
and social evolution by the increasing productivity of labour.
The relations of production determine thought, but, as human
beings produce commodities in mutual dependence on one
another, socicty is not merely a collection of individuals but
a true aggregate, every unit of which affects every other.
Technology determines social development; every other factor
is secondary. Geography, for instance, can at most affect the
rate at which peoples evolve, but does not explain evolution
itself; demographic changes depend on technology and not the
other way about. As for racial theories of evolution, they were
decisively refuted by Plekhanov.

‘In the last resort’ all aspects of human culture can be
explained by technological change. The organization of society
evolves according to the condition of productive forces. The
state is an instrument of the ruling class and serves to maintain
its privileges. How, for example, did religion come into being?
Very simply: in primitive society there was a ruler of the tribe,
and people transferred this concept to their own sclves, thus
arriving at the idea of a soul that rules the body; then they
transferred the soul to the whole of nature and endowed the
universe with spiritual qualities. Finally these fantasies were used
to justify class divisions. Again, the idea of God as an unknown
power ‘reflects’ the dependence of capitalists on fate, which they
cannot control. Art is likewise a product of technical develop-
ment and social conditions: savages, Bukharin explains, cannot
play the piano, for if there is no piano one cannot play on it
or compose works for it. Decadent modern art—i






index-474_1.png
460 Developments in Marsism since Stalin’s death

plans; a reduction in the norms and directives that hampered
enterprise; and concessions (o private and co-operative activity
in the field of services and small-scale production.

In all these matters revisionist demands coincided with those:
of the population in general; the revisionists, however, used
socialist and Marxist arguments instead of nationalist and
religious ones, and they also put forward aspirations relating
to party lfe and Marxist studies. In this respect, like other
heretics in history, they appealed for a ‘return to the sources’,
ie. they based their criticism of the system on Marxist
tradition. More than once, especially in the carly stages, they
invoked Lenin's authority, searching his writings for texts in
support ofintra-party democracy, the participation of the ‘broad
‘masses’ in government, and so on. In short, the revisionists for
a time opposed Lenin to Stalinism, as survivors of the move-
ment stil do from time to tme. They did not have much
intellectual success, as the discussions made it increasingly clear
that Stalinism was the natural and legitimate continuation of
Lenin’s ideas; but politically their arguments were of some
importance, as we have scen, in helping to disrupt Communist
ideology by appealing o its own stereotypes. The peculiarity
of the situation was that both Marxism and Leninism spoke a
language full of humane and democratic slogans which, while
they were empty rhetoric as far as the system of power was
concerned, could be and were invoked against that system. By
pointing out the grotesque contrast between Marxist-Leninist
phrascology and the realites of lie, the revisionists laid bare
the contradictions of the doctrine itself. The ideology became
detached, as it were, from the political movement of which it
had been a mere faade, and began (o live a lfe of its own.

‘While, however, attempts to hold fast to Leninism were soon
abandoned by most of the revisionists, the hope of  return to
“authentic’ Marxism lasted much longer.

The main issue that divided the revisionists from their party
colleagues was not the fact that they criicized Stalinism; at that
time, especially after the Twentieth Congres, hardly any party
members defended it with all its aberrations. Nor did the
difference even lie chiefly in the extent of their criticism, but
rather i their rejection of the offcial view that Stalinism was
a ‘mistake’ or a ‘distortion’ or a series of ‘mistakes and dis-
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invariable causal laws; despite the objections of such theorists
as Stammler, the fact of human purpose makes no difference
to this, as will and purpose are themselves conditioned like
everything else. Theories of purposive action in either the natural
o the social field, and all indeterminist theories, lead straight
0 the postulate of a Deity. Man does not have free will: all
actions are causally determined, There is no such thing as
chance in any ‘objective’ sense. What we call chance is the
intersection of two chains of causation, only one of which is
known o us: the category of ‘chance’ is merely an expression
of our ignorance.

As the law of necessity applies to all social phenomena, it
is possible to predict the course of history. Such predictions are
not yet’ so exact that we can foretell the dates of particular
events, but this is only because of the imperfectness of our
knowledge.

‘The conflict between materialism and idealism in sociology
is a particular instance of a basic philosophical controversy.
Materialism asserts that man is a part of nature, that mind is
a function of matter and thought an activity of the physical
brain. All thisis contradicted by idealism, which is nothing but
a form of religion and has been effectively refuted by science.
For who could take seriously the crazy theory of solipsism, or
Plato’s notion that there are no such things as people or pears,
but only ‘ideas’ of them?

In the social sphere, then, the same question arises s t0 the
primacy of spiri or matter. From the point of view of science,
that is of historical materialism, material phenomena, namely
productive activities, determine spiritual phenomena such as
ideas, religion, art, law, etc. We must, however, take care to
obscrve the way in which general laws operate in the social
context, and not simply transpose the laws of natural science
into social terms.

Dialectical materialism teaches that there is nothing perma-
nent in the universe, but that all things are interconnected and
affect one another. This is denied by bourgeois historians, who
are at pains to argue that private property, capitalism, and the
state are cternal. Changes in fact arise from internal conflicts
and struggles, for, in society as everywhere else, all equilibrium
is unstable and is eventually overthrown, and the new equi
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obstacles that private ownership created. The centralization of
the cconomy prevented the waste which was due to competition;
industry was not at the mercy of consumers” whims, and nation.
wide norms ensured a higher level of productivity. The complaint
that centralization and standardization killed initiative and
‘meant more monotonous work was nothing but a reactionary
hankering for pre-industrial production. The whole economy
‘must be transformed into a ‘single, uniform, automatic mechan-
ism’, and for this purpose there must be an unremitiing
campaign against capitalist elements, i.c. small peasant pro-
ducers: to abandon the fight was to acquiesce in the return of
capitalism. Trotsky did not, like Preobrazhensky, speak of the
“objective law of socialst accumulation’ and the need t0 extort
the maximum amount of surplus value from the peasants for
the sake of industrial investment, but his call for an economic
offensive against capitalst clements came to the same thing. The
opposition accused Bukharin of being basically in favour of a
wealthy kulak class and a ‘Thermidorean reaction’ his policy,
they claimed, would strengthen classes hostile 10 socialism and
increase the specific gravity of capitalis clements n the economy.
In reply Stalin, Bukharin, and their supporters declared that
the call for ‘super-industrialization’ was unrealisic and that the
opposition’s policy would turn the bulk of the middle peasantry,
not only the kulaks, against the regime; this would violate Lenin's
sacred canon of an ‘alliance between the proletariat and the
poor and middle peasants’ and would threaten the existence of
the Soviet state. The opposition were constantly demanding that
capitalist elements should be kept in check, but they did not
say what should be done if increased government pressure—
albeit economic only—deprived the peasantry of incentive, and
how the state could then ensure food production and deliveries
by any other method than a rewrn to police coercion.
Bukharin'’s argument, supported at this time by Stalin, was
that an out-and-out war by the state against the peasaniry
would be cconomically ineffective and politically disastrous, as
the period of War Communism had sufficiently proved. The
economic development of the country should depend not on the
maximum exploitation of the peasantry but on preserving the
market as a link between the state and rural economies and
hence between the working class and the peasants. The rate of
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Church and State, it has never succeeded, and cannot succeed,
in making this principle a reality; for it would mean that the
state took no interest in the religious views of its citizens and
assured them all of equal rights whether they belonged to any
denomination or none, while the Church or Churches would
be recognized as subjects of private law. Once the state had
become_an apanage of the party with its anti-religious
philosophy, this separation was impossible. The party’s ideology
became that of the state, and all forms of religious life per-
force became anti-state actvity. The scparation of Church and
State means that believers and non-believers have equal rights
and that the former have as much chance of exercising power
as atheistic party members. It s sufficient to state this principle
0 realize how absurd it is in Soviet conditions. A state which
from the outset professed adherence (0 a basic philosophy or
ideology from which its legitimacy was derived could not be
neutral vis-d-vis religion. Accordingly, throughout the twenties
the Church was persecuted and prevented from preaching
Christianity, though the intensity of the process varied at
fferent times. The regime succeeded in persuading part of the
hierarchy to give ground—it made no concessions on its own
part, 50 one can hardly speak of a compromise—and in the later
twenties, after many recalcitrant priests had been murdered,
a fair proportion of those who remained professed loyalty and
instituted prayers for the Soviet state and government. By then,
afier innumerable executions, the dissolution of monasteries and
convents, expropriations and deprivation of civil rights, the
Church was only a shadow of what it had been. Nevertheless,
anti-religious propaganda has remained to this day an important
clement in party education. The League of Militant Atheists,
set up in 1925 under Yaroslavsky's leadership, harried and
persccuted Christians and other believers in every possible way,
and was supported by the state in doing so.

The most powerful educative force in the new society was,
however, the system of police repression. Although this fluctu-
ated in intensity, it was always the case that any citizen, at
any time, could be subjected to repressive measures at the will
of the authorities. Lenin had laid down that law in the new
socicty must have nothing to do with law in the traditional
sense, i.e. it must not be allowed to limit government power
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was the signal for a radical change in the direction of
*democratization’ or ‘liberalization’.

Although the background to the Twenticth Congress is not
known in detai, it is clear in retrospect that certain features
of the system that had prevailed for twenty-five years could not
be maintained without Stalin and the inviolable authority he
had wielded. Since the great purges Russia had lived under a
regime in which none of the most privileged members of the
party and government, even the Politburo, could be sure from
one day to the next whether they would be suffered to live or
be destroyed at the tyrant’s whim, by the mere lifting of his
infallible finger. It is not surprising that after Stalin’s death they
were anxious that no successor of his should get into the same
position. The condemnation of ‘errors and distortions’ was a
necessary part of the unwritten mutual security pact among the
party leaders; and in the Soviet Union, as in the other socialist
countries, intra-party conflicts were henceforth settled without
the deposed oligarchs losing their lives. The system of pe
massacre had certainly had its merits from the point of view
of political stability, making faction impossible and ensuring the
unity of the apparatus of power; but the price of that unity was
one-man despotism and the reduction of all members of the
apparatus to the conditions of slaves whose very tenure of life
was uncertain, though they enjoyed privileges as the custodians
of other slaves whose condition was more abject stll. The first
effect of de-Stalinization was the replacement of mass terror by
selective terror which, though stll of considerable scope, was
not completely arbitrary as it had been under Stalin. Soviet
citizens henceforth knew more or less how to avoid prison and
the concentration camp, whereas previously there had been no
rules at all. One of the important events of Khrushche’s cra
was the liberation of millions from the camps.

Another effect of the change was that various moves were
made towards decentralization, and it became casier for rival
political groups to form in secret. There were also attempts at
economic reform, which improved efficiency to some extent;
however, the dogma of the primacy of heavy industry was upheld
(except for a briefinterlude under Malenkov), and no steps were
taken to make production more responsive (6 mass demand by
releasing market mechanisms. Nor was there any substantial
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hand there was a continuing struggle against “bourgeois pre-
judices’ this was not specifically Marxist, but reflected the old
Russian revolutionary tradition. It was seen, for instance, in
the relaxation of legal forms concerning the family: marriage
and divorce became rubber-stamp operations, discrimination
between legitimate and bastard children was abolished, no
restriction was placed on abortion. Sexual freedom was the rule
among revolutionaries, as Alexandra Kollontay had long
advocated as 2 matter of theory and as may be seen from
Soviet novels of the period. The government was interested in
these changes in so far as they tended to weaken parental
influence and facilitate a state monopoly of education. Official
propaganda encouraged all forms of collective education of
even the youngest children, and family ties were often repre-
sented as simply another ‘bourgeois survival; children were
taught to spy on their parents and inform against them, and
were rewarded when they did so. However, in this as in other
aspects of life, such as schooling and the army, later years
brought a marked change in the official outlook. Of the radical
and iconoclastic ideals preached in the carly years of the revolu-
tion, all were discarded except those which helped the state to
exert absolute control over the individual. Hence the idea of
collective education and reduction of parental authority to the
minimum continued to hold sway, but an end was put to
“progressive’ educational methods designed to promote initiative
and independence. Strict discipline became once more the rule,
and in this respect Soviet schools differed from Tsarist ones only
in the immensely increased emphasis on indoctrination. In due
course, puritanical sexual ethics were restored to favour. The
firstslogans to go were, of course, those relating to the democrat-
ization of the army. Trotsky, at the time of the Civil War, was
well aware that an efficient army needs absolute discipline, a
strict hierarchy, and a professional officer corps: dreams of a
people’s army based on brotherhood, equality, and revolution-
ary zeal were soon recognized to be utopian.

The state also set out from the beginning to destroy the
influence of the Church and religion: this was manifestly in
accord with Marxist doctrine and also with the state’s object
of destroying all independent education. We have already scen
that, although the Soviet regime proclaimed the separation of
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post-Stalin_reforms, but as a rule the term ‘revisionism’
connoted democratic and rationalist tendencies. As in former
times it had been applied to Bernstein’s critique of Marxism,
party functionaries took o linking the new ‘revisionism® with
Bernstein’s views, but the connection was remote and insubstan-
tial. Few of the active ‘revisionists’ were especially interested
in Bernstein; many problems that had been at the centre of
ideological debate around 1900 were no longer topical; some
of Bernstein’s ideas that had aroused furious indignation at the
time were now accepted by orthodox Communists, such as the
doctrine that socialism might be achieved by legal means—a
purely tactical change, but none the lessimportant ideologically.
“Revisionism’ did not come from reading Bernstein but from
living under Stalin. However vaguely the term was used by party
leaders, however, there was in the fifies and sixties a genuine,
active political and intellectual movement which, operating for
a time within Marxism or at least using Marxist language, had
a highly disruptive effect on Communist docirine.

In 1955-7, as Commaunist ideology disintegrated, attacks on
the system were widespread. The typical feature of this period
was that Communists, while not the only critics of existing
conditions, were the most active and conspicuous ones, and on
the whole the most effective. There were several rcasons for
this predominance. In the first place, as the revisionists belonged
o the ‘establishment’ they had much easier access to the mass
media and to unpublished information. Secondly, in the nature
of things they knew more than other groups about Communist
ideology and Marxism, and about the state and party machinc.
Thirdly, Communists were used o the idea that they should
take the lead in everything, and the party did, afier all include
a number of members endowed with energy and initiative.
Fourthly, and this was the chief reason, the revisionists, at least
for a considerable time, used Marxist language: they appealed
to Communist ideological stercotypes and Marxist authoritics,
and made a devastating comparison between socialist reality and
the values and promises t0 be found in the ‘classics’. In this way
the revisionists, unlike others who opposcd the system from
nationalist or religious point of view, not only addressed them-
selves (o party opinion but awakened an echo in party circles;
they were listened to by the party apparatus and thercby
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provement in agriculture, which despite frequent ‘reorgan-
izations' remained in the miserable state to which it had been
reduced by collectivization.

Allthe changes, however, id not amount to ‘democratization”
but left unimpaired the foundations of Communist despotism.
The abandonment of mass terror was important for human
security, but it did not affect the state’s absolute power over
the individual; it did not confer on citizens any institutional
rights, or infringe the state and party monopoly of initiative and
control in all spheres of life. The principle of totalitarian
‘governmentwas upheld, whereby human beings are the property
of the state and all their aims and actions must conform to its
purposes and needs. Although various departments of lfe esisted
absorption, so that the process was never complete, the whole
system operated, as it stll docs, to enforce state control to the
utmost degree possible. Indiscriminate terror on a vast scale is
not a necessary and permanent condition of totalitarianism; the
nature and intensity of repressive measures may be affected by
various circumstances; but under Communism there can be no
such thing as the rule of law, in which law acts as an
autonomous mediator between the citizen and the state, and
deprives the latter of its absolute power vis-4-is the individual.
The present repressive system in the Soviet Union and other
Communist countries is not simply a ‘survival of Stalinism’ or
a regrettable blemish that may be cured in time without a
fundamental change in the system,

‘The only Communist regimes in the world are of the Leninist—
Stalinist pattern. On Stalin’s death the Soviet system changed
from a personal tyranny to that of an oligarchy. From the point
of view of state omnipotence this is a less effective system; it
does not, however, amount to de-Stalinization, but only to an
ailing form of Stalinism.

2. Revisionism in Easten Europe
From the second half of the 1950s the term ‘revisionism’ was
used by the party authorities and official ideologists in Com-
‘munist countries to stigmatize those who, while remaining party
‘members or Marxists, atacked various Communist dogmas. No
precise meaning was attached to it or indeed to the label of
“dogmatism’ affixed to party ‘conservatives’ who opposed the
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in any way. On the contrary, since law under any regime was
‘nothing but’ an instrument of class oppression, so the new order
adopted a corresponding principle of 'revolutionary legality’
which meant that the authorities did not have to bother with
legal forms, rules of evidence, the rights of accused persons,
etc., but could simply arrest, imprison, and do to death anyone
who might seem (o present even a potential danger to the
“dictatorship of the proletariac’. The Cheka, forerunner of the
K.G.B., was empowered from the beginning to imprison anyone
withou the sanction of the judiciary, and decrees were issued
immediately after the Revolution to the effect that various
loosely defined categories of people—speculators, counter-
revolutionary agitators, agents of oreign powers, etc—were (o
be ‘shot without mercy’. (1t was not stated what categories were
10 be shot mercifully.) This meant in practice that local police
authorities had absolute powers of life and death over every
citizen. Concentration camps (the term was actually used) were
set up in 1918, under the authority of Lenin and Trotsky, for
various types of ‘class enemy’. Initially these camps were used
as places of punishment for political adversaries—Kadets,
Mensheviks, and SR s, later Trotskyists and other deviationists,
priests, former Tsarist officials and officers, and members of the
property-owning classes, common criminals, workers who com-
mitted breaches of labour discipline, and recalcitrants of all
kinds. Only after some years did the camps become an important
factor in the Soviet economy by virtue of providing slave-labour
on a massive scale. At different times the terror was directed
especially against one or another social group, according to what
the party chose to regard as the ‘chief danger’ of the moment;
butfrom the outset the system of repression was completely above.
the law, and all decrees and penal codes served merely to
authorize the use of arbitrary power by those who already
possessed it. Show trials began at an carly stage, for example,
those of S.R.5 and priests; a grim warning of things to come
was the trial at Shakhty in May 1928 ofsome dozens of engincers
working in the Donets coal basin, in which the evidence was
trumped up from beginning to end and was based on extorted
confessions. The victims, accused of sabotage and ‘economic
counter-revolution’, were convenient scapegoats for the regime’s
economic set-backs, its organizational blunders, and the
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of the firs; they could no longer take seriously the official
assurances that although Stalin had been bad, the party and
the system were immaculate.

Secondly, the moral ruin of Communism momentarily shook
the entire system of power. The Stalinist regime could not exist
without the cement of ideology to legitimize party rule, and the
party apparatus at this time was sensitive (o ideological shocks
Since, in Leninist-Stalinist socialism, the stability of the whole
power system depends on that of the governing apparatus, the
confusion, uncertainty, and demoralization of the burcaucracy
threatened the whole structure of the regime. De-Stalinization
proved to be a virus from which Communism never recovered,
though it made shift to adapt itself, at all events in temporary
fashion.

In Poland, althoughsocial critcismand ‘revisionist’ tendencies
were already far advanced at the time of the Twentieth
Congress, that Congress and Khrushchev’s speech greatly
accelerated the dissolution of the party; it emboldened crit
10 attack the system more openly, and so far weakened the
governing apparatus that social discontent, which had accum-
ulated for years and was kept down by intimidation, came more
and more_clearly to the surface. In June 1956 therc was a
workers” rising at Pozna; though touched off by immediate
economic hardship it reflected the pent-up hatred of the whole
working class for the Soviet Union and the Polish Government
alike. The revolt was quelled, but the party was demoralized
and disoriented, rent by faction and undermined by ‘revisionism’
In Hungary the situation reached a point where the party
collapsed completely, the population went into open rebellion,
and the government announced that it was withdrawing from
the Soviet military camp (the Warsaw Pact); the Red Army
intervened to crush the revolt, its leaders were mercilessly dealt
with, and almost all the government team of October 1956 were
puttodeath. Poland escaped invasion at the last moment, owing
in part to the fact that the former party leader Wiadyslaw
Gomulka, who had escaped with hislfe during the Stalin purges,
came forward as a providential figure to avert the explosion,
his background of political imprisonment serving to gain the
confidence of the population. The Russian leaders, at firs highly
mistrustful, decided in the end—quite rightly, asit turned out—
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jsm. Soviet law, currently in force, shows by its very
existence that we are i a transitional period in which classes
have not yet been abolished and survivals of capitalism are
inevitably stll present. There can be no such thing as a form
of law peculiar to Communist society, as personal relationships
in that society will not be mediated by juridical categories.

Pashukanis's theory was indeed srongly rooted in Marx's
teaching and was in accordance with the interpretation of Marx
advanced at the time by Lukics and Korsch; social democrats,
on the other hand, such as Renner and Kauisky, regarded law
asapermanent instrument for the regulation of relations between
individuals. According o Lukics’s argument in his analysis of
reification, it follows from Mancs social philosophy that law
is @ form of the reified and fetishistic character of personal
relations in a society dominated by commodity exchange. When
social life returns to its unmediated form, human beings will
not be obliged, or even able, to conduct their relationships
through abstract legal rules; as Pashukanis emphasized, legal
associations reduce individuals to abstract juridical categorics.
Law is therefore an aspect of bourgeois society, in which all
personal associations take on a reified form, and individuals arc
only the puppets of impersonal forces—those of exchange-valuc
in the economic process, or abstract legal rules in political
society.

Similar conclusions were drawn from Marxist theory by
another legal theoretician of the 1920s, Petr 1. Stuchka, who
contended that law as such is an instrument of the class struggle
and must therefore exist as long as class antagonism continues:
insocialist society it isan instrument for suppressing the resistance
of hostile classes, and in a classless society there can be no further
need for it. Stuchka, who represented Latvia in the Comintern,
was for many years an officer in the Soviet secret police.

In literature and other areas less sensitive politically than
party history, the state and party leaders for the most part saw
1o harm in allowing a certain pluralism within the limits of
general loyalty to the regime. Neither Lenin, Trotsky, nor
Bukharin sought to impose a strait-jacket on literature. Lenin
and Trotsky were old-fashioned in their personal tastes and had
10 time for avant-garde lterature or for Proletkult; Bukharin had
some sympathy for the latter, but Trotsky, who published several
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the most progressive and democratic system of government in
human history—to this enigma the speech offered no clue
whatever. All that was certain was that the Soviet system and
the party itself remained impeccably pure and bore no respon-
sibility for the tyrants atrocities

‘The bombshell effect of Khrushchev's specch in the Com-
‘munist world was not due o the amount of new information
it contained. In the Western countries a good deal of lterature
was already available, both of an academic kind and in the form
of first-hand accounts, describing the horrors of the Stalin system
in fairly convincing terms, and the details cited by Khrushehev
did not alter the general picture or add a great deal to it; while
in the Soviet Union and its dependent countrics both Com-
‘munists and non-Communists knew the truth from personal
experience, The disrupive effect of the Twentieth Congress on
the Communist movement was due o woimportant peculiarities
of that movement: the Communist mentality, and the party's
function in the system of government.

Not only in the ‘socialist bloc', where the authorities used
every means (o prevent information seeping in from the outside
world, but also in the democratic countrics, the Communist
parties had created a mentality that was completely immune
0 all facts and arguments ‘from outside’, i.c. from ‘bourgeois'
sources. For the most part Communists were victims of magic
thinking, according to which an impure source contaminates
the information that comes from it. Anyone who was a political
enemy on fundamental issues must automatically be wrong on
particular or factual questions. The Communist mind was well
armed against the incursions of fact and rational argument. As
in mythological systems, truth was defined in practice (though
not, of course, in ideological manuals) by the source from which
it emanated. Reports which had caused no tremor as long as
they appeared in ‘bourgeois’ books or newspapers had the cffect
ofa thunderclap when confirmed by the Kremlin oracle. What
were yesterday the ‘despicable lies of imperialist propaganda’
suddenly became the appalling truth. Morcover, the fallen idol
did not simply leave a pedestal 10 be occupied by someone clsc.
Stalin's dethronement meant not only the collapse of onc
authority, but that of a whole institution. Party members could
not pin their hopes on a second Stalin coming to repair the crrors
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Russia, as became de rigur in later years, or extol the virtues
and general superiority of the Russian people.

Party history was naturally subject to the strictest control from
the very beginning. Nevertheless, there was no single authorita-
tive version for many years, indeed not until the publication
of the Short Course in 1938, and, as long as fractional strife
continued, each group presented party history in the light most
favourable to_itself. Trotsky put about one version of the
Revolution, Zinovyev another. Various manuals appeared, all
of course written by party activists or historians under orders
(for example, A. S. Bubnov, V. I. Nevsky, N. N. Popov), but
not preciscly the same in content. For some time the most
authoritative version was that by E. Yaroslavsky, irst published
in 1923 and revised several Gmes in accordance with power
shifts among the leaders. Eventually it was replaced by a collec-
tive work with Yaroslavsky as editor, but despite all hs cfforts
it was found to be marred by ‘serious errors), i.c. it was not
sufficiently laudatory of Stalin. Party history, in fact, was
degraded to the status of a political weapon at an carlier date
than any other branch of learning: from the outset, manuals
of party history were nothing but manuals of self-praise. None
the less, valuable material in this domain was also published
in the twentis, chiefly in the form of memoirs and contributions
o specialized journals.

The best-known Soviet expert on legal and constitutional
theory in the 19205 was Yevgeny B. Pashukanis (1890-1938),
who perished in the great purge like so many others. He was
head of the department of legal studies in the Communist
Academy, and his General Theory of Lawo and Marsiom (published
ina German translation in 192) is regarded as typical of Soviet
ideology of the period. His argument was that not only par-
ticular changing systems of legal norms, but the very form of

i.c. the phenomenon of law as a whole, s  product
istic social relationships and therefore, in its developed
form, is a historical manifestation of the age of commercial
production. Law was created as an instrument for the regulation
of trade and was then extended to other types of personal
relationship. It is therefore in accordance with Marxist theory
0 hold that in a Communist society law must wither away in
the same manner as the state and other creations of commodity
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thatalthough Gomulkahad takenoverwithout Kremlinsanction
he would not prove too disobedient, and that invasion would
be a greater risk. The ‘Polish October’, as it was called, far from
ushering in a period of social and cultural renewal or “iberaliza-
tion’, stood for the gradual extinction of all such attempts. In
1956 Poland was, relatively speaking, a country of free speech
and free criticism, not because the government had planned it
50 but because they had lost control of the situation. The
October events started a process of reversal, and the margin of
freedom which stll remained grew less year by year. Of the
rural co-operatives that had been compulsorily set up, the great
‘majority were soon disbanded; but from October 1956 onwards
the party machine regained its lost positions step by step. It
repaired the dislocation of government, imposed restrictions on
cultural freedom, put a brake on economic reform, and reduced
toa purely decorative role the workers’ councils that had formed
spontancously in 1956. Meanwhile the invasion of Hungary
and the wave of persecution that followed there struck terror
into the other ‘people’s democracies’. In East Germany a few
of the more active ‘revisionists’ were locked up. De-Stalinization
led in the end to brutal repressions, but the devastation through-
out the bloc was such that the Soviet system could never be
the same as before.

‘The term ‘de-Stalinization’ (like the term ‘Stalinism’) was
never officially used by the Communist parties themselves, which
spoke instead of ‘correcting errors and distortions', ‘overcoming
the cult of personality’, and ‘rewrning to Leninist norms of
party lfe". These cuphemisms were meant to convey the impres-
sion that Stalinism had been a series of regrettable errors
committed by the irresponsible Generalissimo but had nothing
10 do with the system itself, and that it sufficed to condemn
his ways in order to restore the pre-eminently democratic
character of the regime. But the terms ‘de-Stalinization’ and
Stalinism’ are misleading for other reasons than those which
precluded their use in the official vocabulary of Commu
countries. The Communists eschewed them because ‘Stalinism’
gave the impression of a system and not of accidental deviations
arising from the ruler’s faults of character. But, on the other
hand, the term ‘Stalinism’ also suggests that the ‘system’ was
bound up with Stalin’s personality, and tha his condemnation
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essential facet of Marxism which had previously been noticed
only in criticisms, for the most part ineffectual, by Christian
writers. To this extent his work has not been in vai

Bloch’s philosophy may also be more favourably viewed if
we consider not it intrinsic merits but its elation to intellectual
conditions in the G.D.R. and Eastern Europe as a whole under
the destructive pressure of Stalinism with its levelling influence.
Bloch’s thought is not only richer, more varied, and many-sided
than the cardboard schemata of Soviet dialectical materialism:
it also has the virtue that one cannot imagine it being trans-
formed into a party dogma or a ‘world-view’ imposed by the
state. Its very vagueness preserves it from being used as a rigid
catechism. In some cssential poins it diverges so far from
Marxist-Leninist schemata s (o be irreconcilable with offcial
doctrine. Above all it implis a certain rehabilitation of religion,
and this not only in the historical sense that certain forms of
religion may in past ages have ‘played a progressive role for
their time’. This formula is acceptable to Marxism-Leninism,
but Bloch goes further: in his view religion has a permanent
indestructible root, which in some undefined way must be
preserved in futuristic Marxism. Religion therefore must not be
treated as a mere collection of superstitions, arising from the
ignorance of former times or the search of oppressed peoples
for illusory consolation. Although Bloch, like all orthodox
Leninist-Stalinists, condemned all non-Marxist philosophy of
Marx's day and after, he sought 1o include in the Marxist
tradition certain aspects of the intellectual culture of past ages
which stood in very low repute with his orthodox fellow
Marxists: among these were several elements of Christianity and
also Leibnizian philosophy, the doctrine of natural law and
various strands of neo-Platonism. Philosophers in the G.D.R.
who had undergone Bloch’s influence could no longer swallow
Marxist-Leninist schemata without question. In this respect, too,
his ideas played a part in combating the dogmatic state ideology
of East European socialism.
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dialectical materialism by asserting that time and space are forms
of the existence of matter. ‘Progressive’ trends in education were
also welcomed, especially Dewey's emphasis on the ‘free school”
2s opposed to discipline and authority; at the same time Vikior
M. Shulgin, for example, held out the prospect that schools
would ‘wither away’ under Communism. It was indeed not
incongruous with Marx's doctrine that all old-world insti-
tutions should be doomed to wither away: the state, the army,
the school, nationality, and the family. Views such as these
expresscd a naive azant-garde spirit of Communism which itself
was destined soon to ‘wither away’ for good and all. Its adherents
believed that a new world was coming into existence in which
effete institutions and traditions, sanctities and taboos, cults and
idols would collapse into dust before the triumphant power of
Reason; the world proletariat, like another Prometheus, would
create a new age of humanism. This iconoclastic fervour
attracted many Western intellectuals of the literary or artstic
avant-garde, such as the French surrealists, who saw in Com-
‘munism the political embodiment of their own struggle against
tradition, academism, authority, and the past in general. The
cultural atmosphere of Russia in those years had an adolescent
quality, common 10 all periods of revolution: the belief that life
i just beginning, that the future is unlimited, and that mankind
is no longer bound by the shackles of history.

‘The new regime made a strong effort o abolish illteracy and
promote education. The schools were soon used for ideological
indoctrination, and the whole educational system was greatly
expanded. Universties were founded right and left, but many
did not last long, as the figures show: before the war Russia
had g7 places of higher learning, in 1922 there were 278, but
in 1926 there were again only half as many (138). At the same
time ‘Workers' Faculties' (rabfaki) were founded, providing
crash courses to prepare workers for higher education. Initially,
Soviet cultural policy under Lunacharsky was content with
limited objectives. It was impossible to remove all ‘bourgeois
scholars and teachers from academic insttutions at a stroke,
as this would have virtually put an end to learning and
education. The universities, from the outset, were more subjected
0 political pressure than the Academy and research institutes,

is stll the case today: there is naturally less strict control
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modernistic occultism, Marxism, romantic anti-capitalism,
cosmic evolutionism, and the theory of the unconscious. Traces
of romantic anti-capitalism can certainly be found in Marx and
are very strong among the German Marxiss or para-Marxists
of Bloch's generation, including the Frankfurt school and
Marcuse (not Lukics). Bloch maintains that his attacks on
capitalism have nothing to do with romantic conservatism, but
i fact they are closely linked. He laments that capitalism has
Killed the beauty of lfe, mechanized personal relationships, and
replaced the aesthetic values of everyday lfe by purely utilitarian
ones. He calls acroplanes ‘mock birds’ and believes that nature
contains altogether new forms of technology, about which,
however, he can only tell us that they will be quite different
and will have no harmiul consequences.

The core of Bloch’s philosophical writing is the idea of
transforming *hope’ into a metaphysical category, so that hope
becomes a quality of being. This is a kind of inversion of
Gabriel Marcel’s ‘metaphysic of hope’, where hope is not an
emotional state but a form of existence touched by the grace
of God. Bloch, on the other hand, believes that although hope
is part of being, it is actualized by human activity. Man does
not receive it from nature, sillless from God; he activates the
hope that is latent in being, and awakens the God asleep in
nature. From the point of view of Christian philosophy, Bloch’s
idea must represent the acme of the sin of pride.

Although his ontologizing of hope cannot be deduced from
‘any Marxist source, Bloch helped in one way to throw light on
Marxism by revealing its neo-Platonic roots, which were hidden
t0 Marx himself. He pointed out the link between Marx's belief
iin the prospect of man’s complete reconciliation with himself,
and the neo-Platonic gnostic tradition that found its way into
Marxism through Hegel. He emphasized the soteriological strain
which was blurred in Marx and could therefore be neglected
and_overlooked, but which set the whole Marxian idea in
motion: namely the belief in the future identification of man’s
authentic essence with empirical existence, or, more simply, the
promise eris sicut de. In this sense Bloch was right to connect
Marxism with the grostic sect that worshipped the serpent in
Genesis, maintaining that it and not Jehovah was the true
guarantor of the Great Promise. Bloch helped to reveal an
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0 the regime was much greater than subsequently (and, in the
same way, a certain degree of relaxation in cultural mattcrs
took place in 1941 and after, when the country’s fate hung in
the balance). In 1920, however, the university chairs of
philosophy were suppressed, and in 1922 all non-Marxist
philosophers, including those mentioned above, were expelled
from the country.

Inartand lterature the 1920s were marked by many valuable
achievements. Outstanding writers who identified with the
Revolution gave it a kind of authenticity by their work: these
included Babel, the young Fadeyev, Pilnyak, Mayakovsky,
Yesenin, Artem Vesyoly, and Leonov. Their creativity is proof
of the fact that the Revolution was not a mere coup d'dtal but
an explosion of forces truly present in Russian society. But other
writers who by no means favoured the Soviet system were also
active at this time, for example, Pasternak, Akhmatova, and
Zamyatin. In the thirties all this came to an cnd. Indeed, it
is hard to say whether it was safer in that period to identify
with the Revolution or 1o be a *bourgeois survival’. Many of
the former class of writers were murdered (Babel, Pilnyak,
Vesyoly) or committed suicide (Mayakovsky, Yesenin); of the
second category some, such as Mandelshtam, died in labour
camps, but others survived the years of persccution and heart-
break  (Akhmatova, Pasternak) or managed to emigratc
(Zamyatin). Those who chose to become panegyrists of Stalin’s
tyranny (Fadeyev, Sholokhov, Olesha, Gorky) generally sacri-
ficed their talent in the process.

‘The first years afier the Civil War witnessed an upsurge in
all forms of culture. The names of the great producers and
directors—Meyerhold, Pudovkin, Eisenstein—belong to the
world history of theatre and the cinema. Gurrent Western
fashions, especially of a more or less avan-garde type, were
embraced eagerly and without fear of the consequences. Soviet
adherents of Freud, such as LD. Yermakov, stressed the
materialist and determinist aspecs of psychoanalysis; Trotsky
himself showed a favourable interest in Freudianism. J. B.
‘Watson’s works on behaviourism appeared in Russian {rans-
lation. As yet there were no ideological attacks on new develop-
ments in natural science. The theory of relativity was received
with favour by commentators who argued. tha it confirmed
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some relaxation in cultural policy, and in the autumn it became
clear that the Soviet Union was preparing for a reconciliation
with Yugoslavia, which meant recanting the charges of ‘Titoist
conspiracy’ that had been the pretext for executing Communist
leaders throughout Eastern Europe.

Since the cult of Stalin and his irrefragable authority had for
many years been the linchpin of Communist ideology throughout
the world, it was not surprising that its reversal led to confusion
and uncertainty in all Communist parties and stimulated in-
creasingly sharp and frequent criticism of the socialist system
i all its aspects—economic absurdities, police repression, and
the enslavement of culture. This criticism spread throughout the
‘socialist camp’ from the end of 1954 onwards; it was most
vehement in Poland and Hungary, where the revisionist move-
ment, as it was called, developed into a wholesale attack on all
aspects of Communist dogma without exception.

‘At the Twentieth Congress of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union in February 1956 Khrushchev made his famous
speech on the ‘cult of personality’. This took place at a closed
Session, but in the presence of foreign delegates; the specch was
never printed in the Soviet Union, but its text was made known
t0 some party activists and was published shortly afterwards by
the U.S. State Department. (Among the Communist countries
Poland scems to have been the only one where the text was
distributed in print ‘for internal use’ by trusted party members;
the Western Communist parties for a long time refused to
acknowledge its authenticity.) In it Khrushchev gave a detailed
account of Stalin’s crimes and paranoiac delusions, the torture,
persccution, and murder of party officials, but he did not
rehabilitate any members of the opposition movements: the
victims whose names he cited were irreproachable Stalinists like
Postyshev, Gamarnik, and Rudzutak, not the dictator's former
opponents like Bukharin and Kamenev. Nor did Khrushchev
make any attempt at a historical or sociological analysis of the
Stalinist system. Stalin had simply been a criminal and a
maniac, personally to blame for all the nation’s defeats and
misfortunes. As to how, and in what social conditions, a blood-
thirsty paranoiac could for twenty-five years exercise unlimited
despotic power over a country of two hundred million inhabi-
tants, which throughout that period had been blessed with
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authorities created two party-based institutions: the Red Pro-
fessors” Institute (1921) to train up replacements for the old
intelligentsia in the universities, and, at an carlier date, the
Communist Academy in Moscow. Both these bodies were sup-
ported by Bukharin as long as he remained in power, and were
several times purged of ‘left-wing’ or ‘right-wing’ deviationists;
they were disbanded in due course, when the party was in full
control of all academic institutions and no longer needed a
special training-ground to fll them with reliable staff. Another
ereation of this time was the Marx-Engels Institute, which
studied the history of Communism and inaugurated a first-class
critical cdition of the works of Marx and Engels (the M.E.G.A.
edition). It dircetor, D. B. Ryazanov, was dismissed from his
post in the 1930s, like practically all genuine Marist intellec-
wals, and probably fel a victim to the purge, though some say
that he died a natural death at Saratov in 1938.

‘The principal Marxist historian of the 19205 was Mikhail N.
Pokrovsky, an eminent scholar and a friend of Bukharin. He
was for some years Deputy Commissar for Education under
Lunacharsky, and was the firt director of the Red Professors
Institute. He taught history in the clasic Marxist style,
endeavouring 1o show that detailed analysis invariably con-
firmed the general tenets of Marxism: the decisive role of
technology and class conflicts, the subordinate importance of
individuality in the historical process, and the doctrine that all
nations went through essentially the same phases of evolution.
Pokrovsky wrote a history of Russia that was much admired
by Lenin, and had the good fortune to die in 1932, before the
great purges. Subsequently, his views were branded as incorrect
and he was accused of denying the ‘objectivity’ of historical
science, for instance in the often-quoted statement that history
s nothing but politics projected into the past. He was, however,
a genuin historian and a conscientious sifter of evidence, unlike
the party champions of ‘scientific objectivity'. The accusations
againsthim and his school were mainly connected with the
growing influcnce of nationalism in state ideology and the cult
of Stalin as the supreme authority on history: Pokrovsky, it was
said, showed ‘lack of patriotism’ and his rescarches under-
estimated the role of Lenin and Stalin. The charge was true
in so far as Pokrovsky did not glorify the conquests of Tsarist
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CHAPTER XIII

Developments in Marxism
since Stalin’s death

1. “De-Stalinization’

Josern Vissaionovics STALN died of an apoplectic stroke on
5 March 1953. The world had scarcely assimilated the news
when his successors, jockeying for power among themselves,
inaugurated the process misleadingly known as ‘de-Staliniza-
tion'. This reached its peak almost three years later, when
Nikita Rhrushchev announced to the Soviet Communist party,
and soon to the whole world, that he who had been the
leader of progressive humanity, the inspiration of the world,
the father of the Soviet people, the master of science and
learning, the supreme military genius, and altogether the
greatest genius in history was in reality a paranoiac torturer,
a mass murderer, and a military ignoramus who had brought
the Soviet state o the verge of disaster.

The three years that had elapsed since Stalin's death had been
full of dramatic moments, of which we may briefly mention
a few. In June 1953 a revolt of East German workers was
crushed by Soviet troops. Soon afterwards it was officially
announced that Lavrenty Beriya, one of the key men in the
Kremlin and head of State Security, had been arrested for
various crimes (news of his trial and execution did not come
until December). Around the same time (though the West heard
of this much later and unofficially) the inmates of several
Siberian concentration camps rebelled; although brutally
suppressed, these revolts probably helped to bring about &
change in the repressive system. The cult of Stalin was much
abated within a few months of his death; in the ‘theses
proclaimed by the party to celebrate its fftieth anniversary in
July 1953 his name was mentioned only a few times and was
ot accompanied by the usual dithyrambs. In 154 there was
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over bodies that are not engaged in teaching the young. In the
1920s the Academy of Sciences retained a considerable measure
of autonomy, while the universites lost it at an early datc, their
governing bodies being packed with representatives of the
Commissariat for Education and party activists from  the
Workers' Faculties. Professorial chairs were assigned to pol
cally reliable individuals without academic qualifications; the
enrolment of students was subjected to class criteria so as to
exclude ‘bourgeois' applicants, i.c. children of the old intclli-
gentsia or the middle class. Stress was laid on ‘vocational’
education, in opposition to the old idea of a ‘liberal” university
with a fairly flexible curriculum: the object was to prevent the
creation of an intelligentia in the old sense, .¢. a class o people
who wished not only to be skilled in their own profession but
t0 enlarge their horizons, to acquire an all-round culturc and
form their own opinions on general topics. The education of
the “new intelligentsia’ was to be confined as far as possible to
stricdy professional qualifications. The principles that still hold
good today were introduced at an early date; however, the
intensity of political pressure varied in different fields. At the
outset there was practically no coercion as far as the content of
natural science was concered; in the humanities it was strongest
in ideologically sensitive areas, namely philosophy, sociology,
law, and modern history. Works by non-Marxists on the history
of the ancient world, Byzantium, or ld Russia were still allowed
t0 appear in the 19205

As to the non-Russian peoples of the Soviet state, while their
“right of self-determination’ soon proved to be a mere scrap
of paper (as Lenin had predicted), they received the benefits
of universal education through the medium of their own tongue,
and Russification was not at first a significant factor. To sum
up, although the general level of education inevitably suffered
a good deal, the new regime did succeed in establishing a
generally accessible school system for the first time in Russia’s
history.

For the first decade of Soviet power the universties were to
a large extent influenced by academics of the old type, even
though some faculties—especially history, philosophy, and law
were completely ‘reformed or closed down. To form new teach-
ing cadres and encourage the spread of orthodox learning the
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by other forms of economic pressure on the peasantry, so as to
extort the maximum aid o industry in the shortest possible time.

‘The party leaders, on the other hand, were pursuing a policy
which encouraged accumulation on the part of small producers
and neglected industry, especially heavy industry, for the sake
of the peasants’ well-being. Moreover, the chief beneficiarics of
this policy were the kulaks, the class of rural exploiters: for, as
everything was being done (o increase agricultural productivity
regardless ofthe claims ofindustry, the relative strength of classes,
and the dictatorship of the proletariat, naturally credits and
facilities went by preference to those peasants who promised the
biggest deliveries. This was bound to strengthen the kulaks, who,
economically at first and soon politically too, would start to
undermine the power of the proletariat. There could be no com-
promise between the two rival policies. Those who, like the
existing government, wished to satsfy all the peasants’ cconomic
demands o induce them to sell grain would have (0 pursu a
corresponding foreign trade policy and import consumer goods
for the peasants instead of producer goods for industry. The
whole trend of development would be distorted in the intercst
of a class other than the proletariat, and the result would be
a threat to the existence of the socialist statc.

Arguing on these lines, Preobrazhensky and the whole Left
Opposition pressed for the collecrivization of agriculture, though
they did not explain clearly by what means it was to be achicved.

‘Trotsky argued on similar lines. As he wrote in 1925, if state
industry developed at a slower rate than agriculture, the restor-
ation of capitalism was inevitable. Agriculture must be mechan-
ized and clectrfied 5o that it could be transformed into a branch
of state industry: only thus could socialism purge the cconomy
of alien clements and liquidate class divisions. But all this
depended on industry being adequately developed. In the last
resort, the triumph of a new form of society was a function of
the productivity of labour in that society: socialism would win
because it had the power eventually to achieve greater produc-
tivity than capitalism and a_more cfficient development of
productive forces. Thus the victory of socialism depended on
socialist industrialization. Socialism, indeed, had all the advan-
tages on its side: technical advances cold be brought into
immediate and universal application, unhampercd by the
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sentenced to death in the last of the series of monster show trials.
His biographer calls him ‘the last Bolshevik',  description which
is true or false according to the meaning we atach to it. It is
trueifwe mean bya Bolshevik one who accepted all the principles
of the new order—the unlimited power of a single party, ‘unity’
within the party, an ideology excluding all others, the economic
dictatorship of the state—and who also believed that it was
possible, within this framework, to avoid despotism by an
oligarchy or an individual, to govern without the use of terror,
and to preserve the values that the Bolsheviks had championed
during the struggle for power: namely, government by the work-
ing people or the proletariat, free cultural development, and
respect for art, science, and national traditions. But if ‘Bolshevik’
means all this, it simply means a man incapable of drawing
Iogical conclusions from his own premisses. If, on the other hand,
Bolshevik ideology is notjust a matter of gencralites but involves
accepting the inevitable consequences of onc’s own principles,
then Stalin was right to boast himself the most consistent of all
Bolsheviks and Leninists.
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Opposition nor by the Right. All were prisoners of their own
doctrine and their own past: all had worked with a will to create:
the apparatus of violence that crushed them. Bukharin’s hopeless
attempt to form a league with Kamenev was no more than a
pitiful epilogue to his career. In November 1929 the deviation-
ists performed a public act of penance, but even this did not
save them. Stalin’s victory was complete; the collapse of the
Bukharinite opposition meant the triumph of autocracy in the
party and in the country. In December 1929 Stalin's ffteth
hday was celebrated as a major historical event, and from
this point we may date the ‘cult of personality’. Trotsky’s
prophecy of 1903 had come true: party rule had become Central
Committee rule, and this in turn had become the personal
tyranny of a dictator.

‘The destruction of the Soviet peasantry, who formed three-
quartersofthe population, was not only an cconomic but a moral

ter for the entire country. Tens of millions were driven into
semi-servitude, and millions more were employed as executants
of the process. The whole party became an organization of
torturers and oppressors: no one was innocent, and all Com-
munists were accomplices in the coercion of society. Thus the
party acquired a new species of moral unity, and embarked on
a course from which there was no turning back.

At this time also, what remained of independent Soviet culture
and the intelligentsia was systematically destroyed: the regime
was entering the phase of final consolidation.

Bukharin's personal fate from 1929 to his judicial murder in
1938 was of no consequence to the history of the Soviet Union
or of Marxism. After his downfall he worked fora time as director
of rescarch under the Supreme Economic Council and published
occasional articles in which he tried—as Stephen F. Cohen points
out in his excellent biography—to voice an occasional, muted
note of criticism. He remained a member of the Central Com-
mittee and, after a further public recantation, became editor
of Lewestiza in 1934. At the Witers’ Congress in August of that
year he made a speech which was ‘liberal’ for the times, and
in 1935 he was effective chairman of the commission which
drafted the new Soviet Consttution: this document, promul-
gated in 1936 and in force until 1977, is mainly if not wholly
Bukharin's work. Arrested in February 1937, Bukharin was
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‘primacy of practical reason’ and the need for ‘humanization’
of the world and of the ‘logic of philosophy’.

It should perhaps be pointed out that I am not criticizing
Bloch for his attack on positivism in general or for refusing to
accept the concept of a ‘fact’ s something self-cvident, requiring
no argument. Bloch, however, is not a philosophical criti. It
suffices to compare his contemptuous phrases about the fetishism
of facts’with the rational discussions among positiviss themselves
concerning the concept of a ‘fact’,or to compare the penetrating
critique of positivism in Volume I of Jaspers's Philasophy, or in
the works of the phenomenologists Husserl and Ingarden, with
Bloch’s invective against ‘crawling empiricism’.

What disqualifies Bloch’s philosophy is not that it is wrong
but that it lacks content. There is certainly no harm in fantasics
about a better future or dreams of invincible technology used
to promote human happiness. The trouble with his fantastic
projections is not that we cannot tell how (0 bring them about,
but that we are not told in what they consist. Roger Bacon,
Leonardo, and Cyrano de Bergerac dreamt of fiying-machines,
which were impossible with the technology of those days, but
if men had not drcamed of them at a time when they could
not be constructed, very likely they would never have evolved
the technology to make their dreams come true. In this sense
utopian projections are a necessary part of life. Unlike those
“concrete’ visions, however, Bloch's Utopia is the dream of a
perfect world, the nature of whose perfection is a closed book
to us. He tells us that the technology of the future will be
“non-Euclidean’, but he does not explain what this means, except
that it will be ‘qualitative’ and will restore the harmony between
man and nature (capitalism, according to Bloch, is incapable
of producing ‘true technology’).

What is peculiar to Bloch is not that he fantasizes about a
better future but that,firstly, his fantasy lacks content; secondly,
he believes that it can and must include final perfection within
its scope (philosophy has to embrace the whole of future time);
and thirdly, he claims that his generalities are a higher form
of scientific thought, beyond the grasp of those who worship facts
or practise formal logic

Bloch's thought is a medley of the most varied traditions:
neo-Platonic gnosis, the naturalism of the Renaissance and afier,
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stantiate his assertions but merely proclaims them. On the rare
occasions when he puts forward an argument, it usually reveals
his logical helplessness. For instance, he says there is no such
thing as unchanging human nature, because even such a
universal phenomenon as hunger has taken different forms in
the course of history, in that people at different times have
preferred different foods (Das Prinzip Hoffrung, pp. 75-6). The
reader who endeavours to follow his arguments generally finds
that they consist of truisms and tautologies, disguised in verbiage
of intolerable complexity. Here are some examples:

“Wir leben nicht, um zu leben, sondern weil wir leben, doch
gerade in diesem Weil oder besser: diesem leeren Dass, worin

sind, st nichts beruhigt, steckt das nun erst fragende,
bohrende Wozu’ (‘Zur Ontologie des Noch-Nicht-Seins'). (‘We
do not live in order to live but because we live. But in this
“because”, or rather in the empty “that” in which we live, there
isno reassurance, but rather the full challenge of the tormenting
“why?™") In other words, people often wonder what life s about.

‘Again: ‘Es gabe kein Heraukommen in Zukunfl, wenn das
Latente schon erschienen ware, und es gabe cbenso kein
Vergehen in Vergangenheit, wenn das n ihr Erschienene, bercits
zur Erscheinung Geloste dem Uberhaupt in der Tendenz
entspriche’ (ibid.). (‘There would be no ascent into the future
if that which i latent had already appeared, and no lapsc into
the past if that which appeared and was released in it
corresponded (o the “altogetherness” of the trend.) This scems
to mean that if nothing changed, nothing would change.

Or again: ‘Das Wirkliche ist Prozess; dieser ist dic
weitverzweigte Vermittlung zwischen Gegenwart, uncrledigter
Vergangenheit und vor allem: méglicher Zukunft (Das Prinzip
Hoffrang, p. 225). (‘The real is a process; this process is the
widely ramified mediation between the present, the undisposed-
of past and, above all, the possible future’.) It is hard to detect
in this any meaning beyond the commonplace statement that
the world is subject to change.

Bloch’s incapacity for analysis is raised to the rank of a
theoretical virtue in his frequent wholesale condemnations of
“positivism’, the ‘fetishism of facts’, and “positivist logic’. Like
Lukics, he adopts the slogan ‘so much the worse for the facts’
(Tibinger Einleitung, p. 114), declaring that it signifies the






index-59_1.png
CHAPTER 11

Theoretical controversies in Soviet
Marxism in the 1920s

1. The intllecual and poliical climate

As we have scen, the N.EP. years from 1921 to 1929 were by
no means a period of freedom in the intellectual sphere. On
the contrary, independent art, lterature, philosophy, and the
humane sciences were subjected o ever-increasing pressure.
Nevertheles, in these fields 0o the subsequent years of collecti
ization mark a turning-point, which may be defined as follows.
During the N.E.P. period writers and artists were required o
show loyalty to the regime and were not allowed to produce
anti-Soviet work, but within these limits various trends were
permitted and in fact existed. There were no exclusive canons
of art and literature; experimentation was allowed, and direct
glorification of the regime or its leader was not a sine qua non
of publication. In philosophy Marxism reigned supreme, but
it was not yet codified, and it was by no means universally clear
in what ‘true’ Marxism consisted. Accordingly, controversies
continued, and there were convinced Marxists who genuinely
sought to discover what was or was not consonant with Marxism.
Moreover, the philosophers of the 19205, although they lefi no
works of particular importance, were men of ‘normal” intellec-
tual background and, while loyal to the regime, did not trouble
themselves as to how it might react to their speculations.

For some years, (00, private publishing firms were in opera-
tion. In 1918-20 non-Marxist works were still published—for
example, those of Berdyayev, Frank, Losky, Novgorodisev, and
Askoldov—and one or two non-Marxist periodicals appeared,
such as Mysl i slovo and M. This shows how baseless was the
later argument that increased repression was necessary because
of the acute threat to Soviet power. The years of relative
cultural freedom were those of the Givil War, when the threat
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service, thus turning them into a new ruling class; and secondly,
it destroyed all existing forms of working-class organization,
especially other socialst parties and trade unions, and saw to
it that the material means of reviving such organizations were
kept out of the workers’ reach. All this was done at an carly
stage and quite efficiently. The working class was thus paralysed,
and not only fatigue but the rapid progress of totalitarianism
prevented it from subsequently taking effective action, in spitc
of occasional desperate attempts. In this sensc it may be said
that the Russian working class created its own despots, regardless
of their individual classorigins. In the same way the intelligentsia
for many years laboured unconsciously to destroy itsclf by
hesitancy and submission in the face of unremitting blackmail
from the extreme left

‘Thus was fulfilled the prophecy of the Mensheviks, who in
1920 compared the brave new world announced by Trotsky to
the building of the Pyramids by Egyptian slaves. Trotsky, for
‘many reasons, was il suited 10 carry out his own programme;
Stalin was Trotsky in actu.

‘The new policy meant the political downfall of Bukharin and
his allies. At the outset of the controversy the Right still had
firm political positions and fairly widespread support in the
party; but it soon appeared that all their assets were nothing
compared to the power of the Secretary-General. ‘Rightist
deviation’ became the main target of attack by Stalin and his
henchmen. The Bukharinites—he last oppasition group in the
party who fought for principles of government and not merely
for personal power—were, in the course of 1929, thrust out of
all the posts they occupied in the state bureaucracy. This did
not signify by any means that the Left Opposition were restored
to favour. None of them were brought back into their old posts,
though Stalin took on a few for minor dutis: the capable Radck
was kept on for a few years as government pancgyrist. The
Bukharinites did not dare appeal (0 opinion outside the party,
any more than the Leftists had done (though in their time there
was more possibilty of doing so). Nor did the Bukharinites even
dare to organize ‘fractional’ activity: it was only a short time,
after all since the struggle with Trojsky and Zinovyev, in which
they had inveighed against fractionalism and exalted party unity.
As for one-party rule, it was questioned neither by the Left
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on and eliminate the whole independent peasantry by the mass
use of troops and police terror. In choosing the latier policy
Stalin gave effect to the demands of the Left in the only feasible
way.

Wihy did he doso? The it alernative was no excuded by
any ‘laws of history’, and there was no fatal compulsion to take
the second road. None the less, there was a logic in the Soviet
system which operated strongly in the direction that was actually
chosen. The ideology in force was far more consonant with a
slave economy based on terror than with the return (o market
conditions, even under state control. As long as the bulk of the
population was economically more or less independent of the
state, and even kept the state in some degree of dependence on
itself, the ideal of an indivisible dictatorship could not be fully
realized. Marxist-Leninist doctrine taught, however, that social-
ism could only be built up by a completely centralized political
and economic power. The abolition of private ownership of the
means of production was the supreme task of humanity and the
main obligation of the most progressive system in the world.
Marxism held out the prospect of the merging or unification
of civil society with the state through the dictatorship of the
proletariat; and the only way to such unity was by liquidating
all spontaneous forms of political, economic, and cultural life
and replacing them by forms imposed by the state. Stalin thus
sealized Marxism-Leninism in the only possible way by con-
solidating his dictatorship over society, destroying all social tics
that were not sate-imposed and all clases,including the working
class itself. This process, of course, did not take place overnight.
It required, first, the political subjugation of the working class
and then of the party: all possible nuclei of resistance had to
be crushed, and the proletariat deprived of all means of self-
defence. The party was able o do this because at the outsct
of its power it was supported by a large part of the proletariat.
Tcwas not simply that, as Deutscher emphasizes, the old working.
class, politically conscious and seasoned in batil, was decimated
by the Civil War, and that post-war ruin and misery brought
about a mood of apathy and fatigue. The party’s success was
also due to its using the period of proletarian support in two
ways. In the first place, it systematically promoted the ablest
members of the working class to privileged positions in the state
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