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INTRODUCTION

‘The history of _ideé tells wus that Marxism 1is ~ a
scientific dialectical discourse and a revolutionary
philosophy of political praxis which aspires to secure
ultimate emancipation of the dehumanized-masses and
repressed~cum-fractured self from the iron laws of capital
along with all forms of coded in-human circular chains of the
capitalist statecraft. It seeks to usher in a domain of the
\SQcialist raradise’ whose condition df existénce generates
an eternal organic bond be ‘tween the realm of necessity and
the realm of freedom. But when we read the commentaries of
the Weétern Marxists’ epistemologicél construction and agenda
of political tabulation, we immediately get a dialectical
shock in the house of connotative ideological discourse and
revolutionary intellectual e;trepreneurship whose negative
effect consists of the dislocation of the well-established
-intellectual tradition of Marx and Engels on the one hand,
and the ovér production of dramatic>politica1'iilusion and
rhetoric in the court of labour movement on the other. To be
sure, Lukacs, Gramsci, Althusser, Marcuse, Habermas, Adorno,
Della VvVolpe, Colletti, Sartre, Goldmann and others belong to
the 1lineage of Marx and seem to have, at least, a family‘
romance; but the fact remains that their mutual theoretical
confrontation, hidden prophecy and, sometimes, mutual silence
enable them to form a group of hostile-brothers. The
sustained internal division among the hostile-brothers can be

manifested in = the reconstruction of the Marxian



epistemological discourée, the revaluation of the mode of
articulation of maqdern capitalist social formation, the
determinatién of political option and tactic, either 'by
compulsion or by choice, 1in order &o overthrow the structure

and logic of exploitative relations of the capitalist
production systemn. They areAalso different from one another

-- in terms of the creation of‘the design of socialist social
.~ . -fOormation and the question of ideological justificafion or

rejection of Stalinism and the Soviet state authoritarianism.

(A) The Ideological Structure of Modern Capitalism and the
Rise of Western Marxism

The 1ideclogical universe of capitalist state, which
ensures us the political goods and services of ~democratic-
accountability’, “self-management ~, “piecemeal social
engineering”, and “universalization and institutionalizatioﬁ
of political~participation', forces the Western Marxists to
oppose the economistic and deterministic theoretical models
of the.an International and, eventually, they, through éheir
specific interpretative master code, open up Marx’ s textual
apparatus to mulfiple meanings, _writings, overwritings and
offering supplementary interpretations which, in ~turn,
prodﬁce a crisis in the Union of Marxism and Workers’

-~ - movement at the global level and, thereby, <create a sea of

ideological(troubles.

The voluminous production of philosophical, political

and cultural writings of the Western Marxists - for example,



Lukaqs (humanist mcdel of Marxism), Gramsci (historicist
model of Marxism), and Althusser (structural model of
Marxism) - suggest that the birth of their mutually exclusive
polemics reflects a sense of historical pessimism and defeat
of the workers” movement in the modern capitalist system
which maintains and reinforces its dynamic equilibrium,
despite the appearace of frequent crisis-ridden situations,
on the basis of a fusion of ideological moment (concensus
through legitimization/peréuasive discourse) and the
institutional moment (force/domination). The consolidation
"of political power through democrat}c institutions, universal
participatory process and the parliamentarization of
government comes into existence when "the hegemonic class
absorbs and neutralizes the ideological contents of the
dominated class in its fold on the one hand and articulates
different Visions of the world in such a way that potential
antagonism is reduced to that of a simple difference on the
other hand."! The wor 1d-wide recomposition of capital and
creation of economic boom during 1950s and 1960s by replacing
the 0ld machine and smoke-stack industries with the new
micfo—ele;tronic method of production-control, operated by a
new breed of technocrats and managers who create and regulate
the systems of economic planning and nationalized industries

and services, have created this euphoria that the industrial

E. Laclau, Politics and Ideology in Marxist Theory, LONDON:
NLB, 1977, pp. 61-62.




democracy stands for the values of social justice,
egalitarian oider and humanism. An egaiitarian social order
can be achieved by the conscious intervention of the Welfare
State in the organization, ordering and distribution of
national property; though, at the existential level, "the
central problem of liberal democratic theory is how to
reconcile the claims of the free market economy with the
claims of the whole man of individuals to some kind of
equality.“2 The formulation of numerous ideological notions

such as advanced democracy, meritocratic social order,
possessive market sociéty, welfare state, mass society, post-
capitalist society and industrial society, the enforcement of
ideologies of possessive individualism, fair Jjustice,
practical equality, economic liberty and politicb—moral
obiigation; and the positive and functicnal conceptualization
of the existence of the model of multipolar and complex
pattern of contradicticns, conflicts and collectivities which
are constituted by the prevailing modes of social
integration, have been intentionally and consciously evolved
by the politico-jural agents of the economically dominant
class in order to provide a new grammar of politics. The new
grammar of politics is based on the key processes and logic
of routinization of‘conflictf mediation, reconciliation and

integration of the opposing tendencies of capital and labour,

2. C.B. Macpherson, Democratic Theory : ESsays in Retrieval
(London: Oxford University Press, 1975), p.173.




for sustaining a new condition of existence and the
structuration-process of the capitalist bloc and the
bourgeois ideology which conceals the real exploitative

relationship between men and their conditions of existence.

It is through new pqlitical ideology and technology
coupled with the paradigm of welfare economics that the
revolutionary potential of the working class was damaged in
auctla manner that the issue, locus, terms and condition of
the workers” movement remained confined to the "thesis of
conflict within regime", not to the "thesis of conflict over
regime" in which the fundamentals and rules of the game are
challenged. This has happened because "a new balance of
class force is supposed to have been created, since the
proletariat’s deficit in social power is compensated for by
an advantage in political powerﬁ3 Thus, domination through
.inclusion of contradictory force appears to be the central
tendency of the modern capitalist social formation. The
whole structural and normative indexes of the post Capitalist
society can be identified with the emergent tendencies of
"the decomposition of capital, the decomposition of labour,
the‘emergence of new middle class, high rate of'social
mobility through educational achievement, expansion of the

notions of equality, liberty and citizenship in theory and

3. Claus Offe, Disorganized Capitalism : Contemporary
Transformation of Work and Politics (Oxford: Polity
Press, 1985), p.265.




practice and the institutionalization of class COnflictﬂ4
These elements have induced the utopié.of contiruous economic
progress and continuously extended political participation
which produces negative effect in the domain of labour. The
chief ménifestation of this negative effect can be seen in
the breakdown éf unity, homogeneity and solidarity of the
workiﬁg class due to the mutual repulsion and mutual
confrontation of interest Dpetween the productive
labour/manual labour and the service labour/mental labour in
which the latter becomés an agent of the conscious
synthesization of social systems and process by generating
the efficient condition for establishing a nexus between

efficient production and effective maintenance of order.

The regulated capitalism of the west, grounded into the
discourse and institutional-materiality of the "scientist
state™ has formulated numerous ideal policies, programmes
and laws for the reduction of social inequality, eradication
of poverty and implementation of social reforms and thereby,
to dissolve the "inherent tension between the system of

labour and the system of capital, between the civil society

4, R. Dahrendorf, Class and Class Conflict in Industrial
Society (London Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1959), For a
detailed explanation see pp.36-71.

5. Nicos Poulantzas, State power Socialism (London: NLB/
verso Editions, 1980}, p.56.




and state"® and between the realm of necessity and the realm
of freedom in order to maintain equilibrium even in the face
of crisis and tension. The old demand of establishing
congruence between possessive individualism and possessive
market society has beeh fulfilled by the managed capitalism
through the equalization of "need-theorization" and "ability-
theorization". However, the dilemma of liberal-democratic
theory remains: "it must continue to use the assumptions of
possessive individualism - an indiyidualism which refers to
this fact that man is free and human by virtue of his sole
proprietorship of his own person and that human society is
essentially a series of market relations - at a time when the
structure of market no longer provides the necessary
conditions for deducing a valid theory of politicél

7 In fact, there is no

obligations from those assumptions".
change in the basic structure of the liberal democratic state
which operates in the class-divided possessive market
society; there are changes between the pre-democratic liberal
state and the liberal democratic state of the 20th century
which initiated the process of constitutional development or
political modernization or democratization, in which the

mass-based polity compelled the structure of state to assume

_the status of relative autonomy from the interest of capital.

6. J. Habermas, Theory and Practice (London HEB, 1974),
p.195.

7. C.B. Macherson, The Political Theory of Possessive
Individualism : Hobbes to Locke (London: Oxford
University Press, 1977). pp.270,275




However, the main function of the‘;uling class is not to
create an egi:alitarian social order but to constitute and
reproduce the rela&ions of production so long as it is
organically linked to "the structural condition and the
institutional form of political power for the successful
regulation and reproduction of the processes of capital

"8

accumulation and socialization and the universalization of

commodity form.

The state is structurally and instrumentally biased
towards the interest of capital, at least, in those
situations when the operation of economies entails recourse
to organized violence and, in this circumstance, state
performs the function of "repression through four modes:
prohibition of opposition, restriction of intra-systemic
oppositicn, harassment and terror and surveillance"g. The
"state in class societies 1is inevitably the guardian and
protector of the economic interests and its function is to
ensure their continued predominance, not to prevent it,lo
even at the cost of erosion of civil liberties and
constitutional guarantées in the name of maintaining national

interest, financial stability, social reforms and law and

8. Claus Offe, Contradictions of the Welfare State, ed.
John Keane, (London: Hutchinson, 1984), pp.13-14.

9. Goran Therborn, What the Ruling Class Does When it Rules
{(London: NLB, 1978), p.222.

10. Ralph Miliband, State in Capitalist Society (London:
~ Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1977), p.266.




order problem. In normal period, the legitimation crisis is
put under éffective suspension by deVeloping new political
technology of state-monopolized science-knowledge,
parliamentary politics, managerial technocracy along with
different ideological formations like religio-cum-moral code,
patriotism, freedom, competitive individualism, and
functional nationalist emotions stirred by an accumulation of
symbols in order to obscure class-relations. The
manifestation of adaptive behaviour, complex modes of
legitimization and effective enforcement of compliance of the
modern capitalist state has enabled it to construct such
ideological universe in which any threat - whether real and
anticipatory—is sealed off by integrating the working class
through the process of embourgeoisement, and by eliminating
political explosions thfough the legitimate use of physical
coercion withinthe boundary of capital-zone. Thus the
capitalist state is a net balance of dictatorshipplus
hegemony and, for all purposes, ideological hegemony and
coercive power complement one another in the exercise of
class power. State Welfare pdlicies should be regarded
neither as an expression of Supra-class benevolence nor as a
shrewd ruse of the ruling class; rather they are a
manifestation of the inevitably contradictory and conflictual

tendency of class-rule,

In the 20th century capitalism, a new form of domination
came into existence with the appearance of modern science,

technological manipulation, scienticization of politics and
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power knowledge industfy in Which:research process is used
for economic exploitation and, in th;s situation, the word
"democracy simply means the institutionally defined and
normatively regulated system of general -~ public
communication that deal with how men can and want to live
under the objective condition of objectified iabourtll The
whole practices of philosophy and techno-science are grounded'
into the logic of what Derrida calls the unquestioned
authqrity of the principle of reason which, as a form of
dominance, induces an element of politics in "end-oriented"
scientific resources. Bureaucratic and scientific
instrumental rationality gives rise to authoritarian
institutions such as the state, the army and the joint
corporation which are instrumental in the development of

multi-national military-industrial complex.

The modern high-tech society ensures its survival
condition by using political discursive practice, mental
manipulation and discipline, communication network and the

electronic mass-media by which the loyality/consent of a

“depoliticized population is achieved. What we note, in

modern times, is that through diachronic construct it is

"revealed that there is "a shift from the construction of the

bourgeois subject in emergent capitalism to its schizophrenic

disintegration in multinational capitalism".12 It is through

11. J. Habermas, Toward a Rational Society (London: HEB,
1977), pp. 55-57.




11

material organization and practiéal technique or what
Foucaﬁlt would like to call "political technology of body and
sex" through which the capitalist order tries to maximize
economic profit by making us believe that individuals are
nothing but contractﬁal association of isolated legal
subjects. Poulantzas has rightly asserted that "state enters
into the constitution of the social division of labour by
constantly producing social- fracturing-individualization
through materiality of ideology: the state consecrates and
institutionalizes by constituting the socio-economic monads

as judicial and political individuals—person—subjectﬂl3

The technologically advanced capitalism has established
its centre of gravitation by we can call "consumer terrorism”
through which direct social exploitation has been replaced by
mental manipulation of needs and pseudo satisfaction of human
instincts in commodity market, communication structure, and
in the domain of sexuality in which sex is reduced to
commodity; and free expression of instinctual drives 1is
turqed_intovcontrolled aggression in such a manner sb that
optimization and consumption of sexuél objects must make an

accord with the objective needs of svstem. In late

12. Fredic Jameson, Political Unconscious (London: Methuen
& Co., 1983), pp.ll-1Z.

13. Nicos Poulantzas, op. cit. pp.65-66.
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capitalism, commodification of bodily sextuality and
politically-requlated sexual apparatus are manifested through
the institutional-materiality of sexualization of films,
dances, fashion, music, advertisement, TV series, the so
called paraliterature with its airport paperback categories
of romance and murder mystery. The youths and students are
directed to believe in direct satisfaction of sexual drives
and objects whose demonstration effect can be realized by
slogans like "Love In", "Make Love Not War"; and a demand of
a qualitative increase "in permission to kiss" which gets
reflected in a mass kissing session on the Campus.14 The
multinational capital or late capitalism has given rise to
the phenomenon of post modernism in culture in which
aesthetic production has become ihtegrated into commodity
production and is dominated by euphoria within a totalizing

15 Thus, the theory of cultural hegemony of late

dynamic.
capitalism announces this principle that in consumer society
the ideological mission is not associated with the primacy of
industrial production and the omnipresence of class-struggle,
but to construct a cognitive mapping of a pedagogical

political culture and art in order to justify the existing

interest of capital in the last instance.

14. Reimut Reiche, Sexuality and Class Struggle (London:NLB,
1977), p.47.

15. F. Jameson, Post Capitalism or the Cultural Logic of
Late Captilasim. For a detailed explanation see
New Left Review, 146, 1984, pp. 53-92.
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At the economic level, the post . war econamic boom led to
a'new revolution in the system of productién,'technological'
structure and communication set which resulted into
centralization of cépital and the internalization of economic
production coupled with the internaticnal division of labour
among the imperialist countries. The accumulation and
;einvestment of capital, aiéed by rapidly expanding state
capitalist expenditures on research and development,
revélutionalized technology in the core capitalist countries.
There is a quantum leap in the evolution of machinery and
power technology from the initial phase of machine production
of stream driven motors (since 1848) to machine production of
electronic and nuclear power apparatuses {since the 1940s)
via machine production of electronic and combustion motors
(since 1790s). in the modern capitalism, which is a
combination of organization and anarchy, "from the stand
point of functional capital the surplus value is created by
multinationalg in several different countries“,l6 because of
this fact that there is an existence of decentered global
interlocking network of economic order, whose complex
articulation depends upon its uneven internal division into
"the mature, dominant central formation on the one hand and
the immature, dependent peripheral formations on the other

w17

hand in which, on the basis of inscribed unequal exchange

16. E. Mandel, The Second Slump (London: NILB, 1978), p.ll.

17. Samir Amin, Imperalism'and Unequal Development (Sussex:
The Harvester, 1977), p.40.
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between parts of the global economic system, the surplus

flows from the latter zone to that of the former zone. The

universal nature of commodity productioh and accurlation of
capital along with the emergent tendencies of the politioo—
jurai state formation and deformation, in the context of
‘ inter-state relations and relations of imperialism, has come
to form this view that "the development of the capitalist
wor 1d-economy has two tendencies (i) the extension of (a) the
interrelation of production (b) the state systems (c} the
capital-labour relations converging to form defihite
alternative periods of the system of overall expansion-
stagnation, (ii) the inherent contradiction between the
development of the “one economy” and the development of the
‘multiple states’ jurisdictionsﬂl8 Thus we can notice that
tﬁe compulsion towards the creation of a supra—national
imperialist state in Western Europe springs from the,
immediote economic function of the state in what Ernest
Mandel calls "Late capitalism associated with the phenomenon
of over—capitalization",19 which, on the basis of the
introduction of semi-automatic and automatic production
techniques, technological rationality and omnipotence of
technological profit, constitutes the pfinciples of °

generalized universal industrialization, internationalization

18. T. Hopkins and I. Wallenstein, World-System Analysis:
"Theory and Methodology (London: Sage Publications,
1982), p.12.

19. E. Mandel, Late Capitalism (London: NLB, 1975), pp.
387-406.




of commodity production, mechanization, over specialization

and parcellization of labour force.

It is the emergent structures of a pedagogical political
grammar,-cultural-industry and the world-space of
multinational capital which strive for the unparalled
objective consolidation of economic profit on the one hand,
and the rise of'faséism in Ttaly and Germany and Stalin’s
despotiém coupled with a new breed of a strong ard represéive
monolithic power structure (in the name of twinlight
ideologies of democratic centralism and the diétatorship of
proletariat) on the other, that provided an impetus for the
inauguration of Western Marxism's revaluation of the course
of historical materialism. The unbroken record of political
defeat in Europe and Stélinizétion of the Communist parties
throughout the whole world compel led Western Marxists "to
initiate a prolonged and intricate discourse on ~Marxian
Method” and to make a move from economics and politics to
philosophy“.20 Its . emergence can be seen as a response to
the theoretical limitations of the theoretical postulaticns
of Engels’ natural dialectic, Lenin’s materialist
epistemology and Stalin’s instituticnalization and
dogmatization of Marxism as an instrument of power. The main
features of Western Marxrsm include the revival of

philosophical interrogation about the working of

20. Perry Anderson, Considerationgon Western Marxism
(London: NLB, 1976), pp.52-53.
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superstructure, explanaiion of & profound crisis in
traditional bourgeoié culture and’society, critical
examination of the organic bond between economic structure
and ideological structure in the light of dialectic oﬁ
history, and the establishment of a close affinity between

objective factor and.subjective factor.

Under the consgant presence and influence of European
idealism and non-Marxist theories, Western Marxism
constitutéd a new intellectual cohfigufatiom within th<a
development of historical materialism in which} dué to the
absence of the magnetic poie of a revolutionary class
struggle, the needle of the whole tradition'tended to swing
increasingly away towards contemporary bourgecis culture. 1In
the age of hypertension, political paralysis and future
interminancy, the intellectualcurrent of Western Marxism has
become a éluralism of ideological universe which can be
expressed by "Sartre’s theory of the logic of gcarcity,
Althusser’s insistence on the performance of ideological
illuéion, Benjamin’s fear of the confiscation of the
rhisébry; Lukacs” theory of reification,; Marcuse’s Viéion of
social one dimensionality"21 and Gramsci’s obsession with the
theory of hegemony-and intellectuals. The historical facts,
which WesternvprofeSSionai Marxists have produced in their

reinterpretation of Marx-Hegel relation, include the

21. P. Anderson, In the Tracks of Historical Materialism
(London: Verso, 1983), p.l1l7.
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production of the constant disjunction between theory and
practice, a poverty of strategy and the decomposition éf
Marxism into various contradictory currents-such as structure
versus subiject, structure versus history, natural science
versus social science and totality versus whole - and the
revolutionary political ramances. After the 1956 (pointer of
crisis in the international communism) "the intellectual left
had been in a state of overheated pa;onia in which theory and
practice have become two entities; theory has been presented
in even more doctrinaire and intellectualized forms as
resurgent Marxism’; but practice operates under anti-

intellectualism and the cult of violence of intellectuals".22

It must be noted that with the reception of Hegel by the
French and Italian philosophers, and reinterpretation of his
book such as "The Phenomenology of Mind" by the prominent
thinkers like Lukacs, Hyppolite, Kojeve, Hebermas, Althqsser,
Colletti and the others, become the other major source for
the birth of Western Marxism in which Althusser and Colletti
became hostile to the Hegelian interpretation of Marxism;
while the Humanist and Hiétoricist Marxists like Lukacs,
Korsch, Gramsci, Adorno, Marcuse, Habermas and Sartre have
souéht to present the revolutionary character of Hegelian
dialectic which Marx has used in his explanation of

historically-determined material condition of existence of

22. E.P. Thompson, The poverty of Theory and Other Essays
{London: Merlin Ppress Ltd., 1978), pp.i-iii.
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human social order. The genesis of the "Historical Hegel"
can be loééted in the works of Italian philosophers such as
Antonio Labriola, Gentile, Croce and Rocklfo Mondolfo who
presented the theses of the philosophy of praxis, dialectical
'union of objective movement aﬁd subjective moment, historical
consciousness and the role of human agency in the
revblutionary transformation of social order. .In opposition
to Ehgels' apriofi dogmatic natural science method, the
Hegelian-Marxists of Italy highlighted the theorem of

revolutionary philosophy of praxis and a critical

consciousness of the social totality.23

After the appearance of events like two great world
wars, fascist force, Russian Revolution, the collapse of the
Second International and the founding of the  Third
International and the new Communist parties in particular, it
was the latent political choice whiéh infused the apparent
philosophical debates and discussions about the destiny of
Marxism between the Western Marxists who did everything for
the potential ideological manipulation of the works of Marx
in order to satisfy their respective interest within national
.boundary. Having dissatisfied with Engels” dialectical law -
a law which is a "reductive system" in which all events from
the movement of the solarisystem to the origin of human

thought are explained by the science of the general laws of

23. Russel Jacoby, Dialectics of Defeat : Contours of
Western Marxism (London: Cambridge University Press,
1981}, pp.57-58.
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motion of matter - all Western Marxists, except the hard-core
Althusserians, established the logical validity of dialectiq
of history and thought as a genuine property of Marx’s
concepts of Dialectical Materialism and Historical

Materialism. It can be noted that each Western Marxist, with

~_the aspiration of claiming himself to be more Marxist than

Marx, received and produced a plurality-of determinations
derived from differént horizons and levelé of the social and
ideological structure of his time. For eéexample, Lukacs was
influenced by the works of Hegel, Dilthey, Weber etc.;
whereas Gramsci operated under the positive influences of
Croce and Machiavelli and Althusser surrendered before the
works of Spinoza, Bachelard, Freud and Lacdn. Habermas was
schooled in the thought-processes of Hegal, Weber, Parsons,
Freud and the modern linguists; Colletti took his shelter in
the Kantian philosophy. The Frankfurt School nurtured a
certain nostalgia for the reason in-History that suggested a
longing for a pre~-Hegelian and Hegelian anchor, and Sartre
seemed to have inherited the intellectual legacy of Heidegger

and Husser].

We know that in opposition to the idealist and
metaphysical tradition, Marx, for the first time, gave the
systematic and integral explénation of historical materialism
in his book "A Contribution to the Critigue of Political
Economy  published in 1859 in which he came with the

propositions about the hierarchical construction of social
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structure, laws of contradiction and the inevitability of

structural transformation through revolution:

In the social production of their existence, men
inevitably enter into definite relations, which are
independent of their will, namely relations of
production appropriate to a given stage in the
development of their material forces of production. The
totality of these relations of production constitutes
the economic structure of society, the real foundation,
on which arises a legal and political superstructure and
to which ‘correspond definite forms of scocial
consciousness. The mode of production of material life
conditions the general process of social, political and
intellectual life. It is not the consciousness of men
that determines their existence, but their social
existence that determines their consciousness. At a
certain stage of development, the material productive
forces of society come into conflict with the existing
relations of production or - this merely expresses the
~same thing in legal terms - with the property relations
within the framework of which they have operated
hitherto. From forms of development of the productive
forces these relations turn into their fetters. Then
begins an era of social revolution. The changes in the
econcomic foundation lead sooner or later to the
transformation of the whole immense superstructure. 1In
studying such transformations it is always necessary to
distinguish between the material transformations of the
economic conditions of production, which can be
determined with the precision of natural science, and
the legal, political, religious, artistic or philosophic
- in short, ideological forms in which men become
conscious of this conflict and fight it out. Just as
one does not judge an individual by what he thinks about
himself, s0 one cannot Jjudge such a period of
“transformation by its consciousness, but, -on- the
contrary, this consciousness must be explained from the
contradictions between the social forces of production
and the relations of production. No social order is
ever destroyed before all the productive forces for
which it is sufficient have been developed, and new
superior relations of .production never replace older
ones before the material conditions for their existence
have matured within the framework of the old society.
, Mankind thus inevitably sets itself only such task as it
is able to solve, since closer examination will always
show that the problem itself arises only when the
material conditions for its solution are already present
~or atleast in the course of formation. In broad
outline, the Asiatic, ancient, feudal and modern
bourgeios modes of production may be designated as
epochs making progress in the economic development of
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"society.  The bourgeois mode of production is the last
antagonistic form of the social process that the
problem itself arises only when the material conditions
for its solution are already present or atleast in the
course of formation. In broad outline, the Asiatic,
ancient, feudal and modern bourgeios modes of production
may be designated as epochs making progress in  the
economic development of society. The bourgecis mode of
production 1is the last antagonistic form of the social
process of productien - antagonistic not in the sense of
individual antagonism but of an antagonism that emanates

~from the individuals’ social conditions of existence ~

ngrf&wﬁ but the productive forces developing within bourgeois

g, socliety  create  also  the material conditions for a
g - ™, N, solution of this antagonism.24
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) W ‘;‘%On the role of technology Marx writes:

! ’ 4, °

Technology discloses man’s mode of dealing with Nature,
the immediate process of production by which he sustains
his 1life and thereby also lays bare the mode of
formation of his social relations and of the mental
_conceptions that flow from them.25

Further, on the relationship between men and their
history and Dbetween the material structure and the human
subject Marx asserts:

Men make their own history, but they do not make it just

as they please; they do not make it under circumstances

choosen by themselves, but under the circumstances

directly encountered, given and transmitted from the
past .26

TH-2552

In the first thought-provoking passage, Marx has
presented a hierarchical two-tier model of society: the first
is the material base which consists of forces of production

and relations of production; and the second 1is the

24. K. Marx, A Contribution to the Critique o©f political
Economy (Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1978), pp.20-21.

25. K. Marx, Capital, vol.I (Moscow: Progress Publishers,
1972), p.352.

26. K. Marx, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louls Bonaparte
(Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1977), p.1l0.
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ideological superstructure constructed out of religious,
political, legal and ideological elements which are
conditioned by the base. Then he explains the emergence of a
revolutionary changé within a méture social formation through
the increasing contradiction between the dynamic forces of
production and relatively static relations of production; and
"the whole rocesses of historical change from one mbde of
production to anbther must be precisely measured by the
method of natural science. In the second passage, Marx tries
to lOCate"a.double relationship —.between man and nature and
better man and society - on the basis of material social
relationship. In the third passage, Marix taiks about the
construction of history through the creative human praxis
whose exisﬁence does not depend on the subjective volition of
an individual-subject but on the pre-given historical

circumstances and determinations.

--- It .is an irony of Marxist revolutionary thought that how
base and superstructure interact with each other, what
relation exists ‘between material objective structure and
creative role of human agency and how many manifestations of
contradictions are inscribed in society, are subject to
numerous contradictory interpretations and over-
interpretations, dependiﬁg on the historical-cum-political
conjectures of socciety, and the social conditioning of
intellectual apprenticeship. The traditional Marxists 1like
Plekhanov and Bukharin give rise to the material

deterministic thesis and the predominant role of natural
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science model of dialectic which has been also attested by
Engels” natural dialectic and Lgnin's materialist
epistemology and dialectic; whereas the Western Marxists like
Lukacs, Gramscil, Korsch etc. speak the language of primary
of social being over consciousness, organic bona between base
and superstructure and the laws of historical dialectic of
subject and object.. The Frankfurt School makes an effective
explanation of the historical totality.énd the historical
reason which constitute the raw material of social formation.
Another. line of interpretation is given by Althusser’s anti-
historicist and theoretical anti-humanist interpretation of
Marxism in which society is conceived in terms of "pre-given
unevenly structured whole articulated in dominance", subject
is negated by the structural causality of mode of production
and history is suspended and subverted in the service of
structure. 1In short, the traditional Marxists emphasize the
fundamentélist model of Marxism in which ecénomy, as a real
structure, is the only determinant factor; and'superstructure
is an expression and reflection of the economic essence. But
th2 historicist and humanist Marxists like Lukacs, Korsch,
Gramsci, Sartre and Colletti deveiop a thesis of mutual
conditioning of base and superstructure; and the structural
Marxism of Althusser is obsessed with the theses of over-
determination of superstructure and the determination of
society by economy in the last instance. So far as the
F;ankfuxt school is concerned,vit is one of the variants of

the Hegelian invariant societal model of linear evolutionism



24

which takes place in the historically-conditioned-rational
totality through the law of negativity of the existing

reality.

The main function of Western Marxism as a whole is to
point out that the traditional model of Marxism does not
'provide an all encompassing analysis of the (modern) social
formation which survives more on the ideological structure
than on the repressive force. The birth of. Western Marxism
announces this fact that ideqlogy 1s ﬁot a false
consciousness, rather it is a positiVe element in so far as
it generates and sustains the existential condition of the
hiétorical life of society. Furthet, there is a mediation
betWeen the economic structure and the ideological Super-
structure. These kinds of interpretations of Western Marxism
are direct ly associated with the changing character of the

modern socio-economic formation of society.

Since the Western Marxism has emerged as a reaction to
the deterministic thesis and the ontological natural
dialectic of Pplekhanov, Engels, Bukharin, Lenin and Stalin
etc., it is imperative to explain the model of traditional
Marxism in order to show the points of homology and
difference between the traditional Marxism and the Western
Marxism on the one hand; and between the different mutually
hostile species of the Western Marxism as a whole on the

other.



25

7T 7(B) THE MODEL OF TRADITIONAL MARXTSM

The precursors of traditional Marxism are Plekhanov,
Engels, Bukharin, Lenin and Stalin who have an ungualified
absolute faith in the theses of economic determinism and
homology between dialectic of nature and dialectic of man;
and these elements, takén together, make an attempt to
discredit the principles of idealism, voluntarism and
subjectivism. The whole scientific terrain of economic
determinism involves this proposition that the forces of
production and relations of production constitute an
"esgsential sphere®™ or "core structure" or "terrain of
necessity® that determines and regulates the superstructural
elements of ideology, mentality, law, consciousness, culture
etc, which jointly form the terrain of contigency or
peripheral domain. As a result of this, there arises a
dualism between matter/being/concrete and ideal/kngwledge/
abstract in which the former category is ontologically prior
to the latter category and hence it is asserted that base
determines superstructure27 and superstructure is supposed to
be a mere reflection of the economic base. Lenin’s
epistemology, as a reflection of material reality existing
butside of consciousness, is subordinated to materialist
ontology which refuses to recognize the hybrid project for

the reconciliation between materialism and idealism. That is

why, he maintains that Marx’s materialist conception of

27. G. Lukacs, Ontology of Social Being, vol.II Marx
(London: Merlin Press, 1982), p.147.
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.. history consists of two facts: (1) ideological motives.in”the
historicalvactivities of human being can be ascertained by
the objective laws governing the development of the system of
social relations and the degree of aevelopment reached by
material production, and (ii) the life of masses and change
in material condition can be measured with scientific
accuracy and natural precision.28 What his materialist
ontology, based on the law of "matter in motion", asserts is
that all ideas, tendencies of various opposing classes etc.
stem from the definite objective material forces of
production whose dynamic dimension can be explained through
objective natural laws. By struggling against the smuggling
of Sourgeois ideology into the working c¢lass movement, and
rejecting the revisionist thesis of Bernstein and the
"eclectic theory of factors" of the neo-Kantians such as Wolf
and Sombart, Plekhanov underlines this determinism that
"being determines consciousness"2? and goes on to say that
"material philosophy reduces law, morality ard philosophy to
one economic factor; and ideologies are merely multiform
reflections in men’s minds of the single and invisible

history".3O In fact, for him thinking is oconditioned by being

28. henin, Selected Works, vol.I (Moscow: Progress
publishers, 1977), pp.24-25. '

29. G. Plekhanov, Selected philosophical Works, vol.II
{Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1977), pp.7-13.

30. G. Plakhanov, ibid., p.250.
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and being is conditioned by itself and it has its foundation
in itself; whereas for Hegel thinkiﬁg is being, thinking is

the subject and being is the predicate. While explaining

‘the base-superstructure relationship, Plekhanov strongly

.argueé that the state of the productive forces and the

economic relations of a given society, at a given point of
time, constitute basis ovér which the socio-political system
is erécted; and the mentality of social man, the properties
of which are reflected through ideology, is determined in
part directly by the economic condiﬁion and in part by the
entire;socio—economic system that has developed on the
economic foundation."3! Thus, We find that ideology,
mentality and socio-political relations are directly
reducible to economic relations of production; and logically
it implies that ideological superstructure has no system of
even relative auto-regulation and’self—determination, because
"ideas and idealogies rise over the economic base of society
whose intricate internal structure is deeply rooted into
material things like tools, institutions, forces of
production and labour'relations".32 Influenced by the
objective laws of natural science, Bukharin’s materialist

position claims that the existence of matter is prior to that

31. G. Plekhanov, Selected philosophical Works, vol.III

(Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1976), p.168.

32. N. Bukharin, Historical Materialism (The University

of Michigan, 1969), see. pp.90, 207-8.
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the existence of mind or idea; thought does not exist without
brain and desires without organism; and, hence, the structure
of consciousness and psychic phenomenon are simply a property
of matter organised in a certain manner or a functidn of such
matter. If we apply thaﬁ materialism to society, then we will
have to argue that the inner structure of society, at any
given moment, 1s determined by the material productive
forces; and the change in form of society depends on the
movement of the productive forces. Society is based on
objective regular laws of material force, not on teleological
natural laws of tﬁeology and voluntary human action and
choice. Thus, in the economic deterministic model of
traditional Marxism, society is seen as a system consisting
of two distinct layers: (1) the economic base - a real
foundation which can be identified with matter/essence/
terrain of necessity - which combines forces of production
and relations of production: and {(ii) superstructure - a
structure which can be known as the order of idea/appearance/ _
terrain of contigency - which consists of (a) the legal and
political superstructure, and (b) forms of conséiousness and
mentality. And then this model presupposes an undirectional
casual determinism in terms of the determination and
conditioning of the heterogeneous parts of superstructure by

the economic base, not vice-versa.

Sso far as the uniqueness of Marxian dialectic is
concerned, it has to be pointed out that it was not Marx, but

Engels, Lenin and Stalin who counterpose materialism and
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idealism 6£ proletarian philosophy and science and bourgeois
philosophy and science or the philosophy of Left and tﬁe
philosophy of Right, as Lenin tells us that the-genius of
‘Marx and Engels lies in the fact that there is a material
line and an idealist line; and between them are various
shades of agnosticismn. :In reaction to philosophical
materialism, Engels” dialectic of nature, Lenin’s materialist
dialectic and Stalin’s ontological natural dialectic share
the common pbint that there is a priﬁacy of nature/matter/
physical and external world over mind/spirit/subjective
consciousness. Engels’ work of "Dialectics of Nature" and
Lenin’s work of "Materialism and Empirio Criticism" try to
establish an anti-positivist and anti-dualist natural
materialist epistemolegy which is identically applicable to
the spheres of nature, history and human being; though it can
be maintained that the dialectical movement of natural and
material world, based on “the motion of matter", becomes a
prior referential point to understand the dialectic of

history and human thought.

By pursuing his realism through natural-scientific
materialism Engels says that dialectic; which consists of
three interrelated laws: (i)} the law of the transformation of
quantity into quality and vice-versa {doctrine of Being),
(ii) the law of the interpenetration of opposites (doctrine
of Essence), and (ii1i) the law of the negation (fundamental
law for the construction of the whole system), is the

materialist science of the general laws of motion and
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development of nature, human society and thought. In "Anti-
Duhring" Engels sketches the essential nature of dialectical
laws of development of natdral order on the basis of two
things: (i) things and thoughts present themselves in
'intérconnection; and (ii) there is a dynamic and moving
character of thing, because fhe matter is in motion and
"motion itself is a contradiction or the continuous assertion
and simultaneous solution of contradiction is precisely what
motion.is."33 There are interconnections, contradictions and
complexities not only between the processes in a particular
sphere, but also bétween sphere themselves.‘ Motion of matter
is characterized by the forces of attraction and repulsion.
Materialist philosophy of Engels is opposed to metaphysical
mode of thought which regards things and concepts as rigid
and fixed objects of introgation, given once and for all, in
terms of yes/No category. It also rejects the Hegelian
teleological dialectic of Idea which considers reality as a
temporal manifestation of the unfoidiné character of the
universal Spirit. Instead of explaining the history of
Ancient Greece out of its inner interconnection, Hegel
maintains that it is nothing more than the morking out of the
forms of beautiful individuality that is realization of a

work of art; whereas for Marx the driving force of history is

the development of productive force leading to the formation

33. F. Engels, Anti-Duhring, (Moscow: Progress Publishers,
1978), p.148.
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of two antagonistic classes of property-holder and non-
prope;ty holder, and it is the class struggle that is a motor
‘of change of the course of history in an ever more superior
direction.

In the scientific material dialectic, matter aﬁd motion
are interlinked; and théy do not require and different
spheres requiring separate and different study and action
and,>above all, these cannot be destroyed and eliminated in
terms'of quality and quantity. Engels also points out that
“equilibrium is inseparable from motion and all equilibrium
is relative and temporaryﬂ34 In the domain of matter
equilibrium means predominance of attraction over repulsion.
‘The dialectic of the world, says Engels, is only the
reflection of the forms of the motion of the real world, both
of nature and history. He 1s so pfeoccuéied with the
materialist philosophy that even life is defined as "the mode
of existence of protein bddies, the essential element of
which consists in continual metabolic interchange with the
natural environment outside them; and which ceases with the
cessation of this metabolism, bringing out the decomposition
of the protein".35 Engels” homogenous dialectical movement
of natural world and material history, whose regularity and

2

& '
order 1n a given time-space dimension can be linked to the

34. F. Engels, Dialectic of Nature (Moscow: Progress
Publishers, 1976), p.246,

35. F. Engels, ibid., p.301.
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dialectical view of cause-effect relationships within
interconnected parts of a whole, tries to dissolve the
positivistic dualism between being and thinking, between
matter and mind, between lexis and praxis, between physical
world and mental world, between man and nature and between
nature and history; and it-is because of the fact that laws
of thoudghts corréspond Eo the laws of nature. We can say
that reason and consciousness are product of human brain, and
man is a product of laws of nature and the necessities of

nature.

In conformity with Engels” thesis, Lenin rejects the
metaphysical definition of matter as constellations of ideas
‘and sensations that runs thfough from Berkeley’s writing to
that Machians, and then he off-repeatedly says that "there is
nothing in the world, but matter in motion; and matter in
motion cannot move otherwise than in space and time".3® The
concept of matter expresses notﬁing more than the objective
reality which is given in our sensations. To divorce motion
fro@ matter is equivalent to divorcing thought from objective
reality. Development of objective reality is the result of
the struggle of ﬁutually exclusive opposites. There is no
absolute unfélding idea and univefsal will, because idea,
sensation and thought change with the changing character or

objective material condition of existence of society.

36. Lenin, Materialism and Empirio Criticism (Moscow:
Progress Publishers, 1977), p.158.
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Dialectic, as a science of material interconnection and
contradic£ion of parts of naturai universe and social
universe, involves a series of motion that belong together
and pass to one-another in the course of dévelopment of
objective reality. For Lenin the acceptance of materialist
epistemology is a case of pértisanship; and a communist is a
partisan -who speaks dialectically regulated objective truth
while neéating metaphysical-~-cum-idealist pseudo science
which mystifies the objective law of nature and history by

producing so many absolutes and fixed principles about the

existence of reality.

Stalin was so ambitious about the formulation and
codification of scientific-cum-materialist theory that his
revolutionary productionisg ideology® of socialist economy,
in the light of the dictatorship of proletariat, convinced
him to eliminate the category‘of_negation from the grammar of
Marxian dialectic. Negation of negation_is supposed to be
the central point of the Hegelian evolutionary dialectical
movement of reality; whereas "the materialist philosophy of
Lenin, says Stalin, forms an identity between revolutionary
theory and.revolutionary practiceﬂ37 Tﬁe dogmatization and
politicization of Marxian method forces Stalin to adopt the
crude materialist.interprefation of nature which embodies

three principles (i) world is by its nature material, and

37. stalin, Leninism, English translation by Eden and
Cedar Paul (London: George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1928),
pPp. 94-95.



all phenomena are forms of matter in.motion, (ii) the matter
is an objéCtive reality i.e. independent and outside of
thouqhﬁ; and (iii) everything is knowable. He bases these
points on the following assumptions of the ontological
conception of dialectical materialism: (i) all phenomena are
interlinked and determined by time and séace, {(ii) everythiné
in nhature is in a state of change, movement and development,
{iii) the change takes place as a forward and upward
movement, as a transition from the old qualitative state to a
new qualitative state, as a development from the simple to
the complex, from lower to the higher; and (iv) everything is
characterized by the‘struggle pf opposites, which constitutes
the intérnal content of the transition of gquantitative
changes into qualitative changes. This is seen in the fac£
that all phenomena have a positive and a negative aspect, a
past and future, so that the struggle takes the form of a
conflict between new and old. These theses, according to
Stalinist’s ontological interpretation of dialectical
materialism, are turned into the "general law" because it is
held to be theoretically homogeneous with the laws stated by
the sciences of nature and‘is conceived with them as the
»mbdéi. The negation of the negation thesis, rejécted by
Stalin’s obsession with mechanical scienticism, was accepted

even by Engels” natural dialectic and Lenin’s materialist

38. Leszek Kolakowski, Main Currents of Marxism, vol.III
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1978), p.7.




dialectic. Despite this fact we can argue that Stalinism, as
a self-contained political, economicvand ideological systems
identifiable with "totalitarian character of a regime which
believes in the progressive destrvuction of civil society and
ébsorption of all forms of éocial life by state",38 is an
extension of the materialist epistemology of Engels and Lenin
which informed Stalin that material world is primary and mind
is secondary. The conviction that economic production and
relations of producticn is everything helped Stalin in
advocatiné the productionist ideology in terms of the
policies of absolute industfialization and commercialization

of USSR during the phase of socialist construction.

If we closely examine Stalin’s self-claimed conception of
revolutionary materialist dialectic, then we find that it has
become the victim of a principle of "evolutionist conception
of dialectic"39; becausé it understands development as an
onward and upward movement, as a development from simple.to
the complex, from the lower to the higher etc. It is argued
by Djila; that the struggle of opposites in material objects
and natural phenomenon is encountered only as a human mental
process and experience; and forward and upward movement in
naturai world do not exist; rather they are a reflection of

the limitless powers of human cognitions.40 One can easily

39. D. Lecourt, Proletarian Science, (London:NLB, 1977),
p.7.

40. Milovan Djilas, The Unperfect Society (Great Britain:
Methuen & Co. Ltd., 1969), p.55.
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argue that the dialectic of nature is not confirmed by modern
science and, therefore, it does nqt ééntain scientific truth
but plays a revolutionary political epoch-making role in
changihg the contemporary capital;st society. The main aim of
Stalin’s rejection of negation of the negation and the
inauguration of proletarian science and philosophy was to
show the ever-intensifying crisis in bourgeois science,
economics and culture which was associated with idealist,
simple materialist, metaphysical and positivist outlook.
Stalin makes‘an identity of revolutionary lexis and
revolutionary-cum-practical praxis in order to establish a
scientific socialist politics and ideology. His theory of
socialist humanism, dervied from an effort for intermixturing
of ideology and politics under the ontological interpretation
of dialectical materialism based on science like laws, gave
us a méchanistic conception of man and nature. However, we
notice that after the fall of Stalin, the identity of
dialectics of nature, history and politics has been negated
by the continuous presence éf difference between science and
politics or between Truth and power in order to maintain
peaceful co-existence of two political orders - the American
capitalism and the Russian socialism-within the same

universal science and technological order.

In fact; Stalin’s genius lies in the formulation of
three laws: (i) socialism in one country, {ii) class
struggle must become fiercer as the building of socialism

progressed, and (iii) before the state withers away under
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communism, it must, for dialectical reason, first develop to
a point of maximum strength. The seéénd and third principles
are méant for justifying the system of police terror and
institutionalization of monolithic power structure, fofced
dogmat ism and authoritarian voluntarism/personal despotism/
cult of personality. Though the thesis of "socialism in one
countrf" was directed towards socio-economic transformation,
"it had a deep repercussions which shock the entire communist
movement"4l primarily because (i) it entailed a revision of the
concept of revolution ahd the wholevtheory of the imperialist
epoch, (ii) it dictated a sub-ordination of the interests of
the internatiocnal revolution to the supposed interests of the
defence of the Russian proletarian state, (iii) it compelled
the Communist parties of the wor 1d to act aécording to pre-
established rules of the SoQiet—fortress and the zigzags of
Kremlin diplomacy; (iv) it iﬁevitably provided the status
‘guiding state’, to the Soviet Union and, consequently, led
to evolve a bureaucratic monolithism within the communist
“International”’ and the communist parties; and (iv) it
- created a condition for the bureaucratization of communist
parties which could not respond to the interest of
proletarian of their respective countries because of their
material dependence on Kremlin and their view of medium-term

national and international political perspective.

41. E. Mandel, From Stalinism to Euro Communism (Londorn:
NLB, 1978), p.14. For a detailed explanation see pp.14-
15.
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{c) THE PROJECT OF WESTERN MARXISM

It wééﬂthe theées of dogmatic scientific law or the
mohopoly of dialectic of nature and econcmic-determinism that
could not satisfy the instincts and drives of Western
Marxists who came to realize that the capitalist order
survives not only on the basis of economic force; but also on
the.basis of ideological and intellectual force. It was
maintained by the Western Marxism that history of society
could not be paralleled to the derminate laws of physics; and
to think materialism exclusively an analysis of matter and
its motion is to run the risk of omitting ideas and
consciousness as causal forces in history. That is why, the
neo-Marxists, except the Althusserians, put stress on the
theses of dialectics of hiétory, negation of negatipn as a

central law of dialectic, consciousness and ideology &as a

constitutive element of society, reciprocal relationship or
mediation between base and superstructure, creative role of
human praxis and agency in the transformation of society and
the primacy to concrete economic structure err the structure
of consciousness in the last .instance. Traditional Marxian
models of technological determinism and economic reductionism
suffer from numerous limitations when we find that production
is socializ determined and property rights are legally
ascertained which belong to the domain of superstructure.
Similarly, if politics is a part of superstructure and an
agency.of class conflict and social change, then we fail to

understand how the traditional Marxists establish a



congruence between their professed science of economic
determinism and the thesis of transformation of economic
base by political superstructure. 1In this situation, the
idea wﬁich strikes our mind is that we cannot separate
productive forces from the totality of social and political
conditions because both of them feed each other, condition
each other and transform each other in the course of societal
development. For Marx the term “determine” simply means
"setting bounds" or "setting limits"42 that is to mean that
the forces of production simply "block” or “select out” all
features of superstructure that do not correspond or comply
with it. We must justify the casual primacy of productive
forces conjoined with this observation that the rationality
of human beings, independently of social and historical
circumstances, compels them to improve and conquer the
conditions of material scarcity. To say that being
determines consciousness, means at least in larger part: the
character of the leading ideas of a society is explained by
their propensity, in virtue of that character, to sustain the

structure of economic roles called for by the productive

forces.43 .

42. Raymond William, Marxism and Literature (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1977), p.84.

43. A.G. Cohen, Karl Marx’ s Theory of History: A Defence
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1979), p.279.
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In brief, the thesis of eéonomicfdeterminism and dualism
between being and consciousness have been rejected byvthe
concepts of "complex-organic-expressive total;ty"(LukacsL
"unevenly structured complex whole articulated in dominance"”
(Althusser), "historical bloc of base and superstructure”
(Gramsci), "dynamic totalization® (Sartre) and "unity of
heterogeneous parts" (Della Volpe). But it can be mentioned
that; at the time of a collective project of annihilating the
logic of traditional Marxism in the same historico-political
conjecture, the Western Marxists developed their mutually
antagonistic epistemological construction and polit;co—
ideological practice in order to understand the complex mode
ofvmediation of the capitalist society and its inevitable

self-destruction in the course of progression.

The main purpose of a research on ‘Western Marxism” will
be to make a critical and comparative analysis of various
contradictory philosophical discourses within the orbit of
Marxism in general. Western Marxists are united in so far as
they reject the traditional model of Marxism. But within a
broader unity, there is a philosophiCal war of all against
all among the Western Marxists in so far as they
conceptualize Hegel-Marx relation in different ways and
consequent 1y give different interpretations of Marx’s theory
of dialectico~ historical materialism in the age of modern.
capitalist social ermation. In order to understand homology
and difference between different theoretical positions we

have, analytically and heuristically, deconstructed the



complex-cognitive map of Western Marxism into numerous
currents such as the humanist-cum-philosophical epistemology,
the historicist epistemology, the critical rationalist

epistemology and the structuralist epistemclogy.

In the first chapter, designated as The Humanist
Marxism', an attempt has been made to understand the
theoretical formulations of Lukacs and Sartre who have
defined society in terms of "Concrete economic complex
totality® and "dynamic totalization® respectively. Though
Lukacs is neo-Hegelian and Sartre remains an existential-
Marxist philosopher, they Jjustify some commc:: postulates like
“the philosophy of man’, “intentional and conscious human
action”, “the dialectic of history’, “interpenetration of
objective reality_and subjective reality in which the former
has primacy over the latter®, the processes of mediation and
recipfoqity etc. Lukacs’ theorization of dialectic of
"identical subiject-object"™ is similar to Sartre’s
"dialectical nominalism". In the Marxism historical
materialism {science) is reduced to dialectical materialism

(philosophy) .

The Second Chaéter is concerned with the epistemelogical
construction of the “Histo;icist Marxism" which aims at
covering the thoughts of Gramsci and Colletti who tell us
that Marxism believes in the concepts of "sensucus-practical
human being", "human praxis as an agency of transformation",

"single-homogeneous evolutionary time scale of all parts of
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historical society", "socially and historically determined
economic production®™, ®unity bétween the science of
historical man and the science of nature®", "historicization
of political, economic and ideological practices“, and
"experimental and demonstrative dimension of historical
totality". However, instead of becoming the followers of
materialist revolutionary philosophy of Engels and Lenin,

they latently pufsue the Feuerbachian anthropological

Problematic of abstract humanism and_ﬁhe philosophical

problematic of the Young Marx, though Gramsci settles his
relationship with Marx via the Italian neo-Hegelian
philosopher like Croce who adheres to the principle of
contemporaneity of the historical present; aﬁd Colletti comes
closer to Marx via Kant who treats reality as an independent
and cbijective entity. We can also notice in the works of
Gramsci and Colletti that they have reduced dialectical
materialism (philosophy) to historical nateriaiism (science)
and, qlso reduced all practices/levels of society to one
maste; practice of philosophy of praxis (Gramsci) or
experimental history (Colletti) which, in turn, is related to

the mother practice of politics.

The third chapter known as "The Frankfurt Marxism" deals
primarily with the theoretical paradigm of Marcuse and
Habermas who announce the phobia of German idealism within
the Marxian intellectual place. The Frankfurt School
considers Marxism as a critical method by which we can

explain the logic of modern techno-scientific totalitarian
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social order; be it capitalism of the USA or Stalin’s
socialism of the USSR. This School believes in "the Hegelian
theqry of negation of negation "which can be applied to
historical totality of society, and nurtured the theses of
"teleological labour", "raticnal totality", "philosophy of
human subject®”, *individual rationality" and "species.
character of man". 1Intellectually speaking, Marcuse has been
influenced by Hegel, Heidegger and Freud; whereas Habermas
operates under the philosophical indexes set by Hegel, Weber,

bParsons, Freud and the modern communication theorists.

The fourth chapter will address itself to the
"Althusserian Revolution" which consists of the formulation
of numerous law-1like propositions such as "epistemologicél
break" which identifies the young Marx as a "humanist" and
the mature Marx as a "sCientist", "structural causality of
mode of production" which induces the theses of relative
autonomy of superstructure on the one hand and the
determination of society by economy in the last instance On
the other,"identification of Dialectical Materialism with
philosophy and the Historical Materialism with science"”,
"conceptualizatioﬁ.of society in terms of pre-given unevenly-
structured-complex-whole articulated in dominance"™ and
"materialist ideology". The anti-historicist and anti-
humanist problematic of the Althusserian structural Marxism
announces the death of philosophy of man and the suspension

of historicism once and for ever.
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The fifth and last chapter will make an attémpt to give
a criticai evaluation of mutdélly contradictory
epistemological positions of the Hegel ian Humanist-cum-
Historicist Marxism and anti-Hegelian Structuralist Marxism.
This chapter would like to fix up the points of homology and
difference between different Marxisms while focusing its
critical attention on the categories of dialectic, base;

superstructure relationship, history and subject.
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CHAPTER I

THE HUMANIST MARXISTS

The main project of the humanist Marxists such as
Lukacs, Korsch and Sartre is to denounce the theses of the
hyper-empirical character of natural dialectic and the
duality of béing and consciousness by reintroducing the
Hegelian evolutionary dialectic of identical subject-object
into the Marxian discourse, The common elements which unite
Lukacs (neo-Hegelian) and Sartre (existential-Marxist)
include the conceptualization of Marxism as a single science
of humanized nature and naturalized-man, identification of
society with the term totality or totalization constructed
out of economic and non-economic forces, the definition of
man as an embodiment of historical-reason and socially-
ascribed intentional acts of consciousness; consideration of
history as a man-made project and the development of history
in termsvof homogenous flow of linear time, and, above all,
the description of dialectic of history through the
overemphasis on the Hegelian law of negation of negaﬁion.
The philosophical problematic of methodological individuélism
of the humanist Marxism has generated the notions of totality
(Lukacs) and totalization (Sartre) by which the gap between
subject and object is abolished, all contradictions are
reduced to single contradiction between essence and

existence; and a manifestly homogenecus order 1s established
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as it is a case with the Hegelian homogeneous Absolute

Spirit.
In reaction to the principles of intellect and
1
materialism Lukacs and Sartre tried to establish the

hegemonic position of concepts like socially-processed
economy or worked-matter, dialectical relationship between
objective reality and subjective reality, = complementary
relationship between holism and individualism, between
causality and teleology and between society and man; and
reinforcement of the self-conscious and critical philosophy
of self-emancipation from the bondage of alienation of the

capitalist order. Despite their vacilliation between Markist
tradition and non-Marxist tradition, the humanist Mérxism
assigns primacy to totality of social structure over‘ its
heterogeneous constitutive parts, and professes the
.philosophy of revolutionary politicai praxis of <c¢ollective
subject; though it refuses to accept the logic of

: 2
"dictatorship of proletariat" under socialist society due to

1. L. Colletti, Marxism and Hegel {(London:NLB, 1973),p.175.
' Note: (Colletti says that Hegel has «criticized the
principles of intellect and materialism in order
to establish his theses of dialectic of matter
and reason-principle. Since Lukacs represents a
neco-Hegelian version of Marxism, 1t implies that
he is equally compelled to criticize the
principles of intellect and materialism - (my

emphasis).
2. Due to the experience of Stalin’s dictatorship in the
soviet gnion, Lukacs advocates for democratic

dictatorship of workers and peasants in place of the
term dictatorship of proletariat; while Sartre rejects
the term dictatorship of proletariat by calling it
absurd and meaningless.



47

its associafion with terroristiéi method, conspiratorial
politics and curtailment of individual freedom and 1liberty.
In realist term, we can say that the anthropological
" problematic of the humanist Marxists generates nothing but a
philosophy of utopian messianism and a - politics of
progressive revolution-restoration; thus they are the |

philosophers of mediation and imagination par excellence,

In ordefyto give a comprehensive philosophical diagnosis
of the moder@fage, we will separaté}y deal with the Hegeiian—
Marxism vof:iukacs and the existengial~Marxism of Sartré':who
attack the:flaws of dialectics of nature and materialist
reductionism- through different foutes and epistemological

visions.

The Construcfion of Marxism :vLukéés

Lukacs"iﬁtéllectual formatioﬁ is complex one becaQse it
o is a synthetic product of the philosophical formations of
Hegelian dialectic of identicalv éubject—object, Dilthey’s
life philosophy, Weber s rationalization-theory and Marx’'s
formulation -of the fetishism of commodity. But an internal
arrangement of Lukacs’  ideas from his works "History and
‘Class-consciousness" to that of fontology of Social Being"
can be seen as a movement ffom an acceptance of
epistemologi®al vision of idealism, rooted into the cateéory
of social consciousness, to that the epistemological vision
of social realism, grounded 1into the <concept of social

production and reproduction of concrete historical economic
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totality through labour-teleology and humanly-constructed
alternative projects. His whole evolutionary developmental
order of thought is always characterized by a diélectical
tension between the ideas of dictatorship and democracy,

between necessity and freedom and between determinism and

voluntarism. Analytically, we can deconstruct Lukacs into
two parts: (i) the young Lukacs and the mature Lukacs. The
young Lukacs of "History and Class~Consciousness" is

concerned with the epistemological problematic of social
consciouéness; whereas the mature Lukacs of "Ontology of
Social Being" develops the materialist epistemology on. the
basis of Marx s entire works. However, it can be noted that
Lukacs ™ mature work does not fully disconnect itself from the

edifice of Hegelian philosophy.

(A) The Young Lukacs

In "History and Class consciousness” Lukacs'
methodological investigation of Marx s historical materialism
generates three principles: (i) denial of the possiblity of
dialectic of nature or positive scienne method to our
understanding of social totality; (1i) proletariat as the
head and the heart of social consciousness; and proletariat
as an identical subject-object of history, and (iii)
identification of reification with objectification whose
source lies in the fetishism of commodity of the capitalist

society which considers every relationship as a relationship
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between material things, not as a relationship between actual

men.

By registering a protest against the one-sided formal,
objectivistic and naturalistic dialectic of Engels, which is
concerned with the total quantification of facts at the .cost
of an erosion of even an interaction between being and
consciousness, Lukacs’ historical dialectic pleads for a
dialectical unicn of natural science and social science and;‘
moreover, establishes the "dialectical interactional relation
between subject and object in the historical process“.3 The
unity of theory and practice can be achieved by saying that
"it is not enough that thought should seek to realize itself;
reality must also ' strive tOward‘ thought".4 Theory and
practice are united only when consciousness stands in
relation to reality. For Lukacs the rigid causality of
empirical science is unable to assume the standpoint of the
social totality; precisely because of the fact that it only
explains facts, not meaningful human action, through certain
determinate c¢bjective laws and calculative and manipulative
techniques. The natural science model approaches human

reality not as a totality - a totality that refers to not

only a system of things but also a relationship between

things - but as a sum of partial facts governed by
objective laws. The loss of totality means at the same time
3. G. Lukacs, HiStory and Class Consciousness (London:

Merlin Press, 1983), p.3.

4. G, Lukacs, ibid., p.2.



the abolition of historicity. The irrational and
unscientific nature of the so-called scientific meﬁhod
consists in its failure to see and take account of the
historical character of the facts on which it 1is based,5 In
the eyes of Lukacs, Engels has reduced dialectics to the
general laws of motion, equally applicable to the external
worl& of nature and the internal human thought; and, in this
dialectic, subject of knowledge 1is not man himself but
identity vor original unity between thought and beings. The
chief demerit of Engels’ dialectic, says Lukacs, is that it
does not establish the historical character of facts; and
even it does not talk about an interaction between subiject
and object in the historical process. That is the reason,
Lukacs writes with full authenticity that "a situation in
which the “facts’ speak but unmistakably for or against a
definite course of action has never existed, and neither can
or will exist.“6

In fact, the historico-dialectical epistemology of
Lukacs assumes that knowledge is derived from a constant

interaction between reality and thought, between the

objective social forces and the subjective meaningful human

force, and between economic structure and ideological
structure within socially-processed complex organic
totality. However; in opposition to idealism, Lukacs simply

5. Ibid., p.6.

6. Ibid., p.23.
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asserts an ontological priority to social whole over its
parts. But his conception of social whole seems to have a
Hegelian cast when we.see'that concrete reality appears as a
process of synthesis of many particular determinants. The
thcreté historical totality is nothing but a sYnthesization
and | constellation of numerous particular abstract
consciousnesses or ideas; though the whole knowledgé of
social totality 1is identified with the proletariat class
'conspiousness and action, since "the superiority -‘of the
proletariat must lie exclusively in its ability to see
society from the centre, as a coherent whole“.7 Thus, the
proletariat occupies the center of the mannmadel universe,
having created it in the first place but being excluded from
its 1immediate knowledge and enjoyment. The proletariat 1is
the 1iving contradiction of capitalist society; and it must
come to understand its class position and class consciouéness
in total dialectical terms in order to overthrow the tyranny
of capitalism and its associated positive science of facts.
Lukacs tells us:
Only when a historical situation has arisen in which a
class must understand society if it is to assert itself;
only when the fact that a class understands itself means
that it understands society as a whole and when, in
consequence, the class becomes both the subject and
object of knowledge; - in short, only when these
conditions are all satisfied the unity of theory and

practice, the precondition of the revolutionary function
of the theory, becomes possible.8

7. 1bid., p.69.

8. Ibid., pp. 2-3.
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Indeed, it is through the privileged class-consciousness of
proletariat as a historical subjeét;object that we can grasp
the meaning of totality; and it is through praxis, based on
unique class.consciousness, that the proletariat becomes able
to overthrow the bourgeois material world. For Lukacs, Hegel
and Marx share common logic so far as both of them conceive
theory as the self-knowledge of reality; but, unlike Marx,
9
Hegel fails to overcome the duality of thought and being.
In capitalist society .man must be conscious of himself as a
social being as well as the subject and object of the social
being. The revolutionary praxis of proletariat, under
capitalism, depends on the indentification of its growing
class consciousness in relatioﬁ to changing course of
historical totality: and growing class consciousness cones
into being through the awareness of common cbjective economic
situation by  which proletariat surpasses immediacy. The
basic characteristic of historical totality is that it is a
dynamic entity; because it contains an inherent historical
contradiction or tension between essence and existence which

can be resolved by "human praxis associated with
10 '
knowledge®. -
Thus, TLukacs says that the proletariat is an identical

subject-object of history whose class consciousness

overcomes the problem of the social relativity of knowledge

9. ibid., p.l6.

10. 1Ibid., p.177.
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and the tendency to conceive alienation as an external
ijectification of human objectivity.  Lukacs makes an
analysis of reification with reference to the socio-
historical conditions of modern capitalist generalized
commodity production. He, frequently, explains reification
through the concepts of objectification. The error of
Lukacs® interpretation lies in the fact that he has confused
two ideas (a) Hegelian conception in which alienation is
identified with the objectiviﬁy of nature and thus with_ the
externality or heterogeneity of being in relation to thought,
and (b) Marx s conception whereby, in contrast, the object is
estranged not in that it is external”, but in that it take?
on character of commodity and capital, of wage—labour".h
But it can be said that Lukacs in his 1962 edition of
"History and class consciousness™ has accepted his error
which consists of his “failure to acknowledge the existence
of objective reality existing independently of consciousness
and his mistake to identify objectivity with alienation".12
Whenever Lukacs explains the theory of alienated
consciousness, he reduces it not to the Marxian world of
commodity economy but to & specific Marxian concept of
commodity—fetishism which itself is narrowed down to the
mggng;iqus phenomena. In other words, he deduces the theory

of reification from commodity fetishism and then considers

11. L. Colletti, op. cit., p. 176.

12. G. Lukacs, op. cit., pp.xxi-xxii.
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the entire society in terms of a common homogeneous alienated
consciousness structure. Lukacs tries to give a Marxian
thrust to his Hegelian dialectical principle of identical
subject-object when he claims that the moment revolutionary
class of proletariat proclaims the dissclution of the
existing order, it discloses its secret of existence. The
theory of identical subject-object organically associates its
survival conditions with the notion of material production of
social consciousness. The identical subject-object thesis
must be related to the proletariat social class; and the
proletariat becomes an identicalvsubject—object in so far as
it beocmes self aware and class conscious; so far as
proletariat knows itself, it changes not only itself but also
transforms society as a whole. Sccial consciousness is
~nothing but the expression of historical knowledge of the
proletariat "which begins with knowledge of the present, with
the self-knowledge of its own social situation and with the
elucidation of 1its necessity (i.e. its genesis)".13 The
course of historical totality is essentially aialectical
because of the fact that before men become conscious of the
decline of socio-economic formation, its contradictions are
fully realized 1in the objects of its day-to-day action of
human subjects. The driving force of history 1is the
proletariat whose <c¢lass consciousness coincides with the

totality of historical knowledge; but it is the revolutionary

13. Ibid., p. 159.
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praxis of proletariat through which the actual meaning - of
reality can be deciphered. The Kantian dualism between " what

-

is and “what ought to be” is resolved by the - (Lukacsian)
Marxism; because it is an expression .and self-knowledge of a
social process by which the world 1is revolutionized, and
thus, the subject of that self-knowledge i.e. the proletariat
comprehends reality in the very act of transforming it§l4 It
is. through praxis that we can comprehend, internalize and
revolutionize the total volume of social consciousness of a

given historical society which entails the element of

contradiction between essence and appearance.

We must also note this fact that Lukacs extehds the
concept ™ of reification much further when he sees the
development of modern rationalism in terms of reification.15
The wvarious branches of rationalism assume that there 1is
something given aﬁd hence inexplicable - an impenetrably dark
“conteﬁt" which the form of philosophy cannot illuminate; and
"the Kantian thing-in-itself is the best epitomization of
this impotence of rationalist philosophy".16 The thing-in-
itself, says Lukacs, 1s but a reified form of appearance of

the commodity of capitalist production-relation. Reified

conceptions can be located in the conceptions of an

14. Kolakowski, Main Currents of Marxism, vol.III (London:
Oxford University Press, 1978), p.271.

15. Lukacs, op. cit., p.110.

l16. 1Ibid., p.1ll4.
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immutable human nature and fixed economic and social laws.
pue to the fragmented character of knowledge, the ruling
class of the capitalist society can generate only partial
knowledge because of the fact that.this class cannot advance
its glass position due to its immediate relationship to this
world. That is why, Lukacs says that meaning of totality can
be explained by[ the consciousness of proletariat' which
culminates in its recognition of the identity of "subject”
(the human being) and "object" (the man-made-world). It is
very curious to note that Lukacs attributes the legacy of
Marxian historical dialectic of identical subject-object to
Hegel who, as some scholars think, gives a different piéture
while saying thatAsubject and object would remain separate
while, at the same time, being united in the dialectic.
However, Lukacs, like Hegel, has formulated the dialectic of
consciousness and unity of theory and practice within the
boundary of historical materialism; and hé induces the notion
of ~historical necessity apart from conscious identical

subject-object.

By . combining Weber s rationalization with Marx’s
category of fetishism of commodity, Lukacs has introduced the
notion of reification which reduces human relations to
relations between things. | According to Althusserian Marxism
the theories of alienation, commodity-fetishism and identical
subject-object reflect the ideological presentation of-
Marxian scientific theory. Althusser relates the theory of

exploitation to the concept of surplus value which operates



within the structure (hidden) of mode of production. Hé goes
on to argue thaﬁ the humanist~Marxists' theorization of the
identical subiject-object has arisen due to a tendency of
identifying the object of knowledge with the real object.
Lukacs follows the instruction of Hegel in presenting modern
history as a process of self-externalization and
objectification of human essence; but he aspires for the
recovery of consciousness, a process which moves from the
loss of meaning to a broader historical understanding through
a revolutionary union o¢f theory and practice. Through
historico-dialectical epistemology Lukacs has constructed the
notion of concrete totality whose essence lies in the
commodity structure and the class-consciousness of
proletariat; and it is the class consciousness that makes
possible insight into the situation as a whole. The class
consciousness, as . a potential capacity for insight into the
structure of society, plays a constitutive role in terms of
the simultaneous processes of understanding and
transformation of totality which is "an interesting economic
17
and social totality™. Reification of the capitalist
society <can be overcome "only by constant and constantly
renewed efforts to disrupt the reified structure of existence
by concretely relating it to the concretely manifested

contradictions of the total development, by becoming

conscious of the immanent meanings of these contradictions

17. G. Lukacs, ibid., p.15.
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. 18
for the total development®. What Lukacs tries:to assert is
that the ‘mere existence of the objective expression of
historical contradiction between essence and existence within
the commodity producing society cénnot produce an automatic
revolution unless there is‘an effective intervention by the
self-consciousness proletariat in the historical task of that
society. In the dialectical Eotality, the individudl
elements incorporate the structure of Whole. But it can be
noted that the progressive intellectual formation of Lukacs
makes. a shift from the discourse of reified consciousness to
the theory dialectic of history; and from class consciousness
to class unconsciousneés in terms of historical

unconsciousness.

The mature Lukacs

In "the vYoung Hegel" Lukacs studies the relationship
between dialectic and economics through the concept of labour
and, at the same time, argues that it is the labour through
which a subject 1s mediated to an object in a given
historical setting. Here he is trying to construct a
concrete structure of totality on the basis of terms like
human praxis, labour and work. He tries to equalize the
position of the Marxian dialectic and +the concept of
externalization with the Hegelian problematic of objective

idealism and the concept of externalization by saying that

18. 1Ibid., p. 19

~J
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"Hegel's maturing philioscophy eliminated the concept of
‘positivity' and retained the thesis of dialectical relation
of the praxis of man in society to the object he has
19 '

created®. Externalization, for Hegel, <can be explained

through the dialectic? of complex sublject-obiect relationship
inseparably ‘bound up with economic am& social human works,
which, 1n Marx s work, becomes a matter of fetishism. 'Tﬁe
Hegelian dialectic, which conceives work as the self-creating

~

process of man and labour as a tool for the creation of the

history of human species, became instrumental in the
development of the inmediate proto-type materialist
dialectics, According to Lukacs, theoretical formulation of

the Hegelian dialectic of matter silently couched Marx: in
such a manner that he finalized the incomplete'fate of the
(Hegelian) dialectic by applying it ko the concrete
historically-specific economic production of society; and by

placing the concept of alienation, derived from commodity

fetishism, in the centre of materialist philosophy.

But, as we move from the works of the early objective
idealist Lukacé to that of the mature realist Lukacs, we f£ind
that a distinction is made between the revolutionary premise
0of the Hegelian dialectic of method and its conservative
system i.e., the structure of Idea within which dialectic

operates. In "ontology", social production and reproduction

19. G.Lukacs, The Young Hegel, London Merlin Press, 1975,
p. 538.
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of ‘life 1is explained by labour-teleology which mediates
relationships between man and nature and between man and
society. Thus Lukacs recognizes a double determination of
human beings - in part by natﬁral necessity and in part by
man’s ability to rise up the challenges'of nature and to
choose between alternatives. The ideology, involved in labour
process, means that although the aim is set and determined by
the.human being, the result always brings with it an element
of dnrecognized and unintended objective consequence,
Further, contradictions of human develo?mént are ontological

and not simply the effect of reified consciousness.

In fact, after having dissatisfied with  his early
formulation of epistemological approximation of
consciousness-structure, Lukacs in his text "The ontology of
social Being" seeks to identify the notion of totality as a
complex structure consisting of the process of mediation and
reciprocal interaction between economi¢c base and ideological-
cum-cultural superstructure. According to -_him the
traditional Marxist like Plekhanov has given us a mechanistic
and fatalistic over-extention of. economic necessity by
counterposing social being and social consciousness; whereas
Marx has never done this;' and he has simply, 1in reaction to.
idealism, asserted "the ontolcgical priority of social being

20
over consciousness”. In the social production and

20. G. Lukacs, The Ontology of Social Being 2. Marx
{London: Merlin Press, 1982), p. 150.
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reproduction of totality, the economic base (content) and the
ideological superstructure (form) cannot survive without
taking a support from each other. consciousness does not
have an epiphenomenal character but av decisive socio-
ontological relevance. All human societies have to consider
economic sphere (terrain of necessity) as the essence of the
process of reproduction of human species, however; they cahn
vary from one another in their respective domain of
phenomenal ideological structure (terrain of contigency).
The reason for phenomenal variation between human societies
lies in the construction and figation of naturally-limited
alternative teleological projects which refer to "a goal
5
positing consciousness“.kl Even in socialism there 1is an
ontological priority of economic sphere whose alternative
teleological project strikes a balance between the realm of
necessity and the realm of freedom. The organic totality of
social beings, which emerge out of an interaction between the
natural necessity and the social nécessity and work through
institutions and ideology (forces of mediation) on the one
hand, 'and "indisoluble intertwined categories of labour,
speech, co-operation and division of labour"22 on the other
hand, 1s an objective eccnomic reality which supposes the
construction of heterogeneous parts and relationships coupled

with the laws of uneven development of parts.

21. Lukacs, The Ontology of Social Being 3 Labour (Lcndon:
Merlin Press, 1980), p. 5.

22. Ibid., p.i.
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The Supposed mediation between the science of man and
the sciencé of nature, on the basis of teleological 1labour,
further gives us this 1instruction that there are two
ontological ©positions for the constructidn of socialibility
of human beings (1) there is a humanization of man through
labour as " necessity in reality’ andbthe essential sphere of
economy 1is realized through human mediations; and (2) the
continuity of human history is assured by the
objectifications of needs, abilities and activities. But, at
thé same time, the fieid of conscious human operation
determines alternative possibilities whose soluticn decides
the course of development of the historical totality. This
is the point where Lukacs criticizes the traditional Marxism
which hés replaced the alternative teleological model of
labouring human being by a mechanical conception of neéessity
and  economic reductionism. Lukacs ™ rejection of the
naturalistic conception of economic growth helps him in the
theorization of gistorical determinism of totality in which
the range of movements of human beings, born into ready-made
conditions, is limited by a narrow or broad circle of
possibilities and alternatives. The self-formation and self-
regulation of social beings must rely on this fact that it is
not the natural determinations that are important, but an
ontological mixture of naturalness and sociability. And it
is the internal and immanent historical contradiction between
essence and existence and between the forces of production

and the relations of production which must be treated as the
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motor for the movement of always dynamic complex totality in

which the “real ccmplex has ontological priority -over its
23
components®. On the developmental character of social

being, Lukacs has asserted that "the economy is the only

-
6]

basis, only what is ontologically primary, and that it gives
rise to the human capacities and the forces _of sccial
complexes that actually pfoduce the realization of what 1is
economically neéessary, which accelerate, reinforce, promote

its  development as social reality, and in certain
: 24

circumstances can a&lso inhibit or divert it". It is though

the ideological consciousness and organized peolitical class

struggle that the alienated labourers of capitalist order can

assert their action for the formation o¢f an alternative

teleoclogical model of 'economic structure through the

socialist revolution.

But in "The ontology of Labour®™ Lukacs seems to have
told us that the goal of the labour process always appears as
something given; and the alternatives for the working

individual are restricted to a choice of means and method for
achieving the pre-established goal, and in this situation the
social consciopsness and alternative may or may nei
correspond to the objective social possibilities. Econowi

practice within a complex totality is so dynamic and powsif 4

that it determines the movement of other elements of the ame

totality and thus, the development of economic esser :e ig

23. G. Lukacs, 1982 op cit, p.139

24, 1Ibid., p. 161.
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independent of human activity. If ideology is determined by
the circumstahces of its origin, as Lukacs would like to say,
then it is identical with sociability or with reality itself.
One of the central problems with Lukacs is that he fails to
analyse the relation of law and property, apart from his
inadequate explanation of political economy of Marx. The
whole concept of division of labour remains unclarified»wheni
we find thatv Lukacfs has explained several sources of
division of labour such as the origin of the division of
labour with the origin of handicrafts, with the technical
division of labour, and with the separation of mental and

physical labour.

Lukacs is so infiuenced by the Hegelian philosophy that
he makes this proposition that "Hegel’s logic which Marx took
is based on an inseparable intellectual union of logic and
ontology"25 and goes on to say that the "identical subiject-
object and the transformation of substance into subject are
the vehicles of the transformation of the ontological
totality into a system of logic".26 The relationship between
subject-and object 1s mediated by labour; and it is the model
of labour as social practice that becomes the referential
point of Marx’ s materialist philosophy. Hegel has dissolved
the old rigid opposition in ontology between the

transcendentally -directed teleology and an exclusive

dominance of casuality by founding the concept of 1labour-

25. G. Lukacs, The ontology of Social Being:1 Hegel London:
Merlin Press, 1978, p.20
26. Ibid., p. 49.
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teleology as the existential condition of social being. The
Hegelian ontology considers reality as a totality of
complexes whose absolute development and concrete
synthesization «c¢an be explained by the dialectical laws of
fusion, fission, the identity of identity and non-identity.
Marx’s materiélist treatment qf ontology gives a more
scientific explanation of social reality by considering it as
a hetercgeneously constructed complex-ecconomic-whole which
has an ontological priority over the structure of
consciousness. In fact, "Marx s economics always starts from
the totality of social being and always flows black again

27
into it." However, it can be pointed out that the parts of

totality cannot‘be separated out analytically and studied in
isolation, but are bound to one another by mutual and
irreducible interdependence. The category of totality 1is
also tied to the idea of mediation which establishes

structural homology between the economic base and the

ideological-cum~-social superstructure,

Thus, we find that the whole intellectual enterprise of
Lukacs <creates the theoretical ground for the rejection of
dialectic of nature, mechanical materialist explanation of
reality and positivist-~cum-empiricist epistemology; and, at
the same time, the acceptance of theses like the historical

dialectic of social consciousness, mutual conditioning of

27. G. Lukacs, op cit, 1982, p.12
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base and superstructure, labour as a model of social
practice, the Hegelian laws of - identical subject—bbject,
negation of negation and the simple contradiction between
essence and appearance, and consideration of ideology and
culture as a real constitutive practice for the social
production and.- reproduction of economic structure. For -
Lukacs, Marx’ s "single science of history",28 which embraces.
the whole of human history (politics, economics, ideology,
laws etc.) and establishes a bond between epistemology and
ontology by ﬁonsidering the social being as an objective
heterogeneously-structured complex whole where there is an
ontological priority of whole over its constitutive parts.
However, it can be pointed out, 1in the final analysis, that
Lukacs tries to convert his intellectual consciousness and
moral commitment into the realization of the Marxian goal of
achieving revolutionary union of theory and practice through
expressing himself with the help of Hegelian problematic of
absolute idealism. On the political side, Lukacs moves
towards the pole of revisionism which consists of his thesis
of reform nd the consolidation of existing gains, not a
£hesis of revolutionary tfansformation of the capitalist
order and, at the same time, the creation of hegemony of the
dictatorship of proletariat under the socialist construction

of society. Lukacs  adherence to the principles of romantic

28. Ibid., p. 10.
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subjectivism and the Hegelian dialectic of ﬁatter comes, as
Althusser would like to say, from his tendency to
overemphasize the early works of Marx which remain a prisoner
to the anthropological preblematic of abstract humanism. The
agenda of an abstract personal humanism is also attested by

the Sartrian existential Marxism.

The Model of Existential Marxism: Sartre

In opposition to agpriori existence of Engels’ dialeqtics
of nature, Sarﬁre, like Lukacs, explains soclel reality as a
totalization which 1is based on an 1intersection between a
plurality of individﬁai consciousness and praxis. The entire
demonstration of the intelligibility of every human reality
can be made by the phenomenclogical-cum-historical
epistemology which explains consciousness in relation to the
object of external reality. As a philosopher of “the
pﬁilosophy of man and his liberation", Sartre does not
consider Engels  epitomization of the dialectics of ﬁature
and Stalin’s unqualified faith in the dictatorship of the
proletariat as the genuine message of the Marxian libertarian
philosophy; because their philosophy suppresses | the
categories of dialectics of histofy, intentional acté of
consciousness and the proletariat as the collective subiject
"~ of History. The construction of collective subject stems
from a synthesiéation and collectivization of a multiplicity
of reciprocal communications and relations between ti -

concrete persons; and the self-evidential and intelligible



chafacter of history can be understcod in terms of a double
movement of "the internalization of externality and the
externalization of internality. It we look at the dynamic
thought-process of Sartre over a historical period of time,‘
we immediately grasp this point that his intelilectual
entrepreneurship progressively moves from ‘"struggle of
consciousness” in human subject to that of "totalization of
praxis" by worked-matter, from "Hell is other people” to
that of "Marxian huménism“, from “the philosophy of man" to
that of "the dialectic of history and society"™; and from "the
passive contemplative thought™ to that of "the revolutionary

politics of violence.®

Sartre starts his philosophical discolurse from the
philoscphy of man which we find in his the most celebrated
existenﬁial text, "Being and Nothingless®" and, eventually, he
comes down to the theories of dialectical interpenetration
betweenrr things and men and between ideclogical c¢rder and
concrete socio-economic réality Which c¢an be explained in
terms of the logic of objective possibility, totalization,
social class and material scarcity which we come across in

his existential-Marxist text "crituque of Dialectical

reason". Sartre’s early works are obsessed with the cognitive

experience - of the repressive world in the form of sickness,

bad faith of mediocrity, contrast between the world as

vimagined and the world as experienced; and the philosophy of

liberation of the essence of man from the dehumanized-

existence of social order. In his book ~psychology of



Imagination” Sartre tries to postulate the theory of
phenomenological psychology where consciousness is inevitably
QSSPC;ated with the intersubjective discourse of the world;
and the formation of a specific image corresponds to and 1is
determined by consciousness in social situation. Positing of
the image is an exercise of the freedom of consciousness to
transcend the situation in which it finds itself, as Sartre
has pointed o&t that "in order to imagine, consciousness must
be free from all specific reality and this freedom must be
able to define itself by a "being-in-the-world which is at
once the constitution and the negation of the WOrld".zé The
whole business of the intentional 1imaginative act moves
towards the constitution, isolation and nihilation of the
exXisting unreal world. The unreal world is vdoubly
anhihilated in a sense that the freedom of consciousness
negates the world in relation to self and self in relation to
the world. Similarly; the fqndamental philosophical.corpus
of Sartre’s text "Transcendence of the Ego" is grounded into
the ontology of existing individuals, although he claims that
there is no such thing as subjectivity; there 1is only

interiorization of exteriority.

In fact, what we visualize in the early writings of
Sartre 1is that his entire conceptual apparatus is encircled

by the c¢rown of Hegelian, Heideggerian and Husserlian

29. Jean Paul Sartre, The Psychology of Imagination
(New York: Philosophical Library, 1948), p.269.




philosophical discourses. The structuration of Sartre’s text
"Being and Nothingness"™ emerges under the instruction of the
Hegelian- dialectical philosophy which assumes an atemporal‘
antithesis between consciousness and external world, a
contrast between subject and object; and an antinomy between
what Sartre calls the two modes of being the "in-itself" and
the "for-itself". The category of the ‘fof—itself’ signifieé
pure consciousness and free-subjectivity; whereas the concept
of the "in-itself" corresponds to substance considered as a
self contalined objective world. In Hegel, being and
nothiﬁgness are dialectically opposed to each other; Hegelian
being and nothing are contraries, the extremes of logical
series going all the way from affirmation to denial; ﬁwhéreas
sartrian Being and Nothingness are contradictoriesdo’ and
thus it implies that, logically, nothingness is subsequent to
being since it is Dbeing, first, posited then denied.
Nothingness is a function of being not the other way round,
because “"consciousness is prior to nothingness and "is
derived® from being.3l

It can be also pcinted out that it is through mediation
that human situation establishes the relationship between the
"world of objects” and the "order of consciousness" which

coincides with the relation between being and nothingness.

30. Peter Caws Sartre (London : Routledge and Kegan Paul,
1984), p.69.

31. J.P. Sartre. Being and Nothingness (New York: Washington
Square Press, 1966), p.l6.
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~-prom the -angle of consciousness, the objective world appears-

as a world of pure possibility ana boundless variability; and
consciousness must be able to posit the world in its
synthetic totélity or totalization from which freedom can be
achieved 1if conscicusness is free. In Heideggerian twist
Sar£re describes human exiétence as a continual project of
self~-realization; because man is what he does and man is free
pecause he.exists not in-himself but for-himself and "respect
for the other’s freedom is an empty world®..."for-itself
32

abondons its claim to realize any union with the other®.

For Sartre freedom and responsibility are inscribed in human
existence and consciousness and, virfually, man’s freedom
consists in his nature as world-constituting, wor 1d-
nihilating and world-surpassing capacities. The
revolutionary existential philosophy of sSartre establishes
this premise that the power of nihilation and negation of
repressive reality is projected by human praxis,; project, and
sustaining choice whose essence lies in a complex of reason
and 1intentional consciousness. -+ By treating freedom and
responsibility as the alternative description of
consciousness itself, Sartre says that responsibility means
consciousness as authorship and freedom signifieé
consciousness as nihilating choice; and the mediation
between these two is done by propounding the theory of human

reality as presence to self. This existential-phenomenology

32.° Ibid., pp. 531, 532.
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in Sartre’s early work presents a world view in which Tin-
itself” and " for-itself’, obijective objects and human freedcm
clash directly. Freedom 1is considered as an essence of

existence.

The humanized and privatized Sartrian worid, as a
totality of beings, underlines this argument that man is so
master libetarian -that he is condemned to be free with a

permanent human nature. The determination of Sartre’s moral

posture  appears when he tells us that man alone  is

responsible for what he is/does, since to blame somecne ig to
deny his ability to change the course of history. Thus,
there arises a new thesis what Althusser explains by saying
that ~it is a man who, by projecting hihself—into—the future,
transcends his place in a world by the liberty o¢f his
project".33 In brief, "Being and Nothingness" is based upon
the existential-cum-phenomenological treatment of the
ontdlogy of individualism which gives immense strength to a
little-god-man to liberate, first, himself and, then, the
others through praxis. In this book Sartre cannot be treated
as a precursor of Marxism because he provokes only the theory
of solitary individual and consciousness which cannot be
incorporated within the Marxian scientific knowledge based on
the concepts of the materially structured social whole, the

class struggle, the state, the proletariat; and the science

of history. when concrete political questions are posed, his

33. L. Althusser, Essays in Self-Criticism (London: NLB,
1976), p.59.
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philosophy takes an academic refuse; for Sartre never joined
politics, but had been pushed towérds politics by events and
chances. We constantly fail to understand as to how his
philosophy of individual s lieved-experience can help us to
our retrospective understanding of an incbmplete historical

totality.

The turning point, Sartre represented in the formation
of Marxian philosophical <corpus, can be located 1in his
methodological text "critique of Dialectical Reason" in which
he generates the theses of historical totality, dialectical
nominalism, contradiction inherent in the system of
production, collective praxis, social dimension of
existential anthropology and social class. However, he gives
a humanist critique of scientific-economic reductionist model
of historical materialism which creates the problem of
reconciling freedom and necessity; and ultimately suppresses
the guestions of ethics, individual- freedom and human-values
in the service of objective-rules and procedures about the
orders of facts. Sartre ridicules the project of the
traditional Marxists model of material reductionism oOr
economic monism by commenting that "the supreme paradox of
historical materialism is that it is, at one and the same
time, the only tfuth of History and a total indetermination

of the Truth; the tota

[

izing thought of historical

materialism has established everything except 1its own
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existence", The chief demerit of this model is that™ it
reduced theA dialectics of thought and history to the
structure of irreducible material condition of existence; and
its ecogomic monism results into "the dualism of Being and
Truth".3 The ideological support of the dogmatic
materialist epistemology stems from Engels’ natural dialectic
which operates within the domain of facts, understands the
emergence and evolution of Being according to its own 1legal
protocols; and determines the scientific casual relationship
between facts, not a historical causation between man and
matter as well as between man and man. If dialectic 1is
divorced from thought and historical action, then the
formulation of a mere experimental dialectics of nature can
be treated only as what Sartre phrases "an external, apriori,
hyperempiriéal and non—dialectical“36 method; and it 1is
because of the fact that it provides uS with a positivistic
game which seés an opposition between facts and values; and,
by rejecting values, it sees objeétive connections between
facts on the basis of procedures like comparison, analogy,
abstraction etc. Necessity is expressed through dialectical
hyper—empiric;sm and apriorism within the domain of being,

and 1t is claimed that human history has to comply with the

determinate mechanical laws of natural history. This mode of

34. Jean Paul Sartre, C(Critique of Dialectical Reason
(London: NLB, 1976), p.19.

35. J.P. Sartre, ibid., pp.25-26.

36 Ibid., pp.34-35.
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scientific explanation of <c¢rude facts and the logic of
analytical philosbphy are totélly rejected by Sartre’s
dialectical rationality which prescribes a permanent
dialectical unity between necessity and freedom, between man
‘and matter, between man and hiééory and, above all, between
being and knowledge which "elucidates the movement - of the
real and that of our knowleage and 1t also elucidates the one
by the other".37 Further, Sartre elaborates his position by
saying that "if dialectical Reason 1is the Reason of History,
then it meaﬁs that man must . be controlled by the dialectic in
so far as he creates it and creates it in so far as he 1is
controlled 'by it."38 Thus what we find in the works of
_Sartre 1is that there should not be any dualism between being
and knowledge; rather the movement of knowledge-formation and
the movement of object are dialectically united with each
dtherwunder the body of historical totality. It is possible
to argue that being is both prior to and 1identical with
knowledgé so long as knowledge is understood to reside within
being. The historical dialectic is based on this proposition
that the existence of material world and human world entails
a homogeneous equal status in a sense that both of them
mediate, influence and condition each other. Thought must

discover its existential necessity in 1its material world

dominated by scarcity and necessity and, at the same time, it

37. 1Ibid., p. 20.

38. 1Ibid., p. 36.
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must discover itself in so far as.it is itself a material

being.

In Sartre’s dialectic, negation of negation is a master
code for comprehending and transforming the world of material
scarcity;- but it cannot be done unless there is a provision
of human praxis. Sartre’s humanly constructed historical
world gives this formuiation of the recovery of man’s power
in the construction'of history; and it entails this law that
the movement of history must be explained in terms of a shift
from one objectivity to another objectivity through
subjectivity which refers to a moving unity of subjectivity
and objectivity. The wheel of history is turned by
totalizing human project which strikes a balance between
collective praxis and individual praxis. Every praxis both
affirms and negates the other, in so far as it transcends it
as 1its object, and also causes itself to be transcended by

it.

Sartre always tries to resolve the assumed tension
between the methodological individualism and methodological
collectivism or between the dialectic of 1individual praxis
and the constituted dialectic of institutional ensembles on
the basis of <conceptual formulations of the notions 1like
totalization, comprehension, negation, mediation,
temporalization and the logic of praxis. Dialectical
thinking does not consider society as what Durkheim calls,

collective consciousness/hyper-organism but as a meaningful
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totality constructed by individual praxis; and a balance

between individualism and holism . is established by the
39

concept of "dialectical nominalism", as long as it is a

conflation of the individual and collective subject.

The concept of totalization refers to a practical
synthesizing activity. It transforms a multiplicity of
elements into an emerging dynamic whole which, in turn,-
serves the goal of understanding of a historical action by
multiplying the mediation between the meaningful elements.
According to historical materialism if totalization 1is a
historical process, it comes to men through matter. Sartre’s
focus is on totalizing whole, not on totality; because "a
totalizing praxis cannot totalize itself as a totalized
element".40 The process of totalization cén be compfehended
by human awareness and knowledge that is itself totalizing.
Totalization is a concrete, historical, positive and
meaningful entity, since its birth depends upon a
multiplicity of reciprocal actions between actual_ persons
having common intends, project and praxis. However, it can
be asserted that "the dialectical rationality of common praxis
does not transcend the rationality of.individual praxis“.41
As an existential Marxist, Sartre assigns primacy to praxis

and worked-matter over materialism and tries to manage the

affairs of Marxism by saying that the maturation of the

39. 1Ibid., p. 37.
40. 1Ibid., p.373.

41. 1Ibid., p.538.
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objective contradictions between the forces of production and
relations of ©production is resol&ed by the praxis of a
collective subject i.e. the proletariat. The whole matrix of
dialectical reason is encircled by the Hegelian principle of
negation of negation which pursued Sartre to observe that the
problématic of negative activity of matter is the basis of
those objective, negative exigencies whereby "machines create
men" i.e. in which man becomes the product of his own
product. There is dynamic negative dialectical relationship
between "action as the negation of matter and matter as the
negation of action",42 and it is the material conversion of
consciousness into organic ©praxis that becomes a driving
force of the homogeneous historical expressive totalization
in which "man is mediatedvby things to the same extent as
things are mediated by man".43 In fact, there is an eternal

bond between constitutent dialectic and the. constituted

dialectic through mediation in history.

In Sartre’s dialectic, temporalization is a crucial
concept because it is said that dialectic as a movement of
reality collapses if time 1is not dialéctic, and time, as a
concrete quality of history, is made by men on the basis of
their original.timporalization. In fact "totalization  1is

- 4

temporalization" and it advances in a spiral movement: the

part is continucusly reinterpreted in the light of future as

42. 1Ibid., p. 159.
43. 1Ibid., p. 79.

44. 1bid., p. 53.
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intended but unrealized totality. The logic of dialectical
reason assumes an "identity between dialectic itself and
praxis®" and, at the same time, asserts that the language of
totalization 1is an expression of an identity between an
individual lived-experience and the total volume of
historical knowledge. Sartre gives this argument that "the
dialectic, as the practical consciousness of an oppréssed
class struggling against its oppressor, 1is a reaction which
is .produced‘ in the oppressed by the divisive tendency of
c
oppression".4J But the fact remains that sartre's concept of
the generalizing synthesis - a thesis developed by dialectic
reasons - fails to reconcile the epistemology of vision. and
epistemology of praxis, 1if we pose the real, concrete
economic and political problems as a basic soufce of

knowledge-formation and articulation.

In Sartre’s universe of an objective possibility and
impossibility, the concepts of praxis and mediation play a
significant role in a sense that they act as a master concept
through which human history is created and transformed; and,
hence, a world 1is supposed to be an internally connected
whole-in-the-making but a product of intentional energy. The
praxis philosophy explains inter-connecting relationships
among human beings in both bntological context, related to

the concept of practico-inert mediation, and the historical

45. 1Ibid., p.803.
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context, related to (either natural or induced) material

scarcity. Practico-inert is the démination of man by worked-
matter; and it is at this point where Sartre linked practico
inert necessity to the Marxian thesis that man is a product
of his own product. The story of dehumanized man is 1like
this that man produces tool and technology with an intention
0 Create a beautiful «civilization; but an unintended
efféét of an intended action comes when the man-made
technology deinates a man’'s cognition and negates his
existence by throwing him out of the production process. In
fact, Sartre is concerned with alienation as necessity in the
material world of scarcity.  The reign of necessity is the
domain of reality in which inorganic materiality envelopes
human multiplicity and transforms the producers into 1its
product. In this situation, social relationship between the
collective subject is mediated by both: unity and separation
principles in the domain of interest. Otherness or alterity
is the essential feature of practico-inert. While explaining
the dialectic of interest/destiny of a socio-economic class
as a part of practico-inert, Sartre explains interest as
being-outside-oneself-in-a-thing 1in so far as it conditions
praxis as a categorical imperative. Need of the atomic
individuals becomes interest when it involves a collective
subject. For example, thevunity of the property ownership
class (the capitalist class as a collective subject) lies in
the institution of private property, and this interest of the

capitalist class generates a counter-interest of the working
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class. Property constitutes the unity-in-exteriority of the
bourgeoisie, at once its strengtﬁ'and its vulnerability, thus
we ultimately <come to this point that the interest of the

bourgeois is the destiny of the proletariat.

So far as the thesis of material scarcity is concerned,
it is affirmed that it constitutes a fundamental fact of
human history which unites men in their actions to overcome
it, and divides them 1in their .competition over limited
resource, For Sartre scarcity determines nature as the
negation of man from the start and history as the anti-
nature. The struggle against scarcity generates the division
of labour and the struggle between classes. Under the
conditions of material scarcity and practico-inert, the
relationship of man to nature as well as to his féllows has

been the relationship of constant struggle and violence.

‘Violence is interiorized scarcity. These relationships are

characterized by implacable opposition or what Sartre calls
"alterity"™ and the relatipn of alterity gives rise to
serialized ensembles in which individuals are indifferent or
hostile to the aims of their neighbours. The alternative to
the series is the group-in-fusion whose members have ‘common
purpose and projeet; and on the basis of common project and
praxis workers form a group-in-fusion during the historical
time of mass revolutionary upheaval and transformation of
society. Thus, Sartre defines the concreteness of social
whole through the concept of praxis and the notion of

practico-inert which, 1in turn, give rise to social relations
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of sameness and otherness respectively. Group~in-fusion is

an example of praxis mediation. He considers class struggle
_as an object of history and explains the theory of emerging
class struggle by a dialectic of interest/destiny in a
practico-inert field of scarcity. 1In opposition to his early
thesis of the identification of seriality with unfreedom,
Sartre in his "Critique of Dialectical Reason" defines
individual freedom in terms of freedom~-in-situation or
freedom-in-the- group. Men are united on the basis of a
common object and objective; and the whole electric current
of mediation operates when an individual attempts to unify
and internalize the multiplicity of others’” expectations and
interests in his practical action. The interiorization of
multiplicity is a practical accommodation of one’s project to
our project; and this is the ethos of dialectical nominalism.
Praxis gives rise to guasi-object and gquasi-subject, and the
reciprocal relationship between them is mediated by group-in-
a-given- situation. The - whole experience of an individual
in-a-group represents an expression of a materialized effect.
Hell is the society which can be overcome by collective human

action and co-operative enterprise of creative human beings.

An entire survey of Sartrian philosophical diagnosis of
the modern world infcrms us that his focuses his attentions

on the concepts of "facticity leading to scarcity",
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"inauthenticity to sociability", and from the instability of
the ‘for—itself’, “in-itself” to that of the fused-group".46
He also moves from the philosophy'of Cogito to that of
materiality of existential anthropology. His dialectic is a
progressive—regressive method. - The method 1s progressive
because it 1looks at the specific aims, intentions and
projects which human agents form and which they give meaning
to their actions,. It 1s regressive because it incorporates
the material conditions within which those objectives are
pursued. But his existential Marxism does not pay much
attention to the alienated and contradictory social life of
all class-divided societies; since his thecretical premise
remains confined to the circle of the isolated individuals,
individual’s despair and philosophy of solipsism | and
subjectvitiy. artrian philosophy of consciousness, it
seems, 1s threatened _.by solipsism; and his emphasis on the
individual and the problematic of individual existence blocks
the way to a treatment of concrete social structures.47
In Sartrian Marxism the philosophy of man becomes more
important as compared to the science of social structure.
After the end of World War-II, Sartre, however, expiainsvthe

proletarian revolution as a transcendental project of the

workers’™ movement, a project whose opposition to the

46. Perry Anderson, Considerations on Western Marxism
{London: NLB, 1976), p.57.

47. Bernhard Waldenfels, Jan.M. Broekman and Ante Pazanin
(ed.), pPhenomenology and Marxism {(London: Routledge
and Kegan Paul, 1984), p:18.
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capitalist explioitative and reified-relations of production
opens the way for human self-determination. But there is a
provision of a collective responsibility without a collective

subject.

Of course; the Marxian humanism of Sartre highlights the
concepts of objective possibility and material scarcity as
the decisive factors in the construction of human history and
treats contradictions within economic conditions as a driving
force of history. But he, soon, translates contradictions
into “obscure constraints’  and " exigencies’ in order to
maintain the primacy of individual praxis over the ethos
of economic determinism coupled with natural dialectic. His
theory of history assumes that history is the work of men if
they are free; and it is the free and'conscious men who
replace the fractured meaning {(interest/destiny) of
oppressive and exploitative praxes of contemporary capitalist
soéiety within the.ethical and social humanism of socialism.
The basic building bloc of ethical socialism will be erected
by the philosophy of liberated individuals” will not by the
dictatorship of proletariat. In the final tabulation, Sartre
appears as a philosopher of transcendental mediation and
imagination who, though he does hard labour to strike a
virtual alliance between individualism and holism through
- dialectical nominalism, ultimately fails to link the Marxist
thesis of economic determinism of the society, in the last
instance, to his most celebrated philosophy of individual’s

absolute freedom and gospel of responsibility. Sartre tries
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to transform his early theory of human liberation into a'
philosophy of individual practical violence. But in the
actual sense, an individual praxis, dissociated from an

organized scientific politics of a party, can create only the

~romanticization of violence. However, Sartre tries to

.maintain _ his Marxist position by ‘claiming that ‘the

reconstruction of dialectical intelligibility of the material
mediation can be made out of individual praxes; and it is the
intelligibility of historical process by which an individual

can be seen as the alienated agent of history. If an

-individual is fully passive and explained by materially

structured whole, then socialism as the socialization of man
can never coincide with socialism as the humanization of the
social. Despite his presentation of humanist breed of
Marxism, Sartre suffers from various dilemmas, contradictions
and ambiguities in his own théory of existential Marxism.
Dilemmas and contradictions can be reflected in the perpetual
tension‘ between determinism and voluntarism, between
historical subject and isolated individual subject, between
social structure and man, between collective praxis and
individual praxis; and between necessity and freedom. This
has happened because he is himéelf a product of contradictory
mixture of Marxism and existentialism in which the former is
considered as a mechanism Eo overcome the perennial problem
of material scarcity, and the latter 1is treated as a
philosophy of liberation of man in a situation where material
scarcity disappears. But we must counter Sartre’s

Malthussian postulate of material scarcity by saying that
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scarcity is the product of the capitalist exploitative

proddction system; it is not a fact of nature,.

The common bénds, which Lukacs and Sartre share, include
the dissociation of the Hegelian-Marxist revolutionary
historical dialectic from the ethos-of economic determinism
and natural philosophy of the <classical Marxists, the
recovery of the status of man and his consciousness within
the orbit of Marxism, creation of reciprocal relationship
between being and consciousness and affirmation of the law of
negation of negation. However, the humanizing character of
Marxism 1is developed by Lukacs through his association with
Hegel, Weber and the young Marx; whereas Sartre claims
himself to be a master of dialectical humanism by making a
romantic alliance with Hegel, Heidegger and Husserl. indeed,
both of them are committed humanists; even their intention is.
good. But what counts much in the domain of workers’
movementr is not an intention but an effect of theoretical
construction. when the concrete political and economic
questions are posed against their philosophical discourses,
Lukacs and Sartre quickly shift their areas of operation from

the revolutionary political practice to that of the

transformative political manifesto. They are basically
concerned with personal humanism and an ethical
individualism, not with the c¢lass humanism and the

dictatorship of proletariat.
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In sum, the humanist problematic of Lukacs and Sartre is
basically grounded 1into the maéter theoretical codés of
negation of negation 1identical subject-object, expressive
simple dynamic totality, anti-dualism between being and
consciousness, dialectics of history and thought, human
rationality and creative consciousness of human agency.
Liberty, 1individuality, autonomy, praxis, project, . goal-
positing labour, 'consciousness and reason constitute the
basic cénstitutive elements -of the humaniét problematic of
Marxism. We can infer four interrelated propositions from
the complex structure of the humanist Marxism: (1) social
structure is represented as a homogeneous entity in which all
parts are bound together with one another through the concept
of mediation (ii) all contradictions of social structure are
ultimately reduced to a simple contradictions between essence
(freedom of man) and existence (unfree-world of matter) (iii)
the developmental character of man-made-history can be
eXxplained lthrough the concept of simple homogeneous flow of
evolutionary linear time-continuum, and (1iv) there 1is a.
dilectical interaction between the science of man and the
science of nature, between objéctive factor and subijective
factér, and between holism and individualism. All these
theoretical formulations are opposed to the Althusserian
Marxism which proposes the theories of unevenly-structured
complex whole, multiple contradictions, complex
multidimensional historical time scale and the structural

casuality of mode of production.
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CHAPTER II

THE HISTORICIST MARXISTS

Radical affirmation -of the wvarious modalities of
historicist Marxism has been the most pronounced feature of:
the 1Italian intellectual tradition which was originated by
Labriola and Croce; and strengthened in more scientific form
by Gramsci and Colletti. The major concern of this school is
to represent a radical version of theoretico-practice of
Marxism by interpreting the dialéctical movement of
consciousness in the concretized-historical existence of
social formation. Historicist Marxists criticize the
philosophy of natural science and the mechanical theory of
matter in the most rigorous forms by asserting this argument
that it is not the mechanical forces that can comprehend the
dynamic character of concrete, real and practice-historical
existence of human society; rather the dialectic of history
can be logically ascertained by mediating a relationship

between the science of man and the science of society through

conscious human will. Although  historicism has been
expressed in different variant forms, its invariant
theoretical structure can be deducéd into certain
analytically distinct premises. First of all, 1like the

essential feature of the Hegelian totality, the historicist
Marxists like Gramsci and Colletti have narrowed down the
“essential’ distinction between different levels or practices
such as philosophical, scientific, political and economic by

reducing them into one master practice of concrete history.
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The concept of philosophy of praxis (Gramsci) or experimental
structure of history (cColletti) assumes a homogeneous
circular relationship between philosophy, real historical
politics and economics which manifest themselves 1in an
identical way, since they are the different expressions of
the same historical content of a given society at a given
point of time. Secondly, the historicist Marxists pfofess
the thesis of the contemporaneity of the historical present
and go on to say that the present real history must give its
own critique of consciousness so that one can read the truth
in the empirical apparent character of history. The science
of consciocusness contains a real criticism of the present
concrete history. -In fact science of history and the
structure of consciousness are one and the same. The
structure of science exists in the visible part of
experience, for there is no distinction between the object of
knowledge and the real empirical world. The different levels
are veduced _
of societyﬁpo one-another in such a way that the present of
eaqh of them coincides with the presents of all the o¢thers.
Unlike the Althusserian Mérxism, the historicist Ma;xists
reduce dialectical materialism (philosophy) to histérical
materialism (science) and try to build up a systematic theory
by real and concrete experimental structure of the historical
reality. The whole problematic of the historicist Marxists
is characterized by a strong demand of the historicization of
philosophy, science, ideology, politics and economic

production. Truths are "time-bound" and "Space-bound"; since
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as human consciodusness changes with the movement of real
histofy, truth also changes its form. Since the historicist
Marxism exbiéins reality in terms of the concepts of human
nature, human need and human rationality, what necessitates
the acceptance or the rejection of some knowledge-claim 1is
ultimately whether it fulfills or helps fulfill the human
need that motivated the endeavour from which the claim arose.
It 1is important to note that the lipberal sociology of Max
Weber also provokes the logic of historicism when it relates
the emergence of rationality 1in all sectors of western
society to the demand of historically induced human need and
necessity. However, the historicist Marxists, unlike the
liberal socialogists’ preoccupation with meaningful social
action and rational consciousness, give a concrete version of
social  reality by saying that human consciousness has a
material base. But the material structure of society (1i.e.
system of economic production) is itself historicized since
the movement of material 1ife 1s organically associated with
the movement of concrete. history of society. Thus in
opposition to metaphysical and idealist version of history,
the historicist Marxists present a realist version of history
by establishing a union between economics, politics and
philosophy. Further historicist Marxists develop this thesis
that all parts of society follow the logic of identical
simple evolutionary historical-time. On the epistemological
design of historicist Marxist, Althusser has pointed out that
the reduction and identification of the peculiar history of

science to the  history of organic ideology and politico-
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economic history ultimately redubes science to history as its
"essence". The collapse of science into history here is no
more than the index of a theoretical collapse: a collapse
that precipitates the theory of history into real reality;
reduces the (theoretical) object of the science of history to
real history; and therefore confuses the object of knowledge
with the real obiject. This collapse 1is nothing but a
collapse into empiricist ideology, with the roles in this

presentation played by philosophy® and real history.

Thirdly, Gramsci and colletti have wused the terms
“historical bloc” and “determinate totality  respectively to
show this  fact .that base/economi¢  structure and
superstructure/social stage of economic structure are
organically linked to each other; mediate each other;
condition each other and direct each other. This assertion
goes - against the ethos of either economic determinism or
technological determinism of the 2nd International which
conceives revolution as an automatic expression of the mature
economic contradiction between the forces of production and
relations of production. A counter-signature against the
protocol of the economistic/deterministic model of Marxism is
laid down by the historicist Marxists when they announce‘that
Marxism, as a science of history, is basically concerned with
the theses 1like philosophy of <concrete-historical man,
creative -role of human praxis, historically-conditioned
economic production, revolutionary political practice and a

judicious combination of objective factors and subjective
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factors for thé generation of revolutionary transformation of
society. The other major premises of the historicist Marxism
include the construction of homogeneous evolutionary time-
‘scale reflected in all parts of social formation, the
establishment of @& theoretical identity between the works
young Marx and the works of old Marx i.e. an identity between
"1844 Manuscripts"™ and "Capital", and an explanatioﬁ of

capitalist social relationship in terms of the concept of

alienation.

The best expression of the historicist epistemology has
been made by the two Italian Marxist philosophers: Gramsci
and Colletti, the former has consciously or unconsciously
pursued the legacy of “the Histdrical Hegel  wvia Croce;
whereas the latter has adopted a hostile attitude to. the
Hegelian dialectic of matter which aims at the annihilation
and destruction of the real world. However, both of them,
laténtly, try to provide a historical version of Marxian
discourse in which society becomes a homogenous expressive

historical totality.
THE GRAMSCIAN MARXISM

The genesis of the Gramscian historicist epistemological
discourse announces 1its most sustained polemical dialogue
with Engels’ dialectics of nature, Bukharin’s sociologism and
Croce’s idealist philosophy of praxis. Gramsci’s hostility
to positivism and natural science model of Marxism on the one

hand; and . to pure voluntarism and solipsism erected by
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idealist philosophers on the other, led him to formulate that
Marxism has no association with the metaphysical origin of
matter; rather 1t 1s a revolutionary philosophy of ?raxis
associated with practico-historical role of ideoiogy and
science., Gramsci’s obsession with the scientific theory of
history gives this idea that there is a homogenous identical
relationship among philosophy, politics, economics and
history. In other words, Gramsci stresses a dialectically
regulated historical relationship between the science of man
and the science of matter; and goes on to establish the
credential of twin interrelated concepts of the concrete-
historicization of philoséphy and an identity of philosophy
and practical politiés which constitute the polished seed of
the philosophy of praxis, whose speciality consists in an
organic bond between theoretical practice and practical

action.

Iin the 1light of the operation of concrete economic,
political and ideological orders of the Italian society in
particular and the most complex and troubled world
situétions, Gramsci attempted to reconceptualize the destiny
of Marxism through certain determinaté theses - though they
are fragmentary, provisional and, sométimes, contradictory in
nature - which include the conceptualization of society in
terms of historico-organic bond between base and
superstructure, the codification of historico-social science
of consciousness, the formulation of the concept of

intellectual and moral hegemony and definition of dialectic
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by <combining the objective social moment and the subjective
mdment‘ of human will. The historicist epistemology of
Gramsci assumes two things: (1) it 1is through the critique of
the contemporaneity of the hisﬁorical present that the
science of consciousness develops and truth can be seen
openly in the concrete reality; and (ii) hence the genesis of
scientific concept must be seen in tﬁe light of 4objeéts of
empirical reality. He immediately realized. that it is
through the ideo-structures of ideology, culture, ethics, law
and politics through which the capitalist society produces
and reproduces its material condition of existence. . And it
is the moving unity of economic structure (content) and
ideological structure (form) that helps us in our
understanding of the emergent objective contradictions of the
capitalist social formation which can be translated into
revolutionary situation with the help of revolutionary
philosophy of praxis whose articulation can be realized by
injecting a <critico-political concrete social activity and

consciousness among the masses.

That a firm conviction that the capitalist order
maintains its <c¢ohesion on the basis of institutionalized
repressive  violence (predominantly manufactured by the
political industry) and' codified effective ideological
hegemony (predominantly manufactured by the civil 1industry)

compelled Gramsci to give an expression  that the

proletariat s struggle against capitalism must conceive this

idea that "the economic struggle cannot be separated from the
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political struggle, nor can either of them be separated from
the ideoldgical struggle“.1 The immediate politico-economic
events, that forced Gramsci to reformulate the revolutionary
théory of Marxism for genérating the existential possibility.
of revolution 1in a more advanced capitalist societies,
include the defeat of the factory council movement in 1920,
the success of Russian Revolution and the dictatorship of
proletariat, the <c¢risis of the liberal state and the growth
of fascism, the féctional and strategic problems of the PCI

and the Comintern, the impact of the economic crisis of 1929-

32 on the political situation in Europe and America and the

implication of technological and bureaucratic structure in

the capitalist relations of production.

While struggling for‘power through counter-hegemonic
apparatuses, Gramsci’'s outlook was sharpened by the
intellectual legacy of Machiavelli and Croce. He learnt from
the Machiavellian Prince how to create a political manifesto
to undersand the science and art of politics. Machiavelli
schooled Gfamsci in such a manner that he came to realize
that +the acquisition of legitimacy and the mechanism of
political stability of bourgeois rule are made through the

dual .gquises of force/coercion and fraud/consent. Gramsci

vidédtifiés the Machiavellian Prince - no matter whether a

historical myth or a reality - with the modern revolutionary

political party which ©provides "the first cell"™ for the

1. Antonio Gramsci, Selections from Political Writings
(1921-26) (London: Lawrence and Wishart, 1978), p.287.
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concrete expression of workers’ hegemony and collective will
whose function will be to damage the balancing social force
of the capitalist order. Gramsci makes this point that "the
Mgéé}nwfr;nce must and cannot but the preécher and organizer
of intellectual and moral reform, which means creating the
basis for a later development of the national popular
collective will towards the realization of a higher and total
~form of modern civilization".2 Thus Gramsci  accepts the
positive contribution of Machiavellili in a sense that he tells
us as to how a revolutionary party i.e. the modern Prince
should create an intellectuél and moral &errain in which
masses acquire their consciousness, move in and struggle with
the hegemony of capital, first, in moral and ethical field
and then in political domain. The political party is the

nuclear generator of hegemony, and it performs a policing

function for the birth of new civilization.

Despite his radical critique of Croce's philosophy of
praxis which gives rise to a philqsophy of the pure act of
voluntarism twisted with religio-ethical structure, Gramsci
agrees with him / Croce 7 in so far as he accepts the role of
ethico-normative structure of history in maintaining social
order. But Gramsci’'s anti-voluntaristic political philosophy

tries to overcome the weak axis of Crocean philosophy of

2. Antonio Gramsci, Modern Prince and other Writings
(New York: International Publishers, 1968), p.139.




97

praxis which entails basically three themes: (1) unity of
distincts and conceptualization of the identity of history
and philosophy in order to reduce the canon of historical
materialism to ethical-political history; (ii) politics of
passion and passive revolution for moderation of structure’
through progressive restoration; and this nostalgia operates
under the evolutionary/reformist Hegelian dialecti. which
advocates a cleverly masked form of preQdesignéd history
under the illusion of consciousneéé,_ sharpened by history,
(iii) a segregation between thecry and practice and a
‘construction of metaphysical world view.

4
Gramscil points out that through the dialectic of

distinct, Croce reduced the real movement of history to the
struggle involved in a conceptual dialectics, instead, to
concrete forces with opposite interests, namely classes.
Croce’s dialectic of distincts is based on an extra-
historical practice; it may be applied to classless society,
‘"not in class-divided societies where the concrete historical
economic structure has a primacy over the structure of
consciousness and class struggle is motor of revolution.
Croce’s radical separation of theory and practice bifurcates
reality, making practice without theoretical Jjustification
and vice-versa, Croce’s thesis, says Gramsci, 1s grounded
into non-rational, extra-historical and speculative thought-~
proceséés. Thus, Croce’s distincts are hypostasized into an
extra-historical and, therefore, an anti-historical noumenon

which conditions history. His passive political struggle
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comes from an idealist temptatign of evolutionary dialectic
which sees concrete reality as a mirror reflection of spirit.
The concept o©f philosophy of praxis, in the Gramscian
historicist problematic, is related to the immanenist
conception of reality as well as the historical subjectivity
of social <class as a real fact which convergesv with a
practical act. It forms a concrete social content which has a
connection with politico-economic praxis, and it unites the
theory of dialectical materialism and historical materialism
under the unity expressed through the "conception of the
world". Gramsci defines society in terms of a historical rloc
in which there 1is ‘“"reciprocity between structure and
superstructure, a reciprocity which is nothing other than the
real dialectical process".3 That is to say that structure and
superstructure reflect the conditions of existence of each
other in the historical development Qf society. It is through
ideologies that we grasp the nature of objective
contradiqtions of society and, thereby, create an objective
conditions for revolutionizing of praxis. By launching a
theoretical war against the pre-established materialist and
naturalist causality, Gramsci forms this ideal that the
historical science of consciousness is constructed on the

basis of four interrelated and mutually reducible concepts of

3 Antonio Gramsci, Prison NOtebooks (New York:
International Publishers, 1971), p.366.
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history, economics, philosophy and politics. Knowledge can be
derived by analysing the concrete relatiohships and forms
life of the historical individuals. The science of
consciousiness of Gramsci tells us that "all concepts by
which our knowledge of the world is organised, are related
primarily not to “things”, but to relations between the users
of those concepts."4

Gramsci is so dissatisfied with the problematic of
materialist epistemology that he develops a philosophical
problématic with 1ts utmost polemical role and practical
designation, in which the term of “history” is highlighted at
the «cost of the term “matter” which is supposed to have a
metaphysical origin. Gramsci writes "the philosophy of praxis
thinks of itself in a historicist mannerﬁ and continues to
say that "the philosophy of praxis is absolute historicism",
the absolute secularization and earthliness of thought, an
absolute humanism of history; it is along this line thét one
must trape the thread of the new conception of the worlg".

These two statements imply that a union of Marxian Science

and real history must be analysed through ' an organic

4. L. Kolakowski, Main Currents of Marxism vol.III (London:
Oxford .University Press, 1978), p.230.

5. A. Gramsci, 1971, op. cit. p.404.

6. 1Tbid, p. 465.
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ideology. The critical function of Gramsci’s absolute
historicism, in opposition to all-idealist inspiration of the
philosophy of ©passive politics and conceptual reformist
‘dialectics, has to indicate a site where the consciousness of
historical task and necessity is outlined by organic

intellectuals and organic iéeologies.

Philosophy of praxis makes a direct political appeél to
masses by forming a unity between concrete political
philosophy and history of concrete social formation- and
between theory and practice. “The terrain of philosophy of
praxis is also loaded with a homogeneous orders of
philosophy, politics and ideology. Gramsci makes a powerful
voice when he claims that all men are philosophers so long as
allv _actions are political. Gramsci theorizes that if
philosophy is divorced from politics and history, it takes.a
shape of metaphysics. The philosophy of praxis must be seen
as the concrete historicization of philosophy and its
identification with history. An idea, which we get from it,
is that the science of historical dialectics assumes an
organic unity between History, vphilosophy, economic and
politics.7 Uﬁlike Althusser s distinction between: the
dialectic§l materialism {philosophy)  and historical
materialism (science of society), Gramsci makes a ruthless
attempt to reduce the existence of dialectical materialism to

that of the historical materialism, as he writes that "theory

of praxis ought to mean a logical and coherent systematic

7 1bid., p.431.
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treatment of the philosophical concepts generally known under
the title of historical materialisfﬁ".8

According to Gramsci, the full meaning of the identical
relation of history and philosophy can be realized if it.
leads to an identitf ’of history and politics and,
consequently, to an identity of politics and philosophy. If a
politician is critically interpreting the past history while
acting in the present, then he is a historian having a tool
to redesign the flow of historicallsociety;:and in this sense
history is always contemporary history, that is politics. It
impiies that it is the present history that determines tie
past history, not the vice-versa in so far as all
consciousness is réflected through the contemporaneity_ of
present history. An immanentist conception of reality |is
related to realist immanence, not to static anthropology, and
it is primarily because of the fact that philosophy of praxis
deals with all historical contradictions of human society. It
can be asserted that "the conception of the world,
contemplation, philosophy become "real", since they aim to
modify the world and to revolutionize praxis"? In doing so
it formulates a determinate political will to resolve all

objective contradictions 1in favour of <creating a new

8. Ibid, p.425

9 1Ibid., p.369.



102

harmonious social order. Another major idea in Gramsci’s
historicism is that the scientific-historicism is open to the
necessity of the histerical process, not to the subjective
disposition of professional philosophers. This is so because
the Tregularity and objectivity of social reality can be
explained by the objective historical 1laws of social

formation, not by an individual’s personal knowledge of the

universe,

The wheel of huﬁan history 1is determined neither by
mechanical forces alone as Engels and Bukharin have
highlighted, nor by spontaneity alone as pointed out Dby
Croce. 1In fact, the dynamiclcharacter of concrete history
tfies to strike a balance. between reality and thought,
between objective forces .énd subjective and between

discipline and spontaneity.

Gramsci makes the telling point that “pure” spontaneity does
not exist in.history; it would come to the same thing as
"pure"™ mechanicity, rather spontaneity must be united with
conscious leédership as a precondition for the real political

action as opposed to an adventure by the groups claiming to
10
represent the masses.

Mqumsciw> generates philosophical sophistication  of his
historicized-materialist philosophy of praxis by questioning

the fundamental treaties of positivstic conception of

~

10 A. Gramsci, pp. 196, 198.
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Bukharin’s Marxism and Engels’ dialectics of nature. Both of
them, as Gramsci asserts, fail to recognize a dialectical
relationship between man and society; -and in doing so they
have presented a metaphysicai version of matter divorced from
hiskory. It is also intefesting to note that Engels and

Bukharin afgue that materialist dialectic has been proyed by
protracted development of philosophy and natural science; and
for all purposes the dialectic of matter should be consideredb
as apriori referential point to understand Ehe dialectics of
history and thought. The real uﬁity of the world consists in
its materiality, and matter exists independently and
objectively of human mind.. In 1931 Bukharin changed his
position a littie bit when he said that "cognition,
considered historically, 1is the more and more reflection of
objective reality and the fundamental <criterion of the
correctness of <cognition is therefore the criterion of its
adequateness, 1its degree of correspondence to objective
reality".11 Here Bukharin underweighs materialism. However,
he has not discarded his habit of separating sociology from
the concrete content of economics and history. His
sociologism 1is identical to Marxist materialism as a general
{abstract) laws of the evolution of society. The fundamental

error; on which materialist philosophy has been constructed,

11 Nikolai Bukharin, "Theory and Practice from the
' Standpoint of Dialectical Materialism", in Science
at the Cross Roads (London: Frank Cass & Co., Ltd.,
1971), p.18.
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consists in Bukharin’s mechanical.fragmentation of Marxism
into two constitutive parts: (l) the evolution of society
based on the natural-scientific critéria (divorced from
historical process) and formulation of empty typology of
historical forms of society; and (if identification of
philosophy with «crude materialism. Gramsci dismisées this
contemplative philosophy of matter by highfighting the logic
of praxis and the logic of man’s activity as a basis for the
realization of historical needs of society. The condiﬁions of
praxis are also the conditions of the objectivity of possible
knowledge; since through praxis the world is presented to us.
Gramsci élso feels .that, 1like Bukharin, Engels has distorted
Marxism; therefore "there is no need either to identify the
second with the first [Engels with Marx]} nor should one think
that everything attributed by [Engels] to ({[Marx] is
absolutely authentic and free from infiltration".12 For
Gramsci when Marx used materialism, he used it simply against
the cultural background of ‘the early nineteenth century; ’and
its main aim was to exclude transcendence from the domain of
thought by philosophy of praxis.' The philosophy of praxis is -
historical magerialism in which one should put accent on
first term (historical), .hot on second term (materialism)
which 1s of metaphysical origin. Gramsci argues that the

ensempble of the material forces of production is at the same

12 A. Gramsci, 1971, op. cit., p.385.
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time a crystallizétion of all past history and the basis of
: 13 '
present and future history".

Gramsci’s absolute historicist dimension of philosophy of
praxis gives an effective opposition to the extra-historical
character of Croce’s theories of dialectic of distincts ahd a-
division between theory and practice, The | Gramscian
historicism deals with the contradictions and struggle of the

concrete social reality. Matter and nature find explanation

within the context of man’s absolute activity and

consciousness. There 1is nothing like the “thing-in-itself’

existence of the external world in so far as external world
is manipulated by human cognition and praxis. Gramsci points
but that one of the basic shortcomings of Crocean
historiogréphy lies in.the fact that it only reduces history

to ethical-political history; consequently, it excludes all

-other types of history such as the concept of hegemony, the

role of. intellectual in society and the role of the political
party .as .a bearer of history’s progressive forces... . In . fact,.
these . things, taken together, constitute a complete and

integral history in which the domain of things and the domain

~of social relations mutually condition each other at a given

point of time. Maturation of progressive contradiction
between  labour and capital can be translated into a

revoluﬁionary moment by <creating a unitary bond between

13. Ibid., p.466.
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economic struggle, political struggle, and ideological
struggle. In other words, it is through historical
contradiction between two - opposed forces and interest
cénstellations, outlined by the philosophy of praxis, that we
move from necessity to freedom which takes place through the
society of men, not through natﬁre or mechanical laWs. The

philosophy . of praxis, thus writes Gramsci, "can only be

.conceived in a polemical form and in the form of a perpetual

14

struggle” between classes whose meaning can be "realized

through the concrete study. of past history and through

15
present activity, to construct a new history".

The Gramscian concept of historiography explains not only the

economic structure of society (particularly capitalist -

society) and the development of historical forms of society
in relation to one another, but also combines the political
order philosophical order to that of the economic order in
order to constitute a homogeneous circle between them. The
philosophy of praxis, "which can only present itself at first

in a style of polemic and criticism, as overcoming preceeding

modes of thought and actual existing thought; hence above all

16
as a critique of common sense", has emerged out of an
interaction Dbetween three immediate sources: (i) German

14 1bid., p. 421.

15 Ibid., p. 427.

16 A. Gramsci, 1968, op. cit., p. 65
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idealism, (ii) English <classical political economics, and
17 ,
(iii) French politics. The synthesization of three sources

must appear as anticipatory moments; the unitary moments of

synthesis of three currents by Mapxism is_;o be identified in
the new concept of realist immanence. A new realist
conception of 1immanence came into existence when the
speculative form of immanence, put forward by classical
Gérman philosophy, was translated into a historicist form
with the aid of French -politics and English classical
economics. There 1is a unity and translatability between
economics, philosophy and politics within the synthetic
design of Marxism. Each of these elements fs an aspect of the

dialectical development of the contradictions in the man-

matter, man-nature and man-man relationship. Further, each

" element has an essential core which can be translated into

the other two cores. In economics the core is value, that

1

is, the relationship between the worker and the industrial
productive force; in philosophy it is praxis, that is, the
relationship between human will (superstructure) and economic'
structure, and in politics it 1is the relationship between the
state and civil society, that is, the intervention of the
state (centralized will) and to educate the educator, the

18
social environment in general. By opposing the materialist

17. A. Gramsci, 1971, op. cit., pp. 395, 399,

18 Ibid., pp. 02-3.
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wd orthodoxy of Plekhanov and Bukharin, Gramsci has given . us
this interpretative master code thé£ the concepts of economic
laws and matter cannot be situated in the rigid boundaries of
natural laws and speculative materialism, but should be
defined through the historical zone of society in so far as
the horizon of law of works is transcended by the Marxian
passage from economics to general historvy. Unlike  the
Altﬁusserian Marxism, the Gramscian Marxism underlines this
proposition that regulérity and necessity c¢f laws of the
forms of historical development of social formation can be
explained by the terrain of political economy, not throuch
natural science mcdel of cause-effect relationships between
elements. The pélitical economic preinises of Marxist
historical thought are realized on a subject level through
self-conscious acts; though subljects may .be unconscious in
relation to the total result to which they contribute. For
Gramsci, the term "matter™ has an association with an
economic element and it, ultimately, refers to "socially and
19
historically orcanized production®. Thus the system of
production entails essentially a historical and social
cenditioning. The variability of the ensemble of the material
force can be measured accurately by historical objectivity

and historicizec waterialist theory of knowlecdcge.
One peculiar thing in Gramscian synthetic historicist Mavxism
is that it choose the term French politics over Lenin’s

"9, Ibid., p.465.
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choice, French socialism. He rejects the concept of French
socialism because it is & historical source of positivist
inspiration in theory-construction. The importance of French

' pdlitiés can be asserted by relating it to the revolutionary

“political apparatus. By recognizing the positive elements of
Machiavellian science of pélitics, Gramsci asserted . that
Machiavelli had anticipated Jacobinism which, in turn, must
have inspired Marx, in the positive sense, for the
realization and creation of a cohesive political party of

Amasées wiﬁh an iron conviction and organizational capacity
for creating a new social order. In fact, Gramsci aspires
for establishing an alliance between philosophy and poiitics
and goes on to say that "a scientific politician feels
himself free from idols of his age and his group and treats
concepts with more immediacy and with total originality".20

THel philosophy of praxis forms a historical trinity of
politics, history and philosophy, because the philosophy of
historical epoch is nothing but the history and politics of
that epoch itself and mass of variations that the leading
group has succeeded in imposing on preceding reality. As a
critical enterprise, it involves neither spontaneity nor
mechanicity; it entails the relationship between thingé’and

practical human will in such a manner so that objective
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historical possibilities could be realized by humant agency.'
Our capacity to think and act depends on the subjects aﬁd
objects of history, as Gramsci informs us that the critical
dimension of philosophy of praxié "teaches that reality does
not exist 'ob its own, in and for itself but only in an
historical relationships with the men who modify it".2l The -
history of philosophy is equal to history and the history of
philosophy is equal to philosophy; thus, for all purposes,
there is a historicization of philosophy. Philosophy is also
related to politics. Since action is undertaken by indivi-
duals and masses in order to bring some new state of affairs
into existence, all action is essentially a political action.
Philosophy becomes politics when it appears as a tool of
revolutionary <class struggle. Here Gramsci and Althusser
become identical in a sense that both of them have related
philosophy to politics in order to change the exploitative
ideological map of the capitalist social formation. To be
~more -precise, philosophy’s content emerges from creative
political action and the social structure which seeks ¢to
construct it. But the historicism of Gramsci also maintainsv
that the categories of philosophy of praxis go on changing
with the changing actual social relations. Thus, it seems
that it generates not an absolute knowledge, but a contingent
_categorical analysis of a ﬁutable social systems.

We are taught by Gramscian philosophy,of praxis that all

men are philosophers and intellectuals in so far they are

21. 1bid., p.346.
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practically engaged in the construction and réconstruction of
social reality. People differ from one another in terms of
possession of qdantity, not in terms of quality; the
Efaingd/specialized and professional men have maximum hdegree
of homogeneity, coherence and logicality in dgrasping the
meaning of essential reality as compared to the (general)
masses. A man of philosophy is, at the same time, a man of
science and politics who modifies social reality by turning
the wheel of history with an iron conviction towards humanity
-"the' humanity which is reflected in each individuality is
compesed of various elements: (1) the individual, (2) other
men, and (3) the natural world".22 The rélationship between
human world and natural world ‘is not a mechanical one, but a
historically-regulated <conscious and an active, reciprocal
and dialectical relationship between men and things. Under.
the ' circle of historicism everything depends upon the
realizagion of a new hegemonic ideological terrain which
regulates and reforms our consciousness and method of
knowledge. Gramsci is basically concerned with a critico-
practical activity and political practice of the concrete
social whole and social forces behind this structure. A
critique of philosophy, which is built on (i) common sense

and good sense, (ii) languagé, and (iii) popular religioh, is

at the same time a critique of the history of philosophy.

22. 1Ibid., p.352
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Gramsci gives a radical critique of the domains of
commonsense, religion and materialism which make us only able
to perceive social reality in an uncritical, meta-physical
-and" ‘unconscious manner. commonsense enriches itself with
notions and opinions from the more coherent conceptions of
times, basically shared by all of us within a society.v The
elements of common sense are manufactured by religion and
defended by the professional philosophers” philosophf. In
opposition to Marx for lwhom the negative «criticism of
"religion is the premise of all criticism, Gramsci says that
"religion is the most gigantic utopia, .that 1is the most
grandoise attempt to reconcile, in mythological form, the
real contradictions of historical life".23 Gramsci assigns a
positive critique to religion by saying that religion cannot
be identified with false consciousness and philosophy of the
infanCY' of mankind: rather it has a positive roie
in . £ementing éocial whole, and its rationality and
historical necessity will remain operative so long as man's
social reality remains contradictory. In the world of
contradiction it unifies hostile social groups in a single

‘ thread.

The world can be demystified by the revolutionary
philosophy of praxis which presents itself in the form of
good sense as a practical activity. Scientific philosophy

cannot be divorced from politics; because both of them

23. Ibid., p.405.
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'cohgtitute the basic speciality of Ma;xism. AS a socio-
econonmic activity, the philosophy of/ praxis makes a
reciprocal relatibnship between throught and action on the
one hand and between organic philosophers and masses in order
to raise the level of critical consciousness of the pgeple
for creating a new order of humanized-civilization' on the
other. In short, a wunion between masses and 6rganid
intellectuals is an essential condition for the construction
of an intellectual-moral bloc which can make, politically,
possible the intellectual progress of the mass. It enables
the active man-in-mass to de&elop an enormous capacity to
pose a counter-hegemonic force to the hegemonic position of
the ruling class and its repressive ideology. In a sense,
the philosophy of praxis becomes an adent of partisanship in
the class-divided society, since "critical understanding of
self takes place through a struggle of political hegemonies
énd of opposing directions, first in the ethical field and
then in the political field in order to arrive at the working
out at higher 1eyel/of one’s own concepéion of reality".24
It 1is the political consciousness that leads to progressive
self-consciousness in which the theoretical consciousness of
reality and the practical érticulation of that consciousness
are united in a logical, coherent and dynamic manner through

historical laboratory that is party. The party must. be

24. 1Ibid., p. 333.
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characterized by an organic and powerfully centralized
1ea§ing apparatus, disciplined forces and a whole range of
services and instruments essential to the supervision,
activity and propaganda. It is the party which works as an
initiator, discoverer, think-tank and generator of a new
collective consciousness among the workers, as Gramscf puts
that "the communist party is the iﬁstrument and historical
form of the process of inner liberation through which the
worker is transformed from executor to initiator, from mass
to leader and guide from brown to brain and burpose".25
While dealing with ideology Gramsci seriously challenges
Marx’'s pejorative and negative connotation of ideology in
which it is treated as a passive feflex, false consciousness
and illusionary structure. Like Althusser, Gramsci considers
ideology and religion as a basic force by which the
contradiction between_labour and capital is sealed off. But
the point of difference between Althusser and Gramsci lies in
the fact that the former has presented a materialist theory
of ideology; whereas the latter talks about the importance of
historical ideology. For Gramsci, "ideology must be analysed
historically, in the terms of philosophy of praxis, as a
‘ guperstructure“26 and it 1is the hisEorically—organic

ideological structure that creates a sufficient condition in

25.  A. Gramsci, Selections from Political Writings.1910-
1920 (London: Lawrence and Wishart, 1977), p.333.

26. A. Gramsci, 1971, op. cit., p.376.
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which men try to acguire consciousness and thereby launch a
~historical struggle for building up a new egalitarian sociat

order. Historical organio ideology is different from the
arbitrary and rationalist ideology which is constructed out
of an individual’s subjective cognition and choice.
‘Historical organic ideology is formulated on the basis of a
long historical ., knowledge of the material ieality.
Historicali ideology gives rise to revolutionary poiitical
practice; whereas the arbitrary and rationalist ideology
creates only a feeble spontaneous movement. Historical-
organic-ideologies cannot be separated from .philosophy
" because wthey set forth philosophicalt‘populétiéotions: Which
instruct the masses as to how to transform the existing
reality through concrete actions. Gramsci’s historicism also
places science in the domain of supersttuctre, for science is
a superstructure is also demonstratéd by the fact that it had
been absorbed or, at least, conditioned by another dominant
ideology that is religion. 1In fact, science and ideology are
fused together in suchva manner that they together construct
the same  history. Further, Gramsci builds'up this strong
argument that the development of superstructure is directly"
related to the development of structure, and base and
superstructure, taken together, form a single Historically—
regulated social totality free from dualism between being and
consciousness. At this point we can see how Gramscian
‘historicism speaks of the languagé of homogeneous time-scale
of 511 parts of society. The opposite of Gramscian

homogeneous simple time-scale is the Althusserian conception
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of heterogeheous simple tihe—sdale of soéial structure in
which the movement of superstructure is not idéntical to the
_movemént of the economic base. Althusser alsolrejects the
Gramscian superstructural theory of science by saying that
sciénce is an autonomous entity and it is different from
ideology. In brief, Althusser makes an opposition between .
science and ideology in so far as science has an object,
histqpy and age; whereas ideology has no.object, ;no‘history

and no age.

In the hand of Gramsci, the Marxist theory corresponds
only to the historical level of man’s confrontation with
nature. The philosophy of praxis, in rejecting metaphysics,
is that systematic formulation which not only invokes “class-
gohsciousnessf but also “time  consciousness’. The
construction of time—consciousness depends upon man’s lébour
and praxis through which we come to récogniée the difference
between the present and the future. For Gramsci to think of
dialectic of nature independent of man and society is, at
worst, erroneous and, at best, partial because it-will be
applied to inert matter apart from man. There is a
dialectical 'unity,.between nature, man and society and the
general concepts of history, politics and economics are
interwoven in an organié unity within the dialectic of
history. Gramsci talks about the dialectical
interpenetration between intellectuals and ‘masses, between
base and superstructure and between economic structure , and

religion as a demonstrative proof to the principle of organic
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totality.' So far as the principle of negatioh of negation is
concerned, Gramsci assefts that the objective <course of
history does not proceed through an evolutionary process but
through negation and neéation of the negation. Thus entire
Gramscian historicist epistemology comes to this terms of
condition that the laws of dialectics can be realized through.
their equal movement in both: the domain of consciousness and
the domain of nature, since man and nature are 1inseparably

linked and the bounds of man are also the bounds of nature.

In sum, the Gramscian epistemological structure entails
foqr basic themes: (i) the construction of an identical
homogeneous circle of philosophy, ideology, history, politics
and economics having a similar law of de&elopment and time-
scale; (ii) the conceptualization of historical bloc out of a
dialectical interaction between the economic base and the
ideological superstructure,‘ {iii) the announcement of the
dialectic of hiétory and man in opposition to Engels’
dialectics of naturé and Bukharin’s sociologism; and (iv)
establishment of the historical science of consciousness and

an identity of science and consciousness.

Apart from these master thebrizations, Gramsci generates
some secondary ideas whicﬁ'include the concept of <collective
historical man, labour-teleology, creative human praxis,
hymép}xjmﬁdiated nature, and socially and historically
regulated economic production. One can think of this 1idea

that- the Gramscian formulation of Marxism, unlike the
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Althusserian structural Marxism whose entire edifice is base@
on Marx s Capital, highlights the problematic of the young
Marx s work like Manuscripts (1844) in which it has asserted
that "society is the complete unity of man with nature - the

true resurrection of nature - the consistent naturalism of

27
man and the consistent humanism of nature"” and "thinking
and being are certainly distinct, but at the same time they
28
are in unity with each other" . Gramsci conforms to the

early problematic of Marx s works that establishes an organic
hisﬁorico~dialectical relationship between being and
consciousness, between society of things and society of man
and, above all, between objective condition and concrete
subjective realization of kﬁowledge. The progressive
historicization of epistemology does not make any dualism
between matter and 1idea as it has been formulated by the
metaphysical materialism of Engels, plekhanov and Bukharin
in which objective rules are disclosed by assigning an
ontological 1independence to the dialeétic of matter. For
Gramsc£ objective always means human objective which can be
held to correspond exactly to historical subjective; in other
words, objective would mean “universal subjective’. Man
knows objectivity 1in so far as knowledge is real for the

‘whole human race, historically unified in a single unitary

27. Karl Marx, Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844
(Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1977), p.98.

28. 1bid., p.100.
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cultural system. Here one can say that Gramsci is tempted to
introduce the philosophy of objective idealism within
Marxism. But a critical examination of his works directs us
to believe that Gramsci’s historicism explains objective
‘reality by the category of "praxis of collective-concrete-
‘historical subject", not by the epistemology of isolated
individual or transcendental subject. However, the idea that
haunts our mind is that he, either by choice or mistake, does
not explicitly construct the historical 1life of human
societies in terms of the concepts of mode of production and
class étruggle. . We are simply informed that the objective
and givenness character of reality can be explained by
"by ~claiming that material condition is historically
constituted through practico-theoretical praxis. Since
truths are time-bound and space;bound, Marxism is subject to
historical alteration and modération. Further since the
philosophy of praxis 1s a conscious manifestation) of
historical contradictions of the»class—divided societies, it
latently implies that a homogeneous society .without class
will not require the master code of philosophy of praxis. It
seems that the classless society inheres an:absolute truth;
whereas the class societieé present a wide range of
contradictory truths which have to be discovered by

philosophers.

Althusser has rightly assessed Gramsci by saying that
"if Marxism is an absolute historicism, it is because it

historicizes the theoretical and practical negation of
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‘history for Hegelian historicism: the end of history, the
unsurpassaple present of Absolute Knowledge."29 The absolute
knowledge has been itself historicized. Gramsci’s absolute
historicism 1is indeed absolute because even the. claim that
all knowledge is historicized, is itself historicized. It is
the given concrete history that regulates the trinity of
economics, politics and philosophy. Perhaps the ideological
strength of Gramsci’s historicized materialism comes from
Marx's German Ideology in which Feuerback has been criticized
for his failure to connect materialism (i;e. real-senuousmen)
to history. In “German Ideology“Marx says "as far as
Feuerbach is the materialist he.does not deal with history, .
and as far as he considers history he is not a materialist;
with him materialism and history diverse".30 " For Gramsci
history has a primacy over material structure; Whereas for
Althusser the case is just reverse. In brief, the Gramscian
~historicism is témpted to think the relation between real
history and philosophy as a relation of expressive unity.
The only job which Gramsci has done is that he has inverted
Croce’s speculative historicism into <concrete and real
philos;phy of politico-economic praxis. bespite the fact

thgt Gramsci falls into the trap of the Hegelian evolutionary

29. L. Althusser and E. Balibar, Reading Capital (London:
NLB/Verso Editions 1986) p.132

30. Karl Marx, German Ideology (Moscow: Progress Publishers,
1976),p.47. :
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dialectic of consciousness, he has generated some new
concepts like hegemony, historical bloc and organic
intellectuals within the Marxian discourse. Now, most of ‘the
western Marxists quickly absorb these concepts - into their
theoretical-constructions for analysing the integrative
forces‘of the advanced capitalism. From this angle Gramsci
must be treated as an intellectual father of the Western
Marxists. But, in the final analysis, he appears as a
revolutionary politician with an utmost obsession with the
phobia of Hegelian historicism and scienée of consciousness.
, Consequently, Gramséi deserves both: a pole of attraction and
a péle of repulsion; a centre of recommendation and a centre

_.-0f challenge.

PP
ﬂgé;ﬁggt:'.ﬁ Restructuration of Marxism: Colletti
fﬁ{ ‘f s% the process of restructuration of scientific Marxism,
%‘ EE {j éil represents an another form of historicist
'eplstemology. He evolves the concept of experimental

structure of history which involves a mutual reducible
relationship between political order, economic order and
social order. By <criticizing the dualism between being

- 2

consciousness 7= Ccolletti explains social structure in
terms of a determinate totality based on unity of
' heterogeneous parts. As opposed to the Hegelian totality,
Marxian totaliﬁy is grounded into the system. of ecqnomic
—. production. and collectivity of empirical formation such as
.social classes. Marxian reveolutionary dialectic is itself

derived from the "unity of heterogeneous elements in which

the objective factors of production are simultaneously
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presented as subjective agents or social class". Theory
and practice, economics and sociology and nature and man are
inseparably united in a dialectical movement of an.empirical
sociai reality. Thus, Collefti channelizes his entire method
of >philosophical investigation of Marxism in a direction
wﬁich‘consists of five things: (1) rejection of the Hegelian
dialectic of matter and rational totality; (ii) assertion of
Marxism as both: a science of social formation and a
revolutionary ideology of proletariat; (i;i)
conceptualization of society in terms of a concrete
determinate totality based on a reciprocal conditioning
. between the material forces and the socio-idelogical forces;
(iv)‘ definition of the specifié essence of man in terms of
an empirical embodiment of socio-
economic relationship and (v) the explanation of <capitalist
social « formation through the notion of total alienation of
man from species-~being, néture, system of production and

society.

The main intellectual pursuit of Ccolletti has been to
undermine the ideological legacy of the Hegelian dialectics
of - matter over the theoretical codification of scientific

Marxism. His hostility to Hegel takes the form of an

31. L. Colletti, From Rousseau to Lenin: Studies in
Ideology and Society (Delhi:Oxford University  Press,
1978)1 p-l6.




123

intense firev when. he claims that Hegel 1is a religious
'philosopher who, through dialectic of matter, étrives to
annihilate the finite material world and denounce the
principle of intellect in order to establish the credential
of an infinite world of unfolding absolute spirit. Hegel’s
idealism starts from an absolute spirit or self-knowing/self-
manifesting-ﬁniversal Idea ané comes back to it. Man’s idea
and image is a temporal manifestation of the self-sustaining
eternal Idea. Against materialism and scientific dogmatism,
Hegel explains the fabrics of truth in terms of divine 1logos
and spiritual notion regarding the reality. Before
establishingA his province of dialectics of matter, Hegel

criticizes the half-materialist (in terms of method) and

half-idealist {(in terms of substance) philosophy of early
idealism. He says that early idealism divides the universe
“into mutually non-interactive domains: (i) infinite world and

(ii) finite world; and goes on to identify the infinite world
(the world of ideological content/substance) as a real
absolute whole and the finite world (the world of material
discourse) as avfalse reality. Its mode of explanation 1is
.guidéd ;by the principles of ‘non—coﬁtradiction and mutual
exclusions of oppdsites. Hegel takes a great pain in
establishing a dialectical relationship between the infinite
world and the finite world 5y asserting that both worlds are
real and distinctively united on the principles of first,
sepration and, then, combination. His dialectic treats
material world as a real world; therefore real is supposed to

be rational. But, further Hegel gqualifies the status of
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finite world by saying that it is one of the momentary
represehtations of the infinite world and it 1is temporary
because it <contains the seed of self-destruction, self-
negation, self-contradiction and self-annihilation at the
very moment of its birth. The motion of reality is grasped
by assuming | that everything of world is inherently

contradictory, as Colletti finds in Hegel’s "Science of
logic" that the self-development of "rational totality"32 is
based on this principle that something 1is self-contained,
deficient, the negative of itself; something is alive because
it cdntains_contradiction within it. Since the finite world
of material reality is a momentary expression of the eternal
and self-contained infinite world of universal_ spirit, the
finite 1is infinite. The Hegelian rational totality is based
on the unity of subject and object; “of thought and reality
and it incorporates being ihto thought and the finite 1into
infinite. By excluding matter‘from the principle of reason
Hegel sees the development of history as a progressive
realization of an unfolding universal Idea 1i.e. Christian
.logds or God. The dialectics of matter expresses the
dialectical conception of thelfinite, the conception of the
finite as ideal and therefore idealism for estab%ishing God
as the 3unconditional and the absolute thing in a coherent
3

fashion. It gives an essential moment of all religious

consciousness. Therefore, Colletti suggests that it 1is

32. L. Colletti, Marxism and Hegel (London: NLB, 1973),
p.35.

33. L. Colletti, ibid., p. 26.
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futile to make a search for the material instance in Hegelian
philosophy as it has been done by Engels and Lenin. Colletti
warns us that we should not mediate any alliance between
‘Hegel and Marx. It 1s due to the fact that Hegel, through

his metaphysical critique of iﬁtellect ahd écienéé}i‘triéswto
establish a philosophical deconstruction and annihilation of
matter in the supreme service of religious consciousness. The
Hegelian rational totality obliterates the intellect and the
‘prinéiples of reason excludes that of matter. The Hegelian
"rational” philosophy makes ‘an identity of reason and
reality. It assumes that everything comes under reason;
nothing is outside of it. It defeats - the project of
conceiving the externality of being in relatign to thought
that is the central logic of materialism. Therefore there is

no reason to bring Hegel in the domain of Marx’s materialist

philosophy. 1In fact, both are antithetical to each other.

Instead of Hégel, Colletti shows the influence of
Kantian philosophy of “thing-in-itself” over Marx’s
formulation of materialist thesis of the irreducibility of
being to thought via Feuerbachian philosophy of sensuous-
practico human beings. The Kantian philosophy - a philosophy
which' 1locates +truth in "thing-in-itself® which 1is an
objective and independent determinate reality inscribed in
noumena - inspired Marx to formulate that material world of
existence is an objective and determinate reality which
shapes our cognition and knowledge. For Colletti, Marxian

materialism 1s a science that deals with three things: (1)
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commodity-money-capital of <capitalist mode of production,
{ii) the deductive passage from the abstract to the concrete
in which the concrete or the particular 1is only a
particularization of the universal and not something’
heterogeneous in relation to that universal, (iii) the actual
passage from the abstract to the concrete is not a passage
"within the abstract’, but goes from the latter to the
concrete of reality.34 Unlike Hegelian metaphysical
relationship of “thought-being” within thought, Marxian-
science of materialism formulates the relationship between
reality'and thought in which the former has primacy over the
latter. The - substance of capitalist society lies in the
independent motion of capital and surplus value of which
cgmmodity and money are merely different forms. The
The contradiction of capitalist mode of production arises

with labour-power in the passage from the money to the

commodity form within the zone of capital.

. According to Colletti the Marxian science attémpts to
discover the fundamental governing objective rules, laws and
mechanism of capitalist production and social regulation 1in
particular and the other social formations in general. It
explains as to how capital moves; how surplus value is
created and now iabour *1s exploited in the course of

generalized commodity-production. Marxism takes a form of

34. cColletti, ibid., pp.133-4.
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ideology when the revolutionary class of proletariat
realizes, actualizes and transforms the material condition of
existence, embedded in objective contradiction between labdur
and capital. Transformation of exploitative relations of
proddction is realized by political and ideological struggle.
Consciousness and action stem from the subjugated class
position of the working class. The class does not become a
class only on the basis of economic criteria, but also when
it develops the “consciousness éf being” to liberate itself
as well as whole‘society through revolutionary politiéal
pafty and political action..35 In fact, <c¢lass encompasses
economic criteria, political action and s¢cial consciousness;

and all these elements are themselves derived from capital.

The organic unity of economic factors and social factors lies

‘in the concept of social class which expresses two things:

(i) objective conditions of ©production, and (ii) the

political agents of the whole human process.

Marx's scientific explanation of society demands a
constant interaction between economic modalities and non-
economic modalities, between natural/material relationships
and spiritual/ideological human relations and betweenlmatter
and idea. If we divorce idea from matter and the vice-versa,

we can only create crazy materialism and naturalism. The

35. L. Colletti, 1978, op. cit. p. 236.



true dimension of materialism rejects dualism between matter
and ’ idea and it explains everything through an
interpenetrative relationship between man and nature, between
man and man and between society and economics. In Marx’'s
Vmggégpgiﬂye have to study socio-economic formation as a whole
in which the material modalities and"ideological modalities
influence each other in the developmental pattern of society.
Colletti’s ~construction of a concrete maﬁerial'society calls
for a unity of production and distribution , of the relations
of production and social rel;tion; of economic structure and
the  ideological-political level and of structure and
‘superstructure. In the objective historical process of
development of society, in which capitaiism represents the
most mature and varied form, subject and object, thought and
reality and being and consciousness are organically related
to one another in such a manner so that to divorce one from
anothér|will mean a distortion of reality, for Marx subject
and bbject are part of an objective. Materialism implies that
there 1is a unity of being and consciousness as well as an
interrelation between them in which being has primacy ovef
thought. Thus we can say that superstructure is itself a
mode - of being; - and articulation of structure and
consciousness, as a mode of being, 1is bound to reflect the

¥

material being and thus embraces society as a whole within
36 '

itself.  There is a union between history, economics and

society and this union is established by the concept of

36. Ibid., p. 10.



129

social claéses. The capitalist mode of éroduction is not
only a structure of commodity production but also givés rise
" to two antagonistic «classes of capitalist and workers.
'"SdéTéEY'éan‘be conceived as a "determinate totality"” based on
unity of heterogeneous parts > in which subject 1is a

historical-natural entity, a species or collectivity of

empirical formations such as social classes.

In particular, Marx’'s capital is»an intensive study of
the particuiar~historical | and materially determined
capitalist society, not a study of society in general :which
invokes only an ideological explanation of society. In
opposition to false mobility of the Hegelian dialectic Dbased
on negation of negation, the dynamic character of Marx's
analysis demands a simultaneous interaction between objective
factors of production and the actualization of objective
prodﬁction through social class. Colletti first ériticizes
the materialist epistemolcgy of Plekhanov and Kautsky for
'whom""matter/nature appears prior to idea/history\’, 39 and
then he establishes a true character of materialism by
claiming that being and thought are separately united.
Materialism brings  a unity of being and consciousness, of

theory and practice; however it assigns primacy to being over

thought in the last instance. Colletti’s materialism also

37. 1Ibid., p. 1l4.

38. 1Ibid., pp. 19-20.
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‘expresses an essential wunity or identity of history,

sociology and economics within a determinate totality through
the concept of social class. Althusser makes an attack on

the epistemological construction of Colletti by calling it a

variant form of the invariant historicist  problematic in

wﬁich all practices/levels of social formations are reduced
(like Hegelian expressive totality) to an  experimental
structure of history which is related to political practice,

and unity between practices is ensured through the negation

‘ of differences of practices. The major effect o0f this

historicist interpretation of Marxism results in the negation
of difference between the science of history (historical
materialism) and Marxist philosophy (dialectical
materialiém)39. In the eyes of Althusser Colletti and Sartre
have transformed the Marxian totality into'Hegelian totality
in which single essence gets manifested in the wvarious

levels of reality. various levels of society "form a

homogeneous <circle and express npecessarily one-another in

In fact, colletti’s construction Qf Marxism gives rise to
the prbblematiq ofvsensuous materialism and this has happened
because he mediatés his relationship with Marx with Kant and
Fauerbach. Colletti glorifies the project of Kant against

Hegel,by making this powerful statement that "for Kant human

~39. L. Althusser and E. Balibar, 1986, op.cit, p.136.
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thought is not identical with divine thought, but with sense-

world or matter which 1is given to man; thought is the

quality, the attribute of finite being that receives
' 40

}mpres§ions from objects existing outside itself". Then,

Collettiw'relates Feuerchh: to Marx fqr_the“deyglgp@gppw Qfm

s SiairaeAL S e s

his concept of sensuous human activity. But Feuerbach 1is
criticized for his failure to generate a relationship between
sensuous human activity and human history which conditions
man’s consciousness. There is no doubt about it that
Feuérbach was the first materialist philosopher who opposed
Hegel s philosophy - a philosophy in which the object is the
objectification of subject (self-sustaining idea of absolute
spirit) and alienation is identified with 6bjectification of

spirit - by recognizing man’s naturality through language and

production. But Feuerbachian man remains an abstract man or
isolated man, because he is divorced from historical
conditioning and social conditioning.,. The total effect of

Feuefbachian philosophy is that it only creates an ethical

theory of intersubjective communications and interhuman

discourses.

By detecting a disjunction between history and matter in
the Feuerbachian theoretical manifesto of materialism, Marx

gave a new thrust to materialism 1in which there 1is a

dialectical relationship between nature and man, between man

40. Colletti, 1973, op.cit., p.214.
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and society and between matter and history. This whole
series of relationship is determined by an object of lébour
which a man creates in the process.of his adjustment with
naturél forces and social beings. Work is man’s self-
production both as creativity and adaptation. . In Marx's
economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844,. colletti finds
two things: (1) manfs relation to objective otherness is a
manifestation of his relationship to other men, and (ii) in
order to relate himself he must relate to a being that is
other than human41 Thus materialism envisages a structure
consisting of 'natural being and social being and an
interaction between them, Marx s . theory of historical
materialism does not accept any separation between economics
"and sociology, between nature and history and .between
production and social relationship so long as a mode of

production is explained in terms of social' stage.

"German Ideology" and "Capital" can be seen as a
continuation of the same thesis of historico-anthropological
critiqgque of alienation of man from species-being and nature
which Marx had established in his Economic and Philosophic
Manuscripts of 1844. In conformity with his early text Marx
in “German 1Ideology” (1845-6) highlights the philosophy of

historico-natural man who, 1in the process of producing,

41. colletti, ibid., p.229.
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producés his owh species with an association with other men
and, at the same time, produces his relationship with natural
objectivity. “capital’ volume one gives the same impression
when we- - find that capitalist production produces no: only
“commodities”® but also a relationship between the capitalist

and the wage-labourer. Thus nature, history and man are

three equal partners which have become hostile to one another

in the <capitalist relations of production. It 1is the
function of historical materialism to explain as to how and

under what circumstances man has lost his connection with his

' essence (genus), with other fellow beings, with nature and

with objects which he produced. In brief it has to explain
the condition for genesis of alienation and, at the same
time, it has to point out those routes by which alienation
can be overcome. As a science, MarXxism has to deal with
those forces and mechanisms which produce alienation of man

and exploitation of labour by capital; and as an ideology,

it has to give a direction to revolutionary political

consciousness by which human alienation can be replaced by a

"new form of humanism i.e. socialist humanism capable of

générating  a free interaction between man,  nature "and

society.

Thus( for Colletti the course of historical materialism

strikes a Jjudicious combination of material causality and

idealcausality, of economic forces and social forces and of

causality and teleology in the domain of human labour. The

function of idea, under the umbrella . of historical



134

matgriaiism, has to ensure two things: (i) fixation of goal,
" praxis and ideology and (ii) determination of historical
truth,‘ The concepts of labour and 1idea are objective
dimensions of human practice and they are opposed  to
anthromorphism. In the 1last ltabulation, Marxism becomes
both:{(i) "a theory of situated thoughts, and (ii) a theory of

: 42
thought as truth".

The entire theoretical construction of Colletti’s Marxism
is grgunded into the historicist problematic which highlights
the principles of dialectics of history and man, human-
iabour, human praxis and man as a generic being. Man is a
generic natural being where materialism and humanism are
combined through social practice. The historical problematic
of materialism denies the existential condition of cgude
materialism and naturalism. For Colletti and Gramsci
materialism and naturalism are the two concealed forms of
idealism and metaphysics. Although colletti and Gramsci
belong to different lineage-systems and blood-groups, their
historicist epistemology forces them to accept some common
ideas such as that there is no dualism between being and
consciousness, that there is dialectical relationship between

man, nature and society; and that there is an interaction

42. 1bid., p. 230.



135

between objective economic condition and human agency. !They
are committed to the philosophy of concrete-historical man
and humaﬁism on the one hand and the revolutionary political
praxis on the other. The histoficist Marxists have used the
problematic of human nature and human labour‘in order to show
an ideﬁtity between the works of young Marx and the works of
old" Marx. The entire theoretical operation of  the
historicist Marxists 1is deeply rooted into what Althusser
calls the anthropological problematic of Feuerbach and the

objective idealist problematic of Hegel.



136

CHAPTER III

, THE CRITICAL MARXISTS OF FRANKFURT SCHOOL

The core members of the Frankfurt school are Max
Horkheimer, Teodor Adorno, Herbért Marcuse and Jurgen
Habermas who have used the term critical theory in place of
the term historical materialism through which they give a
radical philosophical critique of modern science, positive
philosophy, totalitarian politics (fascism plus Stalinism),

instrumental bureaucracy, and technological order. In the

period— of historical pessimism, intensified by crisis " in~ 7

Marxism, rise of fascism as a dominant socio%political force
and birth of Stalin’s repressive socialism which led to the
defeat of working class movement on a world-wide scale and
damagedl the cognitive emanicipatory potentiality of man,

critical theorists gave us a Hegelian ideological medicine

and political manifesto by asserting that the restoration of

the emancipating power  of historical human reason demands a
critique of the myths of instrumental rationality and
oppressive material® world which .have created a dualism
between real and rational, between man and nature and between
history and nature. Horkheimer and Adorno express their
deepfrooted pessimism when they write that "we are wholly

convinced...that social freedom is  inseparable from

enlightened thought, nevertheless, mankind, instead of

entering a truly human condition, is sinking into a new kind

of barbarism; thus critical theory aimed at the redemption of
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the hopes of the past".l Critical theorists criticize
bourgedis clasé—politics and positive philosophy of science
from a completative philosophical discoﬁrse divorced from any
political‘anchorage and party-politics. They argue that
human reification from nature and society can be explained by

modern science and technology, not primarily through Marxian

theories of private property and social division of labour.

Critical theory tries to discover the various levels of
histofical repression and resistance of the modern industrial
society by accepting the optimistic vision of Hegelian
philosophy of history, hermeneutic-epistemology and psycho-
analytical method. It seriously beiieves that the
fundamental opposition between human reason and unreasonable
empirical world, between fact and value, between public and
private, between theory and practice, between scientists and
citizens and between nature and society can be cvercome
within a rational society by two things: (i)historiéally—
induced revolutionary reason and (ii) rational-purposive
human labouf and revolutionary praxis. By rejecting
Lukacsian theories of an identity of subject-object and
theory and practice, this school holds this idea that theory
is not an expressibn of class-world views, insisting that
theoretical discourse cannot be reduced its social conditions
of production. It believes that there is no absolute subject

of knowledge, and that subject and object do not yet coincide

1. Max Horkheimer and i¢odor Adorno, Dialectics of
Enlightenment (New York: Seabury Press, 1972), p.XV.
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in the process of thinking about society, althqugh that
process is, in fact, society’s self-knowledge. The critical
. attitude of social-£heory is impiicitly built upén the
Marx&an conceptual apparatuses such as class exploitation(
éurplus value, economic production and alienation. For
¢ritical theorists Karl Marx’s critique of political Economy
was paradigmatic as an analysis of liberal capitalism that
was critical in the sense that he analysed the system of
production from the standpoint of the objective possibilities
of change inherent in its basic structure and present in
latent form in pre-revolutionary conditions. They reject
positivist and empiricist epiétemology because it presents
sbcial reality in terms of dimensional surface observation
of faéts. They argue that therevis a néed to underline the
form.of intentional meaning structure beneath the empirical
manifestation of reality in terms of historical strategies of

domination and liberation of human beings.

In opposition to determinate scientific laws, critical
£heorists highlight the roles of human consciousness and
human project in order to change reality; and consider theory
as a self-reflection of the unfolding character o% historical
truths. As a whole, they constitute a group of left-
. Hegelian whose main business is to highlight‘the dialectic of
cénsciousnéss and thevphilosbphy of the "here" and "now" as a
political tool for the emancipation of man from the

repressive world in which freedom and humanism have been

cancelled by the modern industrial-scientific complex.
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Realization of Hegel's philqsophy, based on a presumed
contradiction between revolutionary dialectical method and
the conservative system, has been the major problem of left-
Heéelians’ theoretical construction. For them it is through
‘political revolution that Hegel's identity of the Real and
Rational can be realized.? Marcuse and Habermas definitely
advocate the Hegelian philosophy of dialectic and history
within the orbit of Marxism. Perry Anderson has rightly
pointed out that the entire Marcusian philosophy has been
influenced by objective idealism of Hegel3 which aspires for
progessive deconstruction of finite material world through
the liberalfradicai idea of political resolution or politics
., 0f "Great Refuse". 1In "reason and Revolution" Marcuse
highlights the principles of negative reason and negative
dialectic by which political revolution can be generated.
Marcuse’s obsession wi@h the dialectical law of negation of
negation sHows his tendency of falling into the trap of
Hegelian philosophy of history. Habermas is also guided by
Hegeliaﬂ objective idealist epistemology because his major
focus is not on Marx's>concepts of the forces of production
and relations of production, but on the concepts of labour
and interaction for constituting a philosophy of the self-

constitution of the history of human species. Labour

(equivalent to Marx’s concept Of economic base) of species is

2. L. Colletti, From Rousseau to Lenin: Studies in
Ideology and Society (Delhi: Oxford University
Press, 1978), p.l1ll6.

3. P. Anderson, Considerations of Western Marxism (London:
NLB, 1976). p.62.
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relatéd to Weberian-parsonian purposive rational action; and
interaction (equivalent to Marx’s concept of ideological
superstructure) is tied to the domains of symbolic
communicative .discourse of labouring human beings. Habermas’
theorieslof species history, teleological labour and

communicative action do not make an exact agreement with

Marx’s capital. His political manifesto is basically
concerned with the problems of distorted political
communication which can be solved by the énlightened efforts
ofcritical public and critical reason which take place in a

"républic of letters".

Aﬁong the critical theorists Adorno is the only theorist
who tries to declare a war against Hegelian theodicy in both
its original and Marxist versions in order toliquidate the
idealist philosophy within the area of Marxism. Like
Benjamin, Adorno explains social reality in terms of its
internal multiplicity and difference or a constellations and
conf;gurations of elements drawn from the world of experience

but arranged through their structure by the mind’s power of

seeing resemplance between things. The concept of whole as

true structure is false; and total contradiction is nothing
but the manifested untruth of total identifiction. However,
what we find in the work of Adorno is that, ultimately, the
concept of "whole" is based on this assumption that
everything depends upon everything elsé even though the whole
is interﬁally contradictory. Despite this Hegelian tilt of

philosophy, Adorno does much labour in proving this
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epistémology that the dialectic of difference Operates within
the structure of'differentiated matter reflected through
consciousness. It is the consciousness that possesses
photographs of objectivity and it is knowledge that conceives
|
objects as it conveys them, Material consciousness sees the
objectivity of reality without any prior image, and that
historical materialism must ensure the spirit’s liberation

from the primacy of material needs in their state of

fulfilment.

Adorno argues that it is false to make an opposition of
object and subject, of matter and idea and of concrete and
abstract, and then to give primacy to one over other in order
"7 Tt cbhstitute a homogeneous language of philosophy. The true
philosophy negates the dualism between Body and mind and
between matter and idea, because the phenomenology of facts
-0of consciouness does not allow their separate definition and
existence, For Adorno materialism is no longer counter-
posi;ion of idealism, rather it~is a critique of idealism in
its.entirety and of the reality for which it opts by
distorting it.4 He agrees with Horkheimer’s theorem that
critical theofy seeks not to make materialism acceptable, but
to use it to make men theoretically conscious of what it is
that distinguishes materialism from traditional theory of
science. Critical theory is ﬁever regulated by pre-

fabricated politico social interest-constellation; instead it

'

4, Teodor Adorno, Negative Dialectics (London:Routledge
and Kegan Paul, 1973), p.197.
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has to struggie against'false objectivity and false
subjectivity of existing matter of facts. While explaining
being thought relationship Adorno, like Lukacs, accepts "an
ontological primacy of being over thought";5 though he
fejects Lukascian notion of identical subject-object and
primacy of practice in which theory is dissolved and losses
;s outonomy. Adorno is anti-totalitarian and anti-system in
a sense that he is opposed to all ideas that serve to
. perpetuate a particular form of domination and reduce the
human subjects to reified forms. Negative dialectic ig ant i~
sciece because it identifies rationality with measurability;
reduées everything to quantities and excludes qualitative
differences from the scope of knowledge. He also makes this
point that‘"thought'is not image of reality, rather it aims
at the thing itself",6 and i1t is due to the reason that if
thought is related to image, then it will deny the '

spontaneity of subject and a movement of the objective

.dialectics of productive force and conditions. Materialism . .....

has to declare a war against ‘image-theory that conceals the
obijective movement of reality within its distorted forms.
Having rejected the principle of reduction of @ifference to
identity, Adorno points out that the concepts enter into a

constellation. The constellation illuminates the specific

5. - Ibid., p.200.

6. Ibid., p.205. ’
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side.of the concépt, the side to which a classifying
procedu;e is either a matter of indifference or a burden.
Language itself proceeds in such a manner where it becomes a
form of represehtation.' Itvprovides objectivity to concepts

by the relation into which it puts the concepts centred about

i

a thing. Without establishing an affinity between concepts
and reality, it is ndét impossible to know truth. Location of

" is a matter of consciousness which, in turn, knows as

much as about its otherness as it resembles that otherness.

sense of the absolute subject-object, but rather because

commodity fetishism produces a totality reducing the
gualitative diversity of the real to a single homogeneous
dimension of abstract social labour. This is a point where
we can argue that even Adorno’s conception of totality
éntails the principle of ultimate identity of elements; and,
as ak:onsequenée of it, histor? becomes a homegenous unity

of continuity and discontinuity of social consciousness.

In brief, the main thrust of critical theorists is to
give an ideological reaction against the modern positive
science, repressive ideology, authoritarian political grammar

and materialist epistemology which have decomposed a man into

numerous contradictory atmoized entities; and increased the

i

process of forced social integration through the domination
of man over nature which ultimately turns as a domination of
man over man. In the absence of the objective possibility of

structural transformation of industrial domination, the

_In fact, Adorno accepts the concept of totality not in the
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institutional philosophers of Frankfurt school attempt to

uphold- the notions of critical reason and the transcendental
norms of rationality as a major apbaratus to realize the
populér ideology of global revolution in the form of
political consciousness and political violence. Progressive

realization of historical reason is a precondition for the

~constitution of human freedom and happiness in a rational

gQg;gpy‘in.which reason will obey its self-constituted

protocol, inner law and voice. 1In order to give a
comprehensive understanding of the rationalist epistemology

of the critical theorists, Marcuse and Habermas can be
selecﬁed as the chief representaives of Frankfurt school who
épeak the language of German idealism and péycho—analysis

method within the kingdom of Marx’s historical materialism.

MARCUSTAN MARXISM

Marcusian Marxism, if it is a correct name, involves a
double reduction of science and politics to the philosophy of
rationalism, particularly a negative philosophy.whose main
targét\is to annihilate the unreasonable materialism world
embedded into technological and scientific rationality and
sanctified by positiVe philosophy. Marcuse explains the

modern industrial society as a repressive order which

. progressively,first, keeps society, nature, mind and soul in

the stage of permanent mobilization and, then, it produces a
historical contradiction between the human essence and the
existential make-up of social constraint. Technology is the

source ‘of reification, and irrationality of rationality is
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the source of mystification of always-already mystified
world. The world is characterized by repressian, dominétion—
subjugatidn relationship, alienatioﬁ, irrationality and a
triple conflict - man.gg'nature, man vs society and'histofy.
vs nature. In a tension-ridden society, repressidn haé
become so effective that for the repressedrit assumes the
form of freedom (illusion), thevabolition of such freedom
appears as a totalitarian act.” It can be pointed out that
for the latter Marcuée, the categories of libidinal
rationality and sexﬁal revolution are more important than
historical reason and political reason which were his early
obsession. 1In his texts "one Dimensional Man“ and "Reason

'-aﬁd.Revolution". Marcuse formulates a historico-dialectical

epistemology in which positive thought/philosophy..is.. . .

contrasted with negative thought/philosophy. "positive
.thought“ corresponds to the principle of intellect i.e, to
the principle of non-contradiction as a material principle of
qommoh sense and science which, in turn, justifies the
existence of factual and material reality; whereas the
“negative thought" is twisted_with the principle of
contradiction which aims at the negation of common sense
~world and finite material reality. Negation of the finite
material reality can be made by éollective_political praxis
grounded into historical reason. Violence is the demand of
the day so long aé the modern industrial systenlié itself

based upon institutionalized-violence. Violence is justified

7. Herbert Marcuse, Eros and Civilization: A Philosophical
Inquiry into Freud (London: Allen Lane, Thé Penguin
Press, 1970), pp.180-1. '
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if its aim 1s to realize human :emancipation from the
authority of faéts and tyranny of material objects. The
existential structure of material world has left us with no
choice, but to change it through revolutionary philosophy of
praxis so that we can restore the original identity of
subject and object, essence and existence, naturalism and

humanism, and ideal and real.

In the process of resolving coﬁtradictory existential
coﬁdition of human beings, Marcuse sketches a composite
structure of hyper-radical philosophical medicine emerging
from his Heideggerian—-Marxism (from 1920-1933) to Freudian
Marxism (from 1945 onwards) via Hegelian-Marxism (1933-1944).
In fact; he hés generated an ecletic theory, and he is himself
a man of .combination. Having dissatisfied with Communist
Party dictatorship, Stalin’s cult of perscnality, materialist
orthodoxy etc. Marcuse made a heroic attempt to regenerate
the emancipatory power of human reason and defended the
democratic and liberal socialism. During his early period
Marcuse gave a Heidéegerian solution to human problems by
claiming that the main function of a theory is to make a
search for the fundamental structures ofhuman existence,

society and history, 1In his book "Ontology" (1931) Marcuse

~tries to bring Hegel, Marx.and Heiddegger under the same -~

platform by saying that the need of philoSophy emerges from
existential necessity for the construction of subject; but |
philosophy, as he extends, has to transform rezlity with the

collaboration of revolutionary praxis. But as we move from
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Matcuse’é “ontology” to his "Reason and Revolution® (1941)
‘what we find is that he becomes mainliy an exponent of the
Hegelian-Marxian revolutionary dialectics. Here he
highlights the law of negation of negation as a basic key to
understand the movement of concrete—historical.society.
Marcuse attacks positivism and crude materialism, and
formuates fhe structure of historical dialectic which
encompasses all realms of human and social existence in which
the contradiction between essence and existence is expressed
and resolved. For Marcuse dialectic is a category of
negation in terms of human practice whpse basic modality is
the truly creative and transformative negationof material
objects and socio-material conditions of life. -Dialecticél

negation is rooted into human labour, praxis and goal.

Marcuse expounds the theory of historical truth as a
“think tank” which ‘guides human reason and human practice in
' such a direction so that they could become able to realize
- the unactualized potentialities of human beings.The vitality
of a theory of critical dialectic/reason cannot be damaged
by the oppressive reality, manufaactured by positive-science
because it is a “thinker in a time of need’. In conformity
with historical epistemology Marcuse in his book "One
Dimensional Man" writes:

When historical content enters into the dialectical

concept and determines methodologically its

development and function, dialectical thought attains
the concreteness which links the structure of thought to

. that of reality. Logical truth becomes historical

truth. The ontological tension between essence and
appearance, betwen "is" and "ought" becomes historical
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“tension, and the "inner subjectivity" of the object-
world is understood as the work of the historical
subject-man in his struggle with nature and society.
Reason becomes historical Reason. It contradicts the
established order of men and thing on behalf of existing

forces that reveal the irrational character of this
order."

Here, we clearly see that for Marcuse dialectic operates
within the structure of concrete historical—tétality whose
contradiction betweeressence and existence is resolved by a
concrete historical man loaded with the task of getting the
goal of rational society realized by negating the capitalist
séciety which creates alienation and exploitation. It is man
who constructs social reality; and history is a continuous
movément of creative subjects. The serious limitation of
Marcusian thesis of creative individual praxis is that it
relegates the theories of mode of production and organized

class struggle to the background of Marxian theory- .

. construction. Its message is that the revolutionary subject

with predominently emancipatory interests has to launch an
eternal war against the integrative powers of the one-
dimensional society. Marxism is neither a'body'of empirical
propositions nor a dogmatic method but a theory of "the
universal individual" who tries to annihilate the

unreasonable -material world until it comes into a conformity

with the universal reason.

Marcuse also criticizes the repressive social order of

USSR, more particularly Stalin’s USSR. Though the Soviet

8. Herbert Marcuse, One Dimensional Man: Studies in the
Ideology of Advanced Industrial Society (Boston:
Beacon Press, 1864,) pp.l41-2.
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structure is characterized by collective anership of means
of production, collective welfare ideology and economic
planning, its monolithic repressive statcraft has not as yet
dissolved the tension between idea and reality, between
intellectual and material culture and between.theory and
practice. The whole concept of peace, freedom ana
rationality are defined in terms of behaviour/formal science
with a pragmatic instrumental intent to légitimize the
irrationality of political dominaition. Autonomy, reason and
individuality can only be realized at the level of cognition,
not at the level of reality. Thus, thought and reality have
become two distinct entities; man and nature have become
hostile to each other and theory and practice)move in’
oppo6site directions. The question as to why socialism has
become identical to guthoritarianism, is quickly answered by
Marcusé with his raising finger on Stalin’s constant
distortion of the materialist dialectic and idea of socialist

democracy.

In order to protect his iron monolithic political
regime, Stalin arbitrarily converted Marxism into scienticism

in which everything to supposed to follow the pre-fixed

mathematical laws and regulations. Subjectivity has no place

in theory, and the law of negation of negation has no use
under Stalin’s materialist philosophy. Everything is based
on apriori formal logic which éannot be contradicted by the
human subjective disposition. It assumes a thecry of

universal material outlook with rigid rules and regulation
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which converts the critical revolutionary dialectical thought
into a mere ideological—philosophical system. This type of
codification of Marxism by Stélin was based on Engels’
overemphasis on dialectics of nature as the general laws of
the material world and his underemphasis on dialectic of
history(i.e.intéraction between.man and nature); and it is
this raw material which inspires Stalin to divide Marxism
into two disciplines of dialectical matérialism and
historical materialism; the latter being the extension and
application of the fofmer to the study of society and its
‘history.gl Hypostatization of dialectic by Soviet Marxism is
negated by the historical dialectic of Marcusian Marxism
which considers this fact that supra-historical force has
nothing to do with Marx’s dialectic and dialectical
materialism and historical materialism are one and the same.
Marcuse dées not legitimize the thesis of naturalistic
realism, propounded by Engels and Lenin, in which nature and
history comply with same universal scientific system; and

this philosophy was quickly manipulated by Stalinism which

" minimized the transition from nééessity“to freedom and

assimilated freedom to necessity in ideology as in reality.

Marcuse dismisses the "single vision" of mechanical
materialism and, in the same moment, recognizes the hitherto-

unrecognized Hegelian dialectic as a tutor of Marxian

9. Herbert Marcuse, Soviet Marxism (London: Routledge &
Kegan Paul, 1969), pp. 137-8, and 144.
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dialectic. A new mode of apprehension is evolved by Marcuse

when he transmits the revolutionary potential of Hegelian

dialectic to the Marxian theory of social contradictionin

order to understand history, society andhhuman existence.
The historical dialectic deals with the philosophy of human
life in a concrete manner; it does not posit a subject-object
dualiém, and it understands the movement of historical
existence of society in termé of the principle of constant
negativity. The Lransformation ob class society into
classless society involves the praxis of conscious
revolutionary class. The maturation of contradiction between
essence and existence is an expression of historical
objectivity, and the effective intervention of human agency
to transfom reality is a moment of historical subjectivity;
and these two things, taken together, form the essence of
dialectical methoa.- Dialectical method, which operates
within social totality, is not a private property of Hegel
but a common aspiration for both Hegel and Marx for whom
truth can be discovered by adhering to the norm of negation
of negation. 1In his book "Reason and Revolution" Marcuse
provides a theoretical foundation of critical theory whose
origin lies in the philosophy of nineteenth century. The
baéiclpremise of critical theory, in opposition to
positivism, is that it is neéative in character in a sense
that it denounces conformist mode of thought and challenges
an established authority of facts. However, he makes a point

of difference between Hegel and Marx by saying that former
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has applied dialectic in "rational totality"” whereas that
latter has connected dialectic to the "concrete historical
totality" as Marcﬁse boldly points out that "the totality
that the Marxism dialectic gets to is the totality of class
society, and the negativity that undérlines its
contradictions and shapes its every content is the negativity

of class relations."lo

Hegel’s method is revoluﬁionary because it provokes a
critical employment of reason; but the system, in which
dialectic operates, is conservative because iﬁ makes a
com?fomise with the prevailing conditions of life. Hegel
confuses thought and reality; he makes an identity of thought
and.its object, and thus he becomes the prisoner of existing
sqcio—political interest of society. Marx inverted Hegel in
a sense that he links dialectical process to historical

Vprocéssbof class-divided society and remained committed to

' revolutionary union of theory and practice. Marxian
dialectic is historical in a sense that it deals with a
particular stage of the historical process; whereas for Hegel
dialectical method generalizes the dialectical movement into
a movement of being, of being’as such and getting merely
abstract and speculétive expression of the movement of being.
For Hegel resolution of'contradiction leads to the

realization of free subject and the restoration of human

10. Herbert Marcuse, Reason and Revolution {London:Routledge
& Kegan Paul, 1969), p.314.

resolution of contradiction of the capitalist society through



153

essence; whereas for Marx the negation of contradiction in
class-divided society means the liberation of the

historically specific proletariat.

As a Marxist-theorist, Marcuse considers the class-
consciousness of proletariat as a constitutive‘factor in the
objective realization of human liberation. But Marcusian
Marxism faces a serious dilemma when it, first, recognizes
the dissélution of the proletariat as a class and, then, it
provokes a pessimism by recognizing the internal process of
instinctual repression which hampered liberation. Marcuse
becémes a little-revolutionary-master when his man refuses to
conform more with critical reason as compared to libidipal
rationality. In this situation, hyper radicalism is converted
into passive conformism and revolution beccmes a matter of
recognized utopia. Further, the covert system of repressive
tolérance prevents the growth of a critical public central to
“Eﬂémgdfion of critical theory; Thus‘there isvdﬁlQ é

philosophical manifesto for the transformation of society

without any revolutionary agents and party politics.

fhe threatrical show of the dignified part of Marxism
begins at a time when Marcuse announces that the concepg of
dialectic, as a necessary expression of class-divided
society, attempts to resolve.all contradictions on the basis
of a judicious combination of a totality of objective
conditions as well as intellectual culture and self-conscious

and organized working class. But his working class makes a
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leap from factory to university campus and his philosophy of
economic freedom is converted to a sexual liberation.
After all, it is a revolution ahd revolution is a matter of
negative reason of self-realizing and self-determining
subject. The subject as a mode of existence pbssesses the
quality of reason ((for Hegel it is mind or spirit) by virtue
of which it is able to transcend nature and society and to
gain the comprehending knowledge which constitutes its real
‘subjectivity.ll Freedom is inscribed in c¢ritical reason
which,vas an objectivé historical force, distinguishes
between existence and essence of entity, and becomes a motor
for the construction and reconstruction of history. The
essence of an entity refers to a stage of full realization
and optimization of its inner potentiality, and provides
standards which can be used to criticize deficiency of actual
world of operation. Objective reality has to be realized by
the substance (freedom) of subject. 1If there is an
antagonism between subjective world of cognition and
objective world of material life, then freedom of reason
makes a call for revolution by condemning existing reality as
a bad form of reality, a realm of limitation and bondage.
True existence begins only when the immediate state is
recognized as negative, when beings strive to overcome their

deficiencies and develop their potentialities.12

11. 1Ibid., p. 9.

12. 1Ibid., p. 66.
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Negativity is inherent in all finite things. It forces
the historical subject to denounce the material existence of
social order. In brief; dialectics explain the movement of
reality and the movement of reality takes place because it
contains 'the seed of its seldeestruction, since "all forms
of being are permeated by an essential negativity, and that
this negativity determines their content and merment".l3
Marcusian dialectic is associated with the philosophy of
life, analysis of 1abour, theory of proletariat consciousness
and the construction of‘socialist revolution. His dialectic
is always negative in a sense that it conceives reality as a
historical process of development in which change takes place

through overcoming contradiction and through negation of

 material world. Negative philosophy is antithetical to-

positive philosophy which does not see contradiction in
reality and justifies -material world and common sense
knowledge. The main function of social theory is to explain
the truth of changing concrete historical conditions and to
generate revolutionary practice for creating a free-rational
society. Theory is a guardian, thinker and master in a sense
that it determines the course of political practice. Marcuse
restricts the function of dialectical thought to only class-
divided society in which there is a tension betwéen essence
and existence, and c§nsciousness is determined by social and

material existence. But in the socialist society

13.° 1bid., p.27.
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dialectical-historical materialism is self-negated because
here reason will be determined by itself"14 and freedom
equalizes the relation between consciousness and social
existence. Thus the whole theoretical postulates of Marcuse
move around the concepts of dynamic historical totality,
negative philosophy, negative reality, unity of theory and
practice, philosopby of objective man, and creative role of
consciousness. His philosophical movement from Hegel to Marx
is nothing but a passage from philosophy to social theory in
which all the philoscphical categories are at the same time
social and economic categories., Marcuse sees a continuity in
the economic and social theory of Marx, since "even his early
writings express the negation of philosophy“.15 Marcuse
develops a theory of revolution by combining Hegel’s concept

of reason with Marx s analysis of alienated labour.

As a radical humanist, Marcuse tries to preserve the
scientific character of historical materialism from the
delirium of idealism; he swiftly Jjumps from Hegelian
philosophical circle to that of Marxian economic prison-gate.
From the gate of historical materialism he thinks of/aspires
for scientific socialism leading to stage of communism which
will connect naturalism to humanism in such a manner that
contradiction between essence and existence, between self-
confirmation and objectification, between freedom and

necessity and between individual and species will resolved.

14. 1bid., p.319.
15. 1Ibid., p.258.
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He bases his revolutionary political agenda on Marx’s
"Bconomic and philoscophic Manuscripts" in which a theory of
total alienation has been explained in terms of private
property and division of labour of capitalist order.
Alienation can be removed only by revolutionary practice of
the working class. In this book Marx builds up the theory of
historical materialism as a revolutionary critique of
bourgeois political economy. In doing so Marx has borrowed
the‘notions of essence,. labour, objectified labour etc. from
Hegel and applied them to concrete socio-economic condition
so as to produce a scientific anthropologic problematic
"which becomes the science of the necessary conditions for
the communist revolution and this revolution itself signifies
- quite apart from economic upheaval - a revolution in the
whole history of man and the definition of his beingﬂl6 For
Marx man stands for a set of social and practical
relationships; man is a total being; but under the capitalist
order, based on the concepts of profit, surplus, wage, social
«division of labour, competition and above all private
property, man has become an alienated entity and "his
sensuousness 1s essential practical objectification, and
because it is practical it is essentially a social

objectification."1’

16. Herbert Marcuse,From Luther to Popper (London: Verso
Edition/NLB, 1983}, p. 5.

17. 1bid., p.21.
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"By developing a critical confrontation with the
categories of Hegelian philosophy énd classical English
political economists like Smith and Ricardo, Marx explained
capitalism through the concept of alienation; and this theory
has beén-basic concern for Marx's historical materialism
which originates from "Manuscripts of 1844" and penetrates
throughout his latter successive writings. The continuity of
Marx’s intellectual culture, as Marcuse says, is established
through an inter connection of philqsophy, political economy
and revolutionary practice. The science of revolutionary
historical materialism demands not only an economic
transformation of capitalist society but also a revolution of
the whole history of human species. The present history is a
history of total human alienation ahd devaluation of human
reality. Alienatioh is not only an economic fact but also a
social fact consisting of denegation of life, loss ¢f human
value and loss of human sensitivity. The target of Marx’s
critique of political economy 1s to show how private property
and social division of labour produce alienated labour under
the histo;icallymconstituted capitalist mode of production.
Alienation can be abolished if capitalism is cverthrown by
revoluticonary practice, Revolution is the produgct of the
congradiction between one?s essential human needs and

-

creative powers and the historical condtions of capitalist
exploitative relations of production. Contradiction involves
opposition between the need to be human and the objective

expression of alienated labour or a labour, associated with
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+ the tendencies of objectification, being-a-burden,

constraint and forced activity which are the features of

wage-labour under capitalism. On the basis of Marx's

"Capital"™ III Marcuse divides human activity into two

domains: (i) a realm of freedom which contains possibilities

for creation of an authentic self, and (ii) a realm of

necessity in which labour appears as a bondage in the domain

of material production. Marcuse’s overemphasis on the

category of self-constitution of subject by denouncing the

realm of material production, which appears as a bondage and

imposed necessity, gives this impression that he is more

close to Hegel and Heiddeger than Marx.

Marcuse has developed a historico-anthropological

jproblematic in which historical meterialism makes a unity of

man and nature, an identity of humanism and naturalism and a

union of history and man. This mode of representation of

historical materialism is diametrically opposed to both:

idealism and vulgar materialism. Marcuse dces not reduce

Marx’s scientific anthropology only to economic sector but

explains it with the category of many-sided beings with a

wealth of needs and powers that are at once individual,

social and historical-many sided human being. But when we

closely look at Marcusian ambitious plan for the

reconstruction of Marxism, we find that he has invited

various'idealist philosophers like Hegel, Dilthey, Heiddeger,

Freud etc. to make a secret treaty with Marx for the

achievement of human liberation. The overall picture of
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Marcusian Marxism is like this: alienation ié equal to the
objectified labour (Hegelian touch) emerging from the
privatized economic production (Marxian cast) which can be
overcomé‘by negative philosophy of dialectic (Hegel-Marx
alliance) along with politics of Refuse (Marcusian self~-
reflexion) through aa critical self-constituting subject
(Heiddegerian influence) possessing human sensuousness
(Feuerbachian'problematic’s influence on Mary). Thus
Marcusian Marxism is not a simple homogeneous structure, but
a complex heterogeneous structure consisting of a plurality
of contradictions and ambiguities, silences and violences and
mutuai degeneration of constitutive elements and mutual
aﬁﬁigilation of those elements. We can fully agfee with
Kolakowski’s observation that Marcuse’s thought is a curious
mizxture of feudal contempt for technology, the exact science,
and democratic values plus a nebulous revolutionalism devoid
of positive content.!® His closest association with the
idealist philbsophers has surrendered Marxism either to
historical pessimism and defeat or to self-love or self~
romance. The majo£ consequence of this type of
in;erpretation of Marxism is that the science of historical
materialism has become a helpless governor of reality because
it has lost its universal vision, direction and goal. This
- applies not only to the Marcusian philosophical discourse but

also to the Habermasian intellectual production-technology.

18. L. Kolakowski, Main Currents of Marxism. Vol.III
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1978), p.416.
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HABERMASTAN MARXISM

Too much-love is bad. Too much hate is equally bad.
Beauty of everything depends upon a dialectical relationship
between the balanced-love and the controlled-hate. Habefmas
does the same when he constructs the design of revolutionary
humanism by mediating his amitvaith Marx via Hegel, Weber,
Parsons, Freud etc. Having shown his commitmentvto the
emancipatory philosophy of Marxism, Habermas tries to
reconstruct the empire of historical materialism in the
contemporary advanced capitalism by borrowing the concepts of
labour~interaction from Hegel, rationality from Weber,
dynamic equilbrium of system from Parsons, ego-identity and
science of unconscious from Freud and symbolically mediated
institutional setting and grammatical theory from Chomsky and
others. His critical theory, asscciated with emancipatory
knowledge~constitutive-interest, gives a critique of
positivism and materialism in which things and persons are
seen in terms of mathematical rules and regulations and
scientific knowledge is used for the maintenance of political
dominafion. The major demerit of positivism and materialism
is that they produce and reproduce an opposition between
truth and power, between fact and value, between man and
nature and between determinism and voluntarism. AsS against
materialism and positivism, critical theory tries to discover
the 'governing laws of self-constituting history of human
species by making a dialectical relationship between subject

and object, between being and consciousness, between nature
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and man and between social labour and human interaction.

Habermas explains the developmental model of human society in
terms of the historical strategies of démination and
liberation. Liberation comes into existence when the

labouring subijects concretize their consciousness in

.relation to objective reality and keep themselves involved in

revolutionary praxis, Truth, reason, freedom and justice
cannot be realized by completative thought itself, but by
critical self reflection and enlightened political practice.
Thus the progressive transformation of society requires a

holy alliance between theory and practice.

By criticizing the attempt to unite science and politic

for the creation of domination-subjugation relationship in

society, Habermas establishes the emancipatory power of

historico~hermeneutic epistemclogy whose knowledge-
constitutive-interest is to show the objective poésibility
and fundamental condition for the possible reproduction and
self construction of human species. Reprodﬁction of human
history is based on the purposive intentional action and goal
of human subjects who symbolicélly communicate with each
other in the given socially-determined economic production,
Knowledge-constitutive-interest emerges in the course of
map's natural history during ﬁhe period of self-constituting
evolutionary proéess which is both our past and our present
condition. Habermas presents this view that constitutive-
knowledge-interests cannot be considered entirely by thinking

of “reason as an organ of adaptation” or knowledge as an
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Cinstrument of adaptation to a changing environment; rather it
is derived both frbm nature (biologiclly'evolved cognitive
capacities) and from the cultural break with nature.? On
the basis of diversity of interest-constellation Habermas
talks of two sciences: (i) empirical-analytical natural
science, and (ii) historical-hermeneutic science.. The first
category of science serves the guiding interest of domination
of man over man; it facilitates instrumentaloperation of
things.and persons, and produce distorted communication and
objectified reality. But the guiding interest of the 1a£ter

category of science is to arrive at an unconstraint

consensus’ through the notion of free and critical dimension
of inter-subjectivity; it also establishes critical
consciousness on the basis of man-nature-society interaction °
through labour teleology. The emancipatory power of critical
““hermeneutic knowledge involves the autonomy, responsibility,
freedom, choice and goal-fixation of historical subjects in
the process of production and £eproduction of determinate
social order. The historico—hermeneutic‘science does not
divorce theory from value; it nediates relationship between
social objectivity and natural objectivity and it produces
knowledge in relation to the history of human race. It also
understands an identity of ego and social group. It can be

noted that unlike Marcuse, Habermas is not so hostile to

19. J. Habermas, Knowledge and Human Interests (London
Heinemann, 1972), pp.312, 196-97.
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science that he will demand a total annihilation of
scientific knowledge. He simply says that the scientific
knowledge has become a major source of distorted political
communication and manipulation of power, which can be
disclosed and checked by the inter subjective communicative
discourse of historico-hermeneutic method. Instrumental
action can be overcome by communicative action so long as it
attempts to free us from the internalized pressure of
obsolete legitimations. The recognization cf distorted
communcation leads Habermas to develop a theory of
communicative competence which he relates, under the
influence of psychoanalysis, to the emancipatory effect of
critical theory, Habermas stresses the notions of
~ “emancipation” and "autonomous” which are critically imported
from the Enlightenment, thus he revives the philosophy of
bourgeois revolutionary humanism in the ideological discourse

of Marxism.

The consistent effort of Habermas® critical theory is to
point out that the instrumental conception of knowledge is
morally indifferent; it does irrational evaluation of reality
divorced from social context, and considers people as an
object to be exploited and manipulated so aé to produce the
phenomenon'of reification. On the other hand, c¢ritical
philosophy of social science explains the totality of reality
through meaningful thought, science explains the totality of

reality through meaningful thought, action goal and
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consciousness which are context-dependent. It generates
human communication and free discussion about existing power

systems and fights against the depoliticization of life.

In order to include the normative, cognitive and moral |
force in his critical theory, Habermas argues that the self-
creation of human species cannot be reduced to the process of
ybfbdhctive work. For Habermas practicél,and théore£i;él
knowledge, cognition and will, knowledge of the world and
movement to change it are identical. He sees an intersection
between the objective World (reality) and the subjective
world (thought). If we have to discover historical truth,
then historical materialism must be reconstructed in such a
way so as to include the normative order of modern society.
The normative dimension of society sketches the picture of
hqmblogous structure of consciousness. cConsciousness is
explained in terms of three structurally-homologous orders:
(1) the rationality structure in eqo development and in the
evolhtioﬂ of world views; (ii) the development of ego and of
group identified and (iii) the development of moral
consciousness and the evolution of moral and religious

representations.

Under historical materialism there is a union of
theoretical interest and practical praxis, as Habermas claims
that "theory is involved in two interrelated processes -
investigation of the constitutive historical complex of the

constellation of self-interest on the one hand and historical
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inﬁeraction of action in which it becomes theory in -action-
oriented social praxis and political praXis"2O on the other
for changing the existing order. For Habermas the mediation
of theory and praxis and especially the institution of their
unity does not take place on the level of cognition, but
rather.in language, work and interaction, for the subject is
always-already socialized i.e. constituted by praxis, and
thus there is no provision of neutral subject. The
implication of this argument is that reality 1is

experienced within an accepted submoblic mediation between

theory and praxis.

Critical theory bases its conditions of existence on the
normative basis of social interaction; and further maintains
this proposition that the developmental logic and
organization principle of society sees an interaction between
material production and social interction, though the former
has primacy over the latter since the reproduction of human
species takes place in the reproduction of naterial'condition
of existence. Habermas says that Marx’s dialectical logic

fails to highlight the normative basis of social theory with

‘practical intent.?! Critical theory is antithetical to

scientific-rigidity and transcendental philosophy because it
rests on inter-subjectively determined and historically
specified human communicative, intentionality, consciousness

and praxis as is the case with class. Knowledge is not only

20. J. Habérmas, Theory and Practice (London: Helnemann
Educational Books, 1974), p.2.
21. Ibid. p. 16.
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derived from forces of production but also from moral
learning and insight, practical knowledge, communicative
action and consensual regulation of écfion conflict.?2 Thus
the total volume of knowledge is produced on the basis of
self-sustained interaction‘between forces of production and

relations of production.

For Habermas relations of production are associated with
moral representation, identity formation and legal structure
embodied in institutional system which, in turn, becomes
instrumental for the creation of new productive forces.
Social system maintains its integrative power so long as
there is continuity between the developmental patterns of
‘forces of production and relations of production and between
ego-development and the developmental logic of society.
Bquilibriumof system is disturbed when these two structures
diverse in two directions or develop unegual speed of
evolution and expansion. The gradualist developmental model
of éocieﬁy is determined by 1its own rationalized-
institutional core which plays the dual role of linking the
various developmental levels of society into a whole and of
circumscribing a range of variation within which objective
" "social change can occur. The institutional cores of
primitive society; feudal sQCiety and capitalist society are

age-sex criteria, class domination in the form of political

22. J. Habermas, Communication and the Evolution of Society
(London: Heinemann, 1979), pp.97-98.
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hegemony and relaticon of wage 1abour and cépital
respectively. It is the institutional core itself that
explains both social integration and social crisis. Thus
Habermas is a theorist who equalizes the logical competence
of productive action and praxis—oriented communcation.

However, as a Marxist he makes it c

-

ear that the
develcopmental logic of social evolution is materialist in a
sense that it makes its reference to crisis-producing system
problems in the domain of production and reproduction and
remains historicaliy criented, because it has to underline
the causes and conditions of societal evolution bothin the
fields of normative/interactional order and economic

order.2

3 crisis in the capitalist order can be located in the
domains of antagonistic relation of labour and capital, class
structures, surplus-value and instrumental ideological
structure. Here Habermas rejects the reductionist short
circuiting mcodels of base-superstructute and material
detefminism of Plekhanov and accepts the notion of social
totality in which there is mediation between economic force
and ideological force, so long as the developmental logic of
historical materialism is grounded into the normative

structure.

23. Ibid., p.123.
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For Habermas Marx’'s historical materialism is a
comprehensive theory of evolution of human species and
_”tbeir associated structural patterns in which capitalism
- appears one of its stages. Social evolution is conceived as
& bidimensional learning prdcess(cogniﬁive/technical and
moral/pracﬁical); the stages of which can be described
structurally and ordered in a develcpmental 1ogic. Here
emphasis is laid down on the institutionalized embodiment of
structure of raticnality which makes learning possible at
each level for socialized individuality. The result of
learning process’is to form a cultural tradition and creative
cegnitive potential that can be used for social movements in
the tension-ridden social system. It seems that Habermas has
used parsonian model of evolutionary universal in corder to
understand both the limited adaptive and innovative capacity
and crisis-ridden situation of social system. But he gives a
Marxian explanation of societal crisis-ridden situation by
saying that it emerges due to an inconsistency between rate
of development of-éocial cohesive forces and the rate of
development of productive capacity of social system. If we
compare Althusserian model of contfadiction with that of
Habermasian model of contradiction, we immediately come to
this point that the former explains society in terms of a
plurality of contradictions; whereas the latter has only
talked about a simple contradiction between preductive system

and normative system.
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Habermas conceptualizes the reconstruction of historical
materialism in terms of socially-organized labour and the
self-constituting history of species. Labour is socially
processed; and it is socially processed labour that regulates a
reciprocal relatiOnship between man and his external
environment. Labour 1s always social; co-operative and
purposive in terms of fixation of socio-political goal of
society. Social labour, as a form of reproduction of human
life,’is grounded into materialist epistemology which does
not assign primacy of the spirit over nature, idea over
interest, but defines man as the ensemble of social’

relationships.24

The concept of labour-teleology is opposed
to crude materialism in which matter determines idea on the
one hand and to idealism in which spirit determines the
movement of material world on the other. In brief; it refuses
to accept the theories of methodological materialism and
méthodological individualism. Against idealism Habermas
relates the developmental model of human species to the concept
of mode of production and its associated normative order. A
mode of production consists of tWo things (1) a specific
productive forces, and (ii) specific social intercourse. The
producﬁive power of society consists of labour power of
producers, technically useful knowledge and organizational

structure; and the relations of production are those

24. Ibid., p.133.
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mechanisms and institutional orders that determine ways in
which labour power is combined with available means of
production. Relations of production also determine the
mechanism by which interest groups (classes) are created out

of unequal distribution of eccnomic wealth. The stability

and instability of social order can be explained through

~correspondence and non-correspondence between productive

forces and productive relations. Construction and
reconstruction of a developmental lcgic of society does not
take place automatically but involve ratiénal praxis of
subjects sharing linguistically-established common

communication. Historical materialism explains this fact

'

that with the developing character of productive forces cver

a long historical period, the nature of social intercourse,
first, matures and then, becomes a complex ordér. One of the
crdcial points, Harbermas makes, is that it is ohly in
capitalist_mode of production where base is identified with
economy that determines other systems, Class,; in the true
sense of term, 1is found only in the capitalist market’
economy. Class like phenomenon may appear in other modes of

production through which social ineguality and exploitation

can be explained. The reason behind this is that integrative
forces of other social formétions (except the capitalist
formation where economy playa a crucial role) like primitive
social formation, feudai social formation and post-industrial

social formation are based on the non-economic criteria such

as systems of kinship structure, political domination and
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educational and scientific order respectively.zo Thus
historical materialism defines society as a moving unity of
productive power and normative power; it explains that the
structural patterns of the different stages of development
can be ordered in a developmental logic that is, in a
hierarchical sequence of increasing complexity and

encompassing forms of rationality.

Habermans” version of historical materialism operates
under the positive influences of Hegelian notion of labour-
teleology, Parsonian notion of system analysis and Weberian
notion of meaningful intentional action. His dialectic of
thistory is associated with the notion labour-interaction
model. The developmental model of society is guided by
evolutionary method along with the theory of functional
compatibility or functional incompatibility of parts. In his
historical materialism, labour covers all rational
instrumental actionfwhich, in turn, can be identified with
Marxfs concépt bf productive forces. Marx’'s notion of
relations of production is replaced by Habermasian theory ‘

< with a new term designating the institutional framework of
- — -S0OC1ety that is equivalent to the notion of symbolically --
mediated interaction. By doing this, Habermas does commit
violence t@ the author of capital. Throughout his whole
works Habermas does not explain whose interest state serves

when it intervenes in the domain of economic organisation.

25. 1bid, p.l44
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Habermas joins the camp of functionalists when he sees
déVelopment of society in terms structural differential and
functional specialization of socially-regulated economic
order within which cultural, ideological and political orders
create ‘and sustain their respective conditidns of existence.
For Habermas, cogflict—zone of society 1is not class-
antagonism but masking and unmasking of the difference
between rationalization in the instrumental sphere and
emanicipation in the institutional framework. As a
consequence cf it, he only gives a simple radical ideological
critique of society and thereby pleads for political movement
in order to raise the critical political consciousness of the
people.‘ Habermas says that the relation of history to social
and political theory can be conceived at the levels of
interpretation, practical orientation and philosophical
foundation. In fact, he is preoccupied with third so long

as he reduces science and politics to philosophical
discourse, too timid about the second, and too, single
mindedly abstract about the first. Under the impact of
idealist philosophers, Habermas has presented the dialectic

of enlightened will and self-conscious potential

26. Thomas McCarthy, The Critical Theory of Jurgen Habermas
(Oxford: polity Press, 1984), p.10.

27. R.W.Bologh, Dialectical Phenomenology {London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1979), p.236.
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agd "the idea of .a cybernetically self—regulatea organization.
of sociéty as the,highest expression of the technocratic
consciousness".2® Habermas also discusses the insufficiency
of dialectical logic when he recognizes its historical
specificity to a form of life that produces distorted
communication?’, However, he plans to formulate the
possibility for negation of dialectic of distorted
cémmunication by the critical cpnsciousness, undistorted
language communication and creative praxis. Thus Hebermas'
self-righteous theoreticél tone simply presents a radicalized

version of Hegelian-Freudian Marxism. Marcuse belongs to the

same Marxian theoretical construction.

In brief, the critical epistemological construction of
Marcuse and Habermas involves seven projects: (1) rejection
of dialectic of nature and materialist ebistemology and
acceptance of dialectics of history and thought, (ii) the
construction of society in which social order and economic
order are organically related to each other, (i1ii)
formulation of the categories of labour-teleology, creative
praxis, historical rationality, philosophy of concrete
labouring man and man-nature-society interactioﬁ model, (iv)
codification of the ideology of liberal-radical political
revolution in opposition to -the concept of dictatorship of
proletariat central to the thought of Marx-Lenin, (V)
conceptualization.of the law of negation of negation as a
central theme of the revolutionary dialectial method of Hegel

rand Marx  (vi) explanation of societal contradiction between
Y
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essence and existehce and (vii) consideration of modern
science and technology as a basic source of domination,
repression and alie’nation.which can be overcome by the
revolutionary human praxis and the critical consciousness of

- --enlightened people.
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CHAPTER IV -

THE ALTHUSSERTAN REVOLUTTION

The radical methodological analysis of  historical
materialism by Althusser’s pﬁilosophical discourse can be
seen as an attempt to establish the scientific character of
Marxism, In involves use of master code of symptomatic
reaéing of a text’s underlying unconscious problematic about
which even the author is not fully conscious. The greatest
theoreticai claim of Althusserian Marxism is to damage the
ideological mirage of the Hegelian problematic of objective
idealism and Feuerbachian problematic of anthrolopological
humanism which have penetrated into the scientific
"pibblémétic | of Méfxism £hréugh 'tﬁe‘%'epistemélogical.'b
construction of eéonomistic, historicist and humanist models
of Marxism. Althusserfs uncompromising attitude @ to
economism, historicism and huamnism led him to assert that
Marxism has nothing to do with the philosophy of man, human,
nature, individual needs and personal humanism which
originate  from Ehe liberal ideology of ©possessive
individualism, as he points out that "eccnomism and humanism
are the manifestation of “Bourgeois Law and ideological
practices of the capitalist relations of production".l He

explains social formation from the viewpoint of Spinozist

1. L. Althusser, Essays in Self-Criticism (London: NLB,
1976), pp.86-88. (Althusser’s this text hereinafter
referred to as ESC).

r
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mathematical model in which subject is decenterd; history
becomes anti-teleological and ideology is identified with
illusion. The basic demerit of historicist and - humanist
models of Marxism lies in the fact that society is'explained
as a circular homogeneous expressive totality and history 1is
supposed to follow a simple homogeneous flow of linear time-

scale.

Aithusser argues that it is Hegel, not Marx, who has
bresented a historicist model of society in which all
manifestly <complex phenomenal elements are reduced to the
single universal essence of Spirit or Idea; consequently all
parts necessarily express similar essence in different forms
and thereby mutually reducible and transferable to one-other.
Since all elements are identical in the domain of self-
sustaning and self-expressing essence, they follow a
contiﬁuous evolutionary homogeneous pattern of development.
Althusser’s basic thrust is to show that the anti-
teleological scientific problematic of Marxism has been
degenerated by humanist and historicist Marxistsf application
of closed ideological problematic of the idealism of essence
and the empiricism of subjeét within the boundary of
historical materialism. The theoretical regression - a
regression whose effect chsists of the dissolution of
organic bond between revolutionary theory(Marx-Lenin) and
revolutionary practices of masses - can be seen in the
formulation of reductionist approach to Marxism in which

social structure is interpreted by reducing its different
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practices/instances into a single master practice which can
be located in the éonstructs of material monoism {Plekhanov),
commodity fetishism as a source of reificatién (Lukacs), the
concept of "praxis" (Sartre), philosophy of praxis (Gramsci)
and experimental history (Colletti). These Marxists have
reduced the demarcation line between dialectical materialism
(philosophy of science) and historical materialism (science

or society ‘and history) on the one hand, and forget to

distinguish the object of knowledge from the real object on

the other further Gramsci, Lukacs, Sartre, Colletti and
Marcuse have identified society with the terms "historical
bloc", "totality", "totalization", "unity of heterogeneous
parts" and "historical totality" respectively which represent

only the radicalized different variants of the Hegelian

-invariant ideational expressive totality. Thus economism and

historicism-cum-humanism are the two different forms of the
radicalized Hegelian interpretation of Marxism, so long as
"the theoretical mechanism of econcmism sees in consciousness
and politics only the economy while the theoretical intention
of historicism and humanism imbues the economy with politics
and consciousness".? These two models of Marxism annul the
essential differences among political practice, economic

practice, philosophical practice and scientific practice of

“social ~formation by establishing a homogeneous circle of

politics, economics, philosophy and science. Althusser says

2. L. Althusser and E. Balibar, Reading Ccapital (London:
NLB/Verso Edition, 1986), pp.138-9. (This text will be
hereinafter referred to as RC).
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that the voluntary suppression of the distinction between
dialectical  materialism (philosophy) and historical
materialism (science) within Marxism gives rise to two
deviations: (i) the rightist deviation in which philosophy
is negated in order to generate a positivist science; and
(ii) the leftist deviation in which science is negated in the

service of subjectivist philosophy.3

The positivist science
produdes fatalist political discourse; whereas  the
subjectivist philosophy can give rise to only voluntarist
political discourse. These political ©practices are
ultimately bound to damage the  immense  revolutionary
potential of working class; for they have their center in the
revisionist and reformist theoretical problématic. Thus
humanism and historicism are those Marxian ideological
intellectual currents which explain reality by highlighting
!the notions of teleological history, liberating essence of
man whose reverse 1is alienation and slavery, personal
humanism, subject as an Absolute centre, man-made history,
matual conditioning between base and superstructure in which

both express and sustain each other, dialectics of history,

and intentional act of conscioushess.

By meking a radical attack on the left-Hegelian
Marxists, Althusserian Marxism makes the  following

. ..contributions in order to revolutionize scientific protocel

of Marxism by annihilating all forms of epistemological

3. L. Althusser, Lenin and Philosophy and Other Essays
(London: NLB, 1971), p.18. (This text hereinafter refer-
red to as LP).
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Obstacles and theorétical regressions, produced by humanist

and historical Marxists over a long historical time.

First of all, Althusser defines society as a pre-given-

unevenly-structured-complex~-Whole consisting of four distinct

practices of politics, economics, philosophy and science

which have their own respective‘'law of development, history,

condition of existence, mode of articulation and law of
combination. The unity of complex structure is ensured by
two complementary principles of specific effectivities of the
parts of superstructure and the determination of whole by
economy, in the last instance. The determination of parts by
whole does not rule out.the possibility of relative autonomy

of parts.

Secondly, in opposition to expressive circular causality
of history, he formulates the concept of structural casuality
of mode of production whose presence within the society can

only be seen in "effects."

Thirdly, a distinction is made between dialectical
maﬁerialism {philosophy) and  historical materialism
(science). Dialectical materialism is identified with the
materialist philosophy and ideology which geherates and
preserves those conditions in‘which scientific problematic is
produced with a break with its previous ideological
Qroblematic and further it is safeguarded from ideological
intervention. The science of history and society (historical

materialism) explains the various practices of social
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férmation,' their function, their interrelationship and their
pattern of development. Historical materialism is based on
the conccepts of mode of production, surplus value, class

struggle, masses etc.

Fourthly, Althusser introduces the master concept of
epistemological break in order to show how the old scientific
Marx has settled his relationship with his previous Hegelian-
Feuerbachian ideological problematic based on the notions of

man, essence, alienation, freedom and reason.

Fifthly, science develops through dialectical mutation
or epistemological  rupture. In the construction of
scientific problematic object of knowledge is not confused
with the real object. Science has a self-referential
protocol which does not require a validation from the

“external phenomenal reality.

Sixthly, history is a process without a subject and
goal. In fact there is a primacy of the scientific structure

over the ideological history.

Seventhly, revolution in the structure takes place when
all historically-accumulated contradictions converge together

and form a ruptural unity.

Eighthly, Althusser’s announcement of the concepts of
dictatorship of proletariat and concrete class humanism
denounces the revisionist theses of peaceful transition to

socialism through democratic and parliamentary road, peaceful
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co-existence between socialism and capitalism, and personal

abstract humanism.

The  above-mentioned mutually related theoretical
innovations are the explicit expression of Althusser’s
philosbphical intervention in Marx’s works; and his
intervention in a political and ideological conjucture was
produced by a constellation of factors like the presentation of’
Marxist theory .in non-Marxist way, the split in the
International Communist Movement, R. Garaudy’s atteﬁpt to
establish a virtual bond between communists, socialists and
Christians fér the construction of an advanced democracy in
France, and the denunciation of Stalin and cult of
personality on the one hand and announcement of the thesis of
"Everything for Man" for the peacefﬁl co-existence between
‘capitalism and socialism on the other by the 20th CPSU.
Althusser says that the scientific revolutionary theory of
Marxism has been put under effective crisis by petti-
bourgeois intellectuals and practioners who highlight the
principles of philosophy of man, anthropological realism,
1socia1isml with humén face, 1individual liberty and abstracﬁ
personal humanism which are related to the ideological/non-
scientific problematic of the young Marx. Demogogically
produced bolitical criticism by Khrushchev on Stalin’s
authoritarian  voluntarism and political crimes and his
evaluation of Stalin’s persdnality with psychological indexes

such as persecution mania and brutal instincts followed by

mass repression and terror can be seen as a bourgeo.s
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ideological. reaction or right wing critique, because it
denounces "certain facts about legaiusuperstructure without
reference to the rest of the Soviet superstructure such as
the state and party on the one hand and infrastructure such
as the relations of production, class relations and the forms
of class structure on the other."®  The 20th CpSU should
have criticized Stalin’s violation of socialist légality in
té}ms of (i) the state and party, and (ii) the class
struggle, not in terms of cult of personality which is alien
to Marxist theory. Althusser also underlines those
conditions under which the theoretical non-revolutionary
philosophy emergedlin France. Those conditions are nothing
but the consolidation of bourgeis power through  three
revolutionary moments of 1789, 1830 and 1848 which
assimilated intellectual force and agency in the favour of
liberal ideological corder which soon became associated with
the production of philosophies of idealism, reformism,
spiritualism, cultural provnicialism, the politics of
activiém and neo-Hegelian movement; and in modern times the
;French misery" has appeared due to the proclamation of the
idealist writings of the young Marx.> Now, the ideologies of
the Communist Party of France are deeply rooted into
progressive democratic socialism in terms of maximalist

interpretations of social progress implicit in measures such

4. Althusser, ESC, p.75.

5. L. Althusser, For Marx (London: NLB/Verso Edition,
(1986), pp.25-28. (This text hereinafter referred to as
FM) .



184

as nationalization of property, redistribution of income,
democratic and rational planning and curbs on authoritarian

political practices.

Thus the ever-icreasing tendency of the production of
neo-Hegelian caricature of Marxism and accéptance of the
politics of democratic road to socialism by the enlightened
communist philosophers forced Althusser to regenerate a
theoretiéio;practice through which materialist philosophy is
contrasted with all forms of idealist philosophy. In the
wake of crisis in Marxism and workers” movement at the global
levél, Althusser reads Marx’s works as a philosopher in order
to identify the specific object of study and the specificity
of its rélations to that object by picking up the
developmental character of problématic of texts through the
discourse of unconscious. For him Marxism is a science of

society and politics based on the concepts of mcde of

proéa&tibn,.surplus value, élaéé4strug§ié eﬁé.rahd ig“is;wét o
the same time, a materialiéb philosophy which enables
ideologists  of the working class to accept the proletarian
class position in theory as well as in practice. In the
course of reconceptualization of Marx’'s entire works, he
always makes a confrontation between Hegel and Marx in the
theoretical terrain; and consequently he tries to identify
the young Marx (EPM, 1844) as a practioner of Hegelian-
Fggerbachian closed ideological problematic coupled with
liberal politicél practice and the old Marx (capital) as a

theoretician who denounced his all philosophical/ideological
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consciousness. The difference between the Young Marx and the
0l1d Marx can be explained by the term epistemological break

i.e. a change in problematic of theory construction.

Althusser’s scientific model of Marxism emerges from his
filial association with various idealist theorists such as-
spinoza, Bachelard, Freud, Martine and Lacan who generated
_mtheLgonpepts of structural causality, epistemological break,
science of unconscioushess, problematic and decentered
subject respectively. Althusser's “structural Marxism’,® if
the title is correct, applies all these concepts for the
restructuration of materialist philosophy and science which,
in turn, will negate the unfortunate Hegelian ideological
baggage within the dictionary of Marxian discourse.
Bachelard, a materialist philosopher of science, rejects the
schema of incremental advancement in ever,h advancing
scientific knowledge and proposes this thesis that the growth
of scientific‘knowledge can be explained through
epistemological break through which the scientific ideas are

disconneéted with their previous ideological ideas. In fact;

[

6. Note: Althuser says that he is not a structural-Marxist
" because structuralism believes in formal idealism and
assigns primacy to process over contradiction; while his
‘method, under the influence of Spinoza’s structural
casuality, can be known as dialectical materialist
casuality which assigns primacy of contradiction over
process; it attests the thesis of revolutionary science
based upon revolutionary theoretical class positions and
uses the terms like determination of structure by
economy in the last instance, domination/subordination
among the parts of the decentered totality, and multiple
contradictions. For detailed explanation see Essays in
Self Criticism. pp.126-31; and also Foreword to Italin
Edition of RC.
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he speaks of reorganization and mutation of scientific

knowledge by highlighting the importance of " epistemological

value” established by the philosophy of scientific culture.7
The idea of pre-scientific knowledge gives rise to a theory
of lapsed history; whereas the status of scientific knowledge
is associated with the history of rupture. Once scientific
knowledge comes out from ideological knowledge, -its
legitimacy is not attested by empirical reality but by its
own institutions;.cohesion and laws that together constitute
a scientific city. Science develops through a rétionally
orgaﬁized critique of previous illusionary idea embedded in
the closed space of‘philosophical immobalism; and then it
lays bare new horizon of open space of scientific knowledge
which "has no object outside its own activity;thatis, in
itself, in its practice, its own productive norms and the

"8. Thus science is a self-

criteria of its existence
referential and self-validating entity. The proceés'Of
progessive objéctificatidn of scientific knowledge
presupposes. a double movement in a sense that, first of all,
it breaks its association with apparent obviousness of
connotative ideological articulation of discourse and then it

pur ifies its concept in opposition to early idea. Science

survives not through a magical force immanent in reality but

7. D. Lecourt, Marxism and Epistemology, NLB, Loﬁdon, 1975,
~  p.l10.

8. Ibid., p.26.
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through a rational force immanent to scientific mind. Like
popper, Bachelard (though he rejects analytical philosophy)
believes that scientific error plays a vital role in
constituting an essential moment 1in the production of
scientific knowledge. Kuhn's discontinuist model of the
history of science belongs to the same rationélist
epistemology of Bachelard. Kuhn says that normal science is
replaced by revolutionary science through paradigm switch.
But the problem'with his model is that once revolutionary
paradigm is institutionalized, it becomes a conservative
force which further generates its condition of hegation; thus
it falls in the trap of Hegelian evolutionary process of
negation of negation. Bachelard tries to give a "materialist
'cast of his philosophy thpouéh the concepts of scientific
city which constitutes its own norms ih material form
reflected through institutions, meetings, cqlloquié, not in
the pure space of disembodied.minds".9 However; his
transcendental idealism mounts its face by highlighting the
concept of mind, not the concept of scientific culture.
Despite this weakness, Bachelard’s thesis that science
develops through reorganization, ruptures and mutations of

the critical point of theory-construction, inspired Althusser

" to apply it to Marx’s political economy in which there was a

break in 1845, a break that signified an absolute difference

between the .closed ideological problematic of the young Marx

9. Ibid., p.82.
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who explained reality through the notions of man, essence,
alienation, liberty and reason on the one hand, and open
scientific problematic of the mature Marx who discovered the
concepts of mode of production, class~struggle, relations of
production, surplus value, exploitation etc. as the new
tools tograsp the axis of reality on the other. Althusser,
‘thus, writes that the theoretical practice of science is
'qlways ocmpletely distinct from the ideological theoretical
practice of its prehistory and this distinction takes the
form of a qualitative theoretical and historical
discontinuity which he would follow Bachelafd in calling an

epistemological break.19.

Spinoza is an another tutor of Althusser. For him
Spinoza was the first philosopher who developed the thesis of
anti—ﬁelelogical theory of history by conceiving God as
immanent cause of the world of all things; God is given,
prior, total, independent and immanent and His presence can
be seen in the effects. He produces the effects within the

whole structure.

In calling God the immanent cause of all things, Spinoza
may mean either that God is Nature as the totality of things
.or that He is Nature as the totality of fécts. The concept
of structural causality of Spinoza subsumes that the order
and connection of ideas is the same as the order and

connection of things, because universe is constructed on a

10. L. Althusser, FM, pp.167-8.
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single substance of God who is an absolute reference point
for‘.i'ts object of Knowledge. Althusser finds in Spinoza a
concept of structural causality capable of accounting for the
relationship between a structure which is a ‘.hi.dden' or
“absent cause” and its effects within the order of things.
Following the message of Spinoza, Althusser explains
structural casuality in terms of mode of production. The
concept of mode_of productionr, to be sure, is a secular
version of the Spinozist conception of God as the immanent
cause of all things. Mode of production can be seen through
its effect; it functions as the absent cause behind the
appearance of commedity on the market place. Production of
knowledge must recognize a theory of the opacity of immediate
based on the realization that the manifest does notpresent
thel latent and, at the same time, unlike Hegelianism, but
like gpinoza's philosophy, it must make this assertion tht
"the object of knowledge or essence is distinct from the real
object such as the idea of the circle which is the object of
knowledge must not be confused with the ‘circle, which is the
real object“.ll In fact, Spinoza’s distinction between idea
and ideatum corresponds to Althusser’s instruction to make a
distinction between object of knowledge and the real object.
For Spinozathe criterion of truth is determined by self-
referential system and internal coherence between concepts;

because "the idea of truth and the idea of the Jurisdiction

11. L. Althusser and E. Balibar, RC, p.40.
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of a criterion always go together because the furtipof the
criterion is to identify the Truth of what is true..."What is
true" identifies itself not as a Presence but as a Product as
it emerges in its production".12 Taking this clue from
Spinoza, Althusser considers this fact that the production of
écientific knowledge is internal to theoretical practice
itselftwhich has its own criteria of validation, legitimation
and proof-value, and it does not sit on the door of empirical
'worldrto éet its sanction. 1In opposition to pragmaticism and
empiricism, Althusser maintains that "it has been possible to
apply Marx’s theory with success because it ig true’; it is
not true because it has been applied with success"..... "the
whole matter is non problematic because theoretical practice
is its own criteria, and contains in itself definite
protocols with which to validate of its product"; the
established sciences themselves provide the criteria of
validity of their knowledge."13 Thus Althusser’s extreme
hostility to empiricism and Hegelianism forces him to mediate
his relationship with Marx via Spinoza. In conformity with
the mechanical model of history of Spinoza’s natural
philosophy, he gives this idea that structure is immanent in
its effects; that subject is the centre of illusion, that
idéology is an imaginary representation of reality, and that
theory is a practice independent of external/phenomenal world

of facts.

12. Althusser, Lp, p.137.

13. L. Althusser and E. Balibar, RC, pp.56-59.
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Althusser’s advocacy for no-unified center - whether it
is spiritual or material - provides him an arm to fight
against theoretical-humanism which keeps "man" at the centre

of history and assigns autonomous action to human subject.
Althussér's theorem of history, as a process without subject
and goal, derives its strength from Lacan’s concept of
_decentered subject. For Lacan subject is not an entity with
an identity, But é being created in the fissure of radical
shift. The main thrust of science of unconscious, based on
reorientation to psyéhoanalysis of Fréud, is to show how .
subject 1s constructed and deconstructed, as Lacan has
pointed out that "if the unconscious has taught us anything,
i; is firstly this, that somewhere, in the other, it knows
" and it knows precisely because it is upheld by the ;ignifiers
through which. subject is constituted".l4 It is through
material signifier through which the discourse of unconscious
knows more thaﬁ what a being does and believes to be true in
the ideological world of conscious knowledge. Influenced by
Lacan, Althusserian Marxism tells us that subject is an agent
or bearer of a fixed relation of production and his role 1is
already-always determined by the structural_causality Qﬁnwgqg )
of production. Althusserian determinism is the reverse side

of Sartrean decisionism and teleological history of Comte,

Hegel and Young Marx. Derrida also supports the thesis of

14. Jacques Lacan, Feminine Sexuality, ed. by Juliet Mitchell
and Jacqueline Rose (New York: W.W. Norton & Company,
1985), p.158.
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decentercd subject when he says that "centre has no fixed
locus, natural site; it is a function}'a sort of nonlocus in
which infinite number of sign-substitutions, repetitions and
transformation come into play.15 Derrida’s discourse on
deconstruction thesis assumes this fact that everything
begins ‘'with structure, configuration or relationship, at the
same time, it abandons its all reference to a centre, to a
subject, to an origin etc. Thus there emerges the notion of

decentered subject within structure.

In order to combat Hegelian ﬁodel of the immediate
reading of essence Althusser surrendered himself before
Freudian science of unconscious discourse where truth is
discovered by symptomatic reading of an object of knowledge.
Althusser’s commitment to a passion of science forces him to
write that "only since Freud we begun to suspect what
listening and hence speaking (and keeping silence) means;
that this meaning of speaking and listening reveals beneath
the innocence of speech and hearing the culpable depth of a
second, a quite different discourse, the discourse of
unconscious".1®. Freud’s analysts” symptomatic reading of
.patient’s utterances is used by Althusser to discover the
underlying problematic of Marx’s texts. He believes that

reading of texts is a matter of competence because the truth

15. J. Derrida, Structure, Sign and Play in the Discourse of
the Human Sciences.Writing and Difference (Chicago,
1978), pp.279-80. ‘

16. L. Althusser and E. Balibar, RC, p.l6.
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of history cannot be read in the manifest discourse of text,
rathe; truth is located in the silent unconscious theoretical
discourse whose effect can be seen in the production of
knowledge. It is not psychological vision of a subject but a
determinate theofetical labour that can understand as to how
discourse moves by a double movement of exclusion and
inclusion of concepts. For example, on the eve of
epistemological break, Marx's theoretical problematic made an

attempt to negate the ideological notions of alienation, man

~and negation of negation; and.sought to evolve the concepts

of mode of production, surplus value etc. for the
inauguration of scientific theory. Further, it is also noted
that Freud applied the concepts of condensation, displacement
and over-determination to his understanding of the complex
mode of articulation of dréam~structure. Althusser has used
all these concepts in order to understand the structure and
function of the unevenly-developed heterogenous:

contradictions of social formation. Althusser believes that,

in stable time, the essential contradictions of complex

social formation are neutralized by the displaéemet of one
contradiction by another contrédiction such as the dominant
role of economy can be replaced by the dominant role of
polity. It happens because in a normal time the various
levels/contradictions of complex social formation are
relatively autonomous or overdetermined. But, in
revolutionary situation, all contradictions are reduced to
economic contradiction and form a ruptural unity in the

process of condensation.
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The concept of problematic plays a maSter role in the
theoretical formulation of Althusserian Marxism. Problematic -
-whether philosophical or scientific in nature - consists of a
set of problems, questions and terms as well as set of
possible answers and solutions to the problemé posed under
any problematic all questions and problems are put into
interrelational form in which the nature, locus and function
of each concept can be explained in relation to other
concepts of the same problematic. Two isolated concepts,
derived from two antagonistic problematics, canno; be
compéred because such clecticism will be, at best,
superficial and, at worst, misleading. Sighting of a problem
is no longer an act of individual subject and his
psychological vision, it is the relation of immanent
reflection between the field of the problemaic and its

17 Thus it is not the faculty of

objects and its problems.
vision that sees, chooses and determines the range of
problems. Rather it is thg self-constituted field of
lproblemaéic that determines what it has to see and what it
has not-to see, what it has to include and what ;t has to
exclude, what object it has sight and what object it has to
oveésight, and what it has to make visible and what it has to
make invisible. In the development of a theory invisible is

inscribed in the inner darkness of exclusion made by

17. L. Althusser and E. Balibar, RC, p.25.
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conscious and critical visible. Thus theory-production is
internal to the practice of determinate labour which acts and

reacts on the developmental pattern of problematic.

Althusser’s attack on Hegelian expressive totality and
teleological history of reason led him to recognize certain
positive discoveries in the works of Montesquieu, "probably
the first person before Marx who undertook to think history
without attributing to it an end i.e. without projecting the
consciousness of men and their hope onto the time of
history".l8 According to Althusser, while explaining the
typology of principies and functions of stéte/government
Montesguieu gave the concept of "concrete dynamic.totalitY"
based upon the principles of laws of identity and
contradiétion. MOntesquieufs theory of determination of
concrete totality of state by its determinate principle is
related to Marx’'s determination of society, in the last
insgance, by economy. The positive discovery of dialectics
of concrete history by Montesqueiu stimulated Marx to
construct his theory of scientific history. Thus we see that
Althusser’s untranscendable provocative celebration of .
Marxian discourse has been manufactured on those conceptual
raw materials which ha&e been supplied by idealist

philosophers: Spinoza, Montesquieu, Freud, Bachelard etc. In

18. L.Althusser, Politics and History: Montegquieu, Rousseau,
Marx (London: NLB/Verso Edition, 1982), p.50. For a
detailed explanation see pp.50-53. (This text herein-
after referred to as PH).
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conformity with Leninism, Althusser says that there cannot be
a revolutionary practice without a revolutionary theory. By
a8 revolutionary theory he means a theory that has no
connection with the various forms of idealist philosophy. If
it is so, then logically it implies that probably he cannot
manufacture a scientific theory of Marxism so long as he is
schooled in the idealist philosophy. But, for better or .
worse, we have been convinced that Althusser’s Marxism is a
scientific revolutionary discourse the western Marxism has

ever produced.
Althusser 's Marxism = Philosophy + Science

Althusser’s Marxism tries to delegitimize the two
principal variants - historicism and humanism - of the single
invariant ideological problematic of Hegel or young Marx and,
in the same stroke, it revolutionizes this thecretical
position that Marxism consists of two separate disciplines:
(1) materialist philosophy (Dialectical Materialism), and
(i1) méterialist science of society and history (Historical
Materialism). The object of dialectical materialism is
concerned with the theory of the history of scientific
knowledge production; whereas the object of historical
materialism aims at the explanation of various modes of
production, their structufe, constitution, articulation,
conditions of existence and contradiction leading to
structural transformation. Both-disciplines have to be
 separated in Marxism. If we reduce dialectical materialism

to historical materialism, as it has been done by Young
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Lukacs and Korsch, then history becomes an originating and
basic category rather than a concept to be constituted, and
reflection on the structures gaining consciousness of their
meaning is a function of the structures themselves which are
ineriorized in process of mediation; and if historical
materialism is reduced to dialectical materialism, then a
positivist-empiricist interpretation emerges which dilutes
the proper object of historical materialism by subsuming all
“historical objects under the same universally valid abstract
law and a model requlating all historical concretization.t?.
For Althusser philosophy and science are not mutual mirror-
recognition structure; rather philosophy deals with the
history of the production of kndwledge; while science deals
with the existing content of knowledge. He argues that there
are only three major globai scientific. revolutions or
ruptures such as the celebration of the “continent of
Mathematics® by the Greeks, the inauguratién of the
"continent" of physics" by Galileo, and the opening up the
"Continent of History" by Marx, and these three scientific
revolutioné respectively induce the birth of three forms of
philosophy: (i) idealist philosophy announced by Plato,'(ii)
materialist philosophy created by Descartes, and (iii)

”revdluﬁionary political philosophy of class struggle

" established by Marx’s 11lth thesis on Feurbach and implemented

by Lenin and Mao. Accordig to this Schema what we note is

19. Nicos poulantzas, Political power and Social Classes
(London: NLB/Verso Edition, 1978),pp.11-12.
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-Mmm“thagpthe birth of science is prior to the evolution of
philosophy, thus philosophy is always late; it is always
postponed and it lags behind science. One of the remarkable
points in Althusser’s works is that there is no royal road to
science, since the production of scientific knowledge
requires a long painful theoretical labour conditioned by
political problems. Similarly, establishment of the hegemonic
position of materialist philosophy demands a constant
struggle against the idealist philosophy. ' Thus the
construction of a bond between Marxist theory and workersf
movement is a number one theoretical and practical problem in

the present as it was in the past.

'Now, first of all, let us deal with the conception of
philsophy and then the conception of scientific knowledge
separately. It is remarkable to note that Althusser has not
gi&en a homogeneous definition of philosophy. In his early
texts like "For Marx" and "Reading Capital" Althusser defines
philosophy as a "Theory of theoretical practice"20 or
"Theoretical practice of science".?l Here Althusser argues
that the main object of philosophy (Marx) is to produce a
knowledge; thus it has an epistemological and theoretical
status like a science. 1Its structure and function can be
located in the coﬁstituted thought-process. For Althusser
dialectical materialism is a "Theory" with éapitaiﬂ?which

refers to practice in general whose main job is to transform

20. L. Althusser, FM, pp.171, 173 and 256.

21. L. Althusser and E. Balibar, RC p.31.
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the ideological practice of existing empirical practices into
knowledge of scientific truth. But later on he recognizes
his Eheoreticist deviation and argues in the texts "Lenin and
Philosbphy and other Essays" and "Politics and History" that
philosophy has to do more with socio-political function than
with.ﬁhéoretical function. Now philosophy is recognized
"class-struggle in theory", or a "case of ideological
partisanship", though it still defends Marx’s scientific
theory of historical materialism from the ideological
contamination so long as philosophy is linked to Marxist
science. But Althusser quickly points out that "philosophy
lags behind sciencé in Marxist theoryﬂ22 However, Marxist
philosophy will continue to exist so long aé the production
of scientific knowledge exists. Althusser argues that
philosophy is & site where a continuous ideological struggle
exists between the idealist dialectic and the materialist
dialectic. Philosophy enables us to take a class position in
theory and practice, thus it is a class struggle in theory.
To do philosophy means to do politics and vice-versa in the
‘field of theory. 1In the eyes of Althusser, Lenin related
revolutionary politics to materialist philosophy. Thus he is
a philosopher-politician. Materialist philosophy helps us in
taking a'proletarian class position on the basis of which we
create and defend the proletarian science of sociét§. Since
'bhilosophy is aﬁ ideological structure, it has no object, no

history, no age in a sense in which a science has an object,

22. L. Althusser, LP, p.19.

as
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hiséory and age. It simply deals with the construction,
reconstruction and repetition of the inherent antagonistic
relationship between idealism and materialism which represent
two contradictory world views about the natural and social .
universe,

——-—-~—---The-total function of materialist proletarian philosophy "~ "~
is to make a double interventién\in the doméin of science and
in the domain of politics; thus it links Marxist science to
workers” movement for thé generation of structural
transformation of social formation in which the materialist
philosophy (re?resenting truth) will denounce the idealist
philosophy, which ptoduces an illusionary lived-relationship
between men and their conditions of existence, The
materialist philosophy understands the world through and in
the theoretical and practical struggle with the idealist-
philosophical discourse. In short, it denotes a number one
rerlutionary politics against the restorative politics of
idealism. When the Marxist science and the Marxis philosophy
work together, the éffect becomes apparent; class-struggle

for the transformation of the world.

Philosophy follows the scientific revolution. Since
dialectical materialism was theorized by Engels and Lenin,
not by Marx, it remained and still remain in the state of
unconstituted and implicit manner. The materialist
philosophy is a revolutionary philosophy which develops a
practibility of business like attitude in order to change the

world of exploitation of labour by capital. Lenin does not
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believe in the pﬁilosopher's philosophy of mere communication
and interpretation; rather he is believer in the scientists'
philosophy of the transformatisn of the world so long as "it
represents class struggle i.e. politics which presupposes an
instance of the science".23 The practical existence of
Marxist philosophy as a critical and ideological
consciousness appears when we become ready to understand and
defend the-interest‘of ths working class in the history of
philosophy as a whole. 1Idealist philosophy defends those

world views in which knowledge is produced and justified in

_advance by religious, ethical and political interests. Here

i

no distinction is made between the object of knowledge-and -
the real world. The consequence of this schema is that since
guestions and problems are fsrmulated in the 1light of

empirical world, knowledge production simply becomes a matter
of representation and reflection of that empirical world. If
the world is false, then the knowledge-production is also
false. Thus in the ideological problematic both the
questions and thsir answers are false and represent "dual
mirror relations". It happens due to the fact that the
"ideological problematics" of "the Cartesian circle, the

Hegelian circle and Husserlian ideological reason"24 do not

diStinguish'the object of knowledge through which knowledge

23. L. Althusser, LP, p.64.

24. L. Althusser and E. Balibar, RC, p.53.
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is produced from the concrete real oblject of empirical world
which always represents a problem—tidden socio-political
interest of a class. By assuming the autonomy of theory
Althusser tells us that the true representation of knowledge
can(be produced if' its object  of knowledgevis separated from
the real concrete world. For Althusserian Mérxism the
assuméd identity of the object of knowledge and the real
object has been the main thrust of idealism and empiricism
which constitute the philosophy of idea or the history of
idea or the philosophy of subject. The philosophy of history
starts its philosophical trade with the notions of man, the
economic subject, human need, spirit, liberty, generic human
nature and empirically concrete human individuals, and then
it produces a closed space of éircular knowledge in which the
same essence is reproduced in different forms. The
ideological problematics of "essence" of idealism and
"subject™ of empiricism represent this closed circle of
knowledge in which the "knowing consciousness" produces

everything in the lightening flesh of actual material world.

'Marxist philosophy serves as a meterialist reminder to
"theory"® of practice i.e. historical materialism which
functiohs as a coﬁceptual apparatus of the science of history
and society. Uniike rapionalistfs and positivist’s
construction of dualism between truth and error, it aspires
for provincial éruth for the endless conguest of new
knowledge. It can rectify its mistake; it can eliminate its

cerror and it can check its limitation. That is why, the
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mature Marx's scientific problematic éliminated the immature
Marg's illusionary ideological problematic, The ﬁaterialist
science defines matter with its attribute of motion and
conceives knowledge in relation to the historical stage of
" science. It was Lenin who defined materialist philosophy in
a more rigorous manner and linked materialist philosophy to
scientific politics. In fact, his materialist philosophy
seeks to know as to what happened in scientific practice.
Thus we can see that Althusser has given two definitions of
philosophy. First of all, he defines philosophy as a "Theory
0f theoretical practice" i.e. the general theory of
scientific knowledge. Here he confuses philosophy with
science. But he soon realized that the identification of the
similar theoretical status of philosophy and science is a
matter of "theoreticist mistake in conceiving the birth of
philosophical revolution and scientific revolution in a
single epistemological break and in regarding philosophy as a
science which has an object, a beginning and a history".24a
In the second stage, Althusser assigns more
practical/political function than theoretical function té
philosophy. It is a battle field in which a war takes place
between the idealist tendency and the materialist tendency.
Its development of revolution as it happends in the
scientific knowledge. Philosophy has no history and age
because of the fact that it is a cognitive/ideological world

which has a tendency to "appear and reappear" or "come back".

24 a. L. Althusser, ESC pp.67-68.
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that is to say that even the oldest philosophy, given the
historical conjecture, may reappear in a new guise in the
moderﬁ time. Thus the domain of philosophy deals the
ideological/ political struggle between idealist philosophy
and materialist philosophy in which one tries to establish
its hegemony over the other. Determination of hegemonic
position depends upon the given historical conjecture in
which theoretical, technical, social and political practices
come together. Like science nothing happens in philosophy.
What happens in the domain of philosophy is the repetition of
the war between the hostile worldviews; thus it leads nowhere
because it i1s going no where since "the history of philosophy

is nothing but the nothing of this repeated inversion".2>

Philosophical battlefield is not éoncerned with the
production of scientific knowledge; rather "it is a class
struggle in theory because it is to give both the class
struggle (the last instance) and the other social practices
'(scientific practice in particular) ﬁheir due in their
"relation" to philosophy“.26 If philosophy is a matter of
ideological/political partisanship in theory, it caﬁnot
become a science; it can simply create raw material for the
production of scientific knowledge which, in turn, will be
defenddby Ehe materialist philosophy itself. Thus Althusser
revised his early defifnition of philosophy in the following

ways.

Y“‘ZS. VL."Althusser,_Eg, p.56.
26. L. Althusser, ESC, p.150.
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{i) Philosophy is not a science and it has no object in the

. sense in which a science has an object;

(ii). pPhilosophy is a practice of political intervention

carried out in a theoretical form;

(iii) ﬁhilosophy makes a double intervention first in the
"political domain as the effect of class struggle, and
then in the theoretical domain as the effect of

scientific practice;

{(iv) It is itself produced in the theoretical domain by the
conjunction of the effects of the class struggle
(political practice) and the effects of scientific

practices, and

(v) It expresses a class opinion, a partisanship in the
entire philosophical discourse of the history of

philosophy.27

Thus philosophy, unlike sciencé, is simply an
ideological position which people maintain in the entire
history of class-divided societies. The difference between
the bourgeois idealist philosophy and the materialist
revolutionary proletarian philoscphy lies in the fact that
the former justifies the existing hierarchical order of
things and simply gives the interpretation and

reinterpretation of reality; while the latter, by combining

'27. L. Althusser, LP, p.105.
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the effects of the Marxian scienhtific practice of material
conditions of existence (as given by Marx) and the effects of
political practyice (as it is the case with Lenin), tries to

bring out a revolutionary transformation in the logic,

structure and mechanism of the capitalist society. The.

fusion of the effects of Marxist philosophy and Marxist
science and their articulation by Lenin and Mao have
produced the Russian socialist Revolution and the Chinese
Socialist Revolution. 1In Althusser s Marxism there is
division of philosophy into two camps: (i) the idealist
bourgeois philosophical philosophy of consciousness (ii) and
the materialist proletarian scientific philosophy of
politics. Similarly, science is also divided into two
sectors: (i) the bourgeois science and {(ii) the proletarian
sciencé. The theory of two sciences came into existence when
Lysenko (the Soviet scientist during the despotic rule of
Stalin) argued that the classical genetics, based on the
invariant theorization of gene which is not even affected by
hybridization, is incompatible within the spirit and letter
of diolectic of Engels.28 In Althusserian Marxism science
has also got a class character. The proletarian true science
has to be counterposed to the bourgeocis pseudo science. From

the door of proletariat class position, the Marxist science

4

28. Dominique Lecourt, Proletarian Science? The Case of
Lysenko (London: NLB, 1977), p.108. For a detailed
explanation see Chapter 5 {pp.100-27), and Introduction
by althusser (pp.7-16).

scientific
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explains the development of society by detecting the
tendenﬁial crisis of the capitalist social formation. It can
be noted that the theory of proletarian science, as a
theoretical touchstone and funcational model for all
scientific and economic development, had been attested and
legitimized by the Soviet state ideological system during the
tenure of Stalin’s rule. We can feel that the materialist
dialectical theory of science (givén by Lysenko), which
opposes a poor man’s Hegelian eveolutionism of things, is
simply a reflection of the technicism of Stalinist politics.
In the contemporary world sociélism and capitalism follow the
same universal science. Althusserian Marxigm argues that
though Marxist philosophy and Marxist science are distinct,

they should be understood together.

For Althusser historical materialism is a science that
deals with the condition of existence, mode of articulation
and mode of dissolution of complex social formation of
society. The complex social formation consists of four
practices: economic practice, political practice,
philosophical practice and scientific practice whose "forms"
are identical but "essences" are different, Historical‘
- materialism can be identified with "theory" in inverted
. commas whose major function-is to provide a determinate real
science of society and history. The production of ever
developing scientific knowledge takes place in a constituted
thought-process which is not affected by the constraint of

real and concrete empirical world. This implies that the
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‘production of scientific knowlege, first of all, makes a
distinction between the object of knowledge and the real
object, and then it imposes its internal effects over the
structure of real world. The scientific knowledge develops
its own conditions of existence, its own protocol, its own
proof value and its own dembnstrative effect. It is an
autonomous practice which has no socio-political
conditioning. Every theory is, in essence, a problematic
i.e. the theoretico-systematic matrix for posing every
" problem concernihg the object of theory.29 Thé proddction of
knowledge deals with the cbnstruction of problems and
problem-solution mechanism in order to explain the concrete

specific developmental situation of social formation.

Production of knowledge is always polemical in a sense
that it, first, gives a radical critique of illusionary
idealist ideology and then it tries to see a marked
difference between the scientific character of kno&ledge and
the pre-scientific knowledge. Further, theoretical
production is one of the autonomous practices of social
totality;- but its survival condition is ensured by the
separate production and reproduction of economic practice,
political practice and ideological practice. The unity of

" theory and practice is first achieved within each practice by
TTTTTT 77T whidh Althusser means "any process of transformationof a = ~
determinate given raw materiallinto a determinate product, a

transformationeffected bydeterminate human labour using

29. L. Althusser and E. Balibar, RC, p.155.
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determinate means (of éractices)" and he continues to say
that "in any practice, thus conceived, the determinant moment
(or element) is neither the raw material nor the product, but
the practice in the narrdw sense:the moment of labour of
transformation itself, which sets to work in a specific
structure, men, means and a technical method of utilizing the
means".30 gcientific practice, 1like other practices of
spcigl_formation, produces knowledge by:following three.
successive stages what Althusser calls Generality I,
Generality II and Generality IIi. Generality I is identified
Qith the abstract theoretical raw material; Generality II 1is
concerned with the instrument and means of determinate
theoretical labour and Generality III is related to the
"concrete~in-thought" or knowledge-production. Knowledge 1is
produced when Generality I (abstract structure) 1is
transformed into Génerality I1I (concrete structure) by
Generality II (which refers to the stage of scientific
abstraction produced by human labour). In opposition to
empiricism, Marx says that knowledge does not proceed from
the concrete to the abstract, but from the abstract to
concrete which takes place in thought; while the real
object, which gives rise to this whole process, exists
outsiae of thought and in opposition to Hegel, Marx

maintained that the movement from the abstract to the

30. L. Althusser, FM, p.166-7.
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concrete is not manner of producing reality, but of coming to

know it.3l.

In the dialectic of practice, Generality I and

& theoretical raw material to be manipulated; while the

latter is a finished productﬁi,e.knowledge. Generality II
is not at all the simple development of Generality I, rather
its passage is from the "in-itself" to the "for-itself"
because it is a science under consideration. It is the
process of real transformation whose forms are rooted in
mutation and reCohstruction of given raw materials which
induce real qualitative discontinuities in theoretical
production. True, in the process of transforming Génerality I
igtd Generality III, the.transformative function of
Generality II is itself transformed. For ekample the
scientific knowledge (Generality III) of Marx’s Capital is a
product of the use of Hegelian dialectic (Generality II) on
labour theory of value of Ricardo and the class struggle of
French: socialism (Generality 1I). Marxfs makes Hegel work on
Ricardo in which the theoretical instrument of labour, which
transforms the theoretical raw material, is itself
transformed by its work of transformation. That is to say
that "the Hegelian dialectic has been transformed in the

theoretical work it has carried out on Ricardo";32. Thus in

the very process of producing scientific knowledge production

31. L. Althusser, ESC, p. 190.

32, L. Althusser, PH p.173.

" Generality III are not identical because the former is-meteiy’%
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the terms and conditions of Hegelian dialectic were changed
' by the emerging materialist dialectic,. TO change the
Hegelian dialectic is not a matter of simple invergion but a
matter of obposition between idealism and materialism.
Althusser, further, points out that a new science does not
emerge from a sudden rupture with its pre-scientific
knowledge, the rupture in science must be understood as
opening up a new terrain of problems and concepts with which .
a new scientific theoretical system mught be produced. At
thisrl point Althusser rejects his previous position of
Upbsiéivist epistemology in. thch idebloéy (false) is
counterposed to science (truth}). Now he accepts this fact
“that even after scientific break the ideological problematic -
may work as an epistemological obstacle in the development of
scientific  problematic. The basic characteristic of
ideological problematic is that like epmiricism, it does
produce truth by establishing a congruence between subject
and object, between thought and thing and between concrete-
in-thought and the concrete-real. Here knowledge beccomes a
reflection of reélity and it is guided by the extra-theoretic
practices of religious and political interests of a given
class 1i.e. minority ruling class. Its terms, conditions,
problems and questions are constructed in such a manner so as
to resolve the inconsistency of the real worlds by a slight
theoretical displacement. Preconceptualization of problem-

structure by the ideological problematic can be seen in
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purkheimian problem of social order. Thus the ideological
problematic gives a closed knowledge structure, embedded into
extra-theoretical practices of religio-political interest of
society which represent only the ideological problems.
Ideology is gquided by " interests’ beyond the necessity of
knowledge alone.33 It takes its meaning from the current
interests in whose survival it is subjected. The ideological
problems do not provide us any means to verify the knowledge
and its effect simply by interests which télls us neither its
point of beginning nor its point of maturatioﬁ. As opposed
to the ideolcgical problematic, the scientific poroblematic
makes a distinction  between the concrete-in-thought and the
concrete-real; it is not governed by the external theoretical
practice, interest and problem-structure of concrete-real
and, above all, its object produces a demonstrative effect in
terms .of changing the concrete empirical world. . The
cognitive validity of a scientific theory is derived from its
ability to assist in the formation of world views of the
groups in question. More particularly the validity of a
theory is maintained by its own immanent criteria, internal
coherence, iunternal critique and self-proof. In Althusser
'schema, epistemological break refers to the phenomenon of
emerging scientific knowledge from the ideological knowledge.
But the major question that haunts our mind is: how does the
closed ideclogical  problematic allow itself for the

generation of scientific problematic?  Since Althusser does

33. L. Althusser and E. Balibar, RC, p.141.
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not give any attention to this problem, his claim that the
foundation of science emerges out of mutation in theoretical
ideology, becomes  problem-riddeen and unintelligible.
Further Althusser argues that science 1s an autonomous,
neutral and cbjective practice. But we constantly find that
whenever there is a struggle between classes, the state
apparatus of dominant class uses scientific-knowledge in
order to annihilate its enemy. Then how can science be

neutral if politics regulates it?

Althusser’s self-attested internal theory of science is
close to Bhaskar's realist theory of science. According to
Bhaskar science 1is producted by the imaginative  and
disciplined work of men on what i$ given to them and the
criteria of science are internal to thought; thus science
presupposes the ontological independence and the possible
disjunction of the domain of the real.34. Althusserian
Marxism, it seemg, Jjoins issue with Hegel and Wittgenstein in
saying that all thoughts, even science, emerge ultimately out
of ordinary perceptual Jjudgement and the criteria of
‘reflective acceptability. Fér Althusser a fact cannot be
used to test the adequacy of a theory, because it is only
within the problematic of a theory that facts are bfought to

light. This apriorism ‘that truth is the inward criterion

34. Roy Bhaskar, Realist Theory of Science (Sussex: The
Harvester Press Limited, 1978), pp.185-6.
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both of itself and falsehood, states that an idea is false if
it does not fit in or cohere with other ideas of the same
sort. Really the internalist science of Althusserian Marxism

is based upon the coherence theory of truth.

Althusser always tells us that knowledge is manufactured
"only within knowledge in the process of knowledge, not in
the development of the real concrete".35 This means that
the important domain for the production of knowledge is the
order of constituted-thought, not the order of the real.
But, at one place, Althusser himself confuses the'knowledge
with the real when he writes that "the real is identical to
the means of knowingkit, the real is its known or to-be-known
structure";36 In this way he becomes the prisoner of
~idealism and empiricism to which he has registered a protest.
We fail to understand as to how Althusserian Marxism
understands the relationship between social being and
' consciousness. TO fix an autonomous status = to
cognitive/abstract knowledge and to treat éelf—exptrapolative
theory formation in complete isolation from reality look like
the theorization of a species of idealism, truism and what

E.P. Thompson calls "theoreticist solipsism".37

35. L. Althusser and E. Balibar, RC, p.108.
36. L. Althusser, FM, p.246.

37. E.P. Thompson, The Poverty of Theory (London: Merlin
Press, 1981), p.17.
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Althusser’s theoretical project attempts to put a
counter signature of the struturalist claim against the
Sartrian philosophical idealism and it makes a sacrifice of
the pole of human agency ésubjectivism) in the service of the
pole of structure (objectivity). The sustained hostility of
althusser's theory to subjectivism or methodological
individualism requires a form of realism in social theory;
but 1t cannot adopt either of the historical poles -
subjectivism (agency) and objectivism (structure) which are

the legacy of the nineteenth century either absolute idealism

" (Neo-Platonism) or materialism. On can supress the polarity -

~of agency and structure and the fixation of the supremacy of

spg@ggu:e over agency on the basis of this argument that all
agents have practical knowledge or what Anthony Giddens calls
"discursive consciousness"3® about the social structure.
Howéver, the unintended consequence of an intended action and
the tacit rules of structure iimit individual’s understanding
of social world. The duality between voluntarism and
determism, between subject and object and between the
conscious mode of cognition and the unconscious mode of
cognition can be resoived by the "theory of structuration"32
which makes a powerful balance between  functionalism

{emphasis on structure), hermeneutic socioclogy (actor’s

38. Anthony Giddens, Central Problems in Social Theory
- {London: The Macmillan Press, 1979), p.5.

39. Anthony Giddens, A Contemporary Critique of Historical
Materialism (London: The Macmillan Press Ltd., 1981),
D.5.
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‘meaningful action which has an unintended consequence) and

Althusserian structuralism (structural contradictions).

Althusser’s science is antithetical to idealist
problematic. But when he announces that the raw material of
theory is given, then his enlightened theoretical formulation
cannot deny 1its self-imprisonment within the classical
rationalist epistemology of apriorism, at least, at the

~ ~

levels of Generality I and Generality II. That is why E.P.

‘Thompson registers a criminal case against the self-attested

‘internal beauty of the Althusserian queen ‘of theoreticism

whose clothes are tailored ‘on- the instrument of
"scholasticism, intellectual  freaks, bourgeois elitism and

static structuralist ideology a -historical theoreticism

~disclosed itself as idealism and consequently it is only a

means for the justification of theology and reason"140. In

‘the course of disciplining the petti-bourgeoisie instinct of

humanist-Marxists, Althusser develops the thesis of the
autonomy off science~-in—-general and Marxism-as-science in
particular which progresges through epistemological rupture
or dialectical leap. This model of science seems to be
identical to Feyerébend's concept ‘of tgeoretical anarchism

and Kuhn's paradigm switch. For Feyerabend theoretical

anarchism is the best medicine for epistemology and the

N

40.-WE.§. Thdﬁpson; oplcit.ubp. 3-4
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philosophy of science.402 Theoretical aharchism promotes the
progressive movement of sciencejby chéllenging the ' hegemonic.
positionv of law-and-order science and by undercutting the
authority & of reason. But uﬁlike Althusser, Feyerabend
accepts the - importance-- -0f-- facts :»and--msays -+ that
incompatability  or " mutual .negation _bétween fagts and
theoriés\creates the ground for the re§olutionary deve lopment’
of objective scientific knowledge which contradicts the
established -metaphysical world view. - The ruptural model of
science gets 1its legitimacy even though Kuhnfs\ concept of
"paradigm shiftn4l which refers to this point that science
is not a evolutionary process but a fevolutiohary process in
which the old paradigm is displaced by the newx paradigm in
order to achieve maxiﬁum objectivity of knowledge. Like
Feyerabend, Kuhn also accepts the wor’d of facts énd argues
that revolution takes places when there is an immense crisis
in. normal sciénce's‘\paradigm. Crisis . reéults from the
Sustéined inconsiétency between old theories and new fécts.
In order to show the logical validity of his theory and new
facﬁs.' In order to show the logical validity of his theory
of - scientific revolution, Kuhn cites an example from
astronomy in whichy there took a major upheaval when

'

Copernicus replaced the "theory of earth-centered universe by

40a. Paul Feyerabend, Against Method (Londoni Verso Edition,
1979), pp.17 and 27.

41. Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1970), p.85.
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the theory of sun-centered univer s€42 in order to develop
more éimplicity and accuracy about the planetary motion of
the natural universe. In the science.of natural universe,
the language éf reconstruction-thesis has been attested even
by Alfred Kuhn's statement that "the tfansformation of the
structural and functional plans of specieé in the course of
evolutidﬁ cémprises the reconstruction of the organs
accompanying cémplex functional changes; it requires a change
in the norm of reaction :affecting’ the individual

developmental precesses which, in turn, must‘change and must

be inpegrated in a new".43

The reconstruction thesis of science, .advocated by
Feyerabend’s theoretical anarchism and Kuhn's paradigm shift,
does not question the validity of empirical factual world.
Unlike Althusser internalist science, these intellectuals
mediate a dialectical relationship between the\of&%ﬂSOffacté

and the order of thought. In the eyes of Althusser’s self-
referential cognitive model of science, this kind of
knowledge schema 1is associated with the pragmatist and
eméiricist—epistemolégy, since it derives its energy from the
immediately apparent empirical world of fécﬁs. »Albhusser
points 6utl that the socialist-proletarian science is not

brought into existence simply by the needs of society or by

42. Thomas S. Kuhn, The Copernican Revolutlon (Harvard
' University Press, 1971), p.1.

43. Alfred Kuhn, Lectures onvDevelopmentél Physiology
(New York: Springer-verlag, 1971),p.4.:

/
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the interest of any class. This view is consistent with the
Leninist Jjudgement that it would be necessary' to bring
Marxist science‘to the working class from‘the autside. The
other major point, made by Althusser, is that science is
prbduced by events and criteria which are internal to the
theoretical practiqe{ What Althusser goes on to say is . that
Marxism is a science like the Newtonian science; there/ i;
difference between Marxian science énd bourgeois ideology and
tﬁere is an epistemological break between the hﬁnan ist  Marx
(EPM) and the scientific Marx (Capital);But when we look at
Althusser’s attembt’to transforﬁ the young humanist Marx into
the mature scientific Marx th:ough epistemological break; we
visualise a process that entéils a tacit léap‘which depends
on. éoﬁe quality of leaper. We can also point that it is
Althusser’é suppressed voluntarism that is one of the grounds
for his association with Maoism and his apologetics fo;
Stalinism. Althusser’s interpretation of' two different
Marxes does not only sacrifice material <history to
theoretically constructed history but also it signifies an
ontological regression beééuse it dispenses with.\ the
fundamental insight of the historicity of natural énd human

social existence.44

The production .of rigid dichotomy
bétween fact and idea and the presentation of history as: a

process without a subject do not make us understand as to how

A

44. Alfred Schmidt, History and Structure (London: The
MIT Press, Cambridge, 1983), p.66.
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Marxian historiography deals with the interaction of socially
organized individuals and their ‘connection with both human
énd nohrhqman external naturef In fact, capital represents a
scientific work of Marx; but the scientifié/objective laws of
economics do not ignore / the existence of
éonstitutive/creative human praxis which Althusser does not

recognize in his scientific Marxism.

EPISTEMOLOGICAL BREAK

The scientific  workshop of "vAlthusserian Marxism
introduces = the concept of epistemological break for
dislodging the,historfcél teleology of human immaneﬁce and

_anthropoiogical humanism. To be sure, the functional
necessity of the theoretical category of epistemological

' break in the works of L. Althusser is to ‘identify the
,existéhqe‘ of two mutually opposea problematics not only for
the conétrucfion of a set of problems and questions but also
for the realization of solutions to problems posed. The
discontinuity between the closed ideclogical theoretico-
systematic mat;ix of the young Marx and the'open scieﬁtific
\theeoreticg—systematic matrix of the éld Marx cannot be
explained by a superficial reading/innocent reading but by a
{sympotmatic‘ reading of texts. The main demerit ~of
»superficial ' readidg is that it ieads the text through
.Wﬂim.w~psyéhologicél'yvision;. it’ sees the.product of knowledge ..as
something immédiateli“visible to direct observation and it

takes- the visible presence of certain terms at their face
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value without attembting to penetrate to the le@k>f- the
problematic which determines its own field for posing
‘prgblems and, cdnsequently, getting their answers. Though

the symptomatic readihg of the textual aiscourse of Marx’'s

‘texts, Althusser comes up with this observation that there

was an irreversabie epistemological break in 1845 .in which

.- ... Marx displaced his early theorétical terrain of hﬁmanism by a

new theoretical terrain of science. Epistemological break is

T ~.defined in terms Of "changing terrain  and terms of
p 5§?§blems".45 In 1845 Marx tried to liberate his problematic

&
4

& L
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so that he could provide new answers to reality on the bais

om Hegelian idealism and Feuerbachian sensuous materialism

of a new way of posing questions._ This break was a
. continuous  break nét only in terms of additions/ and
. codification of new concepts like mode of! production,
exploitation, surplus value( class struggle étc. and but also
in terms of the continuous negation of old notions such aé
man, liberty, human nature, alienation, negation of negation
etc. on the eve of epistemological break Marx became opposed
to Smith, Ricardo, Hegel and Feuerbach. In fact he made a
double  rupture: first with the Hegelian concepts of
teleological simple idealist dialectic and simple expressive
ideational totaiity; and ;hen'with Feurbachian concept of
~ theoretical-humanism i.e. a concrete-sehsusous "Man". Marx’'s

new theoretical discovery of mode of production, surplus

45. L. Althusser and E. Balibar, RC, p.155.
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Avalue, masses, class-struggle, .base—superstrﬁcture etc.
discredited the construction of theories of society (from
(Hobbes to Rousseau), political economy of homo oeconomicus
(from 'Petty to Ricardo) ethics (from Descartes to Kant) andl
also theory of ideaiist and materialist knowledge including

pre-Marxist knowledge (from Locke to Feuerbach via Kant).

’

Epistemological break of 1845 did not establish the
.logical coherence of scientific éroblenatic over a night by a
magical force. Rather i£ simply constructed the map of the
"Continent of science" which was subjected to its further
codification, elaboration and verification through the
demonstrative . effect. Its extension and proof required a
- very painful ﬁheoretical labour or theoretical struggle in
which the continuous appearance of new scientific categories
compelled the old idéological notions .to. make their
progressive disappearance. What is required under the thesis
of epistemological break 1is to identify the progressive
stages of Marx's intellectual formation from the initial
stage of contemplati&e radical idealist epistemology (EPM) to
that - of thé final stage. of revolutionary materialist
epistemology (capital). In between these two voppOSite
poles/stages, we find a transitional stage encircled by a wér
betwegﬁ the dying ideological problematic and the emerging:
sciéntific problematic. Thus there are three Marxes: (i) the
"young Marx", (ii) the ™Transitional Marx® and (iii) the

"Mature Marx".
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1. The young Marx

According to Althusservthe whole theoretical problems
and terms of question of the young Marx were based, first, on
rationalist epistemology of Kant and'Fichte (1840-42) and,
then on realist anthropological problematic of Feuerbach
which itself entails the terms and ponditions of the Hegelian
objective idealism (1842-45). Marx;é theoreticalfobsession
with idealism of essence and empiricism of subject could not
make him ablé to give a different set of answer to tﬁe
problem of exploitation of labour by capi;al. Althusserb
believes that since:the works of young Marx such as "Doctoral
ﬁiséertation“, "The Holy Famiiy“, and fThe‘Economic ana‘
Philosophic Manuscripté" tried to look at reality with the
Vnotional/philosophical conceptual<apparatuses of "reason,
'liberty, man, the economic éubject, nééd, the systems of
needs, c¢ivil society, alienaﬁion, thefp, injustice, spirit"”
etc.,46 it was not possible for Marx to come out with a
revolupionary solution. To be more precise, the conservative
philosophical problematic cannot generate a revolutionary
materialist solution ﬁnless,the terms, conditions and
relations §f this very problematic are‘displaced by the
terms, conditions and relations of a new scientific
problemétic. The young Marxldid not do so. That is why he

gave the manifestoes for a radical critique of law and state

46. L. Althusser, ESC, p.l153. .
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and radical transformation of égciety withoqt realizing that J
his theoretical concepts of *Man" and dialectic stem from the
philosophical problematics of Hegel and Feuerbach. fhus the
young Marx’s constguction of theorétical question and
Ypracticai solution remained essentially committed to the

Hegelian-Feuerbachian questions-answers matrixes.

_buring 1840-42 the young Warx was predominantly
fascinated by Kant and Fichte as compared tc Hegel and
. Feuerbach. In conformity with a‘liberal—ﬁationalist humanism

of Kant and Fichte, the yéung Marx defined the essence of Han‘
in ferms of freeaonu reason,rétionality etc. Politically
speaking, he professed the‘ideology of bourgeocis radical
humanism and his object of.thou@hé was associated with the
political demand for the'abolition of irrational cenéorship
of press and the despotic rule of the Prussian state for the
- realization of human freedom, autonomy and reason. For the

young Marx, man fg only freedom as reason and human freedqm
is.neither caprice, nor the determination of interest, but as
Kant aﬁd Fichte meant it, autonomy, obedience to the(inner_

law df reason.47

Thus, at this stage, the Young Marx was
commiéted to the philosophy of reason’which can be realized
if thé State and laws are rational. The irrationality of
state can be restored to its rational character by free

reason of humanity. That was why Marx in his ~Die Rheinische

'47. L. Althusser FM, P.224
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Zzeitung” gave this opinion that philosophy demands that the

state be the state of human nature.

puring 1842-45 the Young Marx moved progressively from

the rationalist epistemoloéy\to that of the ?éuerbachian

problematic of "theoretical humanism" where the union between
the proletariat and political philosophy of liberation is

sealed in the essence of man. The non—réformiét attitude of

the Prussian state made Marx ready to reject, the rationalist

political appeal. Marx soon realized that the abusés‘df

staté cannot be explained as a deviation froﬂ its essence

(reéson); and its existence (unreason). In "Economic and

Philosophic Manuscripts" (1844) Marx criticized the Hegelian

idealism and the political economy of Smith and Ricardo

through the Feuerbachian problematic of "Man". Althusserian

. Marxism éubs Feuerbach as a philoscpher who, indeed, inverted
Hegelian idealism linto his materialism of sensuoué human
being; but he éould not change the terms and conditions of

Hegelian dialectic¢s. The consequence is that feuerbach only

transformed the Hegalian "Idea" into the notion of "Man" but

retained the Hegelian simple'contradiction between essence

‘and exisfence. The transformation of term, as Althusser
believeé, does not make any sense unless the whole
" problematic of Hegelian dialectic and its system of.operation
is altered by a powerful scientific oppositional force.

Hégelian aialectic is teléological because it attempts to

realize the goal of "universal spirit"; it gives a simple

‘contradiction between essence and existence and it is

i
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conservative beééuse ;t restores the simple original essence
of change in society and its constitutive knowledge-
structure. Further, the system in which the dialectic
operates is also simple and conservative. It is wrong to
maintain thét the Hegelian dialectic is revolutionary but its
system is conservétive, as the Hegelian-Marxists have
projected in their discourse on Marxism. Dialectical method

_1is itself conservative so long as it is.regulated by the
concepts of negation of negation, law of identity,
supersession, fusion, fission, etc. Althusserian Marxism's
anti-Hegelian war argues this point that the existence of
dialectical method ianegelfs philoséphy of'idea presupposes
the existence of simple expressive totality and its simple
homogeneous history. 1In other words, dialectic, social
structure and history are drganically iﬁterrelated in such a

manner, that we cannot divorce one from another.

.The apparent complexity of the Hegelian expressive
totality conceals an essential simplicity in a sehse that all
””;”aiVerSe'phenomehal'realitiés'ére”téddéiblé’to/temponal’
manifestation of\thé simple inner essénce of unitary
Idea/spiéit i.e. abstract ideology whose development can be
seen through the evolutionary dialectical process of
encompassing—encompassed. The histories of concrete
historical realities are reducible to £he single history or

one all-embracing history of Universal idea. The parts of

totality follow singular identical linear time-continuum and

uniform dialectical mutuation in which the Idea unfolds its
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potentialities in its successi?e moments; and the sevéral
totalities which follow éne anotherlare merely £he successive
éxpression'of these successive moments. Thus, Hegel’'s
philosophy of idea formulates the concepts of "simple

b

dialectics, simple homogeneous-Circular—expressive—totality,

simple homogeneous history linear time-continuum"48 which

together provide‘the existential .condition to one-another in

the evolutionary transformation of reality that is hothing

\

but a progressive realization of the universal spirit of

humanity. Althusser_forgefulloy points out that "Hegelian

\

philosophy.of History is teleogical because from itsvorigins

_in pursuit of a goal of the realization of Absolute Knowledge

and the Hegelian dialectic, too, is ieleological in its

‘stryctures, since the key structure of the Hegelian dialectic

is the negation of negation, which is the teleology itself,

within the dialectic".4? Thus.the whole Hegelian problematic
of objective idealism ensures its survival-condition by
prbfessing the notions of simple hqmogeneous social
structure, and linear homogeneous historical time-scale
which, invturn, formuiate the conservative ideology of

isolated legal-cum-jural individualism and the restorative

"political discourse coupled with conservative political

movement. The crucial point which Althusser makes during the

second phaée (1842-45) of the young Marxfs ideological

-

48. For the detailed interpretaﬁion of these concepts see
Althusser s FM, pp.101—4, 202-4; and Althusser and
' Balibar, RC, pp.93-97, 103.

49. L. Althusser, PH, p.18l.



problematic is that Marx’s critique of Hegel and Ricardo was

. basically a Feuerbachian critique of Hegelian philosophy ‘and

and Ricardian political economy. According to Althusser
Feuerbach was himself the prisoner of’Hegel'é problematic;
though he tried to invert Hegelian idealism\into his theory
of materialism. The consequence iS‘thgtvthe Young Marx
criticized Hegel by accepting unconsciously all/terms and
conditions of the Hegelian philosophy. Thus Marx’s project
of "liberation of humanity" can produce only philosophical
manifesto of the libveration of reason from the ug;easonablé
wor 1d. Under the infLuenceiof Feuferbach, Marx fell into the
grap of'the ideology of petti-bourgeois communism and
idealist congemplatative philosophical discourse divorced

from any organized class-struggle. -

There 1is no doubt about it that Feuerbach injected his

materialist needle ih the philosophy of idea for the

L

" dissolution of Hegelian idealism in particular and German -

idealism in general. He did it by inverting Hegel’s notion of

"Tdea" into his concept of "Man" i.e. concrete-sensuous-

ethico human being. But he retained tﬁe edifice of Hegelian
dialectic which is based on the thedries like negation of
negation, identical subject-object, "alienation” (1osé of
freedom) as an objeétification of "human essence" (freedom,

i

Freedom50 Feuerbach tries to denounce the philosophies of

50. L. Althusser, PH, p.178.
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reason) etc. It is the impossible "unity of Man and Nature"

‘through which Feuerbach tried to resolve the Kantian tension

\

between Pure Reason and Practical Reason and between Nature

_and Idea or Spirit by his concept of Man and the theory of

the intersubjectivity constitutive of the‘human species.. His

""" theoretical-humanism considérs man as the unique, primordial

~and fundamental ‘concept. But for Althusser there is no

distinction among the notions of‘the Cogito (Descartes), the
Transcendental subject (Kant) thevIdeé (Hege1), therconcrete~
sensuous Maﬁ (Feuerbach) and Human Species (the Young Marx)
due to this fact that all thesé#notions are merely variant
forms of the invariant ideological problematics of idealism
of essence and.empiricism of subject which assume "that there
isa uﬁiversal essence of man; and that tﬁis essence is the

attribute of ‘each single individual” who is its real

subject".51. .

N R
Thg theoretical humanism of Feuerbach became the master

code of Marx’s 'Economic and philosophic Mahuscripts” (1844)

in which history was conceptualized as a process Qf
alienation of man and alienatibn was defined as an
objecéification of the essence of man. Marx says that
objéétive reality is nothing but an objectified structure of
human essence (i.e.'freedom) in the.capitalist soéiety of
generalised commodity production. -Althusserfs theorétical

anti-humanist epistemology believes that, under the impact of

tHeoretical humanism, Marx’s entire terminologies such as

51. L. Althusser, FM, p.228
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. "alienation®, "species being", "total being“,"ipversion of‘
subject" and "predicate" etc.were closely!connected with
Feuerbachian sensuous hateriélismf‘Althusser extends his
'ma}édﬁent by saying dgring 1842-45 the yoghg‘Marx'svfagbus
expression such as “philosophy’s world-to-be, “the inversion
of subject and predicate’, “the suppression and reélizétion
of philosophy’, ‘phiiosophy'is the heart of human
emancipation and the proletariat is its heart, etc. etc., are

. \
expressions directly borrowed from Feuerbach, or directly

idspiied by.him".52 Thus we can say that the idealist
humanism of ghe'YOung Marx is the result of his adherence to
the Feuerbachian anthropoleogical problematic. In."Econbmic
and Philosophic Manuscripts" Marx, under:tﬁe trap of
Feuerbachian philosophy, believed that capitalist society
produces reason in unreason; commodity production is the
sourée of alienatibp and that the true éssence of man lies in
the alienated product of his labour. The young Marx/also ,
theorizes that man’s freedom/reason is grounded into a
communal being or species being which has been decombosed by
the ever-extending composition of cabital and the éﬁergence
of a dualism betwéen civil man and bolitical man. Alienation
of man from his essence can be overcome by the politics'of
practicgl reappropriation of‘the 105£~essence. Ultimately,
Althusser’s Young Marx comes to this conclusion that_"the
practical revolution must be the common work of philosophy

{and of the proletariat, for, in phflosophy, man is

~
v

© 52. 1bid., p.45. \ : ‘
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“theoretically éffirmed; in the proletariat he is practically
negated"".ﬁthe revolution is the very practice of the
logical immanent in alienation: it is the moment in wﬁich
critic;sm, hitherto unarmed; recognizes its arms in the

proletariat".?3 Thus it,is through practical revolution

through which the broletariat will negaté its own negated+

history and thereby, it will secure its essence by becoming:a
cdmmgnal being. Sincé in EPM Marx cri&icizes Hegel from the
Speudo materialism of Feuerbach, his conscientious
experimentf at best, can result into the gynthesis of

sensualist materialism and ethical historical idealism.

)

In fact, for aplthusser the Young Marx was Ehe_victim of

closed ideological problematics of Hegel and Feuerbach.

-

However; he admits:"The Manuscripts are an explosive text;

~

Hegel, reintroduced by force into\Feuerbach, induces a

prodigious acting out of the Young Marx's,theoretical‘

contradiction, in which is achieved the fdptu;e with

Theoretical Humanism".’% The epistemological break took'

prlace in 1845 (in German Ideology) in which the determinate

theoretical labour of Marx announced the birth of scientific

problematic or "a historico-dialectical materialism of

praxis"55 which consists of the theses of theoretical anti-

humanistic epistemology (theory), revolutionary materialist

53. L. Althusser, ibid., pp.226-7.
54. Althusser, PH, p.176.

55. Althusser, FM p.229.
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_proletarian philosophy (philosophy) and revolutionary»
. politics of class‘struggle (poiiticsL Inv"Gérman Ideology”
Marx contrasted ideology with‘science and said that humanism
iéAan ideology which produces mystified world-view by
injecting false consciousness in the cognitive map of masses.
This text 1s polemical whicﬁ creates the positive cqﬁdition
for Marx’s scientific.problematic to make a double  rupture
first“with Hegel and then with Feuerbach wha are\aséociated

with-all forms of philosophy of consciousness and ideological

misrepresentation of reality.
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The .new scientific‘problematic’is based on  involvement
 of the concepts of mode of peruction, exploitaﬁibn, ~class-
struggle, surplus value masses and base-superstructure. But
the death of the notional éategories of man, essence,
fpeedom, alienatin, negation of negation etc. and
denouncement of the -theories of Hegelian dialectic and
classical political economy were silently announéed in Marx's
text A critique to the contfibution of Political'Econmy' and
nanifesﬁly legitimatized by his scientific text "Capital". In
between 1845 and 1857 Marx s works can bé seen as a critical
consciousness and negative'operati;n through which a logical
coherence between new. theoretico-scientific concepts was
being' articulated iﬁ such a way so as to establish a bond
‘between  the revolutionary tﬁeory and -the\ revolutionary

practice.

The Transitional Marx (1845-1857)

7

The works of the transitional Marx include = "The
Communist Manifesto", \"fhe poverty of Pphilosophy", :"Wage,
price and Profit" etc. which are characterized by the
discovery of new termé like forces of production, relations
of production, class struggle as a motor of change, history

as a work of masses etc. on the one hand, and survival of

some of the o0ld Hegelian theses such as "negaﬁion of
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\negation“,56 ’ “simplg contradiction between the féfées of
production and relations of production"57\ etc, ~ on the -
other. The transitional Marx has not established the well- .
integrated- system of scientific problenatic, but simply his
theoretical labour progressively settles accounts with ail
‘forms éf philosophical consciousness/idea for the positive
érticulation of ' newly-created scientific conceptual
formulations. According to aAlthusser, the_transitional Marx
rejec£s the notion of man asrav conceptual tool fof the
comprehension of reality. fhe question abgut “how man nakeé
history” disappears altogether; Marxist theory rejects it and
sends it back to its birth place: bourgeois ideology. Marx
sta;ted looking at social reality through theh concepts of
forces of production and relations of production, and he
‘explained the theory of social transformation by the concept
fof clgss struggle.-‘lt is not man, " hut massés who make
history; it is not man who changes history, rather it is the

class strhggle that is a motor of revolution. The scientific

56 Note: The thesis of "negation of negation" is found in
' Marx’s text" The Poverty of Philosophy", where he writes
that the modern monopoly, bourgeois monopoly is synthetic
monopoly, the negation of negation, the unity of opposite.
He puts it as follows: Thesis - Feudal ' monopoly before .
competition; Antithesis-Competition, and Synthesis-Modern
monopoly; see Karl Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy,
Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1975, p.139.

57 If this is simple Hegelian contradiction as Althusserian
Marxism maintains, then it sSurvives in the texts of Marx,
see "The Poverty of Philosophy", 1975, p.11l4; and also "A
critique to the contribution of Political Economy" o
Progress publication, Moscow, 1978. Indeed, Althusser has
himself accepted the existence of the simple contradiction
in the works of Marx up to the Ist chapter of Capital
vol. 1, See Althusser, LP, p.71.
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problematic  anrounces its hegemony in "The'  Communist
Manifesto" where two interrelated concepts of class and class
struggle have occupied the pivdtal position in tﬁebretical
formulation, as  Marx reitérates that "the history of all
hilterto eXisting society is the history of class
struggle“58 and "the‘bourgébié sbciety has but established
new conditions of oppression, new forms of struggie in the
place of old ones"sg.' According.to Althusserian Magxism, the
revolutionary theory of Marx éssigns primacy to the term
class-struggle over the}term class which has been asserted by
Marx and maintained by Ienin and Mao in so far as "there is
primacy of contradiction over the terms of contradiction“GO.
For ﬁhe revolutionary class étruggle éxists before classes;
whereas for the reformist the case 1is Jjust reverse,
Revolutionary maintains that it is the exploitation of one
class by another clasé-and, hence, class strugg1e> at the
level of production that constitutes the division of society
into classes. (Classes emerge out of the antagonism in the
distribution of production relatioh. Men are treated as the
supports/bearers of the function in the production process
determined by the production relation; To treat ind iV:U%ls
as bgarers of intérchangeable functions with capitalist

» 61 .
exploitation is to mark class strugqgle. We also find

— ——— S——— — ——— —

58 Marx and F. Engels, Manifesto of the Communl_z Par;x
(Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1975), p.40.

59 1bid., p.41.
60 L. Althusser, ESC, p.50.

61 L. Althusser, 1bid., p.203
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that, during che phase of epistemological break, transitional
"Marx in his "XI Thesis on Feuerbach" demands a transformative
revolutionary ' philosophy in place of an interpretative

philosophy of idealism.

7
i
{
L

' In ‘“Holy Family"”Proudhon was treated as a man‘who had
.presented a scientific manifesto of the Ffencﬁ proletariat.
But thg ever~developing scientific problematic of _ the
transitional Marx treated Proudhon through various negatiVe
Connétations such as'Lideologist of the petti-bourgeoisie"

62 : .
and ““pettibourgeois sentimentality.” By believing in the

sacred history of idea, vProudhon has explained the theory df
iﬁequality through the concepts ofl\nachine, credit and -
division of labour by siiently underrating the basic concepté
of forces of‘éroduction and relations of pgoduction.»ThuS the

\

~ whole works of the traditional Marx are highly polemical and

critical for/locating a stable site of the scientific theory
and revolutionary materialist philosophy; buring this phase
Marx fgjected the polifidal position of. bourgeois-radical
humanism or petti—bourgedis ‘communism' and, . in the same
stroke, made an announcement of thé peolitical position of -the
revolutionary materialism in theory and bractice for both;
the interpretation'of the world and the transformaticn of the

wor 1d. The theoretical elaboration of new conceptual

apparatus made its progressive organization and reorganization

'

62 K. Marx, The Poverty of - Philosophy (Moscow: Progress
Publisher, 1975), pp.5, 177.

/
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by declaring the progressivé disappearance_of old éfroneous
notions such as man, -alienation, liberty etc. bDuring this
phase Marx, by following negative methbd, was simply
introducing the new concepts such as mode of 'ppoduction,
relations of production, class struggle etc. into the blank-

space of scientific map of knowledge. At every step, the

" production of knowledge proceeds by the constant

\

transformation of its conceptual object  for the
reorgahization of the object of knowledge i.e. posing new
problems, questions, terms and conditions for getting new

~

revolutionary answers. During this phase even if old
ideological notions 'such as alienation, negation of negation
etc. survived, their meaning, postion and functions are, at

best, changed and, at worst, undermined in the new scientific

conceptual system.

3. <" The Mature Marx (1857-83)

The‘ codification of dqtefminatg scientific Iproblematic
by the -mature Marx has demonstrated its  functional
specificity ~which refers to the existence of three
principles: (1) a non-Hegelian cohception of social
structure, (ii) a non-Hegelian conception of dialeptic, and
(iii) a non-Hegelian ébnception of history. 1In opposition to
.ideolégical interpretation of sgciety, the mature Maix'nakes
a scientific surgery of the explbitative capitaliét society

b§ underlining those objective forces and mechanism which



238

keep the system'infact on the one hand, and those objective
forces which produce, fifst,vtendential crisis and then, the

dissolution of system on the other.

In orde; to understand society in a more scientific
manner the mature Marx’'s discovery of historical materialism
‘defines society in terms of pre-given unevenly structured
* whole articulated in dominance; explains expléitation thﬁough
the concept of accumulation of sﬁrplus value;',conceptualizes
contradiction in terms of unevenly-developed multiple
contradictions; visualizes historical time as éomplex
heterogeneous -time-scale; formulates a theory of structural
causality in terms of mode of productioﬁ, and it givés a
materialist definition (positive) of ideology whose function
consists in the interpellation of individuals into subjects.
True,v the hew theoretical-practice of the mature Marx is :
related to/correlated with a transformation in the definition
_of ~the object of knowledge or a differential definition of
the novelity of the object of knowledge. For example, as a
- result of scientific revolution in the field of object of
knowledge, Marx discovered the new theory of éurplus value
whichvwas invisible in tge problematic of Ciassical political
economists like Smith and Ricardo. The functional use of
surplus value was to show the effect of capitalist reiations
of production; the effect was being reflectéd through the
exploitation of‘labour by Capital. Marx also developed -the
' concepts of relative surplué value and absolute surplﬁs value

in order to underline the mechanisms of. exploitation. The
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‘invisibility lof the concept of surplus value and its effect
was itéelf inscribéd in the blinding visibility of
ahthropoloéical‘problematic of hﬁman nature and humanAneed of
the ciassical political economists. As opposed ﬁo it,vthe old
Marx s scientific problematic of mode of production came to
develop this thesis that "t he unity of the material and
éocial conditioh of capitalist production is expréssed by the .
direct relationship between variable capital and the
production of surplus value".63 The visibility, presence and
neasurability of surplus value can be seen in "effects": the
exploitation of thezmajority of meniby a minority in the
sbgial relations of economic production. It (surplgs value)
is present in the totality, in the total movement of its form
of existence.64 For Althusserian Marxism "surplus value" is
not. a woré bﬁt a theoretical concept Which' explains the
emergence bof a new object of knowledge in the scientific
problemétic ofb the méture Marx. This new .object
revolutionized Marxistb theory and Marxist politics with an
‘aim rto overthrow the exploitative capitalist relations . of

production.

While defining social structure in terms of . mode of
production which refers to both: production and reproduction

of things and social relations, Althusser has produced a

63 L. Althusser and E. Balibar, RC, p. 180.

64 Ibid, p. 181.
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powerful oppositional cﬁrrent against the Hegelién expressive
-totéiity and expressive causality where all levels of social
: structuré are same and so many modulations of one-another. He
also rejects the classical Marxism's model of economic
reductionism which perpetuated.;his impression that economy
is the only determining instance; and thus it defined mode of
production as the narrowly economic structure. For Althusser
the concebt of mode of production refers to the entire system
of relationship among the ecénomic- practice, = peolitical
practice, philosophical/ideclogical practice and scientific
practice within a global decentered-structure. /Structure is
an absentvﬂcause in a sense thaﬁ it has no fixed absolute
‘centre and it is nowhere empirically present as an element,
Its presence can be seen in "its effectsﬁ. Against ' the
expressive éausaliti (Hege;) and the transitive causality
(externally mechanistic) Althusser.s muture Marx speaks of
mechanical structufal causality as a preférred hode of :
:explanation which has two chains:  relative autonomy of
superstructure and determination of the whole structure by
base/economic praticg in the last instahcef Sstrctural
causality is a form of complex and multidimensional causal
chains of mediation and reciprocal effects among the
instancés/pracfices of society which is an "ever-pre-given
_unevenly structured complex whole articulated in dominance_"65

of one levels over the  other leves.. ' The global

65 L. Althusser, FM, pp. 199, 202.
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decentered social structure is characterized‘by complexity,
heterogeneity and unevenness, not by simplicity, homogeneity

N

and evenness.

¢

AN : : .
The global structure has four instances/levels such as

economic, political, ideologﬁcal and scientific which ~have
‘produced and reproduced their - respectivé condition of

existence, mode of articulation, specific effectivity‘and law
of devélopment. Consééuently, they (constitute a complex
heterogeneous historical time-scale since the history of one
level is not identical to/reducible to the history of  another
level jus£ as oné contrédiction is not reducible to/identical
to another contradiction within the aéymmetrical whole. Thus
in opposition to Heéélian simple homogenous historical time,
_Althusser generates the fhesis of a complex heterogeneous
historical time, constiﬁuted by the differential times of the
different’ levels/practices/instances within the iAVariant
social  structure. = The diversity of the different
temporalities, théir continuities and discontinuity cannot be
reduced to or measured by a single ideological linear time-
continuum, 0 However, it can be pointed out that since the
parts . of supefstruéture are relatively autonomous, they

cannot have an absolute and independent historical time-

scale. Their independence is the relative ‘ihdependeﬁce

66 L. Althusser and E. Balibar, RC, pp. 104-5.
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compatible with and complementary to their determination of
sbciai formation, in the last instance, by the econpmy.’For
Althusser economy 1S never operative in pure /form; it is
dominant in a sense that it tells us which instance/level of
éocial‘ structure will occupy thé position’ of dominance at a
éiven'point of time. But in a fevolutionary situation economy
»becomes théI determinant factor when all parts of

superstructure have lost their respective specific

effectively and conditions of existence.

In the field of dialectic, Althusserian Marxism believes
that epistemological rerlution did not consist in a change
from idealism to materialism, for this would have taken place
with Democriﬁus or in modern times wi§h Hobbes. Nor did .it
consist in a change from metaphysics to dialectic - as this
would have ‘taken place with Heraclitus or Hegel. Marxian
materialist dialectic 1is not an inversion of the Hegelian
teleological simplé idealist dialectic; rather it is complete
antithetical to it. The materialist dialectic annihilates the
terms and conditions of the Hegelian idealist dialectic as
well as its system (i.e. the structure of idea) with whose
association/this dialectic maintains its survival conditions.
According to Althusser, 'Engels rejected the_idea of a pure
and simple non-overdetermined contradiction kby

67
calling it meaningless, abstract and senseless. Only a

’

67 L. Arthusser,vFM, p.113.

\
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v simplev whole can think of a simple contradiction as we find
\
in the theoretical discourses of humanist and dogmatic
Marxism. By linking his association with Engels, Lenin and
Mao, Althusser seriously believes that the specificity of the
materialist dialectic lies in the fact that it formulates the
‘designs of a complex heterogenéous contradictions originating
from various bfactices of the invariant complex whole. The
complex whole cannot exist without maintaining the uneven'
'relaticns between varicus contradictory contraéictions. The
rates of development of multiple historical? contradictions
are not identical. Althusser points out that "Qnevenness is
internal» to social fdrmation because the structuration in
dominance of the complex whole, this structural invariant, is
itself . the precondition for the concrete variation of the
contradictiohs that constitute it, and therefore for their
displacement, condensations -and mutations".68 Each
contradiction is itself an accumulation of Yarious concrete
circumstances and situations. In normal situation, all
’cohtfadictions are over-determined; but. one contradiction has
. to assume the position of‘dominance;in relation to other
contradictions. ~But this domination is momentary rathet than
permanent. In the revolhtionary period all historically
accumulated contradictions - social, political, legal,

religious etc. - merge together and form a ruptural unity in

which the economic contradiction becomes.

68 Ibid, p.213.
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determinant, as this happenéd\on the eves of the Russian

Revolution and the CcChinese Revolution. Thus, on the
presupposition 5 of three interre;ated ‘ideas of _multipie
éradtices, multiple historical times and multiple unevenly-
deyeloped contradictions, A;;husser's mature Marx grnerates
the thesi§ of structural causality in terms of the concept of
mode of production which entails two complementary
principies: the relative éutonomy of superstructure (in the
normal time) and the determination of structure by economy in
the last_instance {(in the revolutionary situation). In the
last anaiysis, the mature Marx gives us an énti—reductionist,
aﬁti—éésentialist and anti-economic model of-the science of
histofy and society. According to the ruies of’ Althusserian
theoretical revolution the mature Marx has generated the
thesis of methodoiogical dehistoricization and theoretical

de-humanization of historical materalism. -

Althusserian Marxism has usgd the'nasterh conceét of
epistemologigal  break to show how Marx’s determinate
ﬁ theoretical labour has displaced the closed ideological
| problematics  of \'Hegelian idealism ~and Feuerbachian
ahth;opological humanism by a scientific problematic of mode
of production whose truth can be demonstrated by "its
effects™ on the structure of reality. The rupture in the
field of theoretico-problematic was generated by Marx’'s
philosophical evolutidn (from subjective—neo—ﬁegelianism of a

| Kant-Fichte type to Materalist revolutionary philosophical

discourse via theoretical humanism of Feuerbach) which is, in
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tqrn, was condifioned by his political evolution (from
.Radical bourgeois-liberalism té tbat'of Proletarian Communism
via petti-bourgeois communism): The entire progression of the
~objéct of knowledge, in the texts of Marx, makes a(ghift from
the Hegelian teleolbgical idealist dialectic to the
| materialist dialectic, from ciosed ideological knowledge to
open sqiéntific knowledge, from history of idea to history of
science, from theoretical humanism to theoretical anti-
humanism, from reformist politiqs to revolutionary politics,
from philosophers” philosoéhical communication to scientists”’
philosophical communication and from abstracﬁ personai
humanism to that of concrete class humanism i.e. dictatorship
of proletariat. In fact, Althusserian’ revolution has
" discredited the epistemological discourses of humanism and
“historicism by introducing the master theoretical concepts of
epistemological break, philosophy as a class struggle in
theory, selflreferential scientific practice, ‘and unevenly
structured complex-whole embedded into multiple heterogeneous
ébntradictiqns. In brief, the revolutioﬁaryb philosophical
discourse of Althusserian Marxism haé induced the two
fundamental discoveries within Marxism:(l) recognition of the
separate - existence of dialectical materialism (philosophy)
and historical materialism (science of society and history)
and (ii) the formulation of the theory’ 5f structural
causality of mode of production which entails two chains:
relative autonomy of superstructure on the -one hand and

determination of society by economy in the last instance on

the other. The latent interest behind the application of the
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concept of ephistemological break is to provide a- mechaﬂical
model of social scienéeé, based on a combintioﬁ of a limited
number of variables which can bé»nathenatically manipulated
and\\demonstréted within the invariant éocial structure. "The
fhigh degree of ‘scienticism df Altﬁusserian Marxism has
mercilessly damaged the theses éf voluntérism, individualism
and consciousness in the service of structure in such a
manner that, ultimately, it gives an oppositiona% current to
the humanist epistemological‘ discourse, the, histogicist
epistemolbgical discourse and the eéénomistic epi;temdlogical
discourse. Althusser’s mechanical model of epistemology is

associated with the Newtonian world view which has been

outmoded by the indeterminacy principles of modern physics.

\

In this situation, we can only say that Althusser’s
self-claimed scienticism is the product of negative emotional
reactions and unjustified disturbance symptoms which it has

developed in its pérpetual war with the neo-Hegelian Marxism.
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CONCLUSION

Whenever any serious reader reads the epistemological
diséourse of Western Mafxi;m‘he, sooner orylater, is bound to
come up with a singlg conclusion that the objective
manifestation of a plural chéracter of Marxism is a product
of an iqfinite mqtually—contradictory philosophical vblitipns
which the enlightened academic philosophers choose, either
under the pressure of suppressed volition ‘or‘ under fhe
pressure of okjective ﬁistorical'foroe, in order to maximize
their claim of beihg more faithful Marxists}than anybody else

under the sky. The conflicting epistemologicar discourses of

. structural Marxism, historicist Marxism and humanist Marxism

A

have discredited the ‘single gravitafional vision’lof Marxism
by 1launching a \feleﬁtless war of all ;against all, . the
resultant effect of thi§ war is being vreflected into the
conétruction, deconstruction and reconstruction of the entirg
texts of Marx in the light 6f the ideslist philosophers’
conceétualvapparatuées. In the theoretical court of western
Marxism, Marx mediates his associational tie with '%ul#iple
contradictory liberal thinkers such as Spinoza, Kant, Hegel,
Weber, Freud‘etc. As a‘resu1t<of it, the pole of Marxism and
the pole of -1iberalism, particularly Hegeliniasm are
systematically articylated in Such a way so as .to broduce
innumerable intersecting forces between them. The result of

this Kind of tendency is: the production ‘of .sophisticated

‘theoretical manipulatioﬁ, polished ideological illusion and

historical pessimism in the court of labour movement and the

intellectual factory of proliteriat. In fact, = the
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philosophical is;ueé of Wesfern Margism do not create a
terrain of rerlutionary pelitics, ‘rather they formulate the
charters of “possibilities" and ;hopes" of the liberatariaq
polit}cal movement in the modern capitalist order which
achieves a high degree of integrative\ power through

ideological-cum-cultural systenm.

The humanist, historicist and structural . Ma{xisms,
despite their _philosophical, political and ideological
antagonistic interests/op}ions, ~share some common action in
their collective opposi?ion to the classical models of
economic determinism and natural dialectic. First of all,
"they vrefuse té accept that economic structure is the only
determinant factor in the social structure; ~and
superstructure is a. mere expression of the existential
objective laws of the economic structure,. Instead, tﬁey
foréefully and logically claim that the objective econonic
base and the determinate ideological superstructure are
mutually bound with each other in such a manner that they,
taken togéther, produce and reproduce the condition of
existence of éociety as a vwhole. In other words, ., the

relationship between the economic base and the ideological

superstructure is a relationship of mediation, not a
relationship of oppesition or dualisn. Society is not only
-an economic structure, but also a system of social

relationship between human beings, since the production of
commodity takes place through socially-determined and

legally-regulated cbjective social relationships.
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Secondly, the Western Marxists, either by taste or
temperament, are basically superstructural theorists who Qéve
invested their energy fof tpe conceptual%zatioﬁ of the mode
‘of formation and deformation of the geterogéneous ideological
structures such as art, éuiture, law, ideology, religion,
politics and state of the nodern capitalist lsocial

formation. Their intricate philosophical operation does not

put the system of economic production and social relations of

production in the forefront of Marzian theoretical-
construction. For them the revolutionafy\transformation of
capitalist exploitative social relations of production

gemands _n9t only an economic struggle, but a fusion of
ideological/cultural -struggle, polit?cal strugglé and
économic struggle so long as expfoitation has a complex
structure consisting of socio;economic diménsion, ;exual

dimension and mental dimension.

Thirdly, they deﬁelop this thesis that. the modern‘
capitalist system maintains its equilibriﬁm on the bais of a
fusion of the coercive physical power and the manipulative/
pursuasive idéological power. This thesis is basically
pronounced py the Gramscian and Althusserian Marxisms.
Gramscian Marxism underlines thié principle.that’the modern
capitalist order 'secures 1its integration and cohesion ‘by
combining dictatorship with moral and intellectua}
leadership. - The game.theoretical language 1is establiéhed by

Althusser when he claims that the perpetual cbndition of

existence of the modern state craft is secured by a judicious
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combination of “Represéive State Apparatus” and “Ideoiqgical
State Apparatus”, in which the former performs the function
_of management of vioclence and the latter produces énq
"»fébroduces the obedient and éobformist trained—labour force
for the effective maintehance of motion of _ capital
production. The humanist—Manists like Lukacs ~have also

i

noted this fact that there is an ircreasing tendency of the

ideoleogical rationalization of the economic commodity
production in the bourgeois social’ order. Marcuse and -
Habermas argue that it is the modern  scientific-cum-

technological order and professional-cum-technical competence

that have become the major source of domination and
repression in the advanced capitalist sociéty. Thus the
Western Marxists, though théy/ are the productigns of
differential social and historical conjectures and

ideological expressions, makKe an intensive inquiry into tﬁose
constitutive ideological apparatuses which maximize the
integrétive power of the modern exploitative capitalist
relations of production. Thus the deconstruction of
ideological force is a number one problem for the rea1ization
of revolutionary political upheaval in the zone of capital-

formation.

Fourthly, 'the codification of this thesis that net the
balance of forces of socilal order depends more on ideological
universe as compared to the coercive univerée, becomes itself

a ground for the construction of this argument that ideology

is not a false «consciousness or an illusionary structure - a
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negative connotion, fabrioatéd,in classical Mafxism - buf a
posiﬁive reality which works as a cementing force in the
- 'class divided society. The historicized-ideclogy creates
f£h§se favourable conditions in which the class—antagbnism- is
silentiy obscured for the peaceful operation of system as the
Gramscian Marxism believes. For Althusser idedlogy is a
representational structure grounded into the institutional
maieriality by.~whichL individuals are interpelléted into
:subjeots“ and imaginary relationshipé are translated into
the actual relationships so as to force men to mediate their
lived-relationship ‘between them and. their conditions of
existence. It is through the materialkideologicél discourge
that subject (subject with small ®*s’ refers to living men) is
subjected to Subject (Subject with capital S refers to
"Creater" of sdmething) to Subject, through Subject and for
Subjebt. It can be noted that although Gramsci and Althusser
have assigned the integrative socio-political function of
ideclogy, they sharply differ from each other 1in the
conceptgalization of tﬁe content of ideology. ) Granmsci
understands ideology as a historical construcp; whereas
Althusser explains it through its materiai construction. The
humanist-Marxists identify ideology with human consciousness
and mode of thought. Habermas base; ideoloéy' on the
structure of knowledge~coﬁstitutive~interestl ‘be it

emancipatory or technical. ;

Fifthy, the Western Marxism registers a protest against

. - ’ - . . ’ - . - . ‘ .
Stalin’s dogmatization and politicization of Marxism for



justifying his authorftardan regime in which the realm of
,neCe;sity was hiéhlighted‘ at the cost of the realm of
freedom. As é result éf this_experiedce, the entire hope of
western Marxism gradually canvertgd “into the future
indetermacy and impossibilit}. However, as champion of hﬁman
liberétion, the western Marxists’ hyper-sensitivity compelled
them to kestru;ture the hallmark of historical materialism
and dialectical materialism gy introducing the revoluﬁionary
facet of Hegelianism into the Marxian discbursé in order to
cétch the underlying governing prﬁnciple of contemporary
s;ciety and politics. One of the basic consequencég of this

trénd was that the entire production of knowledge remained

‘basically a complex philosophical discourse based on a 1lot

/

new jargons, terminplogies and concepts incomprehensible to

working class and its sympathizers. In the course of re-

examining Hegel-Marx relation, the Western Marxism in general
, S :

degenerated itself to the level of widef philasophy divorced

from any organized concrete political practice. By
‘e

"maintaining their institutional affiliation  the Western

Marxists worked as various isolated monads within a
particular regional vand national boundary haJing no
connection with the outside world. . Their mutual

philosophical silence or mutual philosophical hostility has
more damaged than it contributed anything positive té the
revolutionary bond of Marxist theory and the working class
mnovement after the end of the First World War.  Thus the

results, which they have produced, are: historical pessimism,
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political apathy; 'ideological confusion, and moral defeat
among the potential revolutionary proletariamgthroughout the

~

whole world.

Beneath their sustained political antagonism theré is'én
irfeboncilable philosophical antagonism between the humanist-
cuﬁ—historical ﬂarxists (neo—Hegelians) ‘Such as Lukacs,
Gfamscf, Sartre, Collefti, Marcuge etc. on the oné'hand and
the thgoreticél anti-humanist and anti-hfstoficist Marxism of
Althusser (anti-Hegelian)> on the other. | But it has to be
noted that even the humanist—cum—histoficist Marxists do not
constitute a conmplete single hohogeneods group since they
derive their libidinal energy from a plurality of
hatérogenous iptellectual currents. However, in opposition.
to the Altbusserién Marxism, they make somé common tentative
theoretical protocol by undermining their manifest divisive
interests to ensure a stable and cohesive intellectual

S |
community. The marked differences between the Althusserian
Marx&sm and the rest qf Western Marxism can be seen in the
concéptualizations of soclety, dialectic, man, history and

Hegel-Marx relationship etc.

First of ail, humani§t and hjstoricist Marxists -have
used the terms of totality (Lukacs), totalization (Sartre),
historical® bloc (Gramsei), determinate structure (Colletti)'
and historical totality (Marcuse) in order to explain the
relationéhip of hediation between economic force and non-
economic forces of socjety. Since these terms have some

\

basic sffuctural similarities, we can identify all of thenm
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with a single term "totality"”. The theoretical category of

totality entails the following logics:

1.

Totality 1is characterized by mediation between the

science of man and ‘the'.science~ of nature through

teleological . human labour and creative collective
. /-

historical praxis;

It 1is constructed out of an idteractioﬁ between the

economic force and ideological forée in so far as it

/

annuls dualism between social being and ‘consciousness.

-

It is homogeneous in a sense that its various
constitutive parts are reducible to/transferable to one
another; thus 1ogically all parts necessarily express

the similar essence;y

The constitutive parts of determinate totality follow a

single homogeneous evolutiocnary linear time~continuunm;

It is a determinate concrete economic structure which

asserts its primacy over the structure of consciousness;

It 1is an evolutionary dynamic order since it 1inhers a

contradiction between essence and existence or between

AN

subject and object or between the forces of production

St

and the relations of. production;

It is characterized by the circular expressive casuality

as it is a case with the Hegelian absolute homogeneous

i

ideational totélity.



255

As opposed to the theoretical terms "expressive totality” and

"expressive casuality" which are associated with the master

concept of mediétionuv Althusser has used the theoretical

""" concepts of “"whole” and “structural casuality”. The concept
of “whole” has the following analytically separable

characteristics:

1.

N

It is a. determinate ever-pre-given structure since it is

not created by human praxis.

\

’

It is not a homogeneous or symmetrical structure but a
heterogeneous or asymmetriéal structure consisting  of
four irreducible practices/instances/temporalities of

economics politics, ideology and science.

Its instances are unevenly structured in which one

instancer has to. dominate over the other instances in a

"given i~ historical time;

The different instances have their own relatively
autonomous laws of developmént, history, contradiction,

condition of existence and specific effectivity.

1

The unevenly-structured complex whole survives on the
basis of the existence of a multiple heterogeneous

contradictions originating from heterogeneous -practices

of social formation.

The complex-whole entails the principle of complex

multiple historical time-scale.



7. The structural:'casuvality of "whole’ ié explained through
the scientific concépt of mode of production which
entaiis five linvariant elements such as the labour,
means of production, non-labour (forces of production),
property lcopnexion and real or material appropfiation
connection ' (relations of production): The mode of
Qoﬁbinatibn by which these %iye invariant eleménts are
integfated, varies from the specific law of combination
of one modé of production to that of the specific laws

of bombination/of another mode of production.

3

8. The structural casuality of mode of production, :seen in
the process ofA“effth“ pfoductipn, generates two chains
cf the same'principle: (a2 thé relative autonomy of
ideological superstructure; and (b) the determination of

society by the economic base in the last instance.

Thus we see that the concept of simple homogeneous expressive
"totality” 1is opposed by the cohcept oft"pré-given unevenly
structured complex-whole articulated in dominanée" within the
‘phiiosophical tradition of Western Marxism. Althusser argues
that the concept  ¢f "totality carries the element of
radicalized Hegelian problematic of objective idealism wjthin
the Marxian discourse. Therefore; the scientific problematic
Qf'Marxism has tovrejeot ft‘fo; ever and send it back to .its
birth place: bo&rgeois philosophy and ideology. But‘in the

cultural studies Althusser’s model of mechanical structural

casuality 1is negated by mediation and expressive organic
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casuality. - Moreover, if we make a critical éxémination of
Althussér’s Marxism, we ‘immediately witness this fact that
even his anti~te1eélogica1'scientificAMarxism' ineorporates
the Pconcept of medfation in terms of mutual inventionist
patterns of different prabtices.v Althusser’s concébtion of
structure follows ‘the principle ' of structurél difference
between fouf interrelatgd practices of social formation. But
difference is here understood as a relational EOncept, rather
than as the mere inert inventory of  unrelated divefsity.

¢

Therefore, we can infer that his structural casuality is just
as fuhdamenfally a practice of mediation as it ;s the
"expressive casuality”™ to which it is 6pposed. However, we
should not forget that the differeht practices of’ social

formation mediate or intersect one another by maintaining

their separate\“éssence“ and "effecfivity“.

Secondly, the humanist-cum-historicist Marxists have
recommended the "historical dialectic” as a real method to
understand the relatiocnship between man and society and
bgtween man and nature. Their bistofical dialectic gives an
effect;vé oppositional current to Engels’ natural dialectic
and Stalin’s ontoloéical natural dialectic which presuppose
the exigpence of an.independent and objective matter divorced
ffom\ human thought and history. The theéis of negation of
ﬁegation, rejected by Séalin, has become the major
theorétical orientation of humanist~cum~historicist Marxists.
They éxplain the dynamic character of social reality by

introducing the thesis of simple contradiction between
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essence and existenée or befween subject ang object dr betwen
the forces of production and relaticns of production. In
brief) these Marxists generate and sustain the dialectics of
thought, Consciougness and history which operate within the
sociallyrproceésed and historically-conditioned. Coﬁcrete
system of econonic péoduction. Further, historicist
humaﬂist-cum-historicist Marxists do not nake a distinction
between dialectical materialism and historical materiélism.»
They also see & diaelectical mediétion between thought and
'reality; As opposed to historical dialectic, Althusserian
Marxism reeSt;blishes_the.scientific character of materfalist
dialectic established by Enéels and Lenin. Althusser
maintains that the law of negation of negation is the central
structure of Hegel{an teléoiogioai and evolutionary idealist
dialectic. Thergforé, it cannot generate the fav;urable»
condition for the fevolutionary transformatign of social
formétion. " The basic theoretical constructgion of
Althussefian Marxism is associated with this radical position
that dialectical materialism and historical materialisnm
constitute two separate disciplineé. 'Dialecticai matérialism
is va materialist philosophy; whereas the histroiéal
materialism is a science ofrséciety and history. Though‘they
are studied together, they cannot be identi}ied with - each
othef' since they. have different statuses wifhin Marxism
discourse. ’ Thus we find that'thg Western Marxists’ bone ﬁo
contention i;_basically grounded into the concep£ua1iza£ion

of dialectical materialism and historical materialism. This

is the point where Hegel-Marx relation is rigorously examined
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by the Western Marxists’.intellectual'scholaréhip. Althusser

/

restructures the design of material dialectic by arguing that

‘the scientific problematic of Marx is directly opposed to the

Hegelian closed ideoclogical problemétic. Colletti also makes
a war on Hegelian philosophy by announcing that Hegel is a
religious philosopher who triés to annihilate the finite
world for rendering his service to the Christian Logos.
Marxist scientific theory, says Colletti, has no conneéﬁion
with Hegelién religious philosophy. On the other hand,
quacs, Habermas and Marcuse have introduced the Hegelian
philosophy and dialectic within the Kingdom of Marxzian
theorefical construction. They argue that the Hegelian

dialectic (as method) is revolutionary but the structure of

idea '(systém) in which' this .dialectic- operates, is
conservative. That is why Marx accepted Hegelian method and
rejected 1its system. Marzx abplied the logic of Hegelian
dialectic to the ;ystem of concrete feality' i.e. nmaterial

- . - )
production of society. Contrary to this position, Althusser

writes that both method and system of Hegelian dialectical

" philosophy are conservative and telelogical in' their

aspiration and operation.

-Thirdly, for humanist cum historicist Marxists, there is
a continuity beéween works of the Young Marx and‘ the tbe
works of the mature Marx. ‘:The theses of hunanism, man,
history, alienation, humgn préxis etc. have been the central
ideas vof Marx’s entire theoretical protocoll\ ‘According to

them the materialist theory of  history involves an
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interaction of sobially\érganized—indiviauals and it is the
hiskorical : procéés that connects socially-organ{zed
individuals to both human and non-human external nature.
Further, Marx’s fhéory of history represents object in its
totality.;‘ Marx’s entire coﬁceptualization of political
econonmic theory Wwas 'meant for representing _radical
historicizatién of history that occurred with the development

B

énd existence of capitalist prbduction. The project of

HAithuééer is guite different. He argues that the Yoﬁng Marx

was the victim of closed ideological problematic of Hegelian
objective idealism and Feuverbachian anthropological humanismnm;
whereas the mature Marx developed theoretical anti-humanist

and anti-historicist scientific problematic. In short, the

" Young Marx was a humanist and the mature Marx was a

scientist. The notions of alienation, human nature, man,
negation of . negation etc. are associated with the
thedretical—humanistfepistemology of the young Marx; whereas

the concepts of mode of production, class struggle, surplus

value etc. are grounded into the scientific <(theorretical

anti-humanist) epistemology of the mature Marx. : For
Althusser history is a process without a éubject and goal; it
has no centre but possesses a structure which has no
necessary center except in ideological misconception. Theory
invents history nét the vice versa. His theory of structurél
casuality of mode of production ha; discrédited the Marxian
versioné of teleoclogical philosophy ‘bf history. Further,

there 1is no pléce of individual préxis in the Althusserian
. o } [ N
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Marxism, because man is considered as an ideological being
whose Knowledge does not provide us with any means to
demonstrate and verify it. Unlike the humanist Marxism, the

scientific epistemology of Althusser refuses to legitimize

- the theses of *man’, ‘human praxis’, °‘creative consciousness’

and “*human agency’ within the sqiéntifiéﬁw éxperihehtél-
practice of Marxism. Althusser’s Marxism makes a muscular
attack on the philosophy of 'idea, science of consciousness,
history of idea and philosophy of man or»t@eoretical humanism
by arguing that they are the different variants of a .single
problematic of idealism éf esseﬁcg vand expiriciﬁm of
subject. Thus, in\this situation of philosbphical war of all
égainst all, if the internationél court of historical
materialism wills to epxress its vrevolutionary necessity,
then it must create the condition for growing ;ethds of

mutuality’ between the hostile-brothers by reintroducing the

debate on thé following theses:

~

1. Relationship between totality and whole

2. 'Relatibpship betwéen structure and history
3. Reiatioﬁship\between structure and subject
4. . Relationship between history and subsect/
5. Relationship bétweeﬁ necessity and agency

7. Relationship between Hegel and Mary '

\ )
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