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RECENT LITERATURE ON MARX AND MARXISM
By Lours DuprE

A survey of recent Marxist literature raises a host of practical problems. A
considerable number of good or at least useful studies on Marxism appear
every year. A selection holds always a good deal of arbitrariness and personal
preference. Should recent translations of works previously published be in-
cluded? Or older works which in a new edition or translation only now “*hit" the
English-speaking world? My combination of compromises can claim little ob-
jective support, particularly for the negative decisions, except that what is
offered here faitly represents the spectrum of recent Marxist scholarship in the
West.? -

One cax hardly expect to find a unifying theme in such a varicty. Yet all the
wotks discussed here owe their origin 1o a direct or indirect confrontation with
Hegel's dizlectic. This is fairly obvious for the ones considered in the frst part,
»*problems of Marxist Dialectic.”” But the entire theme of “Alicnation™ to
which the second part is devoted, was also introduced by Hegel. Even the *“His-
torical Developments™ of the third part were mainly determined by the em-
phasis or decmphasis of Hegel’s influence on Marx. The authors of the first part
all consider Hegel's dialectic indispensable, while Louis Althusser, the last one
to be considered in this survey, dismisses this dialectic as a foreign body that
merely obscures the clarity of Marx's thought. Some regard Marxism as 2
“system,” cven a philosophical system; others as a non-philosophical anti-
system. For some il is a humanism, for others a science. But all these views,
however contradictory, were mainly determined by their attitude towards
Hegel's philosophy. If there is anything that characterizes present day Marxist
scholarship in the West, it is its concern with the relation of the ideas of the
great German idealist to those of Marx.

1. Problems of Marxist Dialectic.—Of all the philosophical studies of
Marxism in receat years Klaus Hartmann's Die Marxsche Theorie (Berlin: De
Gruyter, 1970) raises the most basic questions. Hartmann no longer assumes
that Marx’s primary concern was philosophical as many non-Marxist
philosophers do. Nor does he accept a discontinuity between the carly *phtlo-
sophical” writings and the maturc “social-cconomic” ones, as French
cxistentialists did. To him Marx's esscntial contribution consists in a
transcendental critique of political economy, performed on the basis of a diz-
lectical interpretation of history. Unlike philosophy such a critique does not

*Some important studies appeared after I had completed my survey, most notabiy
David McLellan's intelligent biography, Karf Marx. His Life ond Thought (New York:
Harper & Row, 1974). Cf. Sidney Hook, “*Marxism,” Dictionary of the Histary of Ideas,
ed. Philip P. Wicner, § vols. (New York: Scribners, 1973-74), 111, 146-61; R. K. Kin-
dersley, “Marxist Revisionism,” ibid., 111, 161-70; George Lichtheim, **Historical and
Dialectical Materialism,” ibid.. I3, 450-56; and J. P. Netil, “Social Democracy in
Germany and Revisionism.” ibid., 1V, 26}-76.
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remain purely speculative. Yet it uses philosophical methods and concepts, and
a final judgment on Marx’s achievement must evaluate the consistency of this
usage.

It is well known that Marx's dialectic is based on a different foundation than
Hegel's. For the logic of the concrete universal Marx substitutes an empirical
anthropological represcntation of man as a “species being.” What initiates the
dialectical movement is not a logical necessity but an historical ncgation of
man's original condition. So the question arises: Can such an empirical foun-
dation support a dialectical nccessity allowing Marx to make certain predic-
tions about the future development of history? It is the considerable merit of
Hartmann's study to consider this problem from an original and comprehen-
sive viewpoint. His conclusion is a critical one.

Marx's dialectic proper moves entirely within the negative. It is initiated by
the intrinsically negative concept of alienated labor or, in the economic termi-
nology of the later works, “*sucplus Jabor value.” How could this ever resultina
positive state? Marx assumes throughout a positive vision of man, but this
assumplion forms no integral part of the dialectic. The negative impression
generated by the comparison between the assumned idea of man and his present
situation is logically inadequate to justify a dialectic, especially a dialectic in
which the negation itsclf must be negated. Marx has applied the dialectic from
without 10 an essentially nondialectical concept for the sole purpose of
strengthening his critique of the present (424). How would the emancipation of
man be necessitated by a dialectic which develops entirely by means of negative .
concepts?

Marx's anthropalogical image of man remains outside the negative process
and this process, in turn, fails to provide any certainty about its eventual con-
clusion. The actual dialectic begins with concepts which are assumed to be
forms of alienation but which are not logically connected with that from which
they are alienated. Both the principle of interpretation (alienated labor) and
what is to be interpreted (the cconomic process as a whole) remain negative
throughout. But since the dialectic is at the same time a critique of jtself, it
must be measured by a positive standard, the concept of “true™ human labor
which is always in the background. Thus, at the beginning of Capital, Marx re-
lates the exchange value of commaodities to his anthropological concept of
humad labor as & source of use value. Yet the latter is never integrated with the
dialectic. “*An anthropological concept of labor has been surreptitiously added
to the capitalist industrial process of production, whereby the difference of
labor time for the reproduction and surplue labor in the industrial process at-
tains a negative meaning™ (319).

An historical succession of social structures attains diatectical necessity and
predictable certainty only if an inner logos determines the historical stages into
moments of a rational process. Hegel’s theory of the Absolute Spirit fulfifled
this function. Marx, of course, rejected such an abstract ideological concept,
but his own theory of practice fails 10 provide an allernative form of nccessity,
Instead of rendering history intrinsically inteiligible he presents us with a suc-
cession of economic states connected mainly by their increasing deviation from
an assumed concept of labor. Marx's basic assertion that the economic process
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is the ultimate sourcc of alienaticn and that this alicnation will be overcome by
an inevitable reversal of the process, remains unproven. Since no intrinsic link
connects the anthropological idea of man with his negative social-economig da-
velopment, it is impossible to decide whether this development alienates man
from himself, as Marx claims, or whether it contributes to such an alicnation,
as some sociologists claim, or even whether it constitutes no essentially
alienating factor at all though it may well be an early and still defective state of
human development.

Marx’s unproven equation of cconomic periods with logical stages muakes
both his theory and his understanding of history doubtful. Facts which de not fit
the theory are declared “uncssential” and “prehistorical.” The remarkable his-
torical presentations of German Ideology and Capital can be no more than
ideal, well sclected models for the interpretation of history. Only for the last
three centuries does Marx try to prove the existence of 2 causal connection be-
tween a particular state of the cconomy and a corresponding state of social dis-
harmony. Even for this final period essential difficulties remain. For there is a
discrepancy between the gencral theory of Capital I and the specific economic
analyses in Capital Il and 11, In the latter the anthropological concepts which
support Marx’s dialectic and his prediction of the future, are seldom used,
Instcad we find exclusively economic concepls which, as in classical economic
theory, shed some light on the present and alfow, within well-defined conditions,
some determination of the future, but nothing cemparable to the sweeping,
inevitable dialectic of the general theory. (An example is the theory of surplus
labor yielding to traditiona! reflections on price and cost as determining factors
in the cconomic process.) How relevant is Marx’s theory in Capital I for a
proper understanding of his important theory of competition? Again, it never
becomes clear to what extent the anthropological concepts have been admitted
as integral parts of the dialectic itself. It is the particular merit of Hartmann's
book 1o have stated clearly the ambiguity of the relation between Marx's
anthropological representations and his dialectical method.,

Another study on Marx's dialectic of considerable importance, though
somewhat older and of tesser scope, is Alfred Schmidt’s The Concept of Nature
in Marx written more than 2 decade ago and in 1971 translated into English by
Ben Fowkes (London: Pantheon, 1973, reedition), Schmidt's work stands out
by its balance and perceptiveness, Most interpretations of Marx’s concept of
nature fali into onc of two categories, Either nature is regarded as an essential
attribute of man, even though he is estranged from this part of himselfin capi-
talist society—with various shadss of difference, Bloch, the early Lukics, and
some of the French existentialists adopled this position—or man is reduced 1o
an ontological (albeit a very special) part of nature, This position was prepared
by Engels’ later wrilings and developed by Lenin and Stalin,

The problem is complicated by the fact that Marx himsell uses expressions
which, if isolated, distinctly favor cither one of thosc interpretations, Sup.
porting the idealist interpretation Marx mentions the “slumbering
potcatialities™ of nature and, in the Paris Manuscripts, he hints at a general
resurrection of nature after the demise of the capitalist mode of production.
Yet, despitc ambiguous expressions, in his mature works Marx invariably
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viewed nature as opposed to man and as bound to remain so. The so-called
“potentialitics,” then, are not teleological structures but objective data which
man because of his own universal nature may convert into use values. Nor will
such a conversion cventually humanize nature entirely. Labor will remain
_ necessary and hard, even in the socialist society of the future. Undérscoring this
point Schmidt calls Marx one of the great pessimists of the West who, like
Freud, belicves in the continued need for self-denial.

On the other side, since nature refers to both the objective pole of human
practice and the totality of all that exists, including the subject of that practice,
the interpreter may be tempted to conceive of it as a monistic concept, a
physical equivalent of Hegel's Spirit. Sucha monism of nature need not be a2
smivocal materialism, as it was for d'Holbach or Moleschott, since nature itsell
may contain irreducibly diffcrent forms. To the vesy end Engels upheld the
qualitative distinction between mechanical and psychical motion (33). Even so,
a materialist interpretation implics a homogencous stratum, an identity of sub-
ject and object which Marx never accepted. To him the emergence of man
meant irrevocable opposition, to the point where the original unity of nature
can be grasped only through the present duality. This excludes the possibility
that Marxism will ever become a truly monistic system: it must remain
dualistic, that is, dialectically unfinished.

The entire devclopment toward dialectical materialism, completed by
Stalin, was inspired by a desire to “closc” what Marx had left open. Engels® role '
in it was important. Yet he was by no means “the man who misunderstood
Marx,” as many Weslern commentators of Marx scem ta believe. Marx knew
what Engels was writing: he read it, and for all we know, approved it. Moving in
an cntisely different direction he may not have noticed all the implications of
Engels' thought. But why did he not even suspect a possible misinterpretation?
Schmidt's study points out how Engels’ “deviating” ideas were intimately con-
nected with some of Marx’s own. ‘

In Marx also we find elements of an “entology.” Schmidt refers to his dis-
cussion of the rclation between the general laws of social formation and the
specific Jaws of historical development of societics. This might easily haveled to
the theory of one substance with two juxtaposed mades of reality, which we find
in Engels and, before him, in Spinoza. Indéed the notion of “*naturc” itself
suffers from an inhcreat ambiguity which allows it to be interpreted in a
monistic as well as a dualistic sense. Engels was clearly aware of the dangers of
an ontology. Yet he felt the need to give the dialectic a morce objective foun-
dation by cxtending it beyond the compass of the mind. Thus in his Aati-
Diihring he devcloped an all-comprchensive theory of nature covering the
humas as well as the non-human worlds. Nature in this frame of thought be-
comes a single absolute ruled by a dialectic that “applies” diffcrently to the
human subject and the physical object.

Such a view basically alters Marx's theory of practice. To Marx a dialectic
of nature may have a limited meaning (and onc which differs from Engels”) for
the pre-capitalist processes of production where man’s productive activity is
insufficiently differentiated from naturc’s own, so that his labor may be re-
garded as “naturc’s scli-mediation.” But in the capitalist stage this situation
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ceases to exist altogether, and it never existed in the sense of 2 dialectic indepen-
dent of man. “Nature for jtself is devoid of any hegativity, Negativity only
€merges in nature with the working subject. A dialectical relation is only
possible between man and nature™ {195). e
Schmidt’s work shows the complexity of Marx's concept of nature, It

¢ two main interpretations of Marx: the ma-

alist one, Both are wrong in their one sided-
ness, but each has more right on jts side than its’antagonist has been willing to
concede, -

In the preceding discussion of Klaus Hartmann's study we have noted how
cructal to the understanding of Marx's dialectic is the interpretation of the fina)
“negation of the negation.” Is there a definitive dialectical Aufhebung by which
the communist society moves beyond the abolition of capitalist structures into
& new, permanent state? This is one of the most controversial questions in the
twenticth-century interpretation of Marx’s thought. Each different in-

©r as resulting in a stable but negatively defined non-capitalist
society (U.S.5.R.), or as giving birth 0 a new humanism with norms entirely
different from those of both capitalist and anticapitalist societies (the revolu-
tionary movements against communist Staie capitalism in East Germany,
Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and Poland). In her Philasophy and Revolution
{New York: Delacorte, 1973), Raya Dunayevskaya considers the humanist in-
terpretation the only authentically Marxist one. She does so while fully
realicing that Marx no longer uses “humanist™ language after the Paris
Menuscripts. Yet her case is not based upon a preference of the carly “philo-
sophical™ wrilings to the mature “'social-cconomic™ ones (she accepts a full
continuity in Marx"s develo € nature of the revolutionary
dialectic. That dialectic, she claims, is essentially Hegel’s own, that is, a dia-
lectic in and through which the human subject develops. Rather than a pre-
cstablished objective law, as in Stalinism or Maoism, the revolutionary dia-
lectic is the life of the subject itself, It is essentially human in the sense that
man is both its beginning and its teleological end, -

To be sure, Hegel’s dialectic occurs within the Notion. But as Lenin pointed
out in the Notebooks, Hegel himself at one point substituted the term “sub-
ject” for that of Notjon. | shall not concern myself here with Lenin's (or Miss
Dunayevskaya's) reading of Hegel, which appears to me strongly influenced by
a strictly Marxist theory of praxis, but [ shall instead follow the anthor's in.
terpretation of Marcx's dialectic in its own right, for it well descrves our atten-
tion, What is at stake in the dialectical negation is much mare than a vision of
the society of the future, The nature of the dialectic defines the methods and
goals of the revolution ever, and particularly, af the present stage. Without the
cver new impulse of the living subject the revolutionary dialectic spends itsell,
and its anticapitalist movement comes to stagnate in a State capitalism that
mercly replaces the fetishism of the commoditics by the fetishism of the State.
“Such a judgment may seem surprising in the face of Trotsky's “permancnt™
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revolution and Mao's *‘uninterrupted” struggle. Yet, the author shows in an
illuminating and highly critical chapter on Trotsky (whose secretary she was),
how the Russian revolutionary leadcr even after his exile, was never able to sur-
pass theidea of a Russian State socialism. As for Mao, his continuous attempts
to rekindle the revolutionary spirit, far from being romantic, are hard-nosed at-
tempts toinitiate a true State capitalism by large increases in production.

Only Lenin, to whom Miss Dunayevskaya devotes her most inspiring pages,
understood the subjective and therefore ever original character of the revolu- .
tionary dialectic. Even he did so only aftes the inability of traditional Marxism
to cope with the problems of the first world war compelled him to rethink his
entire theory. By rereading the first chapter of Capital in the light of Hegel's
Lagic he finally understood that dialectic is not an objective scheme “applied”
to a varicty of situations and worked out beforehand. The human subject in-
veats its revolutionary dialectic forever anew. For Trotsky this dialectic always
remained an objective abstraction to be adjusted to the circumstances but never
to deviate from preconceived definitions. Even Mao envisions the revolution en-
tirely in terms of an objective historical necessity. For Lenin, on the contrary,
the revelution is a subjective event, or rather an integration of the objest by the
human subject. The creation of the workers® State is not a permanent acqui-
sition of the revolution, for such a State may develop into a geniiine socialist so-
ciety or it may degenerate into State capitalism. One of the ironies revealed by
Miss Dunayevskaya’s study is that those who preached the permanent revo-
lution were preciscly the ones who never completed the dialectical movement.

After reading her provocative work one cannot but wonder whether it repre-
sents a “scientific” or “utopian” socialism. Today’s communist leaders will
certainly dismiss her interpretation as “utopian.” Engels might also have done
so. Nor am I entirely sure that the author would have reccived Marx's own sup-
port. Yet in the long run that may not be too important. For this intuitive study
at least brings into the open the difficultics of the traditional interpretations of
Marx and overcomes them in a creative way,

Theodor Adorno’s Negative Dialectics also deals. with important issues of
dialectical philosophy, but since this work clearly deviates from Marxs theses
both in fact and in intent, I prefer to discuss it among the post-Marxian de-
velopments of the third part,

2. "Alienation” Before and After Marx. —The concept of alienation has
probably received far more attention than it deserves in recent literature. 1t has
degenerated into an uncomfortably vague formula in which each user condenses
his own negative views on the present. Yet ane gaod side offect of thiz dispro.
portionate interest has been a series of investigations of the concept’s original
meanings in Hegel and Marx. Among the most noteworthy ones we mention
Koenraad Boey, L afiénation dans la "Phénoménclogie deI'Esprit™ de G. W. F.
Hegel (Paris-Bruges: Descléc de Brouwer, 1970); Fricdrich Muller,
Entfremdung, Zur anthropologischen Begrundung der Stoatstheorie bei
Rousseau, Hegel, Marx (Berlin: Duncken und Humblot, 1970); Istvan
Meszaros, Marx's Theory of Alienation (London: Merlin Press, 1970); Bertell
Olman, Alienation. Marx's Conception of Man in Capitalist Society
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(Cambridge: University Press, 1971); Richard Schacht 4lienation (Garden
City: Doubleday, 1971). { also recall but shall not discuss the alder collection
edited by Herbert Aptheker, Marxisnt and Alienation (New York: Humanities
Press, 1965).

In his stylistically obscure but exegetically enlightening study, Boey draws
an important distinction between the meanings of Entfremdung (alienation) and
Entdusserung (externalization) in Hegel's Phenomenolagy. The former appears
only in the second stage of the Spirit and consists in the tragic split between
consciousness® inner self-possession and its sclf-cxpression in the outer world,
Alienation originates after the mind “has become consciously aware ofitself as
its own world and of the world as itself” and has subsequently become unable
to recognize itsell in its expressions. Alienation, then, clearly differs from the
more comprehensive Entiusserung (objectification) which contains neither the -
note of self-identity in the othesness of culture nor that of separation from one-
sell. Marx’s celebrated critique of Hegel in the Paris Manuscripts is based en-
tirely on his overlooking the distinction: he accuses Hege! of considering all ob-
jectification as an alicnation of man, an equation which Hege! clearly avoids
making, since objectification appears at a much carlier stage than alienation.

Yel as Richard Schacht shows in his more general study on Alisnation, the
fault is partly Hegel's own. For although he never confused the two categories,
his terminology is neither clear nor consistent, Thus he occasionally refers o
the new Entdusserung process through which the alicnated mind attempts to
radesr itself, as Entfremdung. Still, 1 do not believe that Entfremdung is ever
entirely “interchangeable™ with Entiusserung as Schacht claims (55). The
temptation to equate the two terms increases ecavse of Hegel’s transparent
allusions to Rousscau’s Social Contract. Rousseau uses the term alienation
(suggesting Entfremdung) to refer to the act by which the individua} serrenders
certain of his rights to the socicty of which he becomes a member
{Verdusserung). Still, as Friedrich Miiller proves in his monograph
Enifremdung, Rousscau may have influcnced the content of Hegel's theory of
“Entfremdung,” specifically by his descriptions of man’s unfortunate social
state in modern socicty in Du Contrat Social (and perhaps by certain passages
in Emile, Bk. IV), but he was never the source of confusion in Hegel’s termi-
nology, for what Rousseau refers 1o as alienation does not enter into Hegel's
passage on “Entfremdung,” and wherever Roussean's concept of alienation ap-
pears it is rendered by “Entiussesung”” (Muller, 26-4, 60-61).

After this terminological clarification, I shall consider two authors who deal
with the content of Marx’s concepts: Meszaros and Ollman. Istvan Meszaros,
a disciple of Lukacs, who ficd Hungary it 1956, traces the concept of alienation
from Marx’s early tn his mature work. In addition he uses the concept for an
analysis of present-day capitalist society which goes far beyond the letter, ifnot
the spirit, of Marx’s writings. Meszaros posits (rightly I assumc) that the cen-
ccpt of Entfremdung extends beyond the term which Marx seldom uses in his
publications after German Idenlogy. Some have concluded from this
diminished use of the term and from Marx's own ironic references to it that the
concepl itself ceases to play a role in his later thought, Meszaros argues, to the
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contracy, that it remains the central idea of Marx's oeuvre, The term even
reappears in the unpublished Grundrisse.? To Meszaros the term is a synthetic
formulation of a basic vision which is used frequently when Marx outlines a new
development, but which recedes in the concrete presentation of the subse-
quently published writings. At any rate, Meszaros considers Marx's entire
philosophy of history as dominated by the <oncept of alienation.

He s convinced, as a disciple of Lukfcs, that Marx's theory remained phito-
sophical, albeit not purely philosophicat, to the very end. “Indeed, Marx's
general conecption of the historical genesis and alienation of the sociat relations
of production, together with his analysis of the objective ontological conditions
of a neeessary supersession of alienation and reification, constitute a system in
the best sense of the term. The system is not less but more rigorous than the
philoscphical systems of his predecessors, including Hegel . . .” (96).

Bertell Oliman {Alienation) shares many views with Meszaros, He defends a
{ull continvity between Marx’s carly and more mature works. Rejecting all
social and economic determinism he interprets Marx as advocating 2 pluralism
of modes of production—cultural as well as economic. Morcover, Oliman
posits that for Marx there are no facts without evaluations and that human
nature develops according to an immanent tcleology. Yet despite those simi-
larities, his basic thesis differs substantially from Meszaros’. His work is
essentially an attempt to interpret Marx’s theory in terms of a philosophical
theory of internal relations. Capital, labor, value, and all the central Marxist
concepts contain within themselves all other concepts with which they are con-
nected. Thus interaction becomes inner actior. Marx accepts the restrictions of
a particular determination only as essentially relative. Names stand for fupc-
tions, not for absolute entities. Although common sease definitions distinguish
cach name adequately from all others for practical purposes, the name changes
as soon as the underlying reality adopts a new function. Thus *‘capital™ be-
comes “interest” when it starts functioning as what common sense describes by
the term “interest.”

Once again we witness a move away from a materialist interpretation of
Marx toward a Hegelian one. Indeed, Oliman claims that Marx’s criticism of
Hegel’s theory was never directed “aguinst the relational quality of his units or
the fact of system which this entails™ (34), but exclusively against the view that
“the interconnections . . . in the material world are mere copics of relations
existing between ideas™ (54). (Of course, Hegel never held the latter view.) On
other issues Alienation falls morce in line with the Marxist orthodoxy. Thus the
author rejects the existence of any basic distinction between Marx's theory and
Engels’ so-called laws of dialectic. That Marx's theory was a “system” is, of
course, an interpretation rejected by all the authors discussed in the first part of
this article. Though Mr. Oliman sheds some welcome light on some of Marx"s

*David McLcllan has published a well-cdited, careflully selected partial translation of
Marx’s text: The Grundrisse {(New York: Harper & Row, 1971). Although this edition
contains most of tke important philosophical discussions, it constitutes hardly more than

one-tenth of Marx's §93 compact pages. Meanwhile a complete translation has appeared
in England {Pclican Press, 1973). -
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basic concepts, his method of interpretation, taken from another philosophy
and then “applied,” places Marx's thought in 2 perspective which is not its own,

3. Historical Developments.—Interpretations have a history of their own.
In Marx’s case that histery is nearly as complex as the development of his own
thought. In discussing Raya Dunayevskaya's Philosophy and Revolution we
followed some of those developments in the orthodox communist camp, [ shall
now turn to some recent Marxist interpretations in Western Europe.

Iring Fetscher's older Der Marxismus (1963), recently published in English
as Maorx and Marxism (New York: Herder, 1971), stili remains the classic
survey of that development. Yet no study provides more insight into some of
the key figures than the collection of the late George Lichtheim’s essays From
Marx to Hegel (New York: Herder, 1971). As the title indicates, the common
bond between the most original interpreters of Marxism is the attempt to
return Marxist theory to the source from which it drew its original strength:
Hegel’s dialectic. Even Lenin, whose early writings are responsible for the kind
of scientific materialism which left its hcavy mark on official Murxism, later
considered a thorough acquaintance with Hegel's Logic indispensable Lo the
understanding of Marx’s method. Thus, paradoxically, the leader of the party
that was to bevome the main adversary of the return to Hegel, is also the one
who stood at the beginning of the movement. Both Korsch and Lukdcs were
severely punished by the Leninist faction for their “idealist deviationism.” But
once Hegel was in, it turned out to be most difficult to exorcize him from the
Marxist movement. .

Before the publication of his famous Aarxism and Philosophy (1923,
recently translated and published by Monthly Review Press, 1970), Karl
Korsch was a party member in cxcellent standing. He had supported Lenin's
denunciation of the reformist Second International and had strongly
condemned the “rencgade™ Kautsky. Yet Korsch's ideas in Marxism and
Philosophy made him forcver persona nen grata to orthodox theoreticians.
Korsch condemned the entire nineteenth-century development of Marxism as a
fragmentation of what was essentially united in Marx's own mind. Thus theory
in that development became disconnected from the practice of class struggle;
the materialist conception of history was transformed into a heuristic principle,
while the dialectic became a sociological dogma, and Hegel’s philosophy in
which the dialectic has its roots, is simply assumed to be “superseded,” hence
no longer active in Marxism. To Korsch, on the conirary, theory and practice
are united and they can remain so unly within a concept of dialectic to which
Hegel alone holds the key, True cnough, Hegel's philosophy expresses the
bourgeois socicty in which it developed and must therefore be surpassed. Yeu
Marx surpasses Hegel not by substitating a new philosophy for an old one, but
rather by dialectically criticizing this final, powerful ideological expression of
capitalist socicty. For Korsch, then, as for Althusser in our own time,
ideologies are far more than iliusions: they are realitiss on the basis of which
Marxism must build its own theory. This interpretation clearly conflicts with
the non-dialectical scientistic materialism of the Soviets, for which Korsch was
bitterly attacked by Lenin himself. In his Anti-Critigue (included in the present
volume} Korsch counterattacked. Marx, he claimed, felt nothing but contempt
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for those who imagine they can “supersede philesophy (in practice) without
realizing it {in theory).” According to Korsch, Lenin never attempted to “over-
come"” Hegel's philosophy: he simply reversed it.

Korsch's work appeared around the same time as Lukacs® History and
Class Consciousness (translated and published by M.LT. Press, 1971), which
met the same fate from the party officials. Here was a clear attempt to
transform Marx’s critique of dialectical philosophy into a dialectical
philosophy of its own. Notwithstanding the rejection of the primacy of mind
over matter, Lukics fully restored the Hegelian priority of theory over
practice. The change was not lost on the watchdogs of Marxist orthodoxy and
the entire pack was refeased on the wayward sheep,

Orthodoxy prevailed, but not for long. No sooner had Lukacs reentered the
fold when another group of independent Marxists reintroduced Hegelianism in
an cven more deviant manner. The original members of the Frankfurt school,
Adorno, Herkheimer, and Marcuse asserted the dialectical nature of the
interaction between conscious activity and the material conditions of life.
Adorno rejects the traditional Marxist subordination of theory to practice.
Those who keep theery in a servant’s role deprive practice of the very change
for which it calls. In his rich but opzaque and somewhat rambling Negative Dia-

~ lecties (1966; translated by E. B. Ashton. New York: The Seabury Press, 1973),

Adorno, contrary to Marx's famous word that the time has come to stop inter-
preting the world and 1o “realize” philosophy, fully reinstates independent spec-
ulation. He justifies his heresy on the basis that the moment to “realize”
philosophy was missed and that the political systems that presently ¢laim the

. priofity of revolutionary practice mercly suppress all critical thought which

that practice so urgently requires.

Yct Adorno’s return to dialectical philosophy is not simply a return to
Hegel. While Hegelian dialectic originates in an assumption of total identity of
concept and reality and, via the negation of negation, regains this identity,
Adorno's remains permanently critical, 2 consistent “refusal to . . . sanction
things as they are.” In his vicw the basic impulse of the dialectical movement
comes from non-identity and Hegel crred in setting as goal to the dialectical
pracess an identity which the very principle of contradiction excludes. Dia-
lectics is a logic of disintegration in which the negation of the negative, far from
leading to an affirmation as in Hegel, merely proves that the original negation
was not negative enough, -

Hegel's positivity in the beginning and at the cad results not from the dia-
lectical principle, but [roim the absolute primacy of the subject expanded into an
all-absorbing absolute spirit. This claim to priority of the subject must be
abandoned and the object must be given equal status, In Adorno’s dialectic,
subject and object presuppose one another from the beginning. The subject it-
self can be understood only as an ohjective social fact; yet this very under-
standing requires subjectivity. Reacting, then, against the idealist monism of
the subject, Adornc emphasizes the primordial presence of the object.

This might lead one to expect an affinity with Heidegger’s thought. Yet
Heidegger is the main target of Adorno’s attacks. His entological primacy of
Being brings the dialectical movement to a complete standstill. To Adorno the
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existentialist ontology means a return to a pre-critical immediacy of the thus-
and-not-otherwise, an attempt to restore a primeval given order along with its
unquestioned authority, a mythologizing of the cognitive object which clim-
inates the contradiction inherent in all reflection. Adorno admits a surplus of
being over individual facts, but its explanation lies in their relatedness, not in
any transcendent hypostasis. **What echoes in the word *Being’ as opposed to fa
onta—that everything is more than it is—means entwinement, not something
transcendent to entwinement™ (106).

For all his emphasis on the critical rolc of philosophy Adozno has no inten-
tion of returning to Kant. Thelengthy discussion of the notion of I reedom in the
third part of his book may be read as a fundamental attack upon the formalism
and what he considers 1o be the countless subjectivism of Kant's ethical system.
Instcad of an insurmountable opposition between a fully determined
phenomenal world in which frecdom must make an incomprchensible impact
and a rarified noumenal sphere from which it draws its sole strength and moti-
vation, Adorno proposes a socially conditioned, object-oricnted man whois en-
tirely rooted in the real world rather than torn between the opaque universe of
physical facts and his own pure but inappropriatc intentions. Here perhaps
more than elsewhere Adorno shows his continuing adherence to Marx’s social -
view of man. Despite his reinstatement of philosophy, Adorno remains a
Marxist albeit a thoroughly Hegelianized one.

Eventually a reaction against the Hegelian interpretation of Marx was
bound to come. Yet it came in a form which Marx would hardly have
welcomed: as a new, more static philosophy. With Louis Althusser’s attempt to
interpret Marx's thought in structuralist terms we find ourselves at the op-
posite side of the “Hegelians.” According to Althusser’s curious reading in For
Marx (New York: Panthcon Books, 1969), Hegel's dialectic was no more than
a reminiscence of Marx's philosophical youth, totally unnecessary to, and occa-
sionatly interfering with his mature message. While for Hegel the contradiction
requires no extrinsic determination to produce change, for Marx the essential
contradiction between the forces of production and the relations of production
is in itself insufficient to generate revolutionary change. The revolutionary
contradiction is determined by the total social structure which it determines,
or, in Althusser's terminology, it is “overdetermined.” Thus, according to him,
the Russian revolution resulted not from a mere class contradiction but from a
contsadiction “overdetcrmined™ by such extrinsic factors as the Czarist State,
the Orthodox Church, and even the geography of Eastern Europe. Such a con-
cept of mutusl determination between economic and other factors escapes the
usual Marxist oversimplifications of infrastructure and superstructure. Amaz-
ingly Althusser ascribes those oversimplifications to Hegel’s influence upon
Marxism, and claims that economic determinism is merely the mirrorimage of
Hegel's one-principled dialectic. In actual fact cconomic production is the de-
termining factor only *in the last instance.” Even the oversimplification of the
relation between theory and practice in vulgar Marxism is explained as an
invegsion of Hegel's relation between 1dea and reality.

In Reading Capital (1968; transl, Ben Brewster, New York: Pantheon,
1971), Althusser goes even further by claiming that Marx himself was mistaken
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about the nature of his theoretical achicvement. In describing his methed as an
inversion of Hegel's logic, Marx [ailed to recognize that, unlike Hegel, he was a
scientist and consequently unable to work with concepts in continuous flux.
Thus to Hegel's “historicism™ Althusser opposes Marx's “structuralism™ in
which logical structures exist independentiy of one another and on various time
levels. Moreover, logical structures exist in total independence of real ones.
While Hegel conceives of knowledge “as a real part of the real object” (38), for
Marx the real object exists independently “outside the head.” The production
of thought takes place entirely within thought, while economic production oc-
curs exclusively in the cconomic realm. To connect them in some way
Althusser recurs to Spinoza's psycho-physical parallelism, Aside from being
totally foreign to Marx's thought, such an interpretation lcads to unanswerable
questions concerning the appropriation of reality by thought, Marx's clearly
stated priority of the externally real over the ideal of thought becomes im-
possible to maintain within a Spinozistic theory of their parallel coexistence.
Nor do I see how Marx's dialectical necessity can be maintained without incor-
porating the various determinations within a Hegelian type of dialectic, An ac-
cumulation of empirical observations can never provide the certainty which the
theory of historical materialism claims for its interpretation of history. After
having dismissed the Hegelian dialectic Althusser fails to prevent a valid sub-
stitute of his own. Whalt is Marx's dialectical method, we must ask, if it is not
essentially Hegelian as Marx himself claimed it was? Dialectic is always a
logical structure, cven in what Althusser would call the ord:r of reality. As
such, a dialectical reality must be essentially intelligible. But to sever the
relation between ideal and reality is to withdraw the only support to dialectical
necessity. At that point the basic tension belween consciousness and nature on-
which Marx's entire theory is built, loses its foundation.

. Yale University.
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PHILOSOPHY AND REVOQLUTION,
Raya Dunayevskaya.
(Dell Publishing Co USA. Obtainable
from Bob Potter, 98 Addison Road,
Hove, Sussex). £1.75.

The name of Raya Dunayevskaya ls
well known to the libertarian left
She was secretary (o Leon Trotsky
durin the period of the infamous Mos-
cow Trials, but broke with him at
the signing of the Ribhentrop-Molo-
tov Pact, declating that Russia far
from being a *'d¥generated workers'
state " was in fact “state capitalist™.
This break stimulated Raya to " dig
deeper” into the philosophical prob-
lems of revolution, and her work is
consummated in her latest book, Phil-
osophy and Revolution, It's a book
that cannot be ignored by the serious
student of revolutionary politics.

Raya begins her study by looking
again at Hegel, and asking the
questions: .

“Why is it that now, in the 1970s,
everyone is re-discovering Hegelian
dialecties? "

*Why do the enemies of ** freedom
go out of thelr way to debunk
Hegel? ™

* What is the positively revolutionary
basis of Hegel's philosophy that both
Marx and Lenin found so essentlal to
an upderstanding of capitalism and
soclalism? "

The text is not easy golng, and Ms
Dunayevskaya Is inclined to assume
much knowledge in her readers, but
she succeeds in demonstrating quite
clearly that, right or wrong, Marx's

Capital is incomprehensible without
famiilarity with Hegel's philosophy of
“the dialectic of negativity”. )

Trotsky, Mao and Sartre are each
subjected to ruthless criticism before
she moves on to the problems facing
the third world and the “dialectics
of liberation”, The positive achieve. |
ments of the grassroots movements |
ageinst the ruling classes of the world | -
(Hungary 1956, Paris 1068, Black | -
Power, elc) were possible only be-|
cause they were independent of all

Dolitical organisations, all of which | ::

are part of the " tolal ™ apparatug of
exploitation.

Her interpretation of the dlalectic
sees everything in motion, “becom-
ing" its opposite, “ transcending* it.
self, or n concrete terms, oll OTEADe
isations of liberation (irade unions,
political parties everywhere) becom-
ing Instruments of, part of, the ruling
class. The very first step in the libera.
tion of humankind depends on the
realisation that eny support for eny of
these institutionalised structures
serves only to strengthen the mling

class.
Bob Potter

The Farm and
Food Soclety

challenges factory farming and
works for humane and whole-
some agriculture. Enquiries: 4
Willifiald Way. London NW11.
01-455 0634.
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Philosophy and Revolutivn: From Hegel to Sartre
and from Marx to Mao, by Raya Dunayevskaya. Dela-
corte Press $8.95 (h.b)) $2.95 (p.b.). 372 + xix pupes,

This engrossing book by a prominent and doughty
Marxist humanist falls into three distinet parts, The first
deals with Hegel and an expasition und estimate ol his
influence upon both Marx and Lenin; the second part
deals with the thought of Trotsky, Mao and Sartre; final-
ly there is n discussion of various revolutionary move-
ments within modern society, from Bluick power to
Women's Liberation. U is Dunayevskaya's thesis that
since the death of Lenin there has been a theoretical void
at the centre of left wing liberation movements, Where
theories have been propounded people have beenlured by
the seductive but deadly siren voices of Maoism and Ex-
istentialism. This theoretical void may be overcome,
Dunayevskaya argucs, by a reappropriation of the
Hegelian dimension of Marxism.

Of course the committed revolutionary, besst by the
practical end urgent prablems of politics and organisa-
tion, may well dismiss such a proposal as useless and
pedantic. Can't we make up the theory as we go along?
It is central to the argument of the book that such a view
is profoundly mistaken. To those who revel in the image
of the practical revolutionary despising the vice of
cxcessive theoretical deliberation, Dunayevskaya points
to the figure of Lenin, shattered by the betrayal of social
democracy during the first World War, sitling in Bern
libracy avidly studying Hegel's Science of Logic—in the
middle of the warl—a study which led to a revision of
his epistemclogy and his views on the relationship be-
tween the party and the proletariat. Practice and theory
are central, the former without the lalter is likely to be
both futile and dangerous.

Not unnaturally Dunayevskaya stresses Hegel's ac-
count of alienation and the Unhappy Consciousncss pre-
paratory to her siudy of Marx and Lenin's relationship
to Hegel. She stresses not just Hegel's particulur discus-
sion of the Unhappy Consciousncss in The Phenomeno-
logy but also secounts the fertility of this typology of so-
cial experience for thinkers as diverse as Royce und
Marcuse. The tendency to read Hegel as providing a
reconciliation to a brute and given reality, by showing
that what is is as il oupht to be, is resisted. Reconcilia-
tion is central to Hepel's philosophy but a reconcilintion
1o a transformied reality:  the breakthrovgh in the trans-
formation of the warld being the French Revolution, it-
sell the culmination of a process of gradual sell-cmanci-
pation, religious, economic and moral, achieved by
Western Man since the time of the Greeks. Freedom,

.

emancipation, transformation, all achieved by human:
activity licat the heart of Hegel's philosophy in Dunayev-
skaya’s view. This dinlectical overcoming of a situation.

which has come o scem an imposed straightjacket on . -

the possibilities of human self development is what'
makes legel's philosophy so contemporary: s

Qur contemporaries are, of course, mare concerncd with the self
determinativn of nations than of the 1dea but the goal~Frecdom
anrd sell construction by which to achicve it, is not far remaved
fram the seil determination of the Idea.

Thereference to Hegel's Absolute Idea is important here
because there is no really serious discussion of the onto-
Ingical status of the [dea or its relation to the finite minds
of individuals. Dunayevskaya wishes to minimise the

metaphysical; transcendental dimension ¢f the Abso-
luicand certainly if one shares her ideotogical, humanistic
position one may wish to demythologise Hegel in this
wiy. lowcver, one may remain concerned as to wheth-

cr this is an authentic delineation of the historical Hegel,

The kinds of difficultics which [ have in mind are rather
glossed over in passages such as:

fecanse Hegel's Absolutes emerged from the French Revolution,
even if you read Grist as God the Absolutes have 5o earthy a
quality, so clemental 3 sweep and are so totally immanent rather
thisn transcendent that every distinction between notional cate-

puries, every batile hetween Reality and Ideality is cae long
ek to Ireedom.

Fine sounding stuff no doubt:  but surely it throws very
little light on some of the central ambiguities of Hegel's
view of the ontological status of the Absolute, and fails
to du justice to the Hellenic and Christian influence up-
on his conception.

Dunayevskays docs pay attention lo the question of
whether Hegel's own cxplanation of the structure of
human experience and histary and the natural world is to
bhe taken as fixed and final—the celebrated problem of
the ‘end of history'. She argues against this. The dialec-
tical process arises out of seme kind of unity of opposites,
this very unily in difference producing teasion which is
the enpine of dialectical advance, and this mode] applies
equally to Hepel's own *final’ recorciliation. So the Ab-
sulute, come to its most mature articulation in Hegel's
hands, is stilt 2 unification of opposites and thus con-
tains within itself the seeds of its own dialectical self trans-
formation, tlowever much Hegel may have thought that
his own Ahsolute knowledge could not be superseded,

in Dunayevskaya's view it is provisional, revisable and
is in fact revised in the subsequent history of the struggle

for frecdom. o _
Hepel's idcas are seen as central and incremental
the later development of Marxism and Hislorical materis
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alism. This influence is traced in Marx through the Paris
manusceipts of 1844 and through the Grundrisse to
Capital. Dunayevskaya takes decisive issue with those
}*ho. like Althusser and Balibar, wish to minimisc the
importance of Hegelian ideas within the develooment of
the Marxist tradition. Of course such a thesis is now
commonplace although still controversial. She does not
. really take into account the figure of Engels, whose work
is the most difficult problem to reconcile with an attempt
to se= Marx in terms of his Hegelian dimension. Too
. often those who stress the centrality of Hegel's ideas
to Marx commit themselves to the view that Engels was
some kind of idjot positivist who for decades failed to
understand a central point of the theoretical basis of his
{riend and collaborator’s ideas, It is a gap in her book
that Dunayevskaya does not sufficiently take account of
this problem.

The influence of Hegel on Lenin has not been at the
centre of recent concern, and it is perkaps in this section
that Dunayevskaya's book is most interesting. ‘Lenin's
reading of Hegel's Logic is regarded as having a major
effect on Lenin’s subsequent thought leading him to

largely break with his rather passive cpistemology of
_* " 1908, substituting instead the idea that mind and inten-
. tion have a role in shaping the world through human
praxis. Noris thisa merely epistemological change. Miss
Dunayevskaya tries to show that this more active account

, ofmind lcd him to shandon the views on revolution put
forward in 1903 in Whar Js To Be Done which stressed
the way in which the proletariat needed 10 be fed to so-
cialist consciousness by the vanguard pariy. in place of
(his view it is argued that Lenin put the idea of the trans-
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time, according to Dunayevskaya, Lenin had largely
abandoned his earlier views under the influence of He-
gel's less passive epistemology/ontology.

In the final section on alternative theories which have
tried and failed to fill the theoretical void lefi by Lenin's
death Durayevskaya castigates Trotsky, but as | have in-
dicated her account of Lenin as a kind of counterpoint
to Trotsky seems to require more srgument than she
has given it here.

Raymond Plant
University of Manchester

Jean-Francois Mnr'quet: Libersé et existence. Btude sur
Ia formation de ia philosophie de Schelling. (Editions
Gallimard, 1973. 550 pages.)

This is anannouncement, nota review, A review would
require a study in depth, an item by item checking of all
passages in a widespread literature to which the 1530
footnotes refer and, above all, a thorough familiarity

‘with the work of Schefling and alot of hiscontemporarics.

I believe it would mean the work of a year. Then only
could the reviewer offer a reasoned though perhaps con-
cite evaluation of this book, whose printing was finished
September 18, 1973. .- R

In my opinion Marquet's study is much too important
lo wait for a documented review. Students of the cffects
Kant had on his time and ours, deserve to be told at
once that we have now this scholarly book as a guide to

o % : . h
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our own study of Schelling, and of his time and ours. Mar-
quet writes a lucid and fluent French and is so thor-
oughly at home in German that it is a pleasure 10 fud his
brilliant translations from Fichte and Hegel and Schel-
ting, whose respective German is often not as transpar-
ent as the reader might wish. To me, Marquet's book
looks like 2 must for anyone desirous to know what
really happened in that first hait of the uineteenth cen-

formation of sociely by the proletariat as subject angd she
interprets several of Lenin’s moves in this light {p.147).
In the same way as the Hepelian-humanist reading of
Marx raises the problem of Engels as intimated carlier,
a similar stress on Hegel's influence on Lenin raises the
. problem of the views of Rosa Luxemburg and Trotsky.
Rosa Luxemburg would, I think, have been surprised by
Dunayevskaya's reading of Lenin, She maintained her
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thesis about the necessity of the proletariat’s transfor-
mation of socicty being spontancons and not organised
by a vanguard party from 19034 in her articles critical
_ of Lenin in Neue Zeit until her death in 1919 (ie. afier

Lenin’s supposed transformation). Trotsky was also .

critical of Lenin's idea of the vanguard party because he
thought it elitist:- much more legitimate in his view
would be the possibility of the proletariat developing
from below a centralissd party which, because it would
- have its roots in the working class, would be more %n-
sitive to proletarian aspirations. Trotsky later modified
s view after the revolution and he thought that sub-
sequently they came aearer to those of Lenin; but by this

tury and is happening again, now.

Marquet takes the title of his book from the first page
of the Philosophical Letters on Dogmatism and Crisicism
of 1795, where Schelling stresses the problematic con-
trast between freedom (Sclbstmacht) and existence
(Dascin: sece Marquet p. 58 and Schelling I, 284().
That problem can indeed furnish the Ariadnc thread
through the evolutions of Schelling’s thought. The jack-
et of the book rightly says: “Beyond the mere individual
thinker, Schelling, a much vastes question faces us: What
is a philosophical work anyway?”

Marquet says he started his research fifteen years ago
and from 1962 on worked under the direction of Jean
Hyppolite and, after nis death, undes Paul Ricoeur. In
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eventually to achieve a position of strategic cconomic dominanee over the Middi
East” and a "level of political authority as predominant power” j

st in the rep;
This, in turn, would enable the Kremlin “to exert pressures wpan ca .

1 ( e exer pitalist siarey
by threatening their strategic interests, which include the unhampered Row of
petroleum from the Middle East.” Ideologically speaking, “the U.S.S.R. would be

working toward a world energy delivery system within a world socialist plinned
econemy” (p. 121),

‘Thus the major intrinsic inadequacy of Landis’s book, Eiven his own frame.
work, is the failire to appraise the chances for Moscow's likely success wr failuge
in the light of the objective abstacles to Sovict expansion,

As a result, his work
- is based on a number of questionuble assumplions concerning Russin’s ultinue

intentions in the Middle East wivich luve not been tested against the realitiew of
vegional politics and cconomics or apninst Washington's ebviens determinarion
not to abaudon the arca to the merey of the USSR,

O. M. Smoransky
Lehigh University

PHILOSOPHY AND REVOLUTION: FROM HEGEL TO SARTRE, AND
FROM MARX TO MAOQ. Ry Rays Dunayevskays. New York: Delicorie
Press, 1973, xix, 372 pp. $8.95, cloth. $2.95, paper.

If one secks the central idea of Ms. Dunayevskaya’s work, it may be found 1o he

that of prarie—but the iden used as backdrop rather than analyzed in depth. |
have in mind not what Marxists lave siid about it and made of it in transkting
it as “practice” but what Karl Marx himself understood by the term: “ce tout ilv
Tactivité réelle de Fhomme, cette activité ouvritre, que Marx oppose & lidéatisine
comme au matérinlisme,” as the French philosopher Jean Lacroix put it twenty-five
years ago, or, in Dunayevskaya's phrase, “an activity both mental and manual,
[a] ‘critical-practienl activity, which Marx never separated from its revolutionary
character”™ (p. 265). But from the moment when Marx's thought became trans-
formed into an ideology, that is to say into a doctrine whose practical purpose is
political, supported by a conception of the world and an ethie which chim to con-
form to a sciemtifically established order, and when this ideology became the
doctrine of an agency in power (party or statc), there was substituted for the
praxis of Marx a voluntarism more or less uprooted from the analysis of the reality
and the movement of a society.

Tt is around this issue that Dunayevskaya organizes her analysis of the rela-
tions hetween philosophy and revohition. In the first part of the work she places
on the same footing Hegel, Marx, and Lenin, considered as philosophers in search
of the concrete universal. In the sceond and third parts, she shows why recent
Marxists and philosophers (Trotsky, Mao Tsc-tung, and Sartre) have been umble
to fill the dwaretical vuid of the Marxist movement and how examination of the
differeat liberation movements of the list two Jecades in Alrica, Europe, the United
States, and elsewhere snggests that “the Alling of the theoretic void since Lenin's
death rewains the task to be done” (p. 266). That is to say how necessary it is
both to the theoreticians and the revolitionary wovements of our time to return
to Marxian praxis: “It has always been my helicf that in our age theory can
develop fully only when grounded in what the masses themselves are doing and
thinking” (p. xviii). '

In the latter half of our century revolutionary groups, wherever they begin,
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whenever they are free from partisan conformisne, are realizing that they can do
nathing durable without a theory, as they cun acconplish uothing without acting
themselves. In Dunayevskaya’s view, of particular importance are the different
resistance movements which from 1956 to 1970—in Wirsaw aml Budapest and
Pragme. Gdansk and  Szezecin—bave united workers aml youth from various
countries of Fastern and Danuhian Europe in revolt syminst the inluinstan oppres-
sion of locnl Marxist-Leninist regimes. They have embarked upon i movement
for the hberation of all men: “All sorts of nunstatist formis of social relations
emerged in every field, from newspapers and parties . . . 1o underlying philasophivs
of frecdom and totally new human relationships™ (p. 252). She asks, “Is it not
time for intellectuals to begin, with where the workers arc and what they think.
to §ill the theoretic void in the Murxist movement? (p. 266).

From Dunayevskaya's vantage point the question is urgent, for neither Mao,
nor the post-Stalinists. nor the Trotskyists, nor the disciples of Sartre can fill
the void: “Rather, the void existed because, from Leon TFrotsky down, the dis-
putants failed to face up to the movement from below” (p. 125).

The fundamental question is nevertheless not that but a different one. Tt les
in the philosophical cquating of 1legel, Marx, and Lenin, from the viewpoint
of the dialectic of negation. There is no need 1o dispute the characterization of
philosophier given Maxx by the anthor, following Karl Liwith and many others.
Marx is really a great philosopher, one of the most penctrating critics of Tegel,
The chapter devoted to the manuscripts of 1844 and to the Grundrisse is among
the most intercsting in the book. Proper treatment is given o the fallicions
“epistemological cut-off” which Lonis Althusser located frst in 1845, then recently
transferred to the 1870s. This “cut-off" is doubtless only the rendering into
philosuphical form, for the hencfit of Western readers, of the conclusions of the
Soviet philmnphers who, during the 19505, studied the formation of Marx's ideas.
Marxism-Leninism is, however, unaffected, as one sees in the Riponse & John
Lewis (Paris, 1973).

In returning to Hegel when lie read the Scicuce of Logic in 191415, Lenin
seeniil to overturn the ideas which he had expounded a decade carlier in Material-
irm awnd Ewmpirio-Criticism. Dunayevskaya is doubtless right to challenge the
“reductionism” of B. M. Kedrov, member of the USSR Acudemy of Scienices.,
Nevertheless a more detailed study of the written wark and later actions of Lenin
would he requited in order to conclude that these new ideas of his, which he
recorded only elliptically, governed his work in 1937-24, One must reserve judg-
ment, for several of the decisions taken by Lenin during this period—especially
as concerns the role of the oppasition in the party and that of terror as instrument
of class justice—would find their logical consequences in the day-tn-day Marxism-
Leninism of Stalin.

‘No more than Marx's dialectic of negation can that of Lenin be equated with
that of Hegel. In Lenin ax in Marx other philoswophical elements are alss present
which radically alier the configuration of the whole and no more arrive at a
concrete universat thit does Hegel's dinfectic. 1t is probably only in exploring other
paths, which Hegel ealled “the seriousness, the suffering, the patience and the labor
of negativity.” that it will be possihle w arrive at the real liberty of all men.
Dunayevskaya’s book may aid in this discovery as a resnle of the questions it ri<es,

Hexnt Cuamsne
Paris/Vanves
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-~ Raya Dunayevskaya, Philosophy and Revolution, From Hegel to Sartre, and
- Jrom Marx to Mao. New York: Delacorte Press, 1978,

T T U b B Lt 5l L 2

Throughout Philasophy and Revolution Raya Cunayevskaya never loses sight of
freedom and revolution which is the driving force of Hegelian Marvism in its clash
with historical and political instiutions organized upon the separation of theary and

praxis, “We may nat be on the threshold of revoludon, but the fact that the idea
revalution simgly refuses to be silent even when we are not In 2 prerevolutionary
- situadion speaks volumes about the philesophical-political maturity of ouz age. We
" may not have a Hegel or a Marx or a Lenin, but we do have what no ather age has
had in such depth—the movement from praxis whose quest for universality does noe
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stop with practice but hungers for a uniting of theory and practice, It is this—and
therein lies the uniqueness of the dialectic—which resists any rerrogression within the
revolution. Rexrogressionism secks to particularize tasks, to *fix” the universal, to .
confine the tasks of the masses 1o ‘making’ the revolution and not hothering their
heads about *self-development’” ™ (p. 285). This is the critical legacy from which
revolution can always draw in order to expose alike conservative, liberal and Jeft
authoritarizn ideologies and state-systems. “Marxism,” she says, “is a theory of
liberation or it is nothing.” In Marxism and Freedom Dunaycvskaya revealed the
foundations of this theory of liberation fn Marx's critical analysis of classical political
economy, French revolutionary socialism and German Idealism, understood against
the historical background of the period from 1776 to 1831. She made clear the
continuous development of the class struggles and civil wars from the time of the
Paris Commune, the American Civit War, and the Russian revolution to the
latterday events of Hungary, Czechosiovakia, Poland, Africa and the Black revoles of
America. Everywhere she has an eye for the forces of liberation and oppression,
indifferent to lefe and right, where human Iiberation is at stake. Where others are
disoriented, or prefer to read history piecemeal, more like an idiot’s tale, Dunayev-
skaya gives history and politics a plot, a movement which is always there so long as
some men are without freedom and others pretend to offer it, or else blindly refuse
it. Dunayevskaya understands thae histery 1 Giade by wen and women in the sireets
more often than by men in their studies. For this reason, she never loses sight of what
is going on around her. Of course, not cveryone wili see what she sees—some closer,
some further, some more skeptically than her, but what is at stake is not the problem
of iitusions so much as the need for vision in the contemporary political world.
As early as 1958, Dunayevskaya's Marxism and Fresdom made abundantly clear
the relevance of Hegelian thought for Marxist politics, This message has now been
absorbed to suit both the slow pace of academic Macxist discussion and the cruel
swiftness of Sovier counter-revolution in East Central Eurape, Surely, if anyone stood
Hegel on his feet it was Hegel himsalf, rooted firmly in the ground of revolutionary
history where Marx could meet him. It took Diama? to separate Marx and Hegel in
the upsydownsy land of Soviet state oppression. Dunayevskaya tirelessly exposes the
collapse of the Second Intemational as the real context of the separation of
revolutionary theory and practice. Commenting on the fate of Marx's early writings,
she rernarks, “It is that actual world of Russia with its forced labor camps that
compels this Russian auack against Marxism, It is not the idealism of Hegel that
threatens their existence in theory even as the working class does in life” (Marxism
and Freedom, p. 68). Dunayevskaya speaks cleatly where others, Sartre, Camus, and
Merlean-Ponty, for example, agonized for the longest time, In the context of the
cold war, the French Left might be excused for hesitating between American and
Soviet imperialism. In the new context of detente, the need to speak clearly is even
more imperative—and in this the bond between Hegel and Marx is the strongest link
in the chain of human freedom and revolution. Since the struggle for the human mind
outweighs the significance of the orientation of the Marxist mind bent to Party
dircctives and academic prejudices, Dunayevakaya's faith is in the praxis of the people,
which is there beneath the twist and turns of doctrine, state oppression and economic
exploitation and calls for an end to pre-history: “No concept of Marx's is less under-
stood, by adkerents as well as enemies, than one of his most original ones—the
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concept of praxis, Tt is truc that Marxists never stop talking about it. But, first, their
very translation of it as “practice’ robbed praxis, as an activity both mental and
manual, of  its “eritical-practical activity, which Marx never separated from its

! vevolutionary characier, Second, as each historic period following Marx's death rein-
- terpreted the concept to fit its specific situation, the alleged obviousness of the
concept of practice of the class struggle, of revolution, did not stop so-calied Marxists
from confining the class struggle within the bounds of reformism. Third, up 10

_ 1914—and chis is the most crucial factor in the vitizton of the concept of praxis--it
was not only the reformists who procecded to remove ‘the dialectic scaifolding’ of
Marx's philasophy of liberation. Revolutionaries al:o considered philosophy, if not as

- aere adjunct to the theory of proletarian revolution, certainly not as calling for a

" split in the Second International. The only revolutionary who felt a compulsion te
rewarn to the Hegelian dialectie as a preparation for proletarian revolution, as 2
method for merging with the self-activity, self-movement, sclf-development of the

" mestes that became the 1917 revelusion, was Lenin, Natwrally, once 1917 became
fact, theoreticians followed, but they never stopped thinking that they initiated it*
{pp. 264-265),

- The genius of Lenin, as of Marx, is to have dealt with everyday events in terms of
a theoretical concern which made it possible to discern overall trends in the
profusion of facts and details with which history overwhelms us, The merit of
Dunayevskaya's Philosophy and Revolution is that it never loses its grip upon the
central revolutionary impulse of proletarian politics, whatever the stage and context
of their development. Some will find criticism with her vison of a global
revolutionary movement from Peking to Detroit, embracing workers, women,
students and blacks. The analysis of particular revolutionary situations surcly gets
lost in such & canvas. Yet, however it is determined in particular cases, the core of
Dunayevskaya's argument is its orientation to the actuality of the proletarian
revolution. This is the ultimate tesc of Marxist thought in times when so many are
disoriented, either adjusting to the repressive rolerance of the left in the advanced
capitalist world, or else adjusting to the brutalization of Soviet palitics—in either
case, marginalizing or romanticizing the Third World, idelizing Mao.

‘What provides the srength of Philosophy and Revolution is the very same thing as
its weakness, namely, its vision of human emancipation. Despite Althusser’s recent
efforts, there can hardly be any question now of the suppression of the philosophical
basis of Marx's cconomic and political writings, except as the praxis of state socialism
or as a failure of individual nerve. Apart from such ideclogical distortions, there is
perhaps a middle ground of dispute between Marxists in the humanist camp over the
revolutionary praxis of the proletariat. Thus Marcuse, for example, is more skeptical
than Dunayevskaya of the revolutionary potential of the working class, whether black
or feminine, with the ideological organization of monopely capitalism. The inte-
gration of the working class into advanced industrial capitalism has, of course,
turned many analysts to Jook at the external proletariat of students, blacks and
women to achieve an otientation to ihe everyday events of the capitalist and socialist
worlds which will not sacrifice the basic Hegelian Marxist striving towards human
emancipaiion.

Dunayevskaya has a keen sense of the political movements that keep philasophy
alive, The claim to greatness in politics is ofien a matter of historical vision: he who
lacks it is lost. Yet the same is true of the wlholly visionary politician. The great
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politician. therefore, must belong to his times—not stavishly, but openly inspecting

its demands. This is the appeal of Lenin and in this he has served as 2 mode] to
many thinkers whe have felt the need to achieve a basic orientation within the drify
of Marxism and world politics. In this regard, Raya Dunayevskaya's appeal to Lenin
Joins with similar efforts by Lukdcs, Merlcau-Ponty, and Althusser, whom she righdly
dismisscs (pp. 302-303), though af course, they all come to different ends, Merleau-
Ponty turned to Lenin when reflecting upon the problematic of the relation between
humanism and terror. The context of this argument was the eve of the cold war
imperialisms of America and the Soviet Union. Although many will not understand
his argument, Merlssu-Ponzy wried to save Marxist humanism from the partisans of
liberalism and Communism: it cost him, and Camus later, the friendship of Sanire,
Sartre’s voice 13, as Dunayevskaya argues, a far cry from Lenin's attempts to explain
to the people the necessity for shifts in the strategy of the revolution in a way which
employed dialectics as the living expression of consciousness and freedom,
transcending provincialism and chauvinism,

In his Lenin, Lukics has argued that Lenin's practical ingenuity or political
genius must be understood in terms of his superior theosetical abilities, "The basis of
this theoretical superiority is that, of all Marx's followers, Lenin's vision was least
distorted by the fetshist categories of his capitalist environment. For the decisive
supetionity of Marxist cconomics over all its predecessors and successors lies in jts
methodological ability 10 interpret even the most compelx questions which, to all
appearances, have to be treated in the most purely economic {therefore, mast purely

fetishist) categories, in such a way that behind chese categories the evolution of thosz
classes whose social existence they express becomes visible,” The thearetical brilliance

of Lenin’s analysis of imperialism lies in his grasp of national liberation movements
as products of the world economy created by monopaly capitalism which, provided
the preletariac can transform imperialist wars into civil wars, becomes a genuinely
revolutionary period. Tiaus, Lenin was able to reject Revisionism and Opportunism
in the International because they failed to understand how the class implications of
imperialism, when grasped in their specific dialectical implications, were favorable
by means of civil war to the proletarian revolution in Russia and elsewhere. Lukics
has the same view a5 Mezleau-Ponty of Lenins political practice, separating it
entirely from what others might regard as realpolitik: “Above all, when defining the
concept of compromise, any suggestion thae it is 2 question of knack, of cleverness,
of an astute fraud, must be rejected. "We must,” said Lenin, ‘decisively reject those
who think that politics consixts of little tricks, sormetimes bordering on deceit, Classes
cannot be deceied,' For Lenin, therefore, compromise means thai the frue develop-
mental tendenaus of classes (and possibly of nations—for instance, where an
oppressed people is concerned), which under specific circumstances and for a cernain
period run parallel in determinate areas with the interests of the proletariat, are
exploited to the advantage of both.”

In the postseript w0 his essay on Lenin, Lukdcs repeats the argument for the unity
of Lenin's theoretical grasp of the political nature of the imperialist epoch and his
practical sense of proletarian politics. In trying to express the living vature of that
unity in Lenin's own life, Lukdcs describes how Lenin would leamn from cxperience
or from Hegel's Logic, according to the sttuation, preserving in himself the djalee-
tical tension berween particulars and a theorecical totality. As Lenin writes {n his
Philosophic Notebooks: "Theoretical cognition ought te give the Object in in
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- necessity, in {ts allaided relations, in its contradictory movemens, in- and for-tself.

- -But the human Concept ‘definitively' catches this objective truth of cognition, seizes

and masters it, only when the Concept becomes “being-for-itself in the sense of

. practice.” What Dunaycvskaya makes abundantly clear is that it was by tuming to

_Hegel that Lenin sought to find a way to aveid making theory the mere appendage

of state praciice, while reserving to practice a more creative political role than the

_ retroactive delermination or revision of ideology. But this mcant that Marxist

materialism could never be the simple enforcement of political will, any more than

" political will could be exercised without a theoretical understanding of the specilic

... class velations it preupposed. Thus Lenin remarks that “The standpoint of life, of

practice, should be first and fundamental in the theory of knowledge. ... Of course,

we must not forget that the criterion of practice can never, in the nature of things,

cither confirm or refute any idea completely. This criterion too is sulficiently

‘indefinite’ not to allow human knowledge to become *absolute,’ but at the same time

it is sufficienly definite to wage a ruthless fight against all varieties of idealism and
agnosticism.” .

Of course, in these later Hegelian formulations Lenin is modifying his own revision
of Engels’ dialectica! materialism as st forth in Materialism and Empirio-Criticism,
thereby rejoining the challesge set to this work by Lukics® own History and Class
Conscioumess, as well as Karl Korsch's Marxitm and Philosophy, both published in
1928, Lukics' esay on Lenin was published on the occasion of Lenin's death in
1924. What died with Lenin was Onthodox Marxism, although its dead hand was to
be upon socialism for anather thirty years or more. Orthedox scientific Marxism was

- completely undermined with Lukscy' insight into the historically determined praxis of

"y science, But while it is clear that scientific socialism was not ready for Lukics, the

" same must be said of the Wesz, where only today is the critique of scientific praxis
entering into a properly reflexive or critical social science.

What Higtory end Class Conscioumess made clear was that living Marxism is
inteparable from its idealise and Hegelian legacy. This split Russian and Central
European Mardism and made Lukics a prisoncr of thess very events, What emerges
from these developments is that the Hegelian concept of totality furaishes a matrix
for the integration of ethics and politics through the restless dynamics of man's
attempt to measure his existential circumstances against the ideal of his human
essence, which he achieves through the struggle against sclf and instistional
alienations, The Hegelian Marxist tocality is thus the basis for the integral humanism
of Marxist social science,

. This much hat been established in the academic debate over the carly and later
writings of Marx. One would have thought that it is ne longer arguable that
Marxism can be separated (rom its Hegelian sources. Yet, recently this argument has
reappeared in the influential contributions to critical theory developed by Habermas
and by the structuralist readings of Marx fostered by Althusser. Although
Dunayevskaya docs not deal in detail with these developments, one can share her
wurk by extending its argument in this direction. This is necessary because behind
the templexity of Habermas and Althusser’s arguments over Marxist social science
. theze still lurks the problem of the relation between philosophy and revolution. If
.. Miarx cad be separated form Hegel then the revolution can be handed over to the
Party or clse resubjecsivised.
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Habermas argues that whereas Hege! and Marx in their carly work moved beyond -
Kant into tke dialectics of recognition and their mediaticn through language and
work, they respectively fell into the aberrations of the idéatity of absolute knowledge
and reductive mazcrialism, The result i that blarx lalks an adequate ground for
historical materialism's claim to provide a critical theory of the process of human
emancipatiosn, :

Althusser is likewise concerned with the endemic tegressions of Marxist Theory
due to its akernation between ideological humanism and a positivisc conception of
material determinism. Both arguments turn upon the nature of the transition from
Hegel to Marx, upon which Dunayevskaya is the more reliable guide. Habermas has
his own version of the “epistemological break” which Althusser puts between Hegel
and Marx. In the first thesis on Feuerbach, Marx corrected previous materialist
theories with the Hegelian comment that materialism overlooks that objects are the
products of human praxis. But then, according to Habermas, Marx understood
praxis solely as the process of matcrial cxchange, without any relation to other
symbalic synthesis, in particular, ideclogy, science and politics. Habermas succeeds
in cutting down Marxs claim to critical theory by reducing the synthesis of
economic, legal and political structures comiained in the sheery of historical
materialism to a crude form of technological and bialogical determinism. By
insisting upen 2 reductionist account of historical materialism (which, apant from
overlooking what &5 in Marmx, totally neglecs Lukies Hitory and Class
Consciousness), Habermas is able to argue that Marx reduced the reflexivity of
socialogical knowledge strictly to the processes of material production and thus fell
into a postivist epistemology incapable of generating critical theory.

Habermas succeeds in making Marx an intellectual dope by suppresing the
connections between Marx's analysis of economic processes and the conduct of class
struggle, whereas this is the pervasive feature of the Economic and Philosophic
Manuscripts, the Grundrisse and Capital. But Hegel fares no beceer than Marx, once
Habermas tries to put together what he first separated. Whereas it is obvious that the
dialectic of recognision is central to both the FPhenomenclogy of Spirit and the
Philosophy of Right, Habermas restricts its significance to Hegel's early theological
and potlitical writings. Habermas® thesis, therefore, turns upon a special version of
early Hegel, 23 well as Marx, each separated from the touality of their work,

Marx's critique of classical political economy, which had already been initiated by
Hegel's refleciions on Adam Smith and market society, is methodologically in no way
below the level of eriticzl theory. It rests upon the same intuition of the formal
presuppositions of objective knowledge, But instead of bringing its argument to bear
upen mathematics or physics, it deals with economics and the relativity of the insti-
tutional arrangements that make the natural sciences an analogue for cconomics,
The error contained in Engels' positivist endorsement of scicntific praxis is that he
overlooks the alienation of objectivity separated from its subjertive sources in the
historical decision to treat nature "mathematically,” as Heidegger would say. This is
an error about which both Engels and Marx were quite clear with regard to the
status of the econcmic “laws” of capitalist society. In other words, Marx and Engels
ordinarily understood that the “objectivity” of capitalist conduct depended upon the
reification or alienation of the motives for capital accumulation and class oppression
internalized as chjective vocabularies of economic action.
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All this must be kept in mind by anyone approaching Althusser’s reading of Marx
on behalf of Marx, We Icave aside his purpose of stemming the tide of revisionism
since the Twentieth Party Congress. What concerns us is the usual attempt to split
Hegel and Marx, this time to ‘cut Marx from his “ideological humanism™ and to save
the “specificity of Marxist cheory.” Althusser setdes the splic between Hegel and
Marx on what he calls an epistemological break, The latter entails a decisive
departure from Marx’s early dependence upon Hegel's criique of bourgeois civil
society, as well as Fenerbach's materialist eritique of Hegel which so enchanted Marx
and Engels, prior 10 the German Ideology when they “settled” sheir philosophical

* consciousness. Indeed, according 1o Althusser, Marx "was necer strictly speaking a
Hegelian." This early dependence, so obvious from Marx's doctoral dissertation, and
from the Economic and Phifosaphic Manuscripes, but also in Capital, belangs, if we
are to believe Althusser, only to the very early period of Marx's “disordered”
consciousness. Even then it functioned only to produce the “prodigious reaction”
required for its dissolution! With Habermas and Althusser we have to choose between
Marx the dope and Marx the sick lad.

According to Althusser though this is hardly news, and is certainly more Hegelian
than he seems to think, the specificity of Marxist theory lies in its theory of the over-
determination of social structures which accounts for their features of simultancous
complexity and unity. Such “structures in dominancs™ are the anly proper referents
of the notion of unity or tetality in Marxist theory. The theory of the overdetermi-
nation of social structures, argues Althusser, has nothing in common either with the
Hegelian unity of essence and its alienated appearances or with the monistic
causality of material detcominism. The Hegelian unity relentlessly negates
differences which never exist for themeelves and therefore can never determine any
practical policy which could materially affect the development of the spiritual unity
of its essence.

It hardly bears comment that a simplistic theory of economic determinism and,
even more 0, an oherworldly idealism makes an enigma of the whole Marxist
conception of revolutionary praxis, The curious thing is that Althusser's theory of
structurzl overdetermination, which he believes is what separates Marx from Hegel,
Is actually due much more to his awn gloss upon the political praxis of Lenin. But it
is precisely here that we need Dunayevskaya's insistence upon Lenin's relation 1o
Hegel, as wcll, of course, as her own reading of Hegel. Just as she was one of the first
1o emphasize the importance of Marx's Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, so
now we owe to her fresh understanding of Lenin's Phifosophical Notebooks, a work
which should sirengthen the chain between Hegel, Marx, and Lenin. For, if we
follow Althusser's denial of an Hegelian politics, how shall we understand Lenin's
study of Hegel and his conscquent reorientation wird-tis the phenomena of
imperialism and monopoly capital, which in twm had such far reaching
consequences for his own internal political strategies?

The gist of Lenin's Hegelian re-orientation is expressed in the following two
passages from Dunayevskaya, and developed in greater detail her chapter on
Hegelian Leninism, Let us consider them in relation to Althusser’s account of
Lenin's philosophical crientation. “Movement and sclf-movement (this NBI
independent, spontancous intemally necessary movement), ‘change,’ ‘movement,’
‘mpulse’ ¢ ‘movement,’ and to ‘activity'—opposite of 'dead-being'—who would
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belicve that this is the core of "Hegelianism,’ of abstract and abstruse (difficult,
absurd?) Hegelianism? We must disclose this core, grasp it, save, shelt it out, purify
it—which is precisely what Marx and Engels have done.” Upon this Dunayevskaya
comments as follows: “When Lenin begen his study of Hegel, as his Philosophic
Notebooks show, he still felt compelled to emphasize that he.is reading Hegel
materialistically, instead of 1aking that for granted, and going on to what was new.
By the ead of his Hegelian studics, he wrote: *Intelligent idealism is nearer to intelli-
gent materialism than is stupld materialism’ * (Marxism and Freedom, p. 169).
It was in terms of this reaction to Hegel that Lenin then proceeded to reanalyse
the political significance of imperial war and the strategy of proletarian revolution.
Lenin's study of moropoly capitalism, which, it will be recalled, Lukacs attributes to
his "theoretical superiority,” but without mentioning its Hegelian inspiration, in fact
followed his Philosophic Notebooks. "Ornce Lenin saw the counter-revolution within
the revolutionary movement,” says Dunayevshaya, “he felt compelled to break with
his former conception of the relationship between maierialism and idealism, The
keynote of his Philosophic Notebooks is nothing short of a restoration of truth to
philosophic idealism against vulgar materialism to which he had given the green light
in 1508 with his work on Materialism and Empitio-Criticism. Necessary as that book
may have been for the specilic purposes of Russia—only Russia was so backward that

in 1903 one still had 1o fight clericalism in the Marxist movement—he now includes

himself among Marxists who criticized the Kantians, . .more in a Feuerbachian than
in an Hegelian manner.”

In his own essay on Lenin’s philosophy, Althusser manages to twist these theoretical
developments around the notion of Adstorical deley, by which he means that Marx,
Engels and Lenin, as well as Lukécs and Gramsci, were all philasophically
premature {i.c., for dogmatic Soviet materialism, though he doesn't say that) in their
views. Indeed, this notion also allows us to argue chat the union of Marxist theory
with the workers' movements was similazly premature for previous stages of socialist
history, Althusser alone possesses the key to the relation between the need for
philosophy and the necessity of not advancing it beyond Marxist science. This
solutien claims to be a restatement of the unity of Leain's philosophical and political
thought. In fact what Althusser does is to interpret Marxs eleventh thesis oo
Feuerbach so as to deprive philosophy of any proper domain other than as a
“primitive practice” (practigue sauvage) on behalf of the class struggle in the realm
of theory. However, it is casy to miss Althusser’s primitive philosophy, which, of
course, leaves him open to an equally primitive politics, because by leaving aside
history Althusser is able to parade an elegant structuralism which appears to have no
blood on its hands, It requires lile thought to contrast Althusser’s structuraliem
with Marx's own structural models of simple and expanded reproduction which, by
combining history and structuralism, revealed how capital came into the world
dripping with the blood of its proletariat and colonials, Althusser cleans up Soviet
ideology, only to leave the sorrows of socialist capital accumulation, aggravated
pechaps by the cold war entente, without comment.

Dunayevskaya's Philosophy and Revolution makes a valuable contribution to the
developments of Marxism that have occurred in France and Italy, as well as to the
debates of Eayt European revisionists and West German critical theorists. A
particular merit of her study is its attempt to embrace developments in the ULS.,
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-~ China and Africa. Whatever her success in this, hee work suggests the need for a new

" Communist Manifesto. For today “ein Gespenst geht um in Europa’ *—and it is the
spirit of Hegel. This is 50 because the contemporary problem facing socialism is sill

" to :ry to understand what it means to change the world.

John O'Neill

Maria Antonictta Macciocchi, Per Gramsci. Bologna: 11 Mulino, 1974.
427 pages.

Despite its inxuspicious title, this book is not an Althusserianization of Gramsci.
Macciocchi is not the least concerned with periodizing Gramsci, cstablishing at what
point he became a scientist of the revolution, or with reinterpreting Gramsci from
the viewpoint of the present strategy of the Ttalian (or French) Communist Party. On
the contrary: she is primarily interested in vindicating the historical Gramsci from
the dogmadic stranglehold of party orthodoxy that has hitherto marketed him as the
theoretical missing link between the glory of the Bolshevik revolution and the gloomy
bureaucratism of its outcome. Then, why such a title? The Althusserian form
contradicts the polemical content. Yer, it is very appropriate since the juxupasition
ol' an orthodox and uncritical theoretical approach supporting a critical political
thrust is not merely a conceptual ambiguity pervading the book, but Macciocchi's
own predicament or, more broadly, that of a significant sector of the radical Left

. today, In recycling Gramsci's Marxism for French consumpiion (the book was
originally written as 2 series of lectures delivered in Vincennes in 1972), Macciocchi
masterfully articulates the problems created by obsolete theory for contemporary
political practice.

Her two earlier books, Daily Life in Revolutionary China and Letters from the
PCI to Louts Althusser already moved in this critical direction and have been largely
mponn‘blc for her purge from the Party’s hierarchy. She has na illuslons on the
maiter: *...the most serious fracture between my intellectual commitment and the
Party came about with regard to my interpretation of the Culwral Revolution in
China, where T went in 1970—still a communist representative to the Iralian
Farfiament—and concerning which 1 wiote my book which, after the break bemween
the USSR and China. . .re-cxamined the new sensc and ideological import of China

. far Marxist doctrine and practice, against the masquerades diffused by the Soviets on

the matter” (p. 353). Naturally, her China book was immediately rated in the
Communist Index and, judging from a very lively appendix dealing with her ap-
pointment in Vincennes, the French Communist Pany sought to block her from
teaching the course on Gramsci for which she was being hired. Yer, she remains in
the Party—caught a1 she it between the full awareness of the Party's intemal
bureaucratic decadence and the impossibility of generating a meaningful pelitical
alternadve, to it.

“Thus the book's main ambiguity is not merely conceptual, but is ultimately rooted
in the very constitution of most of the European Left, and its inability to transcend
. Marxism-Leninism: a fundamentally sound Marxist-Leninist theory is consanily

contraposed to its degencrate manifestations. Although all appearances tend to be
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Rg.ya-rDunayevskaya: filosofia e rivoluzione

Raya Dinayevskaya ¢ antitutto una militante rivoluzionaria, Da sempre
Iepatd attivamente ol movimento marxista (2 stata, per un cerlo periodo,
oretaria ¢ collaboratrice di Trotsky), milita nella sinisira omericana
niando, insieme ad operdi di colore come Sharles Denby, Vorgonizza-
ane di Marxisti Umanisti News & Letters Committees, e la omonima
 di collegamento e dibattito marxista. Gli scritti delle Dunayevskaya,
aiiche .quelli di maggiore respiro filosofico, sono sempre legati all'inter.
vento: politico specifico, e sono spesso Pesito di una elaborazione collet-
ti i una collaborazione singolare tra intellettuali e militanti operai,
“tentativo di unificare teoria e pratica e di affermare concretamente
sin:modello rivoluzionaria di filosofia,
La itia posizione filosofica potrebbe essere definita di marxismo sogget-
begelo-marxismo, se la sua ricezione di Hegel non fosse assai lon-
ana rispetto alla schematizzatione in questo campo operata dal marxismo
éinico e tubte legala, invece, ulla situszione politica del movimento
dno di contestazione. La scelta « umanistica », ciod, non deriva da
lettura accademica dei classici, ma de una valutazione politica deter-
‘dellalternativa mondisle attuale come allernativa Ire oppressione
erazione, totalitarismo o socialismo libertario. Il filo conduttore delle
Ficérche & proprio @ concetto di flosofia come strumento politico ri-
voluzionario, esplicitazione ciod delle condizioni soggettive, di coscienza
: ‘costruzione di un comunismo non autoritario ma libertario, nelle
" societd di capitalismo maturo. E qui che la sua elaborazione si.inconira
con quelle di Marcuse,
Gia pel primo libro, Marxism and Freedom — from 1776 until Today
1958) %, la rilettura del socialismo e del marxisma rivoluzionsrio in

IR Dnmynsk;yl. Mm -n‘é Fmdm « From 1776 until Today, New York
M'pm&umhpte&ﬂpmdihhmseéupmmfnmm

chiave umanistica ¢ libertaria avevs sullo sfondo una prospeltiv

cio mondide della lotta di classe. L'antrice imterpretava:ia:ri

lotte del prolelaristo emericano (lavoratori delle industrie - mine

antomobilistiche) dopo la crisi di Corea, da un lato; b s

tedesco orientale del 53' e ungherese del *58 dall'cltro

una progressiva unificazione mondide non solo dei capi

fine conseguente di egemonia del comunismo sovietico)

proletariatd rivoluzionario. I libro (che da questo pu

accasiaio @ Soviet Maotism di Marcuse che esce nelio stesso annn}iés

uno dei primi tentetivi di lettura in chiave oggettiva & non milol

marxismo sovietico in rapporio ai reali movimoenti di classe in. Oc

e in Oriente. 1l difetto, rispetto dlle analisi di Morcuse, & rapp ]

da uma troppo accentuata opposizione ol comurisma sovietico {léggia

Mz polemica trotskists), e da una enfatizzryions del distacco’ di=Stalin:

rispetto alla ortodossia leniniana, che lo siesso Marcusé n sncd”d

stigmatizeare nelle sua prefazione, Un'dlira critica che Marcuse rivolge. o

Dunayevskays (pur dicendosi d’accordo con le linee jonda.

sua interprelazione del marxismo) & di rimanere legot

tradizionale di proletarinto rivoluzionario, identificato con gli:oprrai

fabbrica, pardendo cost di vista le istanze origindli (in direzione-de

dividuazione di nuove forze soggettive) pure presenti nel dibro.: V.

to perd che la posizione dells Dunayevskaya reppresentava:pr

risposta polemica dle tesi diffuse della integrazione del-prolet

dentdle in cui lo stesso Marcuse si andava adagiando, da..

borghese; e che inoltre essa viene corretta dalla stessa awt. ‘

degli anni sessanta, in una partecipazione diretta alle lotte di_liberazion

delle donne, degli studenti, dei regri. e ;
Cid' pud essere facilmente verificato nel recente Philosophy

tion (1973} dedicato, come la stessa Dunayevskaya: s

studio dells didettica rivoluzianaria « da Hegel a Sartre

Mao ». 1l riferimento alle nuove forze di contestazione”

che il Iibro & cosiruito in una singolavissima didettica

sofici e pratica delle lotte, e la costruzione della teoria rivol,

considerata come il miglior commenio e la migliore interpretazio

amni sascanta (dal Vietnam dlla Cina, dai megri agli sudenti

Vengono cost corrette le ambigritd del discorso precederite, e V'

o proposto dall'autrice si rivela came la scelta dello strumerio

Punico adeguato, per render conto dello « scoppio di soggettiviid.» degli

anni sessanta, enziché come residuo della polemica antistalinista.- -

«L'Homme et la sociétés 19 1973, con il titola Marxitere et lberté, ma: not
stata riprodota nolla traduzicoe italians edits da Le Nuova Italia (edizione
peraltro, ireeperibile), . s
1R ya, Philosopby and Revoiution, New York, Detl, 1973,
versioni del capitolo su Lenin sono apparse in « Praxis» 516 1970, e

primavera 1971, -
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_ 3 di lettnira del libro & la rivalutazione di Hegel e della dialetti-

feaihegeliana vista come strumento politico e flosofia della rivoluzione,

: strada aperta da Marcuse, ma con una maggiare attenzione af pensiero

turo di Marx (soprattntto i Grundrisse di cui viene data una delle pri-

letiure in America). Non stupisce percid il provocatorio accostamento

tHegel alle Pantere Nere, della « assoluta negativitd » del concetto alla

d.da parte di George Jakson, nell'inferno di Saint Quentin, della

fella liberazione, che troviamo nella Introduzione! 1l filo con-

sempre il primato della pratica sulla teoria come via maestra del

rvivolsczionario e come cerniera tra politica e filosofia. E il eri-

Yieriosché la Dunayevsbaya applica anche al pensiero filosofico di Lenin,

Féfpié ‘Hsilta fortemente Hluminato, contro I lettura dogmatica del mar-
ismo ¢ delle ortodossia comunista,

tta-di didettica in Hegel, Marx-Engels, Lenin, ¢ affronta in parti-
¢ la interpretaziore leniniana di Hegel (i Quaderni filosofict) in
porto con Materialismo ed empiriocriticismo da un lato, la pratica poli-

.del. periodo pre ¢ postrivoluzionario dall’altro.
2= Contro Vinterpretazione ortodossa del Dia-Mat, la Dunayevskaya accen-
& tua la rottura tra la prima e la seconda opera, la inconciliabilitd della assi-
ilatione: deills dilettica begeliana, di cui i Quaderni sono la viva festi-
1or col meccanicismo della teoria del riflesso di Matesialismo ed
empiriocriticismo. Ma, anziché opporre il metodo delle citazioni ai suoi
dvversari, segue una via origindle e convincente. Si iratta di far vedere
conre la scoperta della dialettica procede in Lenin prima nella pratica che
oria, prime nella claborazione concreta del dirigente rivoluzionario
le pagine dei libri, La lettara della Logica begeliana funziona ciod
i come il. catalizzatore di elementi gid presenti nella sua pratica
diventa la scoperta della teoria coerente con quella pratica. Lo
# della scoperta ba in Lenin il sapore di una vera e propria rive-
- perché & la scoperta di un metodo rivolutionsric gid vivo nelle
scieirza di politico e che si rivels come Vunico capace di erticolare
ﬁﬁ miera cocrente una pratica ieorica nnova. La ambivalenza flosofica
Wi Lenin:consiste allora nel fatto che la scoperta del carattere rivoluzionario
d%ﬂawdiikt_n‘u di Hegel (la affermazione della non-attulita del mondo co-
tinc;via aperta alla sua trasformazione pratica, il concetto di soggetto come
tore” della didlettics, la legge della negaione della megazione) si fa
R sirade all'interno delle decisioni determinate delis lotta di dlasse (le andisi
Sl imperielismo, il contrasty con Bucherin, ece.) e rimane spesso latente
alla:pratica politica invece di fissarsi in chiare formulazioni di ieoria ¢ di
050, questo conirasto tra il Lenin teorico fungente nel Lenin politico
il Lenin flosofo del materialismo che obbliga a una lettura non dogmatica

idlettica del suc pensiero, '

, e scorgere, di fronte ol rinascente presentsrsi di interpretazioni
eo-ortodasse di Lenin (1i pensi od Althusser) e frequenti suggestioni scien-
le rilevanza deila posizione swiluppata dalla Dunayevskaye. 1l discorso

: L T
leniniano non pud essere formalizzalo in assunzioni dogmiatiche n8ipuo
sere lintitato a un ambilo espistemologico definito - '
Esso deve pinttosto essere spogiiato dalls crosia delle in

tunistiche e riportato alla sua funzione concreta. Allora si t_@f‘"
pensatore della dialettica non pud essere separato da una:pral

specifica, che il Lenin politico non pud essere isolato dafiLenin:s¢

¢ flosofo. Ma anche le tesi che tendonta a recuperare Ia politiciid
sizione filosofica leniniana dentro.la sua funzione scientificad
relativizzate. La presa di partito in flosofia non rappresenta.

teorice di campo, assoluta ¢ definitiva, ma volta a volta: for

non porta necessariamente dallz parte della scienza contro”la
dell’oggettivismo contro il soggettivisnio, ma richiede ‘sma: analisi:ma
listica (storicamente variabile) del fondamento “teorico” deierpiin:
vede dllora che il materialismo leniniano (identificato con la:sua one
teorica di fordo) non bz niente a che fare con una visione del a‘n’dﬁf
tesi della esistenza indipendente dells materia), “rigin i
losto ia coscienza d=l fondamenip materiale della leoria i

di sviluppo della lotta dii classe. Questo & Fassoluto, il-rivol

resto ¢ il relativo, Per lo meno, va sottolineato che lo'stesso
nmaterialismo & un problema filosofico eperto dentro R marx
nessuna assungione sciemiista e metodologica pud illudersi:di
risolto. Le spesso provocatorie tesi della Dunayeoskayé non: esas
certo il problema, hanno perd il merito di Muminare-la

questione, il suo carattere decisivo, fornendo anche vdlide

soluzione. [Amedeo Vigorellil S
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As others see us

Italian review of Philosophy and Revolution

{Ezcerpis from a review .of Philosophy end Revoiution
in Aut-Aut by Amedeo Vigorelli)

Raya Dunayevskaya is above ail a revolulionary
militant She has always been actively Involved in the
Marxist movement (was, for a certain period, secretary
and collaborator of Trotsky), has now an active and
leading role — together with workers of varfous races,
like the Black worker Charles Denby — in the organiza-
tion of the Marxist-Humanist News and Letters Com-
mittees and in the newspaper with the same name that
unites the work and the debates of the Commiltees. The
works of Dunayevskaya, those that are principally philo-
sophic, are always tied to specific political questions,
are ‘often the outcome of collective work — a unique
collaboration between intellectuals and militant workers
— in the atlempt to unify theory and practice angd to
concretely assert a philosophically revolutionary pattern,

...HER ANALYSIS is completely tied to the con-
trasting movements of the U.S. political situation. That is,
her “humanistic” choice does not come from an academic
reading of the classics but from a specific political
evaluation of present day world alternatives: the aiter-
native between oppression and liberation, totalitalianism
or a free soclalist society. The guiding thread of her
research is exactly that of conceiving philosophy 25 a
revolutionary politica) instrument, |, | .

All of thiy can clearly be seen in the recently pub-
lished book, Philosophy and Revolution . . . The refer-
ence to new challenging forces is explicit, This is 30 true
that the book is made up of a very unique dialectic
between philosophic concepts and practical struggles. ..

IN READING the book the key is to be found in the
re-evaluation of Hegel and Hegelian dialectics in the
light of a revolutionary philosophical and political instru-
ment, although it gives much more importance o Marx's

1
.

" MARCH, 1975 &

mature works (above all Grundrisse that has scarcely
begun to be read in the U.S.). Therefore, we should not
be surprised by the provoking match-making of Hegel
to the Black Panthers, of the “absolute negativity” to
the concepts of the dialectic of liberation discovered by
George Jackson fn the hell of San Quentin that can even
be found in the Introduction! The guiding thread is al-
ways the pre.eminence given lo practice and theory as
the high read towards a Marxian revolution and the
hinge between politics and philosophy. . ., .

. . . Dunayevskaya accentuates the rupture between
the first and second part of Lenin's works . . . showing
how the discovery of the dialectic proceeds in Lenin
first in practice and then in thecry: first in the formula-
tion of the revolutionary leader and then in the pages
of books. That is, the reading of Hegel's Logic acted on
Lenin as a catalytic agent of elements already present
in his poliical practice and becomes the discovery of
uniting theory to practice, For Lenin the “shock™ of this
discovery has a really revolutionary savor because it
is the discovery of a revolutionary method slready alive
in his consciousness ., .,

CONSIDERING the renewal of un-orthodox interpre.
tations of Lenin (take the case of Althusser) and certain
scholarly theories, it is easy to see the importance of
the thesis developed by Dunayevskaya . . .

« « » The book underlines that the problem of mate-
rialism is an open philosophical question withiz Marxism
jtself; (hat is, that no scientific or methodological study
can be considered as a final solution, Certainly, the very
often provocative thesss of Dunayevakaya do not exhaust
the question; however, one has to give her credit for
giving light to the substance of the problem - jts-exact
nature — and, also, for giving valid means for a solution.
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gin Nombre, Puerto Rico, Jan.-Mar. 1975

1o’ obra” de- Palés, Luis Pulés Matos, nn
poets puertorsiqueiio viene a sumarse a
la creciente Dibliogralin palesiana sin
‘aRadir nada nnevo a'lo yu diclo en 1939
‘por ‘el propio Agrait.

- Efrain Berradas

DUNAYEVSKAYA, RAYA. Philosophy
and Revolution. {From Ilege! to Sartre
and from Marx 10 Mao). Dell Publish-
ing Co. (A Declta Book), Nueva York,

La conocida pensadora del humanismo
‘sgeislista Raya Dunayevskaya es la au-
tora "do este interesante volumen sobre
teoria y préctica marxista (y no-marxis-
ta). Philosophy and Revolution se distri-
huye ¢n nueve capitulos, con uma intro-
dtceion general, y trae, ademis, notas,
uria, bibliografia selecte y un indice.

Ests dirigido, como es evidente, al pi-
blico grueso, al lector comn, quien apren-
deré mucho de &, si sigue de cerca la
argumentacisn. Este libro puede ‘ser con-
siderado como una intraduccién 3 una
posible teoria de la tevolucién, dentro
del marco del pensamiento hegeliano-
‘rusxista. El lector avezado en cuestiones
filoséficas podrd ponderzr criticamente
los juicios e interpretaciones de Dunayevs-
kaya en tomo a Hegel, Marx, Lenin,
Troteky, Sartre, Mao-Tse-tung, los lide-
res de 14 Revolucién africana y del Poder
Negro en los Estados Unidos. Para este
tipo de lector, el fibro ofrece mis atrac-
eén. - ‘

Es dificil resumir un libro que debate
tantas cuestiones. Concentraté en los pri-
meroe capitulos y haré algunas indicacio-
‘nes ‘sobre los restantes.

‘86

" En su “Introduction”, DunayevsKaya
alude al renovado interds de los dltimos
afins en ol pensamicnto de Hegel y traza
esquemiticamente ¢l plan de lo que sigue.
Con las preguntas “Why Hegel? Why
Now?"”, la autorn aspira a explicar ese
interés y ciertas conexiones entre Hegel,

Marx y Lenin, . .

Fi prinier capitulo tiens: tomo moliva-
cion la vigencia actual del pensamiento
de Hegel. Lo que lo hace tan actual, se nos
azegurz, es lo fucrza logica de la dialée-
tica de Ia negatividad para wn periodo
de revolucion proletarie ‘(pig. 7). El
punto clave de la Fenomenologic del Es-
piritu, segin la Dunayevskaya. es que
para cada fase del desarrollo fenomeno-

l6gico siempre existe unn ctapa histérica -

correspondiente. El pensamiento moldea

Ja experiencia de tal forma que ya no

serd posible mantener la oposicion fun-
damental hegeliana entre Sujeto y Obje-
to, como dos reinos separados (pig. 9).
F| movimiento, etencial en 12 filosofia de
Hegel, es ¢f Sujeto autocreador y es ol
principio que subyace al Absoluto (pés.
16). Dunayevskaya destara en La Cien-
cia de la Ligica ¢! que la contradiccion
sea la raiz de todo movimiento y vida.
El movimiento es de lo abstracto a lo ecn-
creto conduce al concepto de lo concreto
como totalidad concreta (pig. 30). Para
Hegel, el Sujeto es Libertad, Al hablar
sobre la Filosofia del Espiritu, 1a antora
pone de relieve que en Hegel la libertad
es I escncia del hombre (pag. 34). Des-
pufis de referizsa ol Espiritn Absslmta y o
sa objetivacién, y al mencionar los pro-
blemas que han surgido con respecto &
In transicién, en Hegel, de ln légica a la
Naturaleza, Dunayevskaya sostiene que
los impulsos para los nuevos estudios de
Hegel han surgido de la prictics, de'las
revoluciones en ol wundo entero {p. 37).

SIN 'NOMBRE
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- No importa cuil sea ¢l punto de partida
para nuestro recorrido historice, se des-
prende una leceién: el hombre tiene que
pelear para obtener su libertad. De tal
smodo se revela “c] cardcter negative” de
la socieded moderna. De acuerdo con Du-
nayevskaya, Hegel resumid veinticinco
siglos .de historia y ello hizo posible que
€l se convirticra en centro de stencion
para Marx y que hoy &l sea de tantz ac-
.tualidad (pig. 45).
El segundo capitulo versa sobre el ma-
- terialismo histérico de Marx y su inscpa-
. rabilidad de {a dialéctica hegeliana. Cita
a Marx en ¢l sentido da que el comunis-
mo es humanismo mediado por la trans
cendencia de la propiedad privada (pig.
54}. Segiin Dunayevskaya, e} cunmiisma
establecido o ¢l “capitalismo de estado™,
que se disfriza de aquél, le teme al he-
manismo positivo de Marx. (Loc. cit)
Marx elogié el caridcter critico y negati-
vo de la filosofia hegeliana pero le hizo
el reproche de que no habia visto que 1a
esencia humana se naterinliza como. in-
humana en oposicidn z ella misma, en vez
de como oposicién a Ipensamiento abs-
tracto. Para la perspectiva filoséfica (su-
puestamente Iy de Hegel) la existencia
1o penetra en ¢l mundo de la csencia,
vale decir que el mundo filoséfico carece
de prictica (pig. 58). A pattir de los
Manuscritos econémicos, Dunaycvskaya
persigue al pensamiento de Marx en sus
distintas cbras, pero aqui me ¢s imposi-
ble resumir las ctapas. Ella atribuye a
Marx ol haber descubierto una racionali-
dad histérica en la esperanza de las gen-
tes, Jo cunl significa que son clias quicnes
unifican la teoria ¥ la lucha por la libe.
racién (pig. 74). E! materialismo histo-
rico insiste en la inseparabilidad de lés
heclios y de las ideas, de las acciones y
de la critica de otras interpretaciones fic

SIN NOMBRE
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losdficas del mundo, de la filosofin ¥ Ia
revolucién como medio para emancipar
al hombre preso tras las rejus del capita-
lismo {pig. 89).. N

Ante el hecho de que las expectativas
histgricas de- Marx y de los marxistas no
se cumplieron, Lenin se vio obligado a
buscar una nueva filosofiz, (Estamos en
¢! tercer capitulo, todavia en la Primera

- Parte). En septiembre de 1914, Lenin

se fuc a estudiar La Ciencia de la Légica
de Hegel en procurn de la dialéctica, es
decir el principio de la transformacién
de algo cn su opuesto {pig. 97). Dajo !
influjo de esa lectura, Lenin rompié con
¢l viejo materialismo {*vulgar™) y con el
empiricismo, que ponian énfasis en las
“leyes fémeas dec a coonomia” y o la
“esencia” en contraste con la “‘aparien-
cia” (pig. 99). Lenin escribid que es im.
posible comprender & cabalidad El Capi.
ta! de Marx sin haber estudiado y enten.
dido antes la Ligica. En su lucha contra
los “traidores” al marxismo, los bolche-
viques y otros, asegura Ia Dunaycvskaya,
Letin se mantuvo fiel al principio de la
dialéclica. Recomend$ a los marxistas el
estudio sistemitico de la dialéctica hege-
liana desde un punto de vista materialis-
ta. Al morir Lenin, emergen dos pers-
pectivas: por un lado, ¢! vacio teorético,
que los lideres iban a llenar con “alter.
nativas”, y, por el otro, el capitalismo de
estado {pig. 120).

No me es posible seguir, tan siquicra
desde lejos, los acontecimientos signifi-
cativos que sc dan desde la muerte de
Lenin hasta los movimientos actuales como
Ia revohucidn en Africa, la rebelién negra
y Ia lucha estudiantil contra la guerra de
Vietnam y el movimiento de Liberacién
Femenina en los Estadus Unidos. El‘cam-
po cs riquisimo y Rayz Dunayenkaya lo
cnfora criticamente,
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Ia Segunda: Parte de Philosophy and
Revolution. se intitula  “Altemativas™,
Abre con una intreduccién sobre la emer-
gencin de un capitalismo de estado en la

Unidn Soviétice y adelanta puntos de vis--

ta sobre Trotsky, Mao y Sartre. El cuarto
capitulo discute a 2 Trotsky como tedri-
¢o. Dunayevskaya concluye que las teo-
rias de Trotsky estaban aicladas de los
realidades de nuestro tiempo, el imperia-
lismo y el capitalismo de estado. El quin-
to capitulo enfoca a Mao-tse-tung, Cual-
quiera que haya leido las abras de Mao
sc da cuenta de que & continiia el pen.
samiento de Marx pero también se desvia
del mismo en varios aspectos importantes.
Sin embargo, In deificacién del pensa.
miento de Kiao es contraria a Marx y a
Lenin. (Y yo afiadiria, a Hegel). El sexto
capitulo corresponde a Jean-Paul Sartre,
“e} outsider que mira hacia adentro™. La

critica que la Dunayevskaya formula a -

Sartre se parece, en parte, a lo que dirige
a Trotsky, Lo acusa de desconexién con
las masas. Carece del sentido marxista de
Iz revuelta espontines y de la lucha
de clases (pig. 195). La metodologia de
Sartre se opone a la de Marx (pig. 207).
(Como Sartre tiene mis de una metodo-
logia, se refiere z la Critique de Lz raison
diuleetigue), En swma, Sartre ha fraca.
sado en su intento de furdir 3l existen-
cialismo con o) marxismo (pig. 210).
(Empresa parecitla a la de cuadricular el
eirculo, agrego yo).

La Tercera Parte se titula “Realidad

" Econémica y Ia Dialéctica de la Libera.

cion”, El capitulo siete analiza las revo-
luciones en Africa (no son todas iguales)
¥ sus relaciones con la economia mun-
dizl. Sin peder entrar en detalles y es-
tadisticas, destzeo que para la Duma.
yevskaya la tragedia de las revolu-
ciones africanas consiste en que sus diri.

88

gentes e¢ hallaban tan oprimides por la
conciencia del atraso tecnoldgico de sus
respectivos pises que para remediarlo re-
curricron ya sea al capitalismo de los Es-
tados Unidos ya sca al soviflice (pig.
218). Al mismo tiempo se aislaron de las
masas. Algunos lideres, como Lipold -
Senghor, hablaban de lumanismo pere se-
guian la politica del gencral De Gaulle
{pig. 245). :

El octave capitulo trata del capitalismo
de estado y las sublevaciones en el orien-
te de Europa. Estas se explican por cau-
sa del capitalismo de estado “epresivo”
que impera en Rusia (p, 249), Este sis-
tema, sugiere Iz autora, desemboca direc-
tamente en la explotecion de los paises
en su petiferia: Polonia, Hungria, Che-
coeslovaquia, Bulgaria, Los intelectuales
de csas naciones —muchos de ellos per-
seguidos—— no podrén llendr ¢l vacio teo-
rético hasta que se den cuenta de que no
se le puede lavar el cerebro a las masas,
ya que cllas, eegin la Dunayevzkaya,
piensan sts propios pensamientos. Ellas
sox la Razén (hegeliana) (pigs. 264-
265). (Esta idea hubiera hecho a Hegel
por lo menos fruncir el cefio). .

El dltime capitule discurre sobre la
Black Revolution cn los Estados Unidos,
la lucha contra la Guerra de Vietnam y
¢l movimiento de Liberacién Femenina.
Como siempre, la Dunaycvskaya presenta
crilicas, entre lay cudles cotd la de ague-
Tlox qque quisieran hecer 1a revolucion sin
teoria alguna, La verdad es que la autora
repudia tanto el activismo acéfalo como
la teorizacién desvinculada de las masas.
Lo que nuestros tiempos exigen, nos dice
finalmente, es una nueva relacidn entre
ia teoria y la prictica una filosofia de la
liberacidn que guie ¢ impregne la indis-
pensable obra revelucionaria. El supuesto

SIN NOMBRE
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cs que parz can tarca ¢l pensamiento de
Hegel y ¢l de Marx son fundamentales.

Una de las erilicas que se le pucden
hacer a este libro cs que pretende ahar-
car demasiado. Aungue Dunnyevekaya
perece éstar bien informada, no cs posi-
ble que ella haga justicia a todos Jos de-
1os en tan pocas piginas. También dudo
de que ellz esié tan bien compenetrada
en los asuntos en Zaire o Tanzania co
mo en los Estados Unidos o Francia.
Todo csto introduce desniveles y proba-
blemente faltas de percepcion.

Son tan numerosos los problemas que
plantea la lectura de este Yibro que = ne-
cesitaria uno tres veces su tamaiio para
poder discutirlos a fondo. Por ejemplo,
sabemos que Iz interpretacién de lo que
Hegel dijo y pensé la Henado volGme-
nes. La jmportancia que Dunayevskaya
concede a la dialéctica hegeliana podria
contar con el respaldo de ciertos marxis-
tas y de pensadores de la talla de Herbert
Mn:cuseyKulLawilhpemenumbio
seria negada por otros marxisias y pen-
sadores de la talla de Walter Kaufmann.
Algo parecido ocurre con la tesis sobre
ol hamanismo de Marx. Yo, como Duna-
yevskayn,craoquedmnrxismouuuhu-
manismo, Puedo invocar en mi apoyo a
Erick Fromm, Rodolfo Mondolfo, Adam
Schaff, Maximilian Rubel, Lucien Gold-
mannyotros.l’ero,enumbin,esehu-
manismo ha sido denegado por Louis Al-
thusser, Alain Badiou y otros. Cota se-
mejante ocurre con df tan teaido y levado
“capitalismo de estado” en la Unidn So-
vidtica. 3Qué responderion Mao, Sartrc
¥ los lideres africancs a las criticas que
formula la Dunayevskaya? FEsto quiere
decic que ¢l libro vibra eon la discusién
y la controversia. Nos ilega templado con
el fuego de ia batalla. De una batalls cuyo
desenlace no podemos prever todevia.

SIN NOMBRE

Philosophy and Revolution es un libro
que recomicndo calurosamente porque nos
hace pensar en los problemas del mundo
contermporineo. Y porgue al terminar de
leerlo nos zentimos angustisdos ante las

'limitaciones de nucstras respuestas y ante

la urgente necesidad de aclasar nucstro
pensamiento, para la ewmpresa de lograr
que ¢l hombre sea verdaderamente libre,

José Emilic Gonzdlez

JOSE EMILIO CONZAL!-Z—Pucnorri%’ueﬁn. Profesor del Departamento de Estu-
dios Hispanicos en la Universidad de Puerto Rico. Autor do Profecia de Puerto.
Rico y Canto Mortal a Julia de Burgos. Acaba de publicar Lo Poesia Contempord-
nea en Puerto Rico (1930-1960).
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Philosophy and Revoltion: ‘tempered with the fire of battle” I

From SIN NOMBRE, Puerto Rico, Jon-Mar. 1975,
Vol. V, #3. Excerpts trunsloted from Spanish review.

The well-known socialist humanist thinker, Raya
Dunayevskaya, is the author of this interesting book on
Marxist (and non-Marxist) theory and practice, Philos-
ophy & Revolotion . . . is directed, lo the general pub-
lic, to the average reader, who will learn a lot from it,
if he Foiiows the arguments closely. This book can be
considered as an introduction to a possible theory of
revolution within the framework of Hegelian-Marxist
thought. The reader who is advanced in philosophic
questions will be able to critically evaluate Dunayevs-
kaya's judgments and interpretations in relationship to
Hegel, Marx, Lenin, Trotsky, Sartre, Mao Tse-tung, the
leaders of the African Revolution and of Black Power
in the U. §,

One of the eriticisms that can be made is that it
altempts lo embrace too much. Although Dunayevskaya
seems to be well-informed, it isn't possible to do justice
10 all the Iacts in so fewr pages, 1 also doubt that she
can be as well-versed on the affairs of Zaire or Tan-
zania as on the United States or France. AN of this
brings in unevenness and probably seme lack in percep-
tion,

So numerous are the problems that reading this
book confronis us with, that a book three times its size
would be needed to discuss them in depth. For exainpie,

we know that the interpretation of what Hegel said has
{illed volumes, The importance that Dunayevskaya
grants to he Hegelian dialectic can be endorsed by
certain Marxists and thinkers of the stature of Herbert
Marcuse and Karl Lowith, but would be denied by other
Marxists and thinkers of the stalure of Walter Kauf-
man. Something similar bappens with the thesis  on
Marxist-Humanism. 1, like Dunayevskaya, believe _that
Marxism is a humanism. 1 can invoke In my favor
Erich Fromm, Rodolfo Mondolfo, Adam Schaff, Max-
_imilian Rubel, Lucien Goldman and others. But that
humanism has been refuled by Louis Althusser, Alain
Badiou and others, A similar thing happens wilh the
very worn out “‘state-capitalism® of the Soviet Union.
wWhat would Mo, Sartrc 2nd the African leaders reply
lo the criticisms that Dunayevskaya formulates? This
is o show that the book vibrates with discussion and
controversy. Il reaches us tempered with the fire of

battle. Of a battle whose resolution we cannoi yet fore-
sea,

Philosophy & Revolution is a book 1 warmly recom-
mend because it makes us think abont the problems of
today's worll, And because, oo finishing it, we will
fee) distressel at the Jimitations of our answers and
challenged by the urgent nceessity of clarifying our

thought for the task of achicving the true freedom of

man, —Jose Emilic Gensalez
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" Filosofiayrevolucién
. Virgilio Torres

MPilosofia y Revolucién: de Hegsl a Sarire y de Marx a
Mad, de Raya Dunayevskaya. Siglo XX! Editores :Frimera edicion -
en espaiiol aumentada. México 1977, 311 pdgs.)

Raya Dunayevskaya nacié en Rusia y durante 1937-1938 fue
secretaria de Ledn Trotski. A panir de 1939 se dedica a analizar
los problemas del comunisma, asi como s obras de Hegel v
Marx. Filosofia y Revoluciin muestea |a importancia dei método
dialéctico de Hege! y hace énfasis en la nocidn de negatividad,
emendids como el despliegue de los acontecimientos gue avan-
zan siempre para resolverse continuamente atendidos a la inma-

- riencia que cada momento histrico es impone. La autora hace
una exposicion ¢ritica y rigurasa del sentido de la dialéctica hege-
liana y de la influencia decisiva que ésta ejercio en el pensamien-
to de Marx y Lenin. La dialéctica aportd los elementos para
reivindicar la contradiccion que no se detiene en estados finales,
sino que alimenta el continuo devenir de [a historia. Dunayevska-
ya ve en toda {a cbra de Marx una continuidad de los principios
humanistasy dialécticos, por lo que se gpone a 13 division de un
Marx joven y un Marx maduro | "cientifico”], to cual le permite
polemizat con el fitdsoto francés Louis Althusser. Con un acopio
exhaustivo de indormacian, Ia sitnra muesten s viscisitudes Le;
nin y 1a ulterior y paulating degeneracion burucratizante del Esta-
do sovitlicu. La mactica efectiva de los llamadaos paises comu-
nistas hace que Dunayevskaya vea en 5108 un “capitalismo de
estado”’ que no coresponde a los propositos bberadores, huma-
mstas y criticos del marxismo. La perspectiva ditddeticir gue vin
culd teoria y praxis permite 2 1o aulora analizar crilicamente
fenomenas tan impartantes come £l maoiemo y 13 revolucion ol
tural profetatio, el existencialismo gareano y su relacion con el
manusmo, ta ucha de independencia de ios paises africanos. L
Iistotia de los Gltimos afos muestra el deseo Creciente por revin-
dicar las aspiraciones efectivas de lus oprimidos, sean estos det
esie o del peste; ejemoic de eilo son las sebeliones de 1956 en
Hungria, de 1968 en €1 :oslovaquia y Paris, el movimuento de
fos negros en las E.U.A., las luchas pat la liberacion femenina,
los movimienios de autogestidn y los conscjos obreros. Para
Dunayevskaya o mamxisino oS 13 foschia revolucionaria que
asume |2 practica ¥ la conduce, pero nunch ta menoscabs ni la
oscutece. Marismo humanista que se opone a k petrificacion
de la temia y 1 praxis.
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Filosofia y Revolucion
Filosofiz y Rewluci;:'n': de ﬁml ¢ Sarire y de Marx

a Mao, de Roya Duncyevskaye. (Mexico: Siglo XXI, 1977}).
y Revolucion shows the importance of the

ous expositioh
and the decisi
Marx and Lenin . .- .
Dunayevskaya sees, in all the works of Marx, a
continitity of humanistic and dialectical principles,
through which she opposes the division between a young
Marx and a mature (“scientific*) Marx, which permits
het to argue with the French philosopber, Louls Alt-
hueesr. With an extensive store of information, the
author shows us the changes in Lenin and the gradual
bureaucratizing degeneration of the Soviet State. The
actual practice of those ed Communist

countries
causes Dunayevskaya 1o in them a “state-capitalism”
that doesn't correspond 1o the liberating, hummnist and
ctitical aims of Marxism. :

The dislectical perspective that links theory and
praxis permits the author to analyze critically such im-
portant phenomena as Maoism and the cul-
tural revolution, Sartrean existentialism and its relation

shows the growing desire to regain the actual aspirations
of the oppressed, be they of the East or of the West.
For instance, the rebellions of 1936 in Hungary, of
1068 in Crechostovakia and Paris, the Black movement
" in the USA, the struggles for women's Liberation, the
movemenls of workérs’ control and councils,
For Dunayevskaya, Marxism is the revolutionary phil-
osophy that takes up practice and guides it, but never
reduces or obscures it—MarxistHumenism that opposes
the petrification of theory and praxis, )
Jan, 22, 1979 . Virgilo Torres
\ Uno Mas Une, Mexico City

May, 1979




Journal. of Chinese philosophy, Vol. 7, No.4, 1980

REVIEW

Raya Dunayevskaya, Philosophy and Revotution: From Hegel to Sartre amd

from Marx to Mao; Dell Publishing Co., Inc., New York, 1973, xix, 372 Pp..
8$295. .

The recent work of Raya Dunayevskaya is anisteresting and scholarly attempt
to give 3 Marxist interpretation to one of the vital ideologieal ang philo-
sophical problems of our time, viz., the relationsh’p of theory and practice,

The author has constructed a remarkably broad outline of the proklens,
commenting on extensive portions of the warks of both Hegel and Marx,

In addition, she critically analyzes the interpretations given the insights of
these great philosophers by such diverse theoreticians as Plekhanov, Lenin,
Bukharin, Stalin, Trotsky, Mao and Sartre, With the exception of Lenin, she
finds them all sorely wanting in their understanding of Marx's penetration
into the proper relstionship of theory and practice, as well a5 Hegel's special
contribution to that philosophically revolutionary insight,

In her iconoclastic assault, the author maintains that only certain anti-
establishment developments in China and Eastern Eutope, and the rev-
olutionary activities in Africa and other parts of the less-developed world
corzectly and clearly represent the living praxis of the Marxist dialectic of
liberation,

Dunayevskaya concludes her work by pointing to the Black Revolution in
America, the anti-war youth, the developments in rank-and-file Iabor and the
women’s liberation movement as those “'new forces and new passions

i
!
I
i
.
i
I
!
i
:

grounded in the “absolute movement of becoming” and wherein the develop-
ment of human power “§s its own end,™

The reader liequently is astonished by the eass with which Dunayevikaya
moves from deep theoretical penetration of the intricacies of the Hegelian
dialectic to a tactical znalysis of political and revolutionary activity in the

Journal of Chinete Philosophy 1 (1980) 363-369. 0301 -B121/80/0074-0363500.70.
Copyright © 1980 by D. Reidet FPublishing Co., Dordrecht, Holland, end Boston, U.S.A..
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light of that theory, She has an extraordinary talent which appears to have
. been fine-tuned through great scholarship, originality of thought and a
" lifetime of political activity.
;. Dunayevskaya emphasizes the great importance of Hegel to the develop-
ment of the dialeetical humanism of Marx. The Hegelian dialectic was the
crucible wherein materialism was transformed into a world-histeric philos-
~ ophy of freedom, and the proletariat made the “*Subject” of man's self-
emancipation that was to put an end to all class socleties.
. Until the proletariat took political action In the 1860', Max's analysis
* ‘remained intellectualist. With the strikes and revolts in Europe, the Civil
War in America, ete., Marx saw everything in 2 new light and began anew
ta write Capital.

The basic contradiction between the worker and the world of machines
wasconcretized in the ‘commodity” which took on a mystericus and even
divine character. Only freely associated men can destroy the fetish of the
commodity because only they know it fram the inside, from within the
process of production, and thus only they have the power and the true
knowledge of reality.

_ Lendn, even without the benefit of Marx’s Ecoromic and Philosorhic
Maruscripts grasped the reduction of human meaning to crude materialist
categories under capitelism. He likewiss parceived the materialist elements -
presznt in Hegel's Logic, and the profundity of the transformation of the
ideal in consciousness into the real, histarically.

The author maintains that the insights gamered by Lenin from Hegel's

Logic and their implementation in the early years of the Bolshevik revolution '
in spite of the opposition of Bukhasin and others, were negated by Stalinand

his ‘official’ philosophicat institutes. The result was the introduction of a
special form of *state-capitalism’, that is, a highly organized state-controlied
* economic enterprise through which the working masses sacrificed their
conselous striving for a new relstionship to creative free labor, 1o the
demends of ever higher and more efficient productivity. As in classic
capitalism, productivity became the end and the human workers the means.
The resulting alienation was identical in nature to that described by Marx in
"both Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts and Capital.
Even Trotsky failed to perceive the central overriding perversion of Lenin's
thoughe, argees Dunayevekaya. He concernad himself with the prowing
personal power of Stalin and bureaucratization of the state under the guise
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of “socialism In one country.” Mistaking the effect for the cause
juged the Soviet Union under Stalin still to be 3 worker's state, tholgh:
degenerate,” e
Mao Zedong too, failed 1o Brasp the essential distinction b
socialist stats of freely associated labor v:hich rejects the fetishifsim of com:
modities inherent in the form of the product of labor a5 comm YA
society based on the centralization: of capital and the nationalization o
productive property. T
In spite of Mao's rejection of the revisionist clique in the Kremlin; &
thought represents no hasic theorsticz! rejection of Stalinkm, insisiz -
Durayevskaya, Mao's “protracted class-strugple” condemns generations o
peasantsand workers to a faceless conformity to the demands of ‘produc
and continued obeisazce to the god, Commodity, o
With the falure of the “Great Leap Forward” (1958), Mao siffe

of personal power. He retumned to lead the “Great Froletarian Culi
Revolution™ (1966-69) against the Party bureancracy in order to retain
undisputed leadership. Little did he realize, cleims Duncyevekaya,

young Marxist-Leninists would take him at his word not only to “bombai
the Party Headquartess™ and publicly disgrace the officials of the new’
bourgeoisle, but also would attempt to restors the power of the people’
begin to construct a socialist society. }ao could not tolerats this thrcay i
theory 20d power, and Joosed Lin Biao's army on the young in order
restore the public order required for the continuation of state-capitalisa
Lin Bi2o in tum became a threat to Maa and fell from power. Mao’s thoughi
was then canonized in the new Constitution, azd state-capitalism enshiine
by the J0th Party Congrees. But from the view of the Marxist Humaist -
“‘everything remains the same after much ado,” B

In her rejection of both the Soviet and Chinese

Manxist humanist society,

evidence. More importantly, their peneral thrust represents a serfous mis-
interpretation of Marxism~Leninisr, Her representation implies that no
viable socialist movement has existed since the death of Lenin, and pearly a -
century after the death of Marx, history has yet to produce a politicatty ..
viable society wherein the cconomic substructure can be designated in

way, socialist. Such an interpretation of history places her 2and other ding
similar positions outside the pale of Marxism, because in effect it rejects gh
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. dialéctical continuum of theory and praxis integral to that worldview. In -
' Dunayevskaya's view there has been a void in historical praxis and.t!\eurmcal
‘ ié’\'elopmem between the death of Lenin and the rise of those politically
‘norvisble social forces mentioned in the last section of Philosophy and
‘Revolition. This view of the history of human liberation is at least ayun-
- dialectical and mechanistic as the attempt to interpret Capital without the
benefit of a thorough imowledge of Hegel's Logic - 2 ?osition the so

orrectly castigates.
b The zouong:f viability s central to the understanding of the Manist
‘epistemological relationship of theory and practice. The term ‘vizble' con-

" fiotes the characteristic of being able to survive in the outside world,

" Marxise Laniniet theory requires for its development viable historical

" practice. Only those interpretations of Marx and Lenin whose adherents

. have been able to move beyond metely the realm of ideas to seize and main-
tain political power so quatify. This naturally inctudes the interpret?tlons of

" Mamxlsm-Leninism prevailing In the Soviet Union, China, the socialist nations
. of Central and Eastern Europe, including Yugoslavia and Albania, as well as

" Cuba, Vistnam, Cambodia, Korea end Mengolia. Correct interpretations of

* * Mamism-Lerinism also are limited by its own principles to those based upon

the ac-ual practice and experience of these politically visble nations. There

- canbe no fifty.year gap between a potentially successful Bolshevﬂ_t revolution . .
" based cn the insights of Lenin's Philosophical Notebooks gnd tragically

aborted by Stalin, and the first rumblings of the new forces of liberation
represented by African revelutions, Chinese and East European untest, black
“revots, the anti-war movement, rank-and-fils labor disturbances and the

E  womes’s liberstion movement, as Dunayevsiaya would have us believe.

" One caanol study the theory of Martism-Leninism independently of an
. appreciation of its actual practice historically. An attempt to separate Ehe
theory from practice, to make the practice ireelevant to an understanding of
she present state of the theory, is to violate basic principles of the Marxist-
Leninist worldvicw, and consequently to dixtort the meaning of the theary.
There is no ‘pure’ Marxism against which one can compare the practice of an
alleged socialist nation, )
OF courss, it is alway's possible to find discrepancies between socialist
. theory as it has developed historically, and current practice. Indeed, the
extremely serious internecine struggles within the viable Socialist Movement

. and thels resulting polyceatsism, revolve precisely on this point, But it is
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in these struggles, and only in these that the correct hiitorical_ dev
Marxist theory is t2king shape. It is not to be found in the politic
{albeit scholarly and intellectually engaging) verbal discourses of
Humanists”, nor even in thoss of adherents to the somewhat more his
‘contigucvs’ Fourth International. e
While certain vasieties of ‘Mamism® recently have returned to a d
respectability in the Western world, the interpretations of Marx which prevail
in the rizble Marxist- Leninist world are still generally rejected, in the U,
least, across the entire political spectrum (rom far sight to far leit. This ho
in spite cf the fact that such interpretations are sccepted by hundreds of *
millions, The Marxist-Leninist of course already has predicted this o
rence. Indeed, he uses this fact as one factor in the empirical \'ﬂiﬂﬁﬁqn of
his sociology of knowledge. It is not surprising therefore that Dunayevskaya -
should flnd hersa!f in what she must regard as a conundrum: Why ks it that -
“Marxist Humanist' works are far more 2cceptable to bath scholarsand - °.
general readers in societies which all Marxists agree are capitalistic, bourgeois-.
dominated 2nd irmperialistic, than in those societies which ot least caimto
live &y Mamxist principtas? Do=s Marxism have more meaning for the *Free:
World® than for the ‘Communist World'? (Along these Lines, Chinesewell ~
might ask themselves why the policy of the People’s Republic appears more,
enticing and romantizally altractive to travellers and to much of the botirgeois
media and public in the West, than does that of the Soviet Union and East
Eurcpe.) LR :
The Pentzgon, the US. State Department, and the CIA see farmore - -
clearly than ‘Marxist Humanists' which forces represent the real danger: -
to the continuation of what Marxist- Leninists consider the imperialist policy
of the US. and wodd capitalism, It is not against the Marxist Hun
the Trotskyists or the remnants of the New Left that they direct their !
efforts to protect the ‘vizal interests” of the nation and those of the ‘Fres
World'. (Significantly, less and less are these efforts directed towards -
China.) Indeed it is integral to the global strategy of the U.S. to fostes
Maidit Hunanisn' and other forms of *safe’ Marxism in Eastern Europe i
order to gradually ‘wean’ these suciatist nations away from the Soviet Unio
and into 2 more nruteal position vis-a-vis American and West Euro
foreign pelicy. Can Dunayevskaya seriotsly maintain that were Mz
Lenin alive today, they would cast in their lot with her?

Even Jean-Paul Sartee grasps more clearly than she the continuum o
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ired for 3 growth in human consciousness. Writing about the
; H révolt in 1956 and generally condemning the forced dissoluton
ihe Workers® Committees by Soviet power, Sartre nonetheless recognizes
=k Liistitutions of direct democracy did not and could not exist in
rior to the first Soviet ‘occupation in 1945.% in other words
uncils and direct democracy cannot 2rise in eny such soclety
adequately protected from counter-revolutionary forces. Tlds
“fequires the protective acgls of Soviet geopolitical power.
4The struggle for a non-alienated, creative, free society, the goal not only of
Nifiayevskeya but of all Marxists, cannot take place effectively cutside the
historical development of Marxism as sepreseated by the viable Marxist—
movement. It is in this context that the stirings in Eastern Evrope
Chifa mentioned by the author must be seen. The question revalves not
out the basic direction of socialist society, but about the metlod, timlng
ind circumstances réquired for permanent success. Mantist theory requites
at correct theoretical judgments concerning these matters arise out of the
e practice of viable socialist societies - not in an abstract reevaluation
{ the writings of Hegel, Maxx and Lenin dons independently of and in basie
1 to that praxis,
urse the liberation movements among the peoples of the less-
¢ deve “wnrld.Ame:icmblacb,wnmen,mdeuninnmembmmdlhe
20 forces are important eventsin the process toward the eventual
reegpo& f mankind from the various forms of exploftation. No Mamxist
d'or could hotd otherwise. But the Marist also must maintain that the
Fitise sicoess of these movements rests in great part 02 how quickly thelr
recognize and accept two prineiples. Firai, thess movements znd
undedying ideas were able to arisc because of the ongoing class stuggle
he viable soclalist movement and the forces of advanced capitalism,
‘the important shift in geopolitical, economic and raogal power and
ence resulting therefrom. Second, unless these forces wish to be out-
ed and oventually crushed or coopted, they must align their goals
rid efforts with those of viable Mandism.
aligament and subsequent astistance is not meant to be one-sidd.
e struggle of these forees constitute in themselves historical praxis which
ng tly affects the material conditions, and hence the strength end the
consciousness of the socialist societies. New cpportunities and new per-

2

spectives result Inevitably. In concert then with the Jistorical Marxist move-

Worcester, Mass., U.S.A.
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m'enf. these *'new passions and new forces™ as Dunayevskaya refers 16
will indeed bring forth “a whole new human dimension.” But Dunayevskays

"utterly falls to comprehend, much less zccept these principles. In this lic

fatal weakness of her work as an interpretation of Marxism, .

Whatever final judgment the reader makes, Dunayevskaya's argom
cannot be taken lightly or dismissed out of hand, They are cogentlfin
consistently argued, and grounded in a wealth of ‘scholarship, They fome one °
back to & reexamination of the tenets of Marxism-Leninism, regardless of
one's ultimate conclusion, Philosophers, historians and political scientists -
slike should familiarize themselves with this engaging addition to the many
attemp:s at understanding Marxist theory. B

College of the Holy Cross

GEORGE H. HAMPSCH

NOTE

* Search for 2 Method, trans. by Hazel E. Bamnes, Knopf, New York, L .
quoted in Phllosaphy end Revolutiom, p. 198. tk, 1963, p- 24, and




