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. and feasible for the following reasons:

i - Introduction ) S

~
-

The subject of this thesis is Sartre's Critique de la

raison dialectique,l and its attempt to reconcile existen-
tialism and Marxism within a single anthropology.2 Sartre's

project in the Critigue seems to me ta be both desirable

)

-

1. Existentialism and Marxism share the same -aspira-

tion:- to make social reality intelligible in terms of

-

_"being rathe;‘than thought, existence rather\than'essencef

- and action rather than contemplation. It is an aspiration

.shared by the writer and one which motivates this particular

" to the practical imperative to intervene in"it, to act -

work. °
2. Both existentialism and Marx;;% can be regarded
as “practicalf philosophiés, in that the theofetical impera- .

tive to understand social reality is in both cases secondary

4

in order tc change and transcend that-reality. Again,

kh;s‘is afﬁgrspecpive shared by. the wfifér.

3. Finally, both existentialism and/harxism can be
regarded as specific resﬁonses to. Hegel, at the theoretical
.levei7/and to the alienating conditions of exi;?ence
specifig to ninetéenth century capitaliém,'at the practical

level, The persistence of existentialism and Marxism, -

as theories and practices, into the late twentieth century
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(perhaps best éxémplifiedvby'the life and work of Sartre

.~ .

hihseif) testifies to-the continuing persistence of those

sbciﬁl conditions and their contradictions, ‘and our o

continuing and pressing need to more thoroughly uhdersténd

them in order to transcehd them, - This work itself cam

« be_seen as situated within those conditiohs and.as"a res-

-
% .

"..ponse to them.

P

Despite their commord origin and aspiration however,_

us ofradiction i
or perhaps because of it, since coofradiction is endemic
[ { . )
- to capitalism, ,Marxism and existentialism often-stand opposed -
to each other: each denouncing the other as traitdr to -

its own most cherished.theoretical ‘and practical principles.

»

Thus Marxists reject existentialism as "bourgeois" and

counter-revolutionary; and existentialists reject® Marxism
" . R .

- .as a determinism and an'example of "bad faith." I believe

that there'is truth on both sides, and that theée'truths

can serve to complement both Marxism and existentialism
if they are mutually applied to each other, to demystify

the respective extremes to which the two approaches’are

. ] —_— - .
vulherable. This, in fact, is what I set out to do“phrough
e e - .

z

i .
In the chapters that follow, therefore, Igfhall be

my examination of the Critique.

speaking with two voices: that of Marxism when appraiqing'

Sartre's existégtial analyses and syntheses, for example,
y . [ 4
\_/‘_\—/

and that of existential-phenomenology when appraising Marx

and Marxism. In fact, I shall be using not two, but three

.
- N
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voices, for T shall be’ appeallng to Lev1;Strauss s struc-- \
tural anthropology, whlch shares nelther.the theoretlcal
orlgln in Hegel, nor. the practlcal aspiration to 1ntervene

in social reality, of existentialism and Marxism, and there-
fore offers a. radlcally dlfferent perspectlve,from whlch

the mystifying excesses of both Marx1sm and\ex1stent1allsm
may be revealed. Thus structurallsm will be my third voice.
All three approaches to sgi%al reality will be sub]ected
to a final crlpfgal appraisal in the last three chapters
~of the the51s. ‘ . - T

My own v01ce“w1ll ererge "in the course of‘my 1nqu1ry
"into the Critigque. It will be heard most clearly, however,
iﬁ the later coapters and will represent an integration
and refinemenr of the rhree"dietinct approaches under:
consideration, Marxism, existentialism and structuralism;
each one now .tempered. by thevtroths and insights specific
to the other two and by the specifically femioist critique
whlch emerges throughout the thesis and is more fully
developed in these later ohapters. '

My poinr of departure'fh this egaminatloh of Sartre'e
Criﬁigue is the final chapter of Lévi—StrauSs"s The Savage
glgg,B,called "Historyand-Dialebtic,"ohere Lévi-Strauss
criticizes Sartre's interpretafion of theseltwd concepts
in the Critique, and at the same time presents his own

ideas on the same }ssues: Certain philosophical problems

are raised explicitly in these texts, concerning history,
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dlalectlcal reason, the nature of human nature, and materidl-
ism. I shall examlne the ideas of both thlnkers on these C

subjects, w1th a view to formulating a comprehen51ve {though” (g

. not complete) theory of culture and consciousness which

does justice to them both and to the’ respectlve insights

L] L3
of existentialism, Marxism, and structuralism, while at
- . ~ r .
the same time overcomirig some of their respective weaknesses,.
. . ‘ \ S L
11m1tatlons, gnd excesses

-

. The scope of the problem—-the lntelllglblllty of social’

. - he

reallty as deflned by existentialism, Marxism, and '
“

'structuralism—jtakes me beyqyd the two works which originally
motivatea the research. It entails‘a familiarity with

the other writings of Sartre_and Lévi-Strauss, as well

-as a knowledge of Marxist, existentialist, and structuralist

thinking fram other sources. 1 ' ‘ S P
. g X ‘:\. . ' .
However, my attention is focused on the Critidque and
. - : r-

.its efforts to reconcile Marxism and existentialism ‘within

a single anthropology. Before proceeding to a mo?e detailed

examinafion of the' isgues raised’ﬁﬁ—khat effort, 'I shall

present a brief.summary of the main thesis of thHis work.

Sartre's Critique de la raison dialectique

In this work Sartre attempts to establish a method
for rendering intelligible the behaviour of ""practical //
ensembles,“4 and-by so doing, to -lay the foundations of

a"‘st;ucﬁural and historical anthropology."5 Mére precisely,

g o
| .
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he' aims to.restore-to M n inﬁeliégz;ility which
/

e believes it has lost, and will continue to lack, as
. 4

- long as_thg'funaamental role of the concrete, existing

pﬁman‘individual (the true sourc% of the dialectic in history,

. Ly . . z . . . )
in his opinion) is ignored or denied in the interests of
- . £ - - -

. . . 6
'"ec0nomx;m" or "vulgar materialism.”
Sartre maintains that human %ehaviour7 even the beha-
viour of groups; for example the storming of the Bastilié,

“ )
is. intelligible only if it can be seen to issue from

[y

" individual human- praxis.’ This dialectical movement of

sqrpdéging'whi;e retaining belongs to the individual man
(apd to notEing else), and constiéﬁtes_his very being as'f
man. Thus,'fo; Sartre, the'individual existence-is the
very potor and origin of history.

u"It is ;his fundamental commitmeﬁt to existehtiai man;
as Self—créatipg project, surpassing -present conditiong
and objectifications towar@s an undetermined. and open Euture,
which grounds everytﬁing'Sartre‘haS té.saj about-history
and human groups in the Critigue.‘ Here, as iﬁ Being and
Nothingneé§‘§artre maﬁes no concessions to chdﬁqé,oz<éontin-
gency, oOr to the "merely" ﬁaterial detefmination'of

=

events.8 The later,'like the earlier, work remains a .

defense of man's unigueness and freedom, with respect to

nature and the material and sccial world within whic¢h he

is s-:‘.tuated.9 - ) '
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However; there is, 'in the Critique, a significant
¢ ) ' ¢ .
modification of the ''absolute freedom' which was the argu-

! .
ment of the earlier work--congistent with the explicit
commitment to historical materialism which was made only

after the writing of Being and Nothingness. Sartre now

agrees that‘exgprhal conditions, like'gengtic endowment
. . - -
and childhbod experiences; social¥structures, and pol%tical
. L}
and economic conditions, are real determinants of character

—~ —_

and behaviour. . They are conceded as determinants, however,.

only to the extent that they can be shown to be "internalized"

By the individual in the ongbing dialectical process of

. . : . 10
human existence, of human self-creation.

v

The Words, and his recent work on Flaubert:have attempted

His bioéraphicalwork

to reveal and recreate that process of determination, whereby

‘the external conditions of a particular existence are

-

internalized, and then re-externalized by the individual ~
in the dialectical process of sélfﬁé;eation.
-“
» To understand histofy, therefore, which in Sartre's,

opinion ultimately-consists of individual actions, rather -

than social ‘processes (changes in relations of production,
= .

for example), more than analysis is required. -Analysis,
in his opinion, can reveal only a series of facts, or condi-
tions, which remain unintelligible as long as we do not ~

understand how they are '"lived"; that is, how they are”

internalized by the,individuai\zéﬁissue in specific actions.”

In the_Questions de m&thode, therefore,, which precedes .

‘-

3

*

11



the Critique proper but was written after the larger work
had been. complete& as an introduction to it, Sartre outlines

the approprlate "progressmve—regre551ve method" for anthro-

pology, whereby analysis constitutes only the first, though

neqeésary, regressive stage of a two-stage process of

u'nderstanding.12 Having discovered the material conditions

-

: of possibility of a particular event or action by way of

.analysis, the real.task of "comprehension" begins: that

of reconstructing the dialectical/ movement by ﬁeans of

which these prior conditions igsued in pérticular'individual,

or more interestingly, group actions.13
Tn the main body of the Critique Sartre applies this

methocd to a variety of human behaviours, ranging from the

storming of the Bastille, listening %gxthe radio, waiting

for a bus, playing in a football game, to racism and class’

‘conflict--always to reveal the foundational dialectical

movement of in&ividuals which alone, in‘his opinion,‘éan
Eender such collective behaviour intelligible. 1In particu-
lar, he addresses himself to the class struggle and to

that between the colonized and the colonizer:. Thxough
a.critical analysis of the "d%alectical expe%ience; of

the jndividual, the Crifigue establishés the necessity

and inevitability of violent action for oppressed groups,

fby demonstrating that genuine, individual, and "sovereign"

'freedom and praxis are possible only during the revolutionary

moment. In this respect, Sartre would appear to have

-
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successfully‘marrzéd existentialism, the philosophy of the

individual, with Marxism, the philosophy of social revolu-

-

“tion. .

In the following chapters I examine in greater detail .

specific areas' of difficulty which Sartre encounters in

‘this attempt to unite inﬁgrggé theory of intelligibility

the fundamental theses of existentialism and Marxism: In.
each case I first test his ideas on his own terms, that
is according to criteria suggested by the pﬁilosophicall

. e
tradition within which he situates himself. Then I test

his positicn in the light of the criticisms_gﬁd alternatives
offered by Lévi-Strauss. This will entail a more fundamen-

tal and radi;;ELtreatment of the larger philosophical tra-

"dition to which Sartre belongs and which Lévi-Strauss has

renounced. My conclusions here, with respect to both

.thinkgrs[nwiil be of greater scope than th®se offered within

. R L Y :
the first perspective. As such they will provide the

foundation for the constructive comments by which I hope
to. conclude'-this examination.

In my critique. of Sartre I shall present Lévi—Strauss';
ideas as forcefully and persuasively as possible, as
constitutive pértswof,an alternative and systematic approach”™
to social reality--i.e. s?ructuralism, which éan be
fruitfully opposed to both existential-phenomencleogy and

Marxism to reveal their respective and shared weakng¢sses

and limitaticons. Although I am careful to express oubts
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about'LéVi:&&fauss's structuralism where this is appropriate

(for example, with respect to its assumption of patriarchy
as a cultural glven, and to its aspﬁratlon to scaent1f1c1ty
and objectivity), T do not offer a detalled criticism of
its assumptlons, implications, and arguments untll the
final chapter of the thesis. I present the structuralist
alternative as forcefully as possible pefofe then, not
‘because I believe it providés the correct or true perspec-
tive on social reality, but because it provides a plausible
and significant complementary alternative to Ma;xism and
existential-phenomenclogy, which must be attended-to and
somehowaccommpdat@dby any systematic attempt to combine

the two into a truly structural and historical anthropology,

such as Sartre's in the Critique.
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Chapter I {'
Alienation
N—— - '

!
The extent to which Sartré succeeds in his attempt

to reconcile Marxism and existentiélism can, perhaps, be
best measured by considering his treatment of alienétion;
since®here we have an expérience and a concept which is
foundétional to both philosophical systems. Furthermore,
it cbuld be argueé that it was the discovery of Marx's

description and analysis of alienation in the Paris

Manuscripts of 1844 thét made possible Sartre's personad

. and philosophical commitment to political Marxism.
{

I shall assume for the purposes of‘this chapter, though
the assumption will be challenged’later, that Sartre and
Marx mean the same thing by '"alienation"; although they
disagree about its foundation or scurce, and even about
the possibility of its eventual elimination, as we shall
see below. . Given this rather significant gualification,
thén, what is common to their understagding of alienation
is a mere skeleton of the original Hegelian notion which
is their common root. In the interest of clarity however,

I suggest that, the followin§‘aef§hition of alienation,

taken from PietroChiodi's Sartre and Marxism, be accepted

as.one which might be shared by all of the fore-mentioned.

RN
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Minimally‘theﬁ,-for Sartre and Ma;x,‘as for Hegel, alienation-

refers to that:

A negative process by which a subject makes

himself other than himself by virtue of a constraint

whlch is capable of being 'removed on the 1n1t1at1ve
of the subject himself.l

v

df course, this is very-amﬁiguoﬁs and theyli?uld each inter-
pret it differently. |

iﬂ the first place, the claim that man can make\h{Tself
other than himself suggestg that there is in some sense
an essential.human nature from which the-human subject
can be.alienated. Whether this is thé case or not, and
in what that essential human nature might consist is a point
of controversy between the three thinkers and their J
commentators. " Sartre ostensibly.gligns himself with:Marx
in this respect. He assumes that there is in some (non;
metaphysical) sense an essentially '"human'" nature, from
which man can be estranged, and identifies this, not with
an Hegelian sgbjective consciousneys, but with the concre%e,
embodied, natural species-being of Marx. The alienation
of this subject is historically, and not ontologically;
conditioned; a mattef of fact, thereforé, and not necessity;
apd.contingent'upon specific historical conditions, the
removal of which should make possible the elimination of

alienation and the restoration of man to free species-

being. L >
y
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12
This agreementhwith Marx, however, with respect to
the nature ef the human rature which is alienated from;
‘itsel\f, is only apparent. Ore of the major weaknesses of
. the Critigue is precisely here; in that it ultimafély es—
taﬁ;ishes thé insurpassability of alienation, after all--

P

contrary to the whole thrust o%\@arxism and indeed to the
political'purpose of Sartre himself. Indeed, in His very

LS

attempt to strengthen the Marxist position Sartre reveals
a more f naaméntél commitment to an Hégelian view of aliena-
tion in the Critggue, which implicitly (and sometimes
plicitly) assumes disembodied, pure consciousness as
the ”essent;al" human nature, which, in realizinq itself
in its object, is alienated from itself as an essentially
pure subject and abgslutely free activity.
Qi; In this respect, Sartre fails tg_unite the fpndamental
theses of existentialism and Marxism. At the same time,
he prompts us to guestion the very postdlate'of "human
ﬁature" upon which the vardous descriptions of alienation--
gelian, Marxist, and existentialist--depend. And while
Lthg\assumptién of a human nature is itself suspect (and
thu; any inquiry into "man' as such), the respective
characterizations of that human nature are perhaps more
f/ﬁ<> so. Hegel, Marx, aﬁd Sartre share a view of man, which
with varying degrees of emphasis, asserts (a) the primacy

of the human subject (logical, chronological, ontological,

phencomenolegical, teleological, epistemological, ethical,

-
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-

.or whatever), and (b) its 6ntological need for objectifica—
zlon.' The first position oﬁes much to Descartes. The
secgnd, though Hegelian in origin, is Cartesian nevertheless,
im that it suggests aidiéhotomy between ?ﬁe {(human) subject
and the (world) objeét, and identifies_ghbjectivity-with
that whiéh is, to varying degrees, not (yet) part of the
world of things. As we shall see, Sartre remains entrenched
within this essentially Cartesian dualistic framework,

and enchanted by the Cartesian ideal of tﬁe absolutely

free acting subject. It is an enchantment which mystifies
Sartre and prohibits his projected inteération of é&xisten-
tialism with historical materialism.

In contrast to therHegelian tradition indicated above,
IL.&vi-Strauss provides us wifh an account of alienation-
~which owes little to Descartes; which, furthermore, starting
from positive, anthropological knowledge, does not seem
to require any a priori postulate of an essential human
nature.: In addition, he provides a new framework for the
discussion of alienation, by distinguishing "culture"
from "society." ' The former refers to the relationship
of men with things, and- the latter to their relationships
with each other. On this account, alienation is associated
with those ci;ilizationq, like our _own, which ‘have
emphasized cultural achievements at the expense of societal

ones. Sartre does not acknowledge this distinction; while

that between "culiure" and "nature" is central to the
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Critique and the concept of alienation it contains:

"What we call freedom," he said in Questions, "is the
ir;edﬁcibility of the cul?ﬁral order to the natﬁral order."2 _.
. But this is a metaphysical theéis which is asserted and’
assumed, rathéf‘thap demonstrated or revealed by phenomeno-
logiéal description. Again, Lé&vi-Strauss accounts for
that distinction without appealing to basic, Ontoiggical
categories and without privileging the human subject in

any way. And once more Sartre's existential-phenomenology

is challenged by positive anthropology.

Alienation.in the C;:itigue' ,/\ .
In the Critique, Sartre. appears to be arguing agai:;t

the Hegelian position according to which the objectification

of consciousness is necesgsarily alienating; since the pure /i\)

sugj?gt realizes itself in sémething.other than itself, |

in the object, qu thus makes itself an object to itself,

negating its own nature as pure absolute activity--in favour

of Marxism, according to which alienation is contingent

and surpassable through revolutionary social change.

Sartre claims_that, like Marx, hg retains from Hegel

* ’

a belief in the necessity of the relationship of objectifi-
“cation for humaﬂrzﬁrstence, but rejects the v%ew.that
alienation is an equally necessary moment of that objecti- .(/\”

fication. Forf in the Critigue that which is subject
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to alienation,is ‘not abstract, pure consciousness contem-
plating {Egglf in its object (and alienated from its own - ~

kS
translucent nature in so d01ng), but concrete, embodled

v .- .
" natural man, Créatingland maintaining himself Ehrough his
;,r?;gtionship with others and with the mgterial world. Men,
béihé natural, materialk and living creatures néea to inter-
act with the natural and material world and with others
simply in order to be, to survive at all. And there is
nothing eséeﬁtially alienating about this necessary rela-
" tionship, which ig the primary and foundatioﬂal way in
which objectification is necessary foF man. t

We must assuﬁe, however, although Sartre does not‘
make this explicit that‘hé follows Marx in coﬁsidering
objectification as more than simply '""materially' necessary,
in this basic survival sense; .As the self-mediating self-
creation of man, objecﬁification, i.e., human productive
activity, assumes an- ontological significapce:3 it is
that which makes man, man; the essentially ﬁuman quality
of beind human. ‘This must be assumed as an ontological
premise if the-alienation in questibn really occurs, whereby
the human subject ! kes himself other than himself" in
a profouhdly signifidant way. On this view, any activity .
which renders this self-creation impossible is considered
"alienating," and man alienates himself from himself-;n

engaging in such activity, since he produces himself in
-

so acting as -other than his essential self-producing self.
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In other words, he negates his freedom to be human in the exer-
cise §f>that very freedom. Hence; for Marxggnd Sartre |
the aLienatian contingent upon caPitalism} whereby man

alienates from himself thét which is most essential to his

being human, and sells it to others—--his productive activity.

We must also. assume, though again this is. not made

explicit in, the Critique, that Sartre shares Marx's belief
that man is in some necessary sense a Species-being; that

it is in some sense an essential part of human nature to

A -«

be species-conscious; that each person creates or realizes

e

him or "herself as a member of a community and a species,

and not_as an isolated and independent individual. And

that, furthermore, the realization of each person's indivi-
dual freedom and essentially human existence depends upon
just such a species—life.4 This must be assumed by Sartre,

since he considers the separation and serialization of

_ human beings to be essentially alienating structures of.

existence.

L~  For Marx, it is alienaéed labour which is the root
cause of the whole complex of alienations with which we
are familiar: the alienation of man from nature, from
his own activity and its products, from other men.
Existentialists, on the other hand, have traditionally
documented these alienations as if they were part of a

universal human condition, and not the effects of specific

histcorical conditicns. In the'Critigue, Sartre tries to‘
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revise that traditiop so that it is consistent with and
-4

complementary to Marxism, by revealing an historical origin

for existentiéi aﬁgst. . The historical conditions with
which Sartre gssociates alieﬁation are not however those

of Marx, though they would include thém. His thesis in

the Ciitigue is not intended as a rgjectidn of Marxism,

but as an en?ichﬁent of it. He does not, therefore éeny'
the facts of alienated labour and the total alienation
which results from it,‘and he agrees that the capitalist
system of. production generates and maintains this situation
of alienation and must be overthrown if de-alienation is

L

to be achieved. But he considers alienated labour as in

. some sense secondary, and not therefore-foundational.5

In his opinion it is need or scarcity which provide the
ultimate foundation of thelpossibiliﬁy (thodgh not the
necessity, he claims), of alienation.6 Thus, according
to Sartre, alienation will not be ovércome‘until‘éonditions
of scarcity are overcome.7

It is in his development {in fact, his lack of develop-
ment) -of this ‘concept of scarcity and its' relation to
alienation, that we shall discover cne of the principal
weaknesses of Sartre's argument. Scarcity, or need, is
not only considered to be the locus of alienation by Sartre,
but as basic, biological need it is presented as the primary
interior spring of action and the motivator or foundation

of that dialectical activity which, according to Sartre,
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defines man and makes history beth possihle aﬁﬁjingelligible.8
But if man is defined as tbe dialectical surpassing of
successive objectifications, and if this d&aléctical movement
'is ultimat;}y motivated by need or scarcity, resqlting -
in every objectificati&n being an alienation,g‘then the remov-

al of conditions pf scarcity, while suppressing alienation,

B
\

will als¢o suppress man as we know him.lO Since, the very
scarcity which alienates’, also, on this accouﬁt, makes

man and history possibie. Sartre leaves us with an uncomﬁ"
.fortable choice: either‘alienated man, Oor nc man at all.

In effect, therefgre, Sartre remains closer to Hégel than
Marx; in that the equally nécessary moments of objectification

and alienation are ultimately identified as one.ll At

v

#the same time, we are deprived of the corresponding Hegelian
consolation: Sartre projects no future in which the synthe:,
sis of subject and object {man énd his product) will elimi-
nate both‘the need for objectification and the inevitable -
alienation; one in which subjective freedom and authenticity
are real possibilities for human existence.

I will noﬁ explore Sartre's theory of alienation
in greater detail. '

In the above critical and necessarily schematic summary
of Sartre's treatment of‘alienation in the Crit;gue, the
two concepts of ''need" and "scarcity'" were used more

or less interchangeably. This reflects a confusion, not

in this writer, but one which occurs in the Critique
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itself.12 This, in turn, reflects a fundamental ambivalence,
already indicated, in Sartre's own attitude towards ¢

alienation ag@ the possibil?ty‘pJ its eliminaXion, and

" towards the/;pecific nature of that-which is subject to

it, i.e. man. Sartre is divided beéween Hegeliaq idéglism f
and Marxist métérialismé he aspires to the lattef, but ~-
was formed by and is unable‘'to transcend the former. This
ambivélenée'is moré evident in the Ciitggue, whicgh is an
essentially philosophical (if not a metaphysical) work,

than it is in his shorter more specific and particular,

concrete analyses_of social and historical p@enomena pub-

lished elsewhere as essentially Marxist-existentialist

interpretations. It undermines and in fact vitiates his

projected theoretical ‘fusion of existentialism and‘Marxism
in the Critigue, though not ité practical application in
rendering intelligible specific social realities (May -19
for example). That (general) theory should trail behind
(particular) practice in'fhistway is only cohsistent with

- our own theoretical principle indicated in our introductory.
remarks: that consciousness, thought, and ideas ére secon-
dary to being, action, and existence, and not vice-versa; jEE
a view, we suggested, shared by both existentialism and

. Marxism. The split between theory and practice in Sartre's
own work therefore should be regarded as an exemplification
of the truth of this principle rather than as evidence

of a failed project; it testifies to the continuing need

2
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for struggle at the ‘theoretical levef'for the adeguate
expression of those contradictions which are in the first’
and last instance enbouptered,1mediatedeand transéended
\\—~__—~///only in practice. It ié.te Sertre's-credit that, like
Marx himself, he never ceaeed in this struggle to give
adequate theoretical expression to an existence riddled
with contredictions. n\\
Overtly, of course, in the Critigue, Sartre aligns
himself with Marxist, historiecal materialiem, purporéing N
to strengthen the Marxist position by providing it with
"~ an adequate anthropology, and at the same time ‘additional
tﬁeoretical support for the proclaimed historical inevita-
bility of revolutionary activity. He presents'his arguments
in recognizably Marxist terms: the "practicalorganiem"

and’ "praxis, " for example, replace the pure consc1ousness

and the Y“pour-soi' ‘of Belng and Nothlngness, and real

material, phy51cal need replaces the abstract, ex1stent1al
"Jack" or '"nothingness," as p?e foundation of the human
project. But deepite all this, and deepite his own bettef
judgement, Saffre remains a captive of Cartesian rationalism
even in the Critique (the title itself is-something of b f’
a give~away). There, es in the earliex W?FKL/hiS thought

is dominated by and continues to emphasize the subject,

as an essentially thinking, contemplative subject (an

understandable prejudice in a middle-class intellectual);

and the basic dualisms and oppositions'of Descartes
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.continue to determine the direction of his inguiry:' mind/
natterfactive/passiﬁe, freedom/neéessitz, self)other,
1nternal/external nature/culture, etc. Likewise, his
argument remalns haunted by the CarteSLan 1éeal of the
_perfect lnstant that perfect moment’ of c01nc16ence of
self COnsc1ousness, actlon, and absolute freedom whrch
" can ¢haracterlze a oglto (or a God), but not an embodied,
natural concretely living human being. But he seems
unaware of:these remnants of idealism and rationalism which
vitiate the projected integration of existentialism and
Marx1sm'from the outset 13 - o
For example, he argues the clearry materlallstlc

- .
position that as long as man continues to live within condi-

tions of scarcity (rareté&) his existence‘will be an

alienated one:

rl

. as long as the reign of scarcity continues,
each and every man will contain an inert structure
of n-humanity, which is in fact no more than
material negation which has been interiorised. 14

Whlle suggestlng elsewhere that allenatlon w1ll continue

as long as man' s 11fe is domlnated by need (be501n), since:

Negation is there in éhese fundamental relations

of need and labour . . .. It comes to matter

in Erax1s and through the development -of this

praxis, it turns its back against the individual
. in so far as. it becomes a double negation solidi-

fied by inertia. ‘

All the time proceeding as if "need" and "scarcity" were
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ey are not! Scarcity, perhaps,

issue will be taken up later.) But basic biological need 3
which motivates man to acty and to appropriatg his environ-
ment cannot; except by the @estruction of life itself.
So if this neéd, as § 'e‘séems to sugéest, is the foundation
of negation and thus.alienation, alienation itsglf must
be inevitable. If, on the other hand, Sartre means by
'""need'" only those which are ronsequent uéén conditions
~—of scarcity, or secondary needs produced by capitalism,
.;\r example, he does not say so.. He suggests in places
QE; more clearly Marxist view, that alienation will continue
so long as man‘yorks from '""necessity"; but again what
is meant by this "necessity'" is taken for granted and.
never spécified, What emergéds is -the view that necessity
is not itself necessary, buy/gzposed to choice-<3nd not
to abundance, as fhe analysis of alienaticn in terms of
scarcity might suggest. But then this kind &f necessity
cannot be conflated with the bioiogical need which is said |
to found the dialectic and to which Sartre is obliged to
—~
appeal in hié defense of the élieﬁating effects of sdarcity,
as we shall‘seé below.. THe inadequacy of these concepfs, "scar-
city," and "ﬁeed"'to account for alienation in the
Critique, reflect a corresponding, weakness in the Marxist

tradition which inspired the effort in the first place;

this point will be retﬁrned to in our -chapter on Marx.
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Meanwhile, my argument is as follows: if Sartre shows
that scarcit%&is the ultimatg ground of alienation, it
is only upon the implicit assumption of a Cartesian
péfspective which takes pure consciousness as its point -
of depérture, and not concreté_embodied existence as he,
claims. And secondly, even if we accept these terms, his
demonstration does not succeed.

T have already indicated the inadequacies of the con-
cepts of need and scarcity as they appear in the Critique;
in addition, they are constantly conflated in Sartre, juét
"as the Hegelian and Marxist perspettives are. They can
be separated as follows, however:

Position I. Sartre, -the Marxist, considers scar-

4

city to be that upon‘which-alienation is founded: the

removal of scarcity would permit the surpassing of aliena-
tion. This position is clearly and explicitly asserted
throughout the Critique. »

Position II. Sart;;, still Marxist, but now
attempting to integréte some of the insights of existentialism

into position I, regards need, as basic individual and

~animal need, as the original motivator of dialectical acti-

vity and hence the ultimate ground of historical
intelligibility. This need is not the same th}ng as the
scarcity which grounds alienation. It make; little sense
to talk aboqt the suppression of biological need, which

would be tantamount to the suppression of both man and



) Critigue, but is implicit and clearly s
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history. This position is also clearly and explicitly
maintaiqed in the Critique.

Positiocn EII. Sartre, the Hegelian, however,
clearly does ;egard the same basic, animal need as essen-

tially alienating, in that it constrains the individual

" to objectify himself in that which is other than himself--

in inert matter. This is not explicitly asserted in the

- ’
, in its demon-~+

stration and explication of the first two sitions as

we shall now see.

Primary alienation and man's rela-
tionship to the external world: materiality

In the first place, Sartre frequently speaks of a
“orimary alienation, " which would appear to accompany any
human action regardless of the historical conditions and

the relative abundance or scarcity of material goods.

3

It would indeed be inconceivable that human acti-
vity should be alienated or that human relatiocns
should be capable of being reifijied if there were
no such thing as alienation and reification in
the practical relation of the agent to the objects
of his act and to other agents. Neither the
un-situated freedom of certain idealists, nor
the Hegelian relation of fconsciousness to itself,
nor the mechanistic determinism of certain pseudo-

Marxists can account for it. It is in the concrete

and synthetic relation of the agent to the other
through the mediation of the thing, and to the
thing through the mediation of the other, that
we shall be able to discover the foundations

of all possible alienations.l® '

ﬁe suggests that two conditions are required for this

\ ® -
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primary alienation, materiality, and seriality (i.e. living
amongst others as isolated individuals rather than as a v
community). But materiality alone would seem to be suffi-

cient. And since it clearly characterizes the human

condition generally and is independent of specific historical

contingencies, it would follow that alienation too is an
a—historical given of human existence. The sufficigncy
of materiality for alienation can be seen as follows, *
Sartre appeals to the reality of human neéds in his
elucidation of,primary alienation. In this context, need
is clearly not éhe equivalept of scarcity, but of basic
biological need, which provides the motor of the original
diaiéctical movement of the human organism (see position -
II abovd):
. praxis is inconceivable w;ﬁhout need,
transcendence, and the project . . .. Need,
negativity, surpassing, project, transcendence,

form a synthetic totality in which each cne of
the moments designated contains all the others.l7

Everything is tc be explained through need (le
besoin); need is the first totalising relation
between the material being, man, and the material
ensemble of which he is a part. This relation
.is univocal, and of interiority. Indeed it is
through need that the first negation of the nega-
tion and the first totalisation appear in matter.
Need is a negation of the negation in so far

as it expresses itself as a lack within the
organism; and need is ggggsitivity in so far

as the organic totality nds to preserve itself
as such through it.18

However, in establishing the first negation, this same need,

Ve
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says Sartre, at the same time establiéheé a primary and

foundational alienation:

This initial totalisation is transcendent to the ex-
tent that the being of the organism lies outside
it, immediately or mediately, in inanimate being;
need sets up the initial contradiction because

the organism, in its being, depends directly
(oxygen) or indirectly (food) , on unorganiseg\
being and because, conversely, the control o

its reactions imposes a biological' statute on

the inorganic . . .. But while Nature appears,
through the mediation of need, as a false organism,
‘the organism exteriorises itself in Nature as

pure materiality . . . if it is to find its being
within Nature or to protect itself against destruc-
tion, the .organic totality must’ transform itself
into inert matter, for it is only as a mechanical
system that it can modify the material environment.
T man of need is an organic totality perpetually
making itself into its own tool in. the milieu

of exteriority.l®

PN

These passages show, how, despite the shift in emphases (//”
and philosophical language, Sartre is documenting in the

Critique the same Hegelian drama (between subject and object)

as he did in Being and Nothingness. An essentially isolated
subject is taken as the point of departure. In its
necessary relationship with the world, it is returned to
itself aé other than itself, burdened with the inert and -

u » *
with materiality. New terminology replaces the old: the
organlg and the inorganic replaceAthé pour-soi and the
en—soi, and much of the idealistic language of the earlier
work has been purged. But the concepts themse}ves have

not really changed; irreconcilable opposites remain:

freedom and facticity, the active and the inert (or passive),



interiority and exteriority, subject and object, and so

forth.20 These are (ideal) Cartesian and Hegelian opposi-
gd

tions and they continue to haunt and determine Sartre's
thinking; enabling himdﬁgﬁéétablish a primitive alienation,
priar to and foundational of any processes of alienation
associated with historical conditions--with seriality,

scarcit or capitalism.
Y. P .

. what has never been attempted is a study
of the type of passive action which materiality
as such exerts on man and his History in returning

i a stolen praxis to man in the form of a counter-
finality. The point must be emphasised: History
is more complex than some kinds of simplistic
Marxism suppose; man has to struggle not only
against nature, and against the social environment
which has produced him, and against other men,

but also against his own action as it becomes Ly

~other. This primitive type of alienation occurs
‘within other forms of alienation, but it is
independent of them, and, in fact is their -
foundation. . . .we shall reveal through it,
that a permanent anti-praxis is a new and necessary
moment of praxis. If we do not try tordefine

this moment, historical intelligibility--that

is, certainty within the complexity of temporal

) development--loses one of its essential,moments
and is transformed into unintelligiblity.Z2l

This primitive aljenation of man, established by his
own praxis, by way of his own productive activity, that
is, by that which defines him a§ man, and conditioned only
by matéria}ity, is characterized according to Sartre, by

reification and counter-finality (contre-finalité). Man

is made into a thing (réification) and his intentions are
betrayed through the very action which constitutes his

humanity, which as part of the material world, confronts
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him as other and as opposed to him (counter-finality).
These structures occur as follows.

In order té be at all, man mugf act-—-a biological~
if not an ontological imper;live. In order to act in the
concrete material world he must "reduce" himself, according
to Sartre, t&.a material object—--to a tool. This being-
an-object is reflected back ﬁo the individual, in the pror
duct of his action, as his own realization, definition,
or being. Thus man realizes himself as an object, és matter,

. . SRS e
as inorganic and inert i.e. reified; and does not recognize

himself--the organic, the free, and the.active--in his pro-
.duct. This is what Sartre means by reification.22
The idea of counter-finality includes that of reifica-

tion and is“interchangeable with the practico-inert

(pratico-inerte} once we admit the praxes of others into

the dialectical reconstruction. Both terms denote the passive-

action (action—passive) by whiich the material world negates

and contradicts human intentions. The actions generated
by'human need reverberate beyond .the control and the intent
of the agent. Thus, they are perpetuated in the material
world as inhumah( or even anti-human. The individual's
praxis is "stolen® from'him, according to Sartre, taken
over by material events to become "anti—praxis."23 Sartre
illustrates this with the example of deforestation in

China: the need for timber generated praxes which them-

selves initiated a series of physical events, which

-/
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resulted in the emergence of a new negation--the shortage

of water. Thus praxis becomes anti-praxis. 'A.more topical
example is that oﬁkgsllution, which can be regarded as the
passive action, or ant;—praxis, of the material environment,
in response tg industrialization which itself or%ginated

in human ﬁfaxis, motivated by need.

‘ When to this primitive and.apparently'insuperable
alienation charactériﬁed by reifiéﬁtion and counter—final;ty,/
ané conditioned only by materiality and Easic biologicai\”’i
need, we‘add the real preSence‘of others, new and more
férmidable structures of alienation appear.

Primary alienation and man's
relationship with others: seriality

l Sartre assumes that our primary relationship with others
is as members of a “collectiyity“ or multiplicity of indi-
viduals "qui sf%gnorent." Thus, being—wifh-others is
primarily a separation, a co-existence in series of isoléted

individuals, apparently alienated from eBcl other from the

very onset. The only unity between indivi uals.is that
which -gomes f}bm "worked matter," i.e.‘Efom the practico-
:“Lneritg Ac‘corrtﬁiing' to Sartre, this first reciprocity between
individuals is an essentially inhuman one because it is-
mediated by matter. We are united, but only falsely, he
maintains, by the material environment within which we eéch

work separately to fulfil oup’ separate needs. Again,

materiality alone would-apﬁéar‘to be sufficient condition
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of the alienation of man from others.

. . . we have discovered . . . that men unwittingly
realise their own unity in the form of antagonistic
alterity through the material field in which they .
are dispersed and through the multiplicity of
unifying actions whlch they perform upon this

field . .

This is apparent in the most everyday objec-
tlwaty. from my window I can see men who do not
know  each othef“wdlklng across a-square to jobs
which, at least at the present level of the inves-
tigation, isolate them from one another . . ..

In this state of semi-isolation, it is obvious
that they are united by the street, the square,
the paving-stones and the asphalt, the pedestrian
crossing, and the bus, that is to say by the
material underside of a passivised praxis. But
this unity is itself that of a material system,
and in this sense it is highly ambiguous.Z24
The queue at the bus sbop at Saint Germain de Prés provides
Sartre with a (now classic) example of this false reciprocity,
this first way of being with others in the series. Only
the material object, the bus, unites these individuals at
the bus stop, each one of whom is engaged in an essentially
individual and separate project. In addition, since their
action takes place in conditions of scarcity-—there is a
limited number of ‘places on the bus--the reciprocity between
them is not only false (i.e. an index of separatlon rather
than community), but also "negative," i.e. antagonistic.
Each person is competing with the other for a limited
resource. Each perceives the other, therefore, as the one
whose praxis could rob him of the ends of his own; not by

virtue of his being a particular and distinctive individual

with a personal history and character, but simply by his

B
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being an "other" in the series. Thus, each affirms the

other as "exis," and denies his specific "existence.". And

-

so objectification, reification, alteration, and_aliena%ion

arise inseparably and simultaneously, accoxrding tpo Sartre,

within the same fundamental moment of‘being-with-otherg.

The historical condition of scarcity adds ‘antagonism to
25

these structures of interpgfsonal-alienation. '
There are places inh the Critique where Sartre seems

to ‘suggest that a noﬁ-éntagonistic, or at least neutral,

reciprocity betweeﬁ individuals is possible, where condi-

tions of scarcity do noﬁ'prgvail. Sugh a collection of:

individuals would.have no History, on his account{ however'

since history is g;ounded in conflict26 and contradiction;

7 .

and these in scarcity.27 Individuals in such communities

would qﬁist as either "biological" or "primitive"

societies.28 Nevertheless, even individuals in these cycli-

cal, non-historical sociefies, uninterrupted by scarcity,
would exist in series, as solitary individuals, isclated
from each other, and united only by a false reciprocity, __

i.e. by the field of the practico-inert. Since, for Sartre:

m ., . .. the inert gathering with its structure of seriality
is the basic type of sociality . . . groups constitute them-
29

selves as determinations and negations of collectives.”
If this is so, then even societies characterized by
"positive," or neutral (though nevertheless "false")

reciprocity, remain mere collectivities or series, lacking
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any authentic communion of interests or activitf. There
would seem to be no escape, on Sartre's accoeunt, from the
fund;mental alienation of man, from himself in inert matter,
and from his species-being in the collectivity.30
Alienation overcome:
the group in fusion

This multiplicity of isolated, powerless, and a}ienated
individuals can bé unified, according to Sartre, only by
a common fear of destruction by an external threat.
Genuine, positive reciprocity and authentic free activity
become possiblé only in these circumstances; when there
is a spontaneous recognition by each and all (i) of the
intole;ability of a situation, the impossibility of its
being “lived," and (ii) of the freedom and life of each
being dependent on the freedom and life of all. Such mo-
ments give rise to the group-in-fusion, which forms
spontaneocusly to combat the communal threat. Apparently,
individuals can share a common project when it is that of
combatting the "enemy" outside: in these rare circumstanqes
each individqal affirms rather than negates the praxis of

the other through his own praxis. The multiplicity is inter-

" nalized and is constitutive of ea¢h individual praxis;

together we can negate the negation. The stormihg of the
Bastille, and by inference any other revolutionary uprising,
the events in May 1968, for example, illustrate such group

action, which by its very action overcomes the atomization,
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serializationr_gpd alienation characteristic of the

)

-

colleétivity. - I's

Very quickly however, this group originally formed
to act against an external threat of destruction, experiences
an internal thfeat-—that of its own disintegration.31 At
this moment, according to Sartre, the members of the group,
who at firsf came together spontaneously and freely, bind
themselves together by an oath, to ensure their survival
as a group.32 This oath is freely undertaken. Each person
freely sacrifices his freedom to leave or oppose the group,’
in order to maintain the freedom from alienation in the
series which the formation of the group made possible--
and which wés its condition of possibility.

However, this non-alienated moment of genuine community
is short-lived, if not "instantaneous";'33 for it is soon sur-
passed bf the necessary return of seriality, consequent
upon the oath, which introduces organization,(authority,
bureaucracy, and institutionalization into the collectivity.
Alienation reappears, with new structures of alterity, objec-
tification, and powerlessness. And it is a more intense
and fundamental alienation, for it has, in a sense, been
freely chosen by each individual through the swearing of
the oath.34 Once more the Critique would seem to have es-

tablished the historical inevitability of alienation.35
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Recapitulation and Criticism

I am makihg two-major points against Sartre's theory

- of alienation as described above: s

1. The first is that he does not sqcceed in hisC:?‘::‘“\u

project: he does nét show that alienation_is grounded“in

the contihgent coﬁdition of scarcity. Quite the céntfary
is-tywue; and his basic position is ﬁore Hegelian than it qﬁ
is Marxist, in this respect. He associates alienation with
materiality and plurality; or, to use the language of

Being and Nothingness, with Facticity and the Other. He

speaks as if primary alienation were grounded in scarcity,
tc the extént that it is the conscilousness of a lack or

a need in the practical organism which is man,-which prompts
the first totalization, the first project, the first
objectification. But there is an obvious confusion of terms
here, of scarcity and nged. If Sartre is arguing that

alienation is an historical, and not an ontological, feature

.of human existence, made possible by conditions of scarcity;

and. if these conditions are contingent and not necesséry,
then it should be possible to reméve them and thus overcome
alienétion. But, if scarcity is something which can be
overceme, then it cannot be.theisamé thing as biological
need, the experience of which, according to Sartre, motivates
essentially human activity. The suppression of this kind

of need or lack would be equivalent to the suppression
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of life and humanity itself. But, if scarcity is Aot the
same as animal need, as it is not, then, as I have shown,
it has nothing to do with the foundation-of primary ai;ena—
tion, and its elimination will not have the effect oflsur—
passing it.

¢

2. My second point is, that, even if we grant Sartre

some success in grounding at least the structures of

alienation assogiated with serlallty, wmth belng with others,

in scarcity, that success relies on the concealed firs;
premise of the Cartesian cogiﬁo, or pour-soi, as the point
of departure, and the Hegeliah notion of alienation asso-
ciated with it. This secénd'point will now be more fully

developed.

-

p At times Sartre suggests that the "original" reciprocity

between individuals was/is neutral; and that it iqéyas the
contingent condition of scarcity that disturbs, from the
outside, the original peaceful exchange which characterizes

biological and primitive collectives, introducing into the

I

series the,dimension of antagonism.  The following passage'

mékes-this clear.
N

Whatevér men and events are, they certainly appear
within the compass of scarcity; that is in a so-
ciety still incapable of emancipating itself from
its needs--hence from nature--a society which

is thereby defined according.to its techniques

and its tools. The split in a collectivity
crusheq by its needs ‘gd dominated by a mode of =
productipn raises up antdgonisms among the indi-
viduals who compose it. The abstract relations

. of things with each other, of merchandlse and

A
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money, etc., mask and condition the direct rela-
‘tions of men with one another . . .. Without
those principles there is no historical rationa-
lity. But without living men, there is no
history.36 B : :

{This passage also illustrateé Sartre's tendency to
conflate the two notions of scarcity and need, which allows
him to maintain a covertly Hegelian position with fespect
to alienation, beneath the appearances of an overt Marxist
commitment.) ‘

According:to Sartre, each man experiences the othgr
as a "contre homme"” in this world of scarcity, in that e
very presence of the other in his fiela of activity igi;\
threat to him. For the existence of the other could deprive
him of his own, by depriving him of the resources necessary

Ifor survival. In addition,‘each experiences himselfﬂgs
"contre homme"” £for each of the o£hers. Thus every member
of thé series is alienated from himself and others;
isolated and separated from the rest, as weli as reified

-

by the presencé'of_the others bf way of their respeqtive
praxes. !

Thus, in conditions of scarcity, individual praxis
is doubly-alierated. Once in being returned to the agent
as inert matter; twice, in being stolen from:him by the
others, who incorporate it into their own praxes and total-

izations as an object; and thus transform the original praxis

into anti-praxis. A

=
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Furéhermore, this collectivity of alienated individuals,

~

is fundamentally violent, according to Sartre. .Since it
is- founded upon scarcity, and since its members are only
falsely and negatively united by the practico-inert, the
collectivity is haunted by destruction. Each man defines
”
and is, in turn, objectively defined by the Other, as inhuman
or anti-human, for each is the source of the other's aliena-
¢ ¥

tion and possible annihilation. As a,consequence,_the Other
is identified with Evil, 'because he threatens the existence
of the self in every sense.

Nothing--not even wild beasts or microbes--could

be more terrifying for man than a species which

is intelligent, carnivorous and cruel, and which

can understand and outwit human 1ntelllgence,

and whose aim is precisely the destructicn of

man. This, however, is obviously our own species

as perceived in others by each of its members
in the context of scarcity.37

Tt is c¢lear that Sartre's choice of seriality as_the

foundational structure of being-with-others--false, ahta%

gonistic, aqg alienating--is made possible only by aésumption

of a Cartesian point of departure, which identifies pure

L]

consciousness as the essential subject of human experience

and activity. Why otherwise would the first moment of being
with others be experienced as one of isola;Eon and
separation? Surely it is only a characteristically Cartesian

consciousness, or pour-soi, that experiences itself as

irrevocably and primdrdially separated from other

»
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consciousnésses? By comparison, a concrete embodied human
subject, in his lived experience of the world, which is
existent;ally prior to any pr9cedure of 'Cartesian doubt,
does not experience a prihary separation ané sblitude, but
,/zﬁfﬁgi\g sense of participation and belonging with others,
on the.lines of Heldegger's "mitsein" and "d%sein." This
point is well made by other phenomenologiSts, by Heidegger
and Merleau-Ponty, for example, and urged against Sartre
by Marjorie Grene in her 1Etest book on Sarére. Being-
with is primary and thg 1ohely consciousness is é ph%loso—

pher''s abstraction.38 This theme is more fully developed

)
v

in chapter IV.
Likewise, if the material unity between individuals,

provided by the world within which everyone projects -and

maintains himself, is regarded as a false and inhuman, and

"exterior," reciprocity, this_can only‘be because the essen-

tially human is pre-conceived as non-material, ontologically

"interior," and aspiring to some fundamentally non-material
union with others. If the necessity to mingle with the
material world is seen.as a negation of oneself and one's
freedom, and as such as the foundation of alienation, then
that self and that freedom musﬁ‘be pre-concelived as aspiring .
to the infinite and absolute freedom of immaterial
"spirit," to the freedom of Descartes’'s God, in fact.39.
Furthermore, just as there ig no a Eripri reascn why

material unity should be a false unity, so there is no
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é Bridri reason why human relationships should be antago-
nistic even ﬁithin a context;of scarcity. Could not séarcity
just as well unite as separate men and be the mat;rial basis
bf genuiné communal action and positive reciprocallielations.
of exchange?40 It is my belief that the necessity df this
antagonfsm between members of a series owes its explanation
more to the dialectic of Being and Noﬁhihgneés, than it

LN
does to the dialectic of a history conditioned by scarcity.

The.Critique merely translates the ontologiéally‘neceésary
conflict between-lwo consciousneéses, resultigé in sadistic
or masochistic relationships only, into Marxian language;
it does not transcend that conflict.‘ "Praxis" replaces
freedom, and the "practico-inert™ replaces "facticity,"

but the all—orfnothing struggle between two essentially
ideal subjects remains; and authentic being-with-others

\
is still unavailable to Sartrian man. - Sartre remains, *

therefore, much more an existentialist (if not a liberal),41
than a Marxist, in this respect: his fundamental commitment
is to the primgcy of thé individual, as above all else a
free, independent, and'separate‘consciousness and will.
To this extent he fails to accommodate existentialism to
Marxism. Ll »

In fact, in demonstrating the virtual insuppressibility
of alienation, Sartre becomes eligible for the same critique
which Marx made of other Hegelian thinkers. Sartre as

.

himself an alienated man, describes, with great precision

AN
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‘and accuracy the structures of that alienation which he
experiences in common with everyone else in his society

~and historical period. But he forgets that he is speaking
from within séecific historical éonditions and describes
thesé struétures as if they were a-historical and universal -
features of human existencé. As Euch, his philosophy is

-
L)

. . . equally to be condemned as another farm and.mode

of existence of huma alieriation";42 his "

philo-

sophical mind is nothing but the alienated world-mind

. thinking within the bounds of its self-alienation"; and

the philoéopher himself " . . .- an abstract form of alienated

man sets himself up as the measure of the alienated world."43
Indeed, Sartre is ambivalent and inconsisﬁﬁgt as re-

gards the historicity of his own thought. HeC;cknowledges

'it explicitly in- the Questions (and elsewhere, in interviews

etc.) when he cgmmenté that existentialism is the "ideology"

of Marxism,44 and will be its truth only for so long as

Marxism is the truth of human existence--in his view, as

long as scarcity prevails. When scarcity is overcome the

"reign of freedom" will be possible, he says; and adds that

we have ro way of anticipating now what that freedom will

be like, nor what philosophy wiil be appropriate to it.45
But as we have seen, such professions of historicity

are undefmined by the actuality of his theory of primary

\

alienation in the Critique, which is not grounded in

scarcity, an historically conditioned and therefore
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surpassable .condition, but in need, an é—historical and
ontologically necessary condition of humén being.
Furtherﬁpre; the'vegy concept of man as an individual--
even as an emboéied individual--isolated from and over-
against others, lacking species—conscidusness, is rejected
by Marx as an abstraction, itself made possible as a peoint
of departure only hpon the prior adoption cof the bourgeocis
standpoint of modern political eponomy. Like Hegel,'Sartre
could equally be accused of haviig/éaken as his point of
departure:" . . . man as bourgeois and not man as a citizen
who is considered the true and authentic man.“46 :This bour-
geois individual is not primordial as Sartre would have
him, but the proéuct of the particular economic ,and -political
conditions-of capitalism,-wﬁich estrange man from his own
essential nature.as sensuous, self-creating species—beingf47
By presenting this-historically specific individual as pri-
mary and his alienation as a necessary structure of praxis,
Sartre's " . . . froéen, metaphysical, antihistorical,
'phenomenoleogical! pseudo-‘-ontology"48 reifies and mystifies
social reality, and thus neutralizes the political impact:
of tﬁe Marﬁist critique of capitalism. Indeed, if
consciousness is the product of society as Marx asserts,
then any ﬁhenomenolégy of conscious experience will reveal
’ .
ohly historically relative, and not universally valid, des-

criptions of social reality. Sartre speaks as if phenomeno-

logy were not thus limited; presenting the fundamental
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structures of (his own)} alienatiom as determinants of human

existence as such, independent of specific historical
o,

conditiens. Furthermore, he describes this alienation from

within the society which maintains it, and in its own terms;

forgetting Marx's injunction that an individual or an
histdrical epoch cannot be judged by the consciousness it

has of itself. This, combined with a tendency té overlcok

the historicity of human experience, means thqt Sartre's
account of history and alienation is more "ideological™

than it is«"scientiéic"; it confirms the truth of historical
mater;alism by disclosing and'clarifying it at the level

of lived experience, but it cannot be said to have established
its ahthropological féundat;on as Sartre intended.

This, in fact, is precisely the charge which Lévi-
Strausé levels against Sartre in the final chapter of The
Savage Mind, where he is not speéifically concerned with
alienation, but with the inadequacies of Sartre's notions
of "history" and "dialectic™ as they are develcoped in .
the Critigue.49 The specifics of these confrontations will
bg the subject of later cﬁapters. But some of the more
general criticisms made against Sartre may be usefully re-

viewed here.

Lévi-Strauss's Critique of Sartre

Lévi-Strauss's main point is that Sartre's weaknesses

are a direct consequence of his chosen philosophical

.
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standpoint--that of phenomenology, whase traditional point

of departure is the Cogito--arguing that:

He who begins by steepimy himself in the allegedly
self~evident truths of introspection never emerges
from them. Knowledge of men sometimes seems
easier to those who allow themselves to be caught
up in the snare of personal +identity. But they
thus shut the door on the knowledge of man: written
oqﬁsgavowed 'confessions' form the basis of all -
ebligd hic research. Sartre in fact becomes
r of his Cogito: Descartes made it
possible tg attain universality, but conditionally
on remainihg psychological and individual; by
sociologizing the Cogito, Sartre merely exchanges
\“oné prison for another. Each subject's group

and period now take the place of timeless conscious-
ness. Moreover, Sartre's view of the world and
man has the narrowness which has been traditionally
credited to closed societies. His insistence
on tracing a distinction between the primitive

" and the civilized with the aid of gratuitous
contrasts reflects, in a scarcely more subtle

\\3 form the fundamental opposition he pestulates
between myself and others. Yet there is little
difference between the way in which this opposi-
tion is formulated in Sartre's work and the way
it would have been formulated by a4 Melanesian

. savage, while the analysis of the practico-inert
quite simply revives the language of animism. >0
ks

He commenté,'in a note to this paragraph, that Sartre ié
in no position to judge the operations of the primitive
mind (as he does in the Critique, to his discredit, as we
shall see presently), because he operates at precisely the‘
~ same socially and historically‘constraiped level as they '
do. As such, his philosophy, like all philosophy in
. Levi-Strauss's opinion, is more like myth than science;,

and, as such " . . . affords a first-class ethnographic

document, the study of which is essential to an

L3
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understanding of the mythclogy of our own time_."51 It is

to the purported ﬁythological_character of Sartre's thinking
‘that I will now turn my attention. .
Sartre's Marxism as ) A
mythological thought '
Lévi—Strauss describes mythologicai thought in his
chapter on “The Science of the Concrete'' as a kind of

intellectual "bricolage."52

The constituent eleﬁzgts of
myths are ''signs, and like the instruments of the bricoleur
they are already "athand'": They are part of a "closed"-
system or universe and they are already laden with
significancé, suggesting certain meanings or uses and
e#cluding otﬁers. They are therefore, ''preconstrained,',
in that their possible combinations '* . . are restricted
by the fact that they are drawn from the language where,
they already possess a sense which sets a limit on their
freedom of manoeuvre."53 While admitting that the modern
scientist is also very much a bricoleur in some respects, .
Lévi-Strauss contrasts his "concepts"'with the "signs"
which are the tools of mythology: the basic difference
being that cgncepts open up the set being worked on, while
signs can only reorganize it. 1In other words, by way of
concepts the scientist strives to go beyond the constfaints
imposed by This civilization and language; the bricoleur,

by necessity always remains within them: 'Whereas

concepts aim to be wholly transparent with respect to
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realiéy, signs allow and even require thg interposing of
a certain amount of hum;n culture and reality'."s4 Thus,
mythological thought builds up structures out of the '"debris
oftevents,"while'remaining firﬁly imprisoned within those
events. f&he scientist, by comparlson, dlstlngulshesathe
contingency of events from the nece551ty of ructure and
aspires to the discovery of "objectlvelynecessary
structures, i.e. to systems which owe nothing to lived
experience or events. kTo_Qhat extent this is possible -
is considered in a later chapter.) Lévi-Strauss, of course,
aligns himself with.the scientists and claims to have
revealed objective universéijtruths through the method of
structural anthropology. - . ( s
AltHough‘Lévi—Strauss does not make this connection
explicitly, it is clear that sartre's work fits perfectly
this aescription of mythological thought. He can}be seen
as an intellectual bricoleur, confined within the events
he describes, building ''ideological castles out of the debris
of what was once a social disqpurse."SS Thus only historical
and non-objective truth is available to him; he furnishes
us with myths about social reality, and not social reality

itself.

Man,Aprimiﬁive man, and History
It is possible that Lévi-Strauss was incited to his

critique of Sartre in The Savage Mind by the latter's

insensitive and ethnocentric treatment of primitive men

oS
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in the work in question. It is as if he sloughed off all

the lacunae and 'loose-ends of his theory onto the unfortunate

shoulders of fhe primitive. 1In the first piace he assumes

a distinction almost of kind between civilized and primitive
man, consisting in the former's having and the latter's

noct ' having a History,-and‘ulf;mately'reducing the primitive
toe the '"inhuman'" or '"less than human' as follq\Js.56

For Sartre, man, the dialectic and history are inter-
definable: he def;nés man in terms of the dialectic and
the dialecfic in §%rms of history; history.in terms of :man
and man in terms of the dialectic. Thué; history, man,
and the dialectic are inseparable moments of the same
}human) experience. What thén is‘to‘be made of those peopie
who, as Sartre claims, are without history? If they lack'
history, do they then lack dialectical comprehension which
Eonstitutes ?istory on his account% But it they lack dialec-
tical reascn then they are not men, since man is defined
by it. At times in the Criﬁigue Sartre seems to be aware
of thié dilemma, aﬁd-therefore adds (in.a fgotnote) that
he is not actually defining man by historicity, but rather
by :

. . thé permanent possibility of living
historically the breakdowns which sometimes over-
throw societies of repetition. This definition
is necessarily a posteriori; that is, it arises
at the heart of a historical society, and it is
in itself the result of social transformations.

But it goes back to apply itself to, societies
without history in the same way that history itself

<
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returns to them to transform them--first externally
and then in and through the internalization of
the external.37

~But this disclaimer does not tally well with the basic pre-

mise of the Critigque: that man is fuﬁdamentally self:
creating, and that in creating himself by surbassiné present
conditions towards the future, man makes history. The ques-
tion remains, how it can be that the primitive, altﬁough
dialectical and human, nevertheless lacks historyé _

That Sartre considers primitive people as marginél
to the real human enterprise of makinglhistésry58 is clear
from other references in the Critigue, most notably where
he' characterizes tﬂe eﬁistence.of primitive man as being
closer to the biolbgical'and natural mode of being than
to the cultural or human mode. This is nct per se denigra-
ting to the primitive; but in the ﬁontext of Sartre's thought'
it is--man being eséentially culturél and other,‘;p a
fundamental ontoiogical sense, than the natural world: and
this otherness being the very foundation of the possibility

59

of freedom. This distinction, between nature and culture

is problematic and one to which we will return several times
in this thesis: but it ‘is a dichotomy to which Sartre is
committéd. It is undermined, however, by his own concép-
tion of the primitive, whereby the primitive is c¢loser to
nature {(and yet étill man?) than he is to culture because

he lacks histofy. For example, Sartre contrasts " .

la temporalité synthétique primitive et le temps de la
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praxis élémengg%re." The former .is cyclical and charac-

teristic bf both biclogical and primitive societies; and
7 o

it is disrupted- by scarcity which institutes the. first nega-

tion and is the foundation of History %P that it "motivates
the first praxis, the first dialectical movement.61 The
.inédequacyuof this description of the dialectic as founded'
in scérc&ty and need has been discussed abéve, and it will
be returned to in our next ¢chapter on History. My present
purpose is merely to show how, in addition to Fhis, Sartre's
accounf’wodid seem to deprive primitive men, not only of
history, but also of the necessarily.human, and humanly
necessary praxis. ﬁ )

It\is tempting to argue in support of Sartre, that
this primitive ﬁaﬁ; existing prior to conditions of scarcity
is not intended to refer té any real moment in History;
that Sartre is nof suggesting that such men do, did, or N
ever could exiét;'and that therefore he does not mean by
"primitive™ what Lévi-Strauss means, for example, i.e. real
existing primitive communities. In fact, Sartre does say
in the Critique that all known societies exist in conditions
of scarcity, and that because of this we cannot even imagine
any other kind of”maq, or human éssociation. So this
primitive man of ;he Critique who exists in cyclicdl time
and prior to scafcity, should bé taken simply as an

abstraction, an.heuristic device to ease our understanding

of the dialectic and the proposed connection between
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scarcity, history, and-aliendtion.
2 ' - b1 /
But this will not dd, for several reasons. *In the
) \ )
'ﬁirst place, Sartre explicitiy denounces as absurd the

"robinsonnades" of othexs, of Duhring for example, who tried
to base property and exploitation on violence:

Engels did not see that his idealist and romantlc.
ideas and all their follies required the presence
of the negative in History. . . . the historical
process. cannot be understood without a permanent
element of negativity, both exterior and interior
to man. This is the perpetual possibility in
man's very existence of being the one who sends
Others to their deaths or whom Others send to

hls--l%'l other words of scarclty
<
~ ‘ *

Ll

Secondly, such a strategy on thé pa}t of Sartre would have
paradoxical consequences. The heuristic device "primitive"
man, challenges the very principle it is designed to support:
the distinction between nature and cqlture, the beiﬁé of
physis and the being of man--since Sartre situates the existence
_of this primitive man closer to biology and nature than

© man ané cul£ure. And_thirdly, Sartré is not consistent

in his use of the epit?et "pfimitive." Sometimes it seems
to denote a hypothetical primitive community of men existing
prior to the disruption of scarcity, anddat othéré, to reéeal
communities, already disturbed by scarcity, but not (yet?)
hiStprical. If he someﬁimes means by "priﬁitive" an
hypothetical éommunity, and thére is some evidence for this,
he more clearly means by it what we would normally expect

it to mean: real existing communities of the kind studied

¢
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by Lévi-Strauss. He claims, for example, that scarcity
establishes only the possibility of.history and not its
neceigityf and thus acknowledges the possibility of the

real existence of societies founded upon repetition, which

survive scarcity without making History--and he uses "pri-
o

mitive" to describe these societies.
1

He assumes a linear connecticn between these primitive
societies and our own, that we have develcoped from an earlier

historical situation comparable to theirs, and implicit

EF

in this assﬁmption is an evaluation of that historical

. development as. progressive. The humans nature which

~

characterizes repetitive societies, he describes as follows,

for example: B

]
If a state of equilibrium is established within . J\\
a given mode of production, and preserved from
one generation to the next, it is preserved as
exis--that is to say, both as a physioleogical -
and .social determination of human organisms and-’
as a practical project of keeping institutions
and physical corporate development at the same-
level. This corresponds ideologically to a T
“decision about 'human nature'. Man is a stunted i
..misshapen being, hardened to suffering, and he
lives in order to work from dawn till dusk with
§ these (primitive) technical means, on a thankless
threatening earth.63 ‘

¢

Adding, that thougﬁﬂagalectically speaking there is no

logical absurdity in the notion of "une terre sans

evertheleseé a place where: " . . . human

b TV

Histoire," it is
groups would vegetate and never break out of a cycle of

repetition, producing their lives with primitive techniques
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ant instruments and knowing'absolﬁtely nothing of one

ano r.64 ) |
Léﬁi—Strauss's extensive writings and research on

primitive cultures reveal the absurdity and ethnocentficity

of Sértre's conception of huﬁan existence in primitive,

non-historical societies indicated above. The Savage

gigg,:for example, presents us with an image of primitive

—

culture rich .in meaning and intellectual and aesthetic

"dialectical" activity. While The Elementary Structures

of Kinship demonstrates, in opposition to Sartre's thesis
in the Critique, the absclute priority of the group over
the individual -in primitivé‘sQE}al reality, and the univer-

sality of "exchange' ‘as a means of establishing at one

and the same time culture and reciprocity. The life of
primitive peoples is far from the "nasty, brutish and

short' existence it is as?umed t6 be by Sartre: on the
contrary, the harmony, péeaicpability, and sblidarity

of social relations in such societies are much more striking
and determining than is their relentless struggle with

the antagonistic'forces of a brutal and insufficient nature
(Sartre's characterizafion). Furthermore, these societies
wﬁich have no History, would also apéear tc be blessed

with an absence of '"alienation' and "serialization"

according to the descriptions of anthropologists (though
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not of exploitation-§nd\$ppression we hasten to add).

It might be argued that Lévi—Straués errs in Fhe'
opposite direction to Saftre and'idealizes primitive cul-
tures, and this will be considered in later chapt;rs.

But to his credit, we must emphasize that his_qonclusioﬁs

are at least baééd on extensive empirical reéearch-—obser-

vation, experiment, and analysis, and not on arm-chair

speculation. In addition his work has an internal consis- r““‘"‘-—nh‘
tency which Sartre's lacks. For these reasons alone,

his descriptions of the 1life 6f primitive peoples commands

more credibility than do SAartre's, who'fufther COnfuses

the issue when he considers the emergence and effects

of social structures and functions in the ongoing historigal

dialectic of human self-creation.

Structure and function characterize the "swofh" group,
according to Sértre, that is the group whose continuing
existence is maintained by the oath. He illustrates such
a group with an example of primitive kinship structures

taken from The Elementary Structures of Kinship--thus

conceding an element of historical development to those
societies to whom he had previously denied it. He further

' contradicts himself by arguing that a genujine reciprocity

characterizes the group at this stage (when he had
previously suggested that individuals in primitive societies
are "ignorant" of each other, and exist separately in

series etc.). Here, however, he maintains that social
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structures and functions are "not yet" alienating; that,
in fact, they provide the foundation of a genuine human
praxis, individual and communal, and of gehuine reciprocity

between subjects:

T~

Is this really aliena
.free choice of a wife,

jon? Obviously not: the
in the first generation,
effectively involves, ag a freely accepted condi-
tion, the inert negatiory of certain possibilities
. . and this negation Jis itself based on the
free production of partiicular kind of mediated

reciprocity . . .. Thys these are genuinely
free human relations (yndertakings, pledges,
i} powers, rights, duties etc.) .6 ¢

Clearlylthese are not the same "primitive" people describgg//m'
so disparagingjyy above. In what sense do they ignore
each other? 1In what sense do they lack History--since
being«;swonw group follows from having once been a genuine
group in fusion? What has enabled them to remain at this
"stage" of developméﬂt, and avoid the fall intp seriality
and alienationr the dialectical necessity of which iF
subsequently démonstrated by Sartre in the Criti ue?kﬂ%o j'
these questions, and more, Sartre provides no answers.

One of the sections of the C%Etigue which particularly
provoked Lévi-Strauss occurs within this discussion of
the. institutionalized grdup,~which, we are now led to
believe,‘is represented by "primitive" sgbieties. Commentiﬁé
upon the complex théoretical kﬁpwledge~g}splayed to ethno-
graphers and sociologists by "des sociétés sous-developpées":

of their rules of marriage or residence, for example,

D



/‘

f

54

Sartre claims that these demonstrations should not be
considered as exampleé of abstiact:thought, but rather

as "des structures pratiques elle-mémes vécues dans g

*

1'intériorité d'une action commune' :

< In other words, we should avoid putting the
cart before the horse by claiming that primitive
pecple understand the abstract relations which
constitute the organization 'of their group because
they are capable of abstract thought; on the
contrary, we should say that their capacity
for abstract thought is determined by the abstract
relations which structure their society, that
it is simply these relations themselves in so
far as every common individual has to live them
all in order practically to realise his relation
to all in the unity of a common objective.66

“ .

Likewise, of the diagrams drawn in the sand by the Ambryam
naﬁives, to illuftrate the complexities of their marriage
rules, Sartre comments: "It is obvious that this construction
is not a thought: it is a piece of manual work controlled
by a synthetic knowlédge which it does not express."67

0f course, Lévi-Strauss finds nothing wrong with
this description: it confirms his own thesis that uncon-
scious étructures determine thought. But, as he-points
out, this reduction of abstract thought to social praétice
is equally applicable to gll cases of so-called abstract
ihought; to Sartre's own demonstration of the dialectic
in the Critique, for example; and to the "professor at
the Ecole Polytechni&ie demonstrating a proof on the
blackboard”: " . . . the situation is the same in both

cases."GBV
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reasons for rejecting Sartre's grounding of primary |

. . .. ' 5;
(- ' -

Scarcity, being-with-others

and primary alienation

Lévi-Strauss's anthropology also suggests additional

alienation in scarcity and the false.reciprocity resul

from it. :
el

"Reciprocity" is a céntral theme of The Elementary

Structures of Kinship, where Lévi-Strauss argues that

the distinction between nature and culture and the ipstitution
of culture itself coincide precisely.with the establishment

of re:@ocity by way of the incest rule: ° culture (i.e..
humanity) and réciprocity occur together (or not at all;i

and they are founded in the rule prohibiting incest, which

is the: " . . . fundamental step because of which, by

. which, but above all in which, the transition from nature

w69

to culture is accomplished. The rule prohibits marriage

with women who are considered to be members of the same

kinsﬁip group; and, Lévi-Strauss maintains, such a rule

characterizes all human societies and distinguishes them

as specifically human. The universality of the rule 1links

it with nature, and its being a rule makes it just as
certainly a social phenomenon. .
The prchibition is more a prescription than a ré%—

triction in that it prescribes the exchange of women betweag:

groups, thus_establisping reciprocity and'allijiance at the

very foundation of culture:
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The prohibition of incest is a rule of reciprocity.
The woman whom one does not take, and whom one
may not take, is for that very reason offered
up . . .. The content of the prohibition is
not exhausted by the fact of -the prohibition;
the latter is instituted only in order to guarantee
and establish directly. ox indirectly ® immediately
or mediately, an exchange.
On this account, therefore, the species "man" emerges
already érouped as it were, and united with other-groups
by reciprocal systems of exchange. .Such an analysis challenges
and contradicgs Sartre's thesié that men existed in the
primary collectivity as a multiplicity of’{ndividuals,
in series, alienated from and (in conditions of scarcity)
antagonistic towards each other and reveals it to be the
truth, not so much of primitive or historiéally primary
communities, but of Sartre's own "civilized" historical
sdciety at a particular stage in its development.
indeed, if Lévi-Strauss is to be believed, and he
is certainly sup&orted by other ethnologists in this res-
D oem - . :
pect, primitf%?féocieties do not even have a concept of
9
the indivi%ual in anything like the Sartrian sense, to \\
whom, for example, proper names can be, ascribed. The
Savage Mind demonstrates that in primitive cultures proper

’

names "signify": they classify the individual r&ther

71

than isolate him as a discrete eptity. Since ideas

.- v y

articulate social structures and not v10e—versa,72 this
suggests that human being in primitive soqﬁeties must

be lived as being-in as being-with, and not as some

- 2’
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yariétion of the Sartrian gour—soi.73 Thié point will
be developed later in the thesis in the discussion of
consciousness. It is mentioned here, because, if it_is A
-true that the individual is not primary but seccndary, -
then Sartre's theory of alienation in the Critique is
deprived of its foundation. Its development in terms
of scarcity is also challenged, as follows.

Accoxrding to Lé&vi-Strauss the prime function of culture
is to ensure the survival of the group by replacing chance
by organization wherever survival is threatened. Inter- .

vention therefore: ", . . is raised and resolved in

the affirmative everytime the group is faced with the

insufficiency of the risky distribution of a vaiuable
of fundamental iﬁportance."74' In other words, the communj
organizes the distribution of scarce resources and does
_not leave it to individuals to compete for them.
and women are prime examples of such valua
~"consumption' in any society is always organizéd in con-
fé£mity to particular sets of rules. The group cannot
afford to leave their distribution to chaﬁce since both
are vital for survival--food for the survival of the indi-
viduals and the group, women fo; the survival of the group
and indeed of the species itself.
The obvious sexism of this interpretation of social

life, however (and'éf the demonstrations which follow)

must not be overlooked. It sericusly undermines the



7

ng‘k‘ '

credibility of Lévi-Strauss's system of ideas on human

origins and social reality, since it constitutes its very
foundation. Why are women and not men exchanged? Why

are women the primordial cultural cbjects and commodities

and men the subjects and agents of social exchange? Such
fundamental questions are not even posed by Lé&vi-Strauss,

' let alone answered. The implications of this phallocentric

prejudice in Lévi-Strauss's anthropology are explored’

in greater detail in our final chapter. In the meantime,
however, it should be borne in mind by the reader that
perhaps Lévi-Strauss's discovery of '"objective! structures

-

X of social life is at least in this respect less ''scientific' ..

* .
and more ''mythological than he realizes, or would care

" to admit. In spite of this, the more general insight,
‘of which the exchange of women could perhaps be rdgarded

as an unfortunate and misguided example, may well remain
true: that is, that scarcity, contrary to Sartre's assu

-

tion, promotes rather than disrupts reciprocity in primitive

4]

ommunities and #is the foundation rather than the blight

" of both culture and humanity itself.
Thus, according to Lévi-Strauss, it is the scarcity

of women which motivates the institution of the incest

Y

The more blatant examples of male mystification -
will be indicated in the demonstration which follows with |
an asterisk (*) lest they be overloocked by those readers .
who inadvertently share Lévi-Strauss's assumption of the e
male point of view and its characteristic presumption '
of neutrality.
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rulg and together with it culture, i.e. humanity itself:
scarcity is the material basis of reciprocity and no£ of
antagonism, alliance and sgrialify. The rule applies
to other scarce "commodities}'* besides wcomen, to foodigj
for example; both of WPiCh are shared rather than coﬁaétéd

for or consumed alone:

F

The g;tion of the person, who like the woman

in the Maori proverb Kai Kino ana Te Arahe,
would secretly eat the ceremonial food, without
offering any of it, would provgke from his or
her near relatives, irony, mockery, disgust.
and even anger, according to the circumstances
and persons . . .. It seems that .the group
confusedly see a sort of social incest in the
individual accomplishment of an act which normally
requires collective participation.

€

In thg—same way: wealth.is for giving away and not

for keeping to oneself: the function of the potlatch,76

1ike:£hat of the exchan@gaof women, is ". . . to gain

L

security and to guard cneself against risks brought about
by alliance§ and rivals.“77 Exchanges are not conducted
for profit or individual gratification; they are rgther
“t&tal social facts," whose significance is at once "social

-»

and religious, magic Eﬁg gdonomic, utilitarian and senti-
mental, jural and moralﬁ78--political and persopal, etc.
However, this scargity of'wbmen, which is said to
institute the incest rule and at the same time establish
reciprocal exchanges and culture itself, ig perhaﬁs not’

celf-evident to the reader and requires some justification.

Lévi-Strauss anticipates this objection: " . . . is it
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possible," he asks, "to speak of women as a scarce commodity

requiring collective intervention for its distribution?"79

And he offers in support of his thesis " . . . less a
demonstration than a brief indication" of how it might

be so.

He argues first that the cqmmodity value of the wifet
cannot be disputed.as long as we {(we men?) remember that
her function is . primarily economic and“not erotic;* that
a man needs a wife, not so much for sexﬁai gratification
as for survival, since the econéagzgf the primitive group
i; based on the famiiy (i.e. on the conjugal socieiy)
aﬁd.the division of labour between the sexeg.so In:these

- communities a bachelor is regarded as an object of pity

and an outcast. The scarcity of the commodity--women,

is indicated as follows. . *

Lévi-Strauss offers two explanations for thé pfesumed-
"scarcity" of women. His first confists in the suggestion
that all men are basically polygamous;* and that moncgamy,

- therefore, wherever it occurs, represents only a limitation

81 The

of thap«natural tendency, and not a denial of it.
limitation can be the result of any number of .cultural

and environmental conditions which produce the situation

of economic ard sexual competition.‘ Though institutionalized
monogamy may rule, polygamy remains as the natural* tendency;
and where men are polygaméus, there are never enough

N .
women. ‘His second point is that not @ll women are equally
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- purposes, always in a state of dlsequlllbrlum and tension.
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desirable* to these naturally polygamous men: " . . . the

most desirable women must form alminority. Hepﬁe the

demand for women is in actual fact,.or to all intents and

.82
Such an account of scarcity would seem to completely

undermine Sartre's and the theory of History and alienation

which it is made to support. For,.accordingﬁpo Lévi-Strauss:
1. The suﬁpression of scarcity is_impoésible in at

leést one of its’manifestations, the scarcity of women,

which he believes to be universal -and fundamen£a1 to the

human condition as such. It therefore makes no seﬁsé_to

speak of a human society without scargity, which is'soméﬁhing

Sartre looks forward to in the Critique ‘as the Oniy solution

to the problem'bf alienation.

. *
.2. This scarcity unites men rather than opposes them;

the scarcity of women ‘being the very fbugaation of . culture

. * B N
and reciprocity83 between men.

Although the full forcé of these first two objec-
tions is muéh weakened by their implicit assumption of
patriarchal social relations as given (seé notes), their
"fo;mal" truth remains plausible, and challenging to Sartre:

that scarcity ﬁay actually found culture and unite men rather

' +han disturb some more primordial equilibrium of intg;gsts”

prevailing before the appearance of scarcity. The remainiﬁg

objections (3 and 4 below) require no such qualifications.
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3. There is no apparent connection between scarcity
and History. Primitive peoples live in very real conditions
of scarcity--apart from the supposedly fundamental one of

women, and yet they have no History in the required sense:

Vs .
not because they ignore scarcity, but because they transcend

it in a way which, if Sartre is correct, has not been our
{(Western European) way.

4. Likewise, there appears to be no. necessary connec-
tion between the facts of scarc}%y and those of alienation.
Primitive people, at least Erimé facié, do not complain
of, nor do‘they appear to suffer'from‘alienation. ‘Iﬂdeed,.
they are rather afflicted with it only after the intrusion

. a
of the so-called "“civilized" historical societies into

their own.84

The experience of deprivation, exploitation, '
and subordination better explain that alienaéion;.than does
the experience (perhaps primordial) of scarcity. 'Depriva-

tion is not an absolute; not a primordial given, But a

socially and historically determiped condition whiCh‘is

dialectical: consisting always of the deprived,;and those

by whom and on whose behalf they have been deprived.

Tbus, Lévi-Strauss's anthropology suppdrts, albeit
implicifly, a theory of alienation, which in its historicity,
is more consistent with Marxist principles than is Sartre's.
Like Sartre, however, Lévi-Strauss describes the conditions
of pessibility of alienated labour somewhat differently than

Marx, purporting, agéin‘like Sartre, to complement and
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exfend the traditional Marxist analysis rather)than deny
or reject it. But unlike Sartre, Lé&vi-Strauss does this i
without betraying its essential historical requifement. “lj/’///f'
. T .

Y
T g

Clocks:‘steam engines, and
the process of dehumanization
ﬁgfi—sfrauss rarely mentions alienation in his writings.
He clearly does not gercei;e himself as a philosopher, least
of all aiphilosopher Sf h;s own age,. and claims tO‘bq
neither qualifiedinor'incliﬁed to maké prgnoﬁncements on
cultures other than those of which he_ia not a me_mber;s.5
this being the only way, he maintains, to pféserve‘objecti—
Qity and avoid mystification--two requ}rements of scignce
. :
which are necessarily sacrificed by the philosopher whdse
thoughts on man are circumscribed anq distorted by the
sbciety of which he is a part and a prdduct,
However, on those occasions when he has been persuaded
to speak about contemporary Westgrn civilization, "he has
éescribed‘it as aﬁ‘essentially."dehumanizing'f one.°86 I

believe that his description of its dehumanizing structures

is directly relevant to the question of alienation.

According to Lévi-Strauss, -the major differences between

modern and primitive soéieties can be reducqﬁ to two: \./
differences of size and structure. These afe not indééen— N
dent variables:. the size df our Western ciQilization, its
internétionalism, fo? example, is a functicn of,'and at

the same time Q‘determinant of, its structure which is

Y
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-

geared to an

e of pultural and economic ""progress."

tructure contribute to the dehumanization

‘which' is characteristic of our culture. I will consider

the effects of structure first.

]

In his Conversations with George Charbonniet, Lévi-

Strauss compaf&s pPrimitive societies and:our own to cioeke
and steam-engines, i.e. to 'mechanical and therm6¥dynamic
maekﬁhes respectively.87 . The former use eneréy with which
they are supplied at the outset and could carry on

1n@e£;31tely if they were well constructed and controlled

1

iction. The latter consume energy.teIn'

a difference of potential between

the’ db onent parts, as well as access to new sources oﬁgy
energy. - The Hsiﬁ do mpch more work, but they ereate grea
disordex, or entrfpy, in so doing. k /}
\‘_/,Struct%fé;ly, prlmltlve societies are like mechanlcal
machines, they remain 1n a steady state throughout time

and create the minimum of entropy at the level of human
relations. Modern societies ate more like thermo-dynamic
machines, working on the basis of " . .\. a difference in
potential which#finés cencrete expression in different forms
88

1
1 hierarchy."” They do vast amounts ofﬁéprk at

théll 331 of culture, creating order in the world of things,

-

at the expense of greater entropy and disequilibrium at

the level of scciety, i.e. in the world of men. Their need

—

to consume more energy to maintain output correlates with '

»
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v
the need of the industrialized capitalist civilization to
spread itself, first to its "ecolonies" and now globally, .
and into space. (,/’JA

. The historical originAof the ''thermo-dynamic achine,“
i.e. of Western civilization, defiMjud/giJitself
in terms $ﬁ History and«progress, is connected, by Lévi-
Strauss, with the acquisition of‘writing, which, he maintains,
provided " . . . the precondition of'knowledge and utiliza-
tiop of past experience that we feel; more or less intuitively,
to have been the’ source of our givilization."89 Writing
permitted the accumuuggﬁon df”knowledge; its "capitalization
or totalization' which made progress and history possiblé.
According to Lévi-Strauss, its appearance was ligfed every-
where with the establishment of hiérarchical societies, \W/Lﬂ
consisting of masters and slavesf. It was from the first

connected with power: with keeping check over possessions

‘and people, By way of catalogues, inventories, laws, consensi,

instructions etc.

. <:\\ ,
. . . at all times and all places, the only social
reality accompanying writing was the appearance

of divisions and cleavages corresponding. to caste
or class systems, since writing in its early phase,
seems to have been a means of governing men and
gaining possession of material things.90°

i

It is this exploitation of man by man, the treatment of
" .
some men as objects by and® for others, that Lévi-Strauss

qonsiders to be the real source of the dehumanizing effect
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of our civilization. Dehumanization is the reverse side
of the coin whose uppermost face is progress. In this sense,

dehumanization is like alienation: it indicates the-

reificatioh of man, and his estrangement from others and.

from himself as subject and séecies—being. For Lévi=-Strauss,

the prcess of dehumanization will continﬁe as long as the

system of exploitation cont;nues, i.e. as long as some men

(and all women, we might want to add?) are treated as objects
91

by and for others. .

In the Ecfnomic and.Philosophical Manuscripts Marx

-

point out é;at the more we value things, the less we value

o
g
1

men Lévi-Straflss expresses the same tension in terms .|
of culture and society. By "culture' he means the ) \le
relationship of men hitﬂ\khé“external world of things; and ‘ﬁ\é

by "society! their relationships with each other. An

increase of order in one sphere, h ggests, produces dis-

ion, for exifyle,

has emphasized cultural achievements (i.e. progress) to

order in the other. Our own civilf{

detriment of societal values. We have built pyramids

and cAthedrals, 'sent men to the moon, and created life in

the laporatory--but we have neglected persons and only

increased entropy in society (disease, death, disorder,

93

psychosis, conflict, violence, crime etc.). Dif ferentials

f/\Havé to be maintained to keep the steam-engine of our cul-

ture at work; this has been achieved by means of 'slavery,

., 94 N

serfdom and lastly the creation of the proletariat. We ~
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have created great order amongst things at the expense of
s . | /]

an ever-increasing disorder amongst persons--ove valued

things and undervalued human beings. - A~

‘e Primitive societies, by contrast, have reversed this

emphasis. They have "sacrificed,'" so té speak, great cul-

’ —_—
tural achievements, in the interest of greater social

*

cohesion and equilibrium. Evaluating them according to

our own cultural *galues, we call them "undeveloped' :

"But they produce very little entropy in their societies.
On the whole, these societi s‘a;e egalitarian, mechanical

ll95 AS

L,in type, and governed by Fhe léGfEf unanimity.
organizations of men, thé% is, as societies, it would
perhaps be more appropriate to describe them as more highly
developed than oufselves. .

Elsewhere, L&vi-Strauss suggests that the rise of

Yhumanism™ as an ideology in our civilization actually

facilitated the very process of dehumanization by which

it is distinguished from primiti&é societies. He argues
that the distinction which man made between himself and

the rest of nature enabled -him to adopt a utilitarian and
exploitive attitudeLEPwards nature. Once the initial
identification with all living things had been thus dis-
rupted it became easier to differentiate between members

of one's own species--selecting some as "other"™ and there-
fore as worthy objects of exploitation and subjection; in

the interests of a greater ''humanism' of course.
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For is it not the myth pf the exclusive dignity
of human nature, which subjected nature itself
to a first mutilation, one from which other mutila- ) -
tions were inevitabl o ensue? . . . The one
boundary constantly pushed back, would be used

{ to separate men from other men and to claim-- -
to tHe profit of ever smaller minorities--the '

4+ privilege ofga humanism, corrupted at birth by
. taking self@fBterest as its principle and its*\\‘

L
'.'_'i}—'} ) .

"Y Phus Lévi-Strauss enriches the Marxist critique of "humanism';——
as an essentially bourgeocis ideological stance, £y extending
it to the whole of Western history, perhaps e;en to Marxism B
iéself, as we shall see‘in Chapter\IV.and V below. In many
of its politically active forms Marxism locks to increasing
cultural“and technological control (i.e., control of nature)
for the conditions of posgigjlity of man's eventual emanci-
pation from alienated social relations; while Lévi-Strauss
cautions us against this view,-maintéining that these two

N
developments correlate negatively rather than positivel&:
that increased order in man's relationship to things
correlates with increasing disorder in his relationshié

with other men. : —\\\,,/J

In another essay, -in Structural Anthropology 1197 E:\\\R

Lévi-Strauss distinguishes three different humanisms:

", . . the Aristocratic humanism'of the Renéissance,”

the '"bourgeois humanism' of the nineteenth century, and

the "universal humanism' of ethnology. ' The beneficiaries

of the first were the privilegea class; the second was closely

tied to industrial and commercial interests. The third
) '
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alone, he cla;ms, holds out -the poésibility of a truly
“democratic" humanism; taking its inspirétion, as it does,
from " . . . the most humble and despised societies," it
proclaims that nothing can be strange to man, apd_célls
for ", .I. the reconciliation of man and nature in a
generalized humanism."98 )
Once more, Lévi-Strauss's thought both accepts and

extends Marx's critique of bourd®ois humanism. Accofding
-to the latter, there will be a resolution of the antagonism

.between man and nature under communism, which will esta- "
blish science for the first time, as at once 'a fully

déveloped humanism"and "a fully developea naturalism.™"

Bﬁt for Marx this reconciliation will be achieved by the
domination of nature by man; not at all the same thiﬁg as o~
the dialectical mediation and transéendence of that (
{(artificial) Opposition between man and nature espoused . K\

i
by/zgviiftrauss. Man who has conquered nature remains

estranged from nature, and therefore from his own essential

2

human natur€, according to him--and therefore the domination i

and control of nature will not announce the de-alienation

of man but rather its consolidation and perpetuation. We

return te these questions in our chapter on Marx.

»
ey

treatment of‘alienation, I suggested two co ributing factors

hY

At the beginning of this discuss1oifif;zfvi-5trauss-s

to the alienation characteristic of our,civilization: size

and structure. The alienating structures have been
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described above in terms of the thermo-dynamic machine,
x 4 . . )

and contrasted with the non-alienating structures of primitive

K

communities considered on the model of the clock. I will
now consider‘the effects of size on the quality of human
societal relationships.

According to Lévi-Strauss, the increasing poﬁerlessness
and estrangement of individudls and communities-with respect
\to the, organization and determination of thedr own livés,
is due not only to their being objects or toolé in someone
else's larger cultural project, which is an effect of
structure, but alsoc to demographic factors of sizé}and density
which chargcterize the societies to which they belong.99
Our society functions with what Lévi-Strauss cal}s "low
levels of authgnticity,"whilé in primitive communities
levels cof authenticity are high., What he is referring to
is the quantity and guality of inter-personal relationships
in the féspective groups. The communication betwgen members
of the primitive society is said to be '"authentic™ becausé‘$
it is direct and concrete. Because of its smallness,
everonE{;nows everyone elée. In societies cof up to five
hundred persons, '" . . . the concrete apprehension of one

,,lOQ As a community grows,

person by another is possible.
and indirect methods of communication between members
increases, levels of authenticity drop. Individuals know

of the existence of others, only in an abstract, a priori,

and impersonal way; they do not know each other in the
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conCrete¢~immediate, and direct sense characterized as
"aunthentic” by ﬁévi-Straﬁsg. For examplé, members of our
own society generally do not.know.in any auéhentic sense,
their eleéted répresentatives of gove;nment, their ‘
children's teachers, their bureaucrats and administrators,
their bus-drivers or grocers, lawyers or doctors, etc. 1In
large societies the relationship between the .members is
mediated, by a mass media. In the language of cybefnetics,
to which L&vi-Strauss increasingly appeals, there is,
understandably, a '"loss of information' in such systems.
The main communication is not actually between persons:
réther n . the social reality of 'senders' and
‘receivers' . . . is hidden behind the complex system of

'codes' and 'relays."'lol

Individuals in such societies,
characterized by indirect communication, experience a loss

of control, a powerlessness, and an estrangement which amounts
to "alienation .

Once more Lévi-Strauss extends the insights of Marx;
for according to his analysis, changing the ﬁode of produc-
tion, from capitalist to socialist, will not be a sufficient
condition fér the elimination of an alienation which is
the consequence of comﬁunity_ﬁigg; unless, that is, -that
alienéting structurg_is addressed specifically. Again,‘

this will be returned to in our discussion of Marx in chapter

. ‘ 7
V. ‘ (
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"The experiencé of this specific structure of
alienaticon, ccntingent upon size as much as mode of produc-

tion or social organization, is very well documented by

Sartre in the Critique, in_;g{ji of atomization, alterity,

serialization, etc. His analysis of collective objects,
for example--money, the market, public opinion, which-take
on a life of their own, beyond the control of, and control-
ling £he‘individua1 members and the relationships between
them, can be interpreted as a description of inauthentic

modes of communication and interaction:
p ) - P

. . once the '"collective" is established, it
has the effect of de-realizing these relations
and of reifying them . . . collective objects ori-
ginate in social recurrence: they represent totali-
zations of impracticable operations . . . above
all they are realities which we are subjected
to and which we live, and we learn them, in their
objectivity, through acts which we have to do.
« « « The collective object is an index of
separation . . . the collapse of the assignat
in 1792 was a collective process which could not
be stopped; 'its objectivity was comglete and
everyone suffered it as a destiny.l

Thus, in large sccieties like our own each feels that his-
tory; even his own history 1s being made for him by “others
and~elsewhere: it is,én external his£ory, imposed from
outside; a destiny, as Sartre says, to which a man can only
submit. In such circumstances each man, and thus
"humanity" itself is defined and determinéd by the Other--

and is thds fundamentally alienated.

(-

N
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Conclusion _

]

I have suggested that Sartre and L&vi-Strauss agfée
‘on the fundamental constitutive structures of alienation:
reification, serialization, alterity, inauthenticity, and
powérlessness. And while they both purport to have been »
inspired by Marx, neither of them agrees with his analysis
of the fundamental origins and c;nditions cf alienation
‘gnd the appropriate meéns cf its elimination; nor do they
agree with each other on this. Lévi-Strauss suggests a
real historical origin, to which one could, at least in
principle, attach a date:.‘the primary structures of
reification and human_alienation coincided with the emergence
of writ;ng, hierarchical societies, éxploitation, and the
treatment of some men as objects by others. He believés
. that this occurred immediately after what is called-the.

"néolithic revolution."lo3

Writing enabled some men to
control both men and goods, and permitbed the actumulation

of knowledge (as well as wealth):; a necessary conditio

the culiural progress which distinguishes o socigty
from primitive 59cieties. This progress and/the social
structures which make it pQELible (the thermo-dynamic machine),
require continuél expansion if they are to be maintained:
hence the ever-increasing size of Western civilizapion and
the additional structures of alienation consequent upon
it——serializafion, alteration,'powerléssness, and inauthen-

ticity. On this view, therefore, the suppression of
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alienation would require the following:
1. The abolition of all expleoitation. A necessary

Eut‘not a sufficient condition. “T
2. The diséblutiOn of our global, _national, aqd
regional societies into smaller cgﬁﬁﬁQZLies of up to five:
hundred or so people--to avoid the alienation resulting
from the loss of au;henticity.

| Mot surprisingly, Lévi-Strauss provides no blueprint
for this transformation of society. Whether we accept his
view or not seems to me to depend in the first place, more
on historical and hard anthropological considerations than
it does on philosophical issues. Can we trace the emergen&e
of exploitation and alienation to an historical moment as
LévirStrauss suggests? If we can, can we then determine

the historical conditions of their appearance, so that these
factors can be controlled? What\kind or organizational

and power structures characterize non-literate and non-
historical societies? Are they non-exploitive and therefore,
_non—alieﬂating? (;;/’/

There remains a major theoreti%gi difficulty with his
account however: ﬁis phallocentric assumption, that‘culture
is grounded in an incest rule which is essentially non-
reciprocal;ﬂggquf;ing as it does, that men exchange women as
"scarce, though neqessa£y commodities. Since he'considers

this rule to be both natural and cultural, i.e. both

universal and necessary, he establishes as the condition
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1.
of possibility of the "humanization' of relations between
men, the systematic dehumanization (according to his own

criteria) of social relations between men and women. In

response to the cultural imperative (requiring récipfocity
between men only, it ‘seems), women are reified by men, wh6
must possess, control and pass them around as objects of
ex‘hange,'if.thgy are to be men at all. Thus, on this account,
sgme structures of alienation (thosé associated with the )
ob;gdézgzcation of women) must characterize all humén s
societies as human societies regardless of size, structure,

and histoéﬁcal contingencies.

If ;é accept Lévi-Strauss's account, that the incest
rule, under.his description of it, institutes human culture,
we must also accept the cultural ihevitability of patriarchy
and fhe oppression and objectification of women; sinceamen,
it seems, must exdhange "their" women if men are to be
men at all (and not "mere" animals). 1In other words, we
;ust accept the dehumanizétion of women as the condition
of possibility of the humanization of men, and their subse-
quent dehumanization of each other under capitalism, for
examéle. Thus, we ére pushed to look for the foundations
of alienation in a more universal and historically distant
structure of social reality: to seek them, not in capitalist
relations of production (Mari), nor in the establishment

-

of social hierarchies facilitated by the invention of wri-
! . ¢

'. ting (Lé&vi-Strauss), but in the primoiijjl relations between

L
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the seﬁeé. In fact, wi‘gelieve thét this is indeed the
place look: that the relations beiween the sexes is
the lo®ps of significant alieﬁating structﬁres of .human
* social reality, and possibly the more fundamenﬁal (possiblyl
primord&al?) historical origin of those less primordial
Stfuctures documented by Sartre, Lévi—StraﬁSs} and Marx _
alike; Our analysis will draw on the insiéhts of.the latfer,
w@ile demystifying them of their phallocentric bids, and
co%plfmenting and extending and enriching theq by a speci-
/jiCally feminist critique of their respective:interpretafions

L

. of social and historical reality. (See especially chaptgrs

: V and following.) s )
.\\\\;‘_—u/ﬁf?vi—Strpuss's.acspuﬂ£ raises furtﬂer philosophical
questions, some of which will be takén up in the course

of this thesis. Is progress,.undérstood as cultﬁral advance

in sqiencé and technology, for example, necessarily

- : .
conditional upon exploitation as Lévi-Strauss suggests?

s this a logical or historical necessity? 'Is\Fhe

nature/culture didtinction a valid, or useful one and do

we wént to charécterize it as L§yi—5trauss has done, in
terms of the incest’fule? Or is this more male mystificaT
tion? ‘{We should not fbrget that womem have been tradi-
tionally aligned with the natural, non4cultural, and usually

non~"human" pole of this opposition.) ‘ -

>

Sartre too suggests an historical origin\for aliena-
‘ ’ .
tion: according to him, it .appeared at the moment when

-
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séarcity disrupted tﬁg'primordial éguilibf}um'énd recipro-
. city between men (and‘women?):h for him the suppression
of alienation is contingent upon the supgression of sc;rcity.

-

The inadequacies of this historical attempt have been ex-
posed in this chapter. We sa@ howlth%_removal of scarcity
hould not have thg effect of suppressing alienatioﬁ as Sartre
suggests, because on his own account it %s basic material

\need, and not scarcity, which is at the root of man's’

alienation.104 We also saw how Sartre's appeal to scarcity

as a foundational condition of human History, the History .

_of alienation and objectification, -is ambiguous and == ¢

4

unspecified; sometimes appearing to';efer to the artificially ’

reated scarcity and needs of cépitalism; more often to
-~ . ’ :
the objective and universal scarcity of material resources
of survival. We have argied that it is difficult to even

consider scarcity as an historiba}_phenoméﬁaﬁ\at all; it
2 , - ] _

L}

[

is not like writing. Wé‘khbw what we are lookiing for when
we look for 1ii§;acy, but scaréity must be operationally
defiggd béfgﬁ?}it‘qgg;nggggognized. Lacking such ‘concrete,
observable égtéiminagio;;, gcarcity would seem to be more

a necessary’than a cdntingent condition of the human, and
likewise ah§ li@ing, oféanism.- Aé Réfﬁénd Aron ‘suggests

in his critique of Sartre:

2 SN VUG

[P TR
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K\/Je crois gu'elle est nécessaire au sens que toute
esp&ce vivante--en un milieu naturel auquel elle
emprunte ce dont elle a besoin pour vivre--se
heurte 3 certaines limites. Une espéce qui doit
travailler pour survivre--chasser, cueillir, culti-
ver le sol, &lever les animaux--est soumise &
la loi de raret&f--raret& du temps, de_l'espace
au méme de ressources non renouvables.l05 =

In the final amalysis, therefore, alienation in the .

Critique appears as/a necessary and non-historical structure

of the human condition: the necessary consequence of man;s

- -

necessary objeeéification in the mateérial world. Sartre,

thus, fails in his'bid to integrate Marxism and existen-
tialism: producing a ''metaphysical,' i.e. ideal, and there-
fore, reactionary account of alienatlon, where a "scien£ific,"

i.e. material and revolutionary one is called for.

o . . -
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on it own terms and according to the criteria of the

Chapter II

History

-

We have already had occasiony in the previous chapter

on Alienation, to anticipate some of the problems associa-

ted with Sartre's concept of “History“;l witH resbect first
to scarcity, as the historically conditioned foundation
of a supposedly contingent alienation, and then with

respect to the ambiguous anthropological status of

““primitive" peoples, who, in some sense, can be said not

to have a history. "

In this chaptér'&e will give a more complete account *

of Sartre's notion of History'and of the significance of

: s
History/ﬁor anthropology, with a yiew, once more, of

establiéhing to what extent it fgcilitates or obstructs

the proposed reconciliation Marxism and existentialism.

-

We shall proceed as before; first examining Sartre's theory B

ition within which it is situated; then, jfithe light
. . * \ R
Lévi-Strauss's criticisms and alternat%ﬁﬁ view of the ;
T — e : :
ing and 51gn1f1cance of Hlstory

We will see that Sq;tre s phenomenologlcal account i

~

of His ails in prec1se1y the samg/way (and for the
samﬁ reasons), as does his account of Alienation: in

dech}bln the ftindamental structures and conditlons

W ~
\ . %

d .
. ' . A

-
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of possibility of H;story,.Sartre forgets his own situated-
ness and the,véry historicity of the phenomenon he is

; examining. For example, he speaks without qualification
of the "Truth" of man, ahd man's "History";2 capitalizing
the terms as if thQ“ESEEEEEj_fif? refer to were uhiversals
whose meaning and-"significance transcend time and place.
As-a result, his work suggests a metaphysicé, and'an ontoclogy,
which completely betray the original Marxist inspirétion,
andi%eve;l, once again, a more tenacious Hegeliand}nflu—
ekg‘;//é;rtre's‘account of History, therefore, lik; ﬁis

J

theory of Alienation, invites dismissal even on its own

terms as "myth," or "ideology '/\

The argument petween vi-Strauss and Sartre concerns

th; absolute priority which Sartre gives to History--=(as
opposed to structﬁre,-for example) —-with respect EP the

™ establishment of an adequate science Ge;nmn. Léviwstrauss
regards Sartre's emphasis on History as itself historically

conditioned and very much symptomatic of the mythplogy

of Sartre's own society. . HistSE?, according to Lévi-
,

[

ki

Strauss, is "superstructure, " which, far from being able - /F[*

to found anthropological understanding, rather demands
~it, in terms of deeper, material substructures, whi;h alone
will explain that same historical consciomsness.

- It is‘interestinq éo note, and this will be cansidered

in more detdﬁl in subsegquent chapters, that b?th Sartre
) ’ -
and Lévi-Strauss perceive ‘each other's theoretical contri-

bution to the "science" of man as limited and partial,

SV

° . * !
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and related to his own as is the part to the whole, or

the object to the subjett. Lévi-Strauss regards philosophical

anthropology as a necessary but not a* sufficient condition -

of true scientific explanation: it constitutes the object

upen which the structural anthropologist must\exércise

his analytic skills to reveal more fundamental structural
T

determinants.4 While Sartre makes a similar point against

-

structural anthropology; regarding the information it

true scientific comprehension of man. According to Sartre,

Z

the anthropologist is Nimself an object of History

" a temporary momént of the historical totalisation':

&
‘).

A

‘gathers as a necessary but not a sufficient condition for ;he

5

and as such, he constitutes\the object upon which existential-

Mdrxism will exercise its dialectical skills, to render

that social reality intelligible. vt

- ) ’
According to Sartre, an adequate science Sf man must

Historical Materialism:
Its roundation in Praxis

-
’

be able to account for History; that is, to render the

Wwhole historical process intelligible ih terms of a logical

'

structure which conditions its very possi#bility. In

~

l

Sartre's view, the Marxist doctrine of historical materialism,

whereby the determiniﬁg forces of historical development
;;E?;he material préeuctive forces, comes close to estab-

lishing the intelligibility.6 The best known S;tline
s 1
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4

of the theory is provided by Marx in the préface tc the

Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy; it is

- summarized below ﬁbllowing Qee model provided by James
. _ . .\\W N
Gregor, in A Survey oﬁbMarxism:

(1) In the social production of their life, men
enter into definite relations that .are indispen-
sable and independent of their will . .

‘(2) (These) relations of production . . . corres-
pend to a definite stage of development of their
mdterial productive forces.

(3) The sum total of these relations of production

constitutes the economid Wtructure of society

(ay {This is) the real fou ation on which rises

a legal™and political superstructure and to which

correspond~definite forms of social consciousness.

(This}) mode of production of material life

conditions the social, political and intellectual

ness of men that deterslines their being, but

on the contrary, their social being determines

their. consciousness. 4

(5) At a certdain stage in their development

Ko . the material productive forces of society Come

. into conflict with the existing relationi/gf

)\7 : prod ion . . .. From forms of development

. B productive forces these relations turn i

(r/ theirxfetters. Then begins an epoch of socia

i ‘revoluti 7 ' B

Ultimately, then, according to historical materialism
’ >

* the productive forces are)the,foundation'of history, afid

-

only through their development is world history -intelligible.

We will first consider Why'sértre might be attracted

by this fheory of History. - i &

-

1. t- rests upon an understanding of /human nature,

which rooted é it is in Hegel's philosophy,  appears

(superficially at least), to be. assimilable to Sartre's

-

life process in general,~ It is not the conscious-

¥

i
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own existentialist view. Man is regarded-as an essentially
self-creative being: through this movement of‘self—creation
he riecessarily encounters and enters into relationshipé
with others. He does not entirely control these relation-
ships however, since, they are, as it were "predetermined."8
This predetermination of human relationships, as we have
just seen in our aiscussion of Alienation, is a function

R i v
of the essential materiality and plurality of the human

-

condition as such. &

2. Furthermore, historical materialism retains from

ﬁegel the view of History as progress--a view which Sartre

also endorses. History is thought to represent

gressive "humanization'" or emancipation of nfan, by man.
By this account, there is only one meaning to History:
there is one Truth and one History-:it is the History of

the realization of human freedom.9

s

&

3. This commitment to human freedom does nct entail,
in Marx, an idealism, as it does in‘ﬂegel, but rather a
strict materialism.» It is not, for example, abstract

consciousness which is realized in and through an inter-

~

A
action with the material world,(but real human ‘beings,
; Bl "

i.e., concrete, living, natural men. It is this concrete-
ness of the Marxist interpretation of History which
osténsibly engages Sartre's support.lo' His own theory

~
of "extéro-conditicnnement,” for example, which will be

presented below, attempts to make intelligible (in terms

[y
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- . a
of 'praxis')the fundamental materialist prdnciple,. that

soCiai‘being determines consciousness, anpd not vice-versa.

4.. Finally, historical materialism is a dialectical

theory of history and not causai—mech nical. On this account,

History is as much the product of man, as man is the product
of Hiséofy.ll The theory can, therefore, accommodate an
apgeal to human freeéoh, initiative and responsibility;

for, as a theory, it does not simply reflect a process,

but rather participates in an activity--the activity which

is History itself, q5poming conscious of itself. As such,

it represents a commitment to a value and a future--that

.of mgh, and makes the call for social revolution both

legically and historically feasible.

- h)
However, historical materialism is only partiglly -

dynanic.

The supreme -paradox of historical materialism
is that it is, at on® and the smme time, the ‘
only Truth of History and a total indetermination
of the Truth. The totalising thoughti’sf his-—""
torical materialism has establishgggeverything
except its own existence or, to pG4t it ancther
way, contaminated by :th¢ historical relativism
which it has always opgosed, it has not exhibited
the truth of History as\ it defines itself, or .
shown hdw this determinds its nature and validity
in the historical process, in the dialectical
development of praxis and of humal experience.
In other words, we not know what 'it. means

- for 'a Marxist histori®kn to speak the truth. Not

\'F;



e

i : 85

" thAT his statements are false—-far from it; but he
does not have the concept of Truthvat his dis-

" posal. 1In this way Marxism presents itself to
us, as ideologists, as an unveiling of being,
and at the same time as an unanswered question
as to the validity-of this unveiling.l2

, /
Historical materialism fails to make ‘dptelligible the

movement by which material forces, for eiample, develop

and determine sccial relations and superstruezﬁ?gz?\ggd
o .

cannot therefore account for the dynamics of the historical
process itself., It is to this lacuna in historical
materialism that Sartre directs hiscé\tention in the remain—

der of the Critigue, maintaining tha ex1stentialism brings

*

to Marxism the intelligibility it léck in its failure
to account for the dynamics’ of H!story
Thg missing principle of intelligibility is, of course,
individual human praxis; in Sartre's view, the only possible
sougce of dialectical movement, and the only possible
foundation of the totalization "encours\I Wthh is History
He calys hié'theory'"dialectigﬁl nominalism" and means by this
that E?é“ultimate reality, beyond which there can be no
further intelligible reduction, is the individual acting
“human being: vLoLL il n'y a que des individus et des
relations singulieres entre eux . ./.'" (there are only
individuals and the particulat reigi:;ns among them) 13
.Indiv1dua} raxis is thus the foundation and the limft
of intelligibility. If all human History hitherto hae\
\Efen the history of class conflict generated by the material
o _- o~
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forces of production--then, that conflict, as a necessary
f B »

structural component of History, must be made intelligible

in terms of individual praxis. This, in fact, Is the task

which Sartre sets himself in the Critique: to discover

the conditions of possibility of our History, and of the
knowledge we have of it (i.e. historical materialism) in
individual praxis.. He is’looking for formal structural
princliples which will reveal: why it is that man has a
History at all and why Marxism is the truth of that History:
the extent to which historical relationships are necessary;.
and the conditions and foundation of the dialeéiicai move-

ment which constitute History:

r

. our critical investigation aims to recom-
pose the intelligibility of the historical movement
within whi§: the different ensembles are defined

N by their chnflicts. On the basis of synchronic

structures aund their contradictions, it seeks
the diachronic intelligibility of historical
transformations, the order of their conditionings
and the intelligible reason for the irreversibility
. of History, that is to say, for its directien.
-~ In this sense it could be said that the aim of

the critical investigation is to establish a

" structural and historical anthropology.

4

Marxism has traditicnally answered these guestions

S
of foundation in terms® of .dialectical materialism, and

" we should first consider Sartre's rejection of this account

before examining the details of his own.

$
. h
v -
(b " . )
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Dialectical Materialism: ™~
Incapable of Founding Human History

Sartre criticizes dialectical materialism most parti-
///;;;arly in the second chapter of the Questions, where he
considers the "Problemof Mediations," and in the first

chapter of the Critique, where he contrasts the ."dialectique
- 4

dogmatique'“of dialectical materialism, with his own
R

"dialectiquz:nst;igge." He refuses the dialectics of nature
As a foundat on of the historical dialectic because he

thinks (like other "praxié" thaorists, Lukacs, for example),

k)

that it entails anhistorical determinism: a determination ,

»

of man " from the outside,"and_tﬁerefore a denial of humap .
freedom and of_the/specificity o; human‘actibnl~ ws‘*v—

~ It is not/obvious to this writer that a specifically
dialectical méterialism does entail a determinism of
History——while, what Marx é;lled "jdealistic,™ i.%(:
mechanical, materialism clearly could. And I think.that -
+ it is because Sartre (following Desca;tes) pérceives nature
as eséentiélly mechanical in its movements that he sees

a dialectics of~\nature as essentially deterministic. We

saw in'the previcus chépter that Sartre is basically commiﬁfed
!

. \.J‘fr__‘_...

to a metaphysical dualism whereby being is irreduéibly'
divided into two classes: the inert, material beiﬁg of
“"things, " and the active, eative bqiné of%'men'

(or, more precisely, of consciousness). We/demonstrated

how Sartre's theory of alienation, in particular of the
. / )
\u ’ /
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“primary'aliehation" which precedes, logicdlly if not

chroﬁologicaliy, the alienation grounded in scarcity,‘depeﬁds

on precisely this assumption of.bifhrcated being. Aand
we commented upon Saitre's Cartesian view of matter as
inertj inactive, and moved only from the out§ide and

agccording to a mechanical cause-and-effect determinism.

This same dualism, which separates man-from the rest of-

nature and from the "material"” world in' general, conditions

his rejection cof dialectical materialism.

The doctrine of a dialectics of nature does indeed
pose problems; these will be the subject of the followiﬁg
,chapter, which is specifically concerned with the
Dialectic. At this point,>We wish only to suggest that
Sartre's reasons for rejecting dialectical materialism

are themselves questionable in principle, based as they

appear to be, on a fundamental misunderstanding of_ the

theory they purport to refute. We will now consider some
[ Y -

of these objections.

A

In e Questions, Sartre afgués that History cannot

) s
be made intdJlligible by an appeal to material conditicns
alone; that between man and thé matérial.substructurg of
his e#istence, there is a hierarchy of mediations,.which
must. be taken intb consideration if human behaviour--and
thus, human Histofy--is to be adequately understood.-z

According to Sartre, the crucial question concerns how

individuals®"internalize" theif material conditiods such
] . .
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'in;ellectual:

that those condltlons issue in particular pro;ects. An

e

adequate wnderstanding of any event, therefore, demands

two methodologically distinct kinds of inquiry: the, first,

\

a regress1ve analytlc examlnatloh of the phenomenon, to’

determine the material condltlons of its p0551b111ty, theh,
a. progressive-synthetic creative procedure, to show how those

material conditions were "lived" by particular individuels,
; : . .

. such that they resmlted in specific human actions--actions,

which constiﬁute the on-going "totalization," which is
History. In Sartre's opinion, the "vulgar" Marxists do
not move beyond the first analytic step in their interpre-

tation of History; they, therefore, cannot and do not account

for specific actions and events.15 According to Sartre,

such theoreticians operate with an a priori formula into
which historical events are fitted: they start from the

abstract, i.e. from theory, and interpret the concrete,

historical event, so that it conforms to the J.dea.16

Whereas the "tru&" Marxist inspiration is to start with

TS

concrete living men and their conditions of existence,

and then arrive. at theory:17 you will not explain Valéfy

he warns us by describing him as a petit-bourgeois

» Valéfgrzzs a petit bourgeois intellectual, no
doubt about it. But notevery petit bourgedis
intellectual is Valéry. The heuristic inade-

quacy of contemporary Marxism is contained in

these two sentences.l8 .
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History,‘after all, is made by men, not “avalanches":19

it is what men do with their material conditions which makes

History, not the material conditions per se. " . . . it

is men whom we"judge X not physical forces.“20

These are certainly appropriate arguments to direct
against a "wvulgar," "idealistic," and deterministig

materialism, as dialectical materialism is sometimes inter-

-
preted.21 But Sartre's recommendations for éhthropological

- , L}
science represent no éhallenge‘to its less "vulgar" inter-
pretations; this point will be pursued in the next chapter,

since our present interest is in History, and in Sartre's

* ~

N foundational theoryYof it.

In the Critigue, Sartre is more precise in his criticism

of dialectical materialism, which, he c}q}msf explains

human History "du dehors": that is, with reference'td

the non-human--which, for Sartre, just does not gqualify

as an "intelligible“}explanation of human behaviour. It

must be.remembered that for him, materiai-jusp Mis"; it
; @

.has no meaning and no significance untilviﬁ‘hebqhes.part

., . -~

of a human project andhis‘"worked" on. It is also entirely

"contingent." ‘How then, asks Sartre, g¢an something funda-

meﬁtally meaningless and non-ﬁecessary, provide the ground
for understanding human ﬁistory which is both meaningful

and necessary? From Sartre's point of view, it is

unintelligible, to ground the intelligible (History) in

—

! .
the unintelligible {(Nat ). &ince man alone: is the

. ____4\\
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source of all meaning, the meaning of History must, theré—

foré, be grounded in human action. Even if that Histq;y
i +
1s not the Hlstory 1ntent10nallyrmade by men, that meaning

J//Q 1gﬂﬂj‘1bself must be seen, neverthele,sfféo have its foundation

in men. : : ‘

i The point of departure for this argument:is clearly,

‘once more, Cartesian. Mats%h and men are ‘considéered to

be fundamentally distinct kinds of beings; the forme;
eésentiélly inert and therefore inqépable‘of providing
the ground of~any kindgof movement.. Sartre's appeal to
"praxis" as the onlyy}ﬁte}ligible,foundation of History,
derives directi;ﬁ%fom this original dualistic sta{E}ng
point. In the discussions of "Dialectic" and"Consciousness,"
which follow, this bifurcatign of naéure and culture will

be ‘examined in greater detgil. ‘In' the meantime we will

proceed more directly Eb Sartré's-theory of History, considering
it first on it wn terms, and from the point of view Of,

the tradiﬁion ithin which. it situates itself; then from

the broader perspective of Lévi-Strauss's structuralism.

History: Totalization "en v .

cours, " Founded on Scarcity

Sartre's first point is that History is not "totalitée" .
but a "totalisation en cours"; in other words, History r

is not a fait accempli, an objectlve whole, which is avail-
—

able for examljftlon from the out51de, but rather a

~
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b

continuing dialectical movement within which the historian
and the philosopher of History are necessarily situatéd,
and to which they necessarily contribute by their very - *
existence and practice. This view, whilst in our opinion
basigally cor;;ct, does raise some problems for.Sartre,
however. For example, if History 7is a "totalisation" in
Sartre's sehse, then it must also be a project, with its

own teleology and praxis. How is this-possible, this

totalization of totalizations "sans totalisateur"? How

-

. ~ . X
can there be one History and one Trutk of History when

in reality there is only a multiplicity of singular projects,

singular totalizations, and singular meanings? AQE,hQW
¢ .
can Sartre make the Marxist view intelligible--that all

HistOry,is the History of 'class conflict, when the only

agency he will recognize is that ¢f the individual subject?

If there isjyto 'be any such thing as the Truth

of History Arather than several truths, even

if they ar rganised into a system), our investi-
gation must?s w that the kind of intelligibility
which we have described above applies to the
process of human history as a whole, 8r, in other
awords, that there is a totalising temporalisation
of our practical multiplicity and that it is
intelligible, even though this totalisation does
not involve a grand totaliser . . .. Our critical

)
y

investigation may alsoc show us how the practical «

multiplicity (which may be called 'men' or
'Humanity' according to taste) realises, in its
very dispersal, its interiorisation. In addition,
we must.exhibit the dialectical necessity of

this isihg process.22
o L]
Sartre's \goal, if the Critique, is, therefore, to-

discover the fo¥mal conditions of'possibility of History,

-
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b and of the meaning we attribute to it;
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23

of thefonly

-

History we know, which, consisting as it does of specific.

actions of specific groups of men ig¥conflict with each

other, is nevertheless motivated in some fundamental senses.-

by material conditions which alone will account for the -
necessity of that Hiétory, and of the contradictions and
conflicts which constitute it.

We saw in the 1as£ chapter, how, according to Sartr%,
the original recipfocity'between men is necessarily negative
and antagonistié, becéuse ﬁp to and including the present
momen£ in History, men have always interacted within
conditions of scarcity. The'"negative" moment of History,
which provides the intelligible ground for the conflicts .
and contradictions which are History's motor, 1is pfesent,-

therefore, in the very first totalization: the individual,
‘ J .

in his fundamentally human project of self-production,

- totalizes his world ‘as a world of scarcity, and the other

( ‘ -
as an antagonist in the competition for 'scarce material
goods. 7§h this way, Sartre provides an intelligible founda-
tion for the essentially negative reciprocity which consti-

tutes History. The negati#ity derives from the original

material condition of scarcity, interiorized by the

individual in his project of self-production. And the

i A}
movement is grounded in individual human praxis: the on-
going process of self-creation; the successive overcoming

of successive alienations grounded in scarcity.
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We saw also in the last chapter how’ Sartre conSLders
. .

the orlglnal human praxis to be an essentially allenatapg
one--ostensibly because it occurs within conditions of
scarcity. Hietpry thus consists of thé‘engoing attempts
of individual men te regain the freedom, which they lose
through praxis, as long as they live within corditions
of scarc1ty. Since in Sartre's view, scarcity is a contin-
gent condition, it is therefore possible to conceive of
and work. towards its future suppressuﬁr. If this could
be achieved, 1t would permit the restoration of freedom
to man—-so bringing to an end- allenatlon and the History

[

(our Hister%yﬂaggoc ated with it.
Our criti of Sartre's-attempt to ground alienation
in the fundamentally contingent haterial condition of scar-
city, is equally appiicable to his efforts at foundation
with respect to History. Scarcity is both the cornerstone

of his theory of History and ite principal materialist

.
‘and Marxist component. But we have seen that the concept,

at least in Sartre s hands, lS just not adequate to the

job requireq of‘it. Just as his notion of scarc1ty flounders,
SO then‘does his account of History, which rests on it;

and therefpre his attempt to reconcile existentialism and
Marxism. TSome of the limitations of Sartre's notion of
scarcrty will be reviewedibelow. These were elucidated

in greater detail in the previous chapter and e recalled

here only to emphasize their particular relevance to the
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problem of History.
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‘1. Sartre never .defines his notion of scarcity, so

-

we do not know what actually would count as a condition

of scarcity, or ©f its absence. For exampla&kzg applies

the epithet equally to the "developed" and "u

er-developed"”

. . B
countries and considers the whole of human History to have

taken placeiwithin conditions of scarcity.

-

e 2. In the absence of a precise definition, several

- -

distinct senses of "scarcity" suggest that it is perhaps

much more a necessary than a contingent fact of- the human

“

condition, as Sartre supposes.  For e*ample:

’;i)

As Raymond Aron argues, anﬁﬁliving creaturs
which has to survive will always have to

N

coﬁtengwagainst scarcity: scarcity of time
and pigéé, if not of resourées;24
Furthefmoré, "scarcity" is not a term of
absolute value. It is socially and histo-
fically_de;ermined and has meaning only in
relation to £he I"abundance," of someone or
something else, or of oneself in another’ time
and.place.'lrt i% arguable. that there will
always be "scarcity" in this sense, because
different iteﬁs will’always be' available to
different people, in diffefent places, at
different times, in Varying quaﬂtitieg. This

is one logical point about "scarcity," which

™~

-
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\\\adds suppQrt to Aron's suggestion abpve.

--(Lii) Finally, Lévi-Strauss offers an‘example of
K scarcity which is fundamental and universal
. td the human condition as such: the scarcity
. -f//\of women, which gives r;se t6.the incest-

?hle, which actually institutes culture. A

society without scarcity, which Sartre

maintain's Should be our\goal, would be a

contradiction in terms, bn this view, .since
the scarcity of women is \the fundamental and
indispensable basis of sdciety.

3. There is no & priori reason foJ assuming (as Sartre
-

does) that men will relate to each oth in fundamentally

N

>negative or antagénistic ways because of ‘conditions of
scarcity. In fact, there is abundanﬁiﬁ%tbropqlogical evi-
‘dencé‘to éuggest the contrﬁry:‘ that scarce resources,
like food and women, provide‘thé occasion for alliance

' rather than confrontation, for co-operafion rathexr than
competition.’

- 4, Sartre's notion of scarqity does not account. for
the existence of societies which do not have a History:
i.e. primitive societies, which are "repetitive™ rather
than historical. :They are societies of men:ﬁ;hd therefore

characterized by praxis; and there is an obvigps sense

in which they cculd be said to exist in conditions of -

.

& .- s

scarcity. Why then do they lack History, when the
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supposedly necessary and sufficient (?) conditions are

présent: ‘praxis and scarcity? .

! artre's only solution to this probleﬁ is, as far

as I dap see, to consider primitivelsociéties as "én the

way" so to speak; as sloﬁér in their "progress" than the -
devéloped countries, but nevertheless eng?ged in the same
essential project of eﬁancipatione—and, therefore, to be
understood accordinq to the same formal structures: series,
praxis, anti-praxis, the practico-inert, the groué—in—
fusion etc.; and Sartre sometimes seems to fegard them

in that wayi But he does-not actually prgsent any coherent - !
or consistent accourit, of primitive societies in the \ N
Cfitigue, as we pbiﬁted_out'in the 1§st chapter. At times

he speaks qf them as having "no history," and as being

"inferior" on that account (see page 50 above); at other

times hé sees'éhem as having the status of an institution-
alized group. But.he offers no explanation in terms of

his own theéry of ﬁistory as-to why their historical pro-

gress is so slow, if not at a halt; .or why that of our

own civilization has been so fast in cemparison. In which

.

case}\ﬁe can hardly concede that he has provided an‘adequéte
account of Hiétory, or ifs Eonditions of possibility:'

5. Finally, Sartre fails to demonstrate that scarcity
_is the contingent ground of a contingent alienation, and
thus of History. We saw in the last chapter how he speaks

of a primary alienation which is conditioned by materiality
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and sefialitz alone; and hasg nothing,to do with scarcity.
This primary allenatlon’/F~ lated to need the natural
need of natural man to maintain. hlmself by 1nteract1ng
with the world around hlm.- But this basic biolcgical nee&

is not the samg as scarcity. (though Sartre does not recog-
nize this), and it certainly is not'contingen%.- It cannot,.
therefore, be coﬁsidered'as ehe contiﬁgent_eegaition'of
allenatlon, or Histofy. " !
Sartre thus. fails in hlS efforts to establish scarblty
as/jhe fundamenta} "prlnc1ple of negativity” and motor
of History. ThlS is serious, because it represents a fallure
‘ofltﬁe Marxist, materialist element of his anthropology,
i.e., -his cqmmi%ment to mategial conditions and mode of

production as the ultimate determinants of'ﬁistpry. In
faet, what Se;tre's Critigue\éemonstrates is the ahfifhesis
of Marxism: 1i.e. that the real llmltatlon of man's freedom .
(1.e. d\\prlmary allenatlon), is a necessary, and not

a contingent fact of the human condition; it is inherent

in his existence as a material creatﬁre living amongst
others (i.e. it is groun§ed in mateeiality and plurality),
and owes nothing to scarcifty. As'we saw in the last chapteru
anta—prax;s, objezgiiieat; , alterity, and alienation

are fundaﬁental:structures of praxis as such——end’

inescapable consequences of being human, and not of

N o

scarcity.-
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Sartre does explain the dynamics'bf History, as he
P ~

set out to do in the Critique, in terms of jindividual human

praxis contingously surpassing successive alienating objec-
. s

tifications. But his explanation is much more Hegelian

than it is Marxist. ~it assumes, for example, the fundamen-

. - .
tal (ontological) othern%ss of human being, and its primacy

ané'priérity in thé_order gf things and in HistorQ}"ft
is-unhistorical,\since’it ultimate}y‘grounds that.Histdry
in the essential nature of man. The suppression of
particular‘histo£ical conditicns, for exémple of_sCarcity:
will make no'diéference to the fundamental structures of
History as depicted by Sartre: tﬁe continuing opposition
and antagonism of man towards nature and towards his fellow.

man, as a consequence of materiality and plurality.

History and Class Strujgle: "praxis
constituée" and "praxis constituante"25

The second majdf problem to which Sartre addresses
himself in thé Critique (the first beiné that of the
"dynghich of History), céncerné-the intelligibility of
the Marxist view, sharedsby Sartre, that History is the
history of class Fonflict. .How can we justify the claim
that Hista}y is made by groups of men, when praxis, the
only source of History's dialectical dynamic, is, according
to Sartre, attributable only to individuals? The Cfitigue

purports to present a theory of such "practical ensembles,”

4 ' /\



and to have illustrated: )
. : . 7 !

. < . . . the minimum mes#hing which.must be given
- to class struggle, if it is to be described as
the motive-force of History (rather than simply
saying that this motive-force lies in the economic
. T process and its objective conditions) .26

'S . "

in recons_trﬁcting the dialectical exper.i.ericé 'c;f gréup ) .
praxis, Sartre, char;ct;ristically, begins with the
"trava#illeur isolé" (the isolated worker), related to other
workers only by a negative and antagonis£ic reciprecity- |
{as described in chapter'Ii. Althéugh this individual,

)N

being man, is characterized by. praxis, his singular total-

jzations do not amount to Historic;1 events. History is
notlconstituted by a2 series of individual praxes . N
("dialeCtiques consﬁ&tuantis"), whiéh presumably can on%y
establish a repetitive temporality: but by group.praxXis
("dialectique congtituée"), which alone éan introduce:
fadical and transfofmative change into the human condition.

'_-'fhe Critzgue describes the essential structures of grou§
praxis; showing how it is constituted by the bfaxes of ™ ~
individuals who internalize their multiplicity and use o ¢

[ ]
it as a means -to achieve a personal and collective goal,

. g 27 ™
i.e., human emancipation from alienation.

This original moment, consisting of the isoliied worker
: co-existing in series with other equally isolated workers,

' Ny,
is referred to geveral times in the Critique as an ’

fabstract" moment of the dialectioalexperiencé, while ) C
H




latter is constituted by concrete group prakis. . Whatever

#,

{ ¢ k ) . o * . |
M - 1 lOl

‘e

the ‘specific impdrt of this éarticuiar‘"aBstractness“.is

never clarified. " It is possible to assume that it indi-

cates that the moment of individual praxis does not .

e

’correspond to any real moment in human History, since the’

- .0 b

. : : - a
is impiied, however, the'EE;pctures of that first individudl N
praxis are constitutive of group praxis itself.. It provides -

the f;rst totalization of man's "unfreedom, " conditioned <

Al

by materiality and plurality, and thus motivates the firse
project aiming a%“emancibation.' The €irst” contradiction
‘appears here: .bepﬁeen the indi&idualfénd an antdgonistic
mgterial and %bciql envirogment. At thié moment, the ori-l
ginal violence of , nature, which confronts man wiéh é scarcity
of material resources and tgerefore with ‘the ﬁ%ssibility

of his own‘nonleﬁistencé, is internalized, through labour,

by the ihdividual; such that ﬁe himself ig essehtially
chafaéterized by viélence in his relationships with others.
For each other,‘every man is "inhuman," becausevevery man (
&otalizes:the material world, which‘ié the g;ly ?pu;ce

of thei{)&ﬁity, as "anti—human“; it dées not supplg enough
resources for evefy man's survival, and some will 1live

only becguse others-will diel Thus, ab initio, mem are
divided against eéch'other'oﬂ'tﬁe basis of the material

conditions within which they are obliged to produce and

reproduce their own existence.
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. L
the impossibility of change is revealed, simultaneously
to each and all, as the impossibility of living., Historital

. ' Lo . . . . '
change occurs, when each man, by working in his own interest,

L . . )
works also, and at thé\géme time, in the interests cf the

.othe;s, because in fact they share the same prSjec&: there’

is a totalization in each individual of present conditions

as.intbleiable, and of multiplicity as a.means towards
the suppression of those conditions and. the establishment

of freeclom.--28

This results in revolution: - in an "Apocalypse" or
"bouleversement," which has ‘the effect of transforming
the participants from'isolated individuals intc a genuine

N D -
group or community of sSocial individuals.2? The significance
of this newphenocmenon, the gfoup*in—fusion,'should not

be underestimated: it represents not only "une nouveauté

apsolue"30 (an absolute novelty); but also "la brusque
résurrection de la liberté“3l (the sudden' resurrectian
of freedom); as well as "la forme la plus simple-. . .

A
de la totalisation"32

It institutes, in fact, the birth of History,33 by breaking
«he previous repetitioué pattern of (abstract) isolated
individual praxes. It also institutes humanity, Sartre -

tell us.

This spontaneous moment of the group-in-fusion is ne-

cessarily brief, as we have already seen; its existence

-

(the most’simple form of totalization).

| . ‘ ‘ N G
History;ié made when conditiocns becéme/so béd that
L . .\ 4 Y

~
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is limited to the duration of the revolutionary moment.

. .

Even with the most generous interpretation, this could
only be a matter of-a few days. Then the group is threatened

with its own disintegration. This is threatening, because

~ !

i£ means a return to serial existence with all’ its
alienating structures;' Since the groué is essentiallx
Ergctical, i.e. it owes. its existence ané.ips unity to

a common project,-once” that project has been fulfilled--
tﬁat is thé intolerable situation has been overcome-—it
Jdoges its raison d'@tre. The members of the group, howeﬁer;

want to hang on to their newly discovered freedom from

alienation in the series, which has been achieyed'by the

: group'é formation. No one wants to return to the state

of the original collectivity where each pérson is isoclated

-

and. powerless and separated from the othersy 'where they

are united only by the negative and false reciproc¢ity of

N -t
the practico-inert. o '

» [N

So the group unites against this second threat, the

.

internal one of its own_dissolution, by transforming itself

-

into an institutionalized group, through*the swearing of

the oath.” However, by ensuriny its survival in this way,

r ~

the grpup establishe® contradiction at¥the very heart of *

its being, according to Sartre’. This cdntradict%on, which
3 .

is internal to and inherent in the sworn group, permits
) e [

.the continuing movement of History, i.e. the ongoing for-

mation of revolut!onary groups which create change. .The

.
.

Y
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contradiction reveals itself and can be expressed as

follows. :

-~

Contradiction: The Structure

of the Sworn, Group

v

1. According to Sartre, only two kinds of permanency

are possible: " . . . the first being the inert synthesis
of the inorganic, the second, biolegical integration,“34
and neither of these is available to the group. Wi‘h res-
pect to the first kind of unity, the group, as a practical

!
phencomenon, is always a "totalisation en cours" and never

a totality; it.can, therefore, never have the unity and
permanence characteristic of an inorganic object or thing.
With reepect_to the second possibility,.since it is spéntggj
eously constituted by a mul{itude of individuel praxes
directed towards a common (goal, and is the means rather -
than the agency for the attaihment of that goal, the groue
cannot dspire to the biological ﬁqity and permanence of
a‘“hyper—organism." Thus, in aspiring to permanence the
group aspires ro the impossible and the swearing of the
oath introduces a contradiction at its very core: its-
.successful unification, and permanence would constitute

its very. demise as a group (-in—fusioh), i.e. as a genuine
uélfled and non- allenatlng "wer subject.

2. In addition, any unlty and permanence Whlch is.

available to the sworn group'w111 alwaysjbe med;ated from -

*
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the outside, from the other, so te speak: either through

the medium'of worked matter, or through the outsider,‘the
"non—groupé;" In either daée.the group is returned to
itself reified, 5bjectified, inert, gnd thus vefy much
other than how it wishes to maintaln itself, i.e. as
~communal praxis, as "dialectique constituée." And once
again, the  aspiration of the group to unity and permanence
ig revealed as a self-contradictory.

3. There is a further contradiction at the level

of the existence of the individual memhers of the group.

By taking the oath of allegiance to the group. the individual

renounces his f}eedom (to leave the group), in order to
preserve his freedom (from the inertia;an& alienation of
the serial collectivity). He, therefore, freely choses
to sacrifice his freedom in oréer to guarantee that same
freedom: thus instituting'q "négation de la dialec?ique’

au coeur défigfaialeétique"Bs

-{a negation of the dialectic
at the heart of the dialectic).

4. Thus, the situation.o%>the individual‘within the
sworn; surviving group is necessarily ambiguous and para-
doxical. Through imﬁanence (membership of the unified
group) he aims at transcendence (the preservation of free-
dom), and succeeds in neither: exigtihg as neither wholl§
one nor the other, but as a tension between the two:

"Thus I am neither totally integrated intc the group, which

has been revealed and actualised through praxis, . nor .
L4
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totally transcendent."36 This tension at the very founda-

tion of the relaLionship between the individual and society
permits the didlectical @evélopment of History té continue-=
through the sﬁccessive appearance of groups—in—fusibn,
institutionalized groups, and collectivities:. groups
collapsing into collectivities, which in turn generate

new groups . . . and so forth (ad infinitum?).

According to Sartre, humanity begins with revolt,

i.e. with the formation of the group; presumably, because
here,- for the first tiﬁe, maﬁ, both as individual and
species, self-consciously acts in the interests of his
freedom—;the freedom of each, being dependent upon the
freedom . of all. History and Humanity are, therefore,'insti—
tuted together--and it is the formation of‘the group which
‘is the foundation of both. 1In this way Sa;tre ﬁfovides
the missing foundational structure--in terms of individual
praxis——af;the Marxist thesis, that it is conflict between
dlasses‘(rather than individuals), which ik Hiétory's motor.

. As the group is transformed, by way of the-oath, from -
a group-in-fusion to a "constrained group" (groupe de
constrainte), so also is tée individual. From aq‘”individu
commun" spontaneously united with others in a common project,
he gfaﬁually acquires the status of "l'individu organique,"
once more isola£ed from others, but nevertheless united
with the group by way of his predetermined function.

_Alterity, which was suppressed as a Natural and pre-historical

-

e i
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condition by the group-in-fusion, is reintroduced by the

institutionalized, organized group, as a Cultural

.condition. But, we are not yet, on that account, returned

to a situatiop of alienation, accordind to the Critique.
At first the structures of institutiona} society include
within them a considerable degree of indetermination,
leaving‘room‘for genuine human praxis and reciprocity--
actually méde possible by the same constraining structures.
(See the reference to kinship groups in chapter I.)

New sfructures of alienation appear only with the

1

institution of a "sovereign" power to provide the unity,

. the identity, the agency, and the subjectivity which will

always, necessarily, elude the sworn group, but which,
{

nevertheless, were its.principal motivation and end.

The Emergence of the Sovereign

Sartre maintains that the sovereign (or State) can ’
never be legitimately considered as the "%&pression" of
the people,'or of the majority, because thefe exists no
such organic group as the "people” or the “majority“ to
be expressed or represen£ed.. To talk ag if there were
is to indulge in mystification. For, in every case, the
people exist as isoclated individuals‘iA series. Any
sovereign, therefore, derives its power, not from the

mystical will of the people, but from their fragmentation

and powerlessness; and they obey because they cannot do
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otherwise. The sovereign, by contrast, is extremely power-

ful; whether an individual or QQ élite, the sovereign is .
not a member of;a series, nor of a hierarchy, and therefore
is not subject to the reificatipn and inertia intrinsic

to them: In‘additién, the sovereign has the ﬁdwer to mani-
pulate the series, and does so. And thus, Sartre brings

us to the necessary structures of class conf}ict} a ruling
class with all the @owe;, and a poherless collectivity

of divided individuals manipulated by it.

Communication between the individuals in the institu-
tionaliéed group is diffiéult because of their isolation
and separation in series. They thus become vulneréblef.
to the mystifying power of the "mass media"; which in
perpetuating the illusion of social unity (i.e._of.phe
group as a tectality, rathef than a totalization "en cours"),
intensifies and deepens the experienced inertia, anomie,
and powerlessness of the individual; and presents him,
at the same time, with a History made always elsewhere
and always by others. Sartre uses the example of the hit-
parade (of popular music) as an illustration of this'pro;
cess of "exterio-conditioning" in the sworn group. "One"
is told that certain_discs are best-sellers, and this has
the effect of motivating people'to'buy those discs; which,
of course, has the effect of increasing sales even further
and realizing the historical truth of the original claim.

"Oone" buys what "they" say "they" are buying: the first

&'
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"they" referring to the "experts"” (the restricted éroup

[ B .
with the power to manipulate the series); the second, equally
as anonymous, "they," referring to those in the -series.

As a matter of fact, the purchase of the disc (because

of this process of, exterlo -conditioning) is nowhere\?raXLS,

~i.e. the act of a free subject but everywhere Erocess,

i.e. the act of the Other.*> Most commodity consumption

can beféubjected to the same analysis, as a process rather
than a praxis: fashicn, literature, art, travel, learning,

- "’:- ‘

culture, etc., are not ﬁfeely chosen, but impcsed on the
alienated individaal of the series, by a process of exterio-
conditioﬁing; that is, by:

. . the mediating.action of .the group‘which
conditions every other through 'all the Others,
and everyone's practical fixaticn on the illusion
of totalised seriality.38

According to this view then, human society is

fundamentally volatiie,39 since a contradictioh between.

the individual and the social group liee at iﬁs very heart.
It is because the individual is eeither completely immanent,
not completely transcendent, that he can tectalize the
conditions of his existence as intoierable, and snatch
himeelf (and therefore Humanity) from one historical moment,
and thrust them intd a truly new one.

Sartre's reconstruction of the emergence of groups

and their mode of survival; of the relationship between

the individual and the group; and of the necessity of

3
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" we have demonstrated above, scarcity plays no part at all

110

the g;oup_iﬁ the making pf History; is certainly more
sucé;;sful than his efforts to ground that History and~
alienation in scarcity. It has a coherence and a consis-
tency which the latte; lacks; and, more importantly, as

an analysis and interpretation of the structures of social
life. under modern capitalism, it is often extfemely

accurate, incisive, and illuminating. Nevertheless, it

[ .
does not, and cannot, constitute a scientific or foundational

theory of History in general. i

This is ﬁecauﬁé, in his account of alienation, }t
depends on a ncotion of scarCity.whiCh is hopelessly inade-
auate as a foundational concept. Aﬁghéecondly, and more
significantly, because, as a theory of History, and a

foundational theory of historical materialism as the Truth

of History, it is itself unhistorical; forgetful of its
own roots in a.specific social and historical situation.

Sarﬁre purports to ground the first Historical totali-

- -8 -
‘zation in the contingent condition of scarcity. But, as

in the first totalizatidn upon which History is based.
Negativity; objectification, and reificatién, belong to *
?praxis per se, regardless of contingeht material conditions.
While primary alienation, and thus History itself as the
successive attempts of individuals to overcome that
alienation, isrgrounded in basic biological need, which

is a necessary and not a contingent condition of being

.
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human. Far from establidhing the contingency of -our History,

and its Truth in historical materialism, Sartre actually

demonstrates its necessity and inevitability, grounded

as it appears to be in the human eondition as such, and
its essential constitution as material "and plural. On

Sartre's account, as long, as there are men, and whether

“there be scarcity or not, there will be no end to the

eircular dialectic which constitutes History: aldienation

in the material world and submission within the series,
eventually overcome through revolt and the formation of

a group-in-fusion; this prompt;y transformed into an organiza-
- . ‘
tion and iﬁstitution which generates its own inertia,

_alienationi alferity, and Terror, and thus its awn

counter-revolution . . . and’so forth, ad infinitum.

Even without scarcity, it seems, the necessary cir-
cularitj of History—-s;%?gijm;between semial exisFence &nd
revolt—--has been established. For Sartre's analysis
demonstfates that, once a collectivity of individuals has
been instituted, as it has, it can only be momentarily
and temporarily transcended: the unified grouﬁ cannot
sustain itself as a genuine we-subject beyond the revolu-.
tionary moment, aﬁd is destined to return t; aliéhating
modes of survival once the external threat has been

’ﬁwéﬁfpassed.

These conclusions and implications glearly belie

Sartre's, aspirations in the Critigue: to ground History

-3
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and its Truth (historical materia;ism) in contingent and
therefore surpassqble material conditions. They Jjust as

clearly reveal his more fundamental commitment to an

existent;alism which is incompatible with Marxism:' i.e.

one which asserts the absolute primacy a freedom of .the
individual, which, in the final anklysis is thought df

in terms of "conscigqusnesg." From a Marxist point of view,
this particular kind of existqntial commitment is itself

an historical phenomenon; a product ofXthe particular mater-
ial conditions which characterize the mére recent developments
of capitalism, which have intensified and extended the
individual's‘powerlessness and lack of contrecl over his

own life, his alienation (from self, others, the cbjectified
_world), and therefcore his c&rresponding yearning for
autonomy apd freedom all of which have been sq expertly
documented by Sartre in this work and others.

Sartre, however, constantly overloékS‘the essenﬁial
historicity 6f his own existentialigm; and his own exper-
ience~-and reifies and mystifies it, by making it foundational
to sci £ific anthropology as such.f While realizing and
acknowlgdging the ideological and historically specific
status of philosophie-s,40 he nevertheless proceeds as if
acknowiedgement of the limitations and dangers guéranteed
immunity from them, and fails to apply his own gritiqué

to his own thought. The unquestioned adoption of the

"travailleur isclé" as the point of departure in the

S
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experience of alienation,
that one wonders why it was not takeﬂ as the peoint Qf
arrival, and thus the cobject of dialectical comprehehsion,
iggégpd of assumed its point of departure and its subject.
Likewise, the choice of History itself£-a§ the fundamental
structure of Humanity, is clearly an hiséorically specific
and conditiocned chaice; one symptématic of our owﬁ\cq;-
tural preoccupations, which is unlikely to cast any light
on the significant strugtures and determinants of societies
thus' preoccupied or on those which do not have a history

AY
in the given sense.

vides additional ethnological material for cient&f;c
antﬁ;opology, buﬁ does not itself constitute such an anthro—_
~polegy. Sartre assumes the cultural self-conscicusness

of the culture into wh;se self-consciousness (historical
ﬁaterialisﬁ, alienation, freedom, etc.) he is inguiring;

and his investigation of the coﬂditiéns of its possibilif?

is conducted entirely within the confines of that same
self;conséiousness. His conclusions are illuminating,
incisive, original, and of real practical value and signi-
ficance for the society in questi;n and those whc are strug-

gling to understand it and their own situation within it--

and this must not be underestimated‘(the positive
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contributions of the Critigue are considered in a later

chapter). But these cannot be considered scientific or

anthropological in the fequired‘foundational_sense, as

contributing to an "objec tive" (trans-cultural, trans-
historical) understanding' of Man. 1In fact, on the contrary,

Sartre does not resolve the crucial question: why do\some

societies, like our qwn, understand and define themseNyes
in terms of History, whilé_others, wﬁat we cail primitid
societies do not? I.e., the guestion of the historical
and material conditions of historical conscicusness itself.
In pursuit of an answer to this moreAfoundatidﬁal

guestion, we move therefore to a consideration of Lévi-
Strauss's critique of History, which comes at the problem .
from the other side, so to .speak, that is, froﬁ the perspec-

.

tive of the non-histOfical society.

-

Lévi-Strauss's Critique of(Sartre

t\

In the last chapter of The Savage Mind, Lévi-Strauss

attacks Sartre's identification of ggggggx‘with Humanity,

and Historical understanding with anthropological under- AN

standing.

b
In the first place, Sartre cannot make the iaeﬁEI;::;j—/

.

tion work. He relies on a notion of History which

effectively excludes primitive people om the class %f

HE%anity, since they do not have a History iMmthe required

sense. Sartre therefore has difficulty situati
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so-called non-hlstorlcal socletles w1th1n his formal re-

construction of the dialectical experience of Humanity.

i

If anything, they are attributed the status of institution-'

alized, sworn groups, which, for an unspec1f1ed reason,
have not been overtaken by those social revolutlons, which
we are told constitute History. Sartre clearly considers
them "underdeveloped™ by compariSoﬁ with our own
civilization, and he is ambivalent about the guality of
life within such groups. Fér the most part, however, as -
we saw in chapter I, he considers life in ég;;historical
societies to be nasty, brutish, and short, and closer to

patterﬁs of biological than cultural {i.e. human) existence.
Thus, by considering Hiséoryras the clue to Humanity
(and vice-versa), Sartre does a great disservice to primitive
cultures. But, it is not so much Sartre's elaboration
of tﬁe historical point of view whigh is the object of
Lévi-Strauss's c¢riticism (and‘our own), as the pdint_of
depérture ifself. Sartre's choice of History as the defining
characteristic of man reveals an uncritical and ethnocentric
absorptlon in the 1deologlcal superstructures of his own
soclégy, which mllltates against any aspiEEtlQQ he may

have to anthropological science as such.41

History is not anthropology
1. Anthropology is objective
According to L&vi-Strauss, scientific anthropology

should be a theoretical enterprise, which studies diverse
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human societies with the goal of di;covering general laws

of formation by which all societies might be understood.

,To guarantee a ceréain kind of "cbjectivity,' the anthro-

pologiét must take up a position outside the'society he

is observing, and have no persona} i.e. Jsubjective" or

practical interest which would necessarily distort, or

interfere with the truths to be discovered about the society
4

in question.42 Sartre studies his own society, from the

inside and he is jvery much interested afd implicated in

the truths to be discovered in the idduiry. His explicit

objective is to provide an existential foundation for
Marxism: ithat iéy a theoretical foundation in human free-
dom, for a philosophical interpretation of society which
regards/revolutionary change.as both necessary and inevitable.
His mogivation is clearly practical: he wants to change the
soci¢ty whose c;;a;tions of possibility he is investigating.
- That very commitment to change’is part‘of the ideological
baggage of that same society's self-consciousness, as an
his;orical consciousness. According to Lévi-Strauss, Sértre
may "recoverneaniné"this way, but he cannot achieve
scientific objectivity, according to his specification

of it.

2. Anthropology: the study of systems
of representation, not of cencrete men

For Lévi-Strauss the appropriate object of scientific

anthropology is not the concrete individual and his
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internalization/externalization of social reality, but -
rather the symbolic representation of that process, in
) -~

what he calls "objectified thought ' in the case of
| primitive societies, their rules of marriagé, residende,
‘"énd exchange; their religiops, rités, rituals?hénd taboos;
their.magic and myths, etc. Following Freud and Marx,
he maintains (unlike Sar;re) tﬁat the fundamental detzyi
minants of consciousness (and éhérefore-of objectifie
thought-<tsuperstructures, if you would) are not to be found

at the lgvel of consciousness itself, but at the level

onscious. And it is unconscious laws of thought,

whidh remain constant throughout all the variations in

conscious content, that he is seeking to discover through

his studies of objectified thought and the methods of struc-

tural anthropology. He'perceives his contribution to the \

science of man as complementary to that of Marx:
Without questioning the undoubted primacy of

. infrastructure, I believe that there is always

mediator between praxis and practices, namely

the conceptual scheme by the operation of which
matter and form, neither with any independent
existence, are realized as structures, that is
entities which are both empirical and intelligible..
It is to this theory of superstructures, scarcely
touched on by Marx, that I hope to make a contri-
bution.

He accepts the dialectic between (material) infrastructure

and (conscious) superstructure, and between praxis and

process; and addresses himself to the problem, neglected

by Marx (and subsequent Marxists before the very recent

e



‘structure, and between ‘it .and social practlce.
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emergence of ”ideological" studies, most notably those

358001aEEd w1th Althusser and the re- discovery of Gramsci),
A >
of explalnlng the movement. and development within super-

44 -

Accordingly,‘therefore, the anthropologist must take
a position outside the consciousness of the society he
is exam;ning, in order to be able tbd observe that -conscious-

ness and achieve any scientific understanding of it. Other-

wise he will be seduced by the very thought he is inquiring

into and coneequently, perpetuate, rather than explain

or explode- 50c1ety s myths about itself. 1In Lévi—strahss's

>

opinion, which we share, Sartre does just this by defining’
S

man, from the outset, in terms of History: without realizing
or acknowledging it, he contributes to the current mythology
of Western thought about society, which defines and evaluates
itself histotically; in tefms of piog}ess, change, and
individual freedom and‘action, for example.. It is not
so much that his conclusions in this respect are false,

in the sense of untrue; but rather- that.they cannot be

-

considered to be constitutive of sciernce.

o

And so we end up in the paradox of a systém which
invokes the criterion ¢f historical consciousness
to distinguish the 'primitive' from the 'civilised'
but--contrary to its claim--is itself.ahistorical.

Superstructures are " . . . faulty acts which have made

it socially"'46 according to Lévi-Strauss; they should

45
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therefore be the objects of anthropological study and nbdt
its medium.

Lévi-Strauss does notireject the significqnce of History
EQE anthropglogy, but the\geductibn of one to the other *
which Sartre effects in the Critique. History and philo-
‘sophy, he says, interrogate meaning frop the inside and
are extremely iméortant for a society's self-definition
and‘selﬁ-understanding:' but they can never transcend their
historical and subﬁective positidn‘as a constitutive part'
of.the consciousness they are examining--and, therefore,-
they can never arriye at objective scientific truth.47‘
It is Sartre's wéakness not to acknowledge this‘limitaﬁion,,
and to imagine that in doing phenomenology he is doing
scientific anthropology:

IS

The question is to know whether whayf we are trying
to attain is what is true in and the conscicus-
ness we have of it or outside this consciousness.

I believe it is perfectly legitimate to look

inside by a recovery of meaning, except that

this recovery, this interpretation philosophers

or historians give of their own mythology, I

treat simply as a variant of that mythology itself.
In my analysis it bécomes matter, objectified
thought once again.48

As LEvi-Strauss points Sﬁt,'the situations from which
Sartre extracts the formal conditions of social reality
in general--bus queues, football matches, the pop—ggrade,
bog;ng matches,, etc.--are culture bound ''secondary inciden-
tals of life in society"; ™ . . . they cannot therefore 

serve to disclose its foundation."49
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The ambiguity of "History"

In fact, as Lévi-Strauss rightly maintains, the very
X
notion of History itself is ambiguous, and amenable to

several distinct meanings; and Sartre does not.indicate

to which of these he is appealing when he. invokes History
in the Critique:

w

. . . one is hard put to it to see whether it

is meant to be the history men make unconsciously,
history of men consciously made by historians,

the philosopher's interpretation of’ the history
of men or his interpretation of the history of
historians.?>

If by History is meant the history men make unconsciously

-

(which is a perfectly legitimateé use, though perhaps not
the‘one advocated by Sartre, ‘while it is that endorsed
by Marx)} then it makes no sense to talk about some societies
as having no history. All societies have a history, even
the most "primitive' ;' their past extends as far back as

our own, and they too have undergone all sorts of transfor-

51

mations, crises, migrations, wars, and adventures. When

we describe them as being without history, in this sense,

we can only mean:

. that their history is and will always he
unknown to us, not that they actually have no
history. For tens and even hundreds of mille~
naries, men there have hated, suffered, invented
and fought as others did. 1In actual fact, there
are no peoples still in their childhood; all
are adult, even those who have not kept a diary
of their childhood and adolescence.?2
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It is theiy attitude to the history which they make
unconsciously which'distingﬁishes primitive societies from
our own, and not the purported lack of History. Primitive

-

peoples do not define themselves'in terms of progress and
change, és we do, but in terms of their enduring social
structﬁre, their timeleSSness. " They endure in "'primordial™
time, as.it were, defining the '"real' as that which has‘
always been the case since the original creation of the
society by the ancestors. So the present islc0nstantly
interpreted in terms of the past; and onl§ as such is it
made real and incorporated into the continuing structures
of thought and‘practice.53 Thus the feal tension between
diaéhrong and synchrony, between contingent and shifting
events and necessary and.unchanging structures, which is
faced and resolved by all societies, is resolved in primitive
societies by subordinatiing the former {events) to the latter
(structure), i.e. History to system. While our own cultural
consciousness reverses this subordination. Thus p¥imitive
societies endure unchanged throughout time.
Lévi-Strauss suggests therefore that we should replace
the "clumsy distinction™ we make between peoples ''without
a history'" and others, by the distinction between "cold"
‘and "hot'" societies: .
the former seeking, by the institutions
they give themselves, to -annul the possible effects

of historical factors on their equilibrium and
continuity in a quasi-automatic fashion; the

L
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latter resolutely 1nternallzlng the historical
process and making it the moving power of their
development. 34

o

Hot societies would be characterized by 'cumulative'
History, and cold ones by "gtationary" History; the former
being a'" . . . progressive, acquisitive type in which |
inventions are accuﬁulated to build up great civilizations“;
and the 1attér " _ . . equally active and calling for the

utilization of as much talent,' but absorbing innovations

" . . into a sort of undulating tide, which once in motion,

i . . 5
could never be canalized into a permanent .direction.” 5

Lévi-Strauss warns, however, that this same distinction
etween cumulative ang stationary history may itself be
purlous, and*derlve more from our own ethngcentric point
of view than from anything 1ntr1n51c to the cultures in

question. He points out that any culture developing in
a similar direction to our own would be perceived as

“"cumulative'™ and others would seem "gstationary-

. . . not necessarily because they are so in

fact, but because the line of their development .

has no meaning for us, and cannot be measured

in terms of the criteria we employ.
So, "eventfulness'" like "speed" may depend upon the posi-
tion of the observer. Just as for the traveller in a moving
train, the perceived speed and length of other trains varies,

according to which direction they are moving in; so from

the position of our own culture, we can observe others
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only through the lens of our own cultural system, and if
they are moving in a different direction from our own,
it will be that much harder for us to get them in‘any kind

¢
of focus. Sartre's failure to situate primitive societies

in his own systeh illustrates the truth of this ethnocentric

limitation.

e

y

The historical origin of
historical consciousness . '

Since, according to Lévi-Strauss, societies change
and develop through the action of "external' factors
ii.e. external to consciousness and social structure),
e.g. biological, geographical, economic, demographic factors,
an inquiry into the conditibns of possibility of cumulative
History (i.e. of historical consciousness) would not be
thergask of the struétural anthropologist, but of the
Historian; since it would be an inguiry into infrastructure,
that is into tﬁe material conditions of socia% change.
Nevertheless, he does hazard a few comments on this question;
again in his conversation with Charbonnier, identifying
writing as the‘pecessary pre-condition of Di;Zérical conscimus-
ness, in the Sartrian sense, and of the accumulation of

knowledge which it .assumes:

. « .2 people can only take advantage of pre-
vious dcquisitions in so far as these have been
‘made permanent in writing . . .. Writing had

tc be invented so that the knowledge of experiments,
the happy or unhappy experiences of each generation
could accumulate so that, working on the basis
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. of this bapital, succeeding generations would
~ be able, not only to repeat the same endeavour,
> but also turn all previous ones to good account
in order to improve techniques and achieve fresh
progress.>7 “
Since writing emerged .at a fixed time and place--in the
Eastern Mediterranean, three or four thousand years B.C.--
it provides us with an historical focus for an inquiry
) —
into .History. In addition, according Lévi-Strauss, the
establishment of hierarchical societies coincided with

this appearance of writing, which was first and foremost
connected ;ith power ({inventories, éatalogues, lawé, cen-
suses, instructions), and exercised by some men over otﬁers
and over possessions.

Sartre's efforts to gréund the possibility of History
in the individual praxis of the "travailleur isclé'" within
Ebﬁditioqs of scarcity appears.doubly mystified on the
basis"of\this account. In the first place, the isolatéd'
individual is not primérdial.(neither logically nor chrono-
logically), but emerges along with the rise of Historicaf
conéciousness,itself, and the institutiomn of "privacy"

(as in property), and "specificity" and ''novelty" (as

of events). It\Eannot theref:ii:ﬁe‘considered as the foun-
dational ground of that same | ory. Secondly, it is
surplus rather than scarcity, which is History's motor,

i.e. the accumulation of knowledge, goods and ‘energy, of

capifal itself, in the hands of the privileged few.
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However, Lévi-Strauss's account of History is insufficient

. b
o @s it stands, and requires the specification of a further

-®
condition to account for the simultaneous emerg&hce of

and the necessary connection between writing and power,
exploitation and progress; condi;ions which he provides,
elsewhere, in his discussion of the culturally-determining
contingencies of size and diversity. What follows is my
own elaboration of_%hat Lévi-Strauss might want to argue
here, ' . .

In a small society, the development of writing need
not coinéide with the emergence of hierarchies since the
population size would be small enough to maintain high
levels of authenticity. I.e. there would be direct, perscnal
communication between the members, and all woufq\have equal
access to all the information in the system. Thére would,
therefore, be no exploited class; and likeﬁise, in é small
society, the power associated with writing and the accumula-
tion of knowledge would be available to all and would not
be concentrated in the hands of the few. As societies
increase in size, howgver, the ievels of authenticity decrease
and the information in the system is no longer accessible
to all. Thus it becomes possible for soﬁe mén to assume
power over others. If writing is to be associated with
hierarchical societies, therefore, it must have develcped
in/;bcieties which were already large (as it seems to have

been the case), and already, at least to some_gxteg;,

, : - N
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stratified into classes, i.e. characterized by a division

of labodr. <
Turning now to the condition of diversity: since
historical change is to be explained as the effect of exter-
nal factors on a social system, those societies which are
historical must at some time ﬁave encountered other societies
with significantly different structures of thought and
practice, and have been obliged, by sﬁch,an encounter,
to modify their own "universal" ;epresentations of reality
to accommodate the new differences, Exigting'in ggimoidial
time becomes increasingly difficult for a society once |
the belief ins''celestial archetypes, ' in Which humanity
| is thought to participate, is challenged by the reality
of the very different cosmos and social orgaglzation of
a different society.58 What were thought of as unchanging,
primordial structures of social life can no longer be
considered as such, and the notion of History takes its
place, : (q\- T
Such an hypothesis is certainly consistent with the
facts as we knoy them #nd with the continuing existence
of primitive sogieties (as éartte's theory of History is
not). Primitive societies are small and well—integfated
and therefore have not developed class systems of organiza-
tion and production59 by which energy differentials can

be maintained, surplus accumulated, and progress (thus

History) achieved. They are isolated, and until the
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intrusion of Western civilization did not encounter alter=-
native social systems which would have obliged them to
diversify: i.e. to abandon their primordial tempocrality
in favour of an irreversible time scheme geared to making
sense of, as well as to making possible, cultural change

F ' . .
and differences. These societies are also nomfliterate

and thus lack one of the essential means for accumulating know-

ledge, possessions, and, power; a necessary condition of
. e ) .o 4
both History and historical consciousness.
Thus, Lé&vi-Strauss accounts for History in terms of
material conditions,, consistent with and supportive of ‘r“»

historical materialism; a task in which Sastre failed,

History--one kind of
knowledge amcngst others

He argues, in addition, that the History which concerns
Sartre is not, in fact, real History, i.e. the HéEE&gXJ
which men make unconsciously as a result Of-factors.ﬁhich
are not within their conscious control, but rather symbolic

qQ

History, Historical representation i.e. reflective conscious-

’

ly constituted History. It is the:

. «. . history of men consciously made by historians,
the philosopher's interpretation of the history

of men or his interpretation of the history of
historians.®

As such it is only one kind of knowledge amongst others,

and can claim no monopoly on the truth of mankind as a

whole. 1In Lévi-Strauss's view, this History, as an academic

-
~ ~
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or theoretical discipline is beoth complementary and symme-
trical to anthropology. For both are concerned with societies

other than the one in which we live; and both deal with ’

"o, ?“Tjé&stems of representation which differ for each

member of the group and which, on the whole, differ from

the representations of the investigator."61

. all that we can expect from either of them,
is to enlarge a specific experience to the dimen-
sions of a more general one, which thereby becomes
accessible, as, experiénce to mén of another .
country or another epoch.62 :

History and anthropology share the same subject-matter,
social life; the same goal, a better understanding of man;
and to a large extent, the same method, the collection

of testimony. They differ only:

in their choice of complementary perspec-
tives: History organizes its data in relation
to conscious expressions of social life, while

anthropology groceeds by examining Its unconscious
foundations.63 .

But the difference is paramount: it means, for Lévi-

Strauss, that History serves anthropology and not vice-

versa:

. . by showing institutieons in the process
of transformation, history alone makes it possible
to abstract the structure which underlies the
many manifestations and remains permanent through-
out a succession of events.64 ‘
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At the same time anthropclogy needs History and cannot
be indifferent to historical processes and interpretations,
which are perhaps '"the most highly conscious- expression
of social phenomena";thougp/its interest in them will’
be far from historical. For the goal of anthropology,
-according to Lé&vi-Strauss, is to eliminate from historical
phenomené everything they owe to the histbrical process
"~ and qonscious thought, in order to grasp 'the complete
range of unconscious possibilities"GSb@yond the ;onscious
‘representation.
It is not, therefore, History itself which is the
butt of Lévi-Strauss's critique in '"History and Dialect;c,"'
neither History unconsciouély made, nor that made consciously,
but rather the privileged status claimed for the latter
by thinkers like Sartre. Lé&vi-Strauss challenges this
claim to priority by demystifying the notion itself; i.e.
by revealing the ambiguities, contradictions, and limitations
of the very "ﬁistory" upcn which the claim is based.

He afgues, for example, that the History in question
" . . . corresponds to no kind of reaiity;"66 for neither
of its gonstiﬁuent elements, neither historical "continuity,"
nor historical '"facts' are given in experience: both
. are constituted by the historian himself in:the process
of representation. History is therefore, alwayﬁ history-
for, i.e. selective, partial, and incomplete, and never

History-in-itself,

\\Q . ) ’

L

Y
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Furthermore, the constitutive structures of History,
historical continuity, and historical facts, are contradic-
tory notions and mutually exclude each ‘other: the existence

of an identifiable historical event requires that it be

discontinuous from the confusion surrcunding it. While
.the assumptiod of historical continuity is inconsistent
with the’ existence of isolable historical facts.67
Sartre's History, therefore, does not denote the con-
crete, i.e. a set of events, but rather the abstract, i.e.
a system of representation. Like all knowledge it should
be regarded as a species of "supérstructdre" and subjected
to analysis to determine its structural and material condi- .
tions of possibility. LEvi-Strauss gives some indication
as to how the structural analysis of History as a representa-
tive system might proceed.
Like all systems of representation (myth for example),
History requires a code to interpret its object. This
code is chronology and it consists of dates:
Dates may not be the whole of history, nor what
1s most 1nterest1ng about it, but they are its
'sine qua non', for history's entire originality
and dlStlnCthe nature lie in apprehending the
relation between 'before' and 'after', which
would perforce dissolve if its terms could not,
at least in principle, be dated.68
The coding does not consist of dates in linear series,

however. Dates have three features: (i) they function

as ordinal numbers and denote a moment in succession;

-
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(ii) thef function as cardinal numbers and express a dis-
tancé in relation to other numbers; {iii) they are members
of . clask. For example, the date 1685 belongs to theA
same class as 1610, 1715, 1805 etc., and only has signifi-
cance and meaning by virtue of this class.position. In
relatien to another class, for examplé that containing
January lst., September 20th., July 10th., etec., or that
containing the first, second} ;ndathird millenium, 1685
means nothing. In itself a date has ne méaning. Tﬂe code

for history, therefore, consists of classes of dates, the

_dates in each class being " . . . ‘irrational in relaticn

to all those of other classes."69 The discontinuous and ’

classificatory nature of History is revealed:

History is a ‘discontinuous set, composed of domains
of history, each of which is defined by a charac-
teristic frequency and by & differential cecding

of "befeore" and "after'.

Eaéh class,  taken as é whoie, always refers back to ,
another class whichlalone contgins its principle of intelli-
gibility. The history 6f the Seventeenth Century, for
example, 1is ahnual, but the Seventeenth Century itself
belongs to another class which operates in terms of centuries.
These in turn refer to another class, of “"eras, " which |
contains Antiquity, the Middlé Ages, the Modern Period,
and so forth.

The various domains correspond to .histories of

"differingpowers." Biographical and anecdotal history
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is considered low-powered'and is at the bottom of the scale:
(it is the least explanatory, siﬁce it deals with particulars,
but the richest in information for the same reason. His-
tories of pfogressively gkeatei power are increasingly
’comprehensive and explanatory, but decreasingly informative
‘since there is a loss of particular detail. According
to Lévi-Strauss, the historian is obliged to choose, there-
fore, getween: " _ . . history whdch teaches us more but
explains fless, and history which explains more and teaches

71

less." Or, he can move outside history. If he moves

in the direction of greater information he will study the _

individual and the "1nfra—hlstor1cal" domalns of psychology o

and physiology. If the directlon is towards greater

explanation, then the study -will be one é% “"opre-history,"
. biology, geology, ultimqtely-cosmology. It is to Sartre's
% credit that he realized this need to move outside History

in his actual practice of anthropological inguiry: in

his studies of Beeudelaire, Gehet, and Flaubert for example,
N he covers both domains--the infra- and the pre-historical,

to maximize intelligibility, i.e. both the informational

and the explanatory power of his historical reconstructions

of individuals and their creative work. 72

,/‘

Nevertheless, for Lé&vi-Strauss, these reconstructions

/y//fhematn\symbollc They -are representations of social .

reality and as such can serve only *as points of departure

in the search for a truly scientific understanding of man
ir - '
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. {though not necessarily of men, a distinction we will return

to).73"As an indispensable source.of‘material, History
can claim to be only anl"auxiliary‘ﬂ scierice at best; but
it can never escape "superstructure, " and must always
be'subordinated to the truly scientific study of man, i.e.

structural anthropology.

In a later chapter we will consider the contribution
of other structuralist thinkers (Althusser and Foucault),

to the discussion of History as superstructure, and to

the dispute between phenomenology and structural anthrOpology 

with respect to the appropriate constitution of a '"Science"
L} . .
of man. We return now to the Critique however, to turn
our attention to the dialectic, a category fundamental

to both Marxism and existentialism and their respective

interpretations of History and social relations.

™~



Chapter III
The Dialectic

-
-

For Sartre, as for Hegel and Marx, the movement of
History is dialectical, and not, for example, causal-mechanical;
and linear or progressive, i.e. cumulative, as opposed
to repgtitiée or circular. It consists in the successive
overcoming of contradict;;ns and progresses'towards an
hlstorlcal moment when all contradlctlons will have been
flnally transcended and a relgn of freedom made possible
for all'men. '

I afgued-in £he preceding chapter, ;greeing with
L&vi-Strauss, that this view of History is very much an
historical and efhnocentric one, part of the superstructure
of Western Europegn’civilization. History in_the sense
inAicated does not define man (as Sartre's argument in
the Critique suggests), and-an inguiry into its foundation,‘
intelligibility, and conditions of .possibility cannot there-
fore be ideqtified with Ahthropology, as a general science
of man.

Sart}é's declared purpose, of establishing a structural
and historical anﬁhropology groundgd in existential-Marxism,
is defeated at-its very inception, therefore, for it is’
inspired by the ahistorical assumption that History is

—

the” fundamental structure of being human. While, in fact,

Y | a
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.the History in question characterizes a particular histori-

- cally conditioned representation of man only, and not man

as such. As objeptified thoughﬁ, it itseif stands in need‘
of further historical and anthropological explanation and -
foundation.

We have already paid- triBute to the excellence d
accuracy of Sartre's descriptions of contemporary existence -
and of the structures of alienatzon, alteratipn, violence,
powerlessness and iﬁertia which characterize it. The
validity of these degcriptiéns is not in question. Tbeir
truth is liﬁited, however, to a pafticular historical period.
(dur own), and cannot ‘therefore be held to constitute the
ground of universal anthropological conclusioné (about
man in genegal) as Sartre attempts to do in the Critique.

We saw in the first two chapters how this tendency
to generalize ffom historical particulars to anthropological
universals failed with respect to Alienation and History,

" and how this failure at the same time undermined the more
pgrt%cular and specific reiévance of Sartre's analyses.
Is he any more successful in his inquiry into the dialectié?

Once more, I wili examine Sartre's thdught.iq terms
of the tradition within which it is situated, and then

4 .
il - . o~ .
in the light of L&vi-Strauss's ideas. We will see that

there are two major areas of dispute between the two thinkers:
the first concerns the ultimate foundation of the dialectic,

the second the respective merits of dialeqtical-and
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analytical reason for anthropological understanding.
L8vi-Strauss maintains a consistently materialist
view: that ultimately and in the last analysis, it is
the struc%uré of the brain which constrains man to think
dialectically. In this senge, he adopts a position which
is much closer to the Marxism of dialectical materialism .
than does Sartrg; who consistently rejects the notion of i
a dialectic of Nature as irrational. In his view, reason
ceases to be rational dnce its intelligibility is seen
-as deriving from something other than itself--i.e. from
Nature. His view owes more to Descartes and Hegelnthan_
‘it,does to.Marx, relying as it does on an understanding
of being as esseﬁtially bifurcated (see below)——into.the

natural and cultural. Accordingly, cultural phenomena,

in this case the dialectical movement of History; cannot

bé explained by reference to the natural, but only by refer~
enée to the sbecifically cultural and human. -

R With regard to the respective m&rits of analytical

and dialectical reason, Sartre is uncompromising: only
diaféctical reason can yield genuine anthropological under-
standing, and the intelligibility of analytiéa} réason

is always subordinate to it. Thus, it is the synthetic
moment alcne of the regressive—proéressive inguiry into
human action, which renders that action intelligible.

By contrast, Lévi-Strauss gives priority to analytical

readon. Since the ultimate determinants of human action
, ' - 2

&

-
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are, in his opinion, unconscious, the regressive-progressive
movement ouélined by Sartre must be followed by a further
aﬁalytic inquiry aimed at discdvering the unconscious deter-
lminants of the conscioﬁs synﬁhesis.

I will now examine these two éfeas of conflict in

greater detail.

The Dogmatic and the
Critical Dialectic Distinguished

In the Critique Sartre sets out to avoid the Scylla
and Charybdig. of Hegelian idealism, on the one hand, and
Qhat he calls "transcendental" Marxist materialism or
"materialist idealism," on the other~-by locating the original
dialectical movement which conspitutes-History in human
praxis, i.e. in the concrete, practical actions of individual
man.  He claims that the truth of Marxism--that "Men make
their own History . . . but under circumstances . . . diven
and transmitted from the past"--can only be made intelligible
if it 1is seenfto be grounded in individual praxis. Hegelian
idealism, fo%xexample, which locates the original dialecti-
cal movement in'consciousness,rdoes not make intélligible
our experience of necessity, i.z. the indebendent determina-
tion of ﬁatter. While the transcendental materialism of
dogmatic Marxism, which locates the dialectic in Nature,

cannot- account for our experience of freedom, i.e. of agency

and the emergency of real novelty through human action.
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An inte;pretafion of the dialectic of History in terms
of praxis, however, will disclose the_trufh and mutual
intelligibility of both freeéom'and necessity, as the equally
necessary constituents of History as described ({(and éroduéed)
by historical materialism.

As we have ‘already observed,‘Sarﬁre accepts the truth
of histdrical_ﬁateriélism:_ that economic relations deter-

mine social relations, and that the contradiction between

the material forces of production and existing relations

'

of production constitute Hiséory's motor, generating conflict
which is ultimately resolved through social revolution.
Nevertheless, he does no£ believe th%t the dialectical
and dynami; compoﬁent of the theory is intelligible without
the foundatioq in praxis which he seeks to provide for
it in the Critigue. According to his analysis of History
and historical intelligibility, the dialectical rationality
of historical materialism must itself be rationally grouﬁded
if the theory itself is to qualify as rational. An his-
torical materialism whiéh is grounded, theoreticaXkty, in

. ‘ .
ﬁature.(i.e. dlalectical materialism), and not in praxis,
is unintelligible, accord}ng to Sartre. Like positivist
sciencegl, it kannot justify its own claim to truth and is
therefore irrational. The very materialist grinciple of
dialectical materialism militates against historical

materidlism's claim to rationality, 'in Sartre's view, for

the truth of the theory cannot be verified or. revealed
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in £erms of the theory itself. 1In fact,‘from Sartre's
“point g vieyh both Knowledge and Truth as intended values
and achievéﬁents.disappear from intelligible discourse
once historical materialism seeks its ground and foundation

in the dialectics of Na&yre.

L3

The supreme paradox of historical materialism

is that it-is, at one and the same time, the -
only truth of History and a total indetermination of
the Truth. The totalising.thought of historical
materialism has established everything except

its own existence. Or, to put it another way,
contaminated by the historical relativism which

it has always opposed, it has not exhibited the
truth of Histoyy as it defines itself, or shown

how this detefﬁines its nature and validity in

the historical process, in the dialectical develop-
ment of Eraxis'and of human experience. 1In other
words, we do not know what it means for a Marxist
historian to speak the truth. Not that his
statements are false—--far from it; but he does

not have the concept of Truth at his disposal.

In this way, Marxism presents itself to us, as
ideologists, as an unveiling of being, and at

the same time as an unanswered %uestion as to

the validity of this unveiling. -

According to Sartre, historical materialism-cannot
consistently or even intelligibly aspire to T;uth or
rationality, while at the same tim% assertiné that all acts,
of consciousness, and all ideas, and even réason itself,
aré determined by material conditions. He does not dispute
the view that thought is " . . . a form of behaviour strictly
conditioned by the world," but rather reminds us that it
is.also and always "knowlédge of the world" and, that

historical materialism without a foundation in praxis cannot
\.L___/
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account for ‘that knowledge nor for its claim to truth.

\

How could 'empirical' man think? Confronted
with his own history, hé is as uncertain as when
he is confronted by Nature, for the law does
not automatically produce knowledge of itself--
indeed if passively suffered, it transforms its
- object into passivity, and thus deprives it of
any possibility of collecting its atomised exper-
k\\N iences into a synthetic ity. Meanwhile, at
., the level of generality e he is situated,
' transcendental man, con ting laws, cannot
‘W grasp individuals,é

Furthermore, Sartre argues, the constituent structures
of the dialectic—-contradiction, totalization, and negation-;

cannot be intelligibly applied to Nature per se, unless v

they can be shown to be mediated by and ultimately grounded
— ' .

in individual human praxis.

There is no denying that matter passes from one
state to another, and this means that change
takes place. But a material change is neither
an affirmation nor a negation; it cannot destroy
anything, since nothing was constructed; it cannot
overcome resistances, since the forces involved
simply produced the resgult they had to. To declare
that two opposed forces applied to a membrane
negate each other is as absurd as saying that
they ccllaborate to determine a certain tension.
The only possible use for the order of megation is
to distinguish one direction frem an other.
Resistance and, consequently negative forces

can exist only within a movement which is deter-—

" mined in accordance with the future, that is
to say, in accordance with a certain form of
integration. If the end to be attained were
not fixed from the beginning, how could cone even
conceive of a restraint? In other words, there
is no negation unless the future totalisation
is continually present as the de-totalised
totality of the ensemble in‘question.3
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”Thus, for Sartre, contradiction and negation can occur
only as part of a "totalisation en cours," which cannot

be predicated of matter since such a totalization is consti-

‘tuted by both activity and comprehension. It consists

in the organization of a practical field with reference
to the présent, which is-experienced as, in some sense, -
“1acking,” and this is the source of the- "negation" and

"contradiction" characteristic of dialectical movement;

and with reference to the future, that is, to an end which

is projected as phe "negation of the negaﬁion," the fulfillment

of the experienced lacEkJ’Totalization, therefore, can
only be a function of the "organic'rI (i.e. man}, and not
the "inorganic" (i.e. inert matter).

It is therefore cnly through mgn/that negation and
contradiction come“to matter, and the historical dialectic
is seen to rest on individual praxis, which alone can be -
dialectical and totalizing, simultaneously and insepafably,
aetion and comprehension. |

We saw in the first chapter that it is need, basic.
biological, animal need, which institutes the first praxis,
the first contradiction (between the organic and the
inorganic)} and the ¥irst totalization (of the material
environment as one characterized by scarcity, i.e. of Nature

as "a false organism)":4 -

Y
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Everythlng is to be explalned through need (le
besoin); need is the first totalising relation
between the material being, man, and the material
ensemble of which he is part. This relation
. is univocal, and of interiority. Indeed, it

is through fieed that the first negaticn of the
negation and the first totalisation appear in
matter. WNeed is % negation of the negation in

so far as it expresses itself as a lack within

the organism; and need is a positivity in so

far as the organic totality tends to preserve
itself as such through it . . .

On the level which c¢oncerns us here, there

is nothing mysterious in this transcendence through
need since the basic behaviour associated with

need for food reproduces the elementary processes
of nutrition: chewing, salivation, stomach con-
" tractions, etc. -Transcendence here takes the

form of a simple unity of a totalising function
working in a vacuum . . .. This initial totalisa-
tion is transcendent to the extent that the being
of the organiig_géps outside it, imm&diately

or mediately, in inanimate being; need sets up

the initial contradiction because the crganism,

in its being, depends directly (oxygen) or indirectly
{food), on unorganised being and because, conversely,
the control of .its reactions 1mposes a biological
statute on the incrganic.

Historical materialiém, as both a system of belief

and the Truth of History, is possible only because of praxis:

"i.e. because humanity is situated within "a region of being"

where totalization is ‘"the very form of existence."® The

dialecticgl movement of History is thus grounded in ontology,
i.e. in the dialectical being of man himself. If Nature

and matter are also diélectical it is only because they

are mediated by man, that is, because they are lived and
known always from.the poiﬂt of.view of a totalizing praxis.
For Sartre,‘then, the dialeétic‘is not }irst in Nat&re

and then in man as part of Nature, but vice versa; Nature
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is dialectical because man is dialectical.
Dialectical materialism, howevef, postulates an
"external dialeéticvin human Histéry,"7 {a "dialectique

du dehors dans l'histojre humaine”) according to Sartre;

the dialectic which determines history is "merely a fact"”

n

on this accounEi/a contingent law with "no knowaﬁ%e
necessity." All that can be said of it is that " . . . B
it is so and not othérwiée“; and of course that is not

good enough for Sartré, for in his view it entailé a reduc-
tion of reason itself to a meré matter of fact, making

of reascon an "accident," a "bone." For this, Sartre regards

dialectical materialism as an essentially irrational system:
' o

it cannot, for example, answer two essential questions:

\ .
. . . why should there be any such thing as nega-

tion either in the natural world or in human
history? And why and in what specific circumstances
does the negation of a negation yield to affir-
mation?

" Why, Sartre asks, should we regard physical or chemical
changes as "negations,” or material fdrces as "contradictioﬁs,"
or transforﬁations-of material conditions as. "affirmations"?
"Determination will. be real negation only if it identifies
thé detefmined within a totalisétion or a totality."9 And
6nly praxis, born of need, can cénstitute such a to}alizgr
tion, aad trénsform the_ehvironment into a totalitfj thr;ugh
cdmprehending action directed towards an end. Mat£er
per se is inert and therefore inca?able of totalézation.'

R K
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Therefore, if material change is dialectical, it is only
because it has become part of a human project, because
it is mediated by praxis, the only true source of the .

dialectic.

Reﬁiew and Critique of
Sartre's Critical Dialectic

Sart;e has two principal objections to dialectical
materialism as a Foundational theory of History: ;(i) It
cannot account for itself, i.e. its own rationality ané
Truth; it cannot therefore account.forldialectical‘Reason;
(ii) It is irrational in its attribution of diélecéiéal
movemenf {contradiction, negation and‘totélization, and
transcendence) to inert matter, i.e. to Nature.

Both objections arise from, and depend for their very
possibili?y and intelligibgiity on, his unqguestioned and

implicit assumption of Cartesian dualism: a perspective

which radically and irreducibly bifurcates that which is
into two disfinct, separate, and essentially opposed regions
of being--matter and mind, being and thought, Nature and
Man. According to this schema, Reason and intelligibility
.are identified with" Man, and exist independeﬁt df, apart

from, and most essentially over against and in opposition

to the rest of being; this in turn contradicts human being
, ,Jéi virtue of its very otherness (its materiality), and

must be negated by man, if man is not to Ee negated by

-
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it (the quéSt for freedom) &y

While dialectical materialism refuses the dualism
itseif; the ‘separation of man from Nature and mind from
métter. This is gigconstrued by those who continue to ’
assume that dualism as the negation of one of its eiements,
the Rational and esséntiallf human element; and as the
reduction of that elemeﬁt to the other,. to ?here" matter.
While in fact, this is not the case at all. ﬁialectical'
materialism negates'only the bifurcation of reaiity into
two distinct regions of béing; while preserving the multiple
cohpleri;iésibf reality itself. Likewise, it redﬁces only
theory, dualistic theory to monistic theory, and not matter
to mind, nor mind to matter ‘(as those still constrained
by dualistic thinking fear). Dialectical materialism denies
neither the'specificity of consciousness nor the possibility'-
of freedom, but‘rather their relegation to an ontologically
distinct and privileged region of being for which the material
world of Nature is considered to Be Other.

The point of contention here cbndefns the rélationship

of "thought" to "being," a question which we address speci-

fically in the next chapter (chapter IV, Consciousness).

Sartre assumes the traditional "idealist" position, that,

®

in some sense, thought is radically.other than being, and

the Cogito primary, and the only appropriate point of depar-

ture for epistemological and anthropological inquiry. It

is the apodictic certainty, the translucidity of this
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Cartesian cogito which provid@s Sartre with hiﬁ?criteridn//

of intelligibility and validity: " : . - the eQistemological

}.
starting point must always be consciousness as apodictic

certainty~(of):itself and as consciousness of such and

such an-object."10

Accordingly, for Ssartre, if Histofy is r?tional; i.e.
meaﬁingful, and if histoLical ﬁate;ialism is the tfuth
of History, then that truth myst be seen to_be grounded.'.
in the apodictic self—evidént experience of consciousness
if it too is intelligible; i.e. rational. Since hfgforical
materialismrdescribes the history of- real concretenmenj—
and not that of ideas, spirit, or matter, thé only rational
foundation available for if is, according to Sartre, man
himself; not as "bure“ consciousness (subjective idealism),
nor man as "pure” materiality (materialist idealism), but
man as praxis, i.e. as a practical organism yhose l;yed'
experience is understanding and being at one and the same
time: - -

-y .

In fact, there is a materialist idealism which,

. in the last analysis, is merely a discourse on
the idea of matter; the real opposite of this
is realist materialism--the thought of an indivi-"*
dual who is situated in the world, penetrated
by every cosmic, force, and treating the material
universe as-something which graduall{ reveals
itself through a 'situated' praxis.l

Now, it.may be true that the knowledgé we have that
2

History and Nature are dialectical must be grounded in \

praxis, in concrete human experier®e. This would be an
. v, . [

I

'l:,
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epistemological feguirement associated with phenomenology

as a method of inquiry aiming’at the "comprehension” of

the lived world, and one with which we have much sympathy.

A4

Sartrizis well justified in demanding such a foundation
torical materialism--as a way of avoiding speculative

%or hi

- f
metaphysics, or positivist science, for example. Never-

theless, we are not entitled to assume that, because

knowledge of the ‘object (in this case of the dlalectlc) tur®

depends on praxis, soO does the reality or being of the.

known object itself. The theory that there is a dialetti-

cal movement'in Nature certainly depends on there being.

men who experienee Nature that way andmﬁormulate appropriate
thedéles about it. But the dialectical movement itself

does not depend on men. The real existence of the object
and the rea; dynamic of its mo§ement is independent of
consciousness, of praxis. Sartre(eah.only deny this by
compromising the very materialism he embraces in his commit-
ment to Marxism. | B

Thus, when we claim ; t-the social and material world

moves dialectically, the justlflcatlon (verification), and

to some extent the 1nte111g1b111ty, oiaxﬁe claim may require

(amongst other things) a demonstration of its foundation

ip praxis. But the.truth of the cld&im, the fact that such

and” such is thé case, does not depgend on, and must not.

be confused with, the knowledge we have of it. To do so

wopld obscufe-(negate) the very dialectic--the equivocal

/-
( L e,
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relationship between ﬁan and the world, thoughé and being--
into which .we are inquiring. The éeal movement of the
material world is neither deﬁerminéd by mor dependént upon
praxis.. It just is. |

Of course, it is precisely this--this radical contin-
gency of the material qiéigctic, its lack of rational
necessity--which unsettles Sartre, and has unsettled thinkers
throughout history; challenging'as it does, their lingeripg
aspiration to Godliness; to the absolute freedom and the
absolute authority and secufity, of existing in the absolute
Truth of absolute Reascn.

It is true, and'obvious of course; that the dialectical
movement of the natﬁrqliworld, whiéh is described in terms
of qontradiction, pggations, and negations of negationg
which are affirmations, is not as such characteristic of
tﬁe world: +the world is not self-consciou;}y or reflexively
dialectical, it does not label itself. Of course the heat
deces not actively, i.e. self~consciously, négate the water
in the process of evaparation, nox iptenﬁionaliy contradict
the ice wheh if melts under its influence. The interpretation
of movement and processes as contradictions and negations
is obviously just'that--an interpretation, a representation
of the world in consciousness, in praxis. Nevertheless,
the movements which are described in terms of contradictions
and negations do occur in the Natural world, just as they.

do in the social world, and their material determimation
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js at least, and always in part, independent of and prior
to consciousnéss and praxis.

Against dialectical materialism Sartre maintain§ that
the dialectic involves totalization as a hecéssary structure
and thié-can only characterize "org‘an'j:c-wholes"l2 which
experieﬁpe‘their environment as contradictory or negating.
But this objection rests once again in his failure to distin-
guish knowledge from being as indicated above, and his
corresponding failure (refusal?) to acknowledge the essen-
tially dialectical (ambivalent and ambiguous) relationship
between the two: they are mutually determining, mutually
constitutive, and separable only in abstraction from practice
and in discourse.

Certainly, knowleége of the dialectic, i.e. dialectical
_ reason, the conscicus awareness of;the dialectic in History

‘and Nature, réguires totalization in.thq sense indicatéd

by Sartre. But being, the dialectical movement itself

of which Reason is just one manifestation requires no such
internél totalizing structure.

Sartre rejects the dialectic of Nafure because from
the very beginning of his inquiry he has assumed as the
paradigm of dialecéical activity, dialectical Reason, which
is just one of its manifestations; and that which does
not fit the paradigm is dismissed as,non—dialeétical, The
dialectic which is the focus 6f the Crifigue, into whose

foundations, limits, and'intelligibilify Sartre inquires,
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is dialectica% Reason, knowledge cf the dialectic. Yet,

he adopts the same dialeSFical Reason into whose foundations
he is inguiring (History) as his point of depafture in

tﬁat inquiry (the Cogito). And because he assumes é fun%‘

—

damentally dualistic ontology,® according to Wwhic ason

and matter are irreducibly opposed, and a commitment
“the primacy. and priVilege of human subjectivity (inspired
bylthe translucent Cogito of Descartes and the absél te
subject of Hegel), the dfalectic which characterizes’ Reason
can never, for Sartre, be matched, or adequa#tly explained
in terms of a "purely" maté}ial dialectic. PFor him, it
would be tantamount to abahdoning‘gts very rationality.

It is -our bélief that, contréry to the dictatés of
‘Cartesianism and Sartrian existefitdalism, Reason is not

»

primary, nor paradigma{ic; nor does it occupy a privileged
region of bgiﬁg. If the dialectic (6f Reason and %}sto:y)
‘has any reality and fpundétioﬁ at -all, it must be as part
~of th; material world, which is the only world we know.
Thig fundamental commitmené to a throuéh and through mater-
ialism has been the premise of,our thinking so faf (sée
Introduction); it is elaborated and clarified in.greager
detail in subsequent chapters. We believe that it is the
implicit point of departure of Marxism,jphenémenology,

and structuralism, and an essential one if we are to avoid

the mystifications to which dualism and idealism are

systematically13 vulnerable (see chapter V).. Thus, we



i

not mechanical), or it is a miracle of life, conjured into

151
maintain that consciousness is a material process like
any other, and dialectical. reasbn one of its manifestations.

Otherwise, where has it sprung from? = "The fact of the

matter is that the only way in which dialectics can come

about is dialecticalily, énd unless reality has always been

dialectical, it cannot be dialectical at all."14

Either
consciousness belongs to the material world and is subject
to the same principles of explanation as it (dialectical,
being without’ rhyme or reason: "Either thinking is abso-
lutely identical with all other formiiof material activity,
or it is a self-explaining miracle. ">
"How, we must ask Sartre, can we understand the genesis
of dialectical reason from a nature which is mechanical
and capable only of going round in circles? How did this
mechanical "inorganic" nature produce dialectical "organic"
man? Nowhere does Sartre address this problem, let alone
resolve it, and we cannot be surprised, for:
. . . surely no one is going to argue in all
seriousness that a development as dramatic and
far-reaching as the birth of man occurred simply
as the miraculous spin-off from a mechanistic
merry-go-round dumbly waiting the human kiss
of life before it could 'become dialectical.'lé
\_t ) 17
Sartre seems {(almost neurotically{g} incapable of
abandoning Cartesianism and its notion of matter and things

Natural as mechanical and inert. We wonder how he can

continue to resist the conclusions of post—Newtonian
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science: that matter is more- process-than preduct (a wave

rather than a discrete particle, for example); that it

contains .the principle of its own movement within it and

-

does not need mind to move it; that motion is the intrinsic

-mode of existence of all matter; that consciousness shares
this mode and -is itself only matter which thinks: that
"The fact that thinking is a specific form of activity

does not make it any.fhe less material on that account?“18

. —

Hoffman, whomwe have been quoting above, associates;
{géhtly we belieye, the Cartesian view cof matter which““
is implicit in Sartre 'aiticism of dialfactical materialism--
inert, fixed, and.externally and mechanically motivated
only-- with "bourgeois" philosophy, i.e. with the philosophy
-of-a ruling, privileged, and exploiting class, in whose
ihterest it is to conceive of the material world as unchan-
ging: "No exploiting class can accept the view that the
very fouﬁdatioﬁ of_socié£y, including human nature, is

itself in a continual process of change."19

They rather'
yearn for a world of timelessness,,of frozen verities (of.
Reason), confirming the "necessity" (and therefore the
security) of their privileged social position.20 The fact
that Sartre continuég to regard matter as "inertia

incgpabie of producing anything by itself," not only situates
him "2000 years behind the development.%é the sciences,"21

Jbut, perhaps more significantly, secures him within the

illusions of the epoch, i.e. within the confines of the

-



. ’ o 153

bourgeois (and we would add phallocentric)22 ideology of
his time. »
_ The division of labour in capitalist society divides

the thinkers frem the doers. This social division is re-

- ¥

flected in the metaphysical bifurcation of being effected
by the thinkers, into consciousness which motivatég and
directs and mattér which moves under its direction and
- accofdinq to {mindless) materiaiist, mechanical princiéles.
In this respect, Sartre's theory‘zf the dialectic, like '
" - his accounts of aliénétion and history, is more mythical ,
! . _ than scientific, in that it remains entirely confined within
ﬁ " the constraints of tﬁe very consciousness it is attempting'
to explain. As such, it may provide us with a valuable
- ethnographic docﬁﬁent‘for further structural and Marxist
analysis, but once again it cannbt be sa}d ﬁo constitute
scientific antﬁropology. Oncé again, we can confront him
i with a Marxist critigue of his own Marxist phenomenclogy:
for, the apodictic certainties of coﬁsciousness can only
reveal what consciousness thinks is the case, and not wh;t
in fact and practice is the case. Thought is conditioned
‘by the historical and material situation in which it occurs,
and it reflects that situation: it must .itself, éherefore,
' pe further explained and demystifif_atl bl./ reference to thq§e'
conditions in which it is situated. This distinction,
between what consciocus humdn activity thinks it is doin%L/f_/jb«
and wﬁat it is in fact doing is crucial, %9d gspecially .
s

.- %

. 4
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so in any appreoach to so;ial reality which is attempting
to be both phenoménological and Margist: "Just as one
does not judgé an individual by what he thinks about himself,
so one c¢annot judgg such a period of transformation by
its conséiousnessl"23 - T

When Lé&vi-Strauss claims that kinship structures can
‘be adeguately explained only by an appeal to unconscious deter-
minants and not by the accounts of the natives who think they
know exactly *hat determines their relafionships and social
larrangements, he is acknowledging the same crucial distinction--
between thought and the reality of which it is the thought,
and the same methodological principle articulated by Mafx
above., His practice is closer to Marxism than is that
of Sartre, who even in his Marxism pérsists in his refusal

to submit Reascn to the court of Being,

Lévi-Strauss and Dialectical Reason

Lévi-Strauss, by-contrast, argues the opposite view,
i.e.: (i) that all thought is dialectical, including
énalytic thought and the thought of non-historical man;
and (ii) that this dialectic of thought is grounded in
an‘"objectivecoding,"i.e. in Nature, and not in praxis
or Culture, as Sartre insists. Praxis for Lévi-Strauss
is just one form, and not thh.foundation, of a more funda-

mental material dialectic.
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In contrast to Sartre, who identifies the dialectic
with History and individual conscious experience, Lévi-

Strauss associates it with system and universal unconscious

. structures, which he believes determine beoth thought and

action in the final analysis. This view, according to
Sartre, reduces the subject of History to a mere epiphenome—.
- . v

non,24 and this more general problem of subjectivity is

ekplofed in the next chapter. Meanwhile, we will examine

L8vi-Strauss's account of the dialectic in this section,

and ifs focus on superstructures, rather than on praxis,
¥
and on practices and processes rather than events. He .
) X
argues as follows:

If, as I have said, the conceptual scheme governs
and defines practices, it is because these, which
. the ethnologist studies as discrete realities
placed in time and space and distinctive in their
particular modes of life and forms of civilisation,
‘ are not to be confused with praxis . . .. Marxism,
if not Marx himself, has tooc commonly reasoned
as though practices followed directly from praxis.
Without gquestioning the undoubted primacy of
infrastructures, I believe that there is-always
a mediator between praxis and practices, namely
the conceptual scheme by the operation of which,
matter and form, neither with any independent
~exlstence, are realized as structures, that is
as ities which are both empirical and intelli-
giblE&, It is to this theory of superstructures
scarcely touched on by Marx, that I hcope to make
a contribution,

Lévi~Strauss makes his contribution to Marxist thought
by examining the '"'savage mind" as it is objectified in

myths, totemism, and kinship systems, for example. His
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analyses reveal that the structure of primitive thought,
and thus by extension, of all thought, and not just that
of ﬁHiétorical" man, is indeed Qialectiéal. It is, first
of all, totalizing thought; secondly, it consists in the-
reconciliation and transcendence of perceived oppositIan
and contfadictiong; thirdly, it is 5ystematic: i.e. logicdl,
in that its significance derives, nst from the discrete
elements themsglves, but from the reiationship between
them; and finally it integrateg thought and content, analy+
sis and synthesis ip one movement. We will now examine-
each of these characteristics of primitive thought in turn.
‘ '
Primitive thought as
totalizing thought
Primitive thought is- dialectical, first because it

is totalizing thought; i.e. it makes sense of the whole

of lived experience as a whole. The aim of mythology for

example, is to: o .
—_—

. . . reach by the shortest possible means a
general understanding of the universe--and not
~only a general but a total understanding. That
is, it is a way of thinking which must imply
that if you don't understand everything, you

don't explajn anything .26

Likewise, the classificatory system, known as totemism,

by which individuals and groups are associated with animal

. and plant species, is also-a means by which primitive man

totalizes experience in this sense. It consists of:

o

*

‘.
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. . . classificatory schemes which allow the
natural and social universe to be grasped as

an organized whole . . .. The whole set consti-
‘tutes a sort of conceptual appardtus which filters
unity through multiplicity, multiplicity through
unity, diversity through identity and identity
through diversity.27 .

While marriage rules both institute and constitute
culture itself, by establishing a 'total structure of reciprocity"
by means of which relations of kinship, residency, and . .

attitude are introduced for each member of the group at oné

and the same time. | ‘ o \ﬁ:)
Thus myths, totemism, and kiﬁship fules exemplify

dialectical thought, in their totalization cf the world

of experience. Each constitutes a closed system of meaning

which exhausts reality. It is therefore as true of the

Msavage'" mind as it is of the 'domesticated mind" of

civilized man, that either everything makes sense, or nothing

does, and, 8ccording to Lévi-Strauss:

. . it is in this intransigent refusal on the
part of the savage mind to allow anything human
{or even living) to remain alien to it, that
the real grincip;e of dialectical reason is to
be found.28 ‘

R »
Primitive thought as the -
transcendence of contradictions

Furthe?iore, the totalizing movement of primitive

thought; again like the dialectical reason which character-
! . :

izes &orical man, consists in the reconciliation and

: N
transcendence of contradictions, contrasts, oppositions,

»
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and differences: _ : \

. - . the dialectic of superstructures, like
that of language, consists in setting up constitutive
units (which for this purpose, have to be defined
unequivocally, that is, by contrasting them in
pairs) so as to be able by means of them to ela-
’ bofate a system which plays the part of 'a synthe-
sizing operator between ideas and facts; thereby
turning the latter into signs. The mind thus
passes from empirical diversity to conceptual
simplicity and then from conceptual simplicity to
meaningful syntheSis 29

=

Music and myth, for example, are systems of objectified

thought 30 which in distinct but formally éimilar ways,
overcome the most fundamental of opp051tions, that between
Nature and Culture This is achieved through the reconcilia—
tien (in thought of course) of a series of binary. opp051tions,

) 1
which taken together constitute the Natute—Culture dichotomy:

the oppositions between synchrony and diachrony, continuit'y.1
and discontinuity, diversity‘and?identity; the general 7
and the particular, the ideal and the real, and so on.

Both myth and music; for example, " . . . overcomo
the contradiction between histotical, enacted timeland

n3l They are like discourse, in that

a peruénent constant.
they both require a temporal dimension in which to unfeld
and ". . . this time is irreversible and therefore irre-“
deemably diachrOnic;"32 Yet they also shargﬂthe character-

istic of language, which in its universality transcends

articulate expression and thus " . ... obliterates time:"

\\ “ .
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. . . music transmutes the segment devoted to
listening to it into a synchronic totality,
enclosed within itself. Because of the internal
organisation of the musical work, the act of
listening to it*immobilizes passing time; it
catches and enfolds it . . . while we are listening
to it we enter into a kind of immortality.33 :

£
Likewise, myths, which purport to explain the origin

of cooking fqr example, reconcile similar differences.
Raw food is associated with Nature, and‘cooked food with
Culture. Thus, cocking itself, is " . . . conceived of

in native thought as a form 6f mediation . . . between
' 34-

heaven and earth, life and death, nature and society."
Totemism resolves the same oppositions by pbsing—-
"jdeologically' --relations between the natural and the

cultural series. An homology is asserted between -the arti-

" ficially (i.e. culturally) instituted diversity between

men {viz. their system of social functions) and the naturally . -

existing diversity between animal and plant species. The
latter act as a " . . . mediating set which man employs
to overcome the opposition between nature and culture and

think of them as a.whole."35

Totemism provides primitive
man with a whole system of reference, which, operatiné

by meiSS of coMgrasts—-beétween general and particdlaf,

and nature and culture, enables the group adopting it to
"foéus" on all planes,‘from the most abstract to the most
concrete, the most cultural to the most natural, without
changing its intellectual instrument.36‘ By its'means,

it is always possible to pass from spediés‘fnature) to

W
g
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an ideal éategory of tHSﬁght (culture). ¢
The structure of the totemic system consists of suc-
cessive dichotomies or binary oppositibns: high/low,

sim@le/multiple, hidden/exposed, shal¥ow/deep, sky/land,

day/night, summer/winter.,wet/dry, male/female, static/mobile,

coloured/non-coloured, and so on. All classification pro-
ceeds by such pairs and only ceases when it is no longer

possible to establish-opp05iéions.

Relying as it does ‘o'n. naturally o?curi‘ing phenomeng,
the totemic system has a practically unlimited capacity
for extension; and by means of it, the entire universe .
can be represehted a; a continqym'made up of successive

oppositions:

- - 1 3
The alleged. tgtemism is no more than a particular
expression, by means of a special nomenclature \
formed of animals and plant names . . . which
' is its sole distinctive characteristic, of corre-
lations and oppositions which may be formalized
in other ways, -for example, among certain tribes
of North and South America, by oppositions of .
the type sky/earth, war/peace, upstream/downstream,
red/white etc. The ‘most general model of this
.and the most systematic.application, is to be
found perhaps in China,  .in the opposition of
the two principles of Yang and Yin, as male and
female, day and night, Summer and Winter, the
union of,which résults in an organized totality
(tao) such as the conjugal pdir, the day or the
year. Totemism is thus reduced to a particular
fashion of formulating a general problem, viz.,
how to make opposition, instead of being an -obsta-
v cle to integration serve rather to produce it.37

-
.

Kinship systems represent a third solution to the
t

g,
same logical problem: establishing (social) distinctions
. .

oo f



lol

Voo
afl at the same timeKProduci iptegration out of -their

opposition. It is a sol ich is formally similar

to that préﬁided by myﬁﬁ aﬁd totemism as outlined,abov-:_
operating by means of binary oppositions--that betwee
cross— and paral}el—céusins being fundamental to any kinship
Bt :
" strucfure according to Lévi-Stré&hs: and at the same time f‘J
) - overcoming these oppositions. - L _
The lncest rule-ﬁgxalves éature/Culture dichotomy,
for” example, by being " . . . at once‘social, in that it
ig a rule, and pre-so€izl in its universality .. : . at

once on the (threshold

culture, id c iture, and in cone
EHBB

sense . ... \culture itse\lf And rmil/,it‘appears.super—

f

ficially as'a prohibition,

-

a negative expression of
-y N

- -~ R
the rule of exogimy, and therefore as—an-essentially divi-
-‘ .

sive force, its function is ent, reI?'positive;'tehding
as it does to ' . \?f/;nsure thre-total and continuous circu-
—— : 1atjon of thé_a}oup's most .important assets, its wives

anéﬁﬁaughters,“ it simﬁltaneously unites those it separates,

and 2_.‘. . ensures the dominance of the social over the

N
biological and of thé cultural over the natural."Bi By
\/——\/4 . N L
setting up oppositions.,between members of the social droup ’t>
4 g -' .
and claé&fﬁy@gg membefshaf the same '""biological family" i

into opposing moieties, the kinship system " ializes"
’ human'nature and at the same time ensures the suryival

of the group as a group. -

b - ) - -
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Primitive thought is once more shown to be dialectical

'in just the 'same way as is historical thought: passing

from the awareness of oppositions to thei resolution in

a synthesis which transcends and at the same time preserves

them. | : _ k»\

AR

Primitive thought as logical
Primitive theug%t is shown to be dialectical in a .
further sense. In their systems of representation (myth,

totemism, and structures of kinship, for example), it is

aqg.nag something intrinsic to th rme themz:lris. E?he

significance and intelligibility of each syst resides

in its logical form, therefore, rather than in its migkrial
content considered apart frcm that form articulat

myth, a particular totemic glassificatie 2 particular

rule of residency or affiliation, appears arbitrary and '
unintelligible when only its individual terms are considered,

or if it is considered as a separate and fg;lable phenogeﬁaﬂ\\k
of a particular culture. But a term becomes_coherent and
rational when it is seen as pert'of a whole set, and a
particular myth or totemic classification is intelligible '
when seen as a specific instance in the 1af;er context
o@ articulated relations between man and the objects of

"
- . 40 ® i
his natural environment.

o |



\Y

163

.The terms never have any intrinsic significance.
Their meaning is one of 'position'--a function
of the history and cultural context on the one
hand and of the structural system in which they
are called upon to appear on the other.4l

We should not regard myths, therefore, as fi;st and

foremost primitive attempts to explain natural phenomené;
on the contrary, natural phenomena " . . . are rather the
medium through which myths try to explain facts which are
themselves not of a natural but a logical order"42——contraf
dictions and connections, oppositions and ceorrelations, s
continuities and discontinuities, etc. '

Likewise, natural species are chosen as totemic classi-

fiers, not  because of some intrinsic empirical property,

-

not becauseé they are "good to eat," for example, but because

of their logical potential, i.e. because they are "good
to think."43 The particular elements of the system, the
individual species in totemism, for example{/;hé;\:fn‘idered

apart from the system, have no significance. . Thei

consists entirely in the network of relationships‘which'
unites them within a system, and which is considered by
native thomght to- be analogous to the network of relation-

characterizes their own social organization:

groups and natural species; but between the differ-
— énces which manifest themselves on the level

of groups on the one hand and con that of speci

on the other. They are thus based on the postu- '

late of an homology between two systems of

differences, one of which occurs in nature and

the other in culture.4%4

A

. .
" The homology they evoké is not between social \mf///p
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For éxample, the designation of two clans as Eagle
and Bear, does not signify that clan A is like an eagle
and clan B like a bear, but tha£ clan A differs from clan
B as the eagle differs from the bear. The terms acqgire
meaning only from the relations which they bear to each
other within a largef system of diffepen;es.

Thié\ié more obviously true of kinsﬁip systemsp The
requirement to exchange particular women clearly does not .
deri&e from any "objective" or naturally occurring meaning
-o; significance of the prescribed or prohibited‘women,
but from the position they £l in a logishl structure.

In fact, tﬂé same women that were originally offered can

be exchanged in return in some cultures, ﬁust as the potlatch
rites often entail the circulating exchange of the séme

item. Matrimonial exchange is inteiligible only when it

is seen as a particular case of a wider sygEem of reciprocity,
consisting of multiple forms of exchange, embracihg material
goods, rights, and persons. The prescription to exchange
particular womgn and the correlated prohibition agai;st,
marriage with the same women (two sides of the same coin)

are logically prior to the objects which are prescribed

and proscribed (exchanged):

If there is a prohibition it is not because there
is some feature of the object which excludes

it from the number of possibilities. It acquires
these features only in so far as it is incorpora-
ted in a certain system of antithetical relation-
ships, the role of which is to establish inclusions
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by means of exclusions, and vice-versa, because
is is precisely the one means of establdishing

A ciprocity, which is the reason -for the whole
- ‘undertaking. 45 . N

1

The sign of "othernesé"'which characterizes the cross-
cousin is thus the outcome of his or her p051t10n\\n the
structure of rec1proc1ty, and not of any intrinsic property
of the person deg;gnated. The baslc elements of a kinship
system are, tuerefore, not persons, but relatlonshlps.
pairs, cycles, couples. And the materlal out of which
culture is built, since according to LéviStrauss the rule
of reciprocity institutes culture itself, is logical

relatious, oppositions, correlations, and the like. The

distinction between'logical thought, char;f“:a‘Jgic of

-

the primitive (assumed by many, including Sartre, and arti-

culated by Lé&vy-Bruhl in La Mentalité Primitive)

is thus exposed as a false antinomy by Lévi-Strauss:

- . The savage mind is logical in the same;igbse
and the same fashion as ocurs . . . its ought
proceeds through understanding, not'EFqugiygty,

" with the aid of distinctions and opposititns,
not by confusion and participation . . . so-

called primitive thought is a quantified form
of thought.46 : ~

A dialectical logic
cf the concrete

Lévi-Strauss describes the logic of primiffive thought
1

as-a qualitative logic of the concrete. Facts-—-cocoked

food, eagles, bears, brothers, and sisters--gtt as
[ .

P
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signifiers; andg their combination .,in systems of relation-
ships permits the native to conceptualize his world as'

a meaningful whole, and at the same time resolve.problems
which -are essentially pHilosophicél and intellect.ual.47

Since events constitute the elements in these logical systems,

as signs, they have the qualities of both percepts and

concepts, of both images and ideas: they ' . . . resemble

images in being concrete entities, but they resemble con-
cepts in their powérs of reference."48 Form and content
are therefore indissociable in primitive thought. Structures

(form) are created by means of events {contents), which

acquire significance only because of their place within
the structured whole. The relationship between form and
content is truly dialectical in that each acquires its

meaning from the other, while neither can .be reduced to
itn49

EY

Just as there is an/{;;;ar@tion of form and content,

there is also a corresponding integration of synthesis

and analysis in primitive thought. Both are equal®y neces-
sary and insepara%}g moments of a single intellectual

enterprise. Lévi- traufs claims that primitive thought

goes: ' . . . to its furthest limits in both directions,

»

while at the same time remaining capable of mediating between

the tweo poles.”so

This inseparability and irreducibility
6f form and content, analysis and synthesis lends additional

support to the claim that primitive thought, while not

- e

"

.’
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(yet) historical, is nevertheless dialectical.

The Confrontation
Between L&vi-Strauss and Sartre

-~

1

Sartre's identification of dialectical reason with

praxis and Historical man51 has been further challenged

by Lévi-Strauss's analyses of the gréctices of non-historical

men, which have proven to be equaliy dialectical, though
not Historical in the required sense. And while the two
thinkers would seem to‘agree on the essential structures
of dialectical reason and where to look for it: " . . . in
the relation of men with nature, with 'starting conditions',

w32 they

and in‘the relation of.men with one another,
disagree profoundly about ité foundation and, following
from this, the appropriate mode of access to it, and hence
to man himself.

They agree, for example, that dialectical reason is
not a determinism; that it is a totalizing movement origi-
nating, in some éense, in man himself, by which events
acéuire meaning through their'integration within ‘a concrete
syntheéis; and tha; this synthesis is not opposed fo.analysis
but rather inclusive of it. Sartre, for example,_defihes
the Qialectical method of his existential Marxism
n, . .as a regressive-progressive-and analytic-synthetic

method";53while Lévi-Strauss speaks of dialectical ¢

as " . . . the bridge forever extended and improved/which
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analytic reason throws out over an abyss," not as

"something other than analytic reason . . . but as something -

additional in analytic reason."54-

But this is the extent of their.agreement: their

-

differences are more fundamental.
Lévi-Strauss maintains, for example, that the logic
of conceptual schemes (i.e. of superstructures) 'is invariably
and universally dialectical because the human mind is con-
strained to think that way (in terms of binary oppositions,
etc.) by unconsciocus mental structures:

. . . all forms of social life are substantially

of the same nature . . . they consist of systems

of behaviour that represent the projection, on

the level of conscious and socialized thought,

of universal laws which regulate the unconscious

activities of the mingd.353

Moreover, these laws regulating the unconscious-acti-

vities of the mind are ultimately described as laws of nature,
determined finally by the physical structure of the brain
and the nervous system.56 In this respect, Lévi-Strauss
follows Engels in founding the dialectical movement of social
life and history in nature itself:

It is, therefore, from the hisfory of nature -and

human society that the laws of dialectics are

abstracted. For they are nothing but the most
general laws of these two aspects of historical

¢ development, as well as of thought itself . . .

.» {Hegel's) mistake lies in the fact that these
laws are foisted on nature and history as laws
of thought, and ncot deduced from them . . .. The
universe, willy-nilly, is made out to be arranged

-
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in accordance with a system of thought which is
itself only the product of a definite stage of
evolution of human thought. If we turn the thing
around, ¥Bdn everything becomes simple, and the

- dialectical laws that look so extremely mysterious
in idealist philosoghy at once become simple and
clear as noon day.57

Since the distinction between nature and-culture is

.

. more conventional (methodolecgical or ideological)}, than

it is foundational or essential (ontological or metaphysical);58

and since cultural phenomena, in this case group practices
and representative systems, are determined, at least;
fermally, by unconscious iaws of thought, the appropriate
methods to apply to fhem, according to L&vi-Strauss, are

. . . those usually reserved for the study of the physical
worl_d,”59 i.e. the scientific method of inguiry.

Needless to say, this brings him " foursquare in
60witﬁ Sartre.

In the first p%age, for Sartré, both.the philosophical
implications ané thelscientific methodology c¢f structuralism’
amount to a denial of the specificity, uniqueness, and lo-
gical priority of man and praxis, which it hasgbeen his .
concern to establish as the bnly intelli@ible-foundation'.
for Marxism and anﬁhropology in the Critique. From his
point of view, the insertion of culture in nature and nature
in culture is tantamount to g redlction of the cultural

to the natural; of the essentially human, active, historical,

and transcendent to the inert, the inorganic, the meéchanical,

/
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and the determined; a reduction of existence to "exis."

. It constitutes a denial of freedom, which for Sartre,
is the unique pteperty of man. ' Although he no longer claims
that man is '"absolute freedom';in the iﬁ%se suggested by

-Being and Nothingness, and now admits that man is indeed

constrained to act and think in determinate ways by pre-
existing structures of which he is often unconscious, Sartre,
-nevertheless, continues to insist that this is true

only because those constraints on freedom are of freedom‘s

own making, and therefore reversible by freedom, and not
1mmanentg1n ex1stence itself (cf. the practlco—lnert) The
constraints on freedom are: .. . created by activity

which has no structure but suffers its results as structure."s%
* SBartre- believes now, as he-has always done, that only freedom
can limit the freedom which is’man, and he will allow no
external constraints on praxis; to him, that would be to

reduce human being to that of a mater}al (mechanical) thlng——

to reduce the essentially active, to that whlch is merely

' ’ -]
acted upon. : '

For Sartre, praxis is the 'irreducible and indubitable
unit of existence itself,"ezbeyond which there ean be no
further reduction. While structuraiism finds '"'the
irreducible level of reality' beyond, or beneath,'praxis;

in Lévi-Strauss's case in the "physico-chemical conditions"

of life itself.®3
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' From Sartre's point of view the structuralist position
amounts to: (i) a denial of bbth sﬁbjectivity and History,
and - (ii) a return to @hat he thinks of as '"Cartesian"
analytic positivism; and therefore, (iii) a counterh\w/’//~
revolutionary ideolOgi: I lé dernier barrage é;e

.. . 64
la bourgeoisie puisse dresser contre Marx"

(the last
barrier the bourgeoisie can build against Marx).

It éhould be clear,.however, from the exposition of
Lévi-Strauss's thought which has already been given, that
Sartre cannot sustain any of these criticisms agaiﬁst st?uc—
tural anthropoclogy. They  stem from a misunderstanding and
oversimplification of both the aspirations and implicatibns
of L&vi-Strauss's structuralism, as well as from his own
inability (or reluctanée) to overcome the éartesiai§point
of depaftﬁre-itself. I @ili now consider each of these
objections in turn.

Structuralism and the
denial of the subject >

.
We saw in the lastkgg;;ler that Lévi-Strauss ﬁay ignore
History and praxis in his efforts to develop a ‘theory of
superstrugtqres, but he never denies them, nor their rele-
vance for 'anthropology;65 nor does ﬁg ever suggest that
his is the complete or final account of man and his beha-
vioﬁr. I do not.want.to repeat here the arguments of the
;aét chaptqt which démqnstrate this, but I will cite some.

further passages in its support:

4N



-

172
" .

If, as I have said, the conceptual scheme governs
and defines practices, it is because these . . .
are not to be confused with praxis which--and
here at 'least I agree with Sartre--constitutes
the fundamental totality for the sciences of
man.66

although there is undoubtedly a dialectical relation.-
between the social structure and systems of cate-
gories, the latter are not an effect or result

of the formpr: each, at the cost of laborious
mutual adjubtments translates.certain historical

and local mpdalities of the relations between

men and th¢ world which forms their common -substra-
tum,67 '

My aim here is to outline a theory of superstruc-
tures . . .. We are however merely studying the
shadows on the wall of the Cave without forgetting
that it is only the attention we give them which
lends them a resemblance of reality.

Nor dSes L&vi-Strauss's structuralism imply a denial 8

of subjectivity or freedom, i.e. the abilé;y of the human

subject to transcend given conditions. Describing a logic

of thought and locating unconscious determinants of praxis

denies neither the praxis, nor the freedom which is its

condition of possibility. Establishiﬁg objective foundations

of the subjective does not destroy it; nor does it entail

a vulgar, mechanical, or deterministic materialism. As

we have already indicated, Sartre assumes it does because

his thought is still trapped within the Cartesian polarities:

matter as inert ead moving mechanically according to the

laws of causal detexminism and only in response to an ex-

ternal stimulus; mind as self-moving and not according to

the same causal—méchénical principles. Mind,.therefore://)
‘&

~
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f

cannot be materially based, on this account, without being
at the same time denied its spgcificity in the process._.
éut a cohsistently dialectical philosophy does not
assume an initial dualism of mind and matter, nor characﬁerize
the 1atter as merely mechanlcal Mind and matter;'subject

and object have no 1ndependent existence and no independent

[y
|".

Significance from a truly dialectical perspectlve: they

are inseparable moments of one interaction and one experlence,
and/they determine and imply each other, both in actuality
and in meaning:

It is no longer a case of the operation of an . .°
‘agent” on an inert object, nor of the return of

. an-~gbject, promoted to the role of an agent, or .
a suhject dispossessing itself in its favour . . ..
The héi ont each other Yace to face as

(___ subjects and objects at the same time.6

A consistently dialectical materialism, therefore, cffers
no threat to subjectivity or freedom. On the coptrary,
one might argue that unléss freedom is to remain "amere

abstraction, a -metaphysical state or-essence,"79a

scientific dﬁderstanding of man and his world in terms of

their 51gn1flcant structural propertles, such as L8vi-Strauss

(follow1ng Marx) tries to prov1de, is an essential condition

of the real possibility of that freedom. )
What structuraliém does challenge, however, is the

”placeoccupled by the consclous selfrin the production

cof human a;tlfacts, 7land it does reduce 51gn1f1cantly4

the role of the cogito in the determination of human thought



o

. )
~to the thinkers themselves. But this decentering is also:

. - A
and action, and thud in rendering it intelligible. It is,

72

in fact, this "décentrement du sujet" (decentering of

the (Cartesian) subject) which provokes and unsettleg Sartre.
It is certainly implicit in L&vi-Strauss's analyses of .mgths,
totemism, and kinship systems, -which show ‘that primitive

tpought is meaningful and intelligible in ways unbéknownst

an explicit princ%gie of both his philosophy and:his chosen
methodology. ‘

In his appeal to Rousseau as the "Founder of the Sciences

of Man,,_"'73 for;ex; ple, L&vi-Strauss cites the following

as a methodological rule for anthropology:

”~ ’ ' -
whEn one wants to study men one must look around
oneself but to study man one must first learn

to lock into the distance; one must first see
differences in order to discoyer charactertstics. 74)

A

Two principles are containéd-in_tﬁ}g\rule: {i) to under-

stand’ man, as opposed to- men,-you must study those men

< - t o
v " .!\' . j"I‘..‘q "‘.

most remote from yourself and from ~your own SOClO-hlStOIlcal

situation; (ii) together with a‘“systematlc W1ll to

identify with the other," there must also be "an obstinate
w5

refusal to identify with self.

Sartre's philosophical. anthropology feils on both

1‘counts._.By\addressing Himself to the knowled e of men,
'1those of his own socio—historical group, he closes the door N .

2
- on knowledge of man; and by choosing the phengéggﬁiogicgl
‘-b .

< gL T

method he 1mprlsons hlmself in his own Coglto-
.} "_‘.\ -

[y
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¢ Descartes made it possible to attain univer"sality,‘n
but conditionally on remaining psychological and
individual; by socializing the Cogito, Sartre
merely exchanges one prison for another. Each
- subject's group and period .now takgs the place
of timeless consciousness .}. . Descartes, who
wanted to found a physics, separated Man from
Society, Sartre who claims to found an anthropo-
legy, separates his own society from others.
- A Cogito hich strives to b¥ ingenuous and raw--
" retreats intd individualism,And empiricism and
is lost in the blind alleys of social psychology.76

L4

Lévi-Strauss cites geology,_psychdanalysis, and Marxism

as apprbpriaﬁg models for anthropology:

® .All three demonstrate that understanding consists

in reducing one type of reality to another; that

, the true reality is never the most obvious; and

, that the nature of truth is already indicated

in the care it takes to remain elusive.77
i r a
Whereas phenomenology postulates "a kind of continuity
“between experience and reality" which he rejeéts:

- - . because:of its over-indulgent attitude towards
the illusions of subjectivity. The raising of '
.personal pre-occupations to the dignity of philo-
‘ sophical problems is far too likely to lead to a
"~ . . sort of shop-girl metaphysics . . .. Instead of
' ,doing away with metaphysics, phenomgpqi;gy and
, existentialism introduced~two methods G¥FProviding
+ it with alibis.78 A .

Y

w LEvi-Strauss appeals to language as+an unreflecting

totalization, i.e. as an example of "a dialectical and

totalizing'entity but oné outside {or beneath) consciousness

\
. v
79 Structural linguistics has discovered

. and will."
unconscious structural laws which determine” what'can and

cannot be said in language, and thus revealed'a

- . -
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" _ . . human reason which has its feasgns and of which
man knows nothing." Language, according to Lévi-Strauss,
like mfth, speaks throﬁgh man and not man through language;
the reflecting subject, therefore, is neitherlprimary noxr
primordial. | ' o .

Sartre would ﬁot dispute this characterization of\lan-
guage; he wggldfﬁhewever, point out that the apparent
autonomy of language is not necessary andv¥intrinsic to
ianguage, but a contingent and historical fact of human

existence. It is one of the structures of alienation; part

of the practico-inert, which man himself has made. For

"sartre, language is a structure which constrains human thought;

but this conétraint, like all others admitted by Sartre,

4 . ,/:"L\ . ' VR
is not immanent in man or nature, nor exterior to praxis,

nor a mere matter of fact. //;anguage is a soc1al structure:

the lnstltutlonallzed effect of multiple praxes, of multiple

f

discourses and "paroles," which have occurred within. condi-
P ]

tions of‘scércity, and therefore within an alienated

human existence. It" is ecause of these contingent condi-

»

tions--of scarcity a

u

freedom and hinders contemporary man from speaking

the "truth": solutely no one, either in the East

oS

. or im the West writes or speé&s a word about us or our

4

l. > 80
-contemporarles that is not a gross error."

K2l

N Presumably he loo}é/forw rd to a time when languag

will not constra;n but\ilbera.e men:—afte; the suppression

L—/ , W
. . 3

L §

allenated humanlty——that language limits

s 3

L
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of scarcity and the alienation conseqqent upon it.
Lévi-Strauss, on the other hand, does not see language

as a contingent constraint in sbite of it;_autonomy; for

him, larguage is not a tempo;éry ma;;\;HEEB‘ﬁidgé‘us:{rom

ourselves, nor anjﬁistorical restriction of our freedonm,

or of our ability to speak the truth, or even perbeiye our

own true natures; it is rather:

{
. . .- k§§222y%m which, with the proper degree
of self-ads ess and the use of methodological
tools, we can hold up for inspection as a direct

expression of our own fundamental thought

processes.81 . :
“‘

Structuralism, therefore, does,not deny/ destroy, or

~

iéqore subjectivity as Sartrerfears. What it does, however,
is ;;splace it, as Cogito, as the self-conscicus ageﬁt-
subject, from the position of privilege 'and priority wﬁigh
Saftre strives to preserve for it in the.Critique. Trané—
licent consciousness is not the final‘irredﬁciblév;eality

for structuralism; gbr the final arbitrer_of "truth" and
intelligibility; nor the primordial source of humanvactivity. '
Structuralism claims that we must probe deeper than the

Cogito in our efforts to understand humanity and the limits

and extent of our freedom.’ - ¢

Structuralism and positivisp:

the role of analysis : 1 L
Sartre further misunderstands and oversimplif struc-

turalism by assuming that because it advocates a “scientific"82

o

o

Dm—e
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‘ method, i.E&Qpne appropriate to the study of %ge material
&

o ’ . : . . (:T
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world, it must therefore operate solely on the basis of
analytic reason, and because of this be in principlg “ -
incapable of understanding the phenomenon, i.e. man, who

is essentially &falectical.

. /i> . ... derriére tout c& courant de pensée on

retrouve une attitude trés Cartésienne . . ..
C'est une charge & fonds contre le temps. On

ne veut pas un dépassement ou du moins pas du
dépassement qui se fasse par l'homme. Nous
revenons au positivisme. Seilement ce n'est plus
un p051t1v1sme des faits, c'est un positivisme
des signes . . .. La méthode des sciences est
analytique, celle de la philosophie ne peut étre
que dialectique.

¢
4

Again, Sartre}s critique is only possible bégaus of

-
his prior assumption cf a ﬁundamental ontolcgical

{fference
between man and the rest of the material world; an assump—
tion we, and Lévi-Strauss, do not share. His cr thue also
assumes that analytical and dialectical reason ane two

dlstlnct and separable klnds of reason, and that one of

them has prlorlty where anthropologlcal understanding is

‘ concerned. Lévi-Strauss addresses specific criticisms to.

this aspect of Sartre's ghought in his chapter on "History

and Dialectic.

‘all he observes that: '_ -

Sartre vacillates between two conceptions of dia-

lectical r on. Sometimes he opposes dialectical

reason andegﬁ?ﬂytlcal reason 3§ truth and error,

'if not as god‘and the devil, while at other times

these two klnds of reason are apparently comple- ¢

mentary .8 . o . J

L} Fa
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This is true; Sartre does vaciliate and'neithef conception
is acceptable.  The first, which opposes dialectical and
anafytiéal reason as truth and e;rogﬁ would ddiscredit all.
scientific knowledge, and perhaps.évenAghe Critigue itself:
for the work entitled Critique de la raison
dialectique is the result of the author's exercise

of his own analytic¢ reason; he defines, distin-
. guishes, classifies and opposes .85 .

-

The second, weaker conception, according to which dj

iectical

and analytical reason are complementatry, renders Sart 's

po}emi against analytic reason sup fluous: for, if

amalytic and dialectical reason are different but complemen-

tary ways of comprehending man, then analytic regfngpannot
. , Il -
be opposed to dialectical reason, nor can one kind of reason
o . T ;

. : ! i .
be given prfority over the other. But Sartre clea

-

oppose the tw? feasons in the Criti

y does

e, and priv lege
s ’ o .
dialectical feasdn,. by attribut] to it a realjity "sui

generis" and independent of .afalytical reason.

It is possible to argue here, in defensefof Sartre,
A

however, that hg does, after all, have only one conception

. of dialectical reason--though he himself ddes not make this

clear: a conception close to~that of Lévi-Strduss, where-

by " . . . all reason is dfalectical." Dialectical reaéqn,:

according to Lévi—Strauss}?is ogly—"analytical reascn in ,f)

action";86 and analytical reas

, for Sartre, is simply

dialectical reason "in repose." . Sartre separates the two

N\

e
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.and inseparable from dialectical thought.

'l
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?yd’speaks as if they were distinct because that is the

positio those he 'is opposing. What he is criticiziﬁé
is what he sees as the reduction, in some science and in
"vulgar" Marxism, of this one reason, which we may call
dialectical in its broadest sénse, to one of its poles,

thg analytical; and the consequent forgetfulness (or denial)
of the éynthetic, progressive, or more narrowly-defined

dialectical pole. It is analytic reason as distinguished

from forgetful -of dialectical reason that Sartre rejects,
but no 'Qalytical reason properlyﬂconceived; as part of
' ' 87

Howevey, even if we grant him this proviso, Sartre
stiil remains at fault in assuming that .because EéQi-Strauss -
espouses a through-and-through materialism and therefore
empirico-deductive methods of inguiring into social‘realfky,
he therefdre renounce's”’ dialectical reason in eithe¥ tﬁe
ﬁarro& orqéﬁé broéﬁ-sg and Fherefore all hope of under- -
standing dialectical reason in action,_i&?. humanity.

Inffact, the structuréiist‘metho 'followed by Lévi-
Strauss andsouplined-in "Historynand ia}eatic" i§>phoroughly.

dialectical and actually exemplifies Sartre's own '~ °
LY

.'progressive-regressive" method as proposed in the Critique.

It is, however, as Lévi-~Strauss points out, " . . . progres-

. /
, , . . ,88 ,
sive-regressive not once but twice oder." \The first move-

. ment consists in cbserving, describing, and énalyzing the

LY

phenomena, to:
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. .

. try and grasp its historical antecedents

as far as we can delve into the past, and bring /

all those facts back to the light of day to in- /

corporate. . them into a meaningful totality.89
Having constituted the object by this double movement o,

of analysis and synthesis, the second movement, the

"properly-scientific work" can begin. -This repeats the
-
first, but "on a different plane and at a different level,

[

at the level of unconscious structures; for example. Thus
dialectical reason, in-the narrower sense considered above;—*’
provides the human sciences with @he g%enomenon, "a

reality with which it alone can furnish them." Then this
prelimiﬁary stageiof constitution is succeeded‘by a second
dialectical, investigation, by further decomposing and

- recomposing, detotalizing and retotalizing at another leiﬁl';

and this constitutes the "proéerly scientific work." _ -

"With all respect to Sartrian_phenpmeﬁology, we can hope to

fiﬁd in it only a pcint of departure and not one of arrival."
Throughout his work, Lévi—sefauss eméhaeizes the

"mutual implicatione of "the concept of structure and dialec-

L4 ’

. . 2
tical thquht,“gl of anthropological inguiry, and the demands
of comprehension; e.g.: ’ ' : . /X/

Forms of social existence cannot be appr

simply from the outside-~-the investigator\must
wbe”able to make a personal reconstruction\of the

synthesis characterizing them; he must not merely

analyse their elements, but apprehend them as *

a whole in- the form of a personal experience--his '

own.92 // .

?
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To this end he insists thaﬂ’;ie anthropologist do field
work, to accomplish that "inner revolution" required to

enable him to re-constitute the social phenomenon in his

own lived experience.
N L s

!

.

~

Analysis alone is by no means considered to be an

appropriate tool for. anthropology:

. . - it is no% enough to break down and to dissect.
Social facts are not reducible to scattered
fragments; they are lived by men, and this subjec-
tive consciousness is as much a form of their
reality as objective characteristics.93 ‘(\

Nevertheless, the ultimate goal of the humah scien is

\
not, according to Lévi-Strauss, this constitution oz?gén,
/

which is for him only the first--though essential--$stage
of scientific inquiry; but\xather‘his dissolution; and the
integration of " . . . culture‘in nature and finailx:. .
1ife within the wholelpﬁ its physico—chemical conditions.:gq
_ Bartre misinterprets this projéct as a rédﬁctive one, when
Sit is reaily igtegratiée;/aimiﬂgVEtAQ unified sgjence of

: /

he material world whicﬁﬁbféserves the two poles (culture

ndina;uré) without reducin : to the other. But Sartre
sees it as a reduééion of dialectlcal mag to inert nature,

and therefore as a denial of the dialectic; for,_to;yﬁ;?

nature:

. . .'ne connait qﬁ 1'indépendance des forces.
Les &léments matériels sont 1iés les uns aux
autres, agissent les uns sur les autres. Mais ce
lien est toujours extérieur. Il ne s'agit pas
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de rapports internes . .. C'est d dire d'un
_ syst&me oll l'existence de chaque &lément
- " conditionne celle de tous les autres.95

Sartfe misunderstands both the "nature”" and the aspirations

of Lé&vi-Strauss in his criticism.

Natural conditions are not just passively
accepted ... . they do not exist in their own
right for they are a function of the techniques
and way of life of the people.who define and give
them meaning by developing. them in a particular
direction. Nature is not itself cdontradictory.
It can become so only in terms of some specific
human activity . . . man's relations with his
natural environment remain objects cof thought:
man never perceives them passively.

While all structuraldist "reductions” are required to satisfy

two conditions: (i) " . ,. . the phenomena gg?jected to
the reduction must not be impoverishedt; i.e.“everything

iy contributing to igg\}ichness and originality must be
\ :

.

collected and preserved. ("For it is'pointless to pick up

a hammer unless to Hit the nail on the head"; and (ii):

~

. . one must be ready to accept, as a conse-
guenge—of each reduction, the total overturning
of any preconceived idea concerning the level

T whichever it may be, one is striving to attain.
The idea of some general humanity to which ethno-
graphic reduction leads, will bear no relation

~ %o any one mafhave formed in advance. And when

wando finally succe in understanding life as
a fynction of inert matter, it will be to dis-
covér that the latter has properties very differ-
ent from those previously attributed to it. :

s

Lévi-Stx%Pss does npt, therefore, reduce dialectical

man ‘to non-dialectical nature: for he doesrnot even

o ’ L,
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conceive'of nature in those terms. Nor does he adopt
Cartesian methods of analysis, but rather explicitly re-
jects them. Cyﬁ/g;ﬁ;e similarly exonerated of Sartre's
final criticism of gtructurélism, therefore--that it is
counter-revolugionary, supportive of the status quo, and

the last barrage of the bourgéoisie against Marxism?
’

Structuralism and (,T\\\\J
political consegvatism ‘

It is this political objection to 'structuralism which

“is perhaps the most telling and the most critical from a

Marxist's point of view, and to which we will now briefly
turn our attention: the question is. taken up more tho-
roughly in<our finaa’chapter.

I “have argued above that Sartre cannot sustain this

’

. objeEtion to Lévi-Strauss on his own terms:ga'there is in

Léviﬁstrauss’s‘anthropology,‘neither a refusal of history,
nor a denial of subjéctivity, nor a reduction of dialec-
tical reason to analytical reason, or of man to mechanical

matter, Furthermore, Lévi—Straqu‘explicitly_commits him-

-self to Marxism, both as'a method and political project,
)

in his writings.

Sartre's existential Marxism, by comparison, and again

-

on its own terms has appeared, so far, as more lnerable

to the Marxist critique than the structuralism of Lévi-

straués.99 We have argued that for Sartre to give priority
; X P

S
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History iﬁ the projec; of anth%opologs is for hiﬁ to adopt
the very standpoint of bourgeoisz and thereforé ideological
thought which he is so quiqk to detect and’ denounce iﬁ
others.- a
Nevertheless, we are not entirely convinced that his
suspicions abouf structuralism aré misplaced--even though
he may not himself be able to sustain them. The fear
remain;, that by grounding the dialectical'movement of
reason ‘nd stoFy in uncongcious, universél, and eternal (?)
structures of the mind, ultimately of the brain and nervous
system—-that is, by grounding culture in'natufe-—oﬁe gggg‘deny
the specificity of man and the significance‘and unigueness
of his praxis, and ultimately his ability to make his own
history in accordance with his chosen ends. '
We cén only dispel this fear‘by confronting the
central issues implicit in our previous discussions.of‘
alienation, histoﬁy,'and the dialectic, the rescolution of

which is fundamental to

ny anthropologicdl inguiry: that
is, the guestion of the ré\ tionship of reality to éhought,
of infrastructure (base) to syperstructure (ideo}ogy), of_
consciousness to that of whichlit is conscious. Wﬁ%t is
at stake in the resolution of these questionslis human
'freedoﬁ, and the real possibility of social and political

revolution.

It is to this central gquestion, therefore, that I will

-
]

now direct my attentipn.,

" .-
Lo
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Chapter IV

\

Consciocusness '

I haye‘been arguing, agaihst Sartre, the consistently
materiaiist position: (i) that "being” is in a fundameqtal
(i.e. foundational) senseé prior to “thought":l and (ii)
that ‘consciousness is "matter which thinks," and not a
uniquély distinct and privilegéd region of being.

In this chapter I shall explore ‘these two theses in

greater detail

~from the péints of view of Marxism and
structuralism, with wpich‘ﬁhey are in an obvious sense
compatible; agd also frém{the ghenomenological point of
view’to'@hich they appear, at least prima facie, and
certainly in Sartre's case, to be somewhat oppoéed. I shall
argue that the materialist theéis indicated abbve is not
only compatible with and indeed fundamental £o all three
contgmporary7theoretica1_approachésvté méﬁ, inéluding the
- phenomenological, but also that itiaétually pFoéides the
necéssary common'g;ound for grasping their mutgal compati~
bility, and for‘bércéiving the mutually supportive and
!ﬁ’comglemeptary relationship which Ma¥=xism, structuralism,
- " and bhenomenology'bear'gbwards eaéizzzher.
* ‘According to historical materialism, cqngciqusness,
i.e. what is thought, is a function of hisﬁorically specific

/b \
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; . .
social and material conditions, of which the decisive deter- -

minant is always--in_ﬁhe‘last instant--the econom&, i.e.
the mode of production of the necéséig}ésigfilife.

Just how and to what exten£ the economic base determines
thought has been, and contiﬁues to be, a bone éf much con-
ﬁention within Marxist debate. Any account of thét
re;ationghip (between thought aﬁd its objéet) must situate
itself between ﬁwo possible extremes: 1i) the extreme of
so-called "vulgar" Maqxism,_which endorses a rigidly causal
and determiniétic relationship between, being and thought,
whereby the latté; péssively “reflecté" the‘réality of ﬁhich *
/it is an effect; and (ii) the opposjte extreme Texemblified_
perhaps by Sartre), of "existential" Marxism, which eﬁpha—

sizes the dialectical character of the'relatioﬁship and x

-

the essentially active and constitutive character of con-

1

scicusness and praxis.

SR SO

_;3\ The former does not do justice to man's responsibility’

. . . . . e - o
for\hls praxis and practices; to his experience of "freedom";:- v

. .
- ~

and to the emphdasis in Marx éhat it is; after all, men who
maké.their own history. The Lattér often ovg;—compenséggs
for this lacuna by qfanting too mucﬂ§priority; privilege;
and power tc¢ the individual subject and his experience of
freedom; to the exteqt, aé we have seen ih Sartre, of

"fetishizing" both the individual and the experience of .. .

. what often becomes an essentially "abstract" freedom.’
oo 4

) . ) ) . _‘,_/\ .
’_)> . R . . ‘. . ». o S

> "
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"I have-argued in earlier chapters in favour of a

middle position between these two extremes, i.e. in favour
- - r - > B
- of a dialectical and materiallist theory of consciousness C

.

which decentres butf ddes not deny human choiée, agendy,

R .

and'responsibirity.’ Such a theory is required by:historical

‘;n,materialism_td account for both aspects of its principal

~
L]

'tenet—(§3%t\:::/ﬁake history but iﬂ circumstances not of
their own maR$rfg. I have suggested thay Lévi-Strauss's

1 . .
structuralism oﬁfers major contributions to the development

-cf such a theory of cénsciqusness and this will be
recdngiﬁgred later inithe chapter (together with other st;uc—
turalisE theories, those of Louis Althussér and Michel
Foupaulf,‘for example). The foundagﬁah.for such a dialectiJ
“. bal and materialist. theory of consciousneSS caﬁ, Ilbelieve,
be established.pheqomgnologically and is, I believe, avail-

able to us. in the particular phenomenology of Maurice

jff}épu—Ronty.

oo

= "

Consciousness and the World:
Merleau-Ponty

Fundamental to all phenomenologies is a commitment

T »

$\~\E9'the intentionality of consciousness, i.e. to the belief

tﬁZ& conscicusness is never "pure," but always "conscious
¥ ‘
. - 1
of" something. Consciousness, according to phenomenclogy,

< <

is never present to itself as a phenomenon, but always appears

(already) conjoined with a world which is given to it as

/.
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indeéendent of and'gxterndl to the consqiousnesé which thinks
it.

TWo conclﬁsioné about the relat&ﬁﬁshig'between being
and thought can be dr;wh from this starting—p;€n£. Either, '//’

. E Y
() neither being nor thought is prio;; since they are both

—

given at the same time as inextr&cébly conjoined together

in primordial /experienge. QE; developing this, (ii) being-

is ‘prior; since it is only ,as the consciousness of being

thats there is any conscipugnes at all'.3 Consc}ousness
becomes self-conscious oély'lafegf by deliberatelf)with—
Arawing from the world with which it is in the fi/{st place
primordially conjoined. As I al;eady commented. in chépter
I,Wthg experience -0f the lonely isoiatgd cohséiousﬁesg ' v
separated from'the material world and from others is a |
secondarg, and not a primsrd}al, phenomenon of e'xperience.'4

The original experience of conéciousness is one ¢f absorp-

tion in anj inseparability from a world which is not of

ité,own megfilg. Thus, from the phenomenological point of

view, it As the ;autonomy" of the worLd.Father thaﬁ the ) : ’
~autonomy of consciousness which is pri@brdialr it is “bging"
which is in some sense prior to "thought-."5 ' ‘ o~ r

- Merleau-Ponty's descriptions and analyses qf the
experience of the human subject--specifically as'ﬁcorps'
“prOPre'" or “cprp%}gtggt"——enables us to develop this
, , . .

materialist thesis of conscioqﬁness-further——from a pheno-

' t
menological perspective, which unlike that of Sartre, does



not result in the "mystification” of human subjeqtivity

nor its reduction to an essentially “spéctator”cbnscious—
ness" (or pour-soi). ’ J//
¥s
In Marxism and ilosophy, Merleau-Ponty comments that

in Marxism (as in his own wpfk) "matter” and Tconsciousness"

are. never considered separately, but inserted "in the system’
h "
of human coexistence”; that, man, therefore, is not to be

defined as consciousness, since this would be:

v

. . . a chimerical realization of the human essence,
for once man is defined as consciousness, he be- -
comes cut off from things, from his body and his .
effective existence. 'He must therefore be defined
as a relation to instruments and objects . . .
which involves him in the world in such a way

as to give him an external aspect, an outside,

to make him "objective! at the same time that

he is "subjective."b .

Thus in the Phénoménclogie, for example, Merleau-Ponty
7

denies the, existence of an "interior man," and indeed of

"interior".thought.8 Hig phenomenological‘desq;iptions
there anq elsewhere revegl,'on the contrary, that conscious-
ness-is primorﬁially Brégersonalg and thought primordially
anonymous (" . . . 'Je pense' ou encore {quelque chose

m'appafait' . . .");lo

[y

that consciousness is first and fore-
most a relation to the world, and always.outside itself
("eccentric") in the world; that consciousness first

"inhabits" and is "at work in" its object before it ever

"posits" or "possesses" it in "abstract" cognitive‘thought.ll

Thought, therefore, on Merleau-Ponty's account, does not

(S - ~

s
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N . ' .

constitute the whold?¥ but is rather primordially situated

in_it;12 thus, "We'arg'in a sort of circuit with the socio-
1 Y .
; . ’ +13 _ - . : :
- historical world." ™~ ‘ .

Thus neither subject\nor cbject, thought nor being, -
. ., &

—

.appear; in primordial experience as separate enomena.

* Furthermore, primordial experience is

. s )
and eccentric, i.e. in and of the

ssentially concrete
ial world, and not
in and of any kind of "spiritual" or interﬁal consciousness.
The subject ofbthat:experience is not a detached Cartesian
cogito, nor -an imméfériéi consd&ousneSSJ but a "corps sujet,"
, @ "sujet incarngé," therefore a ﬁéterial and.concrete subject.

. On this éécount,neitherﬂbéing" kthe so-called
: : $

"externhal§ or material world), nor "thought" (the so*called

. "internal" or ideal world) can be said to be in any sense
. . '3 o
prior or primary. Both are abstractions from a more’ funda-

mental lived reality: "existence." fh Merleau—Ponty's
existentiai phenomgnology it is "existence" which provides

. the "troisiéﬁe terme" between "pour-soi et en-soi"; it is
existence whic¢h is the primordial foundation of both.
Existence, Eherefofe, is prior to Both being and thought.

+ The "situation" of concrété human subjec%s "in circﬁit"

with specific sécigl,'historicai, aqd material circumstance’s,
which is at.one and the same time an activity and an under;.

- standing, a product and a production, is what is priog.

. ' .
Thus wé are provided with the kind of "materialism"

we need: one which lies “beneatqj Cartesian dichotomies
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(subject/object matter/splrlt moved/unmove%};Etc ) and
is not therefore confined w1th1n them, nor obliged to
reduce what is an "ambiguous," "paradoxical," “equivoc’al,"14
N

and essentially dialectical relationship between man and
the world, to one of its structures or one of its poles.
On tﬁis account, egistence precedes essence, contingenoy,
.necessity,l~5 and the unreflected the reflected: thus
"being" is prior to "thought." . And since consciousness
is primordially a'relagion so the world, and neither per-

FY ~

sonal nor 1nternal but eccentric and absorbed in its
object, then it is~£ndeed "matter which thinks," and—ﬁ”/p
an ontologlcally dlstlnct reglon of immaterial being.
Furthermore, accordlng to Merleau-Ponty, our primordial
experience is also one of "mitwelt" i.e. of a world
inhabited by and shared with other subjects like myself.
LEE# system "moi-autrui-le monde" appears first in the initial
psurge: of consciousness, for-example in the child; and
t%is "initial community" is broken onl; later in the child's
.life--afﬁer aboot tﬁe third year. "Conscgiocusness of oneself
as a unique individual, whose place can be)taken by no one

nl6 - It depends cn

else comes laEef.an is not primitive.
the development\of‘sensory—motor and proprioceptive skills;

.and finally on the perception of one's own body in a mirror
image. This makes possible " . . . a kind of schism

between the immediate g% and the me that can be seen" (a

an image in the mirror by the "immediate me," or as a

N
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body-object in the wo}ld of others). But this first

self-consciousness depends on the 3 ior perception of

the others as others and is derived\from it. Consciousness

of self does not on this acéount found consciousness
of others, but vice—;ersa; for,Merle;u—Ponty the latter
is prior, and is an-gssenﬁially;pré—refiective, "lived"
consciousness. "The ego, the I, cannot truly emerge . . .
without doubling itsélf with an égo in the eyes of the
6ther."l7

This "dédoublement" makes possible (though not'necessary),
the separation (and isolation) of consciousness, which ‘
according to Merleaaipontg,'ig‘Only realized or recognized

as such when thert is a breakdown of the "primordia

communicatidn“ which originally characterizes human co-
existence in a shared wbrld.

Conscidﬁsness.is thus, for.Méyieau-Ponty, a thoroﬁghly
historical phenomenon;18 indeed an epipﬁenpmenon,;tied
as it is to the existence of the "corps sujet™ in gpgcific
social and material conditions. Self-consciousness,
or subjectivity, i.e. the experience of the self as isolated
and seéarate from others and their respective worlds,

is likewise a particular historical event or fact in

the history of consciousnéss, wh;ch can, at least in
principle, be dated (in the individual as well as in

the "species"). Extrapolating from this (and what has
. | 8
been said in earlier chapters), the experience of an

g
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essentially private and "internal” ‘subjectivity should

correspond to changes in social conditions which. reduce

effective communication between individuals; and this -

-

- . -

indeed appears to have been the case.l
Where there are "high levels of authenticit&" (to N ]

return to L&vi-Strauss's terminolcgy, see chapter I), o

i.e.(ggﬁéoﬁmunities of up to five hundred persons, communi-

cations between ind;;iduals is direct and concrete and

the historical fgct of "subjectivity" (or "self—consciOusness“

as outlineé above) and the correspgnding precccupation with

individual freedom and/or alienation is not present.

As communitiés_grow, indi£eét methods of communication

increase and "levels of authéntigity" drop. Knoﬁledge. -«

of the other . no longer originates in a concrete_pa;ticiﬁation

in a s@ared world, but%bécémes "abstract" knowledge-—i:e.

.knbwledae of others who exist elsewhere, in_their OWI

world thch is not also mine. Individuals in these larger

sbcietiéé, especially when they include differentials

of class or caste (which, as I suggested in chapter I,

cén be seen as necessary concomitants of.inqreasing

size and density), experiencé a loss of the,"mitwelt”

as they grow beyond infancy and childbood, and a corres-
ponding loss of control, i.e. a sense of their own power-
lessness and a sense of estrangement which amounts to

> ienation." Self-consciousness, subjectivity, and

.

a concern for individual freedom characterize such societies.

o TN
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Merleau-Ponty, (echoing Lévi~Strauss;-see-chapters
T and II), observes that the -same " . . . history which
- pgoduced capitalism symbolizes fhe emergence of subjec:

W20

tivity. We should add that it is the same history

which also produced "history" itself: i.e!\listorical

consciousness, subjecfigéfy, and tpe concern fpr f;eedom,
individyality, progress, and de-alienation.

Since consciousnéss:-on this account, is both in
'énd of the socjaghfstorical world--"part en part_én rapport
au-monde"-- and in no way "external" to it (or "above," S

"beyond," or "Béneath" it) 2}

any causal dnalysis of
the interaction between "thought" and "being" will be
inadequate. Abstract and reductive, as it must inevitably

be, in giving one term priority over. the other (and there-

fore "idealist" even in its most materialistic manifestation),22
. . R oL

causal thinking cannot do justice to the essentially

dialectical“nature of the system "moi-autrui-le monde" (»

in which nd element can be said to.be phenomenologically,
1ogically, or chronolggically prior or primary.

| The human subject, or "corps sujet," as part of

this system, is in an essentially paradoxical position;
it is alwayé'at one and the same time, and insepdrabl%‘
product and producer, "corps touchant et corps touchée,"
“libérté et servitude." Thus, I am never with‘reséect

to the world (nor the‘world with respect to my conscious—

ness of it), either wholly transcendent nor‘wholly immanent.

-~ ' .o
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For the world and con&ciousness are always and inseparably
immanent and transcendent to each other, at one and the T e
[ .

]

. same time: " . . . tout est fabriqué et tout est naturél
chez 1 'homme . " 2> - ' T e !
‘- It is true thét-the world exists and has a sen¥e
only " .'. . parﬂmoi ou par ies sujets teis que moi,"24 )
but this does not mean that the world and its sense ig
'wholly immanent to or‘constituted by consciousness. We
must not forget that %hé subject which "produces" ("reyealsk“
"discloses," or "uqveils“ is perhaps a more éppropriate f
! characterization of this activity), the worid, as an event
or as.an idea, is not a cogito, not an isolated and separate
cbnscicusness, but a "corpg sujet," engageé in the world
(as the heart is in the body) . It can "produge“ only ‘
on tﬁe basis of what- is first "given"_to.it; and the
human subject lives in ("circuit witb") the world befdre
hegor'she appropriétes, reproduces, or describes it in
thought or language. )
Since I am onlf ever @ point of view‘on the wérkd
in which I inhere;zs/the world (which in some sense I
make exist,:and exists only for me and other subjects)
always escapes me in part; spatiéllylin that I certainly "
canndt pe;ceive'thé present from other than a limited
number of points of view; and temporally, s(ﬁce the world

was before and will remain after me. Thus, the world

"transcends" any "prise de conscience" made of it, at

*
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the same time as it prgvides the foundatijon of ;té truth;
' 26

and " . . . la n est enracinée dans- la nature,"

1.

and not vice-versa. - éz N

on the basis of Merleau-Ponty's phenomenology of

human existence, we can better articulate the relationship "

) - .

between thought and the world which was posed as a:problem
fdr Marxism at the beginning of this chapter. Singe

the human subject is not causally connected tc the world

but rooted in it as an integrai part of it, the "determining"
force of the ecoﬁomic substructure, wﬁich is the principal
thesis of historical materialism, cannot iand should ‘

not) be understood as a "determinism" or as an “econémiﬁm"'
which reduces human history to the "mere" effect,of "blind"
ecanomic forces. It repreéents, rather;, an integration of
thé economic into history, which remains always humaé
history made b§ men.

Since consciousness is always and necessarily conscious-
ness of the world, it is inevitably "determined" by the
world of which it is a part énd'}ﬁ which it is engaged
as an essentilally ehbodied consciousness. Historical
mateFiaIism only draws our attention to the central role
of the méde of pfoduc£ion in the determinatipn of all
other social forms, the political, religious, cultural, -
educatibnal, etc. The latter do not passively ";éflect"

economic relations, nor are they the "causally inevitable"

effects of them: they all, along with the economic
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structure, form the system‘"moi—autrui—le monde," which
constitutes social existence. 7 Historical materialism

only maintains that changes in social systems, at whatever
level (political, cultural, religioug)'etc.) always occur
. - . M
in response to more fundamental changes in the economic
. e

sub-structure, i.e. in the forms and'relations of‘production,

which are, therefore, considered to be the rgal "motor"
of history. o T .
i v

Thus,_Erimit%ve_societies do not have a history

because their economic structure has remained stable
4

and unChanged over time.28 They do not, therefore, think
of themselveé as historical subjects, beéause as a matter
éf fact, in their non—higﬁorical world, they are not
subjects of hiétonicai change. They regard themselves.
rather as the ré-incarnation of their ancestors, thch,
they are: as subjects of a répeiitive, unchanging world.
This account -which éombihes tﬁe insights of .historical
materialism -and phenomenclogy with respect to conscious-
ness ana its contents, certainly decentres the subject;
no longer " . . . the sun-from which the world radiates

. . . 'its actions and all actions are possible only as

they follow the course of the world."29 But it neither

denies nor disqualifies its existence and its significance.
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Freedom : : ‘ ’ . .
, \ ’ . * .
. Since the wgrld is essentially contingent—-ében
and “inépuisable"30 --so also must be the subject which
. ] . - :

is cé—em{?néive with it.°! On this account, there are,
no absoluteés: neither with resbect to man, " . . ..une

- * L

idée historigue et non pas une espéce naturglle";32 fior
] .

the world,'"unité-ouverte et indéfinie";33 nor history

Y .

. "itself an historical fact“;34 nor. reason "Evidence is S
never apodictic, nor is thought timeless . . .“;35 ner
finally wifh‘respect to freedom for " . . . 1'idée de

situnation exclut la liberté absolue-d l'drigine de nos
engagements -. . 38 E ' . . T

Because the human subject 4s a concrete subject

* <

and inseparably engaged in the concrete world, any freedom"'
attributed to ié must also be concrete (thereforé coﬁtin—’
gent and va;iablé) and that attribution grounded iq the {
real circuﬁétances of existence. Since the WOr;d which

is constitutive of existence is essentially "open"'and*V‘
inexhaustible, there is at the éore of human eXistence,
thereforé,'an essential "indeterminacy" of being,_a/fadic;l
contingency, which we expérience as'"existential: freédom.
The human.subject projects, and therefore “detefmines"

his or her own future on tﬁf basis of thié indeterﬁinacy.

But always within a situation; -i.e. from_?i£ﬁéf a given

socio-historical world, which also "determines" how we
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assume our existence ang project our future.

L . _ o
Thus, even our existential *freedom is necessaril#

3
H

eeuivocal and ambiguous, because it is concrete, and
—~ .
.not the %absolute" freedom of a rarified cogito. It

consists in our tendency (which is both bur freedom and
V-
our necessity) to;ffansform ‘the world {and ourselves)
” . ~ .

. » [} N .
from contingency to necessity, i.e. from non-sense to
. e )

sense. We do what we do and think how we think because
we have assumed the world in a particular way. Our world,

-,
" d

our history, and ocur existence have meaning. only because
we have attributed meanings to them. Thus is human exis-

tence free. But, at vne and the samg time, these actions,

these thoughts, and these meaniﬁés'are-themselvés rocted -

-~ .

in the very world, the very historf,_and the very existence

éthey transform, and they never transcend (in any absolute

sense) their own spatio-temporal deté}minahts. Thus
R |
is human'existence¢nqcessary.37 It is, therefore, as

Merleau-Ponty says:

~ .. « . impossible de dire ou finissent les fortes
de l'histoire et ol .commencent les ndtres . . .
puisgu'il n'y a d"histoire que pour un sujet

qui la vive et de sujet que situe historiquement.38

g

’ ~

The problem of "causility" (of a crude, "determinism”

or "economism") canniot even be posed within the context

of such a radically dialecticai and historical materialism;”/’

.t Py

because, from this point of view, it is impossible to

-

’
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separate the "single global phenomenon®” of human existence

("moi-autrui-le monde") into isolable components: the

,—\(i:ﬁgternal," impersonal, and general pocle and the "internal,"
~ personal, and particular pole. "Tout est nécessité dans

. 1'homme . . . tout est contingente";39 ne, ... le meonde
- ’

est tout dedans et je suis tout hors de moi:"

. . . la gé&néralité et 1l'individualité de sujet,
la subjectivité qualifiée et la subjectivité&
pure, l'anonymat de 1'On et 1l'anonymat de la
conscience ne sont deux conceptions du sujet
entre lesguelles la philosophie aurait a choisir,
mais deukx moments d'une stryCture unique qui

est le sujet concret.4l

o

/

We must therefore strive to understand the world,
the better to understand ourselves and the extent-and
liﬁit of,sur realNconcrete freedom; i.,e. our ability
to direct the course of b;th. The abstract freedom to
judge, much vaunted‘by Sartre, " . . . which even slaves

in chains have," which " . . . never becomes what it-

~doees . . . never becomes flesh, never secures anything, never

nd2 is only a

compromises itself with power . "-. .r
parodyl(a mystification5 of }eal aﬁd concrete human freedom
which consists in self-determination; i.e. in the deter-
mination of existence, no# the abgtfﬁct negations of

a cogito; * The extent to which human beings are free,

-in this sense, to déEérmine their own existence, will

now be considered. . (:7
. ’

e

z
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Necessity

ﬁe acéept the view, shared.by both Marx and Sartre,
that praxié,';.e: the indissolﬁb}e unity of understanding
and action, characterizes (or defines) human existenée
and is the "locus" of human freedom. That freedom, however,
is never "absolute" because both elements of praxié,;
understanding as well as action, are always constrained
and limited, in short, "détermihed," by the specific
socio-~historical material world of whiéh they are an 8
integral part. Constraints on action are more réadily
and easjly identified and ackhowledged{ﬂuuaare constraints
on the understanding (which arepgftén attributed to lack
oflaccess to available knowledge): and historical struggle
has, for the most parE, directed itself at the former,
i.e.‘at extending hﬁmanity's freedom of action. The
more concrete ghoices of action men anfl women havéravail—
~able to them, the more "free" are they considered to
be. The contemporéry.strugglés for education and economic
and political powér by women, minority groups;.?hird
World nations, etc., and traditional class struggles
{(of which these'a;; sometimes congidered to be examples),
are regarded as "liberation" movements, precisely bécause
their aim is to extend the real -range of choices of action

available to the people concermned, on the assumption

that this will increase their chances of self-determination.

P

Y
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Buf the cons;rainté on human praxis {and therefore
on existence itself) are not limited to the range of
activities availabié to individuadls and communitiesi
they extend as far as their thoughts, their undersganding,
their very consciousness. our Jision of what is possiglel
aﬁd appropriate for o;fselves and for hfmanity is also
constrained by socio-historical maferial condjitions; A
and the "liberation" of that vision--which is in fact

prior, in a foundational sensgse, to any choices .of action

we make-—-from constraints of which we.are -in the first

*
-

instance essentially unconsc%ous, presents ms with a
far -more difficult and formidable task. d
In the first place, we have to acknowledge .that
absolute freedom of thought--from sbcio-hiétorical deter-
- minants~—-is unavailable to us and sq, therefere, is
abéolute, G;;Versél truth. This does not mean, however,
tha% no truth about.humanity and the world is available,
but rather that all truth is contingent and radically
so, as is that of which it is true. Our problem then-
becémes one of establishing a criterion of truth which
will distinguish the contingently true from the contin-
gently false, that is: " . . . a theory of consciousﬁess
which accounts for its myétification without denying

w43 This challenge will be -

jts participation in. truth.
taken up in the followinq’chapter. My concern here is

to consider to what extent conscicusness is in fact

-
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 constrained by determinants of which it is largely unaware.
Historical materialism maintains that what we think
is determineg by socio-historical conditions, and that

in the last instance the mode of production of material

]

1ife conditions "social, political and intellectual life

processes in general."” Consciousness, therefore, is

-~ .
determined by social life and not -vice-versa: "Just

as our opinion of an individual is not based on what

he thinks himself" so’we should not judge consciougness
and transformations of consciousness (ideas, their conflicts,.
and developments) by what consciousness éays of 'itself,

i.e. on purely ideal or "ideological” grounds:

{

-

. . . . on the contrary this consciousness must

be explained rather from the conditions of
material life, from the existing conflict between
the social productive forces and the relations

of productiOn.44 )

{Freudian theory maintains with respect to idiosyncratic
conscious processes a similar thesis: according to Freud,
the individual consciousness ﬁoes not create nor is it
capable of explaining its own contents; they originate
elsewhere, and have sources and significance of which

the thinkiné individual is necessarily unconscious.]

However, consciousness is not only determined with
[~

respect to what it thinks, but also with respect to how
it thinks and how transformations in thought occur. The .

structuralists have addressed themselves to this aspect
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of thought. o

Saussure's distinction between "langue" and “"parole"

enabled what came to be described as "structural” lingﬁis—
tics to isolate language,as a code or system distinct,
from "parole," from that which ig_said in ;t;'a systém
whose principles and structures remainrconétant while
the messages it conveys vary according to specific social
and personal historical conditiofs./” While these méésages
are social (and personal) eveﬁts and therefore diachronic,
and amenable to histbrical explanation and understanding, ’
the code itself surviveé diachrony. As a éystem, it
is collective and timeless} its essential determining
étru?tures must therefore be sought for not at the level
6f diachrony, but at the level of synchrony.

We have ;earnea from structural linguistics that
language (lanéue) is a system of items (e.g. phonémes)
anq rules; ana that the speaker of any language in speaking
,it, reveals.an unconsciéus but impkicit knbwledge of
those rﬁl\s. To speak (and make sense) is to make use
of distinctions, categories, and operations of which

you are unaware, which together for§ a system, which

is the condition of possibility of there being any meaning

and significance at all.
Structural anthropologists, like Lévi-Strauss, have -

extended this analysis of linguistic behaviour,-ﬁhich

emphasizes the primacy of the unconscious, to all cultural,

;(.“
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i.e. social, behaviour. They consider culture itself
as a language, and thereforg. all..cultural products
(generally "superstructures") as messages. ' The content

. ™ . -
by history and dialectic, “as Marxism suggests.(and Lévis

and meaning of these messafgs may well be pre;cribed
Strauss is committed to this view) ; bét\theif conditions
of possibility, as mességes with meaning, cannot be lookéd
for in histor;. The determining structures (cf form)
of systems which siénif? must be socught for é£ the level
of synchrony.
\‘:§¢cording to this view of culture, all human actions
hav;’meaning only bgcause there is an underlying system
of conventions which make this possible; as in the following,
Wherever there are“two posts, one can kick a
ball between them, but one can scorge a goal only
within a particular institutionalized framework.45
A particular culture is composed of a set of symbolic
systemsfwhich make possible various forms of behaviour--like
scoring a goal, or writing'a poem, being impolite, getting
divprced, befng uné@ployed, etc. Signs éighify only
as parts of a system or of a network of relations, and
it is to these determining synchronic struétures of cultural
phenomena that the structﬁraliéts turn their attention.-
. Lévi-Strauss has analyzed myth, totemism, and rules

of kinship as three separate systems of representation,

i.e. as three distinct languages[.bY‘means of which messages

[

'
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are exchanged between members of particular cultures.

In each case, the significant units (respectivel} mythemes,
totemic species, and cross- and parallel-cousins) were
seen to degive their significance from the place they

held in a whole system of relations——a system of which

the "speakers" themselves were uﬁaware. In each case,
rules of transformation }oppositions; ﬁediations, conjunc-
tions, disjunﬁtions, contrasts, and correlations, etc.)
were revealed, accounting fég the variability of the
messages conveyed within each "language" system; again,

thesé were rules of which the "speakers" were unaware-
: .

Lévi-Strauss’'s purpose in The Raw and the Cocked,

for example, was: " . . . to show, not how men think

in myths, but how myths, operate in men's minds without

n46

- their being aware of the fact. He concludes from

his analyses that there are universal unconscious laws
of thought which "govern" or "constrain" cultural practices:
i.e. mental inyariants beyond the diversity of human

societies. The "relevant explanation" of these, he claims,

- ’

"falls within an order which transcends both historical

47

succession and contemporary correlations"; that is,
) Y

both synchrony and diachrony, residing, as it must in
nature: that is, in life and "the whole of its physico-

chemical condit;‘.ons."48

—
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Myths signify the mind that evolves them by making
use of the world of which it is itself a part,

* Thus, there is a simultaneous production of myths
themselves, by the mind that generates them and

. by the myths, of an image of the world which
is already inherent in the structure of the mind.49

For Lévi—Strauss, as for Merleau—POnty,-there is
no clear-cut distinction between subjective states and
the properties of the cosmos50 since they mirror each

51

other. The truths learne& through men are "of the

world," and therefore at the same time "of man" who is

22 Just as myth represents the "free

of the. same world.

functioning of the mind," of the "savage" mind not yet
- ’ .

"domesticated for the purpose of yielding a return,"53

so also do mathematics and music in our own culture., Lévi-

Strauss cqﬂﬁdders myths, mathematics, and music as products of

the mind when it is " , , | left to commune with itself
and no longer has to come to terms with objecté." In

h 3
such "untdﬁed" Circumstances, the mind " . . . is reduced

to imitating itself as an object”" and:

- + . 5ince the laws governing its operations
are not fundamentally different from those it
exhibits in other functions, it shows itself

to be the nature of a thing among things

if the human mind appears determined even in

the realm of mythology, a fortiori, it must also
be determined in all its spheres of activity,54

More precisely, what is reflected in the'free~functioning

of the mind, in mathematiecs, music, and myth, is:
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. . the activity of the cells of thé cerebral
cortex, relaﬁlvely ‘emancipatéd from any pxternal
. constraint and obeying only its own laws. As ™
the mind too is a 'thing, the functioning of this
thing teaches uﬁ}émething about the nature of
things: even pu reflection is in the last
analysis an internalization of the cosmos. It
illustrates the structure of what lies outside
in a symbolic form.33

u . -
Thus, for'Lévi—Strquss, culture and cohsciousness
ultimately reduce to nature. The formal structural princi-

ples of collectiqe representations, considered as codes,
are seen to be determined, in the last instance, by the
brain and nervous sysﬁem. The content and meaning of
the same representations, considerea as messages, are
.“determined" by the material dialectic. According to
this acdgznt, our freedqmrfor'self—éetermination, as
historically determined subjects, tﬁét is, as subjects
of an historically determined world, is doubly constrained:
firstly, our immediate activitf‘is limited by the specific
material cond;tions in whiéh we live; -and, secondly,

: N

our interpretations, visions, and projections are limited

by the same historically specific material circumstances

which give content to consciousness, as well as by unconscious

“

laws of thought by which these contents are structured

and transformed.

Since no thought escapes these final determinants--
nature and the material dialectic, which are the very

conditions of possibility of there béiﬁg thought at all--

~

N
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it would appear (i) that superstructures are in the last
instant, inscrutable and autonomous, and (ii) that praxis

.+ is relatively powerless tO intervene in their direction
and development. ' ’ ; -

' The Sub}ect Decentred: Foucault
: 1 AR :

) .The wotk oé%@iéhel Foucault supperts these coﬁ%lusions
while eﬁtéhding fhe relevancé_of the structural analysis
to the actual contents of éonsgiohs,thought processes,
Like Lé&vi-Strauss, he treats culture as language, and
culturalﬁphenomena‘as messages; -and he examines the latter
" "at the level of synchrony to disclose the underlying
"episteﬁe“ (or code) which is their condition of édssibil;ty.
Fufthermoie, he maiﬁtains, following Bachelard, that
the history of ideas ié discontinuous rather thanlgontin—
uous, aﬂd that shifts in supersﬁruéﬁurg represent radical .
"epistémolggicgl breaks“ with past "ideologies" rather R
than the continuous development of them..56
Specific cultural phepomené, therefore, the.appear-
ance of the prison as a system of bunishment for exéﬁbie,
are not to be explained by reference to their own self-
consciousness (¢f. Marx, Lévi-Strauss, Freud), if thig_ﬂ
case to what the prison sysfem says about itself, its

history, purpose, etc.; but by reference-to the larger

network of particular discourses within which it functions.
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The art of punishing, then, must rest on a
whole technology of refresentation . . .27

_the representation of his (the incarcerated)
interests, the representation of his ‘advantages

ahd disadvantages, pleasure and displeasure . . ..
Individual correction must, therefore, assure

the process of -redefining ‘the individual as subject
of law, through the reinforcement of the systems

of signs and representations that they circulate.

-

The carceral network constituted one of the
armatures of this power-knowledge that has made i
the human sciences historically possible. Knowable’
man (soul, individuality, consciousness, conduct,
whatever it is called) is the object-effect of

. this analytic investment of this domination-
observation.59 .

according to Foucault, the shift f;om‘punishment
as torture {(which was alwajs a spectacle), to punishment
as incarceration {(which is essentially "unéeen"), is
intrinsically related to the‘appea:ance of the "indiv@dual?
in discourse, of the individual as "Judicial subjectjﬁ
as "rational‘animal," as "homo economicué"; i.e. the

individual as essentially representative of some norm

or value. So; it is the "invisible," inner man ({and
not the body) that is punished by incarceration; the
same "inner" man that is "disciplined" by school and
work,/andfétudied by the human sciences, which emerged
dﬁring the ééme period. Whatever made possible the new

discourse’ connecting punishment with imprisonment, also

,ha@e possible the new discourse about man, that essentially

‘abst;act individual, posées%or of mind, will, psyche,

life, labour, freedom, rights and duties~etc. The
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same "man" which remains today the "object" of social

‘ e
scient)fic discourse. Such an individual, Foucault claims,

k]

did not exist prior to the Nineteenth Century because
there was no place for him in the conceptual space governing

the“discourses of those earlier periods.

did not exist--any more than the potency of life,

the fecundity of labour &r the historical density

of language . . .60 Man is an invention of recent
date. And one perhaps nearing its end.6l

;$a . Before the end of the eighteenth century man

Just aé Lévi-Strauss maintains that -there are general
and universal laws of thougﬂt which are the final determinants
of particular mgthsﬂ and totemic and kinship systems,
so Foucault argues that there are general rules oflformation
which govern in a much more total way the possibLe "scientiﬁic“
discourses of particular historical periods. These rules
of formation'govgrn what can and cannot be said (or thought)
during that period. They make possible some discourses
and block out other types of investigation which might
count, as science in other times.

In.the Rennaissance, for example, the basic conception

of order was founded on the notion. of resemblance:

. « . relations of similitude and analogy link together
the microcosm and macrocosm, heaven and earth, the book
of the world and the books of men)"62

These relations formed part of the "episteme," the

set of rules of formation, which governed what could
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and could not be said in that periocd.

- -

In the classical peried, the notion of representation

displaced that of resemblance, and the world was organized,
no longer by qua%itative and symbolic correspondences,
but by gquantifiable identities and differences. Mathesis,
ahalysis, genesis, the construction of tablegjand taxonomies
charactetrize the science of this period. Nature is now
classified according to the visible, which is taken to
represent the hidden order of the werld: thus, language
represents "thought," money represents "wealth," plants
and animals represent "life."” The new "episteme" gave
rise ‘to what were essentially new sciences:
‘"Philology, biology and pelitical economy were
established, not in the places formerly occupied
by general grammar, natural history and the analysis
of wealth, but in an area where those forms of
knowledge did not exist, in the space they left
blank .6
In any given culture, at any given time, there is,
according to Foucault, only one episteme that defines
the conditions of possibility of all knowledge, whether

expressed as theory or " . . . silently invested in prac-
tice."64 These socio-historically specific a prioris of

knowledge are not constituted by, and cannot be reduced

the general model of a consciousness that
nb5

to,
-acquires, progresses and remembers since they themselves
constitute the outer limits of that same consciousness

and its very positivity. He claims, for example, that
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we cannot now legitimately speak of the history of "man"

. ¢ "
since man no, longer has a history (of his own}. The
. - f
human subject of contemporary discourse is rather the

nexus of several distinct histdries (of the prison, for
o

example, of the clinic and the asylum, of political economyj-- --

'bzﬁ;bgy, linguistics, ete¢.), that are neither subordinate

to him, nor homogeneous with him, nor efenl_homogeneous
with respect to-each other. It is the "episteme' that
determines man's place in the world; and this is not
subject to the intervention of individual consciousness,
since it makes possible those interventions.

Foucault's conclusions echo those of Lévi-Strauss
in that they suggest; (i) the relative autonom& of super-
structure, i.e. of‘man's interprefations of the wo;ld
and his place in it; the} appear to be self-déZérminiﬁg, .
and to obey internal laﬁs of formation and transformaticn
of which the thinking subject gs completely.unaware; |
(ii) the "determining" role of superstructure in the
constitﬁtion of human behaviour; and (iii),é%at man as

the subject of history is a relatively recent "invention";
v )

+"a new wrinkle in our knowledge,” and "a figure not yg%

. =
"two centuries o0ld" by Foucault's reckoning.66 The human

subject is thus once more displaced and decentred:
". . . no longer the sun from which the world radiates,"”
it becomes in Foucault's work the " . . . blank space

from which I speak."67

WP s soms o
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Ideclogy and the Subﬂect: Althusser.

Althusser's structuralism makes similar points.
Liﬁe.Foucault, he eschews the historical explanation

of historical‘evf ; that is, any ekplanation in terms

- of genesis, cont1nu1ty, development teleology, .or indivi-

’

dual prax1s-—1n favour of a synchronic analy51s of their
determining structures. Againh>like Foucault, he displaces

"man" from his traditional position at the centre of

‘

jthe historical process; maintaining that the true subjects

of hisiory are not individuals (nof eVen'classes) but

relations: the relatlons of productlon, and political

o~ <
-

N
.. the structure of the relations of producticn
determines the places and functions occaopied
- and adopted by ‘the agents of production, who .
o are never anything mpre than the occupants of -

these places, insofatr as thez are the "supports" S
{(Tridger) of these functions,

Humanlsubjects are literally “subjects,' in that they
act and think according to the norms, laws, and rules
of the (ideological ano;gspnomic) systems of whicﬁ‘they
are functions,-and to thch they are indeed “subjects."69
They are nct the agents or'moéor of Hie&ory, out rather
constituted as subjeoes in history. They can, therefore,
have no explanatoryirole in * . . . the only real history,

the history of .the material life of men."70
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He does not argub, like Foucault, that the notion _

of subject 'is a recent invention, but that it is necessarily

ideclogical, and therefore a "pre-scientific” notion.

It is the gff—spring of ideoldgy,7l and represents, there-

fore, a "mystification" of reality.
"Ideology is a 'Representation' of the imaginary

relationship of individuals to their real conditions

72

of existence.” According to Althusser, therefore,

b
>

the problem, which is Sartre's problem, of the "role
g

of the individual in history," is a "false! problem;

but niifPtheleés it is "an index to a true problem,”

that »7 . . of the concept of the historical forms of

w3

existence of individuality. .

Thus Althusser shares

Foucault's view (but for somewhat different reasons), that

.-

the human subjéct as such, énd strictly speaking, has
~.

no "real history" of its own; si?gé%its history, liksrx
that of all iéeological'notions,‘is situated outside‘
itself74 in the material conditions of existence. Properly
scientific, as épposed to'idéological (philosophical,

and mystified) discourse, must, therefore, be subiect-
less.75 Eacﬁbsociety has its own individuals, histori-
cal}y and éociallj determined; for us to bégin'with man,
therefore, woul?,be to béﬁagnwith the bourgeois'idea

of "man," and ensnare ourselves in the vyicious circle

o

of ideology.76 The "free-subject," which is Sartre's

“

point of departure, the "free man as subject of his

S AN
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actions," ié a false and illusory-construct of bourgeois
ideology masking the reality (to which all ideology alludes,
according to Althusser) which is, in this case, " . - - first
of all, man free to possess, to sell and to buy," and

man as the subject of law.77 Real men are what class

conditions make of them; and their real liberties,

", . . including the forms and limits of these liberties

and including their will to étruggle" depend on these

conditions.78
Thus, all three perspectives on "man," the.MarxiSt,

fhe phenomenological, and the structuralist, support the

materialist thesis of consciousness and culture which

has been the aréumeﬁt of-this chapter.. For -all 6? them,

"being" 1is prior'to "thouéht" {thesis [i]), and thought

part of, and not ontologically other than, the material

world (thesis [ii]). All of thém situate the individual-

within a context of historically'specific social and -

material processes from which he or she cannot be separated,

and which constitute both the positive and negative limits

of our freedom of thought and acfion. Although none

of them endofse a reductive Sr'mechanically deterministic

theory'of human pehaviour, none of them adopts the Satrian

("bourgeois") strategy of making individual praxis founda-

tional of both the reality and the understanding of social

phenomena. Consciousness and praxis, on all three accounts,

is epiphenomenal rather than foundational. Yet all
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three perspectives reject causal thinking as inappropriate-
and inadequate-fér the exploration and understanding

of social proéessés, in fdavour of approaches which are, either:
.imp}icitly 6r explicitly, material and in sope sense,
dialectical. The pﬁenomenological, and the ructuralist
approaches considered are all committed to some forﬁ i
of Mérxism and-I have tried to indicate where the three-
different perspectives coinciﬁe, and how tﬁey complement s
each other. In the chapters which Temain, I examine

their respective strengths and limitations in greéter

detail, and their relevance and significance to and for

each other, and for anthropolegical inguiry in géheral.
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Chapter V

Marx

Soufaf, in this thesis I have levelled two major criti-
cisms at-Sartre's attempt to grbuhd the truth éﬁd intelligi-
"bility of Marxism (of historical materialism) in existential
an. I have argued, first, that even if we accept the |
Critique on its own terms, it doeé not succeéd in its . '
aspiration. Sartre's assumption of a primordial alienation

' -
resulting from man's maferiality and seriality (that
is, frdm hié material existence wifh others in conditions
of scarcit&)lmakes it impossible fbr him to establish
- “
the real possibility (let alone éhe inevitabiiity) of
revolugionary social éhange which would eliminate glienaéion
and establish a "reign of freedom" amongst men. The
best he offers is a repetitive histerical cycle, whereby
genuine group (though not class)l braxis explodes periodi-
cally from the series, into which it gquickly returns,
e

once the moment of fusion in the face of a common "external"
enemy has passed.

Secondly, I have argued.;hat Sartre's account in
the Critique is insufficiently critical, and more Hegelian
and Cartesian than it is Marxist. Sartre too often forgets P
the historically specific situatedness of his own phenomeno-

logical descriptions and generalizes them into apparently

¥ e S
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onive sal, if not eternal and eseential truths. -He makes
claims about Humanity and History which approach the
metaphysical in their implicit universality and generality,
and betray the spirit of Marxism; which if notping else,
eschews all philosophy: of the specifioall& metaphysical
kind.2 Furthermore, these "essentialist™ claims are
based on phenomenclogical reflexion, which even at its
best and most critical, can reveal the truth only of
historically specific human experience, and.cannot.there—'
fore provide the intelligible foundation of the historical
and structural'scientific anthropology to which Sartre
aspires in the Cri.tigue.3 | ‘
I have appealed to Lévi- Strauss s alternatlve approach
to scientific anthropology in support of these crltlclsms,'
arguing that Sartre's point of departure,;the iaolated
and alienated worker; his methodology, phenomenologyfr
and his a prlorl characterlzatlon of ’ man, in terms of
Hlstory and Dialectical Reason, force hlm into descriptions
of social life which are more mythological than scientific
and more boprgeoie than revolutionary. * |
The ®ntelligibility of these criticisms will be
examined in the cﬁapters wﬁlch remaip with respect to
Marxism, existentialism, and structuralism in turn as
theyt are articulated by Marx, Sartre, andDLéQi-Strause.

- We begin with Marx.
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Marxism: Philosophy, Science or Ideology?

The epistemological status of historical materialdsm
is ambivalent because it is at once both a philosophy' of
history and a science of history.4 This ambivalgnce

is the basis of the various divisions within Marxis

since it permits a variety of quite radically different
and conflicﬁing inteilectual sympathies and projects
to parade under the same banner. Those who, like gartre,
are inspired by the philosophical in Marx5 cry "eéonomism,“
"scieqtism,“ "quietism," and "jdealism" to those Marxists
who reject philosophy in the interest of "scientific"
objectivity (Lévi—strauss and Althusser, for example).
While they in turn cry back "historicism," "relativism,"
"mystification"--and oﬁée more--"idealism" to Marxist
historians and philbsophers like Sartre.

I shall now explore this cdnfrontatioﬁ in greater .
detail; not so much take up arms in support of one side
or another, but to clarify their differences and isolate
the strengths aﬁd weaknesses of their respective aréuments.
I argue that the various contenders are fundamentally
united in their most ba;ic commitment to an epistemological
and political prianEI}s which, if consistently applied

and acknowledged with respect to their own theoretical

)
' work as well as that of others, would reveal that the

respective approaches complement rather than contradict

¢

-1
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or exclude each other, as diffefent ways of demystifying
consciousness and rendering the socio-historical process
‘intelligible. What divides these_thinkéfs is, therefore,
not something fundamental, but féthegatheir respective
mystificatidns ;f spciél reality; to which even the most
vigilant' and committed thinker will always remain
vulnerable--simply by viftue of his or her continuing
situatedness within the capitalist social formation.

A continu;ng and persistent materialist and dialectical
critique is therefore required to reveal these inadvertent
and ineQitable mystifications, from as many different
points of'Qiew as possible: ‘existential, phenomenoclogical,
and structural; or anthropological and feminist, as in

the present case. —\\

I develop this argument throuéh an exploration of

ideology and science since these have emerged as perhaps

the key terms in the confrontation geéween structuralist
and existential Marxism.

Before doing so, however, Iiwill first clafify my
earlier comment on the ambivalence of historical materialism,
as both a philosophy.and science of history; an ambivalence,
it was suggested; which is at the root of the various
confrontations withiﬁ Marxist thought.

Historical materialism:
a philosophy of history

Historical materialism is a philosophy of history
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because it attributes a meaning to past events which
transcends their specific spatio-temporal significance
and the particular intentions of the agents involved.
It is, in the words of Engels:

. . that view of the course of history which
seeks the ultimate cause and the great moving
power qf all important events in the economic
development of society, in the changes in the
modes of production and exchange, in the consequent
division of society into distinct classes, and
in the struggle of these classes against one
‘another.

It is a philosophy of history because it. interprets

. ]

the past from the point of view of the present, and renders
it intelligible in terms of a projected future; because
it regards'historical change, not' as a series of randcm,
arbitrary, and meaningless events, but as part of a pro-
gressive and teleological process, susceptible to rational
interpretation and intervéntion; because it assumes his-
torical continuity and rationality, and like all histories,
tells a story with a beginning, a middle, and an end.

Unlike many histories and philosophies of history,
however, unlike "Hegel for example, historical materialism

assumes the story inmedias res, and not at its end. ' The

end of the story is projected into the future on the
basis of the scientific laws which are generated by and
internal to the theory itself. The story has a plot

and a subject like all other stories; it is about class
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struggle, which it takes to be the very motor of history,
which will come to an end only when the exploited class
ovérthrows capitalism and establishes, possibly for the
first time in human history, a classlegg society of men
and women. . |

Again like other historieswJtistorical materialism
assumes a model of man which is intrinsic to the story's
intelligibility. In this case it is made explicit: man
is~a self-creating species-being. In fact, man, or human
nature, is the principal character or herc of the stbry,
which describes his alienation f;om himself under capitalism
and anticipates his recovery pf himself and of his freedom
as a species-being thréugh'social revqlution. The self-
creation of man constitutes the plot, the theme, and
the motive of the story.

Again like all other histories and philcsophies,
historical materialism has a point of view. But unlike
previous histories which have assumed the point of view
of the ruling class without making this explicit, historical
materialism adoéts tHe point of view of the working class
and is explicit in this position.and méthodical about
its application. 1In fact, the intelligibility of Marxigm
depends on the explicit assumption of this point of view.

. This really distinguishes historical materiaiism from
other histories and philosophies of history, which whi}e

tacitly adopting the perspective and interests of the
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ruling class, pose aé neﬁtral‘and objective: or nén—partisan
descriptions of events, ayailable to anyone belonéing

to the same social greup and the same historical period--
twentieth-century Germany, nineteenth%dén;u;y Engfand,

Canada in the Sixties, or whatever. Historical materialism
. ! { .
denounces and renounces such poses of neutrality an
r "

-

pseudo-objectivity. - .

Since historical materialism takes up the story -

L 3
in medias res and discloses a meaning in history which

has not Xét been realized, i.e. the emancipation of all

of Huﬁanity from alienation, expléitation, andoppression,

it is much more than a philosophy for those who are

persuaded by it; more than a mere theofy:which makes

history intelligible, it indicates a practice and explicitly

cails men to action: "The philosophers have only interp&eted

‘the world in various ways; the poinﬁ, howevexr, is to

change it."8
Precisely what kind of action Marxism calls for

is howeveronot self—evident.? It depends to a large
extent upon how the scientific element of the theory
is interpreted along with its relationship to the philo-
sophical; and upon how current conditions are described
in the ligﬁt of this interpretation.

Since Marx himself did not qlarify thé relationship

of the philosophical to the scientific in his own writings,

and appeafs to some to have done his philesophical weork
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early in his caréer, and his scientific woxrk later, it

is .sometimes arguéd that thére ;s not one unambivalent

thedry of historical matérialism, but two: attributéble

to the early and latexr Marx réspectively. Thﬁs a conflict
hés_grown over who is to be considered ?he "real" Mérx

and what is to be considergd thg au£heﬁtic core of historical
materiali;ﬁ; the earlier hisﬁbficist and humanistic writings

.

of Marx, or the scientific and economic work cf the la;ér
Ma;x? Althusser and thé structuralists cléarly favour
the later Marx and align themselves as Marxists on its
acceount; Sartre anq'tﬁe existentialists and phenoménologists
identify their allegiance to Marxism with the earlier
writings. |

There are éangers——théoretiéal and'politicélf— in
both ihterpretatiops‘when they are made exclusive of
the other, as they invariably are. I; is the goal of . g,
this chapter to think the tension between the tdo, to
do justice to the complexity and richness of Marx's thought
which is inevitably reduced whenever one is forced tb‘
chodse between the horns of a, supposed dilemma: I do
not therefore enter into the conflict on the éide of.
one. or the other éontending interpretations; but rathér‘
aimLEB\GI;rify some of the key issues involved in the
confrontation, showing how a féconciliationﬂpould be
effected between the opposing views,-without betraying

'
- ~
the most fundamental tenet of Marxism which, I maintain,

>
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is that theory be revolutionary in specific ways. .

Historical materialism:
a science of history

We must first of all establish what Marx means by
"science" when he speaks 6f historical materialism as
a science of\histof&.

Marx is actually gquite explicit in his work on political
economy about what constitutes a specifically scientific
analysis of social phenomena: it is an analysis which
is at once material, dialectical, historical, concrete,
and revelutionary.

1. Scientific i.e. materialist

Historical materialism is a materialism for two
‘ reasons. First, because it explaiﬁs social pﬁénomena
(e.g. legal, political, and economic reality), not from
their immediate appearances, but by probing Beneath their
surface phenomenal forms to the mode of production and
reproduction of material life which is the decisive factor
in their historical determination.

For example, the phenomenal form of social relations
within the capitalist social formation appeafs as the
exchange of commodities between free and equal individuals
in the market-place. It appears, therefore, at the level
"of the distribution and consumption of commodities. This
apparent reality is both the point of departure and the

point of arrival of liberal-bourgecis thought--economic,

—

-7
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political, and legal--which assumes as its first premise
a society of free and equal individuals entering. into
coritracts with each other, ‘

However, this phenomenal form of social relations
under capitalism is the complete invérse of the real
material érocessés which make possible and are at the
same time concealed by these appearances. For, according
to Marx, ?t is the preduction of commodities, not their
consumption, which determ}nes-social relations, and in
capitalist society: "These reld%ions are not those between
one individual and anéther, but ketween worker and capita-

w10

list . . . The relationship between them may be one

of exchange, but it is neither free nor equal. The worker

sé;Ls his labour o@t of necessity: it 1s his only means
of survival; and the wages he receives in exchange for
his‘laﬁour are always less than the value of that produced
by it. The;surplus, as we kno%, is appropriated by the
capifaList and is the condition of his possibility as

a capitalist: he ‘therefore, needs the worker if he is
go continue his existence as a capitalist.

At the lével of production, therefcge, fhere are
no individuals: Jjust workers and capitalisﬁs;'and they
are neither free nor equal in their exchange relations.ll
Ma¥x continues his analysis to show that this social

reality of productive relations is necessarily mystified

and inverted at the level of consumption to provide
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the conditions of possibility of commodity exchahge——
that is, the co-existence of free and equal individuals.
Marx's scientific analysis is materialist in a second

sense,in that it aims to discover the unconscious deter-

-~

minants of social life: laws of social formation which
are " . . . independent of the will, the consciousness
and the purposes of men,"12 themselves the manifestations

and effects of social reality rather than its determinants.’
- :

Because of this, and because there is a systematic mystifi-
cation of reality at the level of ideas in the capitalist
social formation, bourgeois or "wvulgar" economists, accor-
ding to Marx, never penetrate beyond thelabpearénces
of social relatiéns to their reality in the productive

process: -

. . . it is only the immediate phenomenal form
. of these relations that is expressed in their t\
- brains and not their inner connection . . . if
the latter were the case, what need would there .
be of science?l3 ' :

' 2. Scientific . i.e. historical : '
and dialectical . -

o . . . . L
Science, according to Marx's stipulations, is'also

historical and dialectical. It recognizes that

" . . . reality is not, it becomes," for example; that

A

o not speak.

for themselqés,lm:tderive their meaning and reélity from

their interconnectedness within a totalityeof relations.

Lro-

B,
.

L ogsd

oLt
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Science takes processes and not isolated facts, therefbre,

' aé its -object, and is concerned mot ‘with the validity

of their forms, but with their historical Pirth and death,

and their material "essence" and substratum. In the

words of Engels, gialecﬁical science: K . . . comprehends

things and their représentations, ideas, in their essential
~ connection, concatenation, moticn, origin aﬁd ending."l4

Marxist science, therefore, rejects metaphysics

i *
and traditional bourgeois Science as mystifications

. /
»which\deny process and becoming by fragmenting ané{reifying \\\h-

reality .into "being" and "artificially isolated_ah@é}ssified
facts." Genﬁinely scientific political, legal, economic,
and anthropological ingquiry does not aspire to general
truth;; for truths vary according to variations in soCial
relations, which are in turn determined by changes in -
productive relations. Each historical pericd, therefore,
will have laws of formation and transformation peculiar ’

'to itself, and it is into these particulars that the
éociai‘scientist is céllgd upon to inguire. It is dn

3

this sense that Marxist science claimsiro be concrete:

N—

*Since the difference between Marxist science and -
bourgeois science is so extreme, I shall use the following '
designations to distinguish them: : ' Sl _

science: to dencote Marxist science. o -
Science: to denote bourgecis science.
"science": when the reference is ambiguous.
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- The scientific value of such investigations lies -
in the disclosure of the special laws that regulate
the origin, existence, development and death
of a given social organism.l5

) Such a science will ﬁever arrive at a final and
definitive déécription of social reality, on account
of the historical and dialectical nature of that reality
"itself, which is always changing, and of its own descriptions

which must change in response to it.

3. Scientific i.e. revolutionary

In recognizing and demystifying appearances, science,
according to Marx, at the same ﬁime transcends them and
the reality which they express and reproduce. Seeing

through the reified objectivity of the given world is
tantamount to changing j‘.t.l6 Thus theory and practice
\
: N
are united, and science includes a truly revolutionary

'
- A

potential. Martin Nicolaus reminds us of this in his

Forward to the Grundrisse: .

Marx's theoretical labours were not concerned Y
with economics for the sake of economics, philosophy
-for the sake of philosophy, or criticism for

its own sake; but rather the aim of this work

was to prepare, to educate the next generation

of leaders of the working class in the objective

preconditions, gossibility and necessity of the
historic task.l

~
L]
While Engels's words at the graveside of Marx are more
direct: "Science was for Marx a historically dynamic

. revolutionary force . 8
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The economic “laws discovered by Marx, which function

independently and in spite  of society's conscious attempts

at self-direction, do not, therefore, describe.a timeless

and mechanical determinism, but an historical and dialec-

tical process of becoming into which we can intervene,

once we have attained knowlédge of I sic materiél
determinants--" . . . to shorten and lessen the birth- Ay
pangs"19 of the future, as it were. Social forces, like
unconscious psychic forces, only'work." R blinély,
forcibly and destructively so long as we do not understand
. and reckon with them." The point Qf Marxist science
is to develop an undefstanding of those forces,'so that’
they can be reckoned with and ultimately transcended.
Historical materialism is, therefore " . . ; a weapon _
in the class struggle, and not -merely an instrument of
scientific knowiedge.“zo Its truth.is visiple only from
a certain point of view (as all truth) and only to those
who are willing to see it, i.e. to those\; . . . whose

mission it is to create the future."21

It is not ﬁiéiblé
to those who prefer to conteﬁﬁlate timeless truths.in
perpetuation of past and presept realities. Since'the

" , . . active participation of thought is needed,.“22
if that future is to be aealized, those wﬁo are anxious
for social change in the direction of some kind of

"socialism” and the destruction of capitalism will be

inclined to Marxist science as a theory and a practice.
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While those in whose interests it is tO\p;eserve the
status quo, will reject it, in favour of metaphysics
or of Sqience.

Historical méterialism: science

or philosophy of science?

What we ha;e described, however, is a pa;ticula?
philcsophy of fscience“ and not “"science" as ;uch;ﬁe
philosgphy of science which cannot be understood o%'judjed

y .
apart from-a particulaf Ehilosophygpf man and history.
ﬁpon which it depends for its credibility and intelligibility.

For, only if you first accept historical materialism

as a philosophy of history, with a particular point of-

o

view and a particular future project, will you be able
to endorse Marx's elaboration of it in'térms of science.23

As a phileosophy of science, likg all philosophies,
historical materialism assumes a point of yieQ;and a

. . )

set of interests--those of the working-class. 1In doing
so it challenges all previohs inlosophies and practices .
of Science which have consistently assumed the point
of view apd thé interests of the ruling-class, beneath
their Bfficial;guise of "neutrality,” "objectivity,"
and "impartiality." Previous Scienée has been metaphysical

because it has assumed ‘a non-historical and non-dialectical

position with respect to reality and has, since the

‘Scientific Revolution, considered:. " . . . the capitalist

system, not as a transitory phase of historical development

’

&
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but as the absolute and final form of sociallproduction."zﬂ'

Marxism can justify igs claim to scientificity, there-
fore, but only on its own ketms (again like all "science");
it is certainly not Scientific according to the rubric
of traditional (bourgeois) Science. What Marx presents
is not so much an account of historical materialisﬁrgg
a_Science, ‘but the prescribed norms and objectives of a

* W
new. social scientific practice. Historical materialism,

therefore, cannot be legitimized by its claim to scientifi--
city; on the conﬁrary, it is the philosophy which legiti-
mizes the science, which has no significance and no meacing
apart from it.

Marx, and certainly subsequent Marxists, have tended

to overlook this last point, and the radical discontinuity

’

between traditional bourgeois Science and Marxist science
which it inc'iicates.25 Still mystified by the ideology

of Science, according to which Science is scif—validgting,
Marﬁ and his commentators and successors have appealed |
to "science" and "scientificity" to legitimize'their own
practice of historical materialism. But, as I havc argued
above, this is co put the cart before‘the horse {or indeed,
the means before the end) . For. what legitimizes historical
materialism and distinguishes it from oﬁher theoretical ‘
pfactices is not its "scientificity," but rather its

-

specifically dialectical, historical, and essentially

revolutionary perspective; its assumption -of an explicitly
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political point of view in opposition to the "aécepted
wisdom" of the day, an@ of an exﬁlicitly political project—--
the destruction of that so-called wisdom and the social
reality that maintaiﬁs'it, including the mystified theories
and praqticgs thrown up by Sciengé itself withih the capi-
talist social formation..

Contributionsrto Marxism, like Sartre's for example,
should not, thefefore,‘be judgéd by Marxists'according
to whether or not they are "sciengific" in some unspecified
sense. For "sciehce" iike "freedom” is a devalued currency;
it is little more than a pawn in a social and political .
struggle~whosé real battles are beiﬁg waged elséwhere.
In fact, the argument ov;r the "scientificity" of ideas
'only serves tg divért attention from what is reallyfag
stéke in those ideas: whether or not they cz;}tibute to
the creation of revolutionéry soc}al change. Anfljses
of social phenomena which are materialist, historical,
dialectical, and concfete, as specified py Marx and indicated
above, which constantly strive to raise the veil of ideoclogy
and, establish the possibility of a qualitatively'difﬁerent
future, will'satisfy that revolutionary requireﬁent. They
will also, as-it happens, be identified as scientific accor- -
ding to Marx's specification of "science." But their
scientificity is incidental, and not fundaméntal;'a classi-
fication rather than an évalﬁation of their epistemological

and political intelligibility.

-
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Historical Materialism:
. science or ideology?

What then is meant by "ideology™ in the context of
Marxist science? 1t clearly has a more specific and criti-
Eal sense than it has for the scciologist of knowledge,
for example& For the latter, all thought is considered
_éo be "ideological" by virtue of ité necessary historicity;
and consequently, no thought can » anscend ideology, since
no thought can transcend its situatedness in specific socio-
‘historical conditions. On this vie%,>Marxism is no different
from other interpretations of social‘life; it tooc is an
ideolégy. )

But this equation of'Mérxism with all other ideoclogies
is possible only at the cost of redﬁcing "ideolegy, " which

in-Marx is an essentially critical and political concept

of revolutionary practice, to a descriptive, value-neutral

category -Qf epistemology. What identifies ideology for ™

ot theédhistorical origin and specificity of ideas,

qranted, but their-practical and political

cg seque!g- The historicity of thought is the condition

of possibd y of ideoibgy and therefore the foundation
of its intelligibility; but it is not its‘equivélent.
Ideological ideas are, for Marx, ideas which mystify
reality by descfibing the surface appearances of social

life as if they were describing its reality, while at the

safle time, failing to disclose, and thus obscuring and



' : 236

conhcealing, its fuﬁdamen?él méterial determinants.
Ideologlcal ideas also reify reality by presentlng
hlstorlcally specific truths as 1f they ‘were eternal verities;
descrlblng Man and Consciousness, or Society, the Family,
and Money, as if they had an existence and an essence aéart
from the particular social formation in which' they 5ccur.
Both mystification and reification obstruct social
change by obscuring its. fundamental materlal determinants.
It is for this reason that Marx rejects traditional economic
and ‘political theory as ideologgcal-—hot because‘they are
historically baséd dnd necessarily partisan, but because
" they mystify and reify reality.
According to Marx, each historical epoch produces
its own illusions. Ideologies are, therefore, socially
and historically spec1f1c and differ under different modes
of productlon.. Ideologles can only be disclosed concretely,
therefore, in their socio-historical specificity, and not
as generélities or abstractions. The ruling ideas of any
social formation will ten ?oﬁbe ideological, howeéer,
i.e. mystifying and rei%gh, becauser\i/é is always in the
interests of the ruling class.to Rrresent reality as if

it were unchanging. In class society:

The class which has the means of material pro-
duction at its disposal has control at the same
time over the means of mental production .
generally speaking, the ideas of those who lack

the means of mental productlon are subject to
it.
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- Since all science, philosophy, lité;ature,.art,-and
P

all social and political thought_in-the past have been”
articulated and directed by. the ruiing class, they have-i
tended towgrds the mystification and reification of human
reality in the intereéts of that class, ané, therefore,"’
have been largely ideclogical.. But only with the rise

of capitalism, and of the‘bouréeoisie as the ruling class,
“has there emerged an almost total hegemony of the rulin§
class ideolegy, and a systematic mystification of social
reality. This is because capitalism, as an economic system,

needs to conceal the truth of its productive relations

(inequality between social classes) in order to function

at all at the level of distribution and consumption which

requires exchange between free- and equal individuals. To

ensuré the consumption and exchange of commodities, capitalism
‘ must not only obscu;e preductive relations (mystification),
but algo present its own ideas and interests as a class
as if they were objective, neutral, universal truths, and

the "on rational, universally valid ones"‘(reification);
concealing the real material inequality and unfreedom between
classes béhind a screen of ideal equality and freedom
attributed to igdividqals consenting .and contracting in
a society founded on consumer econoﬁfﬂ Bourgeois. thought

is, therefore, thoroughly ideoclogical aécording_to Marx:

and it is the historical task of revolutionaries to first

demystify it, to reveal.the social reality of unequal and
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exploitive produétive relations which nourish'it, and then -
+to work towards its‘destructién through éhe destruction
of its material conditions of possibility. |

Thus ideolocgy is ndt the Other df Science, Truth,
Objegtivity, or Validity, for Marxism, but rather-a generél‘

term of refusal of them; an indictment of them and the

1y

bourgecis point of view they pfesuppose and express.

For example, the view tiat separate, free, and equal
individuals are the.basis‘of éocie&y into which they enter
by ‘consent and which then serves them and their mutdal
interests, is rejected as'bOurgeois ;deology-by Marxists,
not bec?use it is untrue--which it/way or may not be, or because
it is “unscientifiq" or biased, but (i) beéause it myétifies
reality: it does not see beyond the appearance and the
conscious appropriétion of social life, and presents those
appearances and that consciousness™as if they manifested
reality; and (ii) because it reifieé reality: it presents
those appeérances, not only as real, but alsq as if they.
wefé timelesé universals, and not the’hiétorical producfs,
of human existence.

Ideology is not, therefore, the Other of Science,

Ut the Other of Marxist science, i:e. of the historical,
material, dialectical, and revolutionary éxaminaﬁioﬁ of
social reality.

"Ideology," like "science," however, is not always

used in this very precise sense specific to Marx, neither
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by Marxists, nor by Marx himself. Danny GoldstIck has
ecently suggested seven different senses of "ideology"
ich can be found in Marxist and ﬁon—Marxistﬁﬁiitings

alike:

{(a) science of ideas (the.original eighteenth-

century meaning, now obsolete); (b) overconcentra-

tion on theorizing and ideas (alsc obsclete) ;. |

(c} non-econcmic component in a social order

(e.g. art, politics, law, religion, philosophy);

(d) body of ideas which owes its popularity to

the function that- it serves--without its adherents

realizing it--off glorifying one of the non-economic
> occupational specialties to which the division

of labour gives rise, ,exaggerating relative auto-

nomy of (the subject-matter of) that speciality

and so concealing the actual determination of

its main features in the long run by economics:

(e} unsystematic partisan system of ideas;

(f) "non-cognitive" (i.e. truthvalueless) partisan

system of ideas; {g) partisan system of ideas. 27

Of these seven, (g) is probably the most commonly used
sense amongst both Marxists and non-Marxists; (f) is
prevalent amongst " . . . those influenced by the claims

of bourgeois philésophy-. . . that partisanship is incom-
patible with objectivity"; ané (d) is the sensé?mdgt common
" to Marx and Engels, in Goldgtiék's opinion. It is also

the sense which most closely apéroximates my own specifica-
tion of a Marxist theory of ideology in terms of reificaticn
and mysiification, as d%tiined above, -

| Nevertheless, the term is ambiguous and like "science"
is not always used, not even by Marxists, in the suggested

28

sense specific to Marx. Because of this, I would suggest

A
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that Marxists jettison both "ideology" and "science," as
normative terms, and replace them with the more precise
critical terms, specific to a Marxist critigue, of

"reification” and "mystification." Rival ideologies and

sciences, of which Marxism itself could be considered one,
could then be assessed according to a general standard:
that is, according to their tendencies to mystify and reify

[

reality. And this is how we shall use these terms for

the rest of the thesis.29

Marxism: A Critique

_Since historical mater;alism‘ié not iéelf_"carved
in-tablets,“'and‘thus "not ekemﬁt from its. own laws,"30
it is appropriate that we first evaluate Marx's thought
according to his own c;itefia} before appljing those criteria
_to the existentiéi andvét;uctural interéretatiOns we have
__been ;onsidering. .
Historical materialism is firs£ and foremost a philo-
_soﬁhy of history and therefore is subject to the same kind
of‘critique which it itself addresses to other histories
and philésophies of history: tha£ is, a critique in terms

of its actual and potential mystifications and reifications
3

of social reality. TI shall argue that Marx's ideas of

history, freedom, and nature, and therefore his notion

»

of man to which they all refer, do mystify reality to varying
. . \ ~

degrees. f
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History
The very assumption of histdrz, for example, as linear,
. LAt
progressive, and meaningful, " . . . the process of evelu-

31 the process of the genesis of man,32

tion of humanity,"
is both an ethhocentric and a phallocentric prejudice which

must not éo uncﬁallenged. This’}dea of history, as

\ ]

rational and teleclogical and directed towards the emanci-
pétion of humanity, has been used’throughout‘human histeory,
and continues to be used, to mystify and so justify the
systematic exﬁloigapion, oppression, repression, and abuse
of most men and all women and children, in‘the intereéts
of a few. While all human beings have been diminished

in the process. .

As long as this assumption of historical progress

‘goes unChaliehgéd, it'will continue to mystify and justify

inhuman social practices, in "socialist" and capitalist

regimes alike;'for if makes possible the separation of

means and ends and the justification of the former in terms
33

of the latter. Thus gresént social realities are legi- -
timized as means for the fulfillment of a "more humane"

future——-and satisfaction forever deferred. There ensues

a refusal to look at the present as it is for itself: its

-

meaning and truth are always projected either onto thé

past {(present realities'are the effects of ;past practices,

the practices of others over.which we have nq control),

or onto the futuré, which is forever on the horizon.
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Thus is concrete immediate lived:exggrience both reified

and mysﬁified; fo® its reality-aédf;ignificancé/is referred

to a future'(pr past) which is not,g?hich is necessarily
abstract, meédiated, ideal, and unknoﬁable.

Such a "histofy" clearly serves the interests of those
with power and influence over presently éfistiné social
forces. It also ser§e§ te ;bscure,and conceal the specificity
and livea reality of present social relations_by reducing
them to a single meaning (as Sartre rightly pointed out
in his critique of vulgar Marxism in theyQuestions--my
argument.is thét this danger is intrinsic to¢ any approach '
to human affa;rs which takes this particular concept of
History for granted, as does Sartre himself, following
Marx's- own examéle). The specific truth éf the relétions

between men and women, for example, has been consistently

refused, obscured, in short denied (i.e. mystified and
reified), by Marxist and non-Marxist "history" alike.

© Mary O' Br;en in her Politics of Reproduction explores

thlS pa:tlcular omission of traditional. hlstorlcal dlscourse
in detail. Her argument suggests that the subjugation

and oppression of women does not appear as such in (male),
history because it is its very condition of p0551b111ty,

it is that ‘upon which history is built. She maintains

that history ' is an essentially male invention; that it

is phallocentrlc and phallocratlc, not per accidens--

because males and not females, as it happens, invented

SR
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—--but by necessity, because it serves

-

and dominated cult
specifically male needs.
She argues_hﬁat history “s founded ‘in the different.

relatlonshlp of men and women to reproductlon, and that

it is, thergfore, reproductive (not productive) relatlons

& .
whitch are the fundamental motor of history. The reproductive

process consists of -eight dialectical moments, according //

;o O'Brien: menstruation, copulation, alienation, concep-

tion; labour, bir;h, appropriation, andlnurture. Only

one of these moments requires active male participation:

copulatiod, and this is a short-lived event with nc signifi-

_ cant temporal‘struotufe and therefore giving rise to no
specific temporal consciouspess——neitﬁer'cyclica episodic,

nor linear. Women, by contrast, experignce and ziiévely

participate in the whole‘reproductive process, and all

éf its temporal sfrgctures, which are episodic (copulation

and conception}, cycIiéal;(menstruation), and lineaf
(pregnancy, birth, nurture). The moment'of.alienation

(the third moment) is peculiarly male, and refers-to the’

-

alienation of (Gke male seed during intercourse, whereby
men are radlcally estranged; from the consequences of their
actions, and more importigggy, from the reproductive process

itself. The moment of cop

tion, therefore, constitutes
both the inclusion and /the exclusin'of men in and from
reproductiony;and is e first historical contradiction,

This experience of contradiction, which is peculiarly male,
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is'the;gfore mediated by a peculiarly male praxis: by
the appropriation of children, and later of mothers, through

.the institution of rites/rights of paternity.

The profound'différence between the sccial reality

and experience of paternity\and maternity is thus revealed-

‘and it cannot be oqer-emphasized: the former is entirely

cultural, in that it relies on a social institution; the

latter entirely natural, in that no specifically cultural

mediation is required to establish it. Maternity, both

knbwn and lived, is a natural, immediatg, direct, and concrete

relation .(no-one can dispute a woman's claim to have mothered

a particular child when she has both borne and bred that

child, least of all the mother); while paternity, lived

and "acknowledged,” is always'and necessarily cultural,‘

indirect, mediated, conventional, and abstract; and alﬁays

disputagle, relying ag it does on male control over women

plus a decision by a particular male to acknowledge a parti—'

cular child. 1Indeed, " . . . the office of faﬁhe; is man's

first peolitical office."34
Becausé of their innately different relationship to

reproducticn, ". . . male and female time consciousness :

igs different." "Female time is continuous, male time is
discontinuous." This " . . . frees men from the contin-

gencies of natural time, but deprives them of experienced

n33

" generational continuity. Men, therefore, created

artificial cultural principles of continuity in the

Aotiey -
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public, cultural, and political realm (a realm constituted
‘for that very purpose) to mediate their experienced estrange-
" ment from tempdral and species continuity in the private,

hatural, and personal feél? which is uniquely available ’

to fnothers.36

4

For men, species time is discontinuous. Men
have to create artificial modes of continuity . )
in social and symbolic ways, and the most successful
~of these is the political community. It is not
by chance that the vocabulary of politics is
persistently organic. Constitution, body politic
and hereditary monarchy are instances of male
potency, the power over a natural process which
is indifferent to men's post-coital fate, and

the ability to develop a collective praxis which
creates artificial modes of continuity powerful
enough to obscure from the searching gaze of

Karl Marx the fact that genetic continuity is a
material substructure of human history.3/

History, conceived of as rational, teleological, and
continuous is one sucﬁ artificial principle of continuity.
It is, therefore, not so much an expression of humanity's
need to congquer time, scarcity, or the alienation resulting
from productive relations, as it is an expression of men's
specific ﬁeed to overcome their alienation from temporal

and species continuity as a result of their primary exclu-

-

sion from the reproductive process.

. . . history is, among other things, the actual’
creation of continuity, for men must act, to
create continuity by vittue of their alienation
from continuity in the reproductive process.38

L3
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Marx, by assuming history as a legitimate and unques-
tioned point of departure for rende;ing social reality
intelligible ghd social change iqgvitable, fallsivictim.
to the mystifications implicit in,fhét same history; and

so, like Sartre, fa;ls “\T\T\*Ht end the ideolcgical
' w39

fetishism of pater familias Victorian styl He does,

LY

however, and this is what constitutes his ormous worth

és a thinker, provide us with almethod (mgterial, . -
dialectical, h}storical, concrete, and re lufionafy) which
allows us to éisclose his limitations and transcend them.
The ethnocgEFric limitations of the concept of History . -

havé already been discq’;ed in detail in chapter II with

#espeqt to Sartre's definition of man in terms of history

and the dialectic, and history and the dialectic in terms

of man. We-afgued there that to privilege history in such

afway was to mystify and rgif& an essentially socio-historically

Q

cannot found anthropological understanding, but rather N

specific and ethnocentric superstructural formation, which

demands it: " .-. . in terms of deeper material substruc-

tures, which alone will explain that same historical conscious- L

ness."40

We learned from Lévi—Strauss_fhat non-historical
societies exisﬁ, énd consist of human beings whosggpractices
, and praxes are as dialectical as our own,, These societies

conquer time, make discontinuous events intelligible and,

if we accept Mary O'Brien's thesis, overcome male

k\/ﬂf\

B P N
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.

estrangement from temporal and speciés continuity, not

[%

;gﬁginventing History and interpreting events in terms of

their historical progression téwards sqme‘humanly dg;ipable
énd, but by establishing permanent social structures which
persist throughout time without significant change, and
by interpreting events in terms of myths, i.e. in termé
of primordial realities which events merelyréﬁnfirm.

These repetitive societies were also seen to Pe non-
alienated societies, in spite of the real cohdItions of
scarcity in which they exist. Thus scarcity, as a founda-

tion for Histaqry, was challenged by Lévi-Strauss's work.

. “ .
He suggests that increased population size and consequent

reduced‘levels of authenticity provided History's conditions

of possibility (alienatipn, for example), together with
hierarcgzaal social organization, writing, and private
property, which emerged simultaneously with them.

This view, which considers population size to be the fun-

damental and necessary variable in the determination of

history and historical consciousness challenges the con-

ventional Marxist view which focuses on the division of

labour (in production) and the emergence of private property

.

_contingént upon it. Marx's vision of bringing an end to

alienation and (pre-) history through the destruction of
private property and the establishment of international
socialism is shown to be unfounded; unless it can include

within it some stipulation or strategy for maintaining

- -
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lsw ieveis of population aqq hence high levels of authen-
ticity. Sartre's énaLyses of the alienating structures
of seriality (see chapter I), and Merleau-Ponty's account
of the:emergencé of self-consciousness as-a COnsequeﬁce
of the break-down in communication (chapter IV} point .to
the .same limitations in traditicnal Marxism.

~

In fact, Marx himself realized £hat the division of labour
and the inétitution of private property were.not the suffi-
cient condﬁfibns of history and the emergencé of historical
(alienated) consciousness. For he recognized that the »
first division of labour ‘and the first acquisition of private
property o ed within the familx, and that non-historical,
nén—capitarist, non—alienaté@ éocieties consis£ of families
so—structuréd.41 In such families men own women and children
(Lévi-strauss testifies to the primordial ownership of
women by men within culture by identifying humdn‘culturej . -
with the Excﬁque of women}, and labour is divided between
the sexes; public and productive labour being performed 'VE
by the meﬁ, and private, ;eproductive.labour by the women.

| .We must recognize, however, that it is not the nature
of the work which-determines its public/private and

productive/reproductive classification, but the nature

of the worker; that the division of labour within the family f

is neither "natural" nor "spontaneous,"” as Marx and Engels ’
and others have assumed, but Hi%torical and conventional;

Y
for sexual discrimination both precedes and conditiens

oL

P

pRr T
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it. For whatever men do is considered puﬁlic anﬁ produc-
tive, even if it is, as it is in rare cases, nurturing
activity, raising children or preparing food.’ While,
whatever women do is considered private and non-productive,
whether it be cooking and cleaning, or farming fboth crops
and animals), fishing, manufacturing {(clothes and tools},
or construction‘work (bdats, houses, furniture}, which

it often is.

Within the primordial human famiiy, therefore, labour
is divided and men own woman and children; but fhere is
not yet History, nor Alienation in Marx's sense.-

The first challenge éo Marxism, therefore, posed by
the anthropological and feminist critique, is to ?ender

these.prehistorical patriarchal relations‘intelligible

in' terms of their historical and material conditions of
possibility: since it is only on the basis of this prior

social formation of the patriarchal family that the |

v

historical appropriation of productive surplus in the hands
of men rather than women in capitalism can be adequately
understood, or adequately challenged, thereéore. . -
Patriarchal political organizations will remain éfteg
the destruction of capitalisp if.their specificity is ;ither
denied or ignored, or iﬁ we are mistakemn about their 7

) - ¥
historigal and material conditions of possibility (if we

imagine that they are rooted in scarcity, foz/zfiﬂgge,
or in the implicit weakness of women who hawv he misfortune

| S e
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of getting pgégnant). Patriarchy does not seem to be rooted
in contingent productive relations, but in the relationship
of men to the reproductive process. I have suggested above
that men preated patria:chy‘(their first political produc-.
tiqn),.fg secure for themselves by political meang an
identification with species and generational continuity
which ohly woﬁen experience immediately, directly, and
.naturally by virtue of being moﬁhers; and that they did
this'by establishing paterﬁity rights/rites .over women's
offspring. But the institution of relations of paternity is
at one and the same time the ipstitution of‘gatriarchx;

for paternity is guaranteed only if maternity is first
controlled-—-and that is possible only if all women are
collectively controlled by all men. This truth-of social
reality has to be acknowledged before it can H%’ﬁransceqded.
But we Qave learned from Marx himself in whose interests

thé ruling ideas rﬁle; and they consistently rule the
critique of patriarchal structures and idéQlogy out of

the court of "serious" Bmjlosophical and political discourse.
As long as this continues, political and philosophical ~
discourse will, in our opinion, continue to ramr around’

in a vicious civrcle, _in its neurotic refusal to examine

its own conscience, and the unconscious of its discourse

which is gatriarchz.

The second challenge to historical materialism is

to make the remaining condition of possibility of
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capitalism intelligible; that.as the appropriation and
accumulation of the surplus in the hands of some men rather
than all. Lévi-Strauss's observations correlating increases
in population size with decréésing levels of authenticity
(together with the emergénce of hierarchical social
relations, writing, and history itself} are suggestive

in this respect.42 Her fo;ces us to look beyond the tradi-
tional Marxist categories for our explanation of ﬁistory

and the rise of capitalism in particular, by isolating

population size rather than the mode of production, as

the critical determinant linking private property and surplus

X
production with the establishment of hierarchical class

relations between men (in no way comparable, historically,

to those already existing between men and women).

Again, changes in reproductiﬁe relations emerge as
determinant, as increases in populétion size force changes
in kinship structures to occur. Contingencies of climate
and geography also stimulate transformations of kinship
structures in response to stimulated growth and fertility,
and thé migration and mixing of societies and the for&atiOn

of "nations,"

for example.

The modé of production is not denied as a critical
determinant of social change in this analysis; but like
the decentred cogito'of previous chapters, it is no longer

acknowledged as the final determinant, in the last analysis,

of all social relations. This has significant consequences

™
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for the revolutionary charac£er of historical materialism,
qnd for any discussion of strategy for radical social change,
fbr it suggests thét perhaps more than changes in produc-
tive relations are reguired to remove. the efcesses, 4{%51
injustices, inequaiities, and talienations traditionally

associated with capitalism. y

Freedom
A similar critique can be addreséed to'Marx:s-concept
of freedom: that his assumption of freedom as‘ﬁhe supfeme
value and end of human nature, serves to reify and myétify
sbcial relations, aspirations, and values, rather thaﬂ'
transform or "liberate" them.

"

Marx realized that the abstract,; individual freedom

_of traditidna{, social, and political theory (e.g. that

of Rousseau) was a bourgeois mystification, disgquising

real social relations of unfreedom in capital;st society;43
that, in fact, it described only\the felatidns of the markgt-
piace and thé‘E}eedom of men as consumers; to buy and sell

commoditiés. He also realized that “freedom“'and

"equality” yere the ruling ideas of the bourgeoisie and

*served their interests, while other values had reigned -

supreme unéer different social systems: honour and 1oyalty
during the rule of the aristocracy, for example.-

Nevertheless, even though he acknowledged the his-
toricity of freedom as a valué, and its mystifying

political function as a ruling ided of the ruling class,
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Marx retained it as one of the principai values of histori-
cal materialism—;rédefining it, but nevertheless, having
his ' cake {exploiting éhe emotfonal appeal of'the call to
"freedom") and eating it too {rejecting thé bourgecis appeal
as a mystification). | .

‘ The appeal. to freedqp, like the appeal to science,
is retained in historigal materialism because it is
intrinsically normative and self-validating: “everyone,
it is presumed; is in favdur of science and freédom; £hey

- N \\‘\
should therefore be in favolr of historigal materialism,

the "scientific” purs;it of "freedom." But, as we have

seen in our discussion of science abéve, the terms'of traz;
ditional political philosophy may appear in Marxism, but
they do so only under radically different descriptions. | N
It was suggested there, that such a practice, nét only
obscures and confuses .the real points of conflict betweén

Marxists, and Marxists and non-Marxists alike, but also

runs the risk of transforming a social and material struggdle -
into one conducted at the levei of ideas only.44

In fact/the hegemony of the bourgeois ideology of
ffeedéﬁ, is so total that .attempts to combat that

hegemony on its own terms, that is, in terms of freedom,

are quite self-defeating. They invite, not only confusion,

' (éﬁt also.co—oétion, by diverting an essentially political
' " t

ﬂ

conflict'into a conflict of ideas (we are freer than they,

etc.). ~
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Marxists should, therefore I suggest, cease promoting

. socialism as the "road to freedom" (a fundamentally abstract

formulation), because whether they believe it or not, free-

dom has come to mean freedom from production (work) and

P
1 . -

f;eedém for consumptign (leisure); and £his, of cdurse,
is nét what Marxism is promoting at all. -

But even Marx's reformulations of freedom do not escape‘
criticism, :or he assumes too many of its original bourgeois
mfstifitatiéns; for example, he characterizes freedom as:

(i) an historical achievement;‘(ii) the antithesis of the
alienatio; specific to éapitalisf producfive relations;
(iii) £he victdry of humanity over need and nature itself.

I will consider each of these mystifications in turn.

1. Freedom as an Ristorical M
achievement

We have already argued that Marx's uncritica% adoption of
the Hegelian idea of ﬁistory, as rétbonal and continuous, ‘
the story of man's progressive evolution towards emancipa-
tion and genuine hum;nity, is both ethnoceﬁ%ric and phallo-
centric, and as such contributes more to the mystif;cétion
of social reality, than t§ its revolutionary transformation.45
It va;idatés the excesses of past history and present_soéial
reality,:by regarding them as necessary stages in an

S "L 4
evolutionary process whose end term is "freedom," 6

and
thus justifies conditions'which are existentially intoler-
able, as the necessary historical means for the creation

of an equally necessary future end which will negate and

.
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transcend all injustices and hardships, and all unfreedomns.

| In the first place, this notion of freedom, as the
achievement ¢f human history, invalidates primitive societies
"and denies the specificity of their Social orgaﬁizations.

£ .
This is exemplified in the following observation by Marx:

. Atheism and communism are not flight or abstrac-
tion from, nor loss of, the objective world which
men have created . . .. They are not an impover-
.ished return to unnatural, primitive simplicity.
They are, the first real emergence, the dgenuine
actualization of man's nature as something real.47

b [emphasis mine]

P;imitivé éeople,vpresumed to be less "frefalF than we[ lesé
"real" as.human beings because £hei€ productiﬁe forces—--

and therefdré their humanity--are less developed,48 have
been "adﬁancea“ towards genuine humanity and freedom; and
rushed through stages of economic and productive_de%eloément
'3iﬁ fifty, spmétimes fifteen years, which were spréad avé?
3,000 years or more in the(case of the Western capitaliég
nations which prqvide the model for their “eniightenea"_;‘
lgadership. All oﬂ‘the assumption that this way lies the '
“esseﬂce" of man, bis freedom and fulfillment, and his
emancipation,jrom bondage to nature: ."Liberation is an
historical aﬂd'ndt a mental act, and it is brought about
by historical conditions, the development of industry,
commerce, agriculture . ."49

This view of freedom, as the historical achievement

and goal of man, also legitimizes a priori all scientific

1

"
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and technological developments, which are regarded as "\pro-
gressive" almost by definition--again, because freedom

and human fulfillment are assumed to lie in that direction:

-

. . . natural sctence has penetrated all the
. - more practically into human life through industry.
. It has transformed human life and prepared the
emancipation of humanity . . .. If industry
_is conceived as the exoteric manifestation of
the essential human faculties, the human essence
of nature and the natural essence of man can
also be. understood.50- ' ' )

\

only through developed industry, i.e. through
the mediation of private property does the onto-
‘logical essence of human passions, in its totality
and its humanity, come into being; the science '
of man itself is a product of man's self-formation
- through practical activity.951

» '

Such a view, which percéives science and Egéhggiggy as

the neqessary.pre-conditions for human freedom, also pre-
empts the.critical anaiysis of specific scientific and
industéial developments, as well as the criticism 6f science
and’indu;try themselves;‘Since it is assgmed that they

will ultimately and neceséarily serve_fhe revolution. TIt, °
at the same time,yoften prejudices opinion against artistic
’and discursive cultural-activity,;yﬁich appear to make”

no obvious contributioﬁ to, or even to obstruct, the evéntual
liberation of humanity from ﬁeeé and the domination Pf_
.nature. They ‘come *to be regarde?,‘therefore, as couhtér—

revolutionary and bourgeois pursuits; at best forms of
N~

propaganda, " which, if not explicitly in favour of chanéef
%,

.

[P S U Y P S
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Meanwhile;, th%eplaressivel ahd aliénating structures
;nd consequgﬁceg of écience, technology,rénd inéu§try-
of instrumental reason in'genefal--arerpassed over in silence,
or legitimized a'Eridri as the necessary means of human:
emancipation. And tQ&Pkggs like Freud,-meﬁbers of the
‘Frapkfurt'School of Critical Thepry, and Lévi-Strauss, -.
fo;'exampleﬁ\ire denounced asrboxrgeois reactionarieé for
issuing warnings against thig;identification of historical

development with the increasing liberation of mankind;

. ba SN :
Freud showing hdéw progres

rogfess in frefdom,'but in

)

in civilization is not necessarily

epression; and Lévi-Strauss |,

° ~
10w progres§) n?’ the cultural realm (in the organization
. - :

L]

of things) correla s _nggatively with social progress,

Y i.e. Eﬁe organization o ’ﬁgaﬁle; success in one only

—

increas%zg/gntropy in.the other.

f?. Freedom as tﬁg\ghtithesislof
an alienation specific to capitalism

Marx identifies freedom with the existenée of man

as a species-being:
\

>

“. . . not only in the sense that he makes thé:>
_ community (his own as well as these of other
t‘ﬁngs) his object both practically and theore-
\‘—x‘{ ally, but also . . . in the sense that he

. dats himself as the present living species
as a universal and consequently free being._5ﬁ

Capitalist productive relations, which isolate individuals

and set each man's self-interest over against that of

¢

Tt
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the other, systématically alienate men from species-
being, and therefore from freedom, which will not be reélized,
according to Marx until the capitalist mode of production

is overthrown, and together with it, that whole system

"of alienations which it generates:

. . private property, acquisitiveness, the )
separation of labour, capital, and land, exchange:
and competition, value and the devaluation of
men, monogoly and competition-- and the system
of money.>3 '

We do not guestion the premise that the destruction

-éf capitalism is a necessary precondition of human emanci-

pation; only its presumed sufficiency for the task. Marx's:

assumption that: " . . . all human servitude is involved

in the relation GE’Workef to production,“54 does not, in
our opinion, lift the veil of the specifically male
mystification dFsecial reality far enough. For it conceals
the traditional and goﬁ£inuing subjugation of women within

patriarchal social relatijons, which are determined not by

the felation of womer—to Production, but by the relation

of men to reproduction(

55

along with all the other "male-stream” thinkers

of the political and philosophical tradition, Marx
overestimates the significance of production fqr humanity,

et

identifying production with man's self-creatiop, the

P

creation of his "second" natur while remaiﬁing blind

,gg the human and political importance of reproduction
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which has been assimilated by the same tradition into man's
less—-than-human "first" (animal) nature,.along with
copulation, sexuality, and women themselves. This tradi-
tion which Marx continues, fails {(refuses?) to aéknowledge
the following, for éxample:

1. That human labour is involved in repfbductioqL

¢ .
just as it is in production: that men do not, in spite

of Heidegger, fall into being as fhlly-fledged ddults, but
are brought forth by women's labour.

2. That reproductive labour is necessarily social,

. ] . .
as well as socially necessary labour. P

3. That reproductive labouf creates value: /gznthetic
value, affirming “the‘ﬁggty of sentient beings wifﬁ natural
process;" and "the integrity and continuity of the race."56

4. That reproductive labour is a specifically human

ivity and not merely an "animal function"; it is a form

is like all other human activij:iess7 (see chipter
eprodgcing women " . . . like the a;chitect knows
what she is doing, like the bee she cannot help what™she
is doing.">® ‘ : . - =

Like his predecessors and successors in.politiqal and
ph'ﬁéﬁophical theory, Marx was unable to see in the repro-

)

ducty¥e process the objective material base of a

specifically male alienation, which gave rise ‘to a
£

specifically female oppression, and a specifiéally male

ideology obscuring both., He consequently falls victim

f‘\z
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“to its mystificationé, conceibing of the material basis

of existence solely in economic {productive) terms, for
example, and labour as exclusively Eroducfive. He is, there-"
fore, mystified twice-over: first B& the male, and _then

by the bourgeois appearances of social relqtipns, whigh
in‘this‘case, as in most, coinecide and collabor§te in their
denial of historical and social (i.e. human) significance

to reprod;.lction.59 |

. As long as transformations occur only in pfoductive
relations, however, and not in the réprodubtive relations,
which, I maintain, precede them_logic§1i§ and_chronologically,

C T B
patriarchy and the oppression of women will persist, and

half of humanity will remain unliberated. Since the ove;-
throw of capit®list relations of prodﬁction offers no
guarantee of transformations in reproductive reiations,

it holds Qut little promise for women's liberation and the
destruction of patriarcﬁy.upon which i; depends.60 &

‘ Marx's idehtification of freedom wi£h the supersession
of_cap%talist productive relétions therefore overlooks those
experiences of alienation which are rooted in other contin-
gencies: in populatiocn size for example; in the exclusion
of men from the reproductive process (and women frbm "public"” 1
life); and in that very conquest of nature which is frew
quently considered by Marxists and non-Marxists alike to
be a necessary precondition and constituent of human N

freedom.
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Simply transforming capitalist productive relations
will not eliminate the structures of alienation which are
a consequence of size: ldw levels<;;\authenticity, J
seriality; the pkéqticurinert, etc.; nor those which are

a consequehce of male estrangement froa\bhe reproductive

process:  male control over women and children and a male

'étréémgiaeology which falsely bifurcates human existence ”*ﬁ

into isolable and opposing functions, public/private,
political/personal, productlon/reproductlon, cultural/natural
uman/animal, mental/materlal, ration motional, etc.61

While the realigzation of genuing sgecies-being, whereby

each individual Zg.

. . treats the” Bfe01ﬁf as his own being

n62

or himself as a ¢fERies-being

emain;63 they must be negated,

w111 not occur as long

as these opposik

&

TS

mediated, transcended, and integrated theoretically and ———

practically before humanity can consider itself "fréé."

And this, we contend, will not happen as ldé? as their material

‘basis in male reproductive relationg is ignored or denied.

. 3. Freedom‘éid the .

creation of humanity

This need for integration, which is implicit in Marx's

appeal to sp801es—be1ng as the- condition of “freedom and
genuine humanity,64*actually contradicts other specifications

om iniMarx's writing; for example, his identification

ee indiVidua} with the self-created individual:
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\\_/’J . A being does ﬁot regard himself as independent
unless he is his own master, and he is only his
T own master when he owes his existence to himself.*
- A man who lives by the favour of another consi-
-, ders himself a dependent being . . . for socialist
man, the whole of what is called world history
is nothing but the creation of man by human labour,:-
and the emergence: of nature for man, he therefore,
has the evident and irrefutable proof of his
self-creation, of his own origins.65

' ”//“\7 [*Emphasis mine.]

The preoccupation with autogeﬁesis'seems to be a

peculiarly male obsession and actually cohtrgaicts the idea}‘
‘40f integréted species-being in its emphasis on self-

development and independence. It has characterized all

male-stream political thought since its inception with Plato

(who was, after all, the "mid-wife" of ideas). Mary ~

i O'Brien identifies this concern for-human_origins as one
of the symbolic and ideal ways by which men mediate their

primary estrangement from real human generativity:

a
.

Male syprémacy, estranged from natural regeneration
needs not on a non-biological principle of con-

. tinuity, but also a non-biological principle of
beginning.66 .

Andnlike all ideological mystifications of reality,

male-stream p?litical thought on human origins mysﬁ&fies fh%>
=

) A
the truth of human existence by completely inverting it.67 J 0

»

’ Thus:

The reality of méternity as oppose
abstraction of paternity, is invexted 3 o-
creativity plus creativity are aSserted as both

prior to and ethically superior!to mere biological
continuity.68

@
) \' 3\
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Accordingly, men's exclusion from the creation and

reproduction of real natural men, is mystified by an ideology

4

{ which posits their necessary participation in the creation

and production of cdltural,artificial"man."69 While,

correspondfngly, women's natural participation'iﬁ reproduc-
tion is concealed and negated as significantly hupan, by

her fnstitutionalized excl#sion from the cultural produétion
{by men} of "humanity“‘itself: , -

Similarly, men's alienation from natural speciés- .’
continuity  is mystified by their creation, control, and
. appropriation of cultural, i.e. political continuity; from
which women, wholgg'experience natural continuity with the
species, are once again systematiéaily excluded.
and finally, men's primordial freedom with réspect
to the natural reproductive process, i.e. their freedom
from reproductivéylabour, and their corresponding freedom
to choose, or néi\ép choOse,'patégpity,70 is mystifiéd inﬁo
a primordial aliena&i?n from the cultural? artificial pro-
duction of man, in tﬁa public and political realm (as a
consequence of scarcity, for example). This alienation
is'not considered to extend to ﬁomen; once again, because
of theilr exclusion ffom_the culturally and.humaﬁly specific
71

realm of production.

The reality beneath these mystifications is t %h's
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"in the reProductive process which at the primqrdial level

men do not control, i.e. in the cieation of their first
nature, and not in the (artificéal{ creation of a "§econd"
nature which they do cdntroi. This truth is condééied.and
mystified‘by‘an ideoclogical theory and practiée:which éoqits
"man"s"72 second nature (i.e. that éreaged spedifically
by men and not women) as the truly human nature;.andzmen's
first nature (that created specifically by women and not
men) as a less-than-human, merely biologicai nature.73

Thus human reproduction, according to traditicnal poli-.
tical thought, has no essentially human vglue; and is 
identified, along with women and that which makes it‘ali'
possible-~sex, with biold@x and nature and the essentially
non-historical aspecés of existence; while men havé appfo—
priated for themselves the essentially human and éultUral
historical project of the production_of humanity iﬁself.74.
The facts and the historical and political significance
of real human pirth are thus paséed overlin silence and
never considered worthy of philosophical or political comment.
While death, no lesé biological, nc less natural, and no
less inevitable tpah birth, has acquired enormous philoso—
phical ana political signifigance over the years.75 Let
us speculate a little upon Jﬁkxthis might be the Eaée.

-

In the first place, the relationship of men and women

to death is equal and similar; it is an event which

Ml
iAcludes/excludes them equally. Secondly, it requires

v / '
\_\ . . -~ .

/

!

¥
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no labour. Thirdly, at-the fundamental level of lived ex-
perience, death separates the dying individual from the
social group a%% is anlexperience which is essentially and
peculiarly one's own . it is perhaps the: very generality

of death (as an experience directly available to one and
all) as well as its radical individualism (only I, and I
alone, experience my death) that have legitimized it within
the context of male ideological representatiohs of realitf
as aﬂ essentiai and significantly human experience; in con-
trast to birth. (which is essentially social but exclusive *
of male experience) which has always been presented within-
the same tradition of thoughtmas a non-essential and
accidental property of being human--despite the undeniablg

fact that it is its sine qua non and invelves a considerable

degree of socially useful and necessary labour.
Unfortunately, thig is not the place to pursue, or
even,unrayel, all the threads of mystification in ‘male-
stream thought to which Marx, as much as any othef tradi-
tional thinker, is susceptible. I gan only indicate the

-

major areas in Marx's materialist and historical philosophy'

of history which remain unscientific in the given sense,
i.e. mystifying and reifying, leaving their detailed
examination for a later occasion and another work.

»

' 4
One such area of mystification concerns the latent

individualism of a position which characterizes freedom

in terms of aufonomy, independence, and self—creatio%, B
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. . R
and "man‘s“76 production of his own essential second nature

above and beyond his first which he owes to "woman." The )

desire for such a freedom actually contradicts the project

of'integfatioé;-of the individual with the community, with

nature, and with himself--which the fkeedom defined as species-

being supposedly entails. .
‘ The érgument of this section haé been that as long

as malé thought persists as du;listic thought, énd men con-

tinue £o separate their "first" from théif "second" self-

made human nature, pitting themselves against the first

{nature and women) in their efforts to produce the second

(the cultural hegemony of "mam" over nature and women),
. . .

specieé—being will forever elude them, for:

A compromise (between collectivism and indivi-
dualism) ‘is impossible in any' theory where the
individual is constituted without ever getting
born and the alienation of second nature is per-
ceived as infinite.77

:
A}

As with all»igeological mystifications, it.is not so
mu;h that the proﬁosition that "maw makes himself," ispguntru
but that it takes appeérances for reality and tellsfonly
half the truth as if it were the whole of it: WL L it

is merely one-sided, still theorizing on a second nature

for man abrupted from his first."78
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Nature ‘ o -\\\ _

Marx looks to Communi sm for tﬁe necessary reconcilia-
tion of man with nature, ". . . the defiﬁitive resolution t}
of the antagonism betweéﬂ man and nature,"79 which will
herald the grrival‘of the new age of freeaamf//;ut this
view of nature, as an antagonist'of human existence, to
be dominated, mastered, .and controlled by "man" in the process
of his self;development, acéually undercuts its own prgject
of emancipating humanity. It expresses, once again, an
ethﬁocentric énd phallocentric prejudice to which the iives
of women and primitive people do not conform. .

Primitive peoplé do not, for example, regard themselves
as engaged in a coﬁstant battle againét nature: they live
in symbiosis'with nature; they co—opera£e w%th nature, and
let nature be sb.thét they too can be. N0 reproducing

<

. \ ,
women do the same. Both exist with-Nature, and Nature is

neither their Other nor their adversary. ¥For this, both
primitive people and women have been stigmatized by male-

st;eam’thoughrlas inferior, deficient, deformed, or debased

_types of the species "humanity."

What Marx has in mind as the resolution of the*man/

.nature antaganism is not so much a reconciliation of one

with the other, but a vicforz of man/men over nature by
il . _

way of science, industry, and technology. Only then, when

nature has been "subdued," "conquered," controlled, and

Eéndered_“ready—to—hand" as it were, as a tool serving

Y,
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man/men, will men be ripe for Communism, a "fully developed
humanism” and a "fully developed naturalism"; and only then
‘will natural -science " . .. incorporaée the écience of
man, Jjust as the science qf m;n will incorporate natgral'
sciencé“ and be, for the first timé, a‘“single science™
of an essentially human nature.®?

Bﬁt sych a resolution'offers no solution at all to
mankind's/disruption from species—beiné; fof it only repeats
ané reinforces the original separation of man/men=from his/their

"first nature" (true, material, real, concrete, immediate,

primordial), which, we have been arguing, is the foundation

-
4

of his/their alienation in the first place. Genuine species-—
being Qequires integration: that is, the mediétign of
opposing dualisms (mind/matter, public7private, subject/object,
reason/emotion, etc.), not theééomination of one pole-- 2
in this,case-Natﬁre,lby tﬁe other, in this case "Man" [(i.e.
men) . Such a prbgramme of dqmination only_consoiidétes
man's / men's primary alienation from nature gnd from their
human nature ag contingent, sentieﬁt, dependent, and essen-—
tially'vulnerable existences. .

Marx maintains that "Man produces when he is\free

.

from physical need" and " . . . only truly pgoduces in free-
dom from such need."81 Surely this is mystification? For
if this rgally were the case, "mén"-}men) would be chasing

a chimera. They will never be free; never be human in this
< ‘ ‘ I
sense;. for as natural and sentient creaturesyjijy will

v
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always be obliged to produce, and reproduce, in responsé
to ph&sical_need. |

‘ In this respect, Sartre only follcws Marx's (bourggois
and phailocentric)'example, in regarding physical human
need as a limit;tion on human freedom énd the realization
of a génuine humanity. What can these men think they‘are,
if they consider human biology as a bufden, and as a con-
straint on their essential ‘humanity? Surely nqt solitary
and free-floating, self-contained minds after .all? But

what else remains for them, given their scorn for, denigra-

. & _ , . *.
tion of, and self-conscious separation of themselveées from

..

© Nature?

F\\\ﬁgz_fzfzxfarx, it seemé,'gpuld resist tHe seduction

of a traditional idealism (bourgeois and mFle) which persists

in its denial of t@at which is most fundamental to man / men:

"

their existence as, in and .with nature. We have already

oy -
commented upon the inadequacy of the concept of need for
the job Sartre—required of it: to be the primordiai material

fpundation of human alienation and human history. Marx

"is vulnerable to the same critique. ' o

. Since both Sartre and Marx acknowledge the essential
historicity of human needs, beyond the most batic of survival
needs, a much more precise and concrete specification of .

what would constitute freedom fromneed is required in their~’

réspective theories of' "man" and history, both offwhiéh
: 4

‘claim that "man"/men's freedom from need, from the constraints
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[
of nature, is a necessary precondition of human emancipation

‘h .

{from alienation and exploitation) and of the possibility
. | ) .

of true species-being under socialism.
We do not doubt for one minute that ‘sparcity, like

need, determines human existence.. But, as weﬁargued in

‘chapter I and recapitulated in ¢thapter I1I, scarcity, like

///////?t—jn
Y
i Y

( 7 .

need, is not an absolute, but an historiral, relative, and
\
social value, which will always characterize human &xis-

tence under different specifications. ., (For example, com-

pared to another, or another time and place, or another

de51rable obiject, somethlng will always be ‘scarce: even

if 1t i only time 1tse1£Ah9r snow, or sun, or hair on the

[

fore, be regardef as the contingent” condition of an his-
torically specific -and removable human alienation: for

. N . LY
scarcity Canlonly_pe eliminated bz‘decreey.anq not| in, fact.

\

—

-

Furthermore, anthropoloqiial evidence suggests that scgrcity

of resources essential

example, unltes ratﬁer’than d;vide% both individuals and

social groups; prOVLdes the real materlal base for recipro-

survival food (and women!) for

'c1ty and co-operatlon between people rather than for

oppression and competltlon as the mystified 1deology of

the wealthy natlons would have us believe.

-

We cannot affOrd to forget ) that the experience -

of alienation central to the hlstprldal materlallqmﬂ\f both

L=

Sartre and Marx, i.e. allenated b

-

head,or chest, or whatever . . .). Scarc1ty, cannot, there-
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of’humanity which is contingent on it, is fore1gn to pri-

mitive people; (ii) that their resources for the smtisfac-

tion of basic survival needs are ngvertheless mrnlmal;‘that

they are very dependent on-yatdreﬂﬂrather than. science and @ _-
téchﬁology) for their survitai; (iii)'that primitiﬁe peépie

-fg spite.of this, remain himan, not aniﬁal, and cultural, _ T
not biologica;, organisms; /(iv) that the aiienation‘under
consideratioqjemerged along with surplus not scarcity, and.
@itﬁ the production Pﬁ“commodities for exchahée and
afyumulation as-wealth-anq power. That is: alienation.

appeared along with that very freedom from basic need which

is so fetishisized in traditional Western political thought, 4
Marxist ana non-Marxist alike. '

I am suggesting that alieﬁation is a necessiry'corre— f/ﬁ\‘mé
late of the very'freedoélzo which it is ideologicail§ opposed
in .traditiondl politica hougﬁt, and that this contradiction
is at the heart of liberalism and Marx1sm allke, for they
. both agree in their 1dent1flcat10n of humén freedom with
"man{s"/men's‘increasing domination and contfgz\ak Nature.82
I have argued that this imEasée is?ﬁ“cgp quence of a
specifically male mxstificatioﬂ{of a specifically male
experience of alienation ffom&théﬁn%productive process;
the reality of thcﬁ, independent, of and prior to any |

‘alienation contingent upon production, .has been denied,

obscured, and mystified by their traditional social, = - ,

-

political, and philosophical ideolégy, which hae
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single~mindedly (andrwe have suggested, neurotically)
promoted productive activity as the only legitimate and

essentially human prexis;

o

It is the primordial relationship of men to reproductive

activity which is the real historical and material basis

-

of a necessarily male political process an ideoi;yyﬁ which
ig _essentially separative: differentiating/human existence
into, not just different and complementary functions, but

' v .

into opposing dualisms--that between the natural {or

5iologica1) and the cultural (or human} being the most.com-
prehensive of these dualisms to which‘all the others can
‘be assimilated: male/female, pody/mind, public/private,
. etc. /f A
~The value of the emerging feminist critique of tradi-
tional thehght, some of which has been indicated here, is
" “that for the fiqgg time these dualisms, oppositions end
gontradictions (which are lived as well as theught) één

be_challengejjand resolved (mediated, transcended,'and inte-

grated} not Aust in abstract theory as has been attempted

in the phjlosophical past, but in actual praxis. Foéj\\\'

women must speak to a tradition and in‘atfénguage

B S

which 1% ma ‘—1deologlca1 in the spec1f1c sense suggested

in thlS chapter, they do so from a’completely dlfferent

material base: from an exper;enee of spec1e§— eneratLVLtYL,\
contlnulty, :ﬁﬂf ethg which is material, hlS orlcal and
.dlalectlcal{ and ngw revolutionary, given the transformatlon

L \\k/ | l.'qi - .
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" in reproductive relations made possiblevby.increasingly[’/f_

reliable and sophisticated techniques,éf contraception,
abortéon, and sterilization, for example; an experience

. which is grounded in a iizighzgigftaﬂship to human repro=

duction which neither begins nor ends with ;he.moment of

copulation. ,

We must now, however, extend our critique to the remaining

) “anthroph;jziij" under examination; first to Sartre's exisg-
tentialismand finally to Lévi-Strauss's structuralism. 47

‘ -

k!



Chapter VI _
Sartre ’ \_J )
A W
— The limitations of Sartre's attempt to existentialize {5%}
/f> Marxism were egploréﬂ in detail in the first th;ee chapters

e

of this thésis.‘ In addition, our-critigue of Marx inqshe
last chapter, of his concepts of history, freedom, nature,
and- "man," is equally appiicable to Sartre who assumes

similar points of departure, i.e. history as teleological

.and rational- freedom as its goal ané\sb"evement; and "man"

[}

as an essentially self-creating spec1e§, presently alienated

from his essential self by a productiv rocess whlch has

not yet mastered nature, nor ccnguere natural scarcity.l

In the same way, Sartre's refere ces fg\“Science“'are .
as ambivalent as phe status and meanli é of "science" in _f
‘Marx's an@ Mariist discourse: dénot'ﬁg, as it may, either

fhe norms" and practiées of bourgeois Science, or thqpe of

a revolutiomary ‘Marxist science, or some unspecified mi;ture

of both-;as is more often the case;2 Indeed, we would argue -%

- b

Sartre,‘llke other Marx1sts and revolutionaries, would

tha/
' better off renounc1ng the*asplration to scientific .
anthropology, ‘to the "anthropalogy" as well as to the

|
“science?wtﬁith their implicit ciaims to (bourgéois— P
identified) unlversallty, to allty, objectivity, and . ,/// ;
|
1

1mpart1allty, for a more precise and spe01flcallz Mark;ét

] -’
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critique of social reality, described in the last chaptér
as mate;ial,'historical dialeétical concrete, ahd
revolutioﬁary. And his denun01atlon of. "scientism” in others
would likewise be moré tglllngly expressed in more precisely
Marxist terps; i.e. in terms of their mystifications and
reifications of reality, and their‘éailure to be consistently
or adeqﬁateiy matérial, historical, dialectical, concrete,
and revolutionéry as specified. |
My own concern in'ﬁhis chapter is'tdﬂaifraise Sar@re's
Critique according to the criteria developed. in the iast;
chapter: to consider how™ar his attempted integration‘
of Marxism and-existentialism fulfills the requirements

of a spe¢ifically Marxist and essentialidy revolutionary

practice. o . ’

&3-1 Sartre certainly asgires to such a'practice. Both (//

thgjregressive-piqgr ive method glaborated in the Questions,

and the project of jthe Critique, to ground alie

ion and
history in the material rglationship‘of men with natu
and each other in‘contingent congitions of scarcity, testify

to thls commitment. And althoug? as we have seen, he failed<

in hlS project in many respectsj being Stlll too much . -
enthralled by Ca tesian dualism (non dlalectlcal and non- s
hlstorlcal) andlits aspiration to an absolute.freed m &

e

{subjectivity) unfettdred by\the essentially inery material’

world (obijectivity),

we must not, nevertheless, underestimate

Sartre's achievemen

. . N .
". ) - .
. .

S
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//,f Sartre's Achievement in the Critigue | ' o L

'/ﬁ—\\\\ In the first place he raises, and resolves, the criti-

cal question of subjectivity in the Critique: a central

question for Marxism which has not beeh able to resclve

it d% its own terms. Traditional theories of the subject,-

con51stent with hlstorlcal materialism, reduce either to - //[ij

a crude voluntarlsm, or to an equally crude economism, neither

of which can do the important pollggcal gob required of
. them, ‘which is to render both feasible and intelligi'fé
iZ&torical maﬁerialism'é call for social revolution and

e

. : . N . e . . 3
g £ creation of "scientific" socialism.

Secondly, he adopts an appropriate methodology:

phenomenology of lived experience, as that which mediates-

/ﬂ// subject and world and is reducible to neither; a method

) . o

which is, ?f;ij% t in principle and intgﬁﬁioﬁ, material, - if\/T

1alect1cal torical, concrete, and revolutionary.

s

Thlrdly, through the use of this method, he has consi-
derably illuminated and extenged our understanding of the
. e »~
functioning of contemporary capitalism, and thus raised

important strategic and political questions concernihg both

. k . . !

//r o < its possible demise and the future of sociaiism. . ‘
‘ _ I shall consider each of these achievements in greaterxr . z
detail. :
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jectivity and the

intelligibility of Marxism ‘ | 7{// ‘,

,}'

- i )
The problem of subjectivity which traditizhal Marxism

same’ time
?

The Critique’

represents, therefore, not only an inquiry into the condi-

has not been able to resolve, is at one‘andx/?

the problem of Marx1sm s own intelligibilit

tions of poesibility of revolutionary subjectivity, but

-dlso ;n atrempt: "L to find the basis of 1ntelllg1-

blllty of the categories and conclu51ons of Marxist historical

- materialism." 4 The fundamental questlon can be pqsed in ¥
several different ways; it g;ncerns most essentially, in

all its formi, the nature of the relationship between the. N

F
individual and society, and the nature of human freedom

s

and responsibility.5 How can men be held responsible for
making history, when they are themselves made by it? is ‘/;>,//

one way of posing the'problematic. ‘Upon what can we'base

the truth of historical materialism when as a knowledge
claim, it is itself‘only an historical eéfect? is anoth r.
Or again, how do we expiain: ". . . how history is
dererminea in ways &hichfconflicr with_the conscigqs

; intenrtions of its.Subjects,"q when those intentions and

et

those subjects actually constitute that history? Of&group
action, Mhich, according to historical'ma-erialism, both
sustains and revolutionizgs social reality, when in fact

~

all that really occurs occurs always as the actions,dnd

intentions of individuals? 1In Sartre’§ own words,

+

~?
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& Sartre's phenomenological method, with its ap

, , -
how can we: : (”J

P ine man both his autonomy'and his reality
among real objects, avoiding idealism without
lapsing into mechanist#® materialism?7/

- . " /
&o resolve éhese questions we need a method which will

permit us to:

.+ . find the 'mediatjons' linking the imMééZ::;?\ﬂ’

directly experienced project of the individual
with- the external, material, technical and social
conditions of human life.

1

f

existential comprehension:

Tae
. . discovering the uynity be£:;;n onscious
motives and the historical causes that provide

their\yltimate content and driving fo

is just su1? a method.

The phenomenological - N
method of the/Critigue

o / :

1. Mate lalist v gy

Sartre's method in the Critique is materialist, in

that it locates EHE—InQ?lligibglity of the truths of his-
torical materialism, not in ideas, ﬁo; even in the contem-
plation or "objective™ sci‘entific10 analygls of experience,

but in praxis itself, which, according to Sartfe;
; 11 - _

o

. . : provides it¢ own clarification”: "It is the work

\

or the act of the individual which reveals to us the secret

- ", e .
R TP :
.
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 of his conditioning."12 Since every action is an intentional

+

action and aims at some end, it is theoretically possible
to reconstruct, from an examination of the act itself, the
dialectical movement of totalization, comprehension, negation,
and transcendence, which constitute it: the intention of
the_agent, for example ("sa signification terminale"), as
well as the material conditions which made it possible

" . syl - " 13 7
("ses conditions de départ"). . :

Thus, in Vietnam: Imperialism and Genocide, we see

the projected method of the Critique in action (i.e. dialec-
tical reconstruction). There Sartre argues, from a close

examination of American praxis in Vietnam, that the inten-

+ion of the U.S. was total genociﬁ% of the Vietnameée people,

despite verbal declarations to the contrary:

A
—\\ since it wasLé whole and united people which
) was holding the classical army at bay, the only
anti-guerilla strategy that could pay off would-
be the destruction of this people, i.e. of civi-
‘lians, of women and children.l4 e

hia

Traditionally, genocide, as a response to a people's
war,xﬁgs been restrained by economic considerations: the
colonial, 1nv§§1ng power has relied on the colonized sub-
pryletariat f!h'cheap labour and, therefore, cannot, in
most cases, afford iz totally eliminate them. Ip- these

. _ : N

situations the native peoples' " . . . value as almost free

manpower protects them for some degree from genocide.“15

But®the U.S. was not engaged in.the Vietnam struggle for.
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directly economic reasons. It had, therefore, ", . . no
reasez);n_hesitate to end it by an absolute strategy, i.e:.

16

by genocide."”

il

Althoﬁgh the U.S. government at first declared that

it was sending troops only out of generosity and to help

: . oo
an ally, their real '‘objective became clearer as the war"
continued. General dmoreland defined it in these terms

in October 1967: "We are waging war in Vietnam to show .
7 .

that gquerilla warfare does not pay."17 Now, Sartre argues,

thi¢ lesson can be demohstrated in only two ways: either

3

by the complete submission of the natlve people, or by their

Al

i
radical liquidation. - From the p01nt of view of the = ' | &

"Wietnamese, both possm?&Iilles amount to genoc1de, to:
/ .

death by violence, or slow death at the end of a

period of physical and mental degraﬁation . ."18. ‘ //f

19

collective.death or disintegration.”
Esgalation of the war was thus inevitable, accorfing
to Sartre, for its-only possible resolution ffom the U.S.
p01nt of view was genocide, one-way or another--or defeat.
This, of course, was not acknowledged by the U.s. government
nor by the generals, but, as Sartre shows, " . . . their '

action in the course of. its accomplishment provided 'its

own clarification":20 ////' 7 . .

The intention/ becomes apparent from a consideration
~of the facts{ It is necessarily premeditated.
- s s Ang;—‘uerllla genocide, a product of our
time, presupposes organization, bases and therefore
accomplices . . . a s ial budget. It must P
. ) .

K
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therefore be thought out, planned. Does this

mean that its authors are clearly aware of what

they want? It is hard to decide about this one:

one would have to probe deep into men's hearts,

and Puritan bad faith -can work wonders . .

The Truth is to be .found on_the spot, in the ra-
. cism of the American forces . . . they say to-

R £ themselves quite simply that any Vietnamese is,

- by definition, spspect And this is true,. from .
the neo-colonialists' point of view: | they under-

* stand vaguely that,. in a people's war, the
civilians' are the only visible enemy . . . The
armed forces of the United States torture and . ’
kill the men, women- and children of Vietnam i
because they are Vietnamese. In this way, whatever
the lies and verbal precautions taken by the
government, the drive to g%Eocide is lodged in
the heads of the soldiers. :

&

/

Genocide is the only possible reaction to the rebellidn
qf a whole people, and was the only strategy available to
the U.S.-=" . . : short of calling a halt and leaving."

.Thus, §artrefs method of existential comp&ehénsion
is materialist in-bothifequirgd senses. First, it looks
beyond the surface appearance and’coﬂscipus fepresentations g

of eveni‘:‘s22 to the praxis which constitutes them and its

specific and c crete determinahts and consequences. And,
secondly, it expia'ns that praxis in termé'of motivations
and determinants of which?the agent is not Fonéqioﬁsly aware;
showing how history is made by individyéis, though not '
necessarily according to their conscious wills and intentions.
-According to this approach, every action has its own
logic, xooted in the:didlectical comprehension of existence
which is its very condition of possibility; and while this®
logic is nevexlfulfy and consciously known by the ageﬁt,iB.

-

T
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" it nevertheless makes possible the action and is its only

intelligible explanation; it also remains available for

reconstruction by an other.

L3

2. Dialectical ) . '

-

Sartre's method is also dialectical, in that, (i) it

acknowledges' the dialectical nature of history and the praxis

which ‘constitutes it:24 as a uhity of totalization,
- b \
negation, and'pranscendean irreducible to any of its moments,

or to any causal-seqhence} and equally determined by
consciousness and conditions alike;25 and (ii) it explains‘

events by reconstructing, dialectically, the movement which

has constituted them, and thus the comprehension bf both

conditions and ends which made that praxis_\possible.26

-
-3. Histo;ical and concrete

It is also an historical and concrete method- in that
it insists on the specificity and particularity of events:2

and derives theory from existence instead of forcing exis-

tence into the predetergined conceptual molds of theory:28

.
Existential¥sm reacts by affirming the specificity
*of the histokical event, which it refuses to conceive

of as the absurd juxtaposition of a contingent
residue and an a priori signification: Its problem
is to discover a supple, patient dialectic which
espouses movements as they really 4re and which

L refuses to consider a priori that all lived con-

- flicts po&a;ﬁxjfadictories or contraries.29

®
4 ] .
In fact, Sartre's existential Marxism goes even further
in the direction of concreteness in its insistence that

. . . in each case the role of the individual in



24

283

.the historic event"” bhe considered:ap

-~

For this. role is not defined once and for all:"
it is the structyre of the groups considered which
determines it inubagsccase. Thereby, without

- entirely eliminatin ontingency, we restore to
it its limits and its rationality. The group
bestows its power and efficacy upon the indivi-
duals whom it has made and who have made it in
turn, whose irreducible Eartlcularlty is one way
of living universality.3 ‘ )

-

Sartre never ceases to remind us in the Critigﬁe that

-

\ .
history is a "totalisation en cours" and not a tdtality
which can be labélled, defined, and generalized. Coneequenﬁly,
only a dialectical, historiftal, end concrete approach to

sparticular events can rendér them intelliéible:

-

In abstract terms, this means that only a man -

/F\ who lives within a regfon of totalisatjion, can
apprehend the bonds of interiority which dnite s
him to the totalising movement. 32 '

»

-

4. Revolutionary

Finally, his method is revolutionary, since-it aims
: : ] _ N
to change social reality by piercing the ideological veils

[

which obscure its truth from us. . Since it'coﬁsideféxhistdry"
to be a totallzatlon and not a totallty, it excludes meta- T
phy51cs a priori as necessgrlly mystlfylng and relfylng |

a reality which is essentially h}storlcal, changing and

ambiguous.
. ]

TRus the true intellectual in his struggle agaldst
himself will come to see society as the arena .
of strugg}e between particular groups . . U In

e

.
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'contradlctlon to the ,tenets of bourgeois thought,
‘he will perceive that man does not exist. But
by the same token,. once he knows he is not yet’

R a man, he will Jdrasp--within himself and then
outsidé "himself,” and vice-versa--man as a task.
As Ponge has said: man id¢ th: future of man.33

’ - LY ' )
. o ' el 4
Since Sartre considers all praxis to be dialectical,

i.e. irreducibly comprehension, totalization, and

R

transcendence volutionary social change always remains,

at least in princi as a possibility for humanity;-fon

i
no action is reganrded as the 51mple consequence of a purely

external and mechanlcal determlnlsm.

The dvent is not the passive resultant of a hesi-
tan&,.dls orted action and of an equally uncertain
reaction; is. noé even the fleeting, slippery
synthesms of recip¥xocal 1ncompreh_951on But
»across all the tools of action and sthought which
falsify praxis, each group realizes by its conduct
a. certain revelation of the other ... . Thus it
is the very ambiguity of the event which often
confers upon it its historical efficacy. This
is sufficient for us to affirm its specificity.
For we do not wish to regard it as the simple
-““/;)unreal signification of molecular bumps and jolts-—-

neither as their specific resultant nor as a\schematic
symbol of more profound movemgpts. We vk

- rather as the moving, temporary unity of a
ti# groups which modifies them to the extent thaﬁ
they transform it.34 f

~

Likewise, no account of history or history's intelli-
A .

\\_Eiiilitx.can be considered ds final or definitive on this
account; not that of Marx, nor Sartre's own, as he acknow~

ledges in his discussion of "Marxism and Existentialism"

: . .
in the Questions: , : }.
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-

Every philosophy is-practical, even the one which
at first appears to be the most contemplative.
Its method is a social and political weapon

.Thus a philosophy remains efficacious so long -
ag the praxis which has engendered it, which supports
it, and which is clarified by it, is still alive.

But it is transformed, it loses its unigqueness,

it is stripped of{_its original, dated content ﬁ:\\
to the extent that it gradually impregnates the
masses SO as to become in and throudgh them a
collective instrument of emancipation . .

There is no need to readapt a living philosop

* to the course of the world; it adapts itself
means-of thousands of particular pursuits, £¢r
the philosophy is one with the movement of
society . . .

It -is the very movement of History, the struggle
of men on all planes and on all levels of human —
activity, which will set free captive thought

and permit it to attain its full development . . .

And since I am to speak of existenfialism, let
it be understood that I take it to be an 'ideology.
It is a parasitical system living on +the margin
of knowledge, which at first it opposed but into
which today it seeks to.be integrated.35

Thus there is an additional sense in which Sartre's

. ' .

method is revolutionary: in that the philosophical perspec—rF)

[}

tive itself remains open to revision, transformation, ‘or

‘Furthermore, not only are Sartre's dquestions about
sistent with and' complementary to Marxist historical mater-
ialism, but so also are his conclusions: he succeeds.in
déemonstrating that it is both possible and true that indi-
viduals at the same time make history and are in turn made

G?“iﬁ' His theory of subjectivity is both consistent

f
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-with and compleméntary to historical materialism, in that

rtoffer%%n intelligible foundation for its truth.

" New concepts for understjiing
the constituent structures.of. . —
alienation in contemporary Capitalism ®

1

In addition to complementing and enriching Marxism
_as indicated, Sartre's analyses in the Gritique offer us

new and useful conceptual tools which coqsidefably extend

our understanding of the domplexities, contradictions, and

ambiguities of our own everyday lived experience of con-

temporary capitalism. For example: a

1. Internalization-externalization: to describe the

dialectical process 6f social conditioning; indicating how
the universal is revealed in the partiqu}ar, as wéll as
reali;ed by it: emphasizing the constant mediation between
the world and the individual, each of which is reflectéd
in and determined by_the other.l -

2. Counter-finality: to describe the inertial control

"which our own objectified praxis can hold over ug; con-
o '

¢ <
trolling and constraining us against our own desires and

. intentions.

3. The practico-inert: to describe the same "passive-
‘action” of the world, intensified and aﬁgmented.by a sociai
existence which is essentially serial; whereby edch person's
. praxis threétens to rob the other of his own, and stands

opposed to his own as alien and antagonistic.



-,

287

4. Exterio-conditioning: to describe ?he imperéonai
process of social determination——by the "they.," thé anonymous
nother"~-which ogcurs in large and highly_bureaucratiZed
{sefial) societies, like our own, which are controlled

(always elsewhere)‘by a hierarch§ of institutiohalized powers

. and functions.

5. The series itsglf: to describe the relationship
between individuals which characterizes such a éocigty;
a relationship which is: (i) false, because it is mediated
solely by the circumsﬁanceé-pf existence rather than by
existence itself: people co-exist in seriés, £hey do noﬁ\
share a project or a 1?fé; (ii) negative,'therefore, in

. i
that seriallexistence represents a separation rather than

a community’of individuals and interests; {(iii) antagonistic,
for each member of ‘the series lives his relationship with
thé other as aﬁ essentially threatening one. Members of
the series are divided in their interests; in competition.
for fﬁ% satisfaction of thpse iﬁterests;—and, therefore,
constantly sgspicious,of eaéh other. They ére.jﬁxtaposed,
like atoms, within a social structure which they have not
determined and do not control.

"Working oneself over": a necessary

constituent of revolutionary praxis

“™ Nevertheless, Sartre shows in the Critique how genuine

revolutionary grouff praxis can emerge from such alienated,

atomized, social existences—-on the basiﬁ cof a spontaneous

¢
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and simultaneous recognition within each member of the group
that their present exrstence is intolerable and that together,
as a unified group, radical social change lS possible. He

has dlso shown why it is that such unified revolutionary

groups are so short-lived: because theiy existence as a

group "in fusion" can last only as long a thejpraxis which
; c%nstitutes the group continues, nhich n anything from_
a few hours to a few weeks at the very most. After the
revolutionary moment has passed the group either diSinte—‘
grates, and its members return into +he series, or it is
—transformed into a "sworn" group whose solidarity and
fraternity is sustained-only by terror and repreSSion.
Sartre s analysrs of~revolutionary praXis has not been )
well received by revolutionary Marxists, because it seems
to suggest that successful social revolution and non- -
alienated sociai existence is unavailable to human beings;36
. ) .
that even under Socialism, the alienating structures of
serial existence, contingent upon simply being with others
in an institutionaLized group, will preuail: objectification,
reification, alteration, etc.
These criticisms m"s the -point, in my opinion, and
4 A
'_oyerlook the considerabie contribution to revolutionary
oolitics (theory and practice), which Sartre's analyses

r

offer.
In the first place, it should be noted -that Sartre

is not making prognoses in the Critigue. He 1is doing
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. phenomenology: i.e. describing events and examining exper-

" iences which have already actually occﬁfred, in an attempt.
éo unders%and history, ahd our conscious interpretations
of it, from the inside; from the "totalisation en cours"l
whicé has constituted it, and remains constituted by it. ' His
conclusions do not distort the historical facts in question,
but rather clarify them in\significant»wayé-—which at the
same time iilqminate contemporary.and continuing political
struggles. ﬁhaﬁ follows from his descriptions of the dia-
lecticai movement of history and of the individuals who
make it, should not, therefore, be despair in thé face of )
the.cultural hegemony and tenacigusne;s of capitalist social

structures, but a determination to'undermine it by changing

. . .
the prior conditiodns, the infrastructure of alienated,

atomized, serial existencé which sets limits to the revolu-
‘tionary potential of individuals and organizations, and

predisposes "conventional’ modes of revolutionary praxis

to failure.

It is not social revolution~ as such whose limits Sartre

-

has described, but social revolution in particular socio-

historical circumstances--the current conditions of contem-

porary capitalism. It is those conditions themselves which
limit the potential.of the revolutionary_project: limits
which are-*not so much economic or politdical, as they are

cultural and human. For it is "men" who must be Ehanged.

for Socialism, which only fhey can creape, and not Socialism
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which can be relied upon to éhange "men." That is the lesson
of the Critigué: ,
.. . ideas do not change men. Knowing the cause

of a passion is not enough to overcome it; one
must live it, one must oppose other passions to
it, one must combat it tenacicusly, in short one
must 'work oneself over'* . . . what is involved
here is not a mere play of concepts but real

P History . . ., there must be material work and
revolutionary Qraxis.37 *[Emphasis mine.]

May 1968 illustrates the truth of this conclusion.
The students and workers of France revolted then against
the everyday alienation of their lives within contemporary
capitalism: they did not sucéeed in making a social revolu-
tion out df their revolt, ﬁowever,‘ﬁecause they were them-

selves too much the children of the system; too much the
) products of that same atomized, alienated cu;ture which

t

they were rejecting:.

. . . even if we have here the first manifestations
of new forces, these have not yet reached a suf-
ficient developed level of theoretical and histo-
rical consciousness; the majority of students

and" workers who participated in the May movement
were: speaking, and are still speaking, the lan-
guage of the period of authoritarian structures,
.both of the dominant forces and of the protest
forces. Whatever judgment one makes on Marcuse's
thought . . . his merit is to have posed ‘the
problems which relate to the new generation and

to the world in which it has grown up, while the
majority of Marxist/theoreticians continue to

talk the language of immiseration, the proletarian
political revolution preceding all social and
economic change, and'the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat.38
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The experience of the students and workers of '68, °

however, of solidarity and revolt, will have made some contri-

bution to changing "men" for socialism, since it revealed,

if only fleegifgﬂy, the pOSSlblllty of alternatlve ways .

of organlzlng soc1al reallty In addition, it has had .

observable effects ‘on thé organlzatlon of labour and educa—

' tion, which w1ll in turn be. 1nternallzed by a new generatlon,

who will, we hope, be better prepared for revolutlon and

" not simply revolt. . :

~

. . . changes take place within social being,
which give.rise to changed exgerlence, and this
\experience is determlnlng, in the sense that it.
exerts pressure upon existent social consciousness,
. proposes new questions.39

Sartré's analysis of the failure of revolutiocnary grOupS,
therefore, raises important strateglc questions for revolu-
tlonary Marxists in its revelation of the inherent llmltatlons

of traditional revolutionary praxis. The revolutionary

change of eﬁeryday life, to which Marxists aspire, requires

. more than revclt, and more than an economic and political

transfer of power (which may have sufficed in Marx's day):

it calls for a radical cultural transformation, i.e. a

transformation of individuals, so that we can create a_ social

revolution which will neither disintegrate back into serial

existence, nor degenerate into an authoritarian and terrorist

practice of social c0ntr01.40 :

P NP P R SR e S
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The lesson of May was that soc1al txansformation

in advanced soc1ety must concentrate on the

immediate creation of new relations of reciprocity

rather than concentrate on overthrowing the enemy. RN
Exemplary action embodylng the new principles.

must be combined with negative unmasking of establlshed
oppressions.

In the Western sphere of advanced capitalism, onlf
an alienating.Socialism.can be imposed from above, or outside,
accofding to some pre-established and p;e-conceiﬁed pattern.
-~ While génuine,‘nOn—alienatiné forms of socialism will emerge

- . L . .
only on the basis of a collective experience of alternative

social relations, of genuine, reciprocity and mutual earing
1

and responsibility, for example; experiences not generally

avallable to individuals within capltallsm 42
Sartre discusses these problems explicitly in "France:

Masséé, Spontaneity and Party" (1969),_43 in response'to

Ehe events ‘of May 1968. He argues there that the overtﬁfow

of capit;lismv not simply as an economic system, but as

a way of life, as a'fotal culture, will require: "

long patient labour’in the construction of consciousness"4

(emphasis added), and in the constru¢tion of a counter-
»

culture:

The revolt of the students was a typical expres-

sion of the problem of a counter-culture: it

was a refusal which, because it lacked its own
elaboration, ended up borrowing, even though it

gave them a contrary meaning, a series of

ideological trappings from its opponents (con-

ceptual simplification; sé¢hematism, violence, - -
etc.) .45



When asked upon what e bases such a genuinely revolu-

tionary alternatiVe d be prepared, Sartre replied ‘

unequivocally: that it could oq?yﬁbe founded on the

"reconstruction-of the individual and of freedaq%;fs

Without a cultural mediation and’ 'a positive kes-
ponse, it is impossible to go beyohd revolt and
revolt is alwaSs defeated polltlcally

.-

The Critique demonstrates that the failure of post-
reéolutionary>movements to éreate an acceptable Socialist
social organization is rooted in their condfiiong of
departure. What is needed, therefore, is a transformation

of those conditions and the construction of an alternative
in Eraxis;48 that is, a revolutionary project which will
itself constitute the possibility, ideal, and.reality of

a new society; a transitional model of social .orggnization

4

grounded in everyday praxis; and a precise, particular,

concrete, and flexible theory of the passage to Socialism

based on that praxis.49

Class, party, Stalinism: the demystification
of traditional Marxist notions .

Fartre's analysis of revolutionary praxis also

challenées classical Mafxist conceptions of class and party;
while at the same time increasing our understanding of

Stalinism, and therefore, our potentiality for combatting

its recurrence.
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According.to Sartre, the'rev&lutionary group in fusion

1

is 'soon .transformed into. an institutionalized group and

~

its ;Edividdal members returned to aﬁ alienated aﬁd'atomized

existence (as "functignaries" for exémp;e). A sovereign .
~ g - . - . ’
of some sort emerges in such collectivities, as symbol of .

. . : 4
the collecwive unity, freedom, and subject;?ﬁfy, the expdrience

of which constituted the group, and the preservation of V.
~ . )
~which was its sole motive for conting&pg.to exist as a sworn
i~
group. o i

» 7

However, the'unify and—sﬁgaectivity of the qroup‘ip

< . ) .
fusion necessarily elude the sworn group, because it is

not constituted in praxis but by decree, de jure. The sover-
.eign may symbolize the unity of-:the sworn group, but it
is a false and illusory unity: a unity which is necessarily

7

and forever absent. fhe sovereign, therefore, cannot be
said ' to ;represenf,“ or "express" the willlof the "people,"
of the "majority" or of £he "conscience collective," for
"example--for fhere exists no such unified oréanic subject
{or object) as the people, the majori@y, or the collective
conéciousness, t0O express or represeﬁt: ~these are just
convenient fictions.
- The traditional apologetics of classical political
thgory, therefore, mystify a concrete reality which is the
actual antithesis of the idealized state of affairs they

posit; for the reality sustaining the ideology consists

of 4 collectivity of powerless individuals separated in
.' d Ve
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series, and ruled by a ,sovereign power which derives i
. . ' 1

-

power, not from the mythical "will of the people," nokx .from
. ) \ '

an equally mythical "social contract,” but from the totdl

* -

powerlessneéé and anomie of the collectivity of isolated

R .
individuals, who obey and conform because they cannot do

otherwise. ) ‘

s

- ’

The sovereign, by contrast, whether it takes thé forma«

of an elite or an individual, is not only supremely powerful,

.but also all powerful:: neither a membggyof a series, hor

of a hierarchy of power or functions; the sovereign escapes
the élteration, reificationﬁ=igertia, ahd alienation which
-are intrinsic to them and conséitutive of the‘inﬂividéal
existence of the members of the collectivity.

Furthermore, through the mass media, the sovereign
controls, not oﬁl& the actions of the 'members of tﬁe
collectivity, but also their very thoughts; perpétrating
and perpetuating the illusion of social unity and coherence
to individuals whose existence is essentially serial and ' J}
allenated. This only augmenfs their exéerienc?d alienétion,
inertia, and powerlessness, for it preéenfs individuéls,
first, with a history and a sqcial reality (supposedly -
"their" history and "their" socieéy) which is always madé:
elsewhere and always by others; secondly, with-a myth which
actuélly.contradicts their concrete, immediate, everyday

social experience, which is of social separation, disunity,

atomization, alienation, isclation, etc.
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This. disjunction between what'is essentially. fals

¥

propaganda and lived experience leads to the mutual sus-

picion between the members of the collectivity; each, on: -
< -

the basis of/bis or her own experience of incongruence and

alienation, suspects the praxis and the motivation of others

- "as a maéquerade,'concealing beneath its-official-éarb of

K

social, collective, or group solldaiity a.reaiity which
M
is essentially competitive, individualistic, sélf—serving;
and antagon}stie.s?,
1. Class
- e

In fact, what we are deécribing are the necessary struc-
tures of class conflict: " a unified ruling class with all
the power {the sovereign), and a divided and powerleﬁs
collectivity manipulated by it as weli as-the'constituént
st;ucturés of Terror,‘which Sartre believes are iﬁherent
in any sworn éroup and,.a necessary conponent of institutionér

1lized Fraternity, i.e. Stalinism. ;

But Sartre's analysig’ of collective action and co-

existence raises some fundamental questions with respect

to traditional notions of class, which are of crucial stra-

-

tegic importance for revolutionary.Marxism.

Firs casts doubts on the reality of the existence

. N 4 N
identifiable woxking class, which can be

I

-

mobilized,_q {ized, or transformed in the revolutionary
struggle against capitalist alienation, for'example; and

therefore, on the intelligibility and possibility of genuihe
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revolutionary ;Zﬁsé action in thée traditional Marxist sense.

\ L
Accoijinq-to Sartre's analysis, groups may unite around
par ar struggles (as in strikes, for example), and thus
.

cqgétitute temporary revolutionary group praxis; but these

gféupé do not coincide with an identifiable, discrete, and

"fused" class.

-

Thus the whole ‘notiqn of "class-consciousness" is

challenged. 1In the first place, because a class only exists.

as an isolable and unified totality for thosg who ‘are
. : AN )

outhbide it, i.e. only as an abstraction. /fhus the unity f

of“thé snpposed class is false, beca&ée it is extégi?lly

imposed and not internally constltuted in praxis. Further—

more, this false unity at -the 1deologlcal level: obscures

the concrete reality of existence within the said class;

»

which is at best, an undefined, non—syste@?tiééﬂ, and \\M//

_ﬁgpnfused "totalisation en cours"; or, ‘as is more often

-

, Cq s A 51
the case, an atomized and serialized existence in process.

»

si

nsciousness is constituted only by praxis,

_and p litical “class" consciousness only in strugglé} what

. /
we cam\realistically expect to encounter are varied and
Ce <
variable forms of consciousness, contingent upon the spe-
cificity of particular struggles and collective practiceé-—

and-not a unified, solidary, cbherent:”and identifiable.

class—-consciousness: :

L]

e

PO IR PP
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¥
. . on the one hand, an advanced consciousness,
cn the other an almost non-existent consciousness,
with a series of mediations in between. This
is why it does not seem to me that one can speak
of class spontaneity; it is only appropriate to
speak of groups, produced by circumstances, and
which create themselves in the course of parti-
cular situations; in thus creating themselves
they do not rediscover some kind of underlying
spontaneity, bu ather experience a specific
condition on the basis of specific situations -
of exploitation and of particular demands; iti ~ -
is "in the course of their. experience that they’

achieve a more or less accurate conSCiousness
of themselves 52

-

The intelligibility of the "classical Maréist notieq
of a-class dictatorship of—the proletariat is‘similarly
discredited as an "impossible condition," since: " . . . the
wgpﬁﬁng zlass can never express itself completely as an
active subject,"” 53 according to this analYSis. LikeWise,
the role of the party in revolutionary practice: fi;st;'

r

h‘-’-
_with respect to its own internal organization, and secondly,

+

: o R
with respect to its.yble vis-a-vis the working class and

——— ) ,-"*
the creation, first of revolution, and-then of Socialism.
. <% .
2. Party : -

Sartre has shown that structures of,aliena(ig% and

terror are intrinsic to any institutionalized group, and
54

necessary for revolutionary social change indicated above,

for: ‘ ' : | \/\'
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As an institution the party has an institutionalized
mode of thought--meaning something which deviates
from reality--and comes essentially to reflect

no more than its own organization, in effect ideo-
logical thought. It is upon its own schema that

is modelled and deformed, the experience of the
struggle itself.55

The experience of party membegship is more likely to
militate against revolutionary socigfgghange, therefore,

i.e. against the creation of genuine reciprocal social rela-

tions, rather than facilitate them; since the institution-
o

alized party will only duplicate the alienated relations

of the l3rger sccial reality it is~éttempting to overthrow:
The latter [the party] comes into being to liberate
the working-class from seriality; but at the same
time it is a reflection . . . of the seriality
and nassification of the masses_upon which it
operates. This seriality of the masses finds
expression in the party's Anstitutional character.
Compelled as it is to deal with what is serialized,
it is "itself partly inert and serialized.56

-

_Nor can the party.?ver legitimatély claim to "represent”
or "express" the ipterests of the working-class or the
working-class itself, for‘example; for, as we have seen, N
there exists no such unified, unitary phenomenon to be repre-
sented. The "working-class" is an ideal subject/object
of poligiéai diséourse, not a reality of social life.

Indeed, as Sar;re argues,_£he yery existence of the
party depends on the non-existence of the class as a genuine
fused group; for if such a grogp were ever realized, the

party would be redundant. The upsurge of a united,
w
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revolgtionary class praxis should herald the demise of the
=\¢*“\\ ' party; which is, aftexr all, an institﬁtionalized group--—

- *a process and not .a praxis--and thus incapable of being
the‘agent of revolutionary chénge. A

rd

Thus there is " . . . a contradictio;\bhich is inherent

in the very function of the party," which compels it, in

/ .
practice, " . . . either to absorb or reject the fused group
57

which it has itself helped to create':

)

h- .

v We have seen these two different gt&itzges adopted
by the French and the Italian Communist parties
vis-a-vis the students: the French party rejected

“them; more subtly, the PCI tried to attract them
and to direct their experience by means of con-
tact and discussion. A party can only choose
between these two attitudes: this is its under-
lying limitation.>38

l
- Unfortunately, both responses result in defusing and containing

any spontaneous revolutionary praxis which was not instigated
by the.party in question.’

3. Stalinism : _ ] .

Finally, Sartre centributes significantly to our under-
standing of gtalinism: not as a temporary, historical devia-
tion from revolutionary Marxié?, but as one of its permanent
possibilities. For the Stélin phenomenon can be seen as

‘one realization of the sovereign: a response to, and a

mystified symbol of the forever absent unity and subjectivity

which always haunts the sworn group.

L
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. . the cult of personality is above all else the
cult of social unity in one person . . . Stalin
does not represent the indissolubility of the

group, but is it, forges it, incarnates collective
distrust.>59 .

The repressive violence of the Stalin years in the
. . .
U.S.S.R. can,be grasped as a response to the contradictions
inherent in any sworn groups; contradictions-whicﬁ} in Russia's

case, were aggravated and augmented by the specific histeori-

-

.cal conditions of Russian socialism: fundaiental internal -
disparities, combined with constant external peclitical

harassment.

From the moment the USSR, encircled and alone,
undertook its gigantic effort at industrialization,
Marxism found itself unable to bear the shock .
of these new struggles . . . the ideology itself
was subordinated to‘a double need:' security (that
is, unity) and the construction of socialism
inside the USSR . . . The Party Leaders, bent

on pushing the integration of the group to the
limit, feared that the free process of truth,

with all the discussion and all the conflicts
which it involves, would break the unity of combat:
they reserved for themselves the right to define
the line and to interpret the event. In addition,
out of fear that the experience might not provide
its own clarifies, that it might question certain
of their guiding ideas and might contribute to
'weakening the ideological struggle,' they put

the doctrine out of reach.60 '

By re-integrating existence--la réalité vécue--as the
foﬁndation at the heart of Marxist knowledge, Sartre has
provided us invthe Critique with an immediate, particular,
concrete, and material basis from which we can both compre-

. —
hend historical Stalinism, and combat the conceptual

‘o
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Stalinism (Marxist idealism) to which historical materialism’

(and any revolutionary theory) is always prone: "

terrorist practlce of liquidating the partlcular,"61

. the

of

reducing change to identity,62 of suppressing subjectivity:

| : R

Marxist formalism is a project of elimination.
The method is -identical with Terrox in its .inflexible
refusal to differentiate; its goal »s total assimi-
lation at the least possible effort." The aim

is not to .integrate what is different as such,
while preserving for it a relative autonomy, but
rather to suppress it. Thus the perpetual movement
toward identification reflects the bureaucrats'
practice of unifying everything. Specific determina-
tions awaken in the theory the same suspicions
as persong do in reality. For the majority of

Marx1sts, to think is to claim to totalize

and,

\under this pretext, to replace particularity by

a:universal.

ﬁeuristic versus dogmatic Marxism

By comparison, the Critiqué Q&ms to be a living,

heuristic Marxism,'whose principles and prior knowledge

L

. . . appear as regulative in relation to its concrete

research"{65 which takes the statements of Marx and Engels,

—

for example: " .. . as guiding principles, as indications

of jobs to be done, as problems-—ﬁot as concrete truths.”

.

And although individual praxis is taken to be the h

66

63

¥

irreducible foundation of history, of its possibility, intelli-

gibility, and truth, the dialectical experience of that

praxis is clarified in such a way as to rendef inteliigible‘

our, everyday lived experience of alienation and powerlessness

with reépect to that same history, even as it is being made.

H
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Sartre distinguishes three'ﬁodalities of. human action:
{i) -"praxis constituante” (individual praxis), "moment
iﬂdispensagig/de toute opération, méme dans le chémp pratico-
inertewi;zjiénation";sj {ii) "préxis constituée," which

characterfzes the fused group; and, (iii) the "praxis-
o )
processus" of the series, " . . . & la fois une action et un

68
processus."” .

. « . individual praxis, common, constituted
praxis, and praxis-process . . . these three moda-
lities of human action are in themselves distinct
from the practico-inert process and . . . are”
its foundation. It is even possible--as we have
just shown--to see one and the same developnment
both a®% a praxis (oppression) and as a process
(exploitation), and that the process constantly
conditions the praxis . . - Provided one takes

. care to determine what modes of rationality one
is employing, all of this is still completely
intelligible~-provided that analytical Reason
and economic Reason are finally dissolved in the
constituted dialectic or (and this amounts to
the same thing) that the transformations and avatars
of praxis are always resumed in circularity and
that its alienations at every level, as a series
of necessities of which it is both the mystified
victim and the fundamental support, are demon-
strated.69 .

4

’
“

It is Sartre's exposition of the dialectic of praxis-
process in particular which enables us to correct some of
the potential excesses af structuralism; which like "“lazy

Marxism" often appears to suppress, or even deny, if only

by implication, the opagueness, ambiguity, and equivocalness

of human experience--by reducing truth which becomes,

for example (i.e. historical totalization), to already

/
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realized and inert totali;;;:\}i.e. primordial structures).
We shall return to this shortly, in our final chapter on
Levi-Strauss. But, before this I will turn my attention
\ Lo

once more, and for the last time, to the Cfitigueks

failures.

. The Failure of the | S

Critique's Materialism

I have made three major criticisms of the Critique in
this thesis, and each of ﬁhem_refers us to the fundamental' .
failure of Sartre's attempted materialism in this work.

1. Alienation: emerges as a necessary rather than
a contingent condition of hu£:; exXistence; g;punded in
materiality, not scarcityl

L

First, I have a?gued that Sartre fails in his attempt

to ground alienation in contingent ﬁaterial conditions of

production, i.e.zin scarcity; and that, on the contrary,

-
’

his assumption of a primary alienation conditioned by mater-
iallty and seriaiity alone establishes alienation as a
ﬁecessary gnd insurmountablé-ggnditién‘Pf human ‘co-existence;
a conditién which tan be relieved only momentarily and
occasionally, by the temporary, spontaneous, and short-
lived’formation of groups in fusion.70 (See chapter I.)

This analysis is neither historical, concrete, nor genuinely
revoid%ionary, and is therefore inadequate and unacceptable

as a moment of Marxist practice.

-

N
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2. Man: emerges as an essentially translucent .and

isolated cogito, necessarily élienate@ iE.his relations
with the material world and othefs. -

Secondly, I have suggested that what grounds the fail- ,
ure of Sartre's Marxism in this respect, is his inability-
to espouse a through and through'materialism;'that Sartre's
workﬁ?s flawed by his residual, but\fundamental, Cartesian
idealism. This is revealed in: (i) his implicit identifi-
cation of human freedom -with absoclute freedom and subjec-
tivity qf the Cartesian cogito--or of the traditional God;-
and (ii) in his explicit assumption of a dualistic, non-
dialectical metaghysicé, which bifurcates being’ into two
disfinct ontological regions? the passive; inert, and
mechanical being of material things, and the active,

dialectical, and rational being of consciousness.72

Sartre identifies freedom with -Culture and Reason,

_and repeatedly asserts that these are not reducible to Nature

Reason, he tells us, is not a bone, nor ag accident.’3

Thuq
Reason aﬁd:ﬁature are diametrically opposed throughout the
Critique.” As metaphysical categories, abstract,.non—
dialéééiéal, noﬁ;historical,'and ideal, they are assumed

as points of departure, when they should, in fact, be
challenged as objectifications (as specific and historical

ideological points of arrival), to be questioned and demys-

tified by Marxist practice.

71

¥
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3. Phenomgnology: emerges.as abstract and mefaphysi—
cal, iﬁstead of_conérete, hiétorical, and descriptive.

Thirdly, I have argued that Sartre is not sufficiently
criticai in the Critique; he does acknowledge the limita-
_tions of all philosophical discourse,rincludihg‘those of
Mar§ism and existentialism, in the Questions,74lbut he
then proceeds as if acknqwledging the danger guaranteed
immunity from it. And while we wholeheartedly support the
phenqmenoiogiéai method (under certain descriptions'as out-
Hlinéd in chapter IV}, as an approp;ia%e tool for Marxist
social aﬁalysis, we enphasize that its practitioners must,
nevertheless, Be constan%ly algrt to the specific limita-
tions intrinsic to it. For example, the apodictic certainty
and translucidity of Qpenomenologically based descriptibns
of existehce are notléuarantors of their Fru;h, of their
lack of possible ;ystification; while all the truths revealed
by phenomenology are necessarily specific--to a particular
person, time, anq place.75

Sartre, in the Critique, however, grounds his rééon—

struction of the historical dialectic as such--0f the

cyclical movement from series to group and back to series

again--in the comprehension intrinsic to praxis; and in
doing so, seems to assume that what is revealed to him A
about human existence through his phenomenological recon-

struction of social reality is some sort. of foundational

and implicitly true and necessary knowledge.ocf historical
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and social reality as such (as opposed to a particular and

limited gnowledge specific to a.pargicular historical

~
P2

period}.
.The phenomenolegical method,‘however, does not, entitle

him either to pose that genéfal question of the historical

dialectic as such, nor draw that conclusion: questiéns‘

and éﬁswers which are, after all, expressions of metaphysical,

rather thaniconcrete and socio—histérical, concerns. But

Sartre seems to-be unaware that much of what he is doing

-~

in the Critique is, in fact, abstract metaphysics. While ¢
, this is evident from both the type of question he poses,
as for example:
our aim is to define the formal conditions of
History; we need not dwell on the relations of

material reciprocity between_classes in their
real historical development.’®" [Emphasis mine.ls

-

and from the clarifications he arrives at which are corres-

pondingly general and necessarily abstract.T7

He describes as "la vraie question critique™ the

following, for example:

. . what type of existence or being character-
ises the common action of the organised group
in so far as it is common (rather than in so far
as it can be resolved into a multiplicity of
functions?). What kind of intelligibility does
this action define? What is a constituted
dialeotic?78 :

——y

This particular qustion, thus posed, is ambiguous: it

t% could be intended ds a concrete and specific ifnquiry into
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contemporary group practice, or as an abstract question
concernihg group action as such. But the following, which
occur at the end of Questions are more unequivocably formal

and metaphysical:

What must be the nature .ofl human relations in

order for these relations to be capable of appearlng
in certain definite societies as the relations

of things to each other? . . . What kind of prac-

. tical organism is this which reproduces its life

by its work so that its work and ultimately its

very reality are alienated; that is, so that the

as others turn back upon him and determine him?7

Jameson, in his essay "Sartre and Histdry“ interprets Sartre's
fundamental problematic in the Critique as a metaphysical

one; that he is asking, for example: "What preconditions

are fdecessary, “what must the structure of human existence

be, in order for history thus to prove dialectical in its

BO
movement?"

But such gquestions are inappropriate for a study whichr
aspires to concreteness',81 and proclaims elsewhere the essen-
tial variability and indefinability of "man" and human exis-

tence:

. .7+ we must abandon any idea of humanity his-
toralising itself in the development of a single
temporalisation which began with 'the first men'
and which will finish with 'the last': the dialec-
tical investigation establishes' that here too,

in the absence of a temporal hyper-organism, we
have treated diachronic totalisation as though

it were a free, individual temporalisation.
Humanity treated as one Man: this is the.illusion
of the constituted dialectic. There are in fact
several temporalisations.82
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Where Sartre observes his own principle, his work is;
excellent; but for much of the time in the Crifigue he does

not, and draws general metaphysical conclusions (about man,

social man, historical man, praxis, etc.) from socio-historically

3
specific premises--that is, from his own existence as a

Kmﬁuddle—class,‘male, fhtellectual, adult in conditions of

advanced capitalism.

This égnstitutes the most serious flaw in this‘work
and tdgefhér ﬁith the Cartesianism described above (points
{1] and [2]), of which it is just another aspect, is at
the root of %11 the weaknesses of the Critigue which have

been itemized 1in our earlier chapters. - I

Sartre's Cartesianism

1. His uncritical adoption of the isolated, alienated

individual worker, for example, as the irreducible point

of departﬁre for the reconstruction of the dialectic of
history. This meant that: (i) he .failed to acknowledge
and therefore understand, the historicity, and specificity

of that subjectivity, and instead, merely univqgsalized

his own class e&perience,83 taking: " . . . thékideological
- Y

effects which Marx calls fetishism and alienation to be -

the- intrinsic reality of the processes of historical develop-
i ’ T

r;tfent."a4 And (ii), as a consequence of this, he remained

vulnerable to the mystifying and reifyind appearances of

thaﬁ‘éamegsubjectivity throughout the Critique.
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Thus, %/)speaks always from the spec1f1c socio-

hlstorlcal position of an adulg, mlddle-class, Eurggean,
male intellectual--as if it were the position of every man--
and of course, it is not. Women, children, middle—cl;;s
non-intellectuals, working-class intéilectﬁals,'industrial
,and agrlcultural workers, 1mm1grants, étE etc._have”qalte
different everyday exlstences, and are privy to quite differ-
ent apqdictic certainties in their comprehensign—of that
existence. These constitute, in fact, the silent majority:-
whose particularity has not (yet? we'hope) been admitted
into the traditional ideoloéyféf the subject, which has
always been articulated by members of the .same privileged
ciéSs; white, middle-class, and male. When Sartre makes
his own adult experience primary and primordiél, he dnly
does what all»thinkers haye done iﬁ the past; and while
he is quiék to-recognize and denounce the practicerim otﬁers}
he fails to cafch himself in the same process of "totalizing
too faét." -

~ Take, for example, his reference to " . . . that solitude
that accompanies ug from the moment of birth" and the asser-
tion which follows it in the Questions, that: "Each one
lives ‘his first years distracted and bewildered as a pfofound

and solitary reality."®>

This may have been true of Sartre,
T DU

perhaps even of his peers--~but not everyone, not even every-
one in advanced capitalism, would confirm this description

of their lived experience of their "first years." What
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demands explanation and phenomenological comprehension is

how this very idea itself originates; especiallx.when, SE

S

a matter of fact, each "man" actually begins_life in‘

positive symbiosis with an other--with his mother--and must

internalize these reproductive relations of togetheiness

and participation; first, before he internalizes the separa-

tions and isolations contingent upon the productive relations
of capitalism.

As ‘I -have shown in chapter IV, Merleau-Ponty challenges

-

this assumptlon-—of humanity's "essential" estrangement

from others——systematlcally, by revealing (phenomenologlcally),

being- w1th others as primary and prlmordlal,,and the

consciousness of\fglf as separate and solitary, as & secondary

and -therefore historical phenomenon. | !

r

2. Sartre's description of matter, as essentially i

other, alienating and antagonisticf'can be similarly explained

and discredited. For, only'someone'who identifies subjec-

tivity and freedom w%EE_EBDSCiousness.(as Sartre, the male

middle-class intellectual, not unsurprisingly, does) would f
' 86

perceive the materiality of human existence as alienatihé.

-

-

‘While. the experience of productive work as alienating is o ..

_more a consequence of capitalism than -a Eadsqi and should,*
. K

not therefore be offered as primordial and foundational

.:J

of the historical dialectic which produced it.

' 3. Sartre's view of scarcity, as the material bage

of antagonistic and alienating social relations, likehi%e

-
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. . [ . . F-s ~
universalizes the socio-historically specific--in fact

converts scaféit§ into an abstract universal, as we argued
in chapter I. The appeal to scarcity, as a material‘justi—
fici@tion for, or sufficient condition of, economic and
political oppression and eXpioitation, should rather be
seen as an ideological ruse of the privileged class;
mystifying and reifying real social relations of inequality,

which alone make of scarcity, real or artificial; a condi- ‘*\N:::)
tion of social conflict and alienation. Marxists, therefdre,

should take great bains to demystify this nptién'before

incorporating it into their own arguments. Sartre is not

-
=

alone in his failure in this respect.
4. Finally, the critique we developed in the last

chapter, of Marx's cohceptipﬁ of history, freedom, need,

.and nature, as phallocentric and ethnocentric, are equalIyi
applicable to Sartre, who;'perhaps even’more than Marx, A
identifies being human with béiné historical, "and being
historical with transcending natural and material limits =
"on freedom.

This again reveals é certain nostalgia in Saifre for

P
- the kind of idealist tradition thbh.takes Reason or
Consciousness as the distinguishing-feature of being-humén,
and as something distinctl& other than Nature itself. Sartre,
for example, refers to the apodictic tertainties of \ﬁ//
zkion ,

consciousness when he wants to indicate the comprehe

intrinsic to praxis, and continues to insist in the Critique
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as in Being and Nothingness: i *

. . . that the epistemological starting point
must always be consciousness as apodictic
certainty (of) itself and as consciousness of such
and such an object.87

His uncritical acceptance of those certainties as

fundamental and foundational truths suggests that, at leaet
some of the time, he takes that consciousness to be both Va
self- valldatlnganuiuntrammelled by the historical limitations
of the concrete, i.e. of matter and social condltlons

We have indicated throughout this thesis, however,
that éartre's'thepretical practice’ is not always consistent

with his political principlesr-and for the most part his

L]

pr1nc1ples are laudabie. Time and time again, especielly
in the Questions, he 1ns;sts on the material basis of thought,
for example, and provides us with the tools and indights:

for correcting his own excesses and limitations:

.. the idea must be considered to be both the
objectification of the concrete man and his
alienation. 83

. . . works of the mind . . . reproduce in their
profound structure the contradictions and struggles
of contemporary ideologies .89

. . . the Idea.is a proc¢ess; it derives its invin-
cible strength from the fact that nobody thinks
it. That is to say, it does not define itself ,
as the conscious moment of Erax1s——that is to

say, as the unifying unveiling of objects in the
dialectical temporalisation of action. Instead,

it defines itself as a practlco inert object whose
self- evidence, for me, is- the/s&ge as my double

e e A e - < A

OIS T TR SR S
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inabilit% to ﬁerify.it and to transform it in
Others.? )

. . truth is a normative because fidelity to
. 'logical 'principles' is only a form of fidelity
_ to the pledge.?

-

And this same awareness of the materjial and historical basis
of ideas is echoed elsewhere:
We have another way of not knowing ourselves

we too are victims and accomglices of alienatiocn,
reification,-mystification.9 ' .

True intellectual investigation if it is to free

truth from the myths which obscure it, implies

a traversal of research through the singularity

of the researcher . . . One of the principal traps

an intellectual must avoid in this enterprise

is to universalize too fast.93

That Sartre, like Marx, does not entirely escape the
mystifications of his own situatedness--no-one can--should
not deter us from taking his work seriously and learning
from it. For like Marx, Sartre also provides us with the
necessary tools for perceiving those failures and correcting
. -

and transcending them in the on-going totalization of human
hiétory. A more complete and comprehensive understanding .
of-Sarﬁre's limitations in the Critique, of their material
basis, and their conditions of reproduction by way of dia-
lectical internalization and externalization, for example,
would require another lengthy work: 'a concrete, specific;

biographical inquiry. into the particular mediations of Sartre's

own existence--" . . . a traversal of research through
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the singuiarity of the researcher"--as éartre’himself pres-
cribes, the general parameters of which have been indicated
in the above discussionn

Our present prgject, however, requires us to move on:
to our final assessnment of the value.of Lévi-Strauss's

structural anthropology for istential Marxism which .

aims to be material, dialectical, historical, concrete,
and revolutionary--which is the subject of ouTr next, and

final, chapter.




Chay{er VII

o, Lévi-Strauss, -

The argumeﬁt of this thesis has been that Marxism,
existentialism, and stfucturakism gﬁfermutuallycomplemenf
. tary, rather than mutually exclusive, modes of rendering
social reality infelligible{ and that each provides for
the other a corrective and ; compiement for their respective
and inevitable eicesses, oversights, and limitations.
Saf%re, in the Cfitigue for exﬁmple, emphasizes the

indispensable foundationdl role of individual praxis

("praxis constituante"i in the constitution of history -
("praxis constitutée) and social structure ("praxis—

processus"); Marx, the equally necessary determining influ-

ence of objective material and social conditions (the

practico-inerte, in Sartre's terms) on-+individual praxis;

and Lévi-Strauss, the constraining effect of superstructures
(objectified thought)-on the wﬁolé of social existence, 2
individual and collective alike. . .

I have sﬁggeéted further, that.contrarygtb pepular
expectations, Lévi-gtraUSS's structural appfoach goisocial
reality is, in many respects (though not .of cdugse.in all),
actually éQEE consistent with the recoénizéd prinCipleé

of Marxist practice than is Sartre's existentialism, des-

pite the explicit political commitment of Sartre to.
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Marxism, and Lévi-Strauss's abrogation of explicit political’

concerns.

Lévi-Strauss and Marxism

Structuralism as a materialism
I have argued, for example, .that Lé&vi-Strauss's approach

to anthropology is more thoroughly materialist than is Sartre's

'in ‘the Critique. For, according to his structuralist pxinci-
ples, the intelligibility of social behaviour should never
be sought for or located at the level of appearances--neither

at the level of the event, nor at the level of consciousness—-

but rather at the level‘of the unconscious structures: of

thought (collective and rational), which are the condiﬁions
of possibility of boﬁﬁ the events and our consciousness
of them. | |
In all cultures, aécording to Lévi-Strauss, both indi-

.vidual praxis and collective practices are mediated by
a conceptual scﬁeme which is in some sense determining;
whose structure in the last analysis owes nothing to events
or consciousness, and everything to the neuro-chemical
construction of the brain and the nervous system.

| Lévi-Strauss's materialism is thus quite consistent
with Margism, in that it emphasizeé: (1) the unconscious
and material basis of thought; its form in the brain
physiology, and its content in the méterial conditions of

production;l and (ii) the necessarily hidden nature of
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“reality, which can never be wholly grasped at the level

of.phenomenal appearances. Likqathe eye in perception,
the real, for L8vi-Strauss, -is that which makes the appear-

»
ances pqséible; it is the "instrument" of experience, which
never it;elf appears as an object of that exper;ence, i.e.
as part of its phenomenal ‘content. "It is the invisible
in the wvisible," as Mer;ead—Ponty (or Wittgenstein) might
say.2 This foundational reality is systematically unavailable
to us as an object of knowledge as long as we participate
in it: for we cannot, as participants in our own society--

as with language--both speak the message and know the code

at one and the same time.3

Structuralism and the dialectic

 Lévi-Strauss is much more thoroughly and consistently
dialectical in his anthropology than is Sartre, in the
Critique. First, in his persistent refusal of the tradi- i
tional dualisms and dichotomies of metaphysical thought
from which, as we have seen, Sartre himself.was never
entirely liberated: the subject/object, praxis/processf
analytic}dialectical, content/form, reason/matter, individual/
social dichotomies, for exémplg and most importantly, in
his refusal of the Nature/Culture distinction itself. ,

secondly, he is more thoroughly dialectical in his

determination " . .. . to discover the whole man, as revealed

in the one case through his works, and in the other through
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his representations.“4 lThirdly, in his focus on relations
rathér than elements. And fourthly, in his recognition

of the necessafy opaqueness and incompleteness o% anthro-
political inquiry itself: of the "lack of hidden unity“5

in the phenomenon ("man" and "society"), and of the

"mutual exclusiveness of being and knowledge":6

I do not hope to reach a stage at which the subject
matter of mythology, afteér being broken down by
analysis, will crystallize again into a whole

with the general appearante of a stable and well-
defined structure . . . there dpes not exist,

nor ever will exist any community or group of |
communities whose mytholegy and ethnography . . -
can be known in their entirety. The ambition

to achieve such knowledge is meaningless, .since

we are dealing with a shifting reality, perpetually
exposed to the attacks of a past that destroys

it and a future that changes it . . ..- As happens
in the case of an optical microscope, which is
incapahle of revealing the ultimate structure

of matter to the observer, we'‘can only choose
between various degrees of enlargement: each

one reveals a level of organization which has

no more than a relative truth and, while it lasts,
excludes the perception of other levels . . .

in a subject such as this, scientific knowledge
advances haltingly and is stimulated by contention
and doubt. Unlike metaphysics it does not insist
on all or nothing. For this book to be worthwhile,
it is not necessary in my view that it should

be assumed to embody the truth for years to come
and with regard to the tiniest details . . . in
science there are no final truths. The scientific
mind does not so much provide the right answers

as ask the right gquestions.

Structuralism and history

Lévi-8trauss's structuralism is alsc historical, in

that: (i) first, he reccgnizes the historicity of all thought,
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including his own (as indicated in the above citation);8

that superstructures are, for example, but " . . . faulty

9

acts which have made it socially." (ii) Second, he believes,

with Marx, that specific cultural fepresentations of the
structure of the universe (e.g. totemism, myth, ritual)

(a) reproduce, at the éonscious level, socigl structures

which are first lived; and (b) attempt to resolve a£ the

level of ideas, contradictions and conflicts which are encoun-

tered primarily in the lived experience of everyday 1life,

i.e. that:

through their myths, their rituals and their
religious representations, meh try to hide or
justify the discrepancies bpetween their societg
and the ideal image-of it which they harbour.l

(1iii) And third, again with Marx, he believes that "ﬁan"

himself is historical, i.e. that:

. . men have made themselves to no less an extent
than they have made the races of their domestic
animals, the only difference being that_the process
has beeen less conscious or voluntary.

(iv}) In addition, he rqpeatedly_acknowledgés the importance
cf history for anthropolegy in general, and for structural

anthropology in particular:

When . . . one completely limits study to the
present pericd in the life of a society, one becomes
first of all the victim of an illusion. For
everything is history: what was said yesterday

is history, what was said a minute ago is history.
But, above all, one is led to misjudge the
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present, because only the study of historical
development permits the weighing and evaluation
of the interrelationships among the components

of the present-day society. And a little history
. . . is better than no history at all.l

Even the analysis of synchronic structures,
however, regquires the constant recourse to history.
By showing institutions in the process of trans-
formation, history alone makes it possible to
abstract the structure which underlies the many
manifestations and remains permanent through

. a succession of events.l3. ' '

Structuralism énd the concrete

As an empirical and positive science, Lévi-Strauss's
structuralism is also concrete. According to its principles, =
the internal structure of objective tﬁoughf can neve;
be postulated a priori, for example, or in advance of
a spécific and particular inquiry, but: " . .-. can only be
discovered a posteriori by ethnographic investigation,
that is, by experie_nce.“l4 |

And, although the structures as revealéd are abstracted
from the phenomenal éppearances of a specific social practice,
they are nevertheless like thé labour-form of value dis-
closed by Marx in Cagital,15 no_less real and no less ,
concrete than the ideology and observablé social practices
which conceal them. Thus; the rigid antinoﬁy between

the abstract and the concrete, between the real and the

ideal, is rejected by Lévi-Strauss, as it was by Marx:



322

Contrary to formalism, structuralism refuses

to set the concrete against the abstract and

to recognize a privileged value in the latter.
Form is defined by opposition to material other
than itself. But structure has no distinct
content; it is content itself, apprehended in

a logical organization conceived as a property
of the real . . . if a little structuralism
leads away from the concrete, a lot of struc-
turalism leads back to it.l6

Structuralism and revolution

Finally, and perhaps most surprising of all, Lévi-
Strauss's structuralism is, at least implicitly and potentially,

reveolutionary--though perhaps not intentionally so.

1. In the first place, his structuralism is not

a determinism: the structures Lévi-Strauss describes

are not, for example, "categories of stasies" as is often
assumed by the opponents of structuralism. The sﬂru;xyres
of objectified thought, as revealed by Lévi-Strauss, change |, -
in respoﬁse to changes in material and social conditions,
and such changes pose questions to historians:
Structure itself occurs in the process of develop-
ment . . .. It is ceaselessly forming and breaking
down; it is life which has reached a certain
degree of consolidation, and to distinguish
.it from the life whence it derives or from the

life it determines amounts to dissociating
inseparable things.l7

.
.

But Lévi-Strauss has revealed that the transformations ¢
of structure are systematic and, therefore, in principle

predictable: the nature of these mechanisms of change
'
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pose problems for the structuralist and not the historian;
L8vi-Strauss's contribution to human understanding lies
in his disclosure of this‘partibular aspect of social and
historical reality. .

Nowhere, however, are these structures presented as
the blind determinants of praxis. They are, on the contrary,
.presented as its consequences, i.e. as the sedimentation
of collectlve and multlple social praxes, which as the
practlco inert, act as effective, unconscious, though no
less real, constraints and limitations on subsequent praxes,
jindividual and collective; within any given social formation.

2. Secondly, Lévi-Strauss's disclosure of the total

and systematic nature of cultural practices and forms ofi. .

by

thought (i.e. of social 1ife), and of the relative autonomy

and interdependence of both the elements of structure and

the structures themselves within +he larger ongoing %otali-
zation, gives additionél support (though doés not necessitate,
'of course) to the political direction of Marxism which

emphasizes the need for a revolutionary strategy for social

change, as opposed to some form of reformism, fo;,example.
since it is the relation between the elements and not the
elements themselves that has been shown to sustain the
system and confer ﬁpon it its particular'meaning,?'8 SO

it is that system of relations which must be transformed,

rather than the elements themselves, if radical social :

change is to be affected.

nl
b
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31_,Thirdly, Lévi-Strauss's structuralism can act as

a demystifying corrective to the excesses of the theoretical

ethnocentricism and "evclutionism" of the traditional revolu-

tionary politics and ideology of Marxism, which we considered

. in chapter V. First by demysﬁifying the "history" of his-

torical materialism, by disclosing it as a socio-historically
spécific system 9f repfesentafion comparable in form and
function to myth. Its squosed continuity and the events

it represents, both éf which are cénstituted and selected

by the historian, “ . . . corréspond to no kind of reality";
and like myth and all knowledge, it is obliged to employ a
code to analyze its object. It cannot, .therefore, be
considered as the final explanandum whexe the intelligibility
of human éhavibur is in question.

" «.+« . history functions like a code since like
all codes, historical events are like signs which
are'at least a priori arbitrary, since like all
activities of the mind, history is ideological

~and deteriiined by other, non-mental realities.l®

ﬁistofy's code consists of classes of dates, " . . . each

-furnishing an autonomous system of reference" and constitu-

ting thereby the eSséntially‘"discontinuous and classificatdry

nature of historical knowledge.“20

It is therefore, far from being the case that
the search for intelligibility comes to an end
in history.as though this were its terminus,
Rather, it is history that serves as a point

of departure in any quest for intelligibility.2l
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Secondly, by refusing the distinction between Nature
and Culture, L8vi-Strauss offers a challenge to the conven-

tional Marxist: concept of historical progress, which, és

we noted in chapter V, ‘identifies being human‘with being

free, and being free with the cultural "conquest" of nature -

and need, via an increasing technological mastery of material

Fy
production. _\\////’

5 It is precisely this separation of "man" from Nature

‘and this emphasis on-the cultural.control of Nature, which,

according to Lévi-Strauss, institutes and maintains the
very aﬁ&enatiOn, exploitation, and oppression it is called
upon to eliminate, and blocks any real progress in our

organization’ of social as opposed to culyural relations.

v —

The segregation of man ocutside the natural environ-
ment--of which he is morally as well as physically
an inseparable part--his being forced by the.

. modern forms of urban life to live almost entirely
inside an artifice, constitutes a major threat -
to the mental health of the species.

So much more because this perversion of urban N

. civilization due to industrialization, has trans- °
) formed itself on the ideological. plane into a ’
philosophy and an ethic which lightheartedly
comes to terms with the emergence of a humanity. -
destructdive of everything but itself--then, -
inevitably, of itself also, as soon as it does _
not possess any more 'glacis' to protect it. from
its own attacks. This philosophy, this ethic’
have gone so far as to glorify the breach between
_ man and the other forms of life in the name of

~" . ~humanism,.leaving man only self-love as a princi-

ple of thought and action.22 '

-

Traditional Marxist disqussions of alienation, and

their corresponding visions of 'free' social arrangements
' hl

ir, -
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and strategles for achmevrng these, have regarded allenatlon,
together with. explortatlon and oppression, as rooted in
relatlons of materlal productlon condltloned by scarcity

and need. Lev1-Strauss s anthropology challenges this

analysis, both as an accurate interpretation of historical

"wfacts," and as an adequate founding theory; supporting

my own contention (see chapter V). that the traditional

' view of history, alienation, and "man" himself, has its

own ideoclogical foundatlon, at least in part, in the mystlfled
and relfled soc1al relations of capitalism and patrlarcbyf
Levr—Stranss s empirical results, for example, sugge/g
that scarcity is the basis of reciprocity and alliance,
if hot of culture itself, rather than the contingent condltlon
of social antagonlsm and exploltatlon, and that primitive
men are no less human, rational, or free than their "civilized"
counterparts: no less "natural" and no less'"cultural.“.
While his theoretical point of departure, 1i.e. the‘
fundamentally materlal and irreducibly dlalectlcal relfation-

ship between man and hlS world (between subject and object, 23

nature -and culture24), in which each mirrors the other,zs’

rules out the possibiliryfof interpreting natural'needS’and

natural conditions as essentially alienating -or dehumanizing;

* and suggests, furthermore, that it is this #ery over-

valuation of our (artificially and ideologically) separated
Y

-

"eultural" experlence and needs, as opposed to our "natural"

- pr "soc1etal" existence as human belngs, which has, undér

=

e

N

)
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the mystification of an idéology of humanism, alienated
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i

"men" from the fundamental material fealities of their
exiétgnce. After all, men‘have the nafure, the ﬁeeds,

the culture, and the social reiations they choose_tq have;
thej,'like the res£ of the human world,-aré'as much created

as they are given.

. ..natural conditions are not just passively
accepted . . . they do not exist in their own
right for they are a function of the techniques
and way of life of the people who define and
give them a meaning by developing them in & parti-
cular direction. ©Nature is not itself contradic-
tory. It can become so ondly in terms of scme
specific human activity ich takes part in-it;
and the characteristi of- the environment take-
on a different meaning according to the particular -
hlstorlcal and technical form assumed 1n it by
this or that type of activity.26

4. Finaliy, Lévi-Strauss's anthropology is {?volutionary

though this time very much by default, in that it hgs con-

siderablf/advanced our understanding of sexual inequality, L -

its genesis, and its deep structure, by placing the.
exchange of women at the véry fopndatibn of society.

(a) . First, his account suggests that sexual

inequality can no longer be -trivialized as a personal or

-"doméstic" issue, and no 1oﬁger thrust to the margins of
le}tical discourse as a.superficial, éuperstructural,
incidental, or accidental feature of social life; since

i? has beegﬁshown to be a éﬁructural necessity at the very

core of social and cultural organization. The.objeétifi—

cation of women for exchange is implicit in the incest

-
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prohibition itself, which Lévi-Strauss presents as

foundational and constitutive of both society (reciprocal

social relations) and éulture (the transformation of. natural
relations dinto rule-—-governed relationé);zT it is a‘rulef

we are told, whose:

- . . first logical end . -
women within the family, so that thejr distribution,
or the competition for them, is within the group,
and under group, not private control.28

Thus, we-are obliged to acknowledge: (i) the‘deep‘
and determining structural importarrce of sexuality in society;
and (ii) " . . . the. profbund difference between the social -

. q 29 . e
experience of men and womeh"; since it is after all women

who are "frozen" and "distributed" by and for men, and
not vice-versa.
{b) Secondly, and more importantly, Lévi-Strauss's

conclusions support our own position, presented in chapter

V, that the oppression and exploitation of women and the

*. ideology which mystifies, r and maintains -it, has

its material foundation, not: in organization of produc-

tive relations, as a traditional Marxist analySis of
oppression would have us believe, but in the organization

of reproductive relations which Precedes them, both

logically and chronologicallyf

. . @ human group must do more than apply its
activity to reshaping the natural world in order
"to clothe, feed and warm itself . . . the needs
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which are satisfied by economic activity even \\
in the richest, Marxian sense, do. not exhaust 7
fundamental human requirements. A human group
must also reproduce itself from generation- to
generation. The needs of sexuality and procrea-
tion must be satisfied as much as the need to

eat, and .. . . these needs are hardly ever satis-
fied by any 'natural' form, any more than are

the needs for food. Hunger is hunger, but what
counts as.food is culturally determined and
obtained . . .. Sex is .sex, but what counts

as sex is equally culturally determined and obtained.

. 'Every society also has a sex/gender system--

" set of arrangehents by which the blologlcal’aéw
material of human sex and procreation is shaped P
by human, social intervention and satisfied in
a cortentionable manner .30

]
The sex/gender system, in aﬁﬂ cases it seems, if Lévi-

Strauss's analyses age'to be believed, has instituted:
(i)'hetefosexuality, (ii} a sexual division éf labour,

and (iii)_an obiiéation to marry. The uniye;sal subordination
of woﬁen can be seen as a broduct of these systems of
relationships; relationships organized sﬂecifically according
to Lévi-Strauss, ", . . to institute'a_reciprécal'state

of dependency between the sgxeé,"Bl ’

"But a sex/gqnder system itself, could be neutral:
there:is notﬁing in the coﬁcapt to'suggest';hat the
oppreséion of one or other of the sexes is inevitable.
Thus the'present subordination of women should be regardéd
as thelﬁréduct of the specific social relations which have
hithertofore organized sex and gender..

'Lévi-Strauss's work reveals the reality, profundity,
and magnitude of the problem facing women; for he has shown

.I

~>that their oppression is rooted in sex/gender systems

o,



330
which determine, and are in turn reinforceq by, the wﬁole“

o - . -
W

of social life--its economic and political structures,

as well as.its organization of sexuality and reproduction.

The elimination of female oppre551on, therefore, will require,
not just economic and polltlcal reforms, but the Iadlcal
transformation of the sex/gender system itself;-a formldable
project and one of truly revolutioneryfproport;onsr
The oppression of women is deep; equal pay, equal
work, and all of the female politicians in the
world will not extirpate the roots of sexism.
Lévi-Strauss and Freud elucidate what would other--~
wise 'be poorly perceived parts-of the deep
structures of sex oppression. They serve as
reminders of the intractability and magnitude

of what we fight, and their analyses proévide

preliminary charts of the social machinery we-
must rearrange.

Structuralism and the
Demystification of Humanism . | ‘ \

. Ironically enough, even.Sartre} in the ooureé;of his
critique of Sociology in the Qoestions, at the same. time-
ackmowledges the importanoe of Sooioloéy for his own
project of existential comprehension. Sociological research,
he tells us, " . . .-does not contradict dialectical
materialism,"” even when its ideas may-oppoee it, but rather
guides to "a certain level of the coocrete";33 compels

us to push the historical totalization to include the new

information; -
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. . . . to discover new mediations betweenkconcrete
men and the material conditions of their life,
between human relations and the relations of
production, between persons and classes (or some
totally different groupings).34 .

. 4

Thus, sociology . . . reveals new relations" and

Y . . . demands that they be attached to new conditions."35
L8vi-Strauss's research reveals relations between

“maﬁ," his thought, and his worlé, between Nature and Culture,

if you prefer,.which push the historical totalization of

Sartre's Marxist existentialism to its very limit: for

1

they challenge one of its foundational principles: .its
implicit "humanism." -
By privileging.history and the self-conscious suﬁject
of experiencé, Sartre's Marxism mistakes appearance for
‘reality. It mystifies present social reélity, by failing "
to criticize its most.deeply ro;ted ideological as _\ tions
{the importance and rationality of history, for examélg;
the fole of the individual as subject of his own history .
and determinant of hi; own destiny, etc.); and reifies
a particular experience of social relations into universal
tfﬁths aHbué humanity in éeneral {tying freedom to the
elimination of-scarcity, for example, and of " . . . work
imposed by necessity").36 .
"This obviqusly jeopardizes the revolutionary éotential
of Sartre's totalization, for if he is mistaken about the

causes of alienation, and about the "meaning” of history

ahd human freedom, he will beyynable Eo‘arrive at an
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* appropriate sﬁrategy for eliminating thé former, or rea-
lizing the latter. And althgugh Lévi-Strauss does not concern-
himself explicitly with revolutionary étrategy in his work,
his analygis of the structures of dehumanization are
suggeétive.

For example( the significance of size and structure as

deté;ﬁinants of levels of authenticity in society (which
echoes Sartre's diagnosis Ef the aliengtion inherent in
serial existence)}; and the correlation he perceives between
cultural achievements (i.e. progress in man's control over
things via writing and'the thermo-dynamic machine, for
example) and social gntropy or disintegration {diminishing
control over the organization of people), force us to
re-evaluate our commitment to "progress" itself and to

re-examine the notions of "need," "nature," and "freedom"
37

which have supported that commitment.

The great merit of Lévi-Strauss's aythropology is
.that it enables us to see Marxism éﬁd existentialism as
aspects of the same discourse, of the'samq objectified
thought; and that discourse itself as a process, and as
the product of essentially qnconséious detefminants. It
provides us with a point of view which is relatively exter-
7ﬁal to the discourse in question, from which we can there-
38

fore, more readily pérceive its blind spots.

It is, however, a point of view only relatively

external to the discourse of Marxism and existentialism;
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for our access to the‘primitive mind and to primiﬁivé social

reality is not direct but mediated, through Lé&vi-Strauss

himself, who shares the same social reality as Sarfre,

and is theréfore subjeht to the same ideological constraints.

Lévi~-Strauss is aware of this. The difference between -

thé two is that the latter does not direct his gaze at

himself (objectified in discourse), as Sartre does—-which ,

would be to trap himself in a series of feflécting mirrors--

but at the discourse of the Other, that he might: ‘

" . understand himself better; ngt as 'a purely contempla-

tive intelligence, bu£ as the involuntary agent of tréns—

formation conveyed through him."39
His efforts in this direction are not, needless to

say; beyond criticism, and few anthropologists héve been

.the ogcasion of as much controvergy and argument as has

Lévi;Strauss himself. Anthrﬁpologists Have cast doubt

upon the specifics of his empirical work, and social and

political sciéntists and philosophers have challéenged the

broader political implications of his aqalysis; I have

personal doubts about the appropfiateness of these critié‘ s,

however, many of which have been considered and countereﬁ_kl

at various points in the course of this thesis\

Lévi-Strauss and His Critics

Anthropologists, for example, tend to question the

validity of the structures he reveals: pointing to the

e
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apparent arbitrariness of his methods, the non-

falsifiability of his conélusions, and the ambiguous onto-

-

logical Status of the structures themselves.

Arbitrary structures
. . ¥
Don Sperber’,%0 for example, voices the first objection
as. follows: =
. . . "perfect symmetries" are achieved only
by ignoring some of the data and by re-describing
the rest in terms of carefully selected abstract.
synecdoches.4l
But surely a similar objection could be addressed to any
anthropological research; which is necessarily selective
in the collection and intérpretation of data? One of the
persistent aréuments of this thesis has been that partiality
is_inevitable in research; and that this does not contra-
dict.the aspiration to truth (a truth which is always
partial}. Lévi-Strauss is well aware of this inherent
limitation ih all "knowledges" and all objectified thought,
and constantly renounces any pretensions to completeness
or finality for his work. Allowing for the possible excesses,
exaggerations, and oversighfs of his descriptions, .4
"the exciting suspicion" nevertheless remains, that:
. . the fleeting shapes and contours one can
‘ glimpse through the most are those of a true
terra incognita. It is not to belittle Lévi-
Strauss's theoretical contribution to suggest

that he may be first and foremost a discoverer
of facts--the explorer of a mental continent

L
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which he is not to be reproached for having failed
to chart to the full.42 )
Non-falsifiable conclusions
Thelobjectioﬂ that Lévi-Strauss's conciusioné are
noﬁ-falsifiable also rests on a misunderstanding of his .
intentions} which is not to arrive at general empirical
laws--to which alone thg falsifiability criterion ﬁight
be applicable--but to render intelligible the formerly
unintel-ligible:43 i.e. the principles and practices of
primitivé peoples. And there can be no denying that he
has- succeeded in this; He hasumade sense of a multiplicity
of diverse and scattered phenomehé_which were previously
. inaccessible to Western rationality. In;&o doing; he has
radically altered our perspective and increased our under-
standing, not only-of'the complexity aﬁﬁ\rationality of
"primitive" culturgs, but also of our own; minimizing the
differences between us and emphasiziﬁg our common humanity.

This, again, is no mean achievement.

Idealiét and reductionist ,

Lévi-Strauss does, however, frequently stray from
the'relativel& secure t frain of interpretation, to the
thornier bath of -speculative phyﬁiolaéy——appealing to the
neuro-éhemical structure of the brain and the nérvous'system
to explain the observed regularity of thought forms

(binary oppositions, inversions, transformations, etc.).

He has been-acdcused of both "idealism" and "reductionism"

44
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on this account}?s Idealism, because he seems to be sug-

gesting that -the structure of the world is determined by

unlversal thought forms; and reductlonlsm, because he also

" seems to be suggesting that those thought forms are

determined by the world, i.e. by phy51orog1cal'processes.
But neither objection-applies, for both assume the
mind/matter dualism, which Lé8vi-Strauss steadfastl& refuses.
As we have already shown in this thesis, the mind is as.
much part of the world} of nature, as is the body which

speaks and thipks it, according®to Lévi-Strauss. The.rela-

tionship between the two (between mind and body, subject

and object, consciousness and the world, cr whatever the
dualism at issue) is reciprocal, not mechanical; and neither
one can be said to be primary or determinant of the other,
for, they cccur together as one.46 Far from-reducing culture
to nature, or ideas to chemistry, Lévi-Strauss,actoally
tries to transcend the dichotomy itself by integrating

its two poles into a single anthropological "science."d’

¥ .
Furthermore, he stresses that it is only the collectlve,

48

uhiversal formal features of thought which will be ultimately

explained in terms of brain structureﬁ and not its content,

which the historical dialectic determines in’ all its spe-
cificity and ‘particularity. His account of objectified
thought is, therefore, nc more idealist and no more

L]

reductlonlst than is the standard phy51ologlcal explanatlon
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perépective, etc.--in terms of the structure of the eye

and the transmission of neuro-chemical messages to ﬁﬁe ‘
brain. Those physiologicél structures -undoubtedly determine
what we see; nevertheless we do not scrutinizg the eye

or the brain when we want to understand -our own or someone
eléets'perceptua;,experience (unless thqt gxperiencé is
aberrant, and lacks one of:the "ﬁpive;sai"“struc£u{es,

as in the case of colour blindness, for_exémple). -Juast as,

. . . there may be a true sense in which a man's
neurotic state may be determined in the last
instance by his sexual nature, which in turn

is determined by his sexual organs. But this
does not make his neurosis any less 'real,' nor
are we likely to understand it or cure it by
prolonged scrutiny of the penis.49

- Ahd,_similarly, although ﬁévi—sérauss locates the :
ultimaté depeimining structures of thought in brain processes,
it certa;nly does not follow, and.Lévi~Straués-never suggestst
that it could, that we wil;-unde£Stand thought any better
by ;crutinizing the_brain. | —

Ambiguous ontological

status of structures

- Lévi~Strausé{s structures have also been criticized
becauée it is not’alwayéwclear to what kiﬁd of reality
they refer. They do not, for. example, refer tO‘Btrqctured
social relations which are observable and conscious and
therefore verifiable, but to the "models which aie built
50

Nevertheless, these abstracted structures

up after it."
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are clearly meant to refer'to,real, though unconscious,

: determinants of thought and therefore of practices.

"What Lé&vi-Strauss calls the ‘'structure’ of the society
are the undeflying principlésoon which it operates, which -
are real though they may be unobservable and uncon$01ous w51

They are known by their effects, and dlscovered through

" a method whlch combines deduction with the observation

of different sign systems.s2

J

An arrangement is structured which meets but
two conditions: that it be a system ruled by
an internal cohesiveness, and that this cchesiveness,
inaccessible to, observation in an isolated system,
. be revealed in the study of transformations through
. which similar properties.are recognlzed in apparently
different systems.53 g

Y ’ | SN

Like the Freudian unconscious, the real existence

- of these structures cannot be verified by conventional

methods; neither empiricaliy, by observation, since they

do not appear at the level of phenomenal experience, nor
theoretically, by deductioﬁ, since they do not exist at

the level of conscious ideee either. Like the results

of psychoanalysis, structures. are the end;product of a
two-stage process. Only the flrst of these, which consists
in the prellmlnary observatlon of the facts, is.empirical,
objectdive, and analytical--therefore, repeatable and so
verifiable. The second stage, whlch is’ much more lmportant
beeause it is there that the unconscious structures of

thought are revealed and the facts made intelligible,
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is both. subjective and synthetic-~therefore, it cannot-

e 3 .
be repeated and its conclusions cannot be confirmed by .

another.54 This stage consists in the iﬁaginative‘interpre-
tation of thoée faéts in accordance with a particular her-¥%
meneutic. And just as no £ﬁo psychéanalyéfs‘(or, ;pdeed,
no two regular mediéal dqctors)_will arriﬁe gi the sé e
diagnosis in the face of relatively undsual or complex
symptoms, so we cannot expect two structuralists to' agree
on final principlesl But £his in no way invalidétes,their
work; for each makes a contribution to the égntinuing
totalization of the truth of huﬁan existence--and the'more
éerspectives we have on social reality the more accurate,
the more "truthful" will be our "totalization en cours."

The cénclusions of Lévi-Strauss's interpretations
should be evaluétéd, therefore, according to their capacity
to render all the available and relevant facts intelligible.“
'His achievement in thié respect should not be underestimated.
The totehic} mythoIogicgl, and kinship’systems of primitive
pébple, which were previously mysteries to the Western
oHsérver,'now make senserahd-the sénée they make is sugges-—
tive: for it chailenges some of our most treasured traditional

R . ' o
Western preconceptions. about rationality, ﬁreedom, progress,
,hature, need, and "man"f—calling'forla redefinition of "
""humanism, " for_éxample t6 include " . . . the reconcilia-

tion of man and nature in a generafized humanism,“55 which

no longer takes " . . . self-interest as its principle

™
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and its hotion,"56 and entails changes in socia% practice - .

~and policy‘'and not simply a transformation of ideology.?7

Scientificity and objectivity
Of course, Lévi*Sﬁrauss,‘like Sartre, overstates his
I's . . .
£ e . .
case, especially in his claim that structural anthropolegy

is the only trbe science of man; end‘the only anthropologf

.&hieh'can rightfully aspire to objectivity. The claim
is based on his belief that scientificity and objectivity

consist in the disinterestedness of the knowledge which

is pursued and broduced. Thus, there are, in his opinion:

- . two strategic levels at which nature is
accessible to scientific enquiry:- one roughly
ddapted to that of perception and the 1mag1natlon.
the other at a remove from it . . . one very

close to, and the other more remote from, sensible
intuition.

e *

<

These "two parallel modes of acquiring knowledge“59 corres-

pond to primitive and modern sc¢ientific thought respectively.

Primitive thought (totemism .and mythology, for example)

is as SClentlflC an S objectlve as modern-501ence, 1n

Lévi-Strauss's opln' n:“ (i) because they both share the
same final cause, a "demand fq?ﬂofder,"so for "organization"

and "system,"sl and "a desire fog nowledge for its own

sake";62 and (ii) because thef "require the same sort of
mental operations"63 i.e. "e austive\obééfvation and the

64

systematic cataloguing of relations and connections."
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The difference between primitive'an@ modérn science,
which accounts for the greater theoretical and practical
productivity of the latter, lies in the kind of operators
which are used by the féspedtive systems. The elements
by whicﬁ the primitive organizes his universe are signs,
for éxam?le species and parté.of the body, which lie half-
way between percepts and concepts; while modern science
uses concepts only. Because mythological thought relies

‘on the concrete for its operators, the scope of the science is

limited; for the combination of the elements 1s pre-constrained

and restricted-by the fact that " ., . . they already possess

. : .. . 6
a sense which sets a limit on their freedom ¢f manoeuvre." >

The modern scientist, by contrast, organizes the universe

according to'concepts,_which “ . . . aim to be wholly trans- .

66

parent with respect to reality." ‘The engineer, for example:

"

is always trying to make -his way out of and go

beyond the constraints imposed by a particular state of

Acivilization."67 His concepts allcw him to do this: hecause

they are not tied to the concrete, they can open the set

being worked on. While the primitive, like a bricoleur,

1t

always remains . . . by inclination or necessity" within
the set, withirn the constraints of the concrete. Significa-

tion can only reorganize the set; it, therefore:

1n

. . . neither extends nor renews it and limits itself

tc obtaining the group of its transformations."68
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| Because the structural anthropologist stuéies societies
of which he is not a member, and his purpose isrintellectuai
rather than practical--to produce meaningvrather than change;
and understanding rather than control--he fulfills his !
ﬂfifst requirement of scientificity and objectivity, i.e,
,aisinterestedness: the produétion of knowledge of, rathé}‘
than knowledge for. And because he spéaks from a position
outside the system into which he is enquiring, and uses
-kagstract) concepts, rather than (concrete) signs to open
up the set in gquestion, he fulfills the-fequirement of
modern science--and breaks codes, rather than invents new
messages, and thué introduces genuine theoretical novelty - v
into the processes of though£ and understanding.

pccording to Lévi-Strauss, anthropology which is not
structural may be scientific in the first'sense,‘but not
in the second. For, in failing to see social practices
as elements of a larger structural system--i.e. h; meésages
determined by‘a cultural code which is not itself observable
as message--classical anthropology can onlf functiog aé
a "bricoleur" with respect to those éystems, and shuffle
their constitutive parts without e&er cracking the code
which is their conditioh of possibility as intelligibyg,.
coherent systems.

Sartre's anthropology can make no-legitimate claim
to scientificity at all on tﬁis account: (i) because he

’

studies his own scciety, and (ii) because the knowledge’
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ir;_,/he produces of it is 1nterested and practlcal éiming not

only to understand, but also to change soc1ety. It.is
knowledge foxr the satisfaction of particular concrete needs,
and not knowledge of the unconscious structures determinihg

+hose needs. Sartre takes up

and transforms them into new ones. But these
"scientific" nor “objectivé" conclusions, for they never
'tranSCend the structural limitations' of the cultural codes

of which they are an expression and variation.

v
-~

Dogmatic, ideological and sterile

This demand for Mscientificity" can be criticized
on several counts., In the i‘rst place, to describe a method
.and a- goal-for anthropology is perfectly legitimaﬁe; and
the particular goal and metho@ stipulated by Lévi-Strauss
has much to commend it: first, as a fruitful and productive
mode of enqulry--lt does render intelligible the prev1ously
unintelligible; and'second, as a perspective from which
. to perceive the limitations of previous modes of enguiry--
the historical and phenomenological, for exaﬁple. But
to equate that specific method and-goal with anthropological
science as such is both unnecessary and unﬁustiﬁiable.'

It is both chauvinistic and arbitrary to presume that struc-

tural anthropology is the only scientific approach tokébc;él

reality, and the only legitimate approach, as Lévi-Strauss
implies in his critique of Sartre, and in comments like

the following:

e messages of his own society




. . . the final aim of anthropology is td contri-
bute to a better knowledge of objectlfled thought'
and its mechanisms.69 .

fr“ ¥

"+ ..Jd the recovery of meaning is secondary and *
derivative compared with the essential work which
consists in taking apart the mechanisms of objec—
tified thought.70

]
Secondly, Lé&vi-Strauss's demand for scientificity
reyeals an unc;itical acceptance of the bourgeoie point-:
of view which sees sc1ence“ as self -validating, objectlve,
and therefore desirable as the only secure mode of access
to the "truth." Lévi~Strauss's appFopriation of both
"science" and "anthropology"%for his own particular breed
of structural anthropology is, therefore, entirely unaccep~
table. |
However, as I argued in the chapter on Marx,:;his
struggle over "scientificity" is really a redfherring——from
a Marx&%t point of view; it is but a mystification at the
-
level of general and abstract ideas, of a more fundamental .
cbnfllct whlch is spec1flc, concrete, and personal, and .

-

concerns political practlce rather than scientific or

anthropological theory. For, Lévi-Strauss, by opting for

science and objectivity and for the study of societies

other than hlS own—~for knowledge of rather than knowledge

e

for-R\:zears to some, to Sartre for example, to ‘have .

opted t of his own society and out of his responsibility

to it. "To choose between one truth and another is to

&
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choose’the future": because Lévi-Strauss does not explicitly
,'_stuﬁf tﬁe dialectic of his own Society, our society, he
“is.sugpécted by‘those thaF‘do, of actually acting against
it‘fl» L. .
}Thesé suspicions about structural anthroéolog&, as
a ﬁefsﬁgct;ve and a methodology, are augmented by its
dohciugidnéi which many perceive as being both.theoretically

and préctically sterile. Glucksmann, for examéle, aréues
' 71

; .
that they have-"no counterpart in practice":

In this view, society cannot therefore be acted
upon purposefully since the social actors can

never have a correct account of its workings . . .72
. Most of Lévi-Strauss's substantive propositions about

societies not only do not complement
eory. of infrastructure, but are profoundly«

) , structure of the brain--man cannot create social
, structurg, nor change history, and he must always
be mystifjed by his own understanding of society.?’3

While Badcock,/although disagreeing with this assessﬁent'
of truéturalism's‘practical cor'lsequences,74 ﬁltimately

lrejec s it because af its theoretical sterility claiming

that t@e'“uﬁintelligibility of the final terms,"” mind and
nature (both of which réduce to "gratuitous arbitrariness“75

in his opinion) leads only to a "theoretical cul-cle--sac::l6 !

Structuralistiexplanation as found in Lévi-Strauss
do not lead anywhere; in fact,.they lead absolutely’
- nowhere because ultimately the mind and systems

e

.
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7
of signs which it creates are arbitrary--that °
is devoid of meaning in final ‘terms.77 _ .

1 Othérs see the search for and discovery of unconscious
structural determinants of behaviour as an implicit denial
of subjectivity and freedom and a fefusal’of history; and;
structuralism itself, therefore, as just the latest version
of a (bourgeois) mechanical and deterministic ﬁaterialism

(Sartre, for example).

I think these suspicions about structuralism are justified;

but I do not believe that they can be sustained in thé
specific case of Lévi-Strauss. My presentation of his
structural anthropology in this thesis-~-as ﬂistorical,
dialectical, and at least implicitly revolutionary--goes
some way to discrediting these criticisms. I have argued,
for examplé that LéviLStraﬁss aoes not deny history, nor
subjectivity, but rather tries to demystify them (as do
Foucault:and Al;husser)l by treating them as the products
of social stfﬂCture,‘instead of as its agents. Lévi—Straus;
doés not deny.this agency, nof the reality of historical
change. He-simply shifts our perspective on them to reveal
how they.are consérained and determined, not only by the
historical and material dialect%c, butfalso'by the hidden
structures of ideology, of what he'calls "object;fiea -8
thought." . '

Nor does he maintain that ideology is static -and un-

changing; but rather that it changes more slowly than
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perhaps we would_care to admit. It changes in response
to praxis,Asociai action, and "parole" ‘(messages}; but
the structure of discourse is such that‘it constrains indi-
vidual praxis, so that it rarely challenges the system
 itself, but.is; on the contrary, more often recovered,

transformed, and contained bj'it.

. . as code culture exists in a fully reversible,
non-degradable environment in which repair and
- reorganization of the system is always going
on. This repairing and reconstructuring process
is, in cybernetic terms, the exact equivalent
to Marx's ideological processes—-typically those
of rationalization, justification and idealization.?8

<jﬁgécause of the.self—repairing'and restructuring méchanisms
inté&nalvfo any ideology, radical ideological change is
rare, and occurs only in response to dramatic changes in
material conditions {(as in the neqlithic, agricultural,
and industrial revolutions), rgthér than as the effect
of theé . .conscious intentions of individuals.

L=y

I have also suggested that Lévi-Strauss does have

A AN
a commitment to the historical and dialectical totalization

of his own society. He only disagrees (with Sartre, for
example) about the best way of fulfilling that commitment;

believing that knowledge of "man" is best acquired by looking

73 rather than to "the hypothetical evi-

dences of the self";80 and by identifying with others rather

81

into the distance,

than with oneself, or one's own society or history.
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Nor do his theoretical conclusions bring us "totally
to a halt," "with the savage mind énd itg creation éultu e,“82
as Babcock suggests; tﬁey rathe{ ghallenge us to re-examine /
andvfedefine our own cultural "givens": for example, our
ideas of progress and freedom, and especially our ideological
bifurcation of nature and cultufe upon which these notions
are based. Grounding culture in mind and mind in nature
appears "unintelligible" only to those who have not yet
thrown off the yoke of an ideafism inheriteé from Plato,ﬂ
.Aristotle, Descartes, and the Church; to those who still
crafe,a special status for humanity and a privileged being °
for "¥onsciousness," thought, and Reasocon, allowiﬁg it to
transcend the limitations and the material'determinants
of qther mortal and worldly things.,

In fact, Lévi-Strauss's structuralism is no more sterile

than linguistics, neurology, physiology, or psychoanalysis,

T

for example, for which there is dnly one final term--
human~-being-in-the~world--and if this is seen as
munintelligible"” for those who dream of a more rarified
ﬁxistence, then sc be it, for they have their heads in
the clouds. )

Furthermore, Lévi-Strauss's conclusions do have a
counterpart in practice: requiring us to ". . . respect
other societies and change one's own,"83 by ending thg

conquest of nature, for example, and dehistorizing Eurcpe--

prospects which Poster maintains, render socialist practice
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84

hopeless. But they render such practice no more hopeless

than do Sartre's conclusions about revolt. For both L&vi-Strauss

and Sartre can be interpreted as injecting new hope into

a tradition of fajled socialist praxis, by extending our

horizons and revealing to us additional material ground )

for a redefinition of both the aimé and values of socialist

practice, and therefore of the appropriate strategiés fer

achieving them,;
LY

The ideological reflex-
of neo-capitalist society

A more telling criticism of the structuralist perspec-

tive, anq especially of its systematic efforts to decentre

il

)
the self-conscious subject from,the stage of history, is

that it amounts to no more than ah ideological reflex

cf neo-capitalist scciety:

. . in which, the meanlngful action and efficacy ' ~.

of individuals is denied and the structures of
society presented as autonomous both in development
and permutation.

-

—— '

According to E. P. Thompscn, for example, structuralism

is a specific ideological response to the cold-war statis;

While:

86 .

iy .
. .. . the ultimate product of self-alienated
reason--'reflecting' the common sense of the -
times-—in which all human projects, endeavours,
institutions and even culture itself, appear
to stand outside of men, to stand against men.

'
PRRIRFIE YRR
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'objectifigd thought of his own society. Buf he is not.

‘scientist (i.e. himself) uses "open" concepts which can

hY
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The very fact of this ideological predisposition
is itself a kind of guarantee that the ideas

in guestion have some partial correspondence

to the historical moment.88

-

This would indeed be the case, and a mitigating factor,

were Lévi-Strauss aScribing structural constraints to the.

"

And the accusation of "ideology" is doubly-damning in
his case, for he attributes these structures to other

$ocieties. He can therefore be rightly suspected of both

mystification, with respect to the ideology'ﬁf:gthers,
and reification with respect to His own ‘thought. For,

it is indeed a real possibility that he (like Freud, perhaps) ..

' e
merely displaces onto others, without realizing it, the
unconscious structures of his own thought--which he then

discovers in the other, and declares to be a universal

condition of being human.
-ﬂFor example, he maintains that mythological (like
historical) thought operates with "closed" concepts which

are incapable of introducing real novelty into discourse,

or of rendering ideology intelligible in terms of its more

fundamental and determining material reality; while the

] .

Break the code and thus disclose the fundamental material

base of a particular discourse. But L&vi-Strauss's concepts

are "epen" only in relation to the objectified thought

. of oth¢; and while, this is significant for the understanding

-»
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of ideology as- such, it nevertheless always remains the

case .that these same concepts are "closed" with respect

to the discourse of his own ébciety. "And since aﬁfhropoiogy
.is a ﬁoment of that discourse, it is obliged to‘consﬁitﬁte
its object (in ﬁhis case primitive théught) according to.
the Engurs of its own ideology. So the objectified thought
of the primiﬁive which Lévi—Strausé reveals to us, may
well be nothing more than a projection andrefiexionwaf
the.objectifieq thought of neo—capitalésm; and the society
of primi?ive peoples, as revealéd, ". . . established on
the basis of ,a more profound relation which_may be, for
example, -Colonialism"--after all, as Sartre suggested in
the Questians. |

For example; Lévi—sﬁrauss.attributes to primitive‘
societies, and thén to soczety ana éhlture per se, anp essen-

tlally patriarchal structure, thus reifying an hlsto€1cal

process—-the subjection of women, and mystlfylng (in an .

essentlally phallocentrlc ideology) its historical orlglns ' .
by presenting it as an essential constituent of human culturge ”:”~

as such.

| This I bélieve is the mést profouﬁd cbjection which

can be made against structuralism, and it behoves.us to

take it ser;ously and malntaln always a critical and sceé-

tical attltude to its conclusions. ' . J=f/~)
But I Qave aréued a similar point against Sartre's

existential Marxism: that it.too could be nothing more
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than the projection of his own specific sex and class
'experiencé onto humanity‘in general. The danger lies,

I think, in the anthropological inspiration itself, i.e.

in the desire to transform the knowledge we produce about
men, which is necessarily partial, historical, and relative,

into universal and transcending truths about flan. Both

Sarﬁfe and'Lévi—Stéauss fall into this "anthropology trap"

(as did Marx before t@em). But neither should be dismissed for
this, or for having succumbed to mystification. For mysti-
fication is not moﬁolithic; and not an eith?%/or, or once-
for-all occurrence. As I argued.in cﬁ;bterly, even mystified
thought alludés to reaiity albeit in -an illuéory and tangentiai'
way-—-and that is why it is important to study itl :Lik?wise,

. A
"false consciousness" may well reflect the truth of its

time: for its falseness consists only ‘in the reification -

_ of én historical truth into a.timeless trufﬁ, and the mfétij;,

f;cétidn of a partial truth into the whole of it. o T
We are all, at least gartiglly, necessarily mystified }f

in our perceptions and judgments about social reality.

For ;hgre is no positionzoutside diécourse, outside thought,

or outside-éulture from_which we can realize ahy ultimate

- and final demystif;cation of social reality. Constant

vigilance is theréfare our only option, and history. our

only consolation, for history alone will be the final arbiter

of our truth.
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When one wanhts to stdidy men, one must look around
poneself; but to study mah, one must first learn
to look into the distance; one must first see

the diffe¥ences in order to discover the charac-
teristics.l :

r i

The conclusions of this thesis with respect to the

~
- L)

constitution of an-adequate historical'and structural

"anthropology" are, therefore, as‘followéf

First, we must study Aeiﬁher men nor man, but socia;\
réality, i.e. men, women, and children in reiation to each
other and their shared world. Traditional studies of men's
i.e. of mens' relations with other meﬂ}.have falsified

and mystified.fundamental structures of past and ersent

. ~ " ..
social reality and, as a result, efforts to intervene in

-

-

at reality to change it, on the basis of this .essentially
phallocentri¢ understanding of it, have been unsuccessful

and have only,resulted in more of the same. Familiar struc-

v

.

tures of alienation, altefationt isolatibn, and Qppression“

have continued to qharacterize social'iife‘as much after

" as before fmale-defined, -engineered, -directed, -controlled)
reforms; revolts, and ievolutions. _My examinations of S

%afére's phenomeﬁologicgl descript&ohs-of the structures

of praxis and og Marx's undgrstaﬁﬁi%g of the notions of

"freedom" and "oppression" have‘discloéed some of the

¢

-
LY

[ P
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"do in their assumption of that notion from the Heéélian :B
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limitations inherent the unreflectlve assumption of
the phallocentrlc p01nt of view, betrayed 1n an '’ hropology"
whlch has deflned 1tself as the study of men (or man) and

-

has tradltlonally reallzed itself, in phllosophy and the

p051t1ve sciences allke, very precisely as such. -
We must eschew thekstudy of man, not only for the

reasons 1ndlcated above, but because ‘the term "man," or

equally "hu .‘naﬁgzeﬂ is an abstraction and refers to

no knowable reality: human nature is not and never was;
‘ )

'agsxgreIGhly-what they make .

ommon, condition, which is

it only becomes, and human be

Y

- - i ’ -
of mselves. We do share

histoxical, material,. social and (self-) conscious- and
a common ex1stgh eé which pugs itself constantly into gquestion,
demands and produces mexnihgs and values, and is always

TN
a project, and never a mergﬁprd&uct of its particular his-

torical, sqcidl, and material conditions. But it would.
f\/\ .

-be w:QE? to consider either the conditions or thelexistence

as constitutive of an essence from which individuals {or

"mankind") can be “alienated“-‘as both Sartre and Marx

!

\-.,,
tradition. For essences are Dnly 1deas, they are nelther

llved ngr obs ed but dre the product of contemplatlon

and* abstracti -:\\They therefore serve to mystify rather

than clarlfy human reality: first, by art1f1c1a11y

1solat1ng and abstracting from the concrete and complex

—

"totalisation en cours," one of its conditions or



L

355

"existentiale," then by sresenting that és the essential
necessarily human and humanly necessary condition of exig—
tencé. In doing so, the spokesmen (sic) of "alienation"
have reifded a .concrete and historically particular exper-

ience, or appearance, of human privation (for example,

"freedom"), by fixing that local -and historical representa-

‘tion of a local and historical truth in the ideal and

abstract category of an "essence"; thus obscuring and there-
fore falsifying the historical and particular nature of
chaﬁ%&ng human reality.
AL Iﬁ chapter I, I suggested that the "alienation" in
question, in Hegel, Mé?x)_%nd Sartre, be considered as
an historically spéqific (and male} experience (rather

than an objective condition of "man," for example)--of

“isolation, alterity, and powerlessngss,/which is contingent

“upon the specific historical and socd¥®al structures of

capitalism in Western Europe, characterized as they are
¥

by their endrmous size, and their hierarchies of poﬁ&r

and functioﬁéfﬂuﬁ‘ ‘ \

such- a recommendation would not exclude a discussion

of arienation under othef specificatioﬁs, to indicate othér

historically particular experiénces: the_gxpgrienced'ex—

<. )

clusion of men from the reperﬁctivg)process,mfof ekample;

or the experienced estfangement of native Indians, robbed

Q

[ S
of their land, their lives, their qulture, and their history.

Wheretfer we cannot determine, nor even foresee, our own

.
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future, and experience ourselves as more the products than
. - <

the producers of our own social lives, for whatever reason,
it would not be amiss to describe ourselves es "alienated,"
for we experiencerour existence as determined by and for

others, and always elsewhere. ’ ot .~

Finally, we must look both near and far in our efforts

to understand ourseives and- our own social realityjand.

that of others; we must loock at and around ourselves and
into the-distance. Neither perspective, alone, is adequate
and each requires the other to complete and complement Y
it, and to continue the process of demystification which

is our only access to real{q; and Wthh can only be achleved
sdllectively. A1l three thlnkers have ecknowledged thlS
principle in their own way--though they mey not always

have lived up to it, as we‘haVe seen: . Marx in his refusal
of eonscious representation as the final arbiter of truth;
Sartre in his 1nsistence on the dlalectlc between praxls

¥
and the practlco—lnert and Lévi-Strauss’, in whose work:

. +,- the systematic will to identify with the
other, goes hand in hand with an obstlnate
to identify with the self.2

The feminist crlthue which has been indicated’ and““";\j
recommended in this theSlS attempts to- fulflfl”tﬁese S
requlrements of an adequate historical and structural

anthropology. We examine neither men, nor man, for example,

but men, women, and children in their concrete relations
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with each other and -the ‘world, acknowledging rather than
obscuring real differences of sex and_age as significant
variables in social and political life. We therefore focus
on that which is most distant from traditional philosophif
cal and poiitical thought: on the "private," the "personal,"
and the "particular," traditionally excluded from humanly
significant and 51gn1f1cantly human discourse——where
"human," "significant, " "private " “personal,f “particular
and "political“ have, of course, been defined and prescribed
by men, for men,.to perpetuate and proteqgt men;; privilege.
In addressing tnese previously concealea }suppresse&})social
realities ae'politically, sociallyﬁghumanly, and philo-

& .
sophically fundamental, we are actually looking near and C\\‘~
-]

far at the same time; for these reallties which are the

"other" (the distant)'cf traditional thought constitute
our very-existence as women ; nevertheless, they have been
ystematically distanced from us throughou£ history because
they” nave been appropriated determined, nd defined for

us by the "other" of our own existerice, l.e. by men.

In our efforts to re-appropriate our own experience

of socral reality and to demystify the traditional des-
criétions of it (by mep), from which that experience cannot
be senarated, but from which it must nevertheless be
liberated, we are often obliged to make leape into the

dark--in thought and in practice--for we must change the

structures of our oppression, they -will not change for
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us: and we do not always land securely. This thesis could.
be considered- as one such leap in the dark, and the security

of landing has yet £3 be %terminedr)

-

.
' ‘ -




Notes

Intrcduction

»

1 Jean-Paul Sartre, Critique de la raison dialectique
(Gallimard, 1960). (Pré&cédé de Questions de méthode) Tome
I, Théorie des ensembles pratiques. Quotations will be
given in English in the text of this thesis, and taken from
(1) Alan Sheridan-smith, trans., Critique of Dijalectical
Reason (New Left Books, 1976); and from (2) Hazel Barnes,
Search for a Method, translated from Questions de mé&thode
(Vintage Books, 1963). The corresponding page€ reference
in the French .original will be given in the note. The French *
text will be ref ed to by the initials C.R.D., and the
English by C.D.R?xgh&"ouestions, respectively. (Thig\is

t

to avoid confusion: S.M. will be reserved for Lévi-Strauss's
text, translated as The Savage Mind--see below) .

. 3 ’ . !
2 Sartre means by “antﬁzapology“ the "science of man"
generally, and that is how the term wiil be used in this
thesis. At this stage of the inquiry it denotes no parti-
cular specification of that science: Sartre's Critique,
and our own examination of it, and of Lévi-Strauss's work,
represent efforts to establish such?b specification of anthro-
pology: its constitutidn, scope, appropriate methodology,
etc. In the course of this thesis an appropriate specifica-

. ion does emerge, but‘?his was notﬁavailable to us as a
poIqt of Qeparture.g L,

. The Savage Mind, translated from Claude Lé&vi-Strauss,
"l,a Pensée Sauvage," (University of Chicago Press, 1966) .
Hereaftgr referred to by the initials §.M. . ;

4 This is a direct translation from the French
"ensembles atigues"; an ex réssion coined by Sartre to
denote human groups or collgctiviﬁies as producers as well
as products ®Rf their history. Individuals in such groups

_,are united by\the&ir practice, rather than mere spatio- -
temporal location. . b

3 “Tf anthropology is to bhe an ox aﬁizéd whole, it

must . . . on its own constitute itsef%\ié a structural

and historical anthropology" {(Questions, “p. 169).
"Marxism appears today to be the oﬁgy possible

anthropology which can be at once historicé&ﬁand struc-
tural® (Questions, pp. 174-75). . -

'/V\
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"Marxism ought to study real men in depth, not
dissolve them in a bath of sulphuric acid.”
(Questions, pp. 43-44)

"Thus the comprehension of existence is preésented

as the human foundation of Marxist anthropology . : .
the foundation of Marxism, as a historical,
structural anthropology, is man himself, in as

much as human existence and the comprehension

of the human are inseparable.” (@ﬁestions, p. 176)

"In other words, the foundation of anthropology is
man himself, not as the object.of practical know-
ledge, but as a practical organism producing know-
_.ledge as a moment of praxis." {Questions, p. 180)

_"Our intention is not, as is too often claimed, to
'give the irrational its due,' but, on the contrary,
to reduce the part of indetermination _and non-
knowledge, not to reject Marxism in the name of a
third path or of an idealist humanism, but to
reconquer man within Marxism." (Questions, p. 83;

. ‘ . C.R.D., p. 59}

. "Praxis" (always with emphasis-in the Critique)
denotes individual human actiocn, not as reacticn, but as at
cne and the same time, activity and understanding, product
and producer of the material and social reality in which
it is situated. ) ’

" . free Erax1s is the negation of every parti-
cular given, in the course of a particular
action, . . . it negates matter in so far as it
reorganises /it in its passive being in terms of
a future objective originating in the satisfaction

~ of needs." (C.D.R., p. 333)

The complex dialectical structure of praxis is examlned

in greater detail in the chapters which follow.

8 "Chance does not exist, or at least, not in the
way it is generally believed. The child becomes
this or that because he lives the universal as
particular."” (Questions, p. 59; C.R.D., p. 45}

"Against the idealization of philosophy and the
dehumanization of man, we assert that the part
of chance that can must be reduced to the
minimum . . .. What we intend to show is’
this Napoleon was necessary." (Qu
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‘9 Raymond Aron, Histoire etﬁf&alectique de la violence
(Gallimard, 1973), p. 220: :

"A lire attentivement la Critique celle-ci tend

effectivement 3 la méme démonstration que

1'Etre et le nédant: 1la liberté@ survit en dépit
- de 1'asservissement dans le pratico-inerte."

10 yence his insistence that: "Valéry is a petit
bourgeois intellectual, no doubt about it. But not every
- petit bourgeois intellectual is Valéry" (Questions, p. 56;

C.R.D., P. 44) .

\__~" that: % S
"Marxism lacks any hierarchy of mediations which

would permit it to grasp the process which produces «p
the person and his product inside a c¢lass and '
within a given society at a given historical

moment." {Questions, p. 56; C.R.D., p. 44)

that Existentialism therefore:

v " _ . . intends without being unfaithful to Marxist
principles to find mediations which allow the
individual concrete--the particular life, the -
real and dated conflict, the person--to emerge
from the background of the general contradictions
of productive forces and relations of producticn."

{Questions, p. 57; C.R.D.,. P. 45)

1l m . . . it is the concrete man whom he puts.at the
centre of his research, that man who is defined
simulfaneously by his needs, by the material
conditions of his existence, and by the nature
of his work--that is, by his struggle against .
things and against men." (Questions, p. 14;

C.R.D., p. 21)

"It must be made to pass through a process of

mediation, one which widl bring into play the

concrete men who were ‘inkyolved in it."
(Questions, p. 42; C.R.D., p. 37}

" . . . it is men whom we judge and not'physicél O
forces." (Questions, p. 47; C.R.D., p. 39}, -
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"It-goes without saying that this analysis is
not enough and that it is but the first moment

- in an effort at synthetic reconstruction. But

it is apparent-also that the analysis is indis-
pensable to the later reconstruction of the total
structures." (Questions, p. 27; C.R.D., p. 28)

"We cannot’ concelve of this conditioning in any
form except that of a dialectical movement
(contradictions, surpassing, totallzatlons)

{Questions, p. 34; C.R.D. .32)
" . . . what counts here is the synthetic view which

gives life to the objects of the analysis.”
(Questions, p. 27, note; C.R.D.,. p. 27)



Notes
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1 P. Chiodi, Sartre apd Marxjism, trans. from Italian
by Kate Soper (Harvester Press,§r9V5), p. 80.

2 Questions, p. 152, ) N

3 See Istvan Mé&szaros, Marx's Theory of Alienation
(London: Merlin Press, 1970), for a detailed explication
of this point.

4 Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, The German Ideoclogy,
ed. by C. J. Arthur (New York: ,International Publishers,
1976), p. 83: . *

"Only in community with others has each individual
the means of cultivating his gifts in all direc-
tions; . only in the community, therefore, is personal
freedom possible . . .. In a real community the
individuals obtain their freedom in and through
their association."

"It is within this complex of dialectical relations
that. the possibility of the capitalist process
constitutes itself as one of the possible historical
moments of alienation." (C.D.R., p. 152; C.R.D.,,
' - ) P- 224) '
" . . the p0551bl11ty of these. social relatlons be-
coming contradictory is itself due to an inert
and material negation re-in riorised by man."
(;;ﬁd., note)

L N .
"The real problem--which we cannot go into hefe--
relates not so much to the past, where recurrence
and alienation have always existed, as to the
future: to what extent will a socialist society
do away with atomism in all its forms? To what
extent will collective objects, the signs of’ our
alienation, be dissolved into a true inter- .
subjective community in which the only real rela-
tions will be those between men, and to. what
extent will the necessity of every human society
remaining a detotalised totality maintain
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recurrence, flights and therefore unity-objects -
as limits to true unification? Must the disap-.
pearance of capitalist forms of alienation mean
the elimination of all forms of alienation?"
(C.D.R., p. 307; C.R.D., p. 349, note)

"Negation is there in these fundamental relations ' '{
of need and labour . . .. It comes to matter
in praxis and, through the developmen%ggﬁ/{his
praxis it turns back against the’ indivdual.

. (C.D.R., p. 334; C.R.D., p. 334)

" . . . the scandal is not as Hegel supposed,

the mere existence of the Other . . .. It lies

in suffered (or threatened) violence, that is

interior#ed scarcity." (c.p.RK., p. 815; C. R D.
’ P. 752)

" . . . as long as the reign of scarcity continues,
each and every man will contain -an inert structure of
non-humanity which is in fact no more than material
negation which has been interiorised.”

(C.D.R., p. 130; C.R.D., P. 207)

" . all men are slaves in so far as their
life unfolds in the practico-inert field -and in
so far as this-field is always conditioned by

scarc1ty " (C.D.R., p. 331; C.R.D., p. 369)

. graxls is inconceivable w1§ﬁﬁut need,
transcendence, and the ro;gct (guestlons, p. 171;
C.R.D., p. 106)
"Need, negat1v1ty, surpa551ng, procject, transcendence,
for a synthetic totality in which each one of the
moments designated contains all the others."
(Questions, p. 173; C.R.D., p. 107)

“Organicr‘unctioning, need and praxis are strictly

linked inla dialectical manner; dialectical time
came into being, in fact, with the organism; form
the living being can survive only by renewing
itself." (C.D.R., p.82;C.R.D., p-. 167)

"Thus, in so far as body is function, function

need and need Erax1s, one can say that human labour,
the original Erax1s Py which man produces and
reproduces his Tife,” is entirely dialectical:

its possibility and 1ts permanent necessity rest
upon the relation’of interiority which unites

the organism with the environment and upcn the

deep contradiction between the inorganic and
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organic orders, both of which are presept in |
everyone. (C.D.R., P- 90; C.R.D., pp. 173 74)

" _ . . without the original tension of need as a
relation of interiority with Nature, .there would
‘be no change." (C.D.R., p. 349; C.R.D., P. 384)

"Sartre only follows Marx s example in attributing the
prlmary foundation of dialectical activity to the living
organism's concrete.material :and natural need to inter-
nalize the external world for its survival: -

"The first historical act is thus the production

of e means to satisfy these needs, the production

of material life itself . . . the sdtisfaction

of Hhe first need . . leads to new ,needs; and

thig production of new needs is the- first histo-
ifal act." (Marx and Engels, p. 49)

‘The irony of this position, as held by Sartre, however,
is that the ultimate foundation of history, whose
intelligibility is grounded in individua# dialectical activity,
is unintelligible basic, material, animal need (unlntel-
llglble in Sartre's own view) .

? " . alienation is at the base and at the summit;
and the agent never undertakes anything which -
is not the negation of aliepation and which does
not fall back into an alienated world. But the
alienation of the-.-objectified result is not the
same as the alienation the point of .departure.
It is the passage from he one to the other which

; defines the person." (Questiens, p. 99; C.R.D., p.

' ; < 67, note) ; ) S

~10'See Chiodi:
"Sartre regards every human venture as an instance of
the relentless struggle against scarcity, -the, .
disappearance of which would thus meah the disap-’

pearance of the human character itself.”
: : (Chiodi, p. 20)

And the following:

"Whatever men and events are they certainly appear
within the compass of scarcity;-that is, in a
society still incapable of emancipating itself
<rom its needs--hence from nature--a society which
is _thereby defined according to its techniques
and'tools." {Questions, p. 133; C.R.D., p. 85)

Iy

<
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" _ . . the whole-of human development, at least
up’ to now,.has been a bitter struggle against
scarcity . . . scarcity is universal . . . in
spite of its contingency, scarcity is a very basic
human relation-both to Nature and to men. 1In

this sense, scarcity must be seen as that which
makes -us into these particular individuals pro-
ducing-this partlcular History and defining
ourselves as.men." . (C.D.R., 'pp. 123-24; C.R.D.,
p. 201)

"History is born-from a sudden imbalance which
disrupts all levels of society. Scarcity is the’
basis of the possibility of human history."
(C.D.R., p. 1l26; C.R,D., p. 203}

v "I do not claim thal the relation of reciprocity
ever existed in man b&fore the relation of
scarcity, man being after all, the historical
- product of” scarcity.' {C.D.R., p. 131; C.R.D., p.
o . ‘ 207) -

"A man is.a practlcal organism living with a hulti-
Plicity of similar organisms in a field of scarcity.
. "But thisg scarcity, as a negative force, defines, -
7 in commutativity, every man and partial multi-
R\\\ziggggzwi? ‘realities which are both human and
*olc. D R., p. 735; C.R.D., p. -688)
Sartre maintains that the truth of Marx1sd will remain
unsurpassed and unsurpassable as long as man lives. under

the yoke of. scarcity; quotlng Capital: IIT in support of
his claim:

J

' '

. s !
"The rezalm of freedom begins in fact, where that
labour which is determined by need and external
purposes ceases; it is by its very nature outside
- the sphere of material production proper."
\-I (Questions, p. 34; C.R.D., = 32, note gquoting
Marx) -. S :
(Note the confusion of scarcity and need in these passages.)
Sartre adds that we have no way of anticipating now
what thdt freedom would be like, noxr what philosophy would
be appropriate to it:

- -~

"As soon as there will exist for everyone a margin
of real freedom, beyond the production of life,
Marxism will have lived out its span; a philosophy
of freedom will take +-its place. But we have no
means, nec intellectual instrument, no concrete \

‘ 4

4
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experience which allows us to canceive of tifis

fréedom or of this philosophy." . (Questions, p. 34
- C.R.D., p. 32]

'S

»
11 Sartre even suggests this himself:

"Shouild we go back to Hegel who sees.alienation
as a constant characteristic of all kinds of objec-
tification? Yes and no. We must recodhise that
the original relation between praxis as totalisation
and materiality a§‘passivity obliges man to objectify .
himself in a milieu which fs not his own, and -
to treat an inorganic totality as his own objective
reality. It is this relation between interiQrity
and exteriority which originally constituted praxis
as a relation of the organism to its material
nvironment; and there car be no doubt that as
sqon as man begins to designate himself not as
the mere reproduction of his life, but as the
ensemble of products which reproduce his life,
. he discovers himself as Other in the world of
" bjectivity; totalised matter, as inert objectifica-
ion perpetuated bywinertia, is. in effect non-human or
ven anti-human. All of us spend our lives engraving
ur maleficent image on things, and it fascinates

- — . and bewil@ers us if we try to understand ourselves
P Cp through it, although we are ourselves the totalising
[

Y, movement which results in this particular objectifi-
cation."” (C.D.R., p. 227; C.R.D., P- 285) -
- - N o \ '
12 phe same confusion of terms is assuméd and rég;aﬁed
in R. D. Laing and D. G. Cooper, Réason. & Violence: A Detade
of Sartre's Philosbphy 1950c1960 (New York: Random House,
Pantheon Books)intheir Synopsis of the Critique; an exposition
described by Sartre himself as " . . . trds clair et tr@s
fiddle de ma.pensée’ @p;thexgqgewopd‘(p. 7). For, example: -
. IR AR AR . :
wphe original teotalising relation of this material
being, a man; with the material world of which
he is a part ig defined as need. Need is an
interiorization by the man-in-<need of a. lack in
the exterior total field of. satisfactlons. )
. Something is lacking, or missing or scarce."
' (p. 107)

These three terms—-lacking, missinqiéékd scarce—-are not
synonymous; to ‘speak as if they are fuscates rather than

. clarifies the dialectic of which they axe significant, but
specific, moments. L : ",,“\ -

- . -+
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1? See for example, Marjorle Grene, Sartre (New York:
Franklin Watts, 1973), p. 36: " . . . it is the cogito-
wifh the idealism inherent in it . . . that ‘fatefully controls
Sartre's dialectical reasoning as well as his phenomengiogy

and Chiodi: . T
, &
"But Sartre cannot succeed in his task, becduse
-he wishes to accomplish it while remaining within.
. the idealist logico-ontological locus--a locus
: Y. which . . constit s the pure and simple
-» . iﬁﬁbﬁéﬁbility of such 3 synthesis." (I.e. of
. existentialism and mayxist materialism, Chiodi,
p. xi.)-

_ 14 o b'R., pv 130; C.R.D., p. 207. " ... . tant que
le régne de la rareté& n'aura pris fin . . ." (see note
7 above}. .
-\
Is ¢c.D.R., p- 334; C.R.D., p: 371. ‘

. . 16 ¢ p.R., p. 66 (note); C.R.D., p. 154 (rote).

- "Morecver, in so far as our lnvestigatibn proceeds
. from the simple to the complex, from the abstract
: : ’ to the concrete, from the constituting to the
constituted, we must be able to settle,’ without
reference to concrete history the incarnatjons
Gf individual praxis, the formal structura{ ]
conditions of 1ts;allenat10n and the abstract
_dcircumstances whfgg_encourage the constitution’
j common praxis Wk
; This means: the dialectical 1nvest1gat10n of
alienation as a priori p0551b111ty ‘o'f human praxis
on the basis of the real alienationgs to-be found
in concrete Hlstory T (C.D.R., p. 66)

'*Emphaé’%\r

Questlons, pp. 171, 173 C.R. D;,..1 ,/}06 107
c.D.R., p. 80; C.R. D., P. 1%6

18

19 . b.R., pp. 81-82; C.R.D., p. 167. " . . ."Gette

" 4% aliénation par la projection dansela Enférialitéine_dqit N
| rien 3 la rareté&" (Aron, p. 61) R -

20 "Il s aglt d'ure traductlonenlangage b;ologlque
de la structure du pour-soi" (Aron, p. 42)-

21

v

c.D.R., pPp- l24- 251 C.R.D., P. 202 (empha51s added}

t - .

o’ [
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e thehgiscovery by the agent of the alienation
P ‘ . of his praxis is accompanied by the discovery
of his objectification as alienated. This means
in fact that through a praxis which effaces itself
before an inert, alienated objectivity, he discovers
his being-outside-in-the~thing as his fundamental
“ truth and his reality. And this being-outside
‘eonstitutes itself (or is constituted) for him
as practico-inert matter; either he himself,
as a particularity, is roughly conditioned in
_‘exteriority by the whole universe,\or alternatively,
m— his being awaits him from outside, prefabricated
by a conjuncture of exigencies. In/either case,
human praxis is subordinated to the direct and -
lifeless exigency, thé immediate aims appearing
as the means of initiating praxis."™ (C.D.R.
t 4 . p. 229; C.R.D., p. 286)

"For those who have read Being and Nothingness, I can
describe the foundation of necessity as practice:
it is the For-Itself, as agent, revealing itself
- initially as inert, or at best, as practico-
inert, in the milieu of the In-Itself. This,
- " one might say, is because the wery structure

v .o

of action
primarily

as the drgan;jétion of the unorganised
relates the FOr-Itself to.its alienated

~.. being as Being in itself. This inert materiality
of man as the foundation of all knowledge of himself
by himself is, therefore; an alienation of knowledge
) as well as a knowledge of alienation. Necessity
e for man, As conceiving oneself orlglnally as
' Other than one is and in the dimension of alt@rity.
Certainly, praxis is self- explanatory (se donne
ses lumiéres); it is always conscious of itself.
is non-thetic consciousness counts for

.what I have done (which eludes me while
cefstituting the other). It is-the necessity
' this fundamental relation which explains QE}‘E
s I have said, man projects himself in the mil?®
‘Fundamental 1enat;on
s not derive, as Being and Nothingness ght
mislaad one into supposing, from some atal
choice: it derives from the univocal-relation
- of lnterlorlty which unites man as a practlcal
organism with his environment."’
: (C.D.R., pPpP.»227-28, note, C.R.D.,
p. 286) o Y

See also,
'"383, 634.

e (C.R.D.), pp. 212, 224,7'234, 248,

(I

Y
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.22 . . ; we are men condemned to live humanly the T
condition of material things" (Questions, p. 104; C.R.D.,
p. 70). : ' ‘

"In transcending his gaterial condition man objec-
_tifies hi¥mself in matter throu bour. This means that
he loses himself for the -sake of the thing . . ."

{C.D.R., p. 170; C.R.D., p.238). ,
See also C.R.D., pp. 167, 168, 174, 212, 224, 266,
285, 286, etc. . )
23 " . . .. the consequences of our acts always end
by escaping us, since every concerted enterprise,
as soon as it is realized, enters into relation
with the entire universe, and since this infinite
multiplicity of relations goes beyond our inten-
tidn#j If we- look at things from this angle, dj
human action is reduced to that -of a physical
‘force whose effect evidently depends upon the .
system in which it is exercised.' (Questions, p. 47;
. C.R.D., p. 39)

7, 283, etc. .

: - 1 FAN
C.D.R., pp. 220-21; C.R.D., P 280-81."

Sartre's argument here, that material unity is essen-
tially alienating (separating), actually contradicts Marx,

who constantly emphasizes man's essential materiality as

a materiality which is neutral; which can unite positively

as well as falsely: B )

See also C.R.D., pp- 99, 202, 234,
24

il

... . from the start there exists a materialistic
connection of men with one another 'which™is detert
mined by their needs and their mode of production

This connection is ever taking new forms,

and thus presents a 'history'" Marx & Engels, p. 50)

25

"« +. . in so far as scarcity .in any form transforms
sepdration into antagonism . . . Everything changes
its sign when we enter the domain of the négative;
from the' point of view of this new logic the*
unity of men through matter can only be theiJ
separation ... . separation ceases to be a pure
relation of exteriority and becomes a bond of . * A

- lived interiority . . . for since matter unites
men in so far as it binds them together and forces .
them to enter a material system, it unifies them \

(

in so:far as they are,inertia."
) ;

D.R.,/p. 221;° -
D7 p. 281 -
Phasis added)
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-n . . conflicts-—within a person or a group--
are the motive force of History . . .” (C.D.R., p. 15;
- : C.R.D., p. 115). . -
27 "The upheaval which destroys the collectiver by )
the flash of a common praxis obviously originaéeg
in a synthetic and therefore material transformat®on
. which occurs in the context of scarcity and of
\g\‘\\ ©  existing structures." (C.D.R., p. 349 ff;
C.R.D., p. 384 ff.)
< 28 .. T i i
. ;) « "The cyclical process~-which characterises both
: ‘biological time and that of primitive societies-—-
is interrupted externally, by the environment,
simply because the contingent and inescapable
fact of scarcity disrupts exchanges." (C.D.R., p. 82;
g | C.R.D., p. 168)

-

2% ¢.p\R., p. 348; C.R.D., p. 383..

.30 For the most part it is made clea at Sartre regards
simply being with others within the material world as
sufficient. for alienation to occur—Lregaig es3 of the abun-
dance or scarcity of resources for survi l, oor the satis-

faction of needs: - .
" . . . the constituent dialectiic {(as it grasps
itself, in its abstract transludidity .in individual
praxis) finds its limit within Jitg own rk and .
is transformed into an anti-diglectic. This .
anti-dialectic, or dialectic adainst the dialectic '§

us as a type of ‘human gatherin " and alienation
as a mediated relation to the other and to the
objects of labour in the element of seriality
+and as a serial mode of co-existence. At thig
levelwe will discover an equivalence between
alienated praxis and worked inertia, and we shall
call the domain of this equivalence the practico-
inert" . (C.D.R., pp. 66-67; C.R.D., p. 154}

(dialectic . of passivity}, mus; reveal series to

"What we call the dialectic of passivity, or
anti-dialectic, is the monment of intelligibility
. +. gorresponding to a Eraxis'hurned against itself
5 ' : - in so far as it is reinstated as the permanent

' seal of the inert." (Note'to the above.)

"Obvidusly alienation (is a much more complex
phenomenon and its coé&itions, as we shall see, '
are present at all levels of experience. Never- g
theless, we must here indicate its ground. Forl

A .

[ +'
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example, alienation'gxists as a constant danger
within the practical group. But this is intel-
ligible only in so far as the most lively 4&nd
united group is always in danger of relapsing

~into the series from which. it came.” (Note to

: ) Cow . ‘\. . the above.)
" . ... the praxis ofgeach resides in that of the
Other, as its secret exteriority and its deep
interiority."  (C.D.R., p. 115; C.R.D., p. 193)

"Thus his own activity is turned against him .
_ and returns te him as Other’ through the social
« milieu. . Through socialised matter and through
material negation as an inert unity, man is con-
stituted as Other than man. Man exists for every-

= one as non~human man, as an alien ¢ cies." |
‘ - (C.D.R., p. 130; C.RID., p. 206)

- . . "Now at this iengl of positivity, that is to o
) (///H say, precisely at the level of objectification, -

worked matter can be seen in'all its docility
both as' a new totaldisation of society and as
, its radical negation. At this level the real o
foundations of alienation appearuy+matter alienates
in itself the action which works it, not because .
it 1is itself a force nor even because it is. inertia,
but because ‘inertif allows it to absorb the.labour
Jn_ ' power of Others turn it back'against everyone."
e : C.D.R., p. 151; C.R.D., ‘p. 224)
] . N

see alsé C.R.D., pp. 270, 234, 291, 351, etc.
For Sartreg, as Aron rightly observes: " . . . 5

loréque1'aliénation_tient d'la sérialité et.3 matid

aucune révolution n'éliminera les calises: dernidres de

]

l'aliénation" (Ardn, p. 104).

31 "Suspicion appears within fhe group not as a
s characteristi¢ of human natyre, but as the behaviour <
appropriate to’this contradictory structure of
survival: it is simply the interiorisation of . .
the dangers of seriality . . 1 the possibility
of free secession manifests itself as a structural e
possibility of .every individual praxis." S ..
S (C.D.R., p..419; C.R.D., pp. 438-39)¢
32 T - .

"Thus the 9dntological 'stature of the surviving

group appears at first,as the practical contrivance .
of~a free, ine permagence of common unity in
everyone.. Wheh freedom becomes common praxis. and
grounds the pdrmanence of the group by producing
its own.inertfa through itself and in mediated

- - ' . - '
‘\ i ' . .Q‘. -
‘ : . l“\- I' .

.
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reciprocity, this new statute is-called the pledge
(le serment)." (C.D.R., p. 419; C.R.D., P. 439)

33 Aron comments that Sartre’s group-ih—fusion

n . \. a la nature 8piphémére des instants parfaits" (p-
129); Chiodi remarks that, in Sartre: © ., . de-alienation
has the temporal dimension of an instant; it is the zero
point of the paradoxical confrontation between freedom

and necessity" (p. 95). '

34 " . . in so far as the pledge is a guarantee
against the future; inertia produced in immanence
and by freedom, and the. foundation of all differ-—
entiation . . . A pledge is gnediated reciprocity
. . . it involves the possibility that certain
tasks involve the re-emergence of the multipli-
city of alterity i.e. of exteriority . . . the

pledge is an inert ‘determination of the futuxe; s

’ that is to say, this inertia is above -all a negation -
of dialectic inside the dialectic . . . One element
- will remain non-dialectical: evekry member's

common membership of the group . . . The group

tries to make itself its own tool against the
seriality which threatens to dissolve it; it.
. creates a factitious inertia to-protect it agafnst
the threats of the practico-inert." .
(C.D.R., pp- 419-21; C.R.D.,
439-40

p. -

)

"The” act of swearing . . . become§~iQLthrﬁ a” regula-
to andtotalising praxis and I am synthetically -
uni ith others in the.community as a gquasi- '

ge as a surety against my freedom . . . a new
sort- of alterity emerges . . . it is already

the untranscendable, and therefore inert, negation
of any possibility t§a§~1 may change, regardless

(/” \\/ ) cbject . . "My 'sworn faith' is reflected to

y

of the circumstances . - . Thus I turn out to

be Other than myself within_ my own free praxis simply
because its untranscendability comes from . . .

all the.third parties whé have sworn, are swearing,
or. are going to swear, although I entirely accept

my pledge." (C.D.R., pp. 423-24; C.R.D., Pp. 441-42)

35 Sartre has no way of conceptualizing a we-subject; -
the Critique fails to establish both (i) the real possibility
of de-alienation, and (ii) the real possibility of authentic,
free being and activity withsothers in a situation of genuine
positive reciprocity. The group-in-fusion is at best spo-
radit and short-lived; and it is always merely a means for
individual praxis and never a genuine collective subject:

-
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& .
is always a means in relatlon/to the final jec—
tive thlch is complete victory)" (C. D{R., p. 418; C.

. X
p. 438). . ) .
36 L . /
Questions, p. 132; C.R.D., p. 85. . -
37 C.D.R., p. 132; C.R.D., p. 208. ‘ '
33, :

. . in its fundamental way of being, human
being becomes what it is in and out of its being-
with-others. It is being with what is primary
and being-alone, being against the world and
others, that is negatiop, through philecsophical
contrivance, of that primary being . . . For-
itself and for-others are both expressions and
developments, of the fundamental structure of
being-with-others-in-the-world -. . . Without '
being-among-others there is no human reality .
of any kind at all." IJGrene, Sartre, p. 157) ¥

‘Gréne notés that Sartre lacks any concept of "encounter" (such

as can be found in Buber, Plessner, and Buytendijk,’ for
example), as the!Pbodily—being—there" of ,an other; as exper-

.ienced by a mother and child, or by sexual lovers, for

example. These con51derat10ns are returned to in later
chapters of this thesis. .

39 wra conscience Sartrienne'jovit de la méme liberté
que le Dieu de Descartes; elle n'a pas besoin.des autres ) ,/’/

pour s'accomplir elle-méme . . ."

"La liberté Sartrlenne, en effet, n'admet pas de
norme, pas plus que le Dieu de Descartes n'est soumis a
une vérité . . . celle-ci n'cb&it aux exigences de la matiére
ouvrée que sur le mode de l'aliénation” ({(Aron, Histoire, pp.
269).

40

See Lévi-Strauss in the section which follows; al
Grene: - " . . . .suppose, as Rousseau- suggested we find in
facing nature the need to co-operate rathg& than compete”

a . y . . .
41 "Why, unless he himself shares this atomistic -style

of thought, must Sartre find competitjion, for 7},
‘scarce goods, the source of soc1al ofganisdtion? -
The truth is, T suspect, that when fle thinks
. about society' he really is a Hobbesian .
This vision of humar interaction arlses inevitably
out of--and only out of--a thoroughly molecular
conception of the individual." (Grene, Sartrs, b. 248)

/ '
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42 ‘ : - ' ,
Karl Marx, Early drltlngs, trans. and ed. by T. B.
Bottomore {(McGraw Hill Fﬁ@erbacks, 1964), p. 197. :
43 ’ :

Ibid.,.p. 200.

44 v . . « the negation of the negation is not the

confirmation of true being by the ndé§ation of illusory
being. It is the-cqpfirmation of illusory beiné@/,.
its trangformation into a subject . . ." (Marx, Early
Writings, p..211).

"o . since this negation of the negation is
still confined within the alienation, it is in part a restor-
ation of these fixed spiritual forms in their alienation"
{Marx, Early Writings, p. 216). . ’

"Self-comsciousness" that divorces itself.from the-

~world of objects (i.e. a consciousness whose centre of

at g

reference is the object-less abstract self) "does not
ose alienation but . . . affirms it . . ." (Mészaros,
171). . .

. 44 "And since I am to speak of existentialigm, let jit be
understood that I take it to be an 'ideology'. t is a

parasitical .system living on the margin of knowledge . . ."

(Questions, p. 8, C.R.D., p. 18). {){/4
v } - -
45 "As soon as there will exist' for leveryoRe a margin

of real freedom beyond the production of\ life -
Marxism will have lived out its span; a philosophy
of freedom will take its place. But we have
no means, no intellectual instrument, no concrete
expgrience which allows us to conceive .of this
freqéom, of this philosophy." (Questions, p. 34;
. > C.R.D., p{ 32)
46 Marx, Early Writings, p. 26.
L 1
47 Mar-iori 4 o e -
arjorlééﬁxgpe describes Sartre ds "the man of the
sixth floor" in is respect; and attributes the extreme
abstraction and detachment of his philosophical perspective

on "man" to his specific childhood experience--to the bourgeois

four-year old of Wof&g?\\; « « . up on the sixth floor,
where he is himself, ruleXx, and creator, where he reads
his books and writes his romances . . ." (Grene, Sartre,
p. 18}). ‘ ‘ .
v . Sartre was literally cuft off from the wgrld around
him as a child; in Paris but not of-Paris in any real material
sense. Grene contrasts Sartre's relation teo Paris with -
that of ‘Joyce to Dublin, who, although an exile from his
city, felt that he had/never left it: Sartre, by comparison:
" . . . has, lived all 4f his life in Paris and one cannot
imagine him elsewhere, Yet his being of it is a loocking

- down upon it, a detachment '. . ." (Grene, Sartre, p. 19)=

v
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Grene maintains that-it is this detachment which makes
Sartre more a philesopher than an artist--a provocative
thought, which unfortunately cannot be pursuéd here. . y

48 Mészaros, p. 242. Mészaros is particularly critical
of twentieth century mystifications of alienation, in the 3
arts, for example, where ". . . the alienated routine of
.bourgeois life" is presented as if it were the human condition
per se.  (He specifies T. S. Eliot's The Cocktail Party,
as one example cof this but many more offer themselves,.
including most of Sartre's imaginary works.) The glorifica-
tion of individual autonomy in contemporary art, in Sartre,
for example, is characteristic of this mystification:

"Facing the uncontrollable forces and instruments of -

capitabﬁstically alienated productive activity,

the individual takes refuge in his 'autonomous' | )
private world. This he can do, because the hostile
power of direct natural necessity which formerly
united him with his fellow men now seems to be
under control." (Mészaros, p. 258)

But this is a self-defeating strategy; a reaction
rather than an action: " . . . clearly the cult of the
individual--itself a product of alienation--cannot offe
any remedy against alienation and re??ication“ (MEszaros,
p. 267). : ) .

49

+ ) -

which invokes the criterion of historical conscious-

ness' to distinguish the' 'primitive' from the

'‘givilized' but--contrary to its claim-—-is itself

ahistorical. It offers not a concrete image

» of history but an abstract schema of men making
history of such a kind that it can manifest itself

"And so we end up in tgf paradox of a system

in~the trend of their lives as a synchronic totality.

Its position in relation to history is: therefore
—~_the same as that of the primitives to the eternal
past: in Sartre' system, history plays exactly

the part of myth." (S.M.. p. 254) '

50

S.M., p. %ﬁQ.
Tbid. '1

"The 'bricoleur' has no precise equivalent.-in

English. He is a man whe undertakes odd jbbs

and is a jack 'of all trades or a kind of profes-

sional do-it-yourself man, but, as the text makeg

clear, he is of ra different standing from, for

— example, the English 'odd job man' or ‘handyman.'"’
p | (Translator's note, 83.M., p. 17)

1

‘)
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>3 s.M., p. 19. . N
54 S.M., p. 51. To what extent concepts can be
"mwholly transparent with respect to reallty" is the subject of

later ;hgpters.
5

S.M., p. 21, note. : !

-56 v . they (i.e. primitive societies) serve
as illustrations of deficient modes of society--
the main deficiency being that they are cases
of stagnation and neon-historicality . . ." L4
_ (K. Hartmann, "Lévi=Strauss and Sartre," J.B.S.P.

Vol. II, no. 3-% 37-45)

57 Questions, p. fg;:\ZTiiD., P-. 103, note.

58

b ]

fThus man makes History, this means that he objec-
tifies himself in it and is alienated in it
- In this sense History, which id the proper work
of all. activity and of all men, -appears to men
as a forelgn force. (Questlons, p 89: C.R.D.,
p. 62)

[

~ " . v i .
" . . . we rediscover in man his veritable humanitﬂ%-,—
- that is, the pow to make History by pursuing
4 hiﬁ own ends." /(Questions, p. 164; C.R.D., p. 102)
29 "What we call freedom is the irreducibility of the cultural
order to the natural ordeér" (Questionss p. 152; C.R.D.,

_p. 96). T = % _—

60 c_rR.D., p. 168. -
. -6l "The cyclical process which characterises both
biological time and that of primitive societies—-—
is interrupted externally, by the environment,
simply because the contingent and inescapable
fact of scarcit dlsrupts exchanges."
D.R., P. 82 C.R.D., p. 168) -

"The only real difference between primitive synthetic
temporallty and the time of elementary praxis lies

. hematerial environment which, by not contalnlng
wha the organism seeks, transforms the totallty
‘as future reality into possibiljty. . . pPraxis,

in the first instance, is nothAng but the relation
as exteriorAnd future end, :

of the organism,
to the present ganism as totality under threat."
" (CID.RI’ B—i 83';.C-R-D-' p- 168')
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62 ¢ p.R., p. 148; C.R.D:, p. 221.

63 ¢c.D.R., p. 126; €.R.D., pp. 203-204.
64 Ipidg.
65 ) :
C.D.R., p. 485; C.R.D., p. 491.
. % c.p.®., .p. 501; C.R.D., pp. 503-504. -
67 '

' ¢.D.R., p. 502; C.R.D., p. 505. - -

SsM., p. 251.

C. Lévi-Strauss, The Elementary Structures of Kinship, .
by J. H. Bell, J. R. von Sturmer and R. Needham
(Boston: Beacon Press, -1969), p. 24 and passim. Hereafter
referrgd to as E.S5.K. ’ '

70

E.S.K., p. 51.

7L . names always signify membership of an actual
class or virtual class, which must be either that of the
perso? named or of the person giving the name" ({(S.M., p.
185). '

72 Lévi-Strauss is as much a Marxist as’'Sartre in this
respect, and perhaps he is a better one. He considers$ his
analysis .0f social systems as an investigation into . the
intelligibility of "superstructures" and fully acknowledges
the "undoubted primacy of infrastructures," e.g.: "Man's
conception 0f the ‘relations between nature and culture is
a function of modifications of their own social relations. . . "."
(.M., p. 117)

73 Lev1—Strau s, throughout all of his writings, :
emphasizes this " . . intimate contact between man and his en-
vironment which the mative is constantly imposing on the

ethnologist" (S5.M., p:\7). The totemic system itself is

che way the native represents his universe; as a continuum,

uniting men and their natural environment together, breaking

down both tribal and biological frontiers, d creating _

the "rudiments of:- an international society&?fé M., p. 166}. !
"It is in this intransigent refusal or the part of

the savage mind to allow anything human {(or even living)

to remain alien to it, that the real principle of dialectical

reason is to be found . . ." (S S5.M., p. 245). i
% E.s.X., p. 32.
75 '

E.S5.K., p. 59. Similar social rules apply in our
own society: = - : :
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"A bottle of vintage wine, a rare liqueur, a foie
gras, pricks the owner's conscience with the claim
of someone else.. These are some of the delicacies

which one would ‘not buy and consume alone without
a vague feeling of guilt." (E.S.K., p. 57)

76 The potlatch is a ceremonial institution of the
Indians of Alaska and the Vancouver region, at which vast
amounts of wealth, in the form of valuables, are given away
and exchangeéd. This system of reciprocal gifts characterizes
many primitive societies; it is accompanied by the ritual
obligation of the recipient to accept and give in return.

The goodg_cbviously are not primarily perceived as economic

commodities; often wealth is ritually destroyed, or thrown
into the sea at these. ceremonies, as " . . . vehjicles and’
instruments of anether order, such as power, influence, '

sympathy, status and emotion" -(E.S.K., p. 54). The exchange

of gifts at Christmas in' our own culture can be seen as

"a gigantic potlatch"; similarly,’ the "destruction” of wealth

at gambling casinos provides another parallel. Note also,

that in-our society we "give™ a "reception" (to receive

is to give, and vice versa), and of course we always "give"

- dinner parties at which we share our more exotic or tradi-
tional foods (Lévi-Strauss's examples). .

Y 77

E.S.K., p..54.

'8 E.5.K., P.52. s .
- 19 g.s.%., p. 37. .
. g0 .

Of course, this is as true of our own society as
it is of the primitive groups studied by Lévi-Strauss.

81 In ostensibly monogamous societies, like.our own,
men of status often take more than one wife: showing that
they are the real "winners".within those economic systems.
In our own society the rich, the powerful, and the influen-
tial (most notably film stars--and Henry VIII) have many
wives. They ."take" .them consecutively, rather than simul-
taneously, to honour the rule; but nevertheless, their
behaviour could be interpreted as revealing the posited
basic polygamous tendency in men. Of course, the average
man cannot afford more than one wife; but it is well known
that he fantasizes other relationships and/or takes mistresses
or occasiopal "lovers," which again would -seem to give some
kind of sggyort.to Lévi-5ty; s's suggestions under review
here. (What corftitutes #iz?;ﬁterial and historical basis
of the proposed Giniversality ‘'of polygamy is not discussed:
it should not be assumed that it is founded in biology
[in genitality or sexuality, for example]. Unfortunately,
we cannot pursue fﬁis“question here.)

.\.l-,
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maz E.S.K., p. 38.
- 83 Sartre has.a somewhat unsophisticated concept of -
"reciprocity" which does not do Jjustice to ,the ambiguities n
and complexities of the concrete social relations' between |
individuals and groups, which ineizf: both a perceived oppo-

sition and a perceived correlaticm between self and other:
each party facing the other as both Bubject and object.
Exchange transforms what is essentially a ‘"neutral” origi- .
nary spatial relation of mere juxtaposition, into one which
can only be either cordial ‘or hostile. Thus: "Exchanges
are peacefully resolved wars, and wars are the result of
unsuccessful transactions" (E.S.K., p. 67). _

Sartre's all-or-ncthing attitude--freedom 'or alienation,
raciprocity or serialization, etc., just does not reflect
dialectical experience. This is returned to in the.dis-
cussion of Consciousness in chapter IV.

84 1 have in mind examples, like the North American
Indians and the Inuit of Canada, urban Africans, etc.

85 C. Lévi-Strauss, Conveysations with Claude Lévi-
strauss, ed. by G. Charbonniery trans. by John and Doreen
Weightmann {(London: Jonathan Cape, 1969}, p. 42. Hereafter’
cited as Conversations. )

86 See Conversations. . B

87 Conversations, pp. 33 £f. ‘ ' \

88 - ‘ -

-

Ibhid.

89 Cenversations, p.'26.

30 Converéations, p. 61. L

re
- .

91 C. Lévi-Strauss, "The Scope of Anthropolegy.," .,

Inaugural Lecture, Chair of Anthropolégy, Collége 'de ?rgpce:j_
January 5, 1960. Trans. by Sherry Ortner Paul and R. Al o
Paul. Jonathan Cape, 1967. In this “lecture, Levi-Strauss
comments upon the irony of Weéstern humanism: " . . . that
the very faction of humanity. which préduced anthfopology
shoulld be the &ane one which made so many other men objects
of execration and contempt" (in: C. Leévi-Strauss,
Structural Anthropology, Volume II, trans. by Monique

Layton (New York: ' Basic<Books, 1976}, p. 31, herxeafter
C%Fed as S.A. II). T o : .

92 wihe devaluation of the human world increases in .
direct .relation with the increase in value of the world

of things" (Marx, Early Writings, p. 121). N
. o , L&

,

’_J . . | - 'E- Lt -."“
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93 . - - ) - . o
The Frankfurt School have made similar points in
their critique of- "instrumental reason"; that, for example:
“wPhe reification of ,consciousness was the price paid for
the progressive liberation frbtm material necessity-: (Jiirgen
Habermas, Legitimation Crisis, trans. by Thomas McCarthy
[Boston: Beacpn Press, 1975], Introduction, Pp- xxi.}

\> 94 Conversations, p. 41. ’

25 1pia.
- 96 - 1gvi-Strauss, "Jean-Jacques?Rousseau, Founder
of the Sciences of Man," in S.A.(gl, qhapte;_ii,,p._4l.. .

97 -. Lévi-Strauss, -"Answer to Some Investiggtions,"
in S.A. II, chapter xv. .
98 1pia., p. 274.
99 "Our present inability to act is due, it seems
to ne,\¢n the hugeness of the human mass within
which Wwe live, because even national groupings
have been transcended@§ and we are now turning more
and more-towardsrthe' creation of what is virtually
a world civilisation, and it is this fMew order
of greatness, this change of scale-in the dimensions
. of human society, which makes humanity unmanage-
! able." (Conversations, p. 52)

) ( _ :
100 C. Lévi-Strauss, "The Place of Anthropology in the

Social Sciences," in: Structural Anthropology, Volume I,

. trans. by C. JacoPgon and B. G. Schoepf (New York: Basic
Books, 1963), cha r xvii, p. 366. Hereafter cited as

s.A. I. = S
107" ' )
Ibid., p. 367. (See also Weiner and HabermasJﬁ

» 102 « p.r., pp. 99, 100, 101; C.R.D., pp. 331, 334,
335. )

‘""The unity of the collective object, therefore,
\\_ngomes stricter, and its rigidity more flexible
. . as tﬁ; atomisation of groups develops. And as
Y it (price) originally represents everyone's activity
in so far as it is governed laterally, and at
» a distance by the activity of the -Other,- its :
: gcollective character expresses the simplest form‘i/f;{.nLs
of alienation." (C.D:R., p. 292; C.R.D., pp. 337-3867"

-~

.
)
+
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; /P -103. "Writing appeared in the history of “humanity some
1 ) three or four thousand years befote "the beginning
of our era, at-a ‘time when humanity had already
made most essential and fundamental discoveries;
- "it appeared not before, but immediately after-
wh3t is called the "neolithic revolution'
‘discovery of those civilized skills whic
form the basis of ur lives: agriculturd, . -
~domestication of a als, pottery-making, weavihg--
a whole range of processes which were to allow ::)

p human beings to stop living from day to day as
they had done in paleolithic times, when they
depended cn the gathering of fruit, and to accu-
mulate." (Conversations, pp. 27-28)

104 The suppression of -scarcity would not eliminate
the demographic conditions of alienation either: size and
d3nsity, for example; nor the structures of alienation contin- 3
* gent upon them: 'ser&alization, alterity, powerlessness, :
etc. Bureaucracy, institutionalization, and exterio- _,//
conditioning would remain, leven in conditions of pléenty. -

105 Aron, Histoire, p%w 250.

SE .
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3 A precise theory of ideology, of its constitutive 'struc-

™ _ Notes ~
Chapii: 1T ' :

S

The use of the capital 'h' in History reflects
Sartre's own usage in the Critique, and will be maintained
" throughout the chapter as long as we are considering

his account. '

For example: .

[

"If there is to be ‘any .such thing as the{Truth
‘of History (rathér than several truths even
- if they are organised into a system), our

investigation ' must show that the kind of dialectjical

intelligibility which we have describgd above
applies to the process of human history as

a whole, or, in other words, that there is

a totalising temporalisation of our practical
multiplicity and that it is-intelligible, .
even though this totalisation does not involve

a grand totaliser." (C.D.R., p. 64; C.R.D., p. 152)

tures and of the possibility of its transcendence, is
developed in chapter V.

5

See below, this chapter.

"The sociologist, in fact,, is an object of
history; the 'sociology of 'primitive peoples'

is established on the basis 0f a more profound
relation which may be, for example, colonialism.
Research is a living relation between men

Indeed, the sociologist and his 'object' form

a couple, each one of which is to be interpreted
by the other; the relationship between them

must be itself interpreted as a moment of
history." (Questions, p. 72; C.R.D., p. 52)

"Everything we established in The Problem of

cal materialism" (The ening sentence of the Critique:

Method follows from aiggizndamental agreement with histori-

C.D.R., p. 15; C.R.D., p¥ils).
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. + . we were convinced at cne an& the same” time

that historical materialism furnished the

only valid interpretation of history and that
éxistentialism remained the only concrete . . .
approach tec reality." (Questions, p. 21; C.R.D., p. 24)

n

) "Marxism is History itself becoming conscious of “it-
' selfy and if 'it is valid it is by its material
~content, which is not, and cannot be, at issue
" herel" (C.D.R., p. 40; CsR.D., p. 134) '

. 7 James Gregor, A Survey &f Marxism: Procblems in Philo-
¢ . sophy and the Theory of History (New York: Random House,
£ ~ . 1965), p. 158. _ . .
8 “The point is tc conceive the praxis and its
results .from two inseparable points of view:
that of objectification (or of man acting
on matter) and that of objectivity (or of totalised
. matter acting on man)." (C.D.R.; p. 225; C.R.D., p. -
' ' 2B84)°

"Thejplurality’ofktemporalisations together with tem-
poral, unification (@ synthetic unification of

the antecedent by the consequent, a present unifi-
cation of the new multiplicity through old frame-
works) actually ‘constitute the evolution of :
humanity as the praxis- of a diachronic group,

that is to say, as the temporal aspect of the
constituted dialectic." (C.D.R., p. 666; C.R.D., p.

- ~ 634 emphasis added)

<

10 "o . it is the concrete man whom he puts at
the center of his research, that man who is defined
simultaneously by his needs, by the material condi-
tions of his existence, and by the nature of his
work--that is, by his struggle against things
and against men.” (Questionsm p. 14; C.R.D., p. 21)
11 'S0, in a sense, man submits to the dialectic as to
an enemy power; in another’ sense, he creates it;
and if dialectical Reason is the Reason of History,
this contradiction must itself be lived dialec-
tically, which means that man must be controlled
by the dialectic in so far as he creates it, and
create it in so far as he is controlled by it."
(C.D.R., pp. 35-36; C.R.D., p. 131)
" . mentmake History to precisely the extent
' that it makes them. ' This means that relations
" between men are always the dialespical conseguence

¢

‘ | 1"/
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of their activity 'to precisely the extent that
they arise as a transcendence of domlnating and
institutionalised human, relatlonshlps.

(C.D.R., p. 97; €.R.D. p. 1809

.D.R., p. 19; c.R.D.,_p.lla,

Questions, p. 162; CZR.D:, p- 101. .

C.D.R., pp. 68-69; C.R.D., 155 56.
"It must be proved that a negatlon of a negatlon
can be an affirmation, that conflicts--within .
a8 person or a group--are the motive force of History,
that each moment of. a series. is. comprehen51ble on
the basis of the initial moment, though irreducible
to it, that History continually effects totalisa-
tions, and so on, before .the details of an
analytico~synthetic and régressive—progressive

method can be’ grasped " (C.D.R., p. 15; C.R.D. P- 115)

“Marxmst voluntaglsm, which llkes to speak of analy—
sis, has reduced this operation to a -simple ceremony.
There is no longer any gquestion of studylng facts-
within the general perspective of Marxism so as

to enrich our understanding and to clarify action.
Analysis consists solely in getting rid of detali
in“forcing the signification of certain events,

in denaturing facts, or even in inventing a nature
for them in order to discover it later beneath-
them, as their substance,. as unchangeable fetishized
'synthetic notions.'" (Questions, p. 27; C.R.D., p. 28)

- "The open concébts.of Marxism have closed in. ‘They‘
are no longer keys, interpretive schemata; they
are posited in themselves as an already totalised
knowledge. To use Kantian terms--Marxism makes
out of these particularised, fetishized types,
’ qpnstltutlve concepts .of experience. {Questions,
A p. 27; C.R.B., p. 28)

"The totalising ‘investigation has given way to a

- Scholasticism of the totality. The heuristic
principle—--"'to search for the whole in its parts'--
has become the terrorist practice of 'liquidating

the particularity.'" (Questions, p. 28; C.R.D., p. 28)
" it has ceased to live with history and . .
attempts, through a bureaucratic conservatism, to
reduce change to identity." (Questicons, p. 292;

C.R.D., p. 29)
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r7‘ " . . . in no case in Marx's own work, does this
putting . in perspective claim to prevent or to -
render useless the appreciation of the process

.." . as a unique totallty When, for example, he studies
the brief and tragic history of the Republic of
1848, he. does not limit himselfi-—as would be done -
todayp-to stating that the republican petite bourgeoisie
betrayed its _ally, the Proletariat. On the contrary,

e tries to atcount. for thﬁ;\tragedy in its detail

d in the aggregate.  If h Isubordinates anecdotal
facts to the totality (of ‘a movement, of an attitude},
he a eeks to discover the’ totality by means
X of the facts. In other words, he gives to each
. event, in addition to its particular signification,
) the role of being revealing. Since the ruling
principle of the inguiry is the search for' the
. synthetic ensemble, each fact once established,
is questioned and interpreted as part of a whole.:
It is on the basis *‘of the fact, through-the study .
of its lacks and its 'oversignifications,' that
one determines, by virtue ¢f a-hypothesis, the .
tptality at the heart of which the fact will recqver
its truth. Thus living -Marxism is heuristic;
its prlnc1ples ‘and its prior knowledge appear
"as regulative in relation to its .concrete-research.
In the work of Marx we never find entities. Totali-
" ties (e.g.- 'the petite bourgeoisie' of the 18
Brumaire) are living; they furnish their own n defini-
tions within the framéwork of the research." .
(Questions, PP- 25 26; C R.D., p. 30}

18.Questiohs, p. 561 C.R.D., p. 44. Sartre continues:

“Marx1sm laqks any hierarchy of mediations which °
would permit it to grasp the process which produces
the person and his product . /inside a class and
within a given society at a given hlStOIlcal
moment.

. 19 "It is men who do not avalanches" (Questions, p.
48 C.R. D., p. 39).
20 . . ‘ Ty
Questions, p. 47; C.R.D., p. 39.

. . 1 Writing in the late 1950's Sartre was addressiné

his .critique to the Stalinist Marxism of his contemporaries
both inside and outside France. Its relevance and- approprlate-
‘ness to these cases is not at all in guestion. My 'concern

is rather to reveal similar tendencies--towards idealism,

- and the overly hasty totalisation of experience--in .his

* own thought, not to undermine the critigue itself.
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22 ¢ p.R., p. 64; C.R.D., p.152.

23 "Of course, this is a matter of formal intelligi-
bility. By this I mean that we must understand

the bonds between praxis, as self-consgcious, and

all the complex multiplicities which are organised
through it and in which it loses itself as praxis in
order to become praxis—process. However--and

I shall have occasicn to repeat this still more
emphatically--it is no part of my intention to
-determine the concrete. history of these incarna-
tions of praxis . . . It is no part of our project
to determine whether series pxeceed groups or

vice versa, either originally or in a particular’.
momer of History . . . the only thing that matters
to us is to display the transition frbm.series

. i tc groups and from groups to series as constant

’ ujr// incarnations of our practical multiplicity, and

to test the dialectical intelligibility of these )
reversible processes. . . . In short, we are dealing
; . with' neither human history, nor sociology, ner
. : ethnography. To parody a title of Kant's, we
v would. claim rather, t e laying the: foundations
for 'Prolegomera to - fature anthropolcgy.'"
(C.D.R., pp. 65-66; C.R.D.,

153) .
- 24 See- page 78.
25 1. e. "constituted" and “constiﬁhting" praxis.

26 -~ p.R., p. 787; C.R.D., p. 730.

, 27 " . . . there is such a thing as a group intelli-
gibility as the transcendence of necessity towards
a common freedom . . . 'the dialectical origin
- . of the group lies in the passive unity of alterity
o _ in so far as it negates itself as passivity."
’ * “(C.D.R., p. 324; C.R.D., p. 363)
I3 ‘ ’ 28 “Thus, through the presence.pf the free actions of which)
it made itself regulatory, my own action took on a dimension
of interiorised multiplicity" (C.D.R., p. 402; C.R.D., p. _—
425)° ’

29

"From this moment on, there is something which

is neither group nor serles, but which Malraux,

in Days of Hope called the Apocalypse--that is

to say, the dissolution of the series into'a fused
group. And this group, though still unstructured,
that is to say, entirely amorphous, is characterised
by being the direct opposite of alterity. 1In

a serial relation, in fact, unity as the formula
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. . M o
. (Ralson) of the series is alway elsewhere, whereas’
1n‘the Apocalypse, though seriality still exists -
at least las a process which is about to disappear,
and although it may always reappear, synthetic .
unity is always here." (C,D.R., p. 357; C.R.D., p.
| . . 2 ] s 391)

-

.Ste also C.D.R., pp. 382 83 684: C.R.D., pp. 410. 648.

.30 "The new action of the group is’ necessarlly new in
. so _far as the group is a new reality and its result an ab-
solute novelty" (C. D R., p. 398-'C R.D., p. 423).

31

.

"But the essential characterlstlc of the fused

group is the sudden resurrection ©f freedom. ". .

‘The explosion of revolt, as the liquidation of

the collective, does not have its direct sources
either in dlienation revealed by freedom, or in
freedom suffered as impotence; there 'has to be

a conjunction of historical circumstances, a definite
change .in the" situatior/, the danger of death,
viclence . . . agains}{/ the common danger freedom
frees itself from aljenation and affirms itself

as common efficacity. . . Thus the common praxis,
as the totalisation and struggle against a common
N . praxis of the enemy‘frealrses itself in everyone

) as the new, free efficacity of his praxis, as “
the free intensificaticon of his effort; every
freedom creates itself laterally as the totalisatjion
of all freedoms, and totalisation comes to it
throygh' thte others as a lateral dimension of its
individuality, in so far as it is freely individual
for them." (C.DP.R., pPp.- 402—403; C.R.D., p. 4258)

32 sed ups have presented us with the

(methodologrtall ) most simple form of totalisa-
" tion. A group “not (or at least it dries up
- and ossifies, the more beings or inert materiality
‘it contains): it constantly totalises itself
and disappears either by fragmentation (dispersal)
or by ossificatdon (inextia). This totalisation
does not prod itself . . . through differentiated
organs: it occurs everywhere and through everydne;
. wherever one is, it happens here.
’ ’ (C.D.R., p 407 C-R. D., P- 429)

33 "After the revolt society was no'longer ‘the same ,
. the pre-history of the French proletarlat gave way to its

history" (C.D.R. r P. 402; C.R.D., p. 425).
34 ¢.p.K.) p. 414; O.R:D., p:. 435. -
P
N A



[N}

@

. 389
. L

35 ¢.p.R., p. 440; C.R.D., p. 420.

36 - p.R., p. 373; C.R.D., p. 403.
4

37 ¢.p.R., pp. 644-46; C.R.D., Pp. 616-17.

38 ¢ D.R., p. 644;~C.R.D., p. 616.°
39 -
is'both: primary, i.e. founded in the first praxis which

- totalises thg natural, social} and material world as violent

and anti-human (because of scarcity); and permanent, I<

it remains as a necessary structure of praxis eveh Ahen L
that praxis is free, that is, constituted by the f&Sed group
{at least as long-as conditions of scarcity prevail--and

we have seen that that.may well be forever). I do not examine
this theme of violence (and Terror) in any detail in this
tHesis: this is not becausg I consider it marginal or unim-
poxtant, but, on the contrary, because I find it so profound,
complex, and provocative that a separate, specific, and
comprehensive examination of the theme is called for. It
suggests to me more than can be attempted in this thesis,

and is the subject of my continuing and current research.

50 "A philosophy is first of all.a particular way in
which the 'rising class' becomes conscious of itself . . ."

I *wporn from the movement of society, it is itself a
movement and acts upon \the future . . ." . ‘

"Thus a philosophy remains efficacious so long as the
praxis which has engendered it, which supports it, and whieh
is clarified by it, is still alive . . " .

" philosophy- is one with the movement of so-
ciety .:. ." o

"and since I am_to speak of existentialism, let
it be undeystood that I /take it to b& an 'ideology.' It
is a parasitical system living in the margin of Knowledge,
which at first it opposed but into_which today it seeks
to be integrated" (Questions, pp. 3, 5, 7, 8; C.R.D., PP.
15, 16, 17, 18, and passim). o

41 I remind the feader that' what constitutes "science"
(and therefore "ideology"), has not yet been specified. by
the writer, and is still very much in guestion at qhis stage

.in the thesis. Sartre offers no such specification in the

Critique, despite the fact that he aspires to establishing
an anthropological science which is both historical and
structural » - Lévi-Strauss, on the other hand, is very cleaxy,
about the constitution of science and his view is présented-
next in the chapter. A critdical and dgtailed discussion

of Science and Ideology is postponed until ‘chapter V.

Q

And violent according to the Critique. -This violence

pAN
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42.The intelligibility. and feasibility of such a scientific
‘project is not, of course, self-evident. It is critically’
appraised in chapters V and VII (on Marx and Lévi-Strauss
respectively). As a point ef departure, however, it is
at, least-as plausible as Sartre's existential perspective
and is offered here, as persuasively. as .possibleg, gt because
it is thought to be correct, but as an alternative "lens
through which the limitations of Sartre's position can be
brought into focus and_ rendered intelligible, in terms of

.structures and constraints not accounted for ¥ithin that _
system itself. . - *

43

4
-

S.M., p. 130~

) 44 It is unfortunate that structuralism, the study )
of superstructures, of discourse, so often restricts itself
to the symbelic order, i.e. to the internal and intrinsic
determinants (both synchronic and diachronic)” of discourse
while ignoring (or even denying) the dialectic khetween the
‘symbolic and the social reality it symbolizes and which
is its condition of possibility. The Althusserian struc-
turalism of recent Marxist studies is an cbvious offender
in this respect: often systematically acknowlédging as
real only that which can be symbolized within the closed concepts
oF its so-called "scientific" discourse. Lévi-Strauss does
not consider discourse to be closed in this sense, and it
is important to realize this: he repeatedly acknowledges
the fundamental determinacy of social and material, factors
"external” to the systems of representation which are the
specific objects of structyralist andlysis--as we shall
sée in our next chapter on the Dialectic.

45 ¢ y . : *

.M., p. 254. _

46 1bid. _ .

47 96 what extent this is possible,.i.e. the tranbcen-
dence of one's historical and subjective situation towards -

objective and scientific truth, i¢ determined- in chapter (
V.

48 & [gvi-Strauss, "Confrontation over Myths," New
Left Review 62 (1970): 68. Hereafter cited as “Confrontation."

49 s.m., p. 2500 )

50 g M., p. 251.

Sl S.A. II, p. 28.
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", 53 Cf. M. Eliade, Cosmos and History; The Myth of
' The Eternal Return, -trams. by Willard Trask {New York:)
Harper, 1959) for a gigcussion o6f primitive temporality.
24 5.m., p. 234. ) . <,

4

L4

R 55 R.H., p. 19.

ob

R.H., p. 23. ' % >
57 T

~

Conversations, p. 27.

-4

/

) 8 cf. Eliade; | _ . .

[

59 We should specify that it is the organization of
men by men which is indicated here-by the "class system";
women have always been a subordinate and éxploited class
(under patriarchy}, but it is not ‘being suggested that there
‘is a necessary connection between this particular hierarchy
between the sexes, and the emergence of Historical conscious-
ness—-—although this possibility is seriously entertained
in chapter V.-

\
60 g M., p. 251.
51 s.a. 1, pT 16. . .
, 92 5.4, f, p. 17. - , X \\J//l
63 . : ,
S.A. I, p. 18. \
64 5 a. I, p. 21.
85 1pig.
66

S.M., p. 257.
'67 "Consequently, historical facts are no more given
than any other. It is the historian, or the agent
of history, who copstitutes them by abstraction
and as though under the threat of an infinite

regress.
g What is true of the constitution of historical
facts is no less 'so of their se€lection . . . the

historian and the agent of history qhoose,_sever
and carve them up, for a truly total history would
Epnfront them with chaos . . . Even history which
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,) claims to be universal is szill only a juxta
position of a fewwlocal histories within whikh
(and between whith) very much more is left out
than is put in..-And it would be vain to hope
that by increasing the number of collaborators
and making research more intensive one waquld cobtain
a bétter result. In so far as history Jdspires ;
. t0 meaning, it is doomed to select regions, periods, '
-groups, of men and individuals in these groups
and to make them stand out as discontinucus figures,
against a continuity barely good enough to be
used as a backdrop. A.truly total History would
cancel itself out--its product would be nought.
What makes history possible is that a sub-set
of events is found, for a given period to hawe
approximately the same signifidance for a contingent
of individuals who have not necessarily experienced
. the events and may even consider them at an interval
. 0of several centuries. History is therefore never
history, but history for." ({S.M., p. 257)

68 S.M., p. 258. . X
69 S.M., p. 260. - | ' L
7% 1bsa. | .
T s.M., poo262.
72w

One ‘6#@Ptie arguments of this thesis is, that this
choice--between ‘explanation and ihformation (between pre-

and infra-historical inquiry and intelldigibility)} is a false
one; forced upon us by a tradition of separative {phallo- ;}
centric and Historical) thought to which individuwalism and
idealism are endemic, and to which Marxism, structurallsm,‘
and existentialism remain captive (see chapters Vv, VI, and
VII), that a third way is available to us las Sartre's own
practice has indicated) which' combines the specificity and
concreteness of phenomenology with the objectivity of Marstm
and structuralism: but only on the basis of a radlcal
transformation of traditidnal modes of thought (and -their.
representation of the problematic}, in response to the emerging
feminist consciousness and crlthpe All meaning is' consti-
tuted against an horizon of "non-sense" {(Merleau-Ponty);

when new meanings emerge from the background the former
configuration is. completely transformed. -The .authentic iR
voice of women, emerging from the horizon of traditional
social, philosophical, historical, and political thought

is effecting such a transformation and opening up'a profoundly
new future for human being generally.
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"Ethnogxaphlc analysis tries to arrive at invar-
iants beyond the empifical diversity of human’
societies; and . ... these are:sometimes to bhe
found at the most unforeseen points. Rousseau

. . . foresaw this with his usual acumen: 'Cne
needs to look near at hand if one\:ants to study
men; but to study man ‘one fust learn top-look from
afar; one must first observe -differences in order
to discover attributes.'" (S.M., p. 247)

'»- - * ‘— ’ . o -
- N .
. ~» .
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1 ¢.D.R., p. 19; C.R.D., p. 118.

2 ¢.D.R., p. 30; C.R.D.s p. 120

C.D.R., pp. 84—85?\ "R.D., P-

W

C.U.R., p..81; C.R.D., P. 167.

C.D.R., pp. 80-81; C.R.D., pp. 166-67./
c.D.R., p. 45; C.R.D., p. 137.
C.D.R.,.p. 84; C.R.D., p- 169.

- Ibid. ' -

A e

C.D.R., p. 85; C.R.D., p. 170.

-

10

¢.D.R., p. 51; C.R.D., p- 142.

11 ~.p.R., p. 29; C.R.D., p. 126.

) 12 By "organic wholés" Sartre means human beings,
not.the test of what would normally

.and

organic

world of ‘plants and animals.
in Sartre's philosophy of the biologt
tence; his existentialism, like Marxism,
presently, lacks an adequate theory of Nature.

be considered the
This ri£ﬂ§cts a serious

al dimension of

negle
exis-

as we shall see

We can only

ct

presume, that for Sartre as for Descartes,

the rest of organic

1ife, cats and dogs,

for .example are machines, organized

according to prin¢iples of.mechanical-motiom; incapable™

of self-movement, they are pulled or pushed into ac;ivity.

13 A representations of reality are vulnerable to
mystification, but not all of them are systematically so.

A complete theory of mystification and the possibilities

of its transcendence are developed in chapter V.

14 John Hoffman, Marxism and The Theory

of Praxisf//;

critique of some new versions of old -fallacies.
International Pubs., 1976), p. 61 (see also pp.
passim) .

(New York:
59, 60 and

s

’
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ot 15 Hoffman, p. 108. ' ' )

16 Hoffman, p. 60.

‘ l? The emerging-‘feminist .critique of tﬁé history of
philosophy and science--an essentially phallocentric and .
phallocratic. History, Philosophy, and Science--forces this /
conclusion upon us. Sartre,is not alone in his neurosis, ;K‘"H\j
which is rooted in the very general and characteristically’
male refusal (and repression} of certain central facts of — (/“\
life, that.is of bixth; facts which are consistently mysti-
fied (i.e. denied and reversed, as in all ideoclogies), but /
nevertheless alluded to in an allugotry way in that mystifica- //
ion. These are: (i) thefact that men are born of womeh,r;f //”
ix. of mothers, and neither make themselves, nor spring T s
~blown and "clean," as "ratdonal" adults, - from the forehead
of tig Father; (ii) the fact that men neither give nor qgﬁ%rol
life, t rather their history reveals them as the maégg%s'-
only of death and destruction; (iii) the fact that men's
real freedoms and constraints are rooted in nature and
nurture, and not in Culture and Science as jhey would have
us believe. A
Men continue to repress these truths, and therefore
to mystify them in their conscious representations of reality,
and will contipue to do so unless fgrced to do otherwise
by the return of the repressed. The separation of Man from
Nature, the specification of a Human Nature realized - -through
. man's own efforts, and the glorifﬂgﬁtion of Reason as the
author of this creation and the foundation of human Freedom,
Ve are traditional, and ‘continuing ways of denYinqaand mystifying
Y the said historical facts. Sartre's compulsive' Cartesianism
7 ° should net, therefare, surprise us; we will discover.similar
"neurosez}\iexamples of fal consciousness) in the thought
of Marx and Lévi-Strauss. in/later chapters. .
? 18 Hoffman, p. 97. , ‘
- . 19

- 20 We would add that this view pf matterwas fixed and

unchanging not only serves the interksts of t xploiting
class, but also that of the exploiting caste: irnother )
words, it is not only part and parcél-of bourgeois ideology,
but also of the sexist dgology which cannot be sepaPated
from it. It is in the interes{

. A s of all men to think o ////F\\\
////f : nature as eternal, for it secures for them the "natural"‘\

Hoffman, p. 13.

superiority of the male 5eX, :

21 Langevin, referred to by Roger Garaudy in "False J
i/sm,

.. Prophet: Jean-Paul Sartre" in Existentialism Versus Marx
- ed. by George Novak (New York: elta Bk. Dell, 1966), f
pp. 159-60. : :

e o
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22

‘Sge notes 17 ana 20 above, and qhapter v. _ s
23 Marx, quoted by Noffman, p. 111.
.24 J-P. Sartre, "J-P Sartre répond," L'Arc, No. 30
> {1966): 92: "Il n'est gu'un &piphénom&ne, et tout semble
se passer en dehors de lui.”
P . - 25 g.M., p. 130.
N 26

C. Lévi-Strauss, Myth and Meaning (Torcnto: Univer-
sity* of Toronto Press, 1978}, p. 17. Hereafter cited
- as M.M. \ '

. C. Lévi-Strauss, The Raw and the Cooked, trans. by
"J. and D. Weighton (Harper/S?lophon Books, 1975), p. 111.

Hereafter cited as R.C.

27 g.M., pp. 135, 153.
28 M., p. 145. R
C.. Lévi-Strauss, Totemism, trans. by R. Needham
(Penguin Books, 1969), p. 163: "Meaning is not decreed: if =
it is not everywhere, it is nowhere."

-

2% 5.M.,.p. 131.
30 See R.C.

) 31 r.c., p. 16.. ’
32 1pid. -_ B
33 1pia. \’ \
v o

s begin to understand the truly essential *
ccupied by cocking in natiye thought: not

the human state ‘can be defined with all its attri-

butes, “even those that, like mortality mlght seem
. to be the most ungquestionably natural.™ (R.C i :
. ] P. 164) 1
: ' N f i

{(Note the mention of death, bwt not birth.)
- 35 oM., p. 127. - -
5 .
( 36 5 M., p. 126.
*

R
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37 Totemism, p. 161.

It is possible to argue, that with Levi- Strauss we
merely exchange one kind of dualism for another: the Cartesian
bifurcation of matter and mind for the structuralist's bifur-
cation of, 6 the mind itself. This could be regarded as the
ultimate in bourgeois and male _mystification of reality:

its final reification as the very possibility of thought
itself. Mpre of this later, in chapter VII.

3% £ 5.%., p. 12.

39 E.S5.K., p.l479 {also pp. 480, 481).
40 See Totemism, p. 98. A
41

S-M., P. 35. -

42 5 M., p. 95! ,
"The truth of the myth does not lie in any special
content. It consists in logical relations which are devoid
of content” (R.C., p. 240).

43

Totemisﬁ, p. le2. “

a4 S.M., p. 115 (also Totemism, p. 152; R.C., p. 316).

45 E.S.K., p. 114 (also pp. 49, 139).

"Endo—Erax1s and exo-praxis are never definable
separately and in absolute terms . . . théy can only be
defined as complimentary aspects of an ambiguous relation
of self and others" (S5.M., p. 1l18).

46 5 M., p. 268.

47 See chapter I of §.M.: "Thé Science of the Concrete":
" . . . the unive;se\%s an object of thought at least as
much as it is a means)of satisfying needs" (S5.M., p. 3).

48 o M., p. 18.

49 Interestingly enough, Frederic Jameson makes a simi-
lar observation about Sartre's mode of interpretation; of
his treatment of Baudelaire, for example, with its hierarchy
of mediations (as later outlined in the Critique):

" . . . even granting the priority of the economic
in his thought, this particular model does not
P demand the priority of any particular series over
any other, for they are all implicit in each other,
taken separately . . . s
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Implied in this is a whole new type of logic as
well, in which the static model of the relation- .
ship of uniiversal to particular would be replaced
by one in which each particular symbolically
realizes in itself and in its own mode the totality.
of the universal in question.” (Frederic Jameson,
Marxism and Form. Twentieth Century Theories -
of Literature [Princeton, N.J., 1971], p. 221
including note.)

This "new type of logic" ik not unlike what I have
described as historical and. diallectical materialism in the
previous chapter. I believe it is exemplified, in part,
by both Sartre and Lévi-Strauss with Yfespect to different
objects of inguiry, and that it can also be applied to their
thinking as a critique; which to some extent defines
the methodology and purpose of this thesis.

20 5.M., p. 219.

sl See chapters I and I, and especially Questlons,
pp. 30, 89, 164, and passi

"The dlalectlc itself . . . appears as Hlstory, and
as hlstorlca% Reason only upon the foundation of existence;

for it is theé development of praxis . «" (Questions, p.
171) . .

52 Questions, p. 99.

53
passim) .

54 g M., p. 246.

Questions, p.'148 (see also pp. 151, 155, 156, and

53 S.A. I, p. 59 (see also Totemism, p. 67; E.S.K.

pp. -75, 84, 93, 151, 220, 451, 491; S.A. I, p. 18, and through-
out Lévi-Strauss's writing).

- 6 motemism,, p. 163; T.T., p. 56; S.A. I, p. 89; E.S.K.,
pp. xxx, 451; M.M., pp. 8, 13, 24; R.C., p. 10.-

57 Quoted from Dialectics of Nature in'E.S.K., p. 451.

28 .

' the contrast oé?nature and culture would,
be neither a primeval fact, nor a concrete aspect
,0f universal order.  Rather it should be seen

as an artificial creation of .culture, a protective
rampart thrown up around it because it only felt
able to assert its existence and uniqueness by
destroxing all the links that lead back to its
orlglnal aSSOClatlon with the other manlfestatlons
of life. (E.5.K., pp. xxix- xxx)

’
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See also S8.M., p. 247; M.M., PPpP. 10; 24.

39 E.5.K., p. 220.

PO

60 Rosen, p. 273.

61 L'érc,‘pp. 59-60. .
. M)
- 62 Rosen, p. 271. , ' ) )

63 5 M., p. 247. \\{
64 L'Arc, p. 88.
65 .

See also Levin, p. 71.

66 5 .M., p. 130.

57 s.m., p. 214. o , ‘ N_thﬁ_-l/'
68 =

S.M., p. 117. e

69 5.m., p. 222.

- b \
70 Rosen, p. 8l. We examine this question of freedom

and subjectivity in the following chazter.

71 Rosen, p. 276.

72 L'Arc, p. 91. Sartre adopts the expression of Michel
Foucault here. See for example Michel Foucault, The Archaeo-
logy of Knowledge and The Discourse on Language, trans.
by Alan Sheridan-Smith {Harper, Colophon Bocks, 1972), pp. .
12, 13, 14. '

73

-

S.A. II, chapter-2.

-~

k,J/J 5. II, p. 35. ~ -

The appropriateness of this distinction, between
the study of man and the study of men, is considered later
in the thesis. '

75 Rousseau, cited by Lévi-Strauss in S.AT II, p. 35.
"Man must recognize himself as a 'he' before daring
to claim to alsc be a 'mg'" (S.A. II, p. 39).

- 7% s.u., pp. 249—50,\?)

77 C. Lévi-Strauss, Trf;tesTroE;ques trans. by John
and Doreen Weightman (Atheneum, N.Y., 1374), pp- 57-58.
Hereafter cited as T.T. -
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78_T.T., pP. 58. ‘ _
- This confrontation over methodology is the subject
of our last three chapters which assess the respective

contributions of Marx, Sartye, and Lévi-Strauss to the
-on-going project of renderﬂ%g social reality intelligible.

~S.M., p. 252.

80 uestions, p. 111.

"When I speak, I never say completely what I

want to say and I often do not know what I say,
given that my.words are robbed from me and revealed
to me as other than I intended. But the important
thing is that these social facts are . . . the
product of social activity of collective

ensembles . . . language is a totalized and de-
totalized result of the ernsemble of human.activities.
during a certain ‘time. Language is imposed on

each of us as a practico-inert." (J-P. Sartre,
"Itinerary of a Thought," in Between Existentialism
and Marxism, trans. by John Matthews [London:
N.LVB., 1974] pp. 52-54.)

-

81 posen, p. 279.

82 We have not yet determined what is meant by "science,"
a nermative term, which, like "democracy" is appropriated
by wildly divergent groups to legitimize their practices,
We examine it in a greater detail in chapter V.

83

L'Arc, pp. 94-95,
84 S.M., p. 245.
85 1pi4. . ’
86

S.M., p. 251.
87 As I maintain in chapter VI, Sartre would be less
vulnerable to critique if he eyxpressed his own objections

to analytic and scientific practice in terms of their denial
and/or forgetfulqess of their own situatedness within human -
projects and within history, ratheT than in terms of their
rejection of dialectical Reason, an expression ineJitably
burdened with. the baggage of idealism and Cartesianism.

88

S.M., p. 252.

89 Ipia.




. 5.M., p. 2504 ~
oL S.A. I, p. 233. -

92 g.a. 11, p. 373

93

- .A. II, p. 8. -
7 ... . the ethonolb@i;;.. . . tries to reconstitute
the meaning; he reconstitutes
ala, he is a man, so he tastes it" (Conf¥dntation. p. 67).

.- "Phe study. of myths raises a methodological problem,

- ‘ in that it cannot be carried out accerding to
the Cartesian principle of breaking down the
difficulty into as many parts as may be necessary
for finding the solution. There is .nc real end
to mythological analysis, no hidden unity, to
be grasped ‘once the breaking-down process has
been completed . . . 'in seeking tc imitate the
,sponfaneous movement of mythological thought,

. of, that thought, and to'respect its rhythms. It
a .."follows that, this boock on myths 4s itself a kind
. of myth. If it has any unity, that unity will
'\\ . appear only behind or beyond the text and in
the best . hypothesis, will become a reality in
. . . the mind of the reader." (R.C., pp. 5-6)

%% s M., p. 47. - | : >

- 95 L'Arc, p. 89. ) _ j‘ ’

«9‘?8.1‘4., p. {5 ’
9 - X

S.M., pp. 247-48.

* 98 The objection can be sustaifled however, and will
be in ﬁpapter VII--though not fc® the reasons Sartre suggests.

\ 29 Likewise, I'argue in defense of Sartre's Critique,
as a political project, in chapter VI--though again, not
for the reasons Sartre himself suggests. :

-

t, unwraps it. And then, after

&

this essay . . . has had to conform to the reguirements



Notes
. Chapter IV o

1 The use of inverted comm hére indicates that at
this peint I am only referri g”fs the dualism “thought" )
and "being" and not assuming 4t; and talking about the - °
contest over which is prior and not engaging in it. ‘
In the dlscu551on which follows I reject the dualism in <
favour of a monistic materialism of which thought is a
part; likewise the contest over priority: arguing that
the relatlonshlp between thought and that of which and
within®which it is the thought, is a dialectical, ambiguous,
and mutually- determining and determined one, and that if

anything at all can be said to be "prior" (in whatever
- sense is at issue--ontological, logical, chronological,
or phenomenological) it is existence itself,. the systenm
"moi-aptrui-le monde," the experience of whlch precedes
the émergence of elther "thought" ‘(the internal and ideal),
or "being" ‘{external and materlgl).

2 In The Adventures of the Dialectic {London: 1974),
MerLeau-Ponty describes Sartre's thought as the "opposite
of~Marx’s" and "the ruin of the dialectic" (pp. 124 and
98 respectlvely) According to Sartre meaning is seen ’
as "wholly spiritual, as impalpable ‘as lightning," and
as "absolutely cpposed to being which is absolute weight
.and blindness." See especially chapter 5, "Sartre and
Ultra Bolshevism." . :

Y M .

3 Merlgau—Ponty, The Primacy ©f Perception. And Other
Essays on Phenomenological Psychology, the Philosophy of
Art, History and Politics, ed. by James Edie (Northwestern
University Press, 1964), p. 17: "We can only thlnk the
world because we have already experienced it .'. .

Thé‘Prlmacy of Perception hereafter referred to as

Primacy.

" . radical reflection finally discovered

- behlnd itself, the unreflected as the condition
of its p0551bllity, without which it would have
no sense." ("Phenomenology and the Sciences of
Man," in Primacy, p. 92)

o
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See'élsoMerleau—PontyPhénoménologie de la percéption

(Gallimard, Bibliothé&que des Idées, 1945), pp. i, ix, 141,

161, 225, 344, 379. Hereafter cited as Phénoménologie.

. . &

4 ‘Consciousness cf oneself as asgp;que individual,
whose place can be taken by no one elge;, comes later and
is not primitive" ("The Chlld's Relation with Others,
in Primacy). . \~”‘

--5 " . . . even though consciousness constructs, it

1s ‘conscious of making explicit something true anterior to

'1tself it ccntinues a movement begun in experience" {Adventures,
p. 138). * i

- 6 M. Merleau-Ponty, "Marxism and Philosophy," in ~
" Phenomenology, Language and Sociclogy, ed by John O'Neill
{Heinemann Educational Bocks, 1974), pp. 178-79.

7 "Le monde . . .-est-le milieu naturel et le champ
de toutes mes pensées et .de toutes mes perceptions
explicites 1 . . il n'y a pas d'homme intérieur,
l'homme est au monde." (Phéncménologie, p. v)

"La pensée n'eét rien d'intérieur, elle n'exist
pas hors du monde et hors des mots." (Phénoménologie,
P. 213}

. . my psyche is not a series of 'states

of consciousness' that are rigorously closed

in on themselves and inaccessible to anyone but
me. My consciousness is turned primarily. toward
the world, turned toward things; it is above

all a relation to the world.” ("The Child's
Relation with Others" in Primacy)

9 "o " mon organisme, comme adhésion prépersonnelle,
a la forme générale du monde, comme existence
anonyme et géné&rale, joue, au_dessous de ma vie
personnelle le rdle d'un complexe inné"

{(Phénoménologie, p. 99)

—

. . il y a toujours une dépersonnalisation
au coeur de la conscience.", (Phénoménologie, p. 159)

10 Phénoménologie, py 548. N ;

11 Adventures, p. 197\

12 Adventures, p. 204. g .
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13 "From Mauss to Claude Lévi-Strauss," in Phenomenélogy,'
Language and Sociology, ed. John 0'Neil}l, p. 120.

14 thete are Merleau-Ponty's terms. ‘
» '15 In this context "necessity" refers toc the kind of ne-

cessary (or rational) connection and continuity which man
o "imposes” on the world. It does not refer to "necessity"
XP\ as the antithesis of freedom, but to a necessity which
~ 1is rather a functiop of freedom, i.e. to dialectical

necessity. . . P
- 16 uohe child's Relation with Others," in Primacy,
p. 119. ) - .
17 wohe child's Relation with Others,? Primacy, p.
153. " . '
18

' phénoménologie, pp. 69, 198. *
15 What follows is an historical hypothesis which

can only be tested by examining history: there is, however,
much evidence to support it. See for example Julian Jaynes.

20 Adventures, p. 38.

21'Phénoménologie, pp. ix, xii, xiv, 161, et passim.

22 . - : . s
See Sartre's discussion of "Marxism and Extstentialism”
in Questions. '

23 Phénoméﬂologie, p. 221.

24 Phénoménologie, p. 385.

2 . . . . i

5 . . la réflexion n'a jamais sousson redard

le monde entier . . . elle ne dispose jamais que d'une
- 1t

vue partielle et d'une puissance limité&.-. . ..
(Phénoménologie, p. 74).
26

Phénoménoclogie. p. 52.

s
" . . le seul logos qui préexiste est le nde
. méme" {(Phénoménologie, p. XV). .

27

—
-

Social existence could be regarded as a "totality,"
like language, wherein " . . . phenomena give mutual ex-
pression to each other and reveal the same basic theme"
("The Metaphysical in Man" in Phenomenology, Language and
Sociology, p. 165). Sartre, of tourse, would objeft to
the use of "totality" here, suggesting as it would to him

T% a non-dialectical, inert, inorganic, and falsely unified
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object. "Totalisation" would better describe the human
existence under discussion, and language as well, for
surely only tc "false consciousness" can language appear as
a fixed totality?

28 Orthodox Marxist analysis would explain this sta-
bility more precisely, in terms of the absence of classes
and class struggle in .these.societies. But I do not believe
that this can be sustained ingthe face of the various other
forms of exploitation and oppression’ (e.g. of women), which
have characterized even non-historical societies; forms
which cannot be subsumed under the terms of class striggle
as predicated of capitalist society.

29 Advé;tures, p. 199. .

\

30 Merleau-Ponty refers to " . . . la contingence
ontigque & 1'intériedr du monde. " La contingence ontolegique,
celle du monde lui-méme . . ." (Phé&nomé@nologie, p. 456).

M LY

31 °

"Le monde est tout au dedans et je suit tout hors
de moi" (Phénoménologie, p. 467)

32

LY

Phénoménologie, p. 198.

33 Phéncménologie, p. 351. -

34 Adventures, p. 30.

‘535 Primacy, p. 13.

36_Phénoh€nalogie, p. 518.

37 "The meaning of my future does not arise by decree;
it is the truth of my experience, and I cannot
communicate it other than by recounting the history
that made me bgcome this truth." (Adventures, p. 197)

38

Phénoménologie, p. 201.

39 Phénom&nologie, p. 198.

4O‘Phénoménologie, p. 466.

41 Phénoménologie, p. 514.

42 Advenﬁures, b. 196.

43 Y .
. Adventures, p.’ 41.
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44 Marx; quoted in Fischer: Marx in His Own Words,
(Pelican Books, 1973), p. 81.

LY

45 yonathan culler, in Wolfson College Oxford,
Structuralism: An Introduction, Wolfson College Lectures
1923, ed. by David Robey (Oxford: Clarenden Press), p. 22.

46

R.C., p. 12.

17 5.5.k., p. 491.

48 s, p. 247,
49 R.C., p- 341. o : ~
20 R.C., p. 340. . ~

’ ) . \ =y
51 5 M., p. 222. . e

\ 52 g5.u., p. 248.

S.M., p. 219.

 r.c., p. 10. ‘ | R -f\dL‘

*
55 g .M., p. 248.

56 Michel Foucault, The Order of Things: An Archaoclogy

of The Human Sciences (Vintage Books, 1973), p. 208, hexeafter
cited as The Order of Things: .
l ' .
"The history of knowledge can ba written only
oh the basis of what was contempOyaneous with '

it, and certainly not in ‘terms of reciprocal .
influence, but in terms of conditivbns and a priory L

established in time."

7 MichelsFoucault, Discipline and Punish: The Birth
of the Prison, trans. by Alan Sheridan Smith (London: -
Allen Lane, Penguin Books Ltd., 1977}, p. 104. Hereafter

".cited as Discipline and Punish. .

>8 Discipline and Punish, p. 128.

59 Discipline and Punish, p. 305.

60

The Order of Things, p. 308

6l The Order of Things, p. 387.

62 Gﬁller, in Wolfson, p. 27.

-\ - t " ——
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64

65
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-

The Order of Things, p. 207.

The Order of Things, p. 168.

Michel Foucault, The Archaeclogy of Knowledgé’and

The Discourse on Language, trans. by Alan Sheridan-Smith

(Harper, Colophon Books, 1972), p. §. Hereafter cited

as Archaeology of Knowledge. R

66
67

68
Books,
69

70

}-
The QOrder of Things, Preface, p. xxiii.

The Archaeology, of Knowledge, p. 17.

L. Althusser, Reading Capital ({(London: New Left

1971), p. 180. Hereafter cited as Reading Capital.

" men (plural), in the concrete sense,

are necessarily ssubjects {plural) in history,
because they act in history as subjects (plural):
But there is no Subject (singular) of history."
(L. Althusser, "Reply to John Lewis,” in Essays
in Self-Criticism, #rans. by Grahame Locke [New
Left Books, 1976], ps 94. Hereafter cited as
Self-Criticism). -

[
- -\l‘_’"l(

L. Althusser, Lenin and Phllosophy, trans. by Ben Brew-

ster (New Left Books, 1971}, p. 41. Hereafter cited as
Lenin and Philosoph

71

72

te . t::;;\ls no ldeology ‘except by the' subject
and for subjects . . the category of the subiject
is constitutive of all ideclogy." . ("Ideology

and Ideological State Apparatuses," in Lenin:

and Philosophy, pp. 159-60) :

"Ideology and “‘Ideological State Apparatuses " in

Lenin and Philosophy,. p. 152,

73.

74

75

'Reading Cgpital,_p.'lll. S

" £ . Mhe principle of all éxistence is

materiality . , . all existence is objective, that

is, 'prior' to the 'subjectivity' which knows it, &nd

independent of the subject. ;r ("Reply to John
~Lewis," .in Essays in Self Criticism. p. 54)

"Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses " in

Lenin and Philosophy, p. 160

76

53.

"Reply to John Lewis," in.Self-Criticism. pp. 52,
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Self-Criticism, p. 198. - - ~
,78 "Reply to John.Lewis," in Self—Criticis.m,;é. 153,
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Notes

Chapter V

1 See chapter VI.

2 This is not an easy principle to follow consistently,
for it gnfails the complete re-evaluation and reinterpre-
tation of the whole of philosophy itself, which defines \QY”\
itself in terms of the pursuit of universal, necessary ®
and essentia® truths., Marx himself, coming to political
economy as he did through philosophy, did not succeed in
liberating himself completely from this metaphysical ten-—
dency--as tis fevident, for example, in his references to
"man," to hi Q‘)essential" nature, and to "species-being"
as a definiffiop of that "essence.™ ‘

3w . . . il reste tout & faire: 1l faut trouver la
.méthode et constituer la science" (C.R.D., p. 33}. The
meaning and significance of this appeal to "science," in
Marx, Sartre, and Lé&vi-Strauss is discussed in the remaining
chapters.

4 We shall be arguing in this chapter that historical
materialism is, more than anything else,ra political praxis,
. and that the debate. in academic -circleg’ over its epistemo-
logical status (science or ideology? for example) mystif i¥®
more than it clarifies, by ignoring this, its most fundamental
-and distinguishing characteristic.

5 Sartre repeatedly refers to Marxism as philosophy
in Questions: as a "philosophical interpretation of man
and of history," for example (p. 23). -

v

-

6"I‘his principle is outlined below; it requires a

theoretical inquiry to be material, historical, dialectical, ‘
concrete, and revolutionary. . ' <“=M
7

, Engels, Introduction to Socialism: Utopian and
Scientific in Feuer, pp. 53-54.

8

Marx, Theses on Feuerback, no. xi, Feuer, p. 22#. \J//
ask .

? Endels expresses the general direction of the
as follows:

' - -
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n Q\ : .
"To accomplish this act of universal emancipation
is the historical mission of the modern proletariat.
To thoroughly comprehend the historical conditions
and thus the very nature of this act, to impart
to the now oppressed proletarian class a full
knowledge of the conditions of and of the meaning
- of the momentous act it is called upon to accom-
. « plish, this is the task of the theoretical expres-
/// sion of the proletariat movement, scientific

( \\\\__#—\ socialism.
- s0cla-1sSm
‘ N 10 Marx, in The Poverty of Philosophy, gquoted by Lukacs,
\ P -\\50 . l . :
\ar

.~ Karl Marx, Grundrisse. Introduction.to the Critigque
of Political Economy, trans. by Martin Nicolaus (Vintage

}323§§4 1873), p. 347:
4/1 f\\\\\" . . in the present bourgeois society as a

whole, thi: ositing of prices and their circula-

tion etc., appedrs as the surface process, beneath

which, in the dépths, entirely different processes

go on, in which this apparent individual equality
. and liberty disappear.”

"The worker, vis-a-vis his employer is not at
all in the situation of someone who sells freely
. . the capitalist is always free to employ
labour, and the worker is always obliged to sell
it." ("Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts,"
p. 83, a quotation from Buret in Early Writings.

"To hire out one's labour is to begin one's
enslavement; to hire out the material of labour
is to establish one's liberty." (quoting Pecqueur,

 p. 96)
) X P \_
‘ 2 Karl Marx, Capital, trans. by Eden and Cedar Paul

(Everyman's Library, 1974), Preface to 2nd, edition, p.
lviii. Hereafter cited as Capital.

13 Letter from tarx to Engels, 27 June, 1867; from
Marx and Engels Correspondence. See also Lukacs:

"The essence of scientific Marxism consists in

the realisation that the real motor forces of ’
history are independent of men's (psychological)
consciousness of them." (p. 47) ’

N
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14 Engels, Socialism: Utopian and Scientific, in
Feuer, p. 85. :

X
15 Capital, p. lvii,.

16 "Every substantial change that is of concern’'

to knowledge manifests itself as a change in relation
- to the whole and through this as a change in

the form of objectivity itself."

" . . when the worker knows himself as a

commodity his knowledge is practical. That is

to say, this knowledge brings about an objective

structural change in the object of knowledge."

(Lukacs, pp. 13, 169)

17 Martin Nicolaus, Foreward to Grundrisse, p. 24.

18 Hal Draper, Karl Marx's Theory of Revolution (New
York: Monthly Review Press, 1977), p. 12.

19 Capital, Prefacé tg lst. edition, ptll. ) -
20 Lukacs, p. 239.

21 Lukacs, p. 204.

22 1big.

23

We therefore see neither contradickfion nor discon-
tinuity between the early and later-Marx, between Marx

the philosopher and Marx the political andteconomic scientist:
for he is both at once, as his political pfraxis demands.

24 Capital, Preface to 2nd. edition, pp. lii-liii.
23 Althusser is a clear case in point.

N L4
26 -

Marx and Engels, p. 64.

27 panny Goldstick, "Reading Althusser,"” Revolutionary
World, vVol. 23/25 (1977): 110-32.

28 Marx himself is not consistent in his use of the
term "ideology," appearing at times'to equate it simply
with "superstructure," {as in Goldstick's sense c¢), as
in the feollowing, for example:

x

"With the change of the economic foundation the ]
entire immense superstructure is more or less \v/
rapidly transformed. 1In considering such trans-
formations the distinction would always be made

-
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.

- betweén the material transformatiop of the economic
conditions of production, which can be determined
with the precision of natural science, and the
legal, political, weligicus, aesthetic or philo-
sophic--in short ideological--forms. 1néwglch
men become conscious of this conflict fight
it out." (Preface to A Contribution to the
Critigque of Political Economy, in Feuer, . 44,
emphasis added)

This usage, however, could be seen, not so much as
# Beviation from the appropriate sense of "ideological®
as indicated above, but-as a systematic application of
it to bourgeois superstructures, which, according to Marx's .
analyses, are as a matter of fact, necessarlly ideological:
not because-they are superstructures, but because they
are bourgeois, i.e. because they occur-within the.capitalist
social formation which, it has been revealed, systematically
mystifies and reifies the social reality in its representa-
tions of it. -

| This, however, could not be said of all those cases
whz&e Marx uses "ideology" as the eguivalent of :"super-
structure"; for example, in the following: .

"We set out from real, active men and on the
‘ basis of their real life-process we demonstrate
+ the development of the ideological reflexes and’
echoes of this life-process." (Marx and Engels,
p. 47)
29 "From this point of view, partisanship does not
exclude objectivity and deeper penetration into reality"
. in James Lawler, The Existentialist Marxism of Jean-Paul
Sartre (Amsterdam: B. R. Griner Publishing Co., 1976),
p. l63. - ‘

30

Nicolaus, Foreword to Grundrisse, p. 44.

3. . . modern materialism sees in it the pProcess
of evolutlon of humanity, and aims at discovering the laws
thereof" (Engels, Socialism, Feuer, p. 87)

32 . . as everything natural m&gt have its origin
so man has his process of genesis, history . . ."
(Early Writings, p. 208). . f

33 Marx -himself validates and justifies past excesses\
as follows:

. human life needed private property for
its realization, and . . . it now requires the

;
\
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. supersession of private property.”

" . . .-only through developed industry i.e.--
through the mediation of private property, does
the ontological. essence of human passions, in
its totality and its’ humanity come into being;
the science of man itself is a product of man's
self-formation through practical activity."
(Economic and Philosophical Manuscrlpts, Pg-
187, 189)

More recently, James Lawler, in The Existentialist
Marxism of Jean-Paul Sartre, wrote:

"Slavery is in fact more human than the earlier
form of society since it recognizes at a minimal

- level the value of the 'other' . . . Slavery
is the brutal form of the transition from brute
to human existence." (p. 245)

This strikes me as a marvelous example of the mystifying
and reifying potential of the approach to history which
is in question.

34 Mary O'Brien, "The Politics of Reproduction, "
unpublished Ph.D. Thesis, University of York Torontg,
1976, p. 54. Hereafter cited as "Politics. ///' N

~

"Fatherhood is a right, in other wfrds a politica

phenomencn and it cannot, further,|be enforced
without entering intoc social relations with other
men. Hegel is right when he claims that marriage
is not a contract between a man and a woman;
what he fails to notice is that marriage is funda-
‘mentally a contract between men: you acknowlegge
my right to the issue of this woman's body and
I shall reciprocate." ‘'{O'Brien, pp. 237-38)
35 spolitics,” p. 37. : .
36 This separation of public (male) from grivate {(female)
life, is, according to 0'Brien, the generalizel social
form which attempts to mediate male estrangement from species
continuity have consistently taken. It is alsoc the material
ground of all the other dualisms of male-stream thought
body and soul, animal and human, natural and culthral
materlal and ideal, etc. :
37“Polltlcs,“ pP. vii: "Male estrangement from experlenced
genetic continuity also challenges men to develop alternative
principles of continuity which they can control."




e

38 "politics," p. 234. & Y

39 wpolities,™ p. 201.

40 : <. ' -
This thesis, p.80O

a1 " . . there develops the division of labour,

‘which was originally nothing but the division
of labour in t sexual act, then that division
of labour which develops spontaneously or
‘naturally' by virtue of natural predispositions
. . . Division of labour only becomes truly
such from the moment when a division of material
and mental labour appears. (The first form of .
ideologists, priests, is'concurrent)." (Marx
and Engels,, p. 51} /1
: !

We are inclined to argue, against Marx, that the
division of labour within the patriarchal family was indeed
ntyuly such," since it did coincide with the division of
mental and material labour: the former appropriated
exclusively by men, and women assigned to physical {and
emotional!) labour only.

42 The analysis of social change which follows, in
terms of population size, is not inconsistent with Marx's
analyses in terms of change in the mode of production;
it complements rather than contradicts such an analysis,
by shifting its focus to a factor which Marx himself recog-
nized as fundamental. In his discussion of the develop-
ment of human social consciousness, from "herd-consciousness”

.to species=consciousness, he makes the following observation,

for example:

“This sheep-like or tribal consciousness receives
its further development and extension through
increased productivity, the increase of needs,
and what is fundamental to both of these, the
increase of population." (Marx and Engels, p. 51}

43 "By freedom is meant, under the present bourgeois qon?
ditions of production, free trade, free selling and buying."

nThe ideas of religious liberty and freedom of
conscience, merely give expression to the sway
of free competition within the domain of know-
ledge." (The Communist Manifesto, pp. 50, 56}

"The right to the undisturbed enjoyment, within cer-

tain conditions, of fortuity and chance, has

£ill now been called personal freedom." (Marx and
Engels, p. 886)
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. 44 We have seen all too often how. "revolutlonary leaders
in the Third World have promoted the cause of Independence,
Natlonhood and Autonomy, in terms of the increased "freedom"
. available to their own people, who then expect to receive

"free" radios, bicycles, trips to Europe, oOr whatever,
when thelr-forelgn rulers have been ousted; how every North
American high school student knows that we in the West
have far more "freedom" than the citizens of Socialist
states, because we are "free" to travel, own cars, and
watch televisions with more than two tones, and more than
one channel; and how feminists have promoted "Women's
Liberation," only to be told by women themselves that they
have more "freedom" in their traditional roles as wives.,
and mothers (that is, as consumers), than they would have
by joining the men in the public wprld of work and social
responsibility (that is, as producery).

Revolutionaries (Marxists and feminists) should,
therefore, abandon the rhetoric of an essentially abstract
freedom, which has become a debased coinage, and be more
‘specific about their revolutionary values; values which
are not attainable, nor even visible in many cases, within
a patriarchal capitalist social formation. ’

45 We have seen in our own century how Socialist,
as much as capitalist, regimes justify present social prac-
tices {e.g. gulags) as the essentlal historical means for
the creation of a future "freedom."

46 "Historically men have used freedom, the highest
value, to institutionalize the inequalities Wthh
have thitherto been the condition of freedom.

("Politics," p. 180).
f

41 Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts, p. 213.

48 Marx refers to man's primitive "animal consc1ousness/“

his "herd-consciousness" and his "sheep-like or tribal . /

consciousness" prior to the development of productive forces
and the division of labour in Marx and Engels, p. 51 cited
above in 42.

49 Marx-and Engeléﬁ p. 61.
>0 Early Writings, p. 163.
51

Early Writings, p. 189.

32 Early Writings, p. 1.26.
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"Human emancipation\kill only be complete when
the real individual man . . .Mas become a species-being;
and when he has recognized his own powers as social powers"
(Early Writings, p..31) -

4 -

3 Early Writings, p. 21. ¢

’ 54 Early Writings, p. 132.
\\\_/// kbss Mary O'Brien's terminology, -see "The Politics of
: Reproduction.” .- .
56

"Politics," p. 35. Mary O'Briep, "The Dialectics of Re-
production,” hereafter cited as "Dialektics": L
"Yet the mediative power of women's labour creates
a value which might be calle tentatively, syn-
thetic value. It is of a thre —~dimensional ¢
- character. 1In the first place, it cancels the .
-alienation inherent in the process of being born.
Secondly, it affirms the unity of women and nature.
Thirdly, it provides for women a continuous time-
consciousness which stapds in opposition to male
time-consciousness." ("Dialectics," P. 239)

Men appropriate this value, created by women, when
they appropriate women andpchildren by institutional means:
0 5\
. "What is relevant is tHe notion of alienation
; of labour, for embedded in each infant is the
! alienated labour of the mother. Thus, the appropria-
, tion of the child is at the same time an appropriation
of the mother's alienated labour. It is in this
. sense that paternal right is the right of the
. appropriator. Paternity may well have been man's
first experience of the joys of getting something
forgnothing." ("Dialectics," p. 238)
57 "Human reproduction is a unity of doing and knowing,
and it is in this unified sense that process - A~
changes historically and is differentiated
genderically." ("Dialectics," p. 236)
>8 "Politiecs," p. 23.
- Angela Miles, "The Politics of Feminist Radicalism:
A Study in Integrative Feminism," unpublished Ph.D. thesis,
University of Toronto, 1979, pP. 352:
. . ]
"Just as the separation of politics and economics
reflects the lack of human control in production,
50 the separation of the public and the private,
or the political and the personal spheres reflects

4
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men's lack offcontrol over the bulk of their

lives and ov all the areas‘:in which they are
in connecti with the collectivities of other
human bei

>3 "Marx never perceives the alienation of the seed

as a material alienation which sets up an opposition
between men and children, men and women, and
men and other men." ("Politics," p. 201)

hese oppositions are mediated by male political
which consistently takes the. social form of the
separatipn of the public and private spheres; which is,
the source of gther forms of alienation associated
riarchy; foémg_ggich pre-date and function inde-
tly of capitalidf. Not until patriarchy is overthrown
ereforey will these oppositions be transcended and man
fulfil himself as a species-being as defined by Marx.

60 If all private prdperty were abolished, the
patriarchal structures which . oppress women would indeed
disquear. My cbjection is, that the destruction of
capitalist productive relations would not necessarily have
the effect of eliminating all properfty relatians, for it
wouldf not effect patriarchy at its most primitive level

erepy all men control/own all women, i.e. at the level
the family, of reproductiVe relations. We, therefore,
agree with Marx when he identifies freedom with the absence
of propérty relations; but we do not believe that his analysis
of.property relations goes far enough, stopping, as it
does with pro@uct?xe relations, and ignoring the relations

of reproduction upén which they are built.
,/”EI "This alienation is also the material ground
of the so-called 'double-standard,' and it is
the material base of the separation of public
and private life. It is also, I would argue,
the material ground of male-stream thought's
essential dudlism:™ ("Dialectics,” p. 237)

62 Early Writings, p. 128.

-

63 "Human emancipation will only be complete when

the real individual man has absorbed into himself
the abstract citizeép; when as an. individual man,
in his everyday lifge, in his work, and in his
_relationships, he has become a species-being;
'//} and when he has recognized and organized his

owdipowers (forceg propres) as social -powers

so that he no longer separates this social power
from himself as political power." (Early Writings
_ % p. 31}
" - &
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"Only in the community . . . is personal freedom
possible" {Marx and Engels, p. 83}

64 The integraticn of the natural and the human is & con-
stant theme in Marx's early work and will be discussed
later in this chapter. Communism, for example, is considered
to-represent: :
" . . . the real appropriation of human nature
through and for man. It is therefore, the return
of man himself as a social i.e. really human
being . . . communism as a fully developed naturalism
is a humanism and as a fully developed humanism
is a naturalism. It is the definitive resclution
of the antageonism between, man and nature and
between man and man."” (Early Writings, pp. 155)

65 Farly Writings, pp. 165-66.

The reference to "self-creation" is, in fact, ambi-
guous:i\:eferring equally to the species, i.e. humanity,

and individual men, both of which can be intelligibly des-
cribed a% alienated from themselves in capitalist productive
relations. But self-mastery, self-creation, and self-
determination at the level ef the individual do not amount
to freedom, but its antithesis:

"Where freedom is not based on the necessity

of interrelationship, freedom appears to con-
tinually produce blind external necessity or i
fate from out of its own substance." {Lawler, p. 226)

. 66 "Politics," p. 1421}

67 "Ideological understanding is precisely thought cut off
from its roots in necessity, thought which has forgotten
its origins" ("Dialectics," p. 229}.

68 "politics," p. 1l41.

69 Plato, Rousseau, Nietzche, for example.

70 Mathieu, in Jean-Paul Sartre, Roads to Freedom,
trans. by Eric Sutten (Penguin Bocks, 1961) illustrates
the truth of this analysis: he is the stereotypically
Sartrian alienated man; consoling himself in his alienation
with symbolic acts of freedom (e.g. sticking a knife in
his hand). The material base for at least some of his
experienced alienation is made evident in-his response
to .Marcelle's pregnancy: totally estranged from the lived
reality and concreteness of the process (of reproduction)
he savours his moment of "freedom" in the face of it.
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His freedem is, ‘of course, entifely abstract: -it is only

the idea of paternity which he/contemplates and experiences;

" while Marcelle, truly integrated into species genera@&vity
and continuity, has to make a concrete choice for or against

a real and immediate maternity. It is significant that - (€
she, who knows what she is chocsing chooses to continue

the pregnancy, while Mathieu, for whom the drama is entirely
ideal, chooses to stop the reproductive process from which

he is excluded anyway. . . )

71 women suffer the consequences of these inversions
and contradictions. For example, in their traditional
roles as wives and mothers they are judged (by men} to
be both more free, i.e. less alienated, than the men they
serve, precisely because they are not "producing” man's
second nature; and at the same time, to be less free, i.e.
less essentially human, for the same reascn: because they
are bound to the creation of humanity's first nature, ’
therefore less humanly deweloped, less self-made, less
genuinely and distinctly human, than their male counterparts.
What more could we ask for--than to be both more and less
free? A veritable Catch 22! :

72 It is clear toS;;E§q§xiter that the traditional

term "man" does not denote the)species as such, i.e. all
of human.kind, but rather men iprarticular. For the remainder
of the thesis, therefore, "man" Wwill be replaced by men,
or man/men. The original problem&fﬁc——of establishing
an historical and structural "science" of "man" will be
- reconsidered and re-evaluated in our concluding remarks.
73 Marx maintains that productive life is species-life:

. it is life-creating life"; and that in the type
of life activity " . . . resides the whole character of
the species" (BEarly Writings, p. 127). "The first historical
act" he says, is the act of production for the satisfaction
of life-needs: " . . . before everything else, eating
and drinking, a habitation, clothing . . ." He does not
count getting born, reproduction, as the "first historical.
act"; it is obviously not part of our species-life as far
as he is concerned (Marx and Engels, p. 48).

"

E ""'-‘-,.»)

"The Satisfactibn of the first need," he says,

"leads to new needs; and this production of new needs is '
the first historical act" (Marx and Engels, p. 49). It
is only at a later point that " . .:. men who daily remake

their own life, begin to make other men, to propagate their
kind," and the family (spontaneously) appears in history.
Were these men never "made" by women? Marx's point of
departlre is as mystified as the bourgecis political
economists he criticizes: it is the adult male: individual,

-



420

intent on self-creation and doggedly forgetful that he
was ever born, nurtured, and nourished by another. Intent
on transcendence, he refuses to acknowledge: (i) his essen-
tial dependence on another human being, and (ii} the priority
of that other in the project of human creation.

74 The ideology of the production of humanity, like
the more general belief in history as progressive and
emancipatory of which it is a part, has similarly mystified
" and therefore legitimized the oppression and exploitation,
not only of women, but also of men; justifying, once more, a
the means by the end; for example:

] . . . the European has only been able to become
a man through creating slaves and monsters . .
In the notion of the human race we found an
abstract assumption of universality which served as-=
cover for the most realistic practices." /
(J-P. Sartre, Introdduction to Frantz Fanon, The!
Wretched of the Earth, trans. by Constance Farr/iington
i [Grove Press Inc., 1977}, p. 26) )
. r T
75 Foucault maintains {e.g. in The History of Seﬁﬁality,
‘trans. by Robert Hurley [Vintage Bocks, .1980]) that /the
traditional power attributed to the sovereign to ddcide
life and death, is dysymmetrical, for no (male) soﬁereign
really controls life; it is-a right he may assume (according
to O'Brien it is the first and most fundamental of essen-
tially political rights), but it is one he can exercise
only negatively:

~

"The sovereign exercised his right of life only

by exercising his right to kill, or by refraining
from killing; he evidenced his power over life
only through the death he was capable of requiring.
The right which was formulated as the 'power
\Qéﬁéife and death' was in reality the right to

ta life or let live. Its symbol, after all,

was the sword." (Foucault, The History of

Sexuality, p. 136}

76 See note 72 above.
77 "Politics," p. 211.
78 wpolitics," p. 224.
79

Early Writings, p. 155.

80 Early. Writingé,‘p: 164.

S . r
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81 Early Writings, p. 128.

82 Sidney Finkelstein, -Existentialism and Alienation
in -American Literature (New York: International Pub.,’

: in Lawler, p..150)

a7

1968}, p. 130. Finkelstein makes a similar point in

his analysis of Sartre's Roads to Preedom: That freedom
arises out of the recognition of necessity, and not from
its (ideological) suppression--and-hence the futility of
Mathieu's search for freedom in the absence of necessity,
in the purely gratuitous act:

"It is part of Sartre's realistic gift that we
can glimpse from the story what Sartre himself
does not accept; that freedom does rise out of
the recognition of necessity, that the laws of
reality must be known and cbeyed so that reality
can be commanded, and that Delarue's avoidance
of 'necessity,' in this\sense, accounts for the
futility of his search f&r freedom." (Quoted




Notes

Chapter VI

1 "Whatever men and events are, they certainly appear

within the compass of scarcity; that is in a society still
incapable of emancipating itself from its needs--hence
from nature" (Questions, p. 132).

2 See chapter V for a detalled specification of the
d;fferent senses of "science.

3 Mark Poster, Sartre's Marxism (Pluto Press, 1979),
p. 133: " . . . the lacunae that Sartre. found in Marxism,
the lack of a theory of the person remains a fact of funda-
mental importance.

4 James Lawler, The Existentialist Marxism of jéan—
‘Paul Sartre (Amsterdam: B. R. Gruner Publishing Co., 1976},
p. 106. : - : _

5

Liwlery p. 198.° ~

-

6 E. P. Thompson, The Poverty of Theory and Other

Essays (London: Merlin Press, 1978), p. 356.

7 9-p. sartre, "Itinerary of a Thought," in Between
_ Existentialism and Marxism, p. 42, an interview given by
" Sartre in 1969 to the New Left Rev1ew and published in
no~_58 (1969) of that journal.

8

Lawler, p. 8.

9 Lawler, p. 48. C ‘ '

1t

10 . . toute cette object1v1te se rapporte finale-
ment 3 une réalité vécue" (C.R.D., -p. 67).

1 Questions, p. 32. .

S —— : A
12 guestions, p. 152. ) ’ s
13 L

o

C.R.D., p.-95.
14 J-P. Sartre, "Vietnam;? Imperialism and Géhocide,"
in Betwéen Existentialism and Marxism, p. 72; written
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in December 1967 in his capacity as President of the Inter-
national War Crimes Tribunal, published in New Left .
Review, p. 48. Hereaffgpr cited as "Vietnam."

15 "Vietnam," p. 71.
> 16 "Vietnam," p. 73.
17 "Vietnam," p. 74.
~ . 18 -
"Vietnam," p. 77. _ =,
. 19 "Vietnam," p. 78. : . . \\\\.
20 Questions, p. 32, footnote.

2; "Vietnam," pp. 80-82,

/"';
22 "Vietnam," p. 73. . ‘ /

23 "The dialectical prdcedure tc reintegrate existeTfy
(which is never known) as a foundation at the heart of
. knowledge . . ." {Questions, pp. 176-77).
24 As in " . . . exXister, agir et ifmprendre ne font
gu'lun," for example (C.R.D., p. 548). ’

25 e . la conduite la plus rudimentaire doit
se déterminer 3 la -fois par rapport aux facteurs
réals et pré&sents qui la conditionnent et par
rapport a un certain objet & venir qu'elle tente
de -faire naitre." 6 (C.R.D., p. 63)

26 See chapter IIL of this thesis.

.27

"Existentialism,”then, can only affirm the spe-
cificity of the h%ts¥orical event; it seeks to
restore to the evenfk "its function and multiple
. : - dimensions." J(Quegtions, p. 124) T

. -"Nous refusons de-confondre l'homme aliépné avec
une chose et l'ali@nation avec les lois physigues
o gui régissent les wonditionnements d'extériorité.
Nous affirmons la spécificité de-l'acte humaine,
gui traverse le milieu social tout en conservant
les d&terminations et qui transforme le monde '
sur la base de conditions données." (C.R:D., p. 63)

"Il faut simﬁlement rejeter l'apriorisﬁe:

l'examen sans préjugés de l'objet historique pourra
seul, en chaque cas, déterminer si l'action ou

iy | |

- | | (;\\ ‘//’\\ {
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, 1l'oeuvre refl&tent les mobiles suprastructurels
de groupes ou d'individus formés par certain
conditionnements de base ou si 1l'on ne peut les
expliguer qu'en se référent immédiatement aux
contradiction Economiques et aux conflits
d'intéréts ériels .. . . il faut passer par
la médiation des hommes concrets, du caractdre
‘que le conditipnnement de base leur a fait,
des instruments idéologigues dont ils usent .
Parce que le Marxisme concret doit approfondir
les hommes réels et non les dissoudre dans un
bain d'acide sulfurigque . . . on perd le réel
d totaliser trop vite et 3J° transformer sans preuves
la signification en intention, le résultat en

objectif réellement visé&. Et aussi . . . il
faut se défendre & tout prix de remplacer les i
groupes réels et parfaitement dé&finis . . . par -

des collectivités insuffisamment d&terminées
ce sont des hommes qu'en juge et non des forces

physigues." (C.R.D., pz)/;ﬂLBQ) X
"Autrement -dit les tranéformations conventionelles
- et les définitions d'une pensée &conomique restent

intelligibles tant qu'elles sont soutenues par -
le mouvement concret d'une dialectique humaine

et historigque." (C.R.D., p. 670)
28 "We must avoid idealist significations . .  an

already lived History resists any a priori schematism
. . We shall insist on .the ambiguity of past facts" .
(Questions. pp. 123-24).

29 "The existing man cannot be assimilated by a system
of ideas" (Questions, p. 10). ) :
: "No dialectical sleight of hand can make alienation’
come out of it; this is why what is involved here is not

a mere ‘play of concepts but real History" (Questions, p.
13). ’

-30E2istentialism, he tells us " . . . intends, without
being unfaithful to Marxis rinciples, to find mediations
which 'allow the individual concrete—-—the particular life,
the real and dated conflict, the person--to emerge from
the, background of the general contradictions of productive
forcés and relations of production" (Questions, p. 57).

31 Questions, p. 131.
32 C.D.R., p. 51; C.R.D., p. l42.
33

J-P. Sartre, "A Plea for Intellectuals,f in

.



Between Existentialism and Marxism, P- 250; originally
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three lectures delivered by Sartre at Tokyo and Kyoto in

September/October 1965. -
34 Questions, pp. 128-29.
35 questions, pp. 5-8. T X
36

b

See Chiodi.

37 Questions, pp. 12, 13, 14. C,//’"~3

Ly
38 Lucien Goldmann, Power and Humanism' (Spokesman

Books,
39

40

41

1974), pp. 32-33.

Thompson, p. 200. ~

in the 0ld problematic of the working -
class movement and Marxist thought, the hierarchy
and &iscipline of the ruling classes, who organised
and perpetuated exploitation, required an organised
defense of the oppressed classes and of human
values, centralised and hierarchised on the same
model. . It was, if you like, a struggle between
two camps which both took organisational. struc-
tures close to the military structure of tradi-
tional armies composed primarily of infantry.
However two things struck me in the movement
of May 1968 . . . the radical rejection of all
organisation‘andeiscipline'and the profound
demand for freeddm and spontaneity.” (Goldmann,

- p. 35)

Mark Poster, Existentijial Marxism in Post-War France.

. From Sartre to Althusser iijiggg&gz‘University Press, 1975),
¥
o 42 "The traditional’schema of socialist thought:

first, politics and the conguest of the state;
then social and econemic transformations is being
replaced by an inverse schéma: transformations
of the social and economic structure of imme-
diate life (factory, university, commune etc.)
leading in the end to a transformation of the
pelitical structures and of the state. The most
important terms of socialist theoretical thought
change their content and their nature: ‘reform,’
which was the opposité of 'revolution,' and
signified adaptation to the existing system,
becomes the first stage of the revolution, the

. road to the transformation of the system, and

the principal current of modern socialism calls

itself, in the West, revolutionary reforms."

(Goldmann, p. 47)

395.
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43 In Between Existentialism and Marxism, pp. 118- 35
7: "France: Masses Spontaneity, Party" was an interview-
jscussion with the Italian journal Il Manifesto, given
in August 1969, Published in English in The Socialist

egister 1970.
44 -

Between Existentialism and Marxism, R. 125.

45 petween Existentialism and Marxism, p. 128.

46 Between Existentialism and Marxism, Pp. 129,

4

47 Between Existentialism and Marxism, P. 131. . k

48 This is also the political emphasis of feminism.-
See Rowbotham eg)al, Beyond the Fragments: Feminism and "
t+he Making of Sdcialism. : T

49

"In the advanced capitalist countries thereforeX '
we still have the problem of finding new forms
of corganisation which are capable of combining
internal democracy and freedom with effectiveness
in the struggle against the ruling classes.
Tt would be right to think that I have no recipe

to offer on this point. Nevertheless I should
l1ike to refer to a remark I once read in a work
by Trotsky which seemed very important to me.
The author was reflecting on why the proletariat
needed centralist disciplined organisations in
its 'struggle, while the bourgeoisie made its
revolution in France with the much looser and
less centralized organisations of clubs and Sections-
He replied . . . that the bourgeoisie, because
it had first attained economic and social power,
then acquired the mental frames of reference,
the class consciousness which oriented its action
spontaneously in & revolutionary direction. Between,
spontaneity and discipline there is-a dialectical
relation which makes the latter less necessary
according as the former is more developed.”

(Goldmann, p. 37)

. 50 Think for example, of the voting procedure in elec-
tions: this "colleotive" expression of social democracy
is in reality a serial process, i.e. a processicn of
essentially alienated and isolated individuals, not acting,
but functioning according to institutionalized roles and
an exterio-conditionned consciousness. .

5L .. it is imposgible even for that part of
the working class which is actually struggling, to

i
I3
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speak of unification, save theoretically . . ." {"France:

Masses, Spontaneity, Party," p. 123).

.52 "France: Masses, Spontaneity, Party," p. 120.

53 wprance: Masses, Spontaneity, Party," p. 123.

54 as Lucien Goldmann observes:

"I should like to tell the Trotskyist comrades
that it is a little naive of them to state that
the social-democratic and communist parties have '
become bureaucratized, but that they can succeed:
in building a centralis perarchic and truly
.revolutionary party. t is likely, even certain,
that the German sociZlists, or the Russian Bolsheviks
were inspired by eglally good intentions and

by an equally sincere socialist spirit as that

of; comrades today. Bureaucratisation and the
integration into existing society are not simply
the outcome of betrayal or an evil will

but rather of a structural process which the
Trotskyist party itself would certainly not escape
if it became a mass -party and found itself in

an analogous sitﬂition.“ (Goldmann, p. 36)

55 "France: Masses, Spontaneity, Earty," p. 121,

]

56 1hiq.

27 "France: Masses, Spontaneity, Party," p. 120.

58 "France: Masses, Spontaneity, Party," p. 122.

>3 J-P. Sartre, The Ghost of Stalin. {New York: George

Braziller, Inc., 1968), p. 75.
Sartre's account also tells us something ".

60
about reform from above, and about all attempts to revive
group praxis and to restore more genuine revolutionary
feelings. from the hierarchy down," for, according to Sartre
w . . . the ossified group cannot be renewed, it can only
be replaced" (Jameson, p. 272}. '

61 Questions, p. 28.

62 Questions, p. 29.

% ‘. . . .
"This method does not satisfy us. It is a priori.
It does not derive its concepts from experience--or
‘at least not from the new experiences .which it
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) seeks to interpret. It has already formed its
concepts; it is already certain of their truth;
it will assign to them the role of constitutive
schemata. Its sole purpose is to force the events,
the persons, or the acts comsidered into pre-
fabricated melds." . (Questions, p. 37)

"The Marxist therefore is impelled to take as

an appearance the real content of behaviour or

of a thought; when he dissolves the particular

in the Universal, he has the satisfaction of

believing that he is reducing appearance to truth.

Actually, by defining his subjective concept -

of reality,. he has only defined himself." .
(Questions, p. 49) '

63 Questions, p. 32.

X "Marxism ought to study real men in depth, not
dissolve them in a bath of sulphuric acid" (Questions,
pp. 43-44}). . DEE———

64 Questions,'p. 48ﬂ

65 Questions, p. 26.

66 Questions, p. 35. a

"Existentfalism refuses to abandon the real life
to the unthinkable chances of birth forZ%pe/sake
of contemplating a universality limited {¥o reflecting
upon itself. It intends, without being unfa,jthful
to Marxist principles, to find mediations which

/ allow the individual concrete--the particular
life, the real and dated conflict, the person——to
emerge from the background cf the general
contradictions of productive forces and relations

of production." (Questions, p. 57)
67'é.RfD., p. 568 (" . . . an indispensable moment

of any operation, even in the practico-inert field of aliena-
tion."). . ‘ ’

68 C.R:D., P. 540 ("at once an action and a process") .

9 c.p.R., p. 789; C.R.D., p. 732.

70 Indeed, the central contradiction in the Critique is
that between "the subjective will of men and its objectifi-’
cations"; this is an "impotent .contradiiction," according
to Lawler, since, at base, it is rooted in the fixed cate-—
gories of metaphysical thought, and therefore incapable

N
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of dialectical transcendgnce. (Lawler, pp. 87, 105).:

71 wpor Sartre, freedom can only be found apart -from
necessity, and the only necessity that truly affects man
is the necessity that he fmakes for himself" (Lawler, p.
54) . .

72 "Just as existentialism attempts to present the
semblance of dialgctics while remaining on the terrain
of metaphysics, it attempts to present a semblance of
materialism while remaining on the terrain of idealism"
{Lawler, p. 87). .
A -"The dialectical theory of natOre rejects the rigid
opposition of ‘man as thinking being, to nature as totally

. deprived of thought. Such a concept would make of thought
. something of a miracle totally external -to the material

world" (Lawler, p. 44).

Sartre " . . . seeks to deny 'self-activity: to
nature as a whole, in order. to reserve that concept for
man alone . . . But th'is means that human self-activity

is cut off ‘from nature and objective necessity" (Lawler,
p. 1B5). " " :

73

il faut insister sur ce fait capital que

‘la Raison n'est ni un 0sS ni un éccident"‘(C.R.D.).

74 "A system is an 'alienated man who wants to go

beyond his alienation and who gets entangled

in alienated words; it is an achievement of awareness
which. finds itself deviated by its own instru-

ments . . . an ideological system is irreducible;
since the instruments, whatever they are, alienate
the one who employs them and modify the meaning

of his action, the idea must be considered to

be both-the objectification of the concrete man

and his alienation." (Questions, p. 115)

"Thus the intellectual grasps his thought as
being at once his and other. He thinks in the
idea rather than the idea being in his thought;
and this signifies that it is the sign of his
belonging to a determined group (since its func-
tions, ideology etc., are known) and an undefined
group (since the individual will never know all
the members nor even the total number) . "
{Questions, p. 136)

75 This is, of course, both the virtue and the vice
of phenopenclogy: it renders it concrete, hissgrical,
dialectical, and material, and at the same time relative
and particular, if not "subjective." The self:evident
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truths of phenomenclogy are no;mo e vicious, however, than
those of any other discipline or siethodology; like every

i

other mode of access to human pHenomena, it is neither

self-sufficient nor self-validatjing.

76

77

78
79
80
81

C.D.R., p. 803; C.R.D., p. 743. ‘jf

~

<

"So far, we have been trying to get hack to the
elementary formal structures, and, at the same
time, we have located the dialectical foundations
of a structural anthropology . . . the reflexive
investigation of this still formal project will
be the object of the rfext volume." ‘
(c.D.R., p. B1l8; C.R.D., p. 755)

c.D.R., p. 506; C.R.D., p. 506.

Questions, p. 1727.

Jameson,'"Sartfe and History,“ p. 230.

"We must go further and consider in each case the
role of the individual in the historic event.

For this role is not defined once and for all:

it is the structure of the groups concerned which
determines it in each case." (Questions, p. 130)

"The object of existentialism . . . in ths parti-
cular man in the social field, in his class,

in an environment of collective objects and of
other particular men. It is the individual,
alienated, reified, mystified as he has been

made to be by the division of labour and by exploita-
tion, but struggling against alienation with

the help of distorting instruments, and despite
everything, patiently gaining ground . . . We
demand of general history that, it restore to

us ‘the structures of contempgééry society, its

icts, its profound contrgdictions, and the
-%11 movement which these determine." T |
(Questions, pp. 13 <)

.R., p. 666; C.R.D., p. 633.

. Existential Marxism, p. 83.
pp. 110-11.
s, p. 63.

-Ponty's phenomenology does not make this
See chapter IV, Consciousness. :




87 C.D.R., P.

88 Questions,

89 Questions,

90 ¢ p.R., p.

31 cC.D.R., p-

92

51; c.R.D., p. 142,

p. 115. -

p. 1ll6.

300: C.R.D., pp. 343-44.

.502; C.R.D., p. 504.

42l

"Czechoslovakia: The Socialism that Came in from

the Cold," in Between Existentialism and Marxism, p. 107;

written in 1970 as an introduction to a volume of interviews
with . Czechoslovak intellectuals edited by Antonin Liehm,
entitled Trois Générations (Paris, 1970).

93

"A Pl¥a for Intéllectuals," in
and Marxism, p. 249.

Between Existentijalism
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Notes

Chapter VII

’ 5

1 C. R. Badcock, Lévi-Strauss. Structuralism and

Sociological Theory {(London: Hutchinson V.P., 1975), p.
74: ' )

"Let us take totemism as an example of this.
.- Lévi-Strauss denies that this is 'the outcome
of a conceptual game taking place in the mind.'
Instead he maintains that totemism should be
seen as an- ideology which is purely superstruc-
tural to a social system whose infrastructure
is a set of material relations of production.
Hence the choice of totemism as a social structure
is not fortuitous. Its causes are to be found
in its relation to the means off production in
aboriginal society--means of production which
are, presumably, at such a low level of techno-
logical development that private property does
not exist. Hence.the relatidnship between man
and nature obtrudes to such an extent that in
totemism nature is made an ideological system
for comprehending culture.- v
In the case of traditional Indian society,’
the greater development of the means of production
makes the caste system possible and this can
clearly be seen as an 'ideology' in the sense
that notions about ritual pollution, caste
commensality and occupational specialization N
obviously can be seen to function to justify
and rationalize a certain system of production.”

T

2 Mepham, p. 29.

3 See Badcock, p. 90.
S.A. II, p. 358.
R.C., p. 5.

T.T., p. 411. , | | ]

R.C., PP. 5, 7.
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As we shall see, like ‘Sartre, Lévi-Strauss does._’

not always liwve up to his own principles, and sometimes

speaks

as if scientific knowledge, for example, did

" ., . .’embody the truth for years to come."

8

10
11
12
13
14

W15

He .says, of The Raw and the Cooked, for example:

"It follows that this book on myths is itself

a kind of myth. If it has any unity,. that unity
will appear only behind or beyond the text . . .
- It would not be wrong to cvonsider this bdok
itself as a myth: it is, as it were, the myth
of mythelogy." (R.C., pp- 6, 12)

S.M., p. 254.

I{) pP. 80.

[77]
»

;

S.A. I, p. 353. ’

S.A. I, p. 12 (emphasis added}.

S.A. I, p. 21. ' : .o
S.M., p. 58.

"When therefore, human beings bring their labour
products into relation with one another as values,
it is not because they recognize that the things
are no more than the material wrappings for-this

or that amount of homogenous human-labour. On

the contrary, exchanging labour products of different
kinds one for another, they equate the values

of the exchanged products; and in doing so they
equate the different kinds of labour expended

in production treating them as homogencus human
labour. They do not know that they are doing

this, but they do it. Value. does not wear an
explanatory label. Far from it,.value changes '
all; labour products into social hieroglyphs,

to solve the problem of their own social product--for
the specification of a.useful object as a wvalue

is just as much a social product as language

ls .' - - - - - - - - - - - -‘l - - - - -. - - -
In the chance and ever-varying exchange relations
between products the labour time socially necessary
for their production exerts its coercive influence
like an over-riding law . . . Thus the determina-
tion of the magnitude cf value by labour time

<A
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is a secret hidden away beneath the manifest

fluctuations in the relative values of commodities.

The discovery of the way in which the magnitude

of value of labour products is really determined,

removes from this determination the semblance

of being purely fortuitous, but does not affect

the material. form of the process."- .
(Capital, pp. 47, 49) {

For a reference to the "power of abstractiocn,"
see p. xlviii, Preface to the First Edition, Capital.

6.5 a. 11, pp. 115, 116.

17
" 17-18.
18

Durkheim, quoted by Lévi-Strauss in S.A. II, PP.

A

As in perception, for example:
" . . . the particular’object which I see is

not simply recognizeéd by me by virtue of its

own set.of cbservable properties, but is constructed

in vision on the basis of its relation to cther

objects"; : '

as also in language:
"o each item is intelligible‘only by vintue

of its relations to other actuwal or possible

items, even though we are not ‘explicitly conscious

of these networks of relationships as we speak

, or hear a language." (Mepham, pp. 122, 124)

19 Badcock, p. 88.

“\5920 S.M., p. 260. .
IV2l'g M., p. 262. - P
22

S.A. II, p. 284.

23 see S:M., p. 222.

24 por example: " . . . the relation between man
and his needs is mediated by culture and cannot be conceived
- of simply in terms of nature" (Totemism, p. 135).

25 5 m., p. 222.

26 5 M., p. 957"
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27 wphe incest prohibition is thus the basis of human

society; in a sense it is the society" (S.A. II, p. 19).

28 E.S.K., p. 45,

) 23 Gayle Rubin in "The Traffic in Women: Notes on
the 'Political Economy' of Sex," in Rayna Reiter, ed.,
Toward and Anthropology of Women (New York: Monthly Review -
Press, 1975), p. 1l60. _ . I

_ 30 Rubin, p. 165..
- ’ . -

. -
31 ¢. ravi- -Strauss, in "The Family," in H. Shapiro,

ed. Man, Culture, Society (London. Oxford University
Press, 1971), pp. 347-48. . :

32 Rpubin, p. 198.

J

33 Quesﬁions, g..b}.

.34 .Questions, p. 76. . .
T 35 ) ' N
Questions, p. 74. ) .
36 Questions, p. 34, guoting from Capital III.
37

According to Luc1en ‘Goldmann’ eventse closer to home
have made similar demands; of May 1968, he comments:
" _ . . it marks one of the most'important turning
.points in the history of .industrial societies
and of the contemporary world. It is in relation
to this turnlng point that the old words 'reform,'
'revolution, ‘socialism,' 'capitalism,' 'liberalism,’'
'democracy' change their-meaning and will only
remain valid to the extent to which one gives

them a new meaning." (Goldmann,,p. 40) .
L4

38 p. Pettit, "wlttgensteln and the Case for Struc-

turallsm,“ Journal of the British Society for Phenomenology
Vol. III, No. I, pp.46-57:

"In his criticism of Sartre, Lévi-Strauss means
that. dialectical reason is the exercise of an
ideological understanding of the society in ‘which
I live . . . this diadlectical reason is ideolo-
gically conditioned‘in the sense that it is the
logical working out of the ideological :basis
and not a critical reason; and because of that
it is subject to ‘further.analysis by analytical

" reason."



395A IT, p.' 35. -

"Hence, in ethnographic experlence the obsefver
apprehends himself as his own instrument of
observation. Clearly, he must learn to know
himself, to obtain, from a self who reveals himself
as another to the I who uses him, an evaluation

which will become an integral part of the obser-
vation of other selves." (S.A. IE, p. 36)

EP/Eehn Sturrock; ed.} Structuraliem and Since, From
Lévi-$trauss to Derrida (0.U.P., 1979), p. 40.

»
)l Synecdoche refers to "the representation of the
concrete by one of its abstract properties-and is typical
of totemic and mythical thought (according to Lévi-Strauss's
analysis of it). . :

42

<
Sperber in Sturrock, p. 40.
.43 "It's a problem one might say, of translation,
of translating what is expressed in one language--
or one code, if you prefer, but language is
suff1c1ent--1nto expression in a different
language.’ (M.M., p. 9)

"The question we asked ourselves was that of
the meaning of the incest prohlbltlon . e+ and
not that of its results, real or imaginary." '
{(s.a. II, p. 19)
44 "1.8vi-Strauss has remarked on more than one occasiocn
ﬁ that structural anthropology .is a soxrt of myth.
This is because, like history, it is a code whose
“purpose it.is to resolve contradictions and to
‘enable men-to communicate with one &nother .
structural anthropology-is a code which when
expressed as a message--an. anthropologlcal work
like The Savage Mind--convéys information from
primitive to-modern culture in such a way that
the society,in question sees its cultural codes
become anthropologlcal message, just as we, in
the receiving society, see our cultural messige
become structural anthropological code. The
coded information flows across the gap between
civilized and savage, 'hot' and 'cold, ' Western
and coclonial.” {Badcock, p. 93)

45 Miridm Gluck'smann, Structuralist Analysis in
Contemporary Social Thought (London, 1974}, for example,
~ voices both objections; first describing Lévi-Strauss
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as: i
" . . . an idealist who sees actual social struc-
tures and cultural phenomena as mere instantiations
of some-platonic and essential structure of the -
mind, which is natural and universal."

-Then, attributing to him a crude determinism on the basis
of his radical materialism, assuming that because: .
n . . both myth and %inship structure derive
from1the uncenscious structure of the brain——mqn
cannot create social structure, not change history."\\

which is, of course, nonsense. (Glucksmann, pp._l3, 92)

46 See 5.M., p. 247,

"For him mind and nature are ultimately one. .

Both &re natural parts of reality, and if there

is final truth in the mind in sense of there

being an, accurate picture of reality then thissrx~

47

is only because the mind itself is a real and

_ material object." (Badcock, p. 99)

48 "It would be far from my mind to try and reduce

culture . . . to nature; but nevertheless what

we witness at the level of culture are phenomena

of the same kind from a formal point of view . . .

We can at least trace the same problem to the

mind’ that we can observe at the level of nature,

though of course, ‘the cultural is much more com-
plicated and calls upon a much larger number

of variables." (M.M., p. 10)

" . . this mind of which Lévi-Strauss speaks
is fundame lly structural . . . It is a purely
structuraf, formal unconscious something which
structurel phenomena but does not f£ill them in

the sense Of giving them contept . . . ‘
Culture is by definition aniﬁ%bffrary structuring
of arbitrary signs and reflects not the positive
content of the mind . . . But rather its form.
Outer, material reality however determines the

content and meaning.ef these codes by a Marxist
materialistic\ggnéfginism.“ {Badcock, p. 99)

49

Thompson, The Poverty of Theory, p. 352,

A
0 5 a. 1,7p. 279.
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SL Giucksmann, D. 34
52 The (structural) meaning of myths, for example,
is " . . . not directly perceiwved but deduced, a recon-
struction based on a syntactidgl analysis" (Confrontation,
p. 66). '
53 S.A. II, p. 18.
>4 "Such forms of social existence cannot be appre-
hended simply from the-tutside--the investigator
must be able to make a personal reconstruction
of the synthesis characterizing them; he must
not merely™analyse their elements, but apprehend
them as a whole in the form of a personal
experience--his own." (S.A. I, p. 373)

] "This empirical and subjective synthesis offers
the only guarantee that the preliminary analysis,
carried as far as the unconscious categories
has allowed nothing to escape . . .

The manner in which Mauss poses and resolves
the problem in The Gift enables one to see, in
the intersection of two subjectivities, the nearest
order of truth to which the sciences of man can
aspire when they confront .the integrity of their
object." (S.A. II, p. 8}

55 s a. 1, p. 274.

56 S.A. 1T, p. 41.

>7 The "general humanism" which Lé&vi-Strauss calls
for " . . . lies in a conception of man which places the
other before the self, and in the conception of mankind
which places life before men" (S.A. II, p. 37). It is

~clarified in greatest detail in “his trlbute to "Jean-Jacgues
Rousseau, Founder of the Sciences of Man," originally presented
in 1962 as a speech delivered in Geneva, at the ceremonies
marking the 250th anniversary of the birth of Rousseau, and
printed in S.A. II, pp. 33-43. -

58 g.M., p. 15.

59 S.M., p. 13.

60 S.M., p. 10.
61 S.M., p. 13.
62

S.M., p. 14.
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64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73

74
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"Knowledge as systematically developed as this

clearly cannot relate just to practical purposes.”
' ‘ (S.M., p. 8)

" . . animals and plants are not known as a
result of their usefulness; they are deemed to
be useful or interesting because they are first

- of all kndwn . . science of this kind can scarte-

© 1y be of mich practical effect . . . its main
purpose is not a practical one. It meets :
intellectual requirements rather than, or instead

of, satisfying needs . . . Classifying, as opposed
to not classifying, has a value of its own, what-
ever form the classification may take." (S.M., p. 9)

S.M., p. 13.
S.M., p. 10.

S.M., p. 19.

S.M., p. 20.

S.M., p. 19.
S.M., p. 20.
R.C., p. 13.

Confrontation, p. 66.

Glucksmann, p. 92.
Glucksmann, p. 20.
Glucksmann, p. 92.

"All that Lévi-Strauss in his Structural Positivism is
~claiming is that the principles and structures

of codes remain the same but that the message

varies. Thus Sartre has no need to fear that

Lévi-Strauss is condemning Marxism to a fixed

immutable message; he is not. He 1is merely saying

that structural positivism, if I may call it +

that, does not apply to it any more than the

principles of structural lingquistics in any way

compromise individuals' freedom of linguistic

expression from the .point of view of what they

say." (Badcock, p. 82)



75
76
77
78
79

80

8l

82

83

Badcock, p. 100.
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"The Marxist approach . . . applies only to infra-
structures and although providing reductive explana-
tions of social change, cannot®address itself

to the quite different question of the explanation

.of the structuring processes of ideological super-’

structures as such." (Badcock, .p. 75)

Badcock, p. 97. o~

Badcock, p. 102.

LY

Baacock, p. 75.

"Rousseau foresaw this with his qsual]acumen:
'One needs to lbok near at hand if one wants

o study men; but to study man one must learn
to lock afrom afar; one must first observe differ-
ences in order to discover attributes.'"
r) (S.M., p. 247)

s.A. II, p. 36.

"Society does this in order to verify how
‘unacceptable' it is itself. It recognizes that

it is not at all*@“privileged form, but only

one of these 'other' societies which have succeeded
each other throughout the millenia, or whose
precarious diversity still attests that--in his
collective being also--man must recognize himself
as a 'he' before daring to lay claim to alsc
being a ‘me,'" (8.A. II, p. 39)

" . a good deal of egocentricity and naivety

is necessary to believe that man has taken refuge

in a single one of the historical or geographical
modes of his existence, when the truth about
man resides in the system of their differences

and common properties. .

" He who begins by steeping himself in the allegedly
self-evident truths of introspection never emerges
from them." (S.M., p. 249( = °

Badcock, p. 100. . v v

Octavio Paz, Claude Lévi-Strauss. An Introduction

{(Delta Bocks, Dell, 1970), p. 97.

84

Poster, p. 330.
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Ton,
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Glucksmann, p. 159, paraphrasing Lucien Goldmann.

Thompson, The Poverty of Theory, p..286.

Thompson, The Poverty of Theory, p. 245.

Thompson, The Poverty of Theory; p. 266,

3
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ls4. II, Rousseau quoted by Lévi-Strauss, p. 35.
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5.a. II, p. 35.
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