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SUMMARY -

I

f
o - h

A-technologibal determinist interpretation of Marx has

- been gaining adherents in the developed capitalist countries.
* This version 1s regarded. as the prevalent interpretation of

historical materialism, making a detailed assesment of it pary- -
ticularly important.

Accordlng to the techholbglcsl interpretation of historical

. materialism, the productive forceés, which determine the general

character of social production, can be reduced to technology,
taken to include the "physical" or “"material™ (but not social)
capacities of and relations between human beings in the produc-.

.tive process, as well as the means of production, i.e. non-

human instruments of production.

This Thesis demonstrates that technological determinism
does not correspond with Marx's views. Rather, this version
of historical materialism needs to be described as closely re-
lated to the classical revlslonlstic interpretation of Marx

developed in the 1890s, in particular to Bernstein's lnter—
pretatlsn

, Chapter One analyses Bernstein's version of hlstorlcal
materialism, and the characteristics of technologlcal deter-
minist interpretations, extracted from Bernsteln s views, are
also presented and discussed. . : -

o

It is usually assumed that proponents of historical ma-
terialism who emphasize the role of superstructures for socio-
historical development cannot also be technological determinists.
In Chapter 'Two I show that this is not” the cass, and that im- '\
portant "superstructurzlists" do in fact hold a particular
version of technological determinism..The views of Lukacs, Le-
febvre, Axelos, and Marcuse, are here examined.

Lol

Chapter Three studies the technological interpretations

_presented by advocates of .the "theories of industrial and post-

industrial societies”. These hon-Marxist. interpretations are
1mportant because they attempt to 1ntegrate Marx's analysls

in their explanatlons, and because they have greatly influenced
superstructuralists. Attention is pald to the views of R. Dah-~
rendorf, R. Aron, and 2. Brzezinski.

Chapter Four examines the ”developed" and "infrastructural”
(as contrasted with "superstructural") recent 'versions of W.H.
~Shaw and G.A. Cohen. These are the most sophisticated versions
of historical materialism as technologlcal determinism.-I criticlze
gsome of the major claims of Shaw and Cohen, and argue that their
views ultimately rest on the revisionistic notion of materialism
as something non-social.

N
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Karl Marx s theories of 2lstory and socmal development
ha%ﬁ widely lnfluenced both the world S soc10 political dev-
elopment and the social sciences, 1nclud1ng social and lel—
tical phllOSOphy As a result..there has been an intense and-
wide-ranging theoretical and ideo;ogical discussion about the
charactep,an& foundation of Marx;s'views. In pafticular, %heﬁr
reach, form_aﬂd content of historical materialism have been -
strongly disputed. In the capitalist'systeﬁ; people struggling
for proletarian revolutions demand that social sclences, in-

] . ' . .
cluding philosophy, contribute to ithe struggle for socialism

and communism; and revolutionary intélleétuals, in addition

~to theirﬁpolitical practice have attempted to explain and de-

fend the Mﬁrxist énalysis of capitalism and of world's histor-
ical progress. Recently, with the generalhaggravation of ecor
nomic, social and polificai conditioné,'this intéllectual task
has become more urgent and decisive. As a consequence, a new

and more glfted generation of revolutlonary intellectuals has-
arisen. ThlS is notlceable even 1in the developed capitalist C

English-speaking countries, particularly the U.S.A., England -

and Canada.

Along with these developments,.a‘technological determinist
igpterpretation of Marx has been gaining adherents in the developed

capitalist countries. Thié tehdency contrasts with what has'happened

\



. _ o ' . ' , f
' o INTRODUCTION : : ix/

=
s

in both the socialist countries and the dependent capitalist
nations, where the théoretical and ideological struggies have
céntered mainly around other issues and other interpretations
of historical materialism (1). This technological determinist
interpretatioﬁ of Marx is more and more being regarded as the
prevalent and quasi-official version of histbrical materialism, *

making a detalled assesment of it particularly importan%.

According to "the technological interpretation.df histbricgl
materialism,'the_productive forces, which determinelthe general
character of social production, can be feduced to:techndiogy, -
taken t6 include the "physical' or "material" (but not social)
éapacities of andlrelations betféen human beings in the produc--

tive process, as well as meang of production, i.d. non-human
z

instruments of production. In this version of his
ism one speaks of the "prod@ctive forces of the society" instead

of the "socilal productive forces".

I intend_to demonstrate that.technological determinism cor-
respohds neither with Marx's viewé on soclo~-historical development‘
nor, more importantly, with his analy;is of the political eco-
noﬁy of capitalism, as presented in Capital.ﬂ\The implausibility
0of the technological determinist interpretafions of Marx leads

me to attempt to describe how these versions of historrca{/ma—
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terialism are closely related to the classical revisionistic

”1nterpretatlon of’ ‘Marx presented by E: Bernstein. I shall show

how revisionism requires a technologlcal determinist 1nterpre—-

~tation of historical materialism and vice versa.

s

For this reason I begiﬁ'in Chapter One by tracing‘back
teéhnological determinism to the emergence of revisionism in
@he 18905,,in particular to.the version of E. Bernstein. In
this Chapter the notion of classical revisibnism is discussed,
along with the maln characteristics of technologlcal determinist
interpretations of Marx. These characterlstlcs are extracted

from an analysis of Bernstein's views.

In gubsequent chéﬁters I demonstrate how other interpre-
tations of historilcal materialism as a type of technological
determinism share some or at least the most important character-
istics which I isolate in the classical rev181onlst s version

¥
of historical materialism.

- - . . "
Besides the version of classical revisionists, this work
considers three other types of technological determinist inter-

pretation, namely (a) "superstructural” Marxism, (b) "infra-

“ gtructural® Marxism, and: (¢) non-Marxist theories of post-

industrial soclety. "Superstructural“ Marxism, as.I understand

it, empha51zes the role of social superstructures and reaects
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the "economicist" interpretation of Marx. These interpreters

\

focus the analysis of Marx in his 1844 Manuscripfs.\Conversely,
"infrastructural™ Marxism emphasizes the role.of the techﬁo—'
economic basis of society. It takes Marx's 1859 'Preface' to

A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy as the

central text.

I refer to the verslons of technological determinism pres-
ented by superet:ucturalists and bfenon—Markist interpreters as
“brimitive",’éince these fail to take into account the'analysis
of the labour process 2s this is presented, for instance, in Ca

pital. These should be contrasted with the "infrastructural"
| technological determinism recently presented by W.H. Shaw and
G a. Cohen I refer to these 1nfrastruc§eral versions as "dev-
eloped" 1nterpretatlons, on the groundsithat they are based on
the attempt to relate Marx's analysis of the labour process,
as presented in Capital, with eerlier formulations of historical
materialism, in .particular the formulation of the 1859 'Preface'
I do not consider earlier versions of.the infrastructural techno-
logical determlnlst interpretation, such as those of Plekhanov

and Bukharln, since their views are contained and expressed in

2 more sophisticated form in Shaw's-and Cohen's versions.

I devote a great deal of attention in what follows to the

positions of superstructuralists, since 1t is ussually assumed

<
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that proponents of historical matef;alism who emphasize the role
of supepstrucfu}es cannot also be technological determinists.
In Chapter Two I show that this 1s not the case, and that im-
portant superstructurélists-do in fact hold a particular version
of technological determinism. In tﬁié second Chgpter Ilpay special
a%tention to the interpretations-of:G; Lukacs, H. Lefebvre, K.

Axelos and H.'Marcuse, and refer in passing to -the views of

M. Horkheimer, T. Adorno, M. Rubel and J-P. Sartre.

-

The third Chapter is devoted to the anaiysis of some recent
non—Mafxisf interpretations of social and historical development .
which pfesuppose technological defefminism._These "ﬁheories of
industrial (or poSt?industrial) socliety" have arisen recently
in the developed capitalist countries, and aim to exﬁlain, in
non-Marxist terms, the new éocio—historical conditions brqugh§
about by what some Marxist authors call the "scientific and techro-
logical revolution". Advocates of theoriles of industrial and
post-industrial societies, althdugh holding a non-Marxist (often
even an apti-Markist) view, attempt to incorporate parts of Marx's
thought in thei; explanations. This is one reason why 1t is im-=
porfant to consider them. Another is that theories of'industrial
and post-industrial soclety have greatly influenced'superstqyctural—
ists. In.this Chapter-I pay particular attention to the views of

R. Dahrendorf, R. Arqh and 7. Brzezinski, whom I take tc pres-

ent representative non-Marxist interpretations.
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In the last Chapter I deal with the developed, 1nfrastroct-
ural versions of W.H. Shaw and G.A. Cohen. I argue that their
versions of technological determinism,lalthough recognizing
Marx's explanations in Capital, nonetheless assume the rather
unsophlstlcated ver31on:of historical materlallsm preSented by
Marx 1n.earller works. Thus, even though the accounts that Shaw
and Cohen present are superior to the interpretations offered
by‘both superstrUcturelists and non-Marxist interpreters, these
are developed within a general theory or philosophy of history‘
rather than being pgggg'on an analysis of the political economy
as this is developed in Capital.pThen, I.criticize some of the
major claims df Shaw and Cohen, and argue that their views ulti-

: mately rest on the revisionistic notion of materialism as some-
thing non-soclal.
y .

The reductionisticL@h&raofer aroxﬁé technological determinist
interprets}éon of historioal materidlism prevents our appreciating
that, for Marx, the social is basically material. Such interpret-
ations fail to recogane that the "phySLCal“ aspects of the pro-
ductive process of soolety are nistorical and socilal processes
The conceptual basis for the sc;entlflo study of society is the
analysis of the "material-historical aspects of it, i.e. the
study of the social processes -of production and reproduction.

Marx developed such a scientific analysis of society by studying

the political economy of capitalism, without needing to support

&y
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\that study on a general theory or philosophy of history. This

is what we find in his most dev

the "technological interpreters o

qped work, Capital. But for

. out. For them, as for those whonnWbrx‘regaﬁded as deluded by
the "mystique" of commodities in capitalism, "a definite re-

lation between men assumes in their eyes the fantastic form

of a relation betWéen things"(2). Once "things", or "technology",

are conceived as soclo-histiorical determinants, one cannot avoid
introducing other revisionistic notions to obtain a consistent

interpretation of Marx's theory of socio-historical development.

Marx such an approach is ruled

T



Notes

1) Interpreters of historical materialism in the socialist
countries, while giving great importance to the study of
the scientific and technological revolution, -forcefully
reject a technological determinist 1nterpretatlon See
below, Chapter Three, in particular notes # 4, 6, and 8 )
(pp.148, 149, and 149-150, respectively) . Concernlng theo-
retical Marxist developments in the dependent capitalist
countries, in the case of Latin America see, among others,
J.R. NUNEZ-TENORIO (1976) and (1977); M. HARNECKER (1971);
A. SANEHEZ-VAZQUEZ (1967): F. RIU (1968); C. ASTRADA (1958) .
and (1965). -

2) K. MARX, Capital, Vol. I, p.77.
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CﬂASSICAL'REVISIONiSM AND TECHNOLOGICAL DETERMINISM

— [}

»
4 »

Marx's account and critique of bourgeois political econo--
my ‘explicitly assumes various political and ideological posi-

' .tions (1). In particular, Marx considered his work 4o be the

revolutionary prdgramme and the theoretical tool for the work-
ers under capitélism to attain their freedom. One of the ﬁain
difficulties in studying Marx is that the use of a notion of
objectivity that disregards or eliminates political and. ideo-
logical considerations is misleading. Marx's own notion of ob-
jectiﬁ}ty implies taking political and iaeological sides, siﬁQ
ce-historical—maﬁefidlist éEieﬁce presupposes a givén soclety
as the essential condition for the elaboration of the analytic-
al cdtegories: |

3

. Just as in general when examining any nistorical or soclal
science, so also in the case of the development of economlc
categories it is always necessary to remember that the sub-
ject, in this context contemporary bourgeols soclety, 1s
presupposed both in reality and in the mind, and that the-
refore categories express forms of exlstence and conditions
of existence... of this particular society... (2).

Marx's theory is "critical” and "gelf-reflective": the analyses
it provides are intended to‘dncover the limits.of bourgeols
écientists from thé”ﬁgrépective of the world-view and the po-
litiecal Commitmeﬁﬁé of revolutionary workers (3). Therefore,

© when considering interpretations of Marx, one 'must deal not

< v



CLASSICAL REVISIONISM 2/
only with Marx's politiéal,and ideological views but also with

those that his_intgrpreters. consciously or not, profess.

The technological interpretation of Marx's historical ma-
-teriéliSm séems plausible becéusg Marx stressed the importéncé
of téchnology in the process_of social development, especlally
in the development of capitalism. This approach, however, ofer—
looks. at least two important facts? firstly, Marx exp é tly
denied that political economy could be reduced to technblegy
(4); ‘and secondly, the technological 1nterpretat10n of histo-
rlcal materialism was developed only after Marx's death More
basically, Marx' s conceptlon of hlstorlcal and social develop—
ment does not-permit an "ob3ect1v1st1c_, technological 1nter—
pretation, since it is grounded on the category of social pro-
duetion. Indeed, the teohnological interpretation of-'histori-
cal materialism emerged not as a result of attempts to clari-
fy Marx's ideas for theoretlcal ‘and revolutionary purposes,
but because tertain theoreticians had an ;nterest in using Marx's

ideas to Supbort non;Marxiét political and ideological positions.

Few recent proponents of the technoiogical interpretation
bf Marx discuss, or even mention, thg historical origins of the
interpretation. Neither McMurtry and Shaw, nor Cchen, pay'attent—
tion to this issue. Their silence is significant. By avolding

the study of the historical development of the technological

T
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interpretation Fhese interpreters,‘conscibusly or not, in good
or in bad faith, conceal certain rather distasteful facts ébout

»
-~

it.

, Here 1 argue that the technologigal intérpretation of Marx
originated directly from immediate politiéal and ildeological
circumstances and practices, and 'that it iﬁvolves a series Qf
political and ideblogical assumptions and consequences that
misreprésent Marx's views. I show that the teéhnoloéica; in—
terpretétion of Marx was developed by E. Berﬁétein as a part
of the classical revisionist ﬁolitical and_ideological.strate—
gy (5). Further, IlshBW'that.the technological interpretation
of Marx develocped by Bernstein is the theoretical complémént
of the political and ideclogical positions of revisionism, éhd
vice versa. And, finally, I insist that the technologiéal in-
terpretation of Marx developed by the classical revislonists
involves characteristics to Be found in éﬁbSEquent technglogi-
cal interpretations of Marx. If we can say, as R. Luxemburg
does, tﬁat "Bernspeinfs th;bry was the first, but also, at the
same time, the ;géi attempt to give theoretical base to oppor-
tunism", and. that "not only can Marxist doctrine refute oppor-
tunism theoretically; it alone 1s able to gxplain opportuniém
as anfhistcrical phenomenoen..."{6); then we can also say that,
if‘technological determinism is the first and basic form of

revisionistuthebﬂy, Marxi'st doctrine alone is able to explain
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‘technologlcal determlnlsm as an hlstorlcal phenomenon, and that
it can do thls by means of showlng 1ts necessary link with re-
vigionism.' For, finally, the aim of this Chapter is to show
that the elucidation of the historical, political and ideolo-
gical origins of the”technologicaiﬁinterpretation of.Marx is
not‘"external" ofvirrelevanf to its‘underetaﬁding and critique
but, on the contrary, fuhdameﬁtal to both. . . l A
, _ ) . _ o :
Thus, here I argue that examining the poiitical eed“ideo—‘
logilcal 1ssues that occupled the German 8001al Democratic Party
(SDF) durlng the 1890s, and Bernsteln s 1nterpretat10n of histo-
rical materlallsm, 1t is p0581b1e to show

f

(a) that the technologlcal’ interpretation of Marx was
_ developed by classxcal rev151onlsts,

(b) that such technologlcal 1nterpretatlon of Marx 1s
based ‘on revisionism and vice versa;

(c) that the technological interpretation of Marx develop—
ed by ciassical revisionists. involves characteristics
to be found in subsequent technologlcal interpretations
of Marx.

(A) Antecedents
' ©

Historical backeround. The revisionist version of Marx only

fully emerged after 1895. Between 1891 and 1895 the SDP was

occupled with pract1¢al questlons concerning the eventual in-
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tegration of peasant interests in the\Official poligieé of the’
party and the possibility 5f establishing alliances with non-so-
clalist pé}ties, both ;n,the'Reichstag.and for electoral purposes.
These issueé.were not unrelated, because the SDP local bfancﬁes
in the less industrialized states éf Germany were.calling both
for aliiances with non-socialist parties and fof thQQgQOption

of a position favourable to smali landowners énd agricultural

wage-labourers (7).

Arouﬁd these tﬁb issues emerged the first form of revisionl
ism, the so-called "reformism” or "deviationism” of von Vollmar
and Auer. Reformists had ample support in the SDP Reichstag.
Fraktion, but not among the party leaders. Although lacking an
éppropiéfe theoretical goal and vision, they were the first to
proclaim that socialism must be established not by revolution-
ary means, but through a prolonged process of social evolufibn
(8). And they strongly urged the adﬁftion of the practical as-
pects of the Erfurt Programmé. Tﬁus, while not openly reject-
ing Marxism, they were in fact urging the elimination of the

-

Marxist theoretical foundation of the SDF as expressed at Er-

furt (9) (See APPENDIX : The Erfurt Congress) .

Bernstéin's political position. In 1893 Bernstein began to sup-
port political views akin to those of the deviationists. In

his opinion, the SDP should "enter into a pact with bourgeois
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Progressives in the.Pfﬁssian elections"(10). In that same year -
'the Cologne'Congress of the SDP rejected‘Bernétein;s proposal,
and in 1595, at the Breslau Congr@ss, the reformist line was
again repudiated. The outcome of %his lanﬂmggting represented
a victory for Kautsky and the crthodox Marxis%s (11). But'és‘
at Erfurt, kaﬁtsky's t;iumph was Pyrrhic. The sg@-called "agrar-
ian gquestion" as well as the question of the relations with
nonfsocialisf parties cropped up again in the SDP during the
foliowing years, ahd the compromises that fbllowed, although
‘embraced by both sides, only increased the gulf betﬁeen the
theory and the practice of the party. Mbreover, after Bernstein
had put fqrward his views, the reformists not oniy mainfained

their positiohs in the SDP, they increased their support among

the ranks of the parity in impbrtant locai'branches,(12).

) The political situation in the SDF'in 1895 was becoming’

tense. As Steenson has observed,

.

Kautsky said before Breslau that a split at that time was

necessary if the party were to avoid becoming an indistin-

guishable mass of discontents. But having won his point in
" theory, he was content to let practice take care of itself

{(13).

Besides, both during'and after the Erfurt Congress, Engels'
influence on the German soclalists was declining. In 1892 Kauts-

ky published his expanded version of the ILrfurt Programme, for
L ,
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P
the first time,withouf.asking or recéivihg advise from Eﬁgels
(14). And when Engels died in 1895, Bernstein thopght it neces-
‘sary fo develoDp a ﬁew theorefical framewérk for the SDFP in of—
der to adapt theory to the actual practices of the party (i35).

As J. Rovan says:

.

1

Le révisionnisme bersteinien constitue la premiere grande
tentative sysiématigue d'échapper aux contradictions entre
la pratique réformiste et la théorie révolutionnaire qui.
sé soit produit au sein du parti social-démocrate depuis
.ga fondation (16).

L

Bernstein's theoretical position. In his famous book, Die Vor-

aussetzungen des Sozialismus und die Aufgaben der Sozialdemo-

kratie {translated into English as Evolutionary Socialism)(17),

Bernstein attempted to correct what were in his opinion mistakes
in Marx's economic, historical and political .theories. However,
in so doing he ended up by mounting an attack against the most

fundamental aspects of Marxism (18).

Like Kautsky, Bernstein had no significant knowledgé'of
philosophy (19). When we examine his works what we find is not
a coherent general phildsophical position, but a sort of eclec-
ticism made up of pieces of neé—Kantism, mechanistic material-
ism, positivism and pre-Hegelian idealism (20). Besldes, Bern-
stein was strongly influenced by the British Fablans, by his
former tutbr Lasalle and by the then new marginalist‘bourgeois

N
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L

gconomists, in particular Bohm-Bawerk (21). He tried to combine

*all these theoretical elements with what he had learned from |,
Marx and Engels iﬁ order to "revise" and uﬁ-date Marxism.
-1§ernstein‘s revision of Marx tried to save the kernel of
=*truth ih histofical materialism, whilé'eliminaéing the deter—
minist the Hegellan a-prioristiec and the “emplrlcally disprov-
ed" aspects of Marx's thought. Thus. apart from a brief discus-
slon of Marx's "materialistic determinism", Bernstein's criti-

[

que centered on economlc and polltlcal issues, among them the

"breakdown" theory (Zusammenbruchstheorie), the concentration
and centralizatién of capital, the impoverishment of workers
under capitalism; the role gf peasants in capitalism, Marx's
~no£ion of the'dictatorship of the proletariat, the ?hebry of
the class struggle and the need for =z vioiént, revolutionary

. conquestggf political power by the workers. Bernstein insisted
that capitalism was becoming less ,prone to-defelop economic
_céisés, and thus that its final disappearénce was not to be
produced by an econocmic collapsé Cn the contrary, he said,

the very increased capacity of capltallsm to direct the eco-
nomic‘?rocess determined that, slowly but surely, socialist
heasures would arise in the midst of capitalism itself. The
_overthrow of capitalism should thus‘be_yiewed as a prolong-
ued process of social, political and economiec reforms, in which

the anarchy of early capitalism would be replaced, step by

)
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sﬁep, by-practical'socialisf/;z}igigg: the ethical imperative
-of a consciously-directed soclo-economic process, inherent in
deveioped capitalism wouid ensure this, witﬂout any need of a
revolutionary upsurge by the workers. | A . !

™

(B) Bernstein's interpretation of historical materialism.

By studying Bernstein's views in a more detailed ﬁanner,
we can see how he came tolinterpret Marx as a technological
determinist. The followfng characteristics of Bernstein's in-
terppetation of Marx no%t only constitute the basis of subse-
guent technological interpretations of Marx, they reve%} its

essentially revisionist foundation.

1. The rejection of the dialecgtical method. Bernsteln argues

that Marx relies on Hegel's dialectics 1in his analysis of his-
torical processes in a way that presupposes mechanistic deter-
minism and an a-prioristic "philosophy of history"(22). Ac-
cording to Bernstein, the notion.of dialectics is the same in
both Hegel and Marx, which shows how 1ittle he understood Marx
(23). Moreover, in Bernstein's view the use of the dialectical
method necessarily leads to the development of certain a-prior-
istic views about histdrical and social processes. His reason
‘:s that the dialectical method is essentially an idealist me-

thod:
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. think. beyond them, we move into the world of derived n-
cepts. If we then follow the laws of the dialectic as es-
tablished by Hegel, we find ourselves, before we know ity

agaln in the snare of the 'self-development of the idea!
(24) . : ’ :

Ne matter how things may look in reallity, as soon as ’;’,f>
leave the soil of empirically ascertainable facts and§:

In this way, as Peter Gay points out, "Bernstein here charged

Marx with Hegel's sin"(25).

2. Historical determinism as historical fatalism.. According

to Bernstein, the dialectical method requires a de%erministic'
interpretation of history, where material, economic forces and
political violence reign undisputed, and where the wills and
actions of human beings play but é contingent role (26). For
Bernstein, what Marx did was to change the basic element which

o

determined the course of history: he simply replaced Hegel's

e

‘Spirit by "matter". But b%ﬁically, both theories were the sa-
me. In Hegel's idéalistiégﬁersien there is a fatal telgology
ma'ing all things move towards the Absolute Spirit. In Marx's
maéé?iglistic Qersion there is a movement fowards sobialism in
both the natural and the social world. In fact, in Bernstein's

interpretation of Mafx, this-process leading inexqrably to so-

cialism was the "necessary movement of matter”. Therefore,

The application of materialism to the interpretation of
history means... first of all, belief in the inevitable-
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ness of all historical events and developments. The queé~
tion is only, in what manner the inevitable is accomplish-
ed in human history...(27).

>

Since for Bernstein materialism has fo be bothlmechanistic and
fataiistic, he ascribes to Marx a kind of Laplaceaniém, accord-
ing to which the knowledge of the composition and dynamics of

"historical matter" permits us to predict all future develop-

ments and events:

To be a materialist means first of all to trace back all
phencmena %o the necessary movemenis of matter. These mo-
vements of matter are accomplished according to the mater-
ialist doctrine from beginning to end as a mechanical pro-’
cess, each individual process being the necessary result
of preceding mechanical facts. Mechanical facts determine

all occurrences... It is... always the movement of
matter which determines the form of ideas and the direc-
tions of the will; and thus these also (and with them e-
verything that happens in the world of humanity) are in-
evitable. The materialist is thus a Calvinist without. God.
If he does not believe in a predestination ordained by a
divinity, yet he believes and must believe that starting
from any chosen point o# time all further events are, through
the whole of existing matter and the directions of force
in its parts, determined beforehand (28).

Bernstein strongly opposes materialism. Since Mafﬁ.had
.wrongly attempted tolbuild a strict materialist interpretation
of history, Bernstein aimed to save Marx from himself, by eli-
minating the unwanted materialism from Marxism. As Kautsky co-
rrectly said, Bernsteln considered Marx to be a fatalist (29).

This "strong determinism", however, is certainly absent from
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Marx (30).

3. "Reductlonlstlc“; "non- 5001al" notlon of materialism. The

gulf between what Marx thought and’ what Bernstein maintained
.he thought becomes still more apparent when.we conSLder the
following questions: What does Bernstein undefetand by "matter”
and "materialism"? Is his hotion that of Marx? Does he attri-

bute to Marx e notion of materialism that Marx actually held?

From the texts already Quoted_it is obvious that Bernstein
did not understand Marx's and Engels' criticism of Feuerbach.
For Marx and Engels, "materialiem"‘wae not.a mechanistic theo—
ry, ,even less a theory oniy about "objects", "things" and "ma-
tter" in the sense of the claesical physics. As Marx put 1t in

his first thesis on Feuerbach:

The chief defect of all hitherto existing materialism
(that of Feuerbach included) is that the thing, reality,
sensousness, is conceived only in the form of the object
(Objekt) or of contemplation (Anschauurig), but not as
sSensous (sinnlich) human activity, practice, not subject-
ively... Feuerbach wants sensous objects, really distinct
‘from the thought objects, but he does not concelve human
activity itself as objective act1v1tV (gegenstanliche
Tatigkeit) (31).

Since Bernstein's understanding of materialism is pre-Marx-

ist, i.e. "objectivistic", he is unable to concelve historical
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reality, soclal practices anfl social production, as "real”,
ﬂobjéctive“, "material”. For Marx, materialism 1s a notion hav-
ing-a historical content: it refers not to percelved things but
to social practice; it ex?lain the social processes of (exist-
'ing) human beings. Marx's version of historical ﬁaterialism

is not fatalistic; it does not eliminate historical and social
determinants in favour of natural or_transceﬁdental ones. If so-
cial practices do not have & specific "material” content as ob-
jective .realities, then there would be no intrinsic need for

societies to change themselves. If Marx's materialism were na-

turalistic and fatalistic, his well-known eleventh thesis on

Feuerbach would make no sense at all (32).

For WMarx, materiallsm is‘a theory ébbu% history by means
of which we can understand how soclety develops through 1ts own
productive practices: Bernstein, f&g his part, both misunder-
-stooa'the meaﬁing of Marx's materialism as a philosophical doc-

trine and mis:epresented the basis of that doctrine, 1.e. Marx's

social and econcmic sense of materialism.

L., Centrality of Marx's 1859 'Preface’. Bernstein based his

account of historical materialism on a particulif reading of

Marx's 1859 'Preface' to A Contribution to the Critique of Po-

A

. . . .
litical Economy. He commented on this text in extenso because

-
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he considered it té,be Mar;'% most fully elabora%ed version
of historical maferialisml As Bernsteln interpreted‘it, Marx
espouses strong determiﬁism: the fext. says Bernéfein} has a
"dogmatic' wording" and articulates a type of historical "pre-
destination”(jjj. Marx "...designates as the determining fa;—
tor, the material productive forces and‘the-conditions of pro-
duction amdng men at the time", so.fhat "(o)n the whole the
consciousness and will of men appear to be very subordinate
factor of the materlal movement“(Bu). What Marx understands by
"material prpductlve forces” and "the condltlons of production"
is for Bernstein simply the "technics of production". As he

puts the matter,

More.harm than good is done to historical materlallsm if
at the outset one rejedts as eclecticism an accentuation
of the influences other than those of a.purely economic

kind, and a consideration of other ecoriomic factors than
the technlcs of produotlon and their foreseen development

(35).

'

1.

The influence of this interpretation of the 'Preface’ appears

again in the following remark:

We have defined the first aspect of the Marxist doctrine

in the following way: The technical organization of pro-

duction and its modification, in upsetting the economic ,
relations, dominate and determine the social organization
and its changes (36).
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In short, in Bernstein's opinion the entire capitalist
productive process was con51dered by | Warx as determlned by tech-
nological factors, and can thus be reduced to technologlcal

terms.

5. Technological determinism eliminates social aspects of the

economic analysis. Bernstein's.non—social notion of materialism
findsfexpression in his fechnologrcal, non-social interpretation
of Marx's economic categories ahd analyses; Consider the'ﬁro—
blem of the role played by "fixed capital"«(i.e. machinery,
installations) in the outcome of crises in cepitalism. Marx
tgeught that, given the anarchic character of both the produc-
“tive and the distributive systems of the capitaiist economy,
the different sectors of the economy Qould develop unevenly.
This uneven developmentlwas due to the corresponding uneven
digstribution of investment in the different sectors of the eco-
nomy, and_this, in turn, to the different rates of profit tﬁat
each economic sector yielded to the capitalist in a giveﬁ mo-
ment. The fundéﬁ?htal force in the capitalist eccnomy, the in-
crement of'prcfits, éreates "seectorial" distortions. In other
words. since at a glven time only lndustrles, n, produce a pro-
flt above the given normal rate for 211 the industries, the ca-
pltallsts tend to invest in these industries in preference to

other industries, m. Thls trend in investments results in-.a



CLASSICAL REVISIONISM ' 16/

_conaeﬁtratiOn of capital (and”tﬁﬁs of the most advanced tech-
‘nology)'in industriescn, rather than in industries m. Then,
dué to the new productive capacities added to the n }ndustries.
they soon begin to produce more géods than .the market can ab-
sorb. Thus, since the n.industries also teﬁd to be the leading
industries in the economy as a result Qflfhe conqentration of
Muvestment and technology, their failure to sell thelr produc-
tio resulta in the need to reduce production, and in this way
drag with them the entire économic system into a crisis. Such
crises would reestabliah a momentary equilibrium in the distri-
bation of both investment and new fixed capital, only to give
way to a_new crisia when, say, ihduatries m provoke a new imba-.
lance as a result of the investmenf and technology concanfrated
in them. At {the same time, each cyclical crisis would occur at
a higher levei of productive capacity’of the economy as a whole,
thus making eagh subseguent crisis more devastating, profound
and widespread. Thus, capltalist criseslarise because of the
anarchic force of the "profit motive", which generates disfor—
tions 1n the economlc organization and development, distortions
which can be regarded as generating and being generated from
disequilibriums in the process of distribution as a result of
certain goods belng overproduced or underconsumed.

A\

When Bernstein studies this problem, he does so by approach-
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ing it through the notion of under-consumption, ‘and argues that,
for Marx,”capitalist'crises are caUsed?by under-consumption.

More importantly, he does not trace back the market disequili-
brium to the inherent capitalist tendency to try to obtain ﬁigf

ger profits, but to one of the intermediate causes, namely, to

the renewal of fixed bapital. In other words, althopgh Bernstein
realizes that capitalist "criﬁfs‘qf under-consumption” ofigin—'
ate ih.the'productive process of éapitalism‘rather than.in ther
distributive process, helféils'fo éee beyond the process of re-

newal of technology to the sociological and economic causes of

the distortions and the angréhy created by the unilateral and

uneven charadtef of this renewal.‘For instance, he says that,

4

Marx... belleved he could establish on the need of an ac-
celerated renewal of fixed capital (implements of produc-
tion, etc) a material‘foundation‘for péricdical crises...

4 .

And in g.note to th;s he comments that:

The use of the word 'material' in the passage mentioned

is not without interest in judging how Marx understood
this word. According to the present usual definition of
the word the explanation of crises from under-corisumption
would be quite as materialistic as founding it on changes
in the process of production, or in implements (37).

What Bernstein means here is that Marxists shouid not say (as

they are supposed'to say), that the phenomenon of under-con-
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sumpﬁioﬁ is a "material” ﬁhenomenon; but thﬁt it is a psycho--
logical or social one;.since it has to do with a léék of de-
mggé for goods and services. Moreover, thé phenomenon of under-
consumption is not "material" beéause Marx would have reserved
the notion of "material"™ to refer to “the implements of produc-
tion", i.e. to "fixed capital", i.e. to machinery and techmoio—

gY .

From a Marxist point of view, certainly, one cannot say
that the phenomenon of under-consumption is the ultimate cause
of capitalist criées.'Berpstein agrees wifh‘this bﬁt, at the
same time, he diverts the discussicrn from the establishment
of the ?eal causes of capitalist crisés-fo the';material" cha-
racter of one of the intermediate causes of such-crises, the
-phenémenon of ﬁnder-consumption. For Bernstein, the phenomenon
of under-consumption is not a material one because he disregards
the fundanientally social origin of capitalist crises (the eco-
nomic process 5ei?g chained %o the need of extracting the high-
est levels of profit),-and because'he,agsumes that>the capital-
ist renewal of Tixed capitél ié-the ultimate Qausé of such cri-
ses. By choosing fixed capital as the cause of bapitalisf cfi;
‘seé and by assuming that "material" does not include sbcial di-
mensions, Befnstein found grounds to sustain his own interpre-

tation of Marx as a "materialist", acqording to which Marx held
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‘that the material basis of the economy is reduced to technolﬁgy.

6. Téchnological determinism eliminates the théory of value.

In his urge to eliminate the social aspects of the Marxist a-
nalysis of capitalism, Bernstein was forced to reject Marx's
theory of value. According to Marx, the value of goods consi-
dered as commodifies is twofold: use-value and exchange value.
Exchange values are the basis of the capitalist society. They
are created by labour. Lébour power, as'sourde_of\production,
and as a commodity itself, is fhe basis of the exchange values.
In exchange values the amount of labour {or the amount of la-.
bour-time "sacially necessary") for the production of commodi-
ties 1is "matefialized", i.e. it finds its 5bjective source and
expreSéion (58). For Marx, "things", whatever tﬁey might be,.
do not create value: value is a social relation fhat expraesses

v

the fundémental characteristic of capitalist production as a |
soclal process bf ﬁfodﬁction.,Using these ideas, Mafx argued
that it is possible to establish.that'workers create more va-
lue than -what they are paid'for; and that this .is the source

. of the surplus-value that capitalists keep for theﬁéelves. Thus,
the theory of value prqvidea Marx with ; social foundation to
explain the fundamental law Qf capitalism.JBernsteiﬁ,emphasiz—

ed the view that the theory of value was poorly grounded, and

could not be regarded as an’appfopiate abstract tool to measure
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P the workers' exploitation} He thought it would be @o;e "sclent-
ific" to adopt the theory of the marginal utility, adcdrding
to which it was not enough.to‘consider‘the ;cos@s of produc-
tion" -(including "costs of labour") to determine the value of
a commodity (i.e. “price"). In the‘ma:ginal-utility thedry, it
is crucial to consider the "vglue" added fo fhe.cp@modiky by
the demand, since a commodity for which there is no demand, ob-r"“
sviously cannot have any exchange value. Bernétein, following
Bohm-Bawerk, said that in Marx's explanation it was impossible'
to give account of the‘Aetermination imposed , by the market on
the value of commo&ities, since fgr Marx the value was deter-
mined not in the distributi&elﬁrocess but in the productive
one. In this way, Bernsteiln tﬂought, one can refute Marx's theo-
ry of value by pointing out the superfluousness of trying to
measure value in the productive process of a given commodity,
if there is no demand for it in the market. But, of course,
Bernstein was not aware that in the abstract‘formulation of
the productive process of capitalism, as presented in Vol, I -
of Capital, Marx.waé aésuming a;l the time that there existed
demand for-the preducts produced, i.e. he'assumed that, unless
there was deﬁand for a:given commodity, it would not be produc-
ed in the capitalist gconomy. When Marx says tha% value expres-
ses the amount of time (labour-time) "socially necessary" to

produce a given commodity, the notlon "soclally necessary" in-

<
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.
cludes, as one basic assumption, the existence of demand for
such commodity.
But what needs to be remarked here is that, by adopting

the marginal-utility theory instead of Marx's theory of value,

Bernstein conceived the capitalist productive process to be a

purely technical process, involving no soclological dimensions:
relations of production in capitalism are not the source of

workers' exploitation, since what occurs in the productive pro- -

*. cess of capitalism has Qppﬂing to do with the creation of va-

Jue and thus it is impossible to show that any surplus-value

is grabed by capitglisté. This means that the capitalist exploi-
tationlof‘the worke;s nas no economic (in the Marxist sense of
the concept) foundation: one must elither deny that it takes
place at all, or else on®must provide‘an éxplénation in ethic-
al terms, perhaps relying on psychological and even social con-

siderations but only as being guite distinect from economic ones.

7. Technological determinism is based on a duallsm beitween "ma-

terial” and "social". Bernstein undersitood Marx's historical

materialism aé involving a strict, linear determinism, in which
the ecbnomic sphere as well as the superstructure were deter-
mine& by fechnological factors. Believing that this interpre-
tation is too restrictive; Bernstein called for'the inclusion .

of ethical and political elements in the analysis of social and
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historical processes: he thought that if thése aspects were -
not considered, Marx's contribution to social science would
remain "dogmatic“‘and'unscientifié. But he‘miéréprésented Marx's
view of the capitalist economy aﬁd of the ﬁaterial baéis of so~
cial life when he alleged that Mafx held that npn-économig-dii
mensions were dependent of technological and-.economic realities.
This iS'fo obliterate the social and historical foundation of

o

\Mgrxism in favour of an analysis of society based on a dualist-
ic approach which separates‘the "materialf, "physical" and "ob-
jecﬁi}e" side of technology and the economy from the "ethical",
"social" and "subjective" social relations and Mstitutions.

A téqhnological interpretation of Marx is incoﬁpatible with an

integrated, "dialectical" view of soclo-physical and material-

ist-socio~historical processes. -

8. Technological determinism reifies economic categories. Sin-

ce economic categories were no longer considered by Bernstein

t0 be based on social aspects, and since the "material” found-
ation of the economy was non-social but physical and tecﬂnolo-
gical, the economic categories thus become reified, i.e. "ex-

ternal" to social reality. Not surprisingly, as already nofed,
Bernstein ended up by underétanding the economic cateéories ih
much the same way that the bourgeois political economists did

—in a reductionistic fashion, as being -composed on the one

hand by things as relations between things, and on the other
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hand by psychological reaﬁtions to those things. Sut'Bernstein
not only reified the economic catégories of Marx, he did it in
a special way: because he(discarded Marx's theory of valué and,
hgnce Marx's attempt to prov1de a soc1al foundatlon for the e-
conomic analy51s, he was forced to malntaln that the gsocial re-
latlons of production and.the soclal conditions of productlon
are determined by the technological aspects og\%ﬁ““pfoductlve
process. This resulted in Bernstein's viewing the means of pro-

duction and the technological dimensions of human labour as the

determining factors of the productive process of society and,

"ultimately, of all soclal and historical processes.

9. Technological determinism is revisionism. The elimination

e
of the social dimensions of the Marxist agalysis of the capi-

talist political economy, and the reduc%&on of that analysis
‘to;technologioal determinism, permitted the deQelopment of a re-
visionist political position, ané of & revisionist theory of.
social and historical processes. If, as Bernstein thought, the
fundamental economic process (production) is determined by
technologlcal processes and conditions, ﬁhe outcome of socia%—
ism is dependent on whether or not technologlcal determinants
bring about.the elimination of capitaliem. The technological
conditions determine when and how the economic aspects of ca- .

pitalism must change; and this change in the economy produces
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the required social and political adaptations. Therefore, so-
clalism w1ll be achleved not by political and 8001al struggles,
l.e. by a revolutlonary process, but simply through a process
of economlo, soc1al and political reforms within the capital-
ist eystem itself, which is determined in 411 its fundamentals
by technological advances.

This revisionist vision of historical developﬁent is ba-
sed on the essential dualism that characterizes~teohnological
.determinism, and leads, as L. Colletti eays, to a "technologic-
al conception of history":

. -

The so-called 'economic sphere'... was how seem as one

isolated factor, separated from the other 'moments' and
therefore emptied of any tive socio-historical con-

tent"representlng, on tHe contrary, an antecedent sphere,
prior to any human medigtion. Sécial productlon is thus
transformed into 'production technlgues the object of

. political economy becomes the object of technology Since
this 'technique'... 1s separated from that other simul-
taneous production achieved by men, the production of their
relations (without which, for Marx, the former would not
exist), the materialist conception of history tends to be-
come a technological conception of-higtory (39).

Y .

Rosa Luxemburg defined revisionism as emphasizing, in po-

litical matiers, reform rather than revolution and, in econo-
mic matters, the point of view of the individual capitalist,
for whom the capitalist system is the natural form of the hu-

man economy(40).
r
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Besides this, we,ﬁust recogniie that rbvisionists.hold

the technological determinist interpretation of historical and
social change. For only a technological determinist interpréta—
tion permits revisionists to eliminate the sociological coﬁtent
of Marx's analysis of political. economy and, in s0'doing,\the
class character of the soclo-economic struggles that tgke.place
in capitalism. Only this interpretation of histofy and of sco-
cial processes permitslthem to argue that the disappearence‘of
capitalism will occurr inevitably, "mechanically", by the for-
‘ce of the fate embodied in the process of technological develop-
ment. Only this interpretation allows them to insist that so-
“¢ialism can be achieved by piecemeal reform and without prole-

tarian revolutions.

On ‘the other hand, oniy the revisionist position regard-
ing the political and §ocial dimensions of capitalism can sus-
"tain the technological determinist interpretation of history
and of soclal processes. For one must adopt either the ideal-
ist view that transcendental or mechanical entities and dynamics
rule, or Marx's historical-materialist conception, according
to which the social chéracter of the production and reproduc-
tion of social life itself determined the course of histd?y.
in short, only revisionism can sustain technologicél determin-

ism, because only a non-revolutionary starting point can gene-
s ) » .
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" rate an "objectivistic", "physicalist" and reductionistic in-

terpretation of Marx's historical materialism.

Cohclusion. 6n these grounds, we are entitled to suspect that
the technological determinist inferpretations of Marx are re-
visionistic. We have seen that this interpretation, in its clas-
sical origins, involves a number of characteristics:

b ]

1. Rejection of the dialectical method;
2. The view that historical detérmiﬁism is historical fa-
talism; . - -

j. The notioﬁ'that materialism is reductionistic, non;so—
clal;

4. The interpretation is based on the centrality assign-
ed to Marx's 1859 'Preface', and on a particular, tech-
nological rendering of this text;

5. Social aspec%s of the economic analysis are then eli-
minated;

6. Marx's theory of value 1s also rejected;

7. The interpretation 1s based on a dﬁalism between "ma-
terial® and "social";

8. Marx's economic categories are reified; and

9. The interpretation leads to revisionism.
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These characteristics can be re-grouped and synthetized.

On the one hand, there is a group of characteristics which all

technological interpretation have; and on the other hand there
is a group that technological interpretations may or may not

have. Certain specifications on the presentation of the second-

- : / 3 - - + - ¥
ary characteristics will enable us %o distinguish "primitive"

from "developed" forms of the doctrine (Chapters II-IV).

1. Technological interpretations of Marx are based on a dual-

dstic understanding of Marx's theoriesr one that separates

the world of "objects" (nature, technology, things, "matter”,
"the material”) from society. Further, in such interpretétions
it is argued that only the "material" aspect yields a sclent-
ific analysis, where "material” is underé%ood in a pre-Marx-
ist fashion involving the "movements of matter" as opbosed

to social productive practices.

In these interpretations it is proc}aimed that "material"
productive forces determine the economic sphere which, in
turn, is seen as conditioning the rest of social life. How-=
ever, even when technological determlnists distinguish the
%echnological and the economic spheres, they nonetheless

view Marx's economic categories in such a manner that these
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"

tend to become either rélations between things, or else re-
lations between humar beings, relations which have "social"

but not "material® content.

3. Finally, téchnological interpretations tend to be "pessimist-
ic", "fatalist" or "reformist", since they rule that neither
the political aspects of soéiety nor the class struggles them-
selves play any significant role in thé development of socie-
ty. The claim is that the capitalist system will be overcome

only if technical realities demand it.

Secondary characteristics.

1. These interpretations.are based on a particular understand-

ing of Marx's 1859 'Preface' to A Contribution to the Criti-

gue of Political Economy. This text 1s regarded as the cen-

tral text of Marx.

2. As a conseqguence of the need to eliminate the soclal charac-
ter of Marx's econcmlc ;Qtegories, the fundamental Marxist
socio-economic notion, the theory of value, is discarded as
false and useless.

3. As a conseguence of the strict_detefministic view of caus-

ation adopted in such analyses and the elimination of the



- CLASSICAL REVISIONISM : 29/
social character from them, the dialectical approach is play-

ed down or eliminated.

4. Finally, attempts to prove or to disprove the alleged tech-
nological determinism of Marx are not centered in elucidat-
ing how Marx explains the capif&list productive process, but
instead on the contraposition of techno-economic “"base" with
the institutional—ideologidal, and “sodial",.éuperstructure.
As in Bernstein, the problem is not one of studying whether
Marx, in his analysis of the capitalist productive process,
managed to eliminate all non-technological determinants, but

rather one of showing that the techno-economic sphere deter-

mines the superstructural dimensions of society.

Taken together, these primary and secondary charagteristics
show the revisionist character of technological versions of hls-

torical materialism.
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NOTES ) S L LY
[ 1) These assumptions occur in'many places in Marx's work, in-

cluding the following: (a) "In so far as Political Economy
remains within that horizon, in so far, i.e., as the capi-
talist régime is looked upon as the absolutely final form
of social production, instead of as a passing historical
phase of its evolution, Political Economy can remain a scilen-
ce only so long as the class-struggle 1is latent @ manifest

_itself only in isolated and sporadic phenomena. Let us take
England. Its Politlcal Economy belongs to the periocd in
which the class-struggle was as yet undeveloped. Its last
great representative, Ricardo, in the end, conscilously ma-
kes the antagonism of class-interest, of wages and profits,
of profits and rent, the starting-pdint of his investigations,
naively taking this antagonism for a social law of.Nature.
But by this start the sclence of bourgeois economy had reach-
ed the limits beyond which it could not pass. Already in the.
lifetime of Ricardo, and in opposition to him, it was met
by criticism, in the person of Sismondl... (After 1830) (i)n
France and in England the bourgeoisie had conguered political
power. Henceforth, the class-struggle, practically as well
as theoretically, took on more outspcken and threatening
forms. It sounded the knell of scientific bourgeols economy.
It was thenceforth no longer a question, whether this theo-
rem or that was true, but whether it was useful to capital
or harmful, expedient or inexpedient, politically dangerous
or not. In place of disinterested inquiries, there were hired
prize-fighters; in place of genuine scientific research, the
bad conscience and the evil intent of apologetic"(Capital, I,
pp.24-25). (b) "Political economy has indeed analysed, however
incompletely, value and its magnitude, and has discovered-
what lies beneath these forms. But it has never once asked
the question why labour is represented Dby the value of its
product and labour-time by the magnitude of that value. These
formulae, which bear it stamped upcen them in unmistakable
letters that they belong to a state of soclety, in which the
process of productien has ‘the mastery over man, instead of
being controlled by him, such formulae appear to the bour- .
geois intellect to be as much self-evident necessity imposed
by Nature as productive labour itself. Hence forms of social
production that preceded the bourgeois form, are treated by
the bourgeoisie in much the same way as the Fathers of the
Church treated pre-Christian religions" (Idem., pp.84-85).
(¢} "The samé interest, which compels the sycophant of ca-

* pitall! the political economist, in theemother country, to
proclaim the theoretical ildentity of the capitalist mode of
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production with its contrary, that same interest compels
him in the colonies to make a clean breast of it, and to
proclaim aloud the antagonism of the two modes of produc-
tion., To this end he proves how the development of the so-
cial productive power of labour, co-operation, division of
labour, use of machinery on a. large scale, &c., are impos-

~sible’ without the ehproplatlon of. the labourers. and the

corresponding transformatlon of their means of production
into capital. In. the interest of the so-called national
wealth, he seeks for artificial means to ensure the poverty
of the people. Hére his apologetic armour crumbles off, blt
by bit, like rotten touchwood" (Idem., pp.716-717). Sece al-
so K. MARX, A Contribution to the Critigue of Political Eco-
nomy, "Appendices", I, 'Production', pp.188-193.

K. MARX, ‘A Contribution to the Critique of Political Econo-
my, p.212. See also the commentaries by W. SUCHTING (1979)
to Marx's Theses on Feuerbach, especially on Theses I, IX
and X (pp.7-11 and 22-2L}.

4s J.R. NUNEZ—TENORIO {1976) correctly comments, "En primer
lugar, toda posicidn es una toma de partido. Todavia mas:

sl se examina el asunto dialeécticamente, la falta de posi-
cidn... ante un determinado preblema concreto es, también,
una toma de partido. Si, con Spinoza, toda determinacidn

es una negacidn, también a la inversa, toda negacidn es u-
na afirmaciodon... No .es posible el individuo o el grupo por
encima de la lucha de clases... No es factible el mas leve
acto... pretendidamente 1ndepend1ente de las clases soclales
en lueha y de las fuerzas economicas, politicas, militares,
culturales e 1deologlcas que esta lucha desencadena... el
esplritu de partido critico y revoluclonario con51dera esa
toma de posicidon como un analisis objetivo (cientifico, ver-
dadero) del proceso o problema asumido como sujeto. Exacta-
mente, contra esta exigencia han surgido elaboradas tXeorias
burguesas que se presentan comoc "objetivas" y "sin partido",

‘catalogando a las posiclones marxistas como "partidistas"

"subjetivistas", donde domina lo ético-politico en lugar de
privar exclusivamente 1o cientifico-objetivo, etc... Con ese
contenido, tales posiciones representan en la practica una
toma de partido muy evidente: la de la ideologila burguesa,
especulativa e idealista" (pp.198-199). See also K. MARX,
Capital, I, pp.26-28; A Contribution to the Crlthue of Po—
litical Economy, PpPp. 202- 203 and 205-210L.
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See K. MARY A Contrlbutlon to the Crlthue of Polltlcal Eco—.

‘nony, pp 51 and 191.

By "revisionism" I shall denote the interpretation of Marx-
ism developed by members of the Second International, in
particular by E. Bernstein. Subsequent Marxists may be cal-
led revisionists when their interpretations of Marxism ex- -
press ideas similar to those of the classical, XIXth centu-
ry revisionists., As for the more precise deflnltlon of re-
visionism, I follow Luxemburg, whose approach is well sum-
marized by D. Howard in his “"Introduction" to R. LUXEMBURG
(1971), as follows: "Opportunism and revisionism are' cha-
racterized economically by theilr 'vulgar economic stand-
point' —by the faet that thelr analysis is made from the.
point of view of the individual capitalist for whom there
is a harmony of interests between capital and labor for the
simple reason that the capitalist system is seen by the in-
dividual capitalist as eternal and immutable. Politically
they are characterized by thelr willingness to sacrifice the-
final goal. (socialism). to the practlcal needs of the'moment”
(p.36) (Parenthesis added). R. LUXEMBURG (1971) observes
that: "... at the Stuttgart Party Congress... -the opportun-
ist elements in our Party immediately grouped themselves
about Bernstein's banner. If, on the one hand, opportunist

- currents in practical activity are an entirely natural phe-

nomenon which can be explained in the light of the condit-
ions of our act1v1ty and its growth, Bernstein's theory, on
the other hand, is a nod less natural attempt to group these:
currents into a general thecretical expression to discover
their proper theoretical presuppositions, and to break with
sclentific soclalism. Bernstein's theory is thus th& theo-
retical ordeal by fire for opportunlsm (pp.129-130). Final- ‘
ly, to characterize the peneral view about historical develop-
ment of revisionists, the followipg remarks by S. BERACHA
(1937) are to . the point: "Bernstein était d'avis gque la trans-
formation de la société devait se faire par la part1c1patlon‘
constante et progre581ve des socialistes au pDUVOlr bourgeols,'
Jusgu'au moment ol-ce dernier, condamné par 1l'évolution de

la production, se dissoudrait compl&tement... Les partisans

de cette conceptlon, touJOurs traités avec meflance par les
marxistes orthodoxes, s'appelent, dans le langage de la po-
litique courante, des opportunistes" (pp.%$5 and 96). See al-
so R. LUXEMBURG (19?1),_"1, The Oppeortunist Method", pp.55-60;
and "5, Opportunism in Theory and Practice", pp.128-134; V.T.
LENIN, The Proletarian Revolution and the Rbnegade Kautsky,
oectlon I; and G.P. STEENSON (1978), pp.83- 85

”
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e . :
R. LUXEMBURG (19?1) p t31.. o ;

G.D. H\“EOLE 196?) says that- "The leaders of the party.;.
were in no doubt concerning the rlght 'policy for the imme- .
diate future. This -was to use its new freedom to win over

a majority of the electorate and to confront the young Em-
peror and his advisers with a popular movement so strong .
that they would not dare to appeal to force again. This
seemed good.sense; but what was the-best way of winning

the requlred glectoral support?... Should the-Social Demo-

. crats maintain the policy of complete independence of, and

non-co-operation with,-all other parties; or should they

be prepared to enter into arrangements either in Parliament,
‘or for the purposes of electoral give-and-take? Secondly, ‘
should the party g¢ontinue to regard itself, as the class:re-
presentatlve of the. industrial workers; or should it make

an effort to enlist the support of the peasants, who fofmed
a large fraction of the electorate in many parts of Germa-
ny?“'%p 256) . See also G.P. STEENSON (1978), pp.101-111; C.

' LANDAUER (1959), pp»298-303; W:0. HENDERSON (1976), p. 66k ;

4

J. ROVAN -(1978), pp.91-96.

G.D.H. COLE (1967) says "The reformist movement within the
German Social Democratic Party after 1890 began well before
Bernstein played any party{in it. .The first shot was fired
in a speech delivered by the Munich deputy, Georg von Vol-
lmar, in 1891. 'There have' id Vollmar, 'no doubt been on
cccasigns great crises-in which history has made, or appsar-
ed to make, a leap. But what occurs in general is a slow
organic evolution... all political and social situations
are of a relative character, are forms of transition. To
make use of the form which exists in order.to exert an in-
fluence on that of -tomorrow -—therein lies. our proper role'™
(p.173). See also J. ROVAN (1978), pp.92-93 and 105-106; P.
GAY (1962), pp. 62, 69 and 258.° '

See G.P. STEENSON (1978), pp.104-105; L. KOLAKOWSKI (1978),
1I,.pp.98-99. ' T

Quoted in G.D.H. COLE (1967}, p.257:

1.1) Kautsky af%acked the reformlsts proposals on the. peaeant

.question in a series of articles that later would form his
famous book, The Agrarian Question, published in 1899, In
those arﬁlcles Kautsky also put forward some proposals that
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would gain the sympathy of the peasants for the SDP, with-
out compromising the class-stand of the party. Bernstein
agreed with Kautsky in general terms, but also criticized
him. As G.D.H. COLE (19%?) says, Kautsky "appeared as the
advocate of a number of-measures which would in his view
help to relieve peasant poverty and to secure peasant back-
ing for the Social Democratic, Party, without being open to -,
the danger of entrenching the peasant more firmly 'in his’
small farm... Bernstein, criticising these proposals by
Kautsky, pertinently remarked that in practice they would

be of much more help to the wealthier peasants than to the
poorer, and of little or none to the hired &dgricultural la-
bourer. He favoured, as against Kautsky, a policy of direct
help to the peasants... Social democracy, Bernstein conterid-
ed, should commit itself to measures which offered immediate
improvement in ‘the condition of the small peasants, without

troubling itsellf about thelr consequences in strengthening
the peasant sector of the economy" (pp.264-265) . On the other

hand, the peasant question involved a discussion about the
character of the capitalist state. Kautsky rejected any ac-
tion by the SDP which would strengthen the capitalist state,
and in so doing he rejected Bernstein's opportunism. Kautsky's
position was presented in his "Dexr-Parteitag und der Staat-
sozialismuN', Neue Zeit, 11:1 (1892-1893), pp.210-221. Kauts-

‘ky's posit¥on about these issgues won the -day at the Breslau

Congress. As STEENSON (1978) puts it: ", ..Kautsky's resolut- |
ion passed by a vote of 158 to 63... The proportion of Reichs-
tag member who voted against Kautsky's resolution was four
times higher than those who voted for i%, but only two of the
twelve members of the party leadership opposed 1t. Most party
membérs who had been or were to be associated with the right
voted against the resolution” (p.110). See also G.D.H. COLE

" (1967), pp.265-266; P. GAY (1962), pp.198-204; v.I. LENIN,

Marxism and Revisionism, p.426.

See G.D.H. COLE (196?); pp.264-266; and references glven on
note 7 above.. ' . :

G.P. STEENSON (1978), p.1lt.

See G.P. STEENSON (1978), p.100; and,w;o._HENDERSON,(1976),
pp.730~731. K S L ‘

About the relations between Engels on the one ‘hand and Kauts-
ky and Bernstein on the other, W.0. HENDERSCN (19?6) notes
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that "in 1895 Engels was displeased with both Bernstein
and Kautsky when he learned that they were planning to
~write a history .of socialism without seeking his advice
or collaboration. In his final letter to Kautsky, written
during 'his last illness, he sharply rebuked him for his
conduct" (p.731). P. GAY (1962) comments about the relat-
ions between Engels and Bernstein during the last days of
Marx's friend: "To be a German Socialist in the London of
that time was to be in Engels' shadow. Bernstein was no ex-
ception. His historical studies, his theoretical articles,
his edition of the complete works of Lassalle for the par-
ty —all these were carried forward under Engels' .eye. While
such things are impossible to prove, it appears.likely that
Bernstein's close friendhip with the older man postponed
his lapse into the revisionist heresy. It can hardly be an.
accident that the first articles .which revealed Bernstein's
break with orthodox Marxism. appeared in 1896, about a year
after Engels' death" (pp.67-68). See also Gay's note #12
on page 68 of his book. Finally, W. 0. HENDERSON (1976), dis-
“cussing Engels' role in the soclialist movement notes that .
"Engels had... filled admirably the rdle of an elder state-
man who had placed his long experlence of revolutionary po-
‘litics at the disposal of the various soclalist parties in
Europe. His detailed knowledge of the history and politics
“of different countries enabled him to .give sound advice not
only to the powerful German Social Democrat Party but also
to smaller parties in France and Italy and Austria which were
- 8t1ll in a relatively early stage of development. After En-
gels' death no one ¢ould assume the mantle of a veteran re-
volutionary campaigner whose long experierice gave him the
right to qffer advice to a new generation of socialist lead-
ers" (p.730) .

16) J. ROVAN (1978), p.100. The Social Democratic Party acquired

thig name at the Erfurt Congress. Formerly 1t was called the

+ Seoglalistische Arbeiterpartel. Deutschlands, the Workers' So-
clalist Party of Germany :

~

17} This bBook was made up of several articles that Bernstein , .

published after 1896 in the Neue Zeit. Here I use the trans-

“lation by Edith C. Harvey, '1963. Unfortunately, for reasons
that are unclear to me, the chapter deallng with Hegel's in-
fluence on Marx has been elelnated from all the English
translations. Thus, when’ referrlng to that part of the book,
I will quote from secondary sources. (See D. WCLELLAND (19?9)
p.35, note 51).
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18) G.D.H. COLE (1967) says that "Bernstein, indeed, professed
to be attacking, not Marxism itself, but only some parts of
the master's docirine that were in no way essential to its
main significance. He attempted to draw a distinction between
the central core of Marxism, which he accepted as true —and
indeed took for granted— and certain excrecences upon it
which had arisen out of a mistaken reading, by Marx himself,
0f the movement of contemporary historic forces... Bernstein
did believe in Marxism, as a general system of thought —or
believed that he believed in it. Nevertheless, the 'revisions'
which he proposed went a very long way towards undermining
the partlcular interpretation of Marxism that had been embo-
died in the Erfurt Programme..." {(pp.271-272). See also S,
- BERACHA (1937), pp.77-78. For his part, P. GAY (1962}, af-
flrms that "Rev131onlsm was far more than a patchwork of
'corrections' or 'improvements' on orthodox Marxism. In the
hands of its chief proponent it evolved into a full-scale
attack on Marx's system" (p. 141) See E. BERNSTEIN (1963),
pp.24-27. . . :

19) As P. GAY (1962) put it: "Bernstein came to technical phi-
‘losophy late and without expert guidance... his lack of
really thorough philosophical education drove him to rely
on commorl sense and to give free play to his already power-

ful skeptical and empiricist sympathies" (pp.143—14ﬁ)

20) As Bernstein himself says, "Eclecticism —the selecting
from different explanations and ways of dealing with phe-
nomena-— is often only the natural reaction from the doc-
trinaire desire to deduce everything from cne thing and to
treat everything according to one and the same method. As
soon as such desire is excesslve the eclectic spirit works
its way again with the power of a natural force. It is the
rebellion of sober reason against the tendency inherent in
-every doctrine to fetter thought" (1963, p.14). Needless to
say, the 'monistic' doctrine that is being alluded to is Marx-
1sm, and the rebuke 1s directed agalnst both Marx and his

'orthodox' followers. For the various philocsophical influen-

ces on Bernstein, see P. GAY (1962}, Chapter VI, pp.141-165;
V.I. LENIN, Marxism and Revisionism, pp.4%24-425; Idem., "Re-
view of K. Kautsky's Bernstein und das sozialdemokratische -
Programm. Eine Antikritik", p.381; D. McLELLAND (1979), pp.
33537 - '

21) See P. GAY (1962}, Chapter IV, pp.85—109; L. COLLETTI (1971),
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PD.76-82; V.I..LENINL Marxism and Revigionism, pp.425-430;

‘R.. LUXEMBURG (1971) , pp.60-79 and 93-128.

In a letter to Kautsky, written many years after the 're-
visionist eontroversy', Bernstein states that "I had sought
to explain hasty conclusions of Marx and Engels as the con-
sequence of their being seduced by the Hegellan dialectic,
which after all is not integrally connected with the theory".
Bernstein to Kautsky, december 16, 1927. Quoted in P. GAY
(1962), p.146.

See K. MARX, Capital, I, p.29; V.I. LENIN, "Review of K.
Kautsky's Bernstein und das sozialdemokratische Programm.
Eine Antikritik", p.381. . -

- -

E. BERNSTEIN, Die Voraussetzungen des Sozialismus und die .
Aufgaben der Sozialdemokratie, p.53. Quoted in P. GAY (1962),
p.145, See note 17 above. ~ :

P. GAY (1962), p.145. Also worth noting here is that Bern-
stein thought that Hegel's influence on Marx lead him to
adopt a dualistic methodology, one that showed Marx's in-
tellectual elusiveness. and sclentific unreliability: "To
me (there is) a dualism which runs through the whole mo-
rumental work of Marx... & dualism which consists in this,

' that the work aims at being a scientific inquiry and also

at. providing a theory laid down long before its drafting

... FPor the general sympathy with the strivings for eman-
cipation of the working classes does not in itself stand

in the way of the scientific method. But, as Marx approach-
es ‘a point when that final aim enters seriously into fthe
guestion, he becomes uncertain and unreliable... It thus
appears that this great scientific spirit was, in the end,

a slave to a doctrine. To express it figuratively, he has
raiseéd a mighty building within the framework of a scaffold-
ing  he found existing, and in its erection he Kept strictly
to the laws of scientific architecture as long as they did
not collide with the conditions which the construction of
the scaffolding prescribed, but he neglected or evaded them
when the scaffolding did not allow of thelr observance.
Where the scaffolding put limits in the way of the build-
ing, instead of destroying the scaffolding, he changed the
building itself at the cost of its right proportions and
so made it more dependent on the scaffolding".E. BERNSTEIN
(1963}, pp.209-211. ’ -
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26) As L. KOLAKOWSKI (1978) puts it: "In Bernstein's. opinion
it was the misfortune of Marxist theory that it derived

- from Hegelianism. Marx, he thought, had never quite shaken

. "off the Hegelian fendency to make deductions about soclal
conditions from abstract, a priori dialectical schemata,
with insufficient regard for actual facts. This had led
him to believe in historical determinism and in a single
factor governing the course of history, in relatlon to which
human beings were merely instruments or organs.:. Hegel
was .also respon51ble for the Blangulst element in Marxism, -
the belief in total revolution and the creative role of” pe-
iitical violence"(II, pp.102-103). See note 17 above.

. 27) E. BERNSTEIN (1963), p.7. -
28).Idem., Pp.6-7.

29) When Kautsky responded to Bernstein, he denounced the lat-
ter's interpretation of historical materialism as belng -
mechanistic, as a kind of historical fatalism. Kautsky show-
ed how Bernstein, while rejecting Marx's "determinism", was
rnot able to advance an alternative explanation based on
"ethical" factors. Moreover, Kautsky rejected the critique
that Bernstein had presented against the dialectlcal method,
pointing out that Marx had not only changed his analyses in
the course of his own theoretical deliberations, he had al-

so paid enormous attention to "empirical” matters. Finally,
Kautsky criticized at length Bernstein's analyses of parti-
“cular economic and political issues. See V.I. LENIN, "Review
of K. Kautsky's Bernstein und das sozialdemokratische Programm.
Eine Antikritik", passim. However, Kautsky did not challenge
the point of view from which Bernstein's critique was develop-
ed, in particular the meaning of Marx's "determinism". Kauts-
¥y rejected Bernstein's fatalistic view of historical mater-
ialism bui nonetheless thought it to be deterministic. Although
he did not say clearly what he meant by de®erminism, it is
probable that Kautsky considered it to be a sort of biologle-
al-ecological-economic determination. Kautsky's opposition

to Bernstein's 1nterpretatlon of historical materialism pro-
bably emerged from his own Darwinian conception of history,

in which chance, played an important role (See APPENDIX I).
But, be this as it may, Kautsky tended to agree with Bern-
stein's account of the notion of productivye forces and of

the technological determination of the economic sphere. More-
over, Kautsky rejected historical materialism as fatalistic
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by invoking a particular bdbrand -of "naturalism". As L. CO-
LETTI (1971) puts it: "Kautsky wanted to guarantee the dis-
tinction between freedom and necessity, while at the same
time avoiding dualism... Nonetheless, Kautsky could not
avoid the conclusion of compressing the historical-social
world into the framework of cosmic-natural evolution, to
such an extent that they were no longer distinguishable"
(pe72). In this way, as in Bernstein's interpretation, the
social ‘and economic categorles of Marx were reduced to "ob-
Ject1v1st1c" notlons, since the ultimate determining elements
in society and in history were natural and technological en-

- tities. Kautsky, like Bernstein, espoused an implicit dual-

ism between the "objective" world, i.e., nature and techno-
logy, and the "subjective" spheres, 1.e., the political,
ideological and ethical dimensions of social life. If Bern-
stein was a revisionist, Kautsky the "orthodox" Marxist was,
as Lenin would say later, a "kryptorevisionist".

The 'Preface' contains the most abreviated and "strong"
version of Marx's theory of historical change. But, as

we shall see later, this text poses particular problems

to interpreters of Marx. Nonetheless, even a quick reading
of the 'Preface' should disabuse one of the "fatalistic" in-
terpretation, to say nothing of "technological fatalism":

as Marx says there, his entire theoretical enterprise is to
study political economy, "the anatomy of civil society", in

order to explain how "social existence... determines...
consclousness" (pp.2C and 21). When, in the 'Preface', Marx
talks of "productive forces", "material conditions", and

such like, he is referring to elements of a social reality,
not merely to 1ts "physical" or "natural" aspects. See below,
point 4: "Centrality of Marx's 1859 'Preface'"

K. MARX, Theses on Feuerbach, '#1.

As R. MONDOLFO (1968) comments, for Marx "materialism" means
" il risveglio della praxis storlca, ClOe dell'attivita
operosa e inesausta dell'umanita, non pil collegata, come
prevalentemente in Feuerbach, con la natura statica, sl be-
ne col dinamismo della storia, in una variazione progressiva,
nella quale ogni momento é legato alle condizioni reall esis-
tenti. Cosicché i1l pasatc condiziona il presente e guesto
l'avvenire; ma al tempo stesso é anche stimolo e impulso
all'azione ulteriore modificatrice... Questo €& il rovescia-
mento della praxis, d4i cui parla Marx..."(p.61).
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E. BERNSTEIN (1963), p.9.

Idem.,' pp. 7 and'9.

T

Idemo| pp- 13"1“’-

E. BERNSTEIN, Die Voraussetzungen des Sozialismus und die
Aufeaben der Sozialdemokratie. Quoted in S. BERACHA (1937},
p.160. See note 17 above.

E. BERNSTEIN (1963), p.91.

See K. MARX, Capital, I, pp.46-47, 56-58, 68-70, 84-85, 87,

104-105,-183-18&; T11, 2b8-249, 265, 482-483, 487, 491, 492~
493; et al. For a detailed discussion on Bernstein's notion

of Marx's theory of value, see L. COLLETTI (1971), pp.76-97.
An excellent, up-dated and comprehensive analysis of Marx's

notions of value and surplus-value appears in K. KUHNE (1979),
I, Chapter III. See also ACADEMIA DE CIENCIAS URSS (1975),

Chapteg IV; and P. WALTON & A. GAMBLE (1972),pp.167-196 and
200-206. ' .

L. COLLETTI (1971), p.65.

See note 5 above.
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SUPERSTRUCTURAL‘MARXISM AND TECHNOLOGICAL DETERMINISM

This Qhapter-traces Marxist tﬂeorétiéal developﬁents from
the end of the classical-révisioniét debatte up to the present
énd provides the historical background needed to examine re-
cent versions of techhfological detérminism.'Naturally, the em-
phasis will be on following the main lihes of development of
the téchnological_interpretation of Marx, the fundamental as-
pects of which I have Jjust presented.

The main claim I make is that technological determinism
and what I call superstructﬁral Marxism correspond one to the
other, as two sides of a single coin. I argue that th%s cor-
respondence became explicit after the Second World War. In the
period from the early 1920s to the middle 1940s, Marxists who
held that superstructures were more relevant and determinant
than economic basis were st{pggling against -the “vulgar", "pos-
itivistic" and "economicist" Marxism of the Second Internation-
al and of Stalinism. During.this-ﬁhaée, the tendency among such
Marxists was to stfeés the philosophical character of historical
materialism, and to reduce all non-sécial and non-subjective
aspects of society to soclal and subjective ones. The cdrre—
spondence beitween teéhnologibal determinism and such super-
strﬁctural Marxism did not appear explicitly initially, but

only emerged later. In the period from the late 1940s to the
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present, the superstructurallsts, while still rejecting vulgar
Marxism argued that contemporary capltallsm had overcome 1mpor—
tant tralts described by Marx. This new characterization result-
ed in a new version of‘technological determinism,; one which
seems to be more compatible with thé superstructuralists' orig-
inal emphasis on the non-economic aspects of soclety. Moreover;
superstructuralists- took Marx's and Engels' earlier works,.when
they were finally pubiished, to be a defense of a2 kind of hu-
manist philosﬁphy and to Justify thelr refraining from_socio-
‘economic analyses. In particular, by generalizing Marx's earlier
notion of alienation, superstructurallsts were able to see- Marx
as a philoscpher rather than-as & polltlcal economlcal scientist.
The notion of alienation thus became a-metaphysical idea which

~
explained the ontelogical basis of la condition humaine. Final-

ly, when technology was regarded as the cause and fundamental
form of alienation, a metaphysical ftechnological determinist

interpretation of Marx was made possible.

(4) Superstructural Marxism defined.”

I begin by defining superstructural Marxism in a general
and provisional manner. A better understanding of this doctrine
will be possible only after we have studied its forms and process

of development and have related it to tecq;flogical determinism.
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Superstructural Marxism provides an interpretation of so-
ciety and history emphasizing the role of its institutional
and ideological aspects as opposed to its economié ones. This
is presented as an interpretation of Marx's historical material-

_lsm.

In its ;nterpretation-of history and society, superstructural
Marxism emphasizeé fhe importance of the study of non-economic
relations and processes. Non-economlc aspects of -society and
history compfise ideological elements —in particular political,
legal, phllosophlcal religious, aesthetlcal and cultural 1deas——
and 1nst1tutlonal elements —in partlcular legal systems, prop-
‘erty systems, psycho-social relations between human. beings, and
political and "non-productive" institutions such as the state,
the family, churches and the énmy, the educational and inform-

ation systems.

Superstructural Marxism is based on the claim that the
ideological and institutional parts of saciety play no less a
determinant role than the economic parts in the development of
social and historical processes. From this claim it follows
that anti-capitalist revolutions can take place even when the
economic conditions are not yet sufficiently mature, provided

that institutional and ideoclogical conditions are propitilous.
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And froﬁ this it féllows that revolutionary conscioggnesé and
praxis do not belong only to the industrial working class and
that revolutionéry processes reqﬁire that institutional and
-ideolqgical elements be're&olutionized. Indeed, some super-
struoturai Marxists 'go so far as to say that ideologfcal and
institutional elements of society must be regarded as the fun-
damental determinants in change in the advanced stages of cap-

italism.

As an interprétation of Marx, superstrﬁctural-Marxism em-
‘phasizes the philosophical and humanistic foundations of.Marx's
analysis, in cbntrést to positivistic and spientiétic interpre-
tations, which are based on the assertion that Marx's analysis
rest on the study of politico-economic issues. Superstructural
Marxism attempfs to understand the mature work of Marx, in par-

ticular Capital, in the light of Marx's earlier works, such as.

The German Ideology, the 1844 Manuscripts and even the Grundrisse.
Beéideﬁ, in developing their philosophical interpretation of
Marx, superstructuralists pay much attention to the problems'

of method in the study of historical materialism.

As a result of Marx's explicit declarafions about the fun-
damental role played in socio-historical processes by the material

production of social life, superstructuralists have paid partic-



ular attention to the_relations between the economic base and

- SUPERSTRUCTURAL MARIXSM bs/

by

-~

the ideologico~institutional superstructure. They have argﬁed

in support of,

?

(a) interactionism, according to which theibase and the

. superstructure relate to one another in terms of re-

ciprocal determination;

(b) historical totalism, according to which the separation

between base and supersiructure is overcome through
an analysis guided by revelutionary praxis concelved
of as: 1. class consciousness; and 2. an awareness of
history as a totality; :

(e¢) philosophical totalism, according to which class con-

sciousness to become all-encommassing must be based

on a proper philosophical analysis, since only philo-
sophy can integrate the economic and the institutional-
ideological analyses.

In brief, then,'superstructural Marxism is an interpretation

of Marx and of contemporary soclo-historical developments, which

_emphasizes the role of institutional and ideological aspects,

rover the economic ones. It has tended to prevall, notably after

World War II, among non-communist interpfeters of Marx, especial-

ly those in capitalist countries (1). -

Superstructural Marxism emerged 1n the early 1920s. In the

course of its development the Secdnd World War and the publica-

&

tion of Marx's and Engels' earlier works had a strong impact.

The new historical realities of the post-war pericd prompted

:superstructuralists to attempt a characterization of capltalism
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which went beyond Marx's prescriptive analyses. Thls. was encour-
aged by the publication of Marx's ahd Engels" earlier works, in
which superstructuralist interpretations of socio-historical

processes allegedly appeared (2).

For these reasons it is necessary to separate the development

of superStructural Marxism into two periods:

(a) from the early 1920s to World War II; and

(b) from the end of World War II to the preéent.

Antecedents. The sbeial and historiéal conditions‘that prompted
the émergence of superstructural Marxism.ﬁere hepalded by the
Russian Revolution‘of i905, which inaugurated a new convulsive
and revolutionary period in capitalism, while the outbreak of
the First World War in 1914% was to change radically.the outlook
of Marxists, especiallyosince cne of thé casualties of the war
was the Second International itself. With the disappearehce of
the Second International, the theoretical framework that had
served Marxists of all tendencieé disappeared, to be replaced
by a more militant attitude on the part of* Marxists %o revolu-.

tionary action and the restoration of the revolutionary char-

acter of Marx's theory (3).

Representatives of the new revolutionary position opposed
to the line of thought of thé Second International developed

4
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new theofeticél approaches‘comﬁensurate‘witﬂ their re&olutionary:
zeal. They weré particularly actiye in Germany, where Luxemburg
was the most impbrtant figure and in Russié,_where Lenin madé
his most important contributions (4). For its part, the Soviet
Revolution became a boint of reference for Marxists, and super-
st?uctural Marxism a?peéred in large bart.as a consequence of

and as a reaction to . it (5). , -t

(B) The first period: Lukacs.

8
"In the aftermath of the revolutienary developmerits of the

.late 1910s many Marxists reappraised it in terms-of its'practical}
theoretical, political, ideologioal and explanatory aspects. Un-
like the Marxists of the Secand International, a new generétibn
of European Marxists attemﬁted to rebuild Marxism so %hat it
wéuld become once more a revolutionary programme éﬁd so that
theory and practice would be united. Moreover, these new Marx-
ists emphasized the "dialectical", "critical" and "subjective"
character of historical materialism, as opposed to thé "pos-
itivist" and "reductionistic" view of it espbuSed by revision-
ists and orthodox Marxists. Like Lenin, they emphasized the

role of political organization, the importance of 'practical
tasks, tHe new.conditions of contemporary capitalism and the

need to work on the philosophical bases of historical material-

[
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ism. Unlike Lenin, they stressed the role of the consclousness
in human activity, and attacked Qgpin‘s "objectivism" ..
. ' . ’ . ¥ . hd
Marxists iike Lukacs,. Korsch and Gramscl, and "neo-Marxists"

like Adorno and Horhhelmer are the most important ehponents of

- the klnd of superstructural Marxism prevalent durlng thls perlod

Two themes characterize their work: a)rthe rejection of "natural—
ism", ”scientificism“, "positivisﬁ"-and "ec0nbﬁiéism” aS:a.foun:
datlon for historical materlallsm and (b) the 1n51stence on

the revolutlonary character of hlstorlcal materlallsm as 1ts

true basis. Two important consequences follow from the priority
assigned by these first superstructuralists to reVolutiona;y
praxis} on the one hand, historical materialism was seen in philo-
sophical terms, rather than in terms of the social sciences
(politips and economics}); on the bther:hand, political orienj

tations recognizing compromises in terms of "Realpolitik" were

rejected.

For our purposes it 1s not necessary to con51der all these

-

authors' positions. We need only con51der the work of Georg

‘Lukdcs, who is undoubtedly the mosi influential of all super-

structuralists (6). Moreover, we need only, study those parts

of History and Class Consciousness in which Lukics implicitly

relates superstructuralist ideas and technological determinism.

"

bl et
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Lukacs lnaugurated superstructural Marx1sm by modlfylng A
certain cruclal ideas beyond the point where Marx had - left them.
0f these the most important. are his extenslon of the spec1f1c
economlc meanlng of relflcatlon to cover all aspects of human
life under capltallsm (unlversal relflcatlon)‘ and his replace-
ment of the economic analys1slof capltallsm by a phllosophlcal
one, in which the notion of totality occuples the central place‘
Unlversal relflcatlon is characterlzed by the fact that all
aspects of socxal life are 1ncreas1ngly being shaped by techno—
logical “instrumentality: capltallsm is. but the process. of Anivers-~
~aligzation of "ratlonal calculatlon . Hlstorlcal materialism -can-
not be concelved in- terms of a sc1entlf1c (economlc) analy51s
but needs;¥o be understood as. a phllosophy The, sclentlflc
(“econom1c1st") approach to soClo~historical reality necessarily
fragments the requiredlunifiedAcomprehension of that realit&fand,
besides, it leads uo noﬂ—revblufionary positlons —as was the.
case with the "p051t1v1st1c” and "sc1entlst" positions of the

Marxists of the Second Internatlonal

-

Because of its parficular social'anduhistorical character—
istics, only the proletarlan class conscilousness is capable of
understandlng soclo- hlstorlcal reality as a unlty, 1.e. as a
totallty Proletarian class consclousness has to concelve socio-

hlstorlcal reality as a totallty because it is a revolutlonary

consciousness. Only a revolutionary consciousness can succes-
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fully use the dlalectlcal method and the hlstorlcal materlallst
approach hecause only revolutlona;;fcon501ousness concelves - -

soclo—hlstorlcal reallty'aa a.totalify. Thus, historical materlal—

ism is the ideology and the phllosophy of the proletarlat the

v

expre551on of the revolutlonary proletarlan class cohscliousness.

However, if Lukacs' analysis is emptied of the’ part}cular po-.
litical comm;fmgnts ekpressed in 1it, it consisfs in an impliciﬁ A
-tephnologiéall@eterminist interpretation of historical material- .

ism.

[CI ‘ ;-

“As'already noted, twod cdﬁbépté are fundamental to upder- -

stand Tukaés' position: his npfions of totality (Tofalitaty and ¥
of reifica%ion_(Verdinglichﬁng)"or objectification (Verg%gen— ' <

standlichung) . By’analysing”these we discover the main lines

of Lukacs' superstructural Marxism, as well as jhe\@anner in
) ) - .
which he laid the basls for the- technological superstructuﬁa}—
.t ) .o “ ;. . a
ist interpretation of historical materialism.

L] N
-

. For Lukics the mistake of the Marxists of the Secpnﬁ'In—
ternafiohal'ﬁas that they fragmented Marx's.approach' On the _
one hand they spoke of & "sc1ent1flc" theory « %F hlstory which - -
was gpverned Dy "laws similar to those of naéural sciences (7).

On the other hand they argued for polltlcal and ideological

commitment ‘based on the dream of just;ce and freedom. Theory

P
N e . e -
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;Waé sci;ntifié and :éferred %0 what is; practice was ethical
'ano,regefred to what ought to be. Unlike Marx, Marxiéts.of'the
Second Internationai disengaged préctice from'theory. Tﬁey
ébandoned the standpoiﬁt of the proletafian class coociousness,
,-whioi.was the only standpoint capable of unifying theory éﬁd
. practice. By adopting the bourgeois divisioﬁ of theory and prac-
tlce they would see hlstorlcal mater;allsm alternatlvely as a
science and as an ethics, and S& abandonlng the standp01nt of
‘the proletarlan class consclousness, they were able .to ob}lt—
érafe'Marx's idea that history and society constituted a totality.
:ﬁlnﬂsum, by’aoopting "geilence" as the analytical péfadigm of,,
_historical materialisﬁ} they became commiteo‘to a bourgeols,
peifying fheoretioal approach-

’Following Marx's ‘analysis of the fetishism of commoditieo,'
LukECStaskB if "...commodity exchange together-witﬁ its struc—'
tuﬁg} consequences (is) able to influence the total outer and
1oner life of 8001ety°"(8). And he answers that certalnly it
can. w;tb capitalism, commodity exchange affects flrst the
“outer“ ;ifo“of soclety, i.e. its economic”llfe, and then its
7"1nner 1life, i.e. i%s.sooial consciousness. In capitalism
- commodity exchange'becomes "the univérsal category of - soclety

as a whole": o

] R 1
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(T)he réification produced by commodity relations assumes
decisive importance both for the objective evolution of
society and for the stance adopted by men towards 1t (9).

Y

When the reification produced by commodity relaticns becomes
the universal category of séciety'as a whole, the consciousness

of human beings are also reified, il.e. all social relations and

_all mental. processes are reduced to rational calculation, i.e.
to a process. of objectification, i.e. to technological instru-
mentality. Human belngs, moreovér,“do not attempt to eliminate
reification:
. L | |
On the contrary, it is concerned to make it permanent by~
'scientifically deepening' the laws at work. Just as the
capitalist 'system continuously produces and reproduces
itself economically on higher and higher levels, the struc-

ture of reification progressively sinks more deeply, more
fatefully and more definitively into the conscilousness of

.man (10)- | : (LJ/,’-\

%

Féllowing.Max Weber, Lukacs argues thgt‘capitalism‘con~
gists in the process by méans of which all social instances
"become subject to "rational calculation", so that reality as
a whole is rationalized, -i.e. subject to scientific.understand—
ing and technological manipulation. For Lukics, as against We-
ber,.rational calculation 1is inherenf to réification as such,
Whereas for Weber the process of rationalization of reality
meant that capitalism would finally free human belngs from

misery and bondage, for Lukacs this process of rationalization
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' _means that human beings become totally alienated.

L
A

Lukacs says-thét the'proceés of réif{cation springs from
the economic realm but that it tends to émbrace all social
phencmena. Once reification has become uniﬁeréai, it influences
the economic sysfem through science and‘technoiogy. Rationality,
sience and technology become the agents and the causes of rei-
fication. According to Lukics, when total reification occurs
it is impossible to grasp critically the alienating charactér

"

of bourgeoils rational calculatioh or of science and technology

~

3

as such:r

It must be emphasized that this inability to penetrate to
the real material substratum of science is not the fault
of individuals. It is rather something that becomes all
the more apparent_the more science has advanced and the
more consistently it functions —from the point of view
of its own premises (11). : '

For Lukics we can only escape the logic of reification by
non rational means. In order to overcome capitalist alienation,
the-wofking class must criticise it by developing and exercis-
ing in a revolutionary way its own class consciousness. Nothing
but proletarian class consciouéness can consider capitalist
reification from the point of view of a'totélity, i.e. as a

historical whole: . - °

A



SUPERSTRUCTURAL MARXISM - | 54/

Reification is, then, the necessary, lmmediate reality of
every person living in capitalist society. It can be over-
come only by constant and constantly renewed efforts to
disrupt the reified structure of existence by concretely
relating to the concretely manifested contradictions of .
the total development, by becoming conscious of the imma-
nent meanings of these contradictions for the total devel-

opment... Only .when the consciousness of the proletarilat
" is able to point the road along which the dialectics

of history is objectivedy impelled... will the conscliousness

of the proletariat awaRen Yo a consciousness of the process
It is in this that the objective necessity of ‘-history

consist... What is crucial is that there should be an as-

piration towards totality, that action should serve the

.. in the totality of the process (12). -

On this vie the aspiration towards totality means regard-
ing history and society from the standpoint of the dialectical
method. For only by means of thls method can we rejecf existing
conqitions in prinéiple, and unite the dispaféte demands of _
theory and practice. As Lukics puts the point, "for the dialéét—l

"ical method the central problem is to change reality"(13). On

thg othér hand, only the ﬁfoletariat can sucoessfully use the
dialectical metﬁod, because it 1is the'oply sbciallgroup tﬁat
social and historiecal conditions have endowed with a revolution-
ary consciousness. For Lukacs, revolutionary conscilousness ié

what characterizes the proletariat as an historically exceptlonal

class. The proletarian_class consciousness is the only kind of

consciousness capable of transcending and becoming the motor

of history (14).
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~In brief, then, Lukacs attempts to describe socio-historical

processes in terms of a growing reification whiéh_hampers.the
'unffy'of human existence and of human consciousness. For him,
rﬂificatién means rational calculation, involving scientific
cbﬁpfehengion and technological manipulation. Nevertheléss, the
process of increased reification can be reversed andlovercome.
Tbis‘task can be fulfilled by the "total" character of the pro-
letarian class éonsciousnéss, whidh.impels'workers to wage rev-

- plutions.

The superstructural emphasis in Lukacs® analysis 1s appar-
ent iﬁ its philosophical character, and in the fact that for
him the true meaning of historical materialism lies in its
method. Moreover, he attends most closely to superstructural
dimensions such as consclousness, and to uﬂiversal reification
as a principle of the capitalist social institutioﬁs and ideoldgy.
There is in Lukacs' work a tendency fo reduce Marx's problematic
to two themes:_(a)'the methodological and philosophical ways
to approach in a correét form this historical-materialist in- —_—
terpretatio; of socio-hisforiéal development; and (b) the idea
that'capitaliém‘is characterized by increasing technological

and scientifie determination. ‘ ,

Thesg tendéncies/in Lukzcs' thought were counterbalanced

by his political comﬁttment to the Communist Party, which he

.
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saw 28 the foundation of the correct outcome and exercise of
proletarian class thscidusness_(lS).'But what 1if. one does'not
think that the party embodies proletarian class consclousness?
Where do Luk3cs' analyses lead when, as it was the case, super-
structural Marxists both rejected the leading role and meaniﬁg
of communist partles and discovered'that the proletariat might
not be partigularly revolutionary? The result is that philosophy
and technology as autonomous themes and explanations become the
theoretical basis for a superstructural version of historical

materialism according to which technological determinism ghar-

acterize contemporary soclety.

(C) The Frankfurt School.

After the first generation of superstructuralist interpretersl
of Marx‘(Lukécs, Korsch, Gramsci), and before the more recent
iriterpretations, an important contribution was made during the
1930s and early 1940s in the Frankfurt Institute for Soclal
Research. Here I discﬁés the interpretations of M. Horkhelmer
.and Th:ﬁkdorno, and in the last section of this Chapter that

of H. Marcuse. - ' f

)

Horkheimer and Adorno can be regarded as continuing Lukacs'

analysis. As D, Mclelland observes:
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Much of the work of the Frankfurt School centered on the
idea of reification Whlch was central to History and Class
Congclousness, and Lukics's emphasis on the notion of
totality helped the Frankfurt School to correct the com-
parative neglect of superstructural elements (16) .

Following Lukacs, Horkhelmer and Adorno launched an attack
on positivism in general and on science as the basic source of

reification in particular. In their Dialectic of Enlightment,

eritical and instrumental reason are opposed (1?). Critical
reason aims at, and is part of, the liberation ‘of human belnés
from oppression and external.(objective) constraints. Instru—
mental reason, on the other hand, involves the techﬁical control
of nature and of society, and it leads to totalitarianism When
institutionalized and developed by,capitalisml Instrumental
reason basicélly has to do with the external control of human
beinéé and as such is oppressive and repressive. Following Max
Weber and to a certain respect Lukacs too; Adorno and Horkhei-
mer characterize capitalist as a result of the‘spread of in-

“strumental reason (rational calculation) from the economic

sphere to the totality of social institutions.

The development of instrumental reason as the essence cf
capltallsm leads to despotism, &as exemplified by the Nazil rule
in Cermany. Put otherwise "Enllghtenment"as the bourgeols zeit-
geist leads to the total technologlzetlon and technocra%!zatlon

of reality as a whole, and hence to totalitarianism. For Adorno

A1
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and Horkheimef,'enlightment is inherently scientific and techno-
logicéi; Enlightment manifest itself in (and as) growing indus-
trialization‘and control of nature, while science, technology,
industrialization an& the coﬁtfol of nature are at the root of
all reification. Moreover, the process of reification is not
confined to capitalism, but covers all societies that aim to
develop scientifically. On this view, the. ﬁséRss attempt to
rapidly industrialize in a manner guided by the "vulgar"(Engel-
sian) version of "scientific socialism" resulted in reification
and a soclety that was ruled by a despotic totalitarian bureau-

cracy no less than many capitalist societies.

According to Agbrno and Horkheimer, the defeét of.vulgar
Marxism,consisted in its economicism. This leads to a positivist
understﬁnding of history and society, as well ;é to a mechanistic:
conception of socio-historical processes. AitHough unfaithful'to
Marx, economicism and vulgar Marxism had their roots in Marx him-
self becauSe-Marx restricted the cause of alienation to the eco-
nomic sphefe (i8).“In the opinion of Adorno and Horkheimer, Marx
failed to grasp the total meaning of alienation as universal
relfication: Marx had swallowed whole the insidious and subtle
forces of "science" and had mistakenly ended up attempting to
construct a scientific understanding of capitalism which iimited

alienation to economic alienation.
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(D) French superstructuralism.

At the end of the War, as TFrance became the proving ground

for Eufopean bourgeoils philosophies and social theories, so 1t.

became the center of superstructural Marxism. In reaction to

fascism and nazism a great effort was made to restore old human-
istic traditions. Following the Cartesian tradition, the new
humanism not only stressed the importance of subjectivity and

the individual human being, it also focused on the opposition

.between subjectivity and pbjectivity, between the internal and

the external world. The aim of these humanistes was to explain

the condition humaine, i.e. to explain the opposing forces bear-

ing down qn'contemporary human beings. On the one hand. they
attempted %o grasp and, if possible, toc reach, the subjective
liberation that should correspond to the victory over nazi op-
pression. On the other hand, fecognizing that there were insur-
moritable barriers to the expression of subjectivity imposed by

nature and by "externality as sucﬁ", nevertheless they dreamt

of sétting free subjectivity. In sum, the post-war French

humanism was a type of philosoph;cal anthropology with ideal-

istic overtones.

To develop this new humahism, 21l sorts of philosophies,

social explanations and doctrines were resuscitated and re-



SUPERSTRUCTURAL MARXISHM | . 60/

1nterpreted There was a cathollc humanlsm ranglng from neo—‘
Thomism to Mounier's personallsm there were numerous forms
"of existentialist humanism; and there were various humanistic
interpretations of Marx, ingluding an existehtialist-Marxist
interpretation, the most important version of which was devel-

‘oped by J-P. Sartre (19).

in coﬁtrast to the intsrpretation of Marx of the.French
Commuﬁist ParfyL superstructuralists presented him as a human-
ist, as a @hilosopher (20) . Superstructuralists saw Marx through
his earlier writings, in which they detected a philosophical

anthropology built around the notion of alienation.

To interpret Marx as a humanist philbsopher, and to think
of historicai materialism in superstrugctural terms, alienation
had to be regarded as more than the economic alienation described

and anslyzed in Capital. For example, consider the opinions of

M. Rubel, who holds that,

Marx n'a pas crée et n'a pas eu l'intenticn de creer un
nouveau systeme d'économlie politique... Aujourd'hul que

rious connaissons les travaux restees 1ned1ts de son vivant,
nous ne pouvons plus nous tromper sur la véritable natur
de 1° oeuvre marxienne (21).

For Rubel, Marx should not be considered an economic reduction-

Aist. Rather, he should be understood in terms of a sociological

&
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and an ethical analysis. In Rubel's view, Marx studied social
processes with a view to déscribe the historical movement towards
human liberation. Revoluéionary praxis is based on a soclological
analysis of capitalism, and the aim towards human liberation is
ethically based. Indeed ethics is held to be the encompassing

and "higher” level of analysis which supports Mérx‘s thought:

...1'éthique est justement ce qui, dans la pensée d'un
homme, se dérobe d'instinct & toute particularisation
amoindrissante, s'en délivre pour porter sur les activi-
tés diversifides un coup d'oeil & chaque instant plus - .
élevé, et les rapporter incessamment & la .verité pratique:
ainsi Marx entendait-il ne pas qultter des yeux la vie
sociale de son temps (22). .

i

(E) H. Lefebvre. . : ~ o .

Another example of post-war French superstructuralism is
the ex-communist H. Lefebvre. He interpreted Marx in much the
same way that Rubel did, as being above all a pﬁilosophér and
a humanist, aﬁd he saw the economic.catégories of Marx in S0~
ciological, anthropoiogical and ethical terms. Influenced by
'boufgeois sociologists and economists iike Aron‘and Galbraith,
Lefebvre claimed that contemporary capitalism was in some fun-
damental ways different to that Marx had studied. Contemporary‘

capitalism is determined by the processes of technologicél

development: 1t has become a technocratic soclety.
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In Lefebvre's interpretatioﬁ, what is important in the
early writings of Marx ls that there emerges the fundamental
notion of "total man", which reconciles the economic and the

other aspects of human life:

Qu'est donc 1'homme total? Ni physique, ni physiologique,

ni psychologique, ni historique, économique ou sociale ex-
clusivement et unilatéralement; 11 est tout cela, et plus
encore que la somme de ces éléments ou aspects: 1l est

leur unité, leur totalité, leur devenir... le materialisme
dialectique place au centre des preocupations'l'homme...(23).

According to Lefebvre; only the notion of "total man" can pefmit
the theoretical and practical  overcoming of reification and
fragmentation of human 1ife; it alone is capable of surpassing

alienation:

L' homme total est le sujet et 1'objet du devenir. Il est
le sujet vivant quli s'oppose 4 1'objet et surmonte cette
opposition... L'homme total est le sujet-objet vivant d’
abord déchiré, et dissocié et enchainé 4 la nécessité et

.3 1'abstraction. A travers ce déchirement il va vers la
liberté, il devient nature, mals en la dominant. L'homme
total est 1'homme "desallené" (24).

i

Lefebvre accepts Rubel's ethical and sociological version

of Marx (25), and rejects the "naturalism" inherent in the Stalin-
igt economicist interpretation (26). According %o Lefzbﬁga, eco-

nomic¢ alienation does not determine the other possibleé forms

of alienétion,'but all these, forms, ineluding the economic one,

-
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lnteract' On this basis, as I shall now show, Lefeovre-moveé.
towards a technologlcal detenmlnlst 1nterpretatlon of contem-
porary soc1ety, an 1nterpretatlon that clalms to be partlally
based on historical materlel}sm.

Lefebvre's technologioql.determinism can . be seen first iﬁ
his view that Marx detected allenatlon in the relflcatlve pro—
cess, whlch is 1nheren¢ in capltallsm This process is prompted
and gulded by technologlcal development and it results in the
disintegration of the "total man” . With_tﬁe-elimination of rei-
Tication alienation too is eliminated: apd with.the end of
alienation pre;mistory will come Eo an end. Thus, says Lefebvre;
it is not surprising‘fhat Marx gave so much attention to techno-
logy and believed that tech%ological development would finally
eliminate reification (by oecoming the basis of a totally auto-

. mated productive process).

Lefebvre also holds that Marx's notion of alienation is too
restrictive. To cope with contemporary forms of reificatlon and
alienation, such as the‘revivel of astrology or the riew religion
of the cosmonauts, a re-elaboraﬁion of both alienation and rei-
fication is needed, one based on the study of its contemporary
forms (27). In order to echieye this 1% is‘necessary to revise

Marx's notion of praxis, which-is also excessively restrictive.
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R e <
For'Mer;fvpraxis emeraeeslonly economic'end polaﬁical phenom-
iene, end leaves aside_other-fundamental aspects_of human life
such as love, lifestjies, theﬂfamily;fetc. Therefore, seys LeL
_febvre; éoiesis ("creat;vity")'should replace fﬁ% ﬁbtiontof

praxis. Poiesis accounts for all the creative and traﬁefor-

-~

- matlve-lmpulses and actions of human belngs,.lncludlng\\rax1s.

But,  if p01e51s supplants praxls, mimesis ("imltatlon )" should
:replace the restrlcted notlon of allenatlon For_J while alien-
ation could pnly explaln the de—humenlzlng aspects of polltlcal,

. R o _ _ . e O o k.
economic and class pheénomena,-mimesis is'able to, explain all.

£

the routinary dimensions of la vie guotidienne.

N La vie quotidierine ‘as Lefeevre aeésthe.matter,.eorers.what

arx’ called alienatibﬁ and what former‘supersrructereldsts
eferred to as reifieaﬁion. Moreover, it embraces what”iﬁpels

hﬁman‘beihgs to -struggle to beeomesthe%selves In'this‘senee}.,)

Lefebvre thlnks that human belngs w1ll become fully human only

'~ when everyday 1ife turns to be a "festlval" where all repres-

4

51ons are-ellmlnated and tout est permis.

Fa

Marx s analySAS and descrlptlon of 50010 hlstorlcal trends

is regarded by Lefebvre as valuable t6 4 certain’ p01nt Q.
- N

n,to the p01nt where 1t ceases to be releVant to explain con-

temporary 5001ety. Some tralts detected by Marx are still op-
/“\ B

eratlng,;n modernlte (contemporary soc;ety). for example the

R
s

R

2
&
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tendencgy towarde,socializetion, the tendency towards universal
unification, and the tendency towards concentration of wealth.
However, other aspects o0f modernité cannot be explained solely
on the basis of Marx's analysis. Following bourgeois sociologists

and economists, Lefebvre argues that cont%mporar§ capitalism
£

is fundamentally dlfferent from the capitglism studied by Marx.

Among the new tralts of capltallsm (and contemporary soolety
in general), Lefebvre mentions the following:
( ) the tendency of monopolic capltallsm to replace competw
itive’ capltallsm, .

(b)'the tendency of base and superstructure to interpene-
. trate each other, so that they are no longer distin-

gulshable,_ , : ,-'

. (¢) the tendency of both capitalism and soclalism to devel—e

op the.alienation due to technology;

{(d) the tendency of industrial workers (proletariat) to
abandon their revolutlonary stands as capitalism
P progressively "integrates" them (28). Ce

-

Given these tralts of contemporary socie%y; Lefebvre claims

d‘that'today social and historical processes'arerﬁetermined by

I

technologioal development. As a consequence, contemporary S0-
ciety is a technocratic society. Lefebvre thus“bresents a techno-
loglcal determlnlst 1nterpretatlon of contemporary soclety, in .
whlch hlstorlcal materlallsm seems to constltute one-pf the

analytical bases of the theory. This technological determinism

”

A
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Lefebvre s position later became more expllclt but also.
"increasingly 1mplau51ble. He says that in contemporary soc1ety
technology dominates everyday llfe and, at the same time, techno-

ecrats control technology. The "guperior form of technocrats are

the eybernanthropes{”whose task is to take technoeratic society

to its last consequences: - v

Les cybernanthropes ont une mission historique. Ils achevent
d'extirper les légitimations de 1° existant, bourgeOLS et

- hion bourgeois: la spiritualité et le materialisme, 1'art,

- la- PhllOSOphle, lz morale. Ils .les llvreront ils les llvrent
déja a la consommatlcn .dévorante... tout sera consommeé.
1'univers s'immergera dans la redondance (ce .qui ne sauralt
tarder)...(29). .

“

The process of teéhnologizetion thet'determines modernité;means

the definitive ellmlnatlon of all formerly cherished ways. of
securlng and explaining ex1stence. Technocracy is pushing human—_
ity towards "total consumerism” . Howeveaﬁ for Lefebvre, this pro—
cess is not somethlng bad. On the contrary, following his old
v1ew that technologlcal development would’ free humanlty, he

. thinks that technocracy would flnally come to.an end: We should
nof-oppese technocratization:

\ . " . -

Les cybernanthropes se veulent se disent, se font plane-
taires et mondiaux. Comment les empecher? I1 conviendrait
plutét de les aider dans leur tAche... c'est en investissant
dans la realité quotldlenne toute la technigue, avec l'art

et la connaissance, qu'on franchlra le pas et que nous sortir-
ons dw dilemme (30).

\
1

o
-, . .
: ’\
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As in science-fiction, when the cybernanthropes reach the limits
of technological development and of global consumerism, there

will emerge the (true) new hero, the total man, the liberated

man, "1tindestructible".

(F) K. Axelos.

A more systematic attempt to interpret Marx as a‘teehno~
logicel determinist from fhe superstructuralist point of view
was undertaken by Heldegger's Qieciple, Kostes Axelos‘(jl). His
version of historical materialism is important because it isl
expiicitly presented as both superstructuralist and technologicel

determinist.

L]
o

Axelos thought he.had finally found Prometheus' secret:
"Technique", he tells us, 1s “"the riddle element of universal
njstofy“(Bz).‘For him, historical development can be explained
inﬁterms of the role played in, it by technique: History is evolv-
ing towards a "planetary condition" that would mean the fulfil-’
ﬁent of all human aspirations. In the eourse‘of this evolution,
‘which is prompted by technique, history is becoming “World", or
ﬁunivlrsal unity” . Influenced by.Heldegger's later works (33},

Axeles attempts (a) to explicitate Heldegger's assertion that

.Marx is the only contemporary thinker that "recognizes the his--
: ~ . ¥
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torical character of Being"(34) and (b) to show how technique
figures in Marx's analysis of history and of socliety as the
Ibause of human perdition and human salvation. Alienation, he
ihsists, is caused by technizpe. but technique, in becoming

"technology" is also bringing.about the end of alienation (33).

According to Axelos, Marﬁ's fundamental idea is that be-
sides being producers, humari beings "produce themselves" by
transforming. the world (36). Since the transformation of reality,

both soclal and natural, is achieved by technique, "Man" is

above all an homo technicus. In Axelos'.view,.Marx's_thought

can be explained in terms of tez:S}que:

‘Marx's thinking concerns the "sensous” totality of being

as it lends himself to being taken hold of as fashioned: .

by technique. The reduction of the world to the production
of technique implies the position of technique at the ground
of being and the motor of becoming (37).

For Axelos, human productivity, understood as technique,

leads ‘directly to happiness and liberation. In his view, Marx

"firmly believed that an exploitation of nature by men, based

on a technique freed from private ownership, would entail no

ekploitatioh of men by men"{38). This interpretation of Marx

rests an the assumption that technique functions aé‘the "motor"

of social productive forces:

ol
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There is a lot of talk, following Marx, about productive
forces and about their development as determining all the
rest. One would nevertheless have to understand these for-
ces in depth and see technique as the motor of thelr de-
velopment. Even more than the development of productive
forces, it is, let us call it, technological development
that counts first (39).

¢
Axelos does not explain what he unders%ands by productive for-
ces, nor why he regards.them-és something different.frdm techno-
logy, nor how he sees technology c?nditioning them. Again,'im-
mediately aftef havihé statea the'ﬁrimacy of technology in the
development of productive ;ofcesl he states that the‘organizat}on
of labour and the division of labour are determined by technology,
but does not explain what he (let alghe\Marx) understands by

. these notions (40).

Axelos also argues that techﬂiqﬁe is the determining factor
not only of productigh but also of distribution (probably of
capitalist production and distribution, although Axelos does
not clarify this). So, as the motor of history technlque aiso

determines the (capitalist) market:

If the secret of the motor forces of history lies in techno-
logical development, one would have to be able not to think
of productive technigue as something derivative. It is tech-
nigue that determines exchange, trade and consumption (H1).

Axelos does not show,. in economic terms, how this determination
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takes place. He simply asserts that technique, as the motor
of social and historical development is also the motor of rev-
olutionary processes:
k)

The natural historical becoming of mankind has created

the real, material conditions for the reconciliation of

man within himself, his labor, the products of his labor,

. and the world. The progressive, progressing evolution of

- technique makes both possible and necessary the revolution
that will dealienate workers and labor (hz

The way Axelos approaches the study of Marx show his super-
structuralist position. First,\Axelos holds that technique 1is
simply a form of %echnq%pgy, i.e. that technique becomes techno—
logy as it evolves. Axelos mostly thinks of technique ae having
to do with economic and material. production (43}, but he also
| thinks of technology 1n much the same way that Heldegger tﬁinksﬁ
of it, i.e. as the "1logos" of the "téchne", as a klnd of think-
ing that eOrresponds to and that springs from techhique“(hua.
Moreover, he holds that "Technique” with a capital "T" mediates
betweeﬁ teehnique and technology. For tecﬁyggze to become techno-

e

logy it has first to become Technique.

Since the dawn of hi%tory there has.been technique; it is
the source of the alienation that has been developing through

history. Only contemporary technique, because it is "planetary

technique", is Technique. Today technique covers all aspects of
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human 1life in a universal and unilque fOrm,Aahd as Technique it
now must be conceived in terms of "tecthlogi". For, as a form
of technology, $echnique is something more than mere material

or economic production. It is, according to Axelos, who ﬁeré.
comes close to Lefebvre‘s position, "poiesis"(creativity): it

is something belqnging to the spheres of "ﬁeing“ and "Logos“;
Therefore,. understood as technology, Technique.is the "pure"
creative capacity of hupan beings; and it compriées‘maﬁy forms
of activity that cannot be regarded as pertalning to the eco—
nomic basis of sobiety (45). This shift'frpm "technigue" to
“Technique" to "technology", although mostly éemantic and schol-
astic, nonetheless indicates how Akélos attempts to characteriée
this central notion -of his thought in philosophicalfand meta-
physical terms.

Axelos' superstructuralism also appears in the manner he
studies—Marx. It should be obvious that Axelos' analysis is
neither a political nor a historical nor an economic one. He
does not study Marx's politico;economic analyses, but rather
attempts to impose a philosophical interpretation on them. Axel-
os himself recognizes this at the béginning of his work, when
he no%es thét'the,éim of his study is.“to bring before us thé
philosophical .thinking of Karl.ﬁérx"(46); His primary aim is

to place Marx in a philosophical tradition in such a way that

[l
L)
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technology figures centrally:

. Marx's thought... comes after the discovery qf the ggo
cogito, that is, of the res cogitans, which, operating
upon the res extensa, prepares the limitless unfolding
of man's will-to-power, ratio, and consciousness, all of
which trasmutes into science, technique,' and productive
action... Marx's thought is above all an extension of this
third era of Western thought, the institution of Subject.
The absolutely productive subject, in the form of the sub-
jects who devote themselves to total soclal praxis, makes
up the (metaphysical) foundation of Marxism and of the
planetary technique (4?)

Axelos certainly reCognizes that Marx rejected all philo-
sophical and metaphysicai approaches, but nonetheless he insists
that there is an "implicit ontology" in Marx (48). He explains

this as follows: ‘ ’ B s

The obJectlve and, above all, Eroductlve subject, trans-
cending in his activity both (1nd1v1duallst1c) subjecti-
vity and (reified) objectivity, is the "metaphysical® and
"ontological" ground for technique... (Marx's) reduction
of the world to the production of technlque implies the
position of .technique at the ground of being and the motor
of becoming (49).

Axelos does not justify the préeminent role ha assigns-
to technology by citing MiFXlS economic anaiyses. In fact he
does not study the labour process at all, and on only two oc-
casions_doés he make reference to the notion of labour-power..

As already noted, produétive forces are.not analyzed, nor are

such~important notions as co-operation }ﬁ'the productive pro-

X
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cess, the direction of the productive process, and the organ-
"izatibn and division of labour. Instead of analyzing the labour
. process and tne productive process of capitalism to deterﬁine

if Marx holds a technological theory of social, ébonom?c and
historical dévelqpment, Axélos offers philosophicqlAexplanations.
And, in tﬁese explanations, technology figures as.a metaphysical

notion.

Finally Axelos' superstructurallst p051t10n can be dlscern-

ed in his focusing on the 1844 Manuscrlpts and The German Ideology.

A quantltatlve.analySLS of Axelos .quotations of Marx in his
b}

Marx, penseur de la technigue gives the following flgures the

1844 Manuscripts are quoted 148 times, and The German Ideology

121 times. In contrast, Capltal is quoted only 23 times. Moreover,

. the Manuscripts and The German Ideology receive a great deal of

atfention only as iong as théy embody non-economic analyses (50).
(See also notes 35 and 40).
' J

In brief; then, Axelos' interpreéation of Marx 1is expl}g%ffﬁ‘
ly presented as a technological determinist interpretation. This
version of Marx is, at the same time, duperstructuralist because
it is based on a metaphysical approach. Needless to say, Axelos'
understanding of Marx is not the most accurate one that can be

. developed.

§
-’
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(G) H. Marcuse. ' .-

~The interpretation of Marx offered;by-Marcuée is important
not only_becéuse it is more subtle than Lefebvre's and Axelos',
and not on%y because Marcusg'was one of the two most influential
supersfructuralistslof the post-war pe;idd —the ofhef being
Sartre. It is alsomof particular importance because it culmi-
nates in a version of technological determinism, even though

Marcuse . began by interpreting Marx in exabtly the opposite way

(51). ol

B

o e

In his pre-war writings Marcuse approachéd Marx by studying

the notions of  labour and of the labour précess. As ‘he says in

Reason and Revolution, -

Marx rests his theories on the assumption that the labor
process determines the totality of human existence and
thus gives to soclety its basic pattern (52).
_lx
From the standpoint of the ﬁresent‘essay this.view of Mar-
cuse is quite appealing. It is by analysing Marx's views about
the labour progess that recaw%irmerpreters have produced de-

veloped technological &eterminist-interppetations‘(see Chaptér,

IV). Thus, it is important for us toiﬁﬁamine how Marcuse treats .
- " A : i )

the labour process in superstructuralist . .terms and avolds seeing

Marx as a technological determinist. )

4

A " . e
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Mareuse;s analyses of the labour process appear‘in three
wbrks written between 1932 and 1941 (53). The labdur procese
was firét understodd in ohtolbgical terms, then in socioiogical
terms, and.finally in philosophical (or critical) and 5001olog—
ical terms. Whereas the studles of 1932 and 1936 are centered

on the 1844 Manuscripts, the examination presented in Reason

and Revolution attempts to consider what Marx says in Capital.

The "ontological intefpretation" of labouf wag developed @
by Marcuse in reaefion,to the publication of Marx's 1844 Manu-
séripts, at a time whee he was still under the influence of
Heidegger. Marcuselgelated the notion of_laboﬁr to that of alien-
aifon. Attempting to grasp the "esseﬁiﬁal", rather than the
concrete, historical and economic bases of;alienated‘labour,

he observes that

[} .

If the concept of alienated labour includes the relation
of man to the object... then the concept of labour as such,
must also cover a human activity (and not an economic con-
ditiof). And if the alienation of labour signifies the
total loss of realization and the estrangement of the hu-
man essence then labour itself must be grasped ‘as the

real expression and, realization of the human essence. But -
that means once again that it is used as a philosophical

category (5&) .

Thu§”ércuse holdgathat ‘Marx's ang}yses were not based on po-

lltlcal‘economy but on phllosophy

LS

i

- .
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T

To abandon the concrete, "factual" realm of history and -

political economy, Marcuse recurfed to Hgideggef. Heideggér

had developed an onfological interpretation of history, in terms ¥
of "historicity", helding that the woild of "™facts" (and thus N
the world of political‘écondmy), is the world éf empirical
history (Hiétorie), whereas the world of alienated labour (and
labour itself) as an expressign of the human essence 1s the

world of the essenfial‘history. i1.e.: ontological history or )

"historicity"(Gesch@chte,_Geschichlichkeit)(55). Developing

T ... X
thilis theme, Marcuse ocbserves that

~

The discovery of the historical character of the human
essence does not mean that the history of man's essence
~can be identified with his factual historyr(56).

&
. B
This sounds idealist, but MarcW®e argues, we’ should not under-

stand- philesophy as a theoretidal_enterprise but as a practical
theory (57). A : e ) |

5 . ‘ . :
In "On Authority” (1936) there is a section dedicated to

Marx where Marcuse studies the notion of labour process and

perspective of Hopkheimer. For Marcuse, the material basis of

authority in capitalism,consisté of the social aspects of the

productive ﬁfoce%ﬁ. The material aépect'gf the capitalist pro- N

-

ductive process, in particular the labour process, has to be

/

. s ‘ . l . \- {.



SUPERSTRUCTURAL MARXISM ' A 77/ .

considered in sociological, not in technological terms. Marx
. ' ) >
is not a technological determinist; historical materialism is

a Socioiigical-materialist conception of history and séciety.

" not a tephnological one.

AN
L)

Marcuse rejects the "bourgeois" .contention that authority.

in capitalism corresponds to a growing: positive process of ra-
tionalization of social life as a whole, and he argues that
what characterizes capitalism is its irrationality. In‘cépital—

A sm, Marcuse remarks -

!

The sector of nature controlled by man through rational
method is 1nf1n1tely larger than in the Middie. Ages, S0~
- «clety's material process of production has in many in-
stances been rationalized down to the last detall —dut
as a whole it remalns "lrratlonal" (58). ‘ . Q\
Q

. For Marcuse, only Marx's approach can explain why and how

capitalism ig basically-irrafional. Capitalist authority expresses.

~thi§ irrationality. For Marx; says Marcusé, the capitalist author-

ity is-rooted in the peculiarjbapitalist productive process:

| Y]
Marx... deals with the .social bearlng of the problem of
authority. He confronts authority as a rélationship of
. dependence in the “wapitalist process of production (59).

In his'anal§sis, Marcuse does not pay attention to the
technological, physical and mental aspects of labour and -the’

labour process, since these elements do not generate any sort
'~.-. LY / : l . v .
'{ . . Y . . \.
e ’ . -, ‘ Cow )
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of capitalist authority. For him authority originates in the

social relatioﬁs required for the production of surplus-value,

i.e. in the capitalist productive process as such:
. . .
" The material root of the authority relationship... (is)}

the specific form of the capitalist production process
(60) (Emphasis and parenthesis added).

The analysis of the labour process presented in Reason

and Revolution_differs from that of "On Authority” because Mar-
cuse tries to relate the process once again to alphilosoﬁhical
view, and because he takes up the qﬁestion of the|labour theory
of value which plays so large a role in the thinking of Marx

in Capital. The new philosoph}cal basis of the analysis is under-
stoed in "critical" rather fhan in ontological terms, Marx being

said to continue Hegel's analysis of lab8ur. ' . ;
|

*

Hegel had discovered labour as the ground of human alien-

ation and had pointed out its historical (Historischen) pfocess

of develépment. What allowed Hegel (agd Marx) to concelve labour
as alienating was not a scientific analysis but revolutionary
reasdn, a "ecritical reason". Marx's (and Hegel's) revolutionary
rea’son was not based on the political-economic analysis of so-

ciety but on the ideal and subjective need of "rationality" fo

rejéct the socio-historical conditions that alienated human

beings (61). "Critical philosophy”, on this view, is the prac-
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tical theory that underpins Marx's analysis.

For Marcuse, one of Marx's most important contentions is
that in capitalism human belngs are, so to speak, lost to them-
selves as 1nd1v1duals, they are unlike free individuals who are.
critical of their own soclal env;roment as a result of theilr
being able to transform if. The notion of the free individual
i's a philosophical concept with respéct to which the value of
‘ex1st1ng soclo-historical condltlons can be Tfasured It pro-
vides an ideal which justifies cr1t1c1sm and moyes human beings
- to resist and to change existing conditions. Capitalist alien-
atzion is not merely cconomic alienation, although it arises
from economic conditions, since it assumes the form of universal
reification, once the fetishism of commodities becomes the uni-
versal forﬁ of social relatioﬁ (Lukacs). For Marcuse, it is
necessary to eliminate all forms of objectification, since ob-
jectificétion.is nothing other than the capitalist form of uni-
versal reification. Accordingly, since sclence and technology
give rise to objectification, Marcuse rejects them. And he 1n—-
sigts “that objectification will be eliminated with the advent
of communism, since communism, in his view, will bring about the

total subjectivization of reality and the>reign of completely

free individuals.

S
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Attending to the economic aspects of the labour process,
Marcuse first studies it in its abstract formras a processlin—
volving relations between human beings and nature, independently
of their pafticular social forms. In his analysis he finds rea-

——

sons for reasserting.the fundamental importance of individual

free@om. The social forms of the labour process always represent
alienated labour, when compared with the abstract relations of
labour between human beings and natﬁre. Whereas the abstract
analysis of th labouf process posits the ideal, ndn—alienate@
form of labour, the analysis of the social form of the labour
progéss manifests the‘actual situation of alienation..Certainly,

when Marcuse takes the relations between humans with nature as

ideal he assumes there is a social content in these relations,

but their socizl content is not a social form. In other words,

according to Marcuse, Marx conceives the abstract form of the .

labour process as one that involves a natura naturata, not

simply a natura naturans: tHe relations between humans and na-

ture, independently of their social forms, have both a histor-
ical and a social character.

Marcuse makes two mistakes in his analysis. First, .not
all non-social aspects of the relations beiween humans and na-

ture can be reduced to social ones, even if these relations

are thought to have a social content. A hammer used to shape
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a horseshoe is‘a ph&sical and a technical entity regardless of
its social origins and the role it‘plays in social lifé, Sec-
ond, Marcuse is wrong to assume that individuzl freedom re-
quires the elimination of all vestiges of social forms in the
labour process. When he says that in the ooﬁmunist sociéty'the
labour process as such will disappear, since in that society
‘individuals will act freely {fhe Iabour proéess being an auto-
mated one), he' forgets the social form required to maintain
and develop the high levels of scientific expértise‘needed to
"feed”-and direct the automated productive process. For Mar-
éuse, any social form in the labour. process leads to a renewed
process of reification and to the consequent aiienation of hu-
man beings. Because Marcuse rejects all forms of "physicalism",
"secientificism", "techhologism" and "objectification" in prin-
ciple, he ends up in total subjectivisﬁ. and his inierpretétion
of'history becomes idealist and utopian.
. =

Marcuse alsc attempts to comprehend Marx's mature analysis
of the labour process in ferms of the analysis of the capital-
ist form of that process, i.e. as a process that permits the
extraction of surplus-value. He follows Marx in regarding labour-
power as "labour stripped of all quaiitative Aistinétions".
Labour-power is to .-be considered labour apart frpm its specif-
ic forms, so that it can be quantified (by units éf time) . As

Marcuse notés, in a discussion of such "abstract labour", "(i)f -
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all specificity of labor is abstracfed, one act of labor is
distinguished from another only by its duration". Nevertheless,
eyen.abstract labour must be thought of as retaining some ele-

ment of human individuality:.

(E)ven the time-measurement of labor still leaves an in-
dividual factor. The amount of labor time ‘spent by dif-
ferent workers in the production of one and the same kind
of commodity varies according to their physical and mental
condition and their technical equipment (62).

-

Technological interpreters of Marx think that the physical-
mental-technological aspects of abstract- labour constitute the

technological basis of the labour process. For Marcuse, on the

contrary, these aspects only ceount as repository of human in--

-

- dividuality, i.e. as a repository of social content.

Marcuse also follows Marx in studying abstract labour not
from'the boint of view of the individual labour process, but
from the point of view of the collective or social labour pro-
cess. At this level of analysis Marx wants to determine the way
to measure "(t)he labour time socially necesgary... required
to produce an article under the normal conditions of prdductioh,
and with thg average degree of skill arnd intensity prevalent
at thé time*(éj). At this level of the-analysis it seems that
any Torm of human individuality finally disappears, for we are

concerned only with averages, be they those related to the skill
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of.the labourers or those related to the technologies employed.

Technological interpreters of Marx would regard this anal-
ysis as'implyihg technological determinism, becaﬁse iabour—pgwer
is considefed ;; Being nothing but labour time “computed for |
the average technical standard prevéiling in productién"(6h)j
But for Mgréuse. the téchnical_standards depend dnAa social

necessity, for the analysis‘of labour-power in termé of Ep?

technical standardization ieads to the consideration of the

value of labour-power itself, and thus to the social conditions

that ultimately determine the minimum amount of goods and serv-
ices required to maintain and reproduce the labour-power it-
self. ' ®

Marcuse's earlier interpfetations of Marx, therefore, cen-
tered aé they are on tbe.énélys;s of the labour process, stress
the SOCiélogical and philosophical dimensions of Mérx's thought
and run counte;.to interﬁretations of Marx as a tecﬁnological
detefminist. In the later wrifing, however, Marcuse modifies

his pre-war interpretation of Marx and advances views similar

to those of the classical revisionists.

%n Soviet Marxism (1958), Marcuse, like Bernstein, afgues
that the working class becomes revolutionary only if capitalism

provokéé'its "absolute immiseration"(65). Moreover, following
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Bernstein, Marcuse affirms that Marx sustained the (determinis-

tie and fafalistic) doctrine of the "final breakdown" of capital-

ism (Zusammensbruchfhebrie)(66). On the.ofher hand, following
Kautsky and-Hilferdipé, Marcuse argues that the capitalist
system has changed in such é way as to be no longer anarchic
and confradictory in the way describe%;by Marx, and to have in
the procéés become a stable fultraimperialism" dominated by a
"global cartel". According fi Martuse, Kautsky and H;lférding

outlined the political conditions

under which the capitallist world could be stabilized and
hierarchiecally integrated —conditions which in Marxian
theory appeared as utopian unless the actual forces which
- would supersede the contradictions and conflicts among the
imperialist powers developed. Once they materialized, an
economic basis for integration could indeed emerge. It did
emerge... under the impact of two Wprid Wars, atomic pro-.
ductivity, and the growth of communist power. These events
altered the structure of capitalism as defined by Marx and
created the basis of a new economic and political organ-
ization of the Western world. This basis came to be uti-
lized effectively only after the Second World War... (A)n
intercontinental political economy took shape... suscep-
tible to a planned regulation of that blind Yanarchy" in
which Marxism saw the root of capitalist contradictions

(67).

This idea, that post—war capitalism, especially in the USA, is

no longer anarchic, i1s the point of departure for Marcuse's

subsequent andlySes.
" .

In his most famous book, One-Dimensional Man, as well as

in other studies (68), Marcuse argues that human beings in con-
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K

v.‘

temporary socliety have lost thelr capaCity to resist *the alien-

ation it produces and that they have been intevrated into a so-
I
Ciety which only posseses.a single "face" a kind of technological

'totalitarianism. Uncritical human beings are one-dimensional
persons in a social and historical context determined by tech-

%
nology, since in "advanced ‘industrial society", "(t)echnological

rationality has become political rationality"(69). The type of
technology employed in this "late industrial soc1ety" ig total-
itarian in.the sense that it alone determlnes scecial processes,
producing a uniform view of reality. The new technology not

only controls all social and individual needs and aspirations,
. e
(t)he totalitarian tendency of these controls seems to
assert itself... by spreading to the less developed and
even to the pre industrial areas of the world, and by
creating similarities in the development of capitalism
and communism (70). .

Traditional political means are not effective to oppose
contemporary technological to#litarianism, since t;ey now
function as part of the established control itself (?l)w The
working class in late indusirial society has lost its revolution-
ary capacity and is now an integral element of it (72). As Mar-

’

cuse puts it,

The economic and technical capabilities of the established
socleties are sufficiently vast to allow for adjustments
and concessions to the underdog, and their armed forces
sufficiently trained and equipped to take care of emergency
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situations... (T)he second period of barbarism may well v
‘be the continued empire of civilization itself (73). 7

The technological totalitarianism of late industrial so-

ciety, moreover, has its political basis in its capacity to

-

stabilize and maintain the existing‘dynamics o% technological 
domination. Late industrial society is no longer plagJed by the
former contradictions of capitalism. Thus, -the crucial”question
is whether

this stabilization (is)"temporary" in the sense that it
does not affect the roots of the conflicts which Marx '
found in the capitalist mode of production... (or) a trans-
formation of the antagonistic structure itself, which
resolves the contradictions by making them tolerable?...
(T)he second alternative is true...{74).

According to Marcuse, Marx envisaged that once capitalism
was replaced‘by communism technology would eventually be;ome
the-determinant factor of socilal and political processes. How-
ever, Marx Was unable to extract the correct cdnséquences that
follow from the role helassigned to technology because he "did
not forese® techﬁologically advanced soclety... nor all the
things thch capitalism could accomplish... simply by exploiting‘
its technical brieakthroughs"(75). e e .

Marcuse explains the logic of the process by means of which

technology has become the determinant factor of social and his-
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torical development employing a typical idealist argument. Fol-
lowing Heidegger he ‘states that there is a "technological a
priori" in the minds of modern and contemporary human beinés,
that "the apprehension of nature as (hypothetical) instrument-
alify precedes the development of all‘particulaf technical organ-
igation"(76}. Therefore, says Marcuse, since "the transformation
of nature involves that -of man", the technological a .priori be-
comes a politicai a priori. However, Marcuse observes, techno-
logy may be taken to be neutral, and the technological a priori
and- technology itself can be used for different political proj-
ects. Marcuse develops the point as follows:
This neutrality is contested in Marx's controversial state-
ment that the "handmill gives you society with feudal lord;
the steammill society with the industrialist capitalist”.
And this statement is further modified in the Marxian theory
itself: the social mode of producgion, not technics 1s the
vasie historical factor. However, when technlcs becomes
the universal form of material production, 1t circumscribes

an entire culture; it projects a historical totallty —a
"worlid" (77).

Here Marcuse is arguing .that Marx (at a certain moment) held a

s

technological determinism, since he held that different sorts

of technology "produced" different types of societies. This

view, however, is cqntested in subsequent "Marxian thepry"
—Marcuse caves it un #r whether this refers to Marx's later
views or thbse of his followers—. For in this theory techno-

logical determinism is rejected, the neutrality of technology

2
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reinstated and thé modé of-production is held to determine
technological development. Be that as it may be, what Mafcuse
wants to affirm is that when-teChnology becomes “the universal
form of material production", it establishes itself as the de-
termining féctor.of social, historical and "cultural organt
izations ;nd processes. In short, elther Marx is.a'technological
determinist ogfcontemporary technology has shown that he should
.havgsbeen (78).

Marcuse thinks that the "fact" that COntempérary capital-.
ism can #liminate 1ts coﬁtfadict;ons through technological dev-
elopment proves Marx's views oﬁ\technqlpgy; and refutes his
sccilal and historlcal predictiqﬁs. Héwever, these conclusions,
unlike his earlier ones, wergfﬁot based on a stﬁay of Marx's .
énalysis of the labour process. Marcuse does not relate his
earlier sociological and philosophical understanding of the
labour pr;cess with hié later technological conception of Marx.
He simply extracts an assertlion by Marx on'technologyufnom its

context, in order to give welght to the bourgeois theory of

"latefindustrial society” to which he subsecribed (79).

Marx said that capitalism would be overthrown by proie—
tarian revolutions. For Marcuse the proletarian revolutions
have not destroyed capitalism but. have brought about advancéd

. S .

industrial society. Proletarian revolutions never occurred nor
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are likely to take place in the capitalist cointries, because

: co . v .
these societies have reached .the post-industrial stage. As P.
Mattick has observed, for Marcuse as for other superstructural-

ists that urge a technological determinism,

-

history seems to validate "Manxian“~pevisionism rather
than revolutionary Marxism (80). *

Conclusion

With this brief analysis.of Marcuse's position we now have
a clearer idea about the development of supérstructural Marxism
and about its meaning. We ha;e shown how this interpretation of
Marx tends to eﬁolVe into a form o technological determinism.
if at the beginnings of superstructural Marxism, in Lukacs'
work, the boséibility of understanding Marx as a technological
detefminist only appeared implicitly, in subéequent interpretations,
in particular those of'Lefebvre,_Axelos and Marcuse, the‘techno—l

logical determinism pecomes explicit. In order to sustain a

technological intexpretation of Marx and of contemporary so-
clety that is cbmpati e with theilr supgrstructural emphasis
in the analysis, these auljors appeal to non-Marxist theories

in two_ﬁaje: first, by arguing with cbntemporary mefaphysicians
(in particular Heidegger) that technology is, before‘anything,

an éntologically and mentally inherent disposition that character-

.izes modern and contemporary human beings as such; and second,

L

5
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by accéptiﬁg uncritically bourgeois'sociologiéal and economical
analyses that claim that poét—war capitaiism has finally elil-

' inafediits propensity't& gnarchic develbpment, since the new
technologies permit it to evolve smoothly. Both views, when
integrated in the superstructuralists’ views, become forms of :
neo—?eVisionism. |

h u
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Notes.

1) I use the term "superstructural Marxism" instead of "West-
ern Marxism!. When one analyses what is meant by Western
-Marxism, one finds that it includes parts of the conceptual
characterization presented here, plus connotations of poli-
tical character that loosen the precision of the conceptual
bPerspective (See P. ANDERSON (1976), pp.52-53 and 75, for an
example of how Western Marxism includes parts of the concep-
tual characterization offered here). Substantive doctrine
aside, Western Marxism is best seen as being (a) the theo-
retical stand of those ihterpreters of Marx that do not have
sympathies for the communist parties, in particular those
unfriendly to the USSR; and (b) the theoretical stand of those
Anterpreters of Marx that live in the "Western World" or who
are advocates of "The West". It is easy to show that super-
. structural Marxiswg does not exclude communist interpreters
of Marx, some of Eﬁich would be ré@garded as alien to "West-
ern Marxism". And today it should be obvious that notions.
such as "The West", "The Western World" are part of the
ideological baggage of chApitalism. "West", "Western World"
rare, at best, euphemismg for "capitalism" or, in the context
of the so-called "Cold.War", for "anti-Sovietism". In this
sense I refuse to talk in terms of "West" and "East", as
E.V. Il'enkov (1967} does (p.392).

2) In particular the 1844 Manuscripts have been rega
“superstructuralists as the foundational coxe of J
and most superstructural Marxism in the pos r perio
centers the analysis on this text. See below, section on
Axelos. *

3) K. KORSCH (1972), one of the founders of superstructural
Marxism, explains this as follows: "For some decades there
had been an apparent crisis in the camp of Social Democrat
parties and trade unions of the Second International; this
took the shape of a conflict between orthodox Marxism and
revisionism... At the beginning of the twentieth century, .
the long period of purely evodutionary development of capital-
ism came to an end, and a new epoch of revolutionary struggle .
began... there were increasing signs that Marxist theory
had entered a critical phase... the theoretical representatives
of a new revolutionary proletarian party unleashed a struggle
against both the old reformism of the revisionists and the
new reformism of the 'Centre', under the battle-cry of restor-
ing pure or revolutionary Marxism. This crisis erupted with-
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5)

6)
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in the Marxist camp at the outbreak of the World War"(pp
L8-49), Accordlng to Korsch, what characterized the thiught-
“prevalent in the Second International was that interpreters
of Marx assoclated with it, "...despite all their theoretical
and methodological avowals of bistorlcal materialism, in
fact divided the theory of social revolution into fragments.
The correct materialist conception of history, understood
theoretically in a dialectical way and practically in a rev-
olutlonary way, 1s incompatible with separate branches of
knowledge that are isolated and autonomous, and with purely
theoretical investigations that are scientifically objective
in dissociation from revolutionary practice"(p.54).

Lenin's State and Revolution is an attack on the political
thought of the Second International as well as a theoretical
analysis of superstructural aspects such as the state itself.
For an assesment of the importarice of Lenin's approach in
subsequent Marxist theory to the problem of the capitalist
state, see E.O. WRIGHT (1979), espvecially pp.1%4-219. In Im-
perialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism, Lenin offered

a new synthesis of the political and the economic approaches.
This disclosed the fundamental characteristics of contemporary
capltalism as a universal system. In general terms, Lenin's
contributions were fundamental, because they served as a basic
point of reference for superstructuralists. Lenin's contribution
represent a renovation and a continuation of Marx's work, one
that breaks with the analytical framework prevalent in the
Second International.

Among other things, the Soviet Reveolution brought about the
isolation of interpreters of Marx living outside the USSR \from
the decisive practical developments taking place in the new
soclalist country and from the important interpretations of .
.Soviet Marxists, which were of spec1al relevance for the study
and application of Marx's economic and political themes (See

W. BRUS (1972), first two chapters). Secondly, the separation
between the Soviet and the other Marxists became especially
significant -when the revolutionary outbreaks in Germany ;29’

in Hungary were repressed (1919-1921). The surviving Germsn

and Hungarian Marxists attempted to explain the Soviet triumph
and thelr own temporary setback. Finally, the Soviet Revolution
brought to the fore the discussion of revolutionary praxis.

See M. LOWY (1976), pp.14 and 168-171; L. KOLAKOWSKI (1978),
III, p.253; and. G. LUKACS (1971), pp.xvi, xxil and xxvii. Not
only has Lukacs' thought directly influenced the works of Ador-

no, Horkheimer and Marcuse, most other superstructuralists
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have adopted his notions of reification and totality. The .
importance of Lukacs can be seen in a simple example: when

M. MERLEAU-PONTY (1973) attempts a characterization of "West-
ern Marxism”, i.e. -superstructural Marxism, he does so by
presenting a study on Lukacs (Chapter II).

See G. LUKACS (1971), pp.2-10; and L. KOLAKOWSKI (1978), III,
p.273. R .

G. LUKACS (1971), p.8%&.
Idem., p.86.
Idem., p;93.

Idem., p.107.

Idem., pp.197-198.
Idem., p.3.

"The unique function of consciousness in the class struggle
of- the proletariat has consistently. been overlooked by the
vulgar Marxists who have substltuted a petty 'Realpolitik’
for the great battle of principle which reaches back to the
ultimate problems of the objective economic process. Natural-
ly we do not wish to deny that the proletariat must proceed
from the facts of a given situation. But it is to be distin-
guished from other classes by the fact that it goes beyond
the contingences of history; far from being driven forward
by them, it is itself their driving force and impinges central-
ly upon the process of soclal change". Idem., p.68. :

Lukics' communist militancy made possible and demanded his
self-critigque. Thus, in a preface to History and Class Con-
sciousness written in 1967 Lukics says: "It 1s undoubtedly

one of the great achievements of History and Class Conscious-
ness to have reinstated the category of totality in the central
pogition it had occupied throughout Marx's works and from which
it had been ousted by the 'scientism' of the soclal-democratic
opportunists. I did not know at the time that Lenin was moving
in a similar direction... But whereas Lenin brought about a
renewal of the Marxian method my efforts resulted in a —Hegel-
ian— distortion, in which I put the totality in the centre -
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of the sy§tem, overriding the priority of economics”(p.xx).
Lukacs adds that since "according to Hegel, the object, the

thing exists only as an alienation from self-consclousness,
to take it - back into.the subjkct would mean the end of object-

1ve reality and thus of any reality at all. History and Class

Consciousness follows Hegel in that it too equates alienation
(Entfremdung) with objectification (Vergegenstandlichung)...

- when I identified alienation with objectification I meant this

16)

17)

18)

19)

as a socletal category —socialism would after all abolish
alienation-- but its irreductible presence in class society
and above all its basis in philosophy brought it into the
vieinity of the 'condition humaine'"(pp.xxiii-xxiv).

D. McLELLAND (1979), p.259.

Although published only in 1947, this book summarizes the
views that Adsyno and Horkheimer had been developing since
the mid 1920s. See M. JAY (1973), pp-156-15?.

Even though Adorno and Horkheimer were among the first to
read Ryazanov's edition of Marx's 1844 Manuscripts, they did
not pay much attention to it. Only, Marcuse was able to see,
already in the early 1930s, that the Manuscripts could be
read as a philosophy of alienation. See below, section on
Marcuse. : / '

During his first, exclusively existentialist period, Sartre
had presented the concept of freedom as the core of human
existence, according to which "there is no difference bet-
ween the being of man and his being-free" (J-P SARTRE (1966),
p.30). Human freedom was not based on anything but human
beings themselves, l.e. on subjectivity as such. However,
for Sartre as for Plato, what characterizes human beings is
that they always long for that they do not have. Treedom is
a desire for something which always lies beyond our actual
grasp. Freedom is nothingness: it is the eternal pursult of
plenitude, a Sisyphean effort to reach something that runs
away when we get near it. Freedom is thus always limited: 1%t
is always restricted by something, 1t is always a- limited
relation between human beings. Although aiming at subjective
plenitude, freedom nonetheless only appears in the elusive
1imits between subjectivity and externality. For Sartre
freedom is not the attainment of autonomy, nor simply a
historical or political conguest of human beings; rather it
is our ontologicalAnatural foundation. In Sartre's view
freedom is inevitable; it is la condition Humaine. When
Sartre moves towards a position closer to Marxism he never
abandons existentialism, and he never renounces his views
about the ultimate ontological foundation of subjectlvity.
According to him, Marxism lacks an adequate theory of rev-
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olutionary subjectivity. At the same time, he argues that
existentialism should be historicized, i.e. it should take
into .acecount Marx's fixing of the ontological basis of hu-

man existence in concrete historical circumstances. These L
tasks required, on the one, hand rejection of the "vulgar

and metaphysical” Marxism of Engels and the French Commun-
»ist Party, which ended in an economic unilateral determlnlsmp
and on the other, the development of an existentialist view
of--Marxism based on Marx's early works, which could be linked
with existentialism and psychoanalysis. In order to relate
historical materialism to existentialism, to reconcile the
demands of social groups, classes and nations with the demands
of individual subjectivity and creativity, Sartre explained
historical processes by the notion of scarcity (rarete):
"Whatever men and events -are, they certainly appear” within

the compass of secarcity; that i1s, in a society still incapable
of emancipating itself from its needs —hence from nature—,

a soclety which is thereby defined according to its technlques
and tools... The abstract relations of things with each other,
of merchandise and money, etc., mask and conditiori the direct.
relations of men with one another. Thus machlnery, the circul-
ation of merchandise, etc., determine economic and soclal
developments. Without these principles there is no historical
rationality. But without living men, there is no history. The
object of existentialism —due to the default of Marxists— is
the paf%lcular man in the social field, in his class... the
individual, alienated, reified, mystllled..."(J—P SARTRE (1963),
pp.132- 133) Society dominated by scarcity is society dominated
by alienation and relflcatlon, it is scciety in which every-
thing and everybody is defined in terms of "instrumental reason”
"technology and tools". Capitalism, as a soclety where scarc1ty
prevails, is characterized by a technological determinism.

At the same time Sartre seems to belleve that scarcity would
d}ggbpear because of our technological mastery over nature.
However, he never explored the implications of thls suggest-
ion. He did not ask what would happen with fechnology in a
post-scarcity society, or whether this would any longer define
society. What he says is only that when rareté disappears will
existentialism cease to have reason to be, since then human
beings will practice their individual subjectivity as free
creative individuals. At the same time, however, He inslsts
that the overcoming of scarcity cannot be reduced to the mere
technological elimination of material needs. For even given
the elimination of economic needs and economic alienation un-
intended effects {for example, an ecological disaster or a
bureaucratized soclety) can stiil arise, which obliterate the
progress accomplished. Only the creative union of individuals
for a continuous revolutionary struggle can guarantee the .
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attainment of freedom firom scarcity. According to Sartre,
existentialism provides the main way of awakening the con-
sciousness needed to achieve such a creative union. At the
end, thus, Sartre remained faithful to his earlier idealist.
bellef in the primacy of individual consclousness over soc1al

.and historical' external' condltlonlngs

See I, POSTER (1975), p.69; D. McLELLAND (1979),pp.k ani;’;/)
M. RUBEL (1957), pp.4d3-Lik,

Idem., p.ﬂ@ﬁ.

H. LEFEBVRE <(1968)7 p.112.

K. LEFEBVRE (1962), p.147.

H. LEFEBVRE (1968), pp.20 and 53.

Idem., p.63. -

H. LEFEBVRE (1967), p.11.

See M. POSTER (1975), pp.244-245,

H. LEFEBVRE (1967}, p.228.

TIdem.

Axelos was the .director of the review Arguments, which express-
ed the views of the so-called "French nheo-revisionists". H. Le-
febvre played a leading role among them, as did another disci-
ple .of Heidegger, P. Fougeyrollas. See M. POSTER (1975), esp.
pp.210-233, 260-268; L. KOLAKOWSKI (1978), III, pp.481-482; D.
McLELLAND (1979), pp.291-292, - '

K. AXELOS (1976), p.3. Heidegger and his disciples developed
their philosophical observations by assuming that<the so-called
mental objects posses real (sensous, material, objective) exis-

- tence (hypostasis}. Thus, it is not surprising that they revered

ancient form® of thinking, and claimed that "Being" was to be
approached through pre-rational thinking. For Heldeggerlans,
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concebts such as "Being" are quasi-personalized and vice
versa, mythological figures like Athena or Prometheus are
assigned conceptual meaning and "ontological significance"
in the analysis. I have dealt with .this characteristic of
the Heideggerian thought in my Poética en Bachelard (1974),
Chapter III. . .

Especially Heldegger's works on technology and on the history
of philosophy, such as "Die Frage nach der Technik", Platons
Lehre von der Wahrheit; and Brief i{iber den Humanismus.

See K. AXELOS (1976}, p.33, note b.

This idea is expressed by Axelos in Vers la pensée plandtaire
(1970) as follows: "En plein €poque de la mise & mort d’'un
monde par la technigue conquérante et planétaire, n'aurions-
nous pas besoin d'une technologie qui commencerait & penser
tout ‘ce dont la technique se saisit, et la technique elle-
méme?" (Theses sur Marx, #5, pP.175). For Axelos, as for.most
superstructuralists, the notion of alienation plays a very
significant role in Marx's thought: "The Marxian view of alien-
atlon, as something soon Yto be transcended according to the
optimistic prospect that Marx is opening up... forms -the
horizon of all his philosophical and historical, anthropo-
logical and sociological thinking" (K. AXELOS, (1976), pp.
41-42). It is important to notice that in this text Axelos

does not even mention economic thinking or. economic alien-
ation.

K. AXELOS (19?6), p.120.
Idem., pp.330-331. ...
Idem., p.305,.

Idem., p.293.

Idem. In order to prove this point Axelos discusses at length
Marx's ideas in Poverty of Philosophy but, of course, he does
not study Marx's analyses 1n Capital, where Marx dedicates
twelve chapters to these issues (Vol. I, pp.173-500).

-

K. AXELOS (1976), p.29k.
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Idem., p.221.

However, Axelos never makes this explicit. Technique, like
other concepts used by him, is never clearly defined nor
consistently used. Nonetheless, see K. AXELOS (1976}, pp.
152-155, 291 and 33?. See alsgo following_note.

Axelos, as well as Heidegger, use this term, "lbogos", with )
all its meanings: "word", "discourse", "reasocn", "rationality",
"thinking"”, "understanding”, "mental principle", “"ontological
principle”. This linguistic usage makes it harder to under-
stand what Axelos 1s trying to say but, again, that is pre-
cisely what he seems to strive for. See above, note 32.

Axel_os. (1976) says that for Marx, "In the same way that GE!UP?,«
("theory") is subordinated to ﬂréglg ("practice, praxis") -with-
out the basis of the distinction between the two being suffi-
ciently explored, ,so'ﬂo_ﬁ](ﬂg , as the essence o‘fTEIXVfl , is
subordinated to1ﬁed [ {0 and'ﬁquq takes the sense of (pro-

’ 7
ductive) Technique. EXVY is thus severed fronubvslg , and -

. > .
&)\'?9&&'13 dissolved in the EPK"V , which is but the product
of the productive practical energy of men..."{p.192). Here,
it seems that Axelos 1is trying to say that Marx mistakenly .
reduced theory to a form of practice. Therefore, the creative-
ness of human beings, as the basic form of their technological
productivity, is dlso but a form of practice. In this way,
technique takes the form of productive Technique, technique
is separated from nature, and truth becomes but a form of
practice, where practice is to be understood as the pure
creative capacity of human beings. Beyond all the linguistic
difficul$ies, what seems clear is that for Axelos technique,

‘when corisidered as being Technique, refers to the pure creative

capacity af human beings.
Idem., p.3.
Idem., pp.274-275.

"There is no ontolegy in Marx, no first philosophy, either
spiritualist or materialistic. Marx rejects precisely all
ontology and all metaphysics, though he is unable to divest
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-

in rejecting metaphysics in realizing 1t —'metaphysically?'—
in technique". Idem., p.289.

~

Idem., pp.330—331.‘

e

Says Axelos: "The Paris Manuscripts of 1844 contain the central
point of Marx's thought, his philosophical core and the seed of
a- further scientific and technical elaborztion; and it 1s this
center with its blazing ramifications that becomes thereafter
consolidated doctrine". Idem., p.46. See also p.45. Of course,
Axelos does not bother himself with the study of Marx's "scien-
tific and technical elaboration" in Capital. This 1s probably
because he thinks that "consolidated doctrine” does not permit
direct access to the realm of "being" and "logos". Moreover, ac-
cording to Axelos the economic and political expectations of
Marx have not been fulfilled, since workers now partake cf "the
benefits of their exploiters". See idem., pp.H50-61.

The interpretation of Marcuse as a technological determinist
appears in the analyses of L. COLLETTI (1971), pp.111-140; and
P. MATTICK (1972). A. MACINTYRE (1970) hints at it but does

not discuss it {pp.62-63 and 66-67). Academic studies like that
of H. BLEICH (1977) do not pay attention to this point, and

in his famous book M. JAY (1973) does not consider the issue,
probably because he thought that the analysis of Marcuse's
later work was beyond the reach of his study (p.256). How-
ever, Jay does not hesitate to analyse Marcuse's interpretation
of Freud as presented in Eros and Civilization (pp.106-~112),

a work whieh, like One-Dimensional Man, escapes the limits

of hig study. The books of MacIntyre and Mattick are critiques
of Marcuse, Mattick's from a Marxist point of view, whereas

the work by Jay is very important as a "resoruce book”. A
general and creative interpretation of Marcuse has been dev-
eloped by R. FERNANDEZ-VAZQUEZ £19?4) and (1979).

H. MARCUSE (T966), p.295.

"The Foundations of Historical‘Materialism"(1932), and "On
Authority" (1936), in H. MARCUSE (1972), pp.1—48 and 49-155,
respectively; and Reason and Revolution (19%1)(H. MARCUSE
1966)) .

H. MARCUSE (1972), p.13. Marcuse says that the 1844 Manu-
scripts put "the discussion about the origins and original
meaning of historical materialism, and the entire theory
of 'scientific socialism', on a new footing... For... we

\
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are dealing with a philosophical critique of political eco- -
nomy and its phllosophical foundations as a theory of rev-
olution... (I)n the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts

‘the original meaning of the basic categories is clearer

than ever before, and it could become necessary to revise
the current interpretation of the later and more elaborate
critique in the light of its origins... (T)his review of
the Manuscripts will suffice to show the inadequacy of the
familiar thesils that Marx developed from providing a.-philo-
sophical to providing 'an economic basis for his theory".
Idem., p.3. See also A. MACINTYRE (1970), pp.22 and 40; L.
COLLETTI (1971}, p.129; H. BLEICH (1977), p.22.

For Heldegger's influence on Marcuse, in particular concern-
ing historicity, see M..JAY (1973), pp.71-73. ’

H. MARCUSE (1972), p.29. =
H. MARCUSE (1972): "From every point of approafh and in all

directions this theory, arising out of the philosophical
critique and foundation of political economy, proves itself

~to be a practical theory, & theory whose immanent meaning...

is particular praxis... (As Marx says:) 'We see how the
resolution of the theoretical antitheses is only- possible

in a practical way, by virtue of the practical energy of
man. Their resolution is therefore by no means merely a
problem of understanding, but a real problem of 1life,- which
philosophy could not resolve precisely because 1t concelved
this-problem as merely a theoretical one...’' We would add

to thls sentence: which philosophy can solve, however, if

it grasps it as a practical problem, i.e. if it transcends
itself as 'only theoretical' philosophy, which in turn means,
if it really 'realizes' itself as a philosophy for the first
time”" (p.40). '

Idem., p.55. .
Idem., p.131.
Idem., p.137.

For the interpretation of Hegel by Marcuse, see J.L. VEGA-
CARBALLO (1970); A. MACINTYRE (1970), Chapter III; L. CO-
LETTI (1971), esp. pp.128-135. :

H. MARCUSE (1966), p.297.

-

Idem.-
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Idem.

H. MARCUSE (1969), pp. 22- 23 ana’ 2l- -25. According to Marcuse,
for Marx, "there seemed totbe a demonstrable link between the
real and the immediate dinterest of the proletariat in spite

of the obvious discregéncy, namely, the dehumanization and
impoverishment of the labourer, which appeared. as an objective
barrier against the.'sway of capitalist ideas', against the
dissolution of.the revolu%ionary class"(p.25).

-

Idem., p.22.

Idem., ppf33-34. - - | A

See, for 'example, H. MARCUSE (1967).

H. MARCUSE (1964), p.xvi., . o,
Idem., pp.xv:xvi,' ’ | |

Idem., p.256. -

Idém., pp.29-3k. B

Idem., p.257.

Igem., p.21.

H. MARCUSE, "Socialism in the Developed Countries". Inter-
national Socialist-Journal, April 1965, Rome. Quoted in

.P. MATTICK (1972), p.26.

H. MARCUSE (1964), n.153. Marcuse bases his view on Hei-
degger's interpretation of "modern man" as a mundane being,

as this appears in Holzwege.

Idem., p.15&.

See Idemy
At the end of the Preface to One-Dimensional Man, Marcuse
mentions the authors whose interpretations he follows (p.xvii).

P, MATTICK (1972), p.lO.
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RECENT NON-MARXIST TECHNOLOGICAL INTERPRETATIONS

Many non-Marxist authors hold that Mary suscribed to a

technological determ}ﬁﬂst'interpretatio of history and so-
ciety, and they attempt to discredit hﬁstorical materialism
oﬁ %he.groundé that it is “"mechanistic", "inhuman" and "3
nistic". These approaches, ﬁowever, rest on a vulgar anal-

ysis of Marx's work and a'cfude oversimplification of his-

torical materialism.

More important are Qgrtain non-ﬁarxist explanations of
social and historical processes that have appeared during the
post-war period, even though these have their roots in earlief
work such as Max Weber's sociological and economic analyses. o

These recent interpretations can be div%?ed into "theories of
industrial soclety" and "theories of pogt-industrial society",
'//theISecond being a development of the first. These interpre-
tations are important first because they form the basis upon
which superstructural Marxists like Lefebvre and Marcuse built
their Fhedries. Secdnd, they are important because they are
based, to a large degree, on an attempt to confyte the Marx—
ist explanation of socio-historical processes. {fhat is of
particular relevance in such attempted refutations of histor-

ical materialism is that theories of industrial and post-

industrial societies explicitly make reference to the Marx-

\
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ist analysis itself, aithough, of course, COrrected in'certain
ways. In the third place, these non-Marxist technological 1n-
terpretations of socio-ﬁiééorical processeés are important be-
ceuse they are a part of bourgeois ideology in the post-war
pefioq and as such provide the ideological setting into which
all technolog;cal interpretations of histqu.'including the
Marxist variants, are devéloped, at least in capitalist countries.
Indeed, many recent Marxist technological interpretations of
history ecan be seen as fdotnotes to the prevalent non -Marxist
‘technologlcal 1nterpretatlon of soc1al and historical pro-
cesses.

o

(A) The theery'of post-industrial soclety.

13

”
/

The main claim of the theory of .post-industrial soclety
ig that technology determines the social, political and eco-
nomic organization of soclety, and thus history itself. Techno-
logy, considered as the physical"orgenization of the productive,
distributive and reproductive systems of society is seen as
the determinant aspect of economic growth and, by extension,
all other social dimensions. If is said to mediete both bet-~
ween human beings and nature ana between human beings with one
another. While ﬁre—industriai-("traditional") and industrial
("modern") technologies were the product of spontaneous and

discontinuous innovative processes, post~industriél technology



o]

NON-MARXIST INTERPRETATIONS ,I ; 104/
o &

is systematlcally organized. Post 1ndustrlal technology con-.
stantly renovates itseld, and once teohnologloal development
has reached a certain stage of development (a stage based on
cybernetics and electronics), the rhythms of technologlcal
innovation and- technological change tend to grow exponenfial—
ly. Whereas in eaz&ier societies® techriology only formed the

material basis of 8001al and politico-economic life, in the

post- 1ndustr1al era technology becomes the domlnant agspect of

© a1l social life. Whereas in earlier socletles the systems of

legitimation and soclal cohe31on were political and 1deologlcal'
in post-industrial society, political and 1deologlcal systems
become obsolete as the society becomes truly rationalized and

- scientifically organized.

This main claim 1is supolemenﬁed with claims to the effect
that all social institutions are intended to fulfil human
needs, wants and aspirations. There are‘two fundamental so- .
cial institutions, namely the economic system and the political
system. Soclety is fundamentally eoonomic, although it rests
on politics which is the consoious articulation of human as-
pirations. The economic processes of prodd%ion and distribu—
&ﬁgn refer to relations between human belngs and the world
of "things" (nature and goods and objects), and they are in-

tended to eliminate "scarcity". Technology, which is the re-

S
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e

sult of the relations between human .beings and nature, depends

on human capacaty to innovate, but it also depends on the con-
ditions imposed by nature, both in physical terms (for example,
-hthe maferials'available), as well as in the particular inven-

tiqps each natural.setfing (for examﬁle,vthé geographical area)
démands for its successful exploitation by soclety. Once stértu
éd, tecﬁnology acquires a’'dynamic of its own, and human béings

must adapt to it both with respect to how they relate to nature

and with . respect to how they adapt to the rhythms and tendencies‘

of technological development. Only with the technologies avail-
able in post-industrial societies caﬂ scarcity be finally elim-
inated. |

According to the theory, it is alsor true that the possi-
bility of producing more than what is fequired for mere éub—
sistence depends on:'whether or not the available instruments
~of production and distribution can multiply human caﬁacity to
extracf the needed résources‘from natufe. So technology deter-
mines whether or not human needs, wanfs and aspirations are .
met. If a soclety depends bn a‘technolpgy based on tools,'th;t
spciety will suffer a higher degree of scafcity than a soclety
which depends on a technology based o a mechanized production.
And a society depending on automated technology will eliminate

scarcity sooner or later. Moreover, the different types and

levels of development of technology not only determine the
- . -
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dégree of satisfactioﬁ\g{_needs, wants and desires; they also
determine the existing social organization. If a soclety is
dependent on tool technoiogies, it will have the household as

its fundamental economic unit. If it is dependent on mechanical
technologies, it will have factories as its basic economic

units. And if it is dependent on automated technologies, it

ﬁill fequire an "integrated nationwide and worldwide economic
planning” procéss (see TABLE I). Ih other words,' technology

not only directly deterﬁines the type of gconomy prevailing '
in a society, but also the social, institutional and political
systems that correspond to it. If a saciety's_technology changes,
the ecconomie, political and institutional gysteés of that so-
clety will aiso change. In fact, history may be thought of as
the process by means of which—different technologies have pro-
duced corresponding different economic and socio-political sys-

tems (see TABLE II).

The theory of post-industrial sogiety is thus a techno-
logical interpretation of history. The[econdmic_system of a
soclety is understood as having to do:@ith the type of rela-
tions established between human beings and "objects". Techno-
logy determines these relations, and each techno-economic
system determines a form of society. Therefore, historical

periods are to be distinguished by the types and degree of

technological development achieved. Since technological dev-
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elopment is cumulative and progressive, history is also cumu-
lative and progressivé. Socleties with more complex and developed
forms of technology are superior to, and tend to prévail over,
socleties that have simpler and less developed technologies.
Capitalism should thusibe thodght of not-as a social system but

as a way of developing technology, one tiat has pgrmifted techno- -
logy to accelerate rapidly and to improve constantly. Capitalism
1s but one form of "industrial society", p?obably‘its basic

form; it is a society that for the Ffirst time in history depends‘
on a mechanized-system pof pfoduction; and 1t forms the basis

of the post-industrial society, since it alone provides the so-
cial organization capable of coping with the demands of the B
new technologies. Eérlier.societies are-all claésified as tool so-

cleties (pre—agrariaq;and agrarian)(see TABLES I and II).

It is possible to classify versions of thé theory of post-.*
industrial society into twq.main groupé, dépending on whether
or not the outcome of the post-industrial society is perceived
to be an immediéte and direct consequence of the techﬁological,
eEQnomic, social and political developments taking place in the
USA. Cne group of authors argues thét the outcome of the post-
industrial society is imminent and that the process ;f its dev-
elopment follows a straight, unchecked ascending line. B: Gen-

dron calls these versions ”Utopian" and I call them "lineal-

direct versions". In this group we can put the early works of

-t
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H. Kahn and A.J. Wiener as well as those of D. Bell (2). The
views that areleii%éssed by these authors reflect the confidence
that brevailed_in‘the USA-during most of the 1960s. The other
group, which Gendron calls the "Dystopians"(3), reflects the
more critical pérception about the goodness of the USA system
that emerged during the 19?05, when a number of "unexpected"
developments assailled its econemic, technological,'§oeial, po-
litical and military position. Such "lineal-indirect versions"”
of the theory, whiéh take into consideration problems that may

arise in the development of the post-industrial USA-centered

soclety, are to be found in the works of T.Roszak and J. Ellul.

-and in the later works of H. Kahn {4). These authors insist on

the fact that mere technologica%hdevelopment does not yieild an
immediate solution to all soclal problems and that, moreover,

the new technologies may create new and unforeééen difficulties.

Therefore, they put more welght on the role playesd by social

and politibél and cultural agents,‘yet still maintaining the
basic claim that, ultimate%y,'sodial_institutions and pelations
depend on adequaté technological progress. For éxample, ingtead
of saying that the "transitiond to post-industrial society will
be completed by the year 1980, or at the latest by the year
2000, H. Kahn now says that such a transition will not be com-

pleted for at least another 200 years (see TABLE II-B).
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The theory of poét-industrial society also addresses the
question of;phelsocial consequences of the adoption of the new
technologiés. Aﬁdng these, we might_note first that most advo-
‘pates of the tﬁeory hold that both socialist and developing
nations will eventually yielﬁ to th® demands 'of the post-industrial
centers (the USA in the first place) and will join the global
system now in the process of being formed. This integration of
"dissident" societies is a consequence of two characteristics
af- the post-industrial revolution: their unprecedented rate of
fechno~economic growth and the withering away of the need for
ideology to give societies their cohesion. Once socialist countries
realize the irfelevance of their ideologiéal position and the
developing countries reap the benefits of the techno-economic
growth prompted by the new teéhnologies,-these two groupé of
nations will be integfated into "affluent high level post-

industrial society". ®

It is also argued that capitalism itself will change, but
without loéihg its basic characteristics (individual freedom,
economic motivations, social status, popular participation, etc).
With the advent of the new\technoloéies capitalism cémpletes
the revolution that began at the end of the XIXth century, when
the capitalist enterprise, instead of being directed‘to‘satisfy
the individual desires and wants of the entrepreneur, was orien-

tated to have as its basic goal the satisfaction of the needs
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énd wants of the society as a whole. This transformation, the
"capiialist revolution of the XXth century"(A. Berie), Was,a-
chieved by a.particular technological development, namelf the
replacement of capitaiists as directors of the capitalist en- o
terprise by managers: This "managerial revolution" (J. Bﬁrnham)
puts capitalism at the service"éf the community, since managers

do no% maké prfit for themselves and shareholders do not posses
the technical knowledge needed to determine the economic policies
of the corporation. Since the managers want to make tﬁeir cor-
porations aé profitable. as possible within the limits imposedf

by their'social survival and development, managers must fix

the goals of theacorﬁorations-ih'accordance with the needs and
wants of "his ma jesty the consumér"(J.K. Galbraith) and with the
policies established by popularly elected and populariy controlled
éovernmenﬁs. The new technologies that characterize post-industrial
society thus complete the revolution in capitalism by making

the capitalist corporation a transnational corporation commited

to "global welfare" and "unlversal well-being" .

Finally, the post-industrial revolution will bring about
the rationalization and “functionalization" of soclety, with
the consequence that the need to work on "low" jobs will dis-
appear. On the one hand, a ”techﬁostrﬁcture" possessing its own
will and rational dynamics assumes the control of the socliety

(3). On the other hand, automated technologies set human beings
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free from hapd, repetitive and alienatingrlaeour. eince humam
‘beings only need fulfil® the role of monltors er opefators‘of
the automated producti#e syetem. This means that the overwhelm-
ing majorit& ef'the population will become artists, that is

creators (see TABLE III)(6).

This technologlcal 1nterpretat10n of history and of so-

ciety combines certaln phenomena of the technological and so-

-01o-econom1c'developments in contemporary 8001ety (1n particular
those,of the-USA), mith an undisguised aim to justify_capitalism._
"In this sense the theory of post-industrial 8001ety is part of
the current form of capltallst 1deology. and 1ts fundamental

traits are well described by E. Mandel and by a group of oOVlef

and-C%%choslevakian aguthors, as follows:

L'idéologie gui chante la fol dans la toute-pulssance de
la technologie est la forme de 1'ideologie bourgedise
spécifique au troisieme Age du capitalisme..Elle proclame
l'aptitude de 1l'ordre soclal existant a surmonter peu a
peu sa propension aux crises, a resoudre "techniguement"
ses contradictions, & intégrer les classes soclales en
rébellion;, et & éviter toutes les explosions. La théorie
de la "sgociété post- industrielle"”, dont la structure so-
ciale . serait dominée par les normes de la "rationalite
fonctionelle" , correspond au meme concept 1deolog1que

(7).

Moreover, tHe theory of post-industrigl society expresses

some of the external features of the scientific and techno-
logical reveolution in the vulgarized and distorted form

in which they are realized particularly under state-
monopolistic capitalism. Their compilation becomes an

»
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' TABLh 111

'‘CLASSTFICATION OF TECHNICAL PROGRESS FROM THE
/' POINT OF VIEW OF WORK

(A)Degrees of technical development

Hand " tool.

. Tool driven by other than human energy.
. Universal tool.

. Semi-automatic machine (or apparatus).

Mechanized production line (semi-automatic machine or appa-
ratus with meohanlzed feed of material and removal of finish-
ed products).

Automatic machine (or automatic production.line or apparatus) .

Automatic eguipment (machine, transfer line or apparatus)
equipped with automatic measurement of progress, conditions
and results of the process (among these also belong the auto-
matic signalization of breakdowns, automatic protection de-

vices, swltching off the machine 1n case of a threat of\

imminent breakdown, etc.).

Automatic machinery equipped with automatic regulation (this
includes of course the automatic changing or re- adjustment
of machine-tool tools).

Automatic machinery equipped with automatlc evidence of the,:
characteristic indicators of the production process (for
example devices which automatically record the consumption

of material and energy, ‘the quantity produced, idle time,
ete.).

Automatic machinery, which automatically adapts itself to
the changing conditions of its operation, automatically
searches and selects the optimum means for fulfilling its
assigned task (so-called automatic optimalizing systems;
automatic adaptive systems; automatically self—adapting
systems; automatic machines capable of "learning", etc.

the applications known today include certain controlllng
automatic centers).

Automatic equipment which on the basis of the results of

an evaluation of its. own activitiy and of information about
the development of the demand, about the requirements of

the costumers, etec., automatically according to the obtained
complex data determines the optimum quantity, assortment

and quality of production, chooses a technology of production
and selects the material, l1.e. performs not only technical
but also economic tasks; equipment of this kind is for the
time being almost non-existent in the actual production pro-
cess.
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TABLE IIY
{Continued)

(B) Classification of the function of human beings in the pro-

* duction process.
T .

The active phase.

a)
b)

c)

socurces of power;

~handling of the tool, or other forms of acting on the

working tool;

supplying material and semi-finished products, removal
of the finished products and waste material.

. The controlling phase.

maintenance of the necessary sequences of the operations;

measuring the progress, the conditions and. the results
of the production process;

control, 1.e., maintenance of the production process with-
in the limits set by the results of measurement;

optimalization and adjustment of the production process
to changing condltlons

a)

b)

c)

The preparatory phase.

inspection of the machine, 1ts setting up, repair, main-

“tenance;

selection of material, tools, determination of the working
methods and of the production technology and the organiza-
tion of production;

stlpulatloh'of the goals of production (the quantity, qual-
ity and assortment of the products, the economic criteria
of production);

improvement of production, i.e., research and development
(of the product, the production machinery, the technology
and eorganization of production).

The inspection phase.

a)

the evidence of the overall characteristic indicatcrs of
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TABLE III-B

J(Continued)

-

the production process, i.e., comparison of the actual
results with the set targets, analysis of the causes of
the dev1at10ns, etc.

conclusions - for determlnlng the goals for production {3¢),
for the selection of the.material, tools, the technology
and organization of production (3b). for research and
development (3d). -
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TABLE III
(Continued)

{ Q) Correlatlon between the function of human belngs and the
level of technologlcal progress.

Function of human

beings in the pro- Degree of technoelogical progress -

duction process ] ' i
1| 2.3 %) 5}16) 7] 8] 91011
1. Active phase T - e
a) + = = = = = = = = = =
b) el +‘ 4 = = = = = = = = =
C) + + + + _ = = = = = =
2. Controlling
phase
a) + + + — _— = = = = = =
b) + + - + = = = = =
C) + + + + + + = = = =
_ d) + o+ + + |+ + + + + = =
3. Preparatory
phase A
a) + + + | + + O+ + ]+ + - -
b) + + + | -+ + + + + + + =
c) + + + + + + + + + =
d) + + + | -+ + |+ + + + +
4. Inspection
prhase
a) + + + + + + + = = =
b) + + + + + + + + +.] + =

function performed by human beings

+:

=: funection performed by machine

—: function performed partly by machine

Note: The level #11 is listed here as a theoretical case, which

represents the logical climax of the present-day tendencies

in the development of automation. No doubt a number of inter-
mediate levels which are omitted here will appeatr in the future
between this level and level #10.

SOURCE: J. AUERHAN, Technika, kvélifikace, vzd&lanl, Prague, 1965.
Quoted in R. RICHTA (1968), Table 2.2, pp.318-320.
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ideology that is 1ntended to be a counterwelght to Marxism-
Leninism...(8). :

These 1deologlcal traits of the theory of post lndustrlal
5001ety can’ be explalned 1n the follow1ng way. First, the theory .
holds that a glven element of the world namely technology, is
becoming {or already is) the wuldlng and determining principle
of social and hlstorlcal processes. Technolog\k is placed out31de
" history as such, i.e. 1t is not human or social, but a "phy51cal“:

process. Tedhnology is ‘conceived by -the advoc tes of this theory
in a pseudo—personalized:form: it acquires q<Zracteristicé.that
only human'beings‘posses. In particular, it.is said to "set geals"
for itself and for society, and it is said to be capable of dis-
_cerning andienforcing a detezwihed historical course inherent
in the established goals (ratigﬁélity and feffective power). Techno-

. a .
logy fulfils the function of universal deus ex machina and be-

. comes. the "subject", the ac%ive egent of socilo-historical dev-
elopment. The theory of post—indusfrial society is based on a
"fetighism of the machines", in which social and human relations.
are thought to be technical relations between machines. The par-
ticular technologles recently developed (cybernetics and elec-
tronics abo&e all) are regarded with fhe_same religious and
mystified awe that the arguebus was regarded at first sight by
our bre—Columbian ancestors back in the XVIth 6enturj. Only in

thoese days the Chorotegas and the IfoQuois'were soon "disenchanted”
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and learned only too well that arquebuses were but instruments.

. o .
Contemporary advocates of post-industrial soclety, by contrast,
aim to become the high ﬁr;ests of the new religion of computers
and circuits. The theory of post-industrial society, as Mandel

goes on to say, _ \ *

(¢c)omme toute idéologie... n'est cerfeigpéEMﬁﬁe simpie
"duperie", mais une perception conditionee de la realité
sociale mystifiant cette realite (9). -

In the second place, the theory of post-industrial society

»
is based on the assumption that the existing social order is

the best possible social system, since 1t can adapt itself td
the demands of the new technologies. As a result, capitalism-
is assumed to be the "natural" and besfjform of human intercpursg.
Capitalism is thought to be leading'huﬁanity to happiness, abun-
dance and freedoﬁ, since it not only allows post;industrial
technologies to flourish, it is. even i@entified with them. As

a conseguence ofhthis,.capitalism is regarded as being both
all-powerful and capable of eXisting ad aeternam. ?heories of
post-industrial society, in presenting the view_that capitalism
and technology are the same thing, and that capitalism will’
exist for ever, put forward the view Epat opposition to the
prevailing social system must be unsudcessful, that nothing any-
oﬂe can do will alter the triﬁmphant march of post-industrial

s

society (capitalism).

s
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3

Notice also'that the theory of post-industrial society is
baséd on é simplistic egtrapolatién of certain real phenomena
occurring in society. In particular; the positive aspects of N
the economic, cultural, scienti?ic and technological:develop-
menfs in the USA auring the late 1950s and early 1960s are extra-
pelated to the whole world and to all futu}e history. Needless
to say, there are.negative aspects ip the development'of the
USA that should be conéideréd in order %o form a better picture ,-
of that soclety during this time. Moreover, subsequent historical
develoﬁmentsAhave already disproved most contentions of the ad-
vocates . of the post-industrial society. 5

Thirdly and iastly, the theory ié proposed as an adequate

explanation.of the historical and social processes. In particular,

it is presented as being quite independent of considerations

~—~

pertaining to particular social classes. Since technology is

not easily related to the domination of humans by humans because

it can be regardéd as "objective", tﬁ?génterpretation of history
baseé on echnological determinism is also thought of:as being

more "scientific” and "objective" than other interpretations

which rest'on the analysis of social and human determinanﬁs.
However, even if technology could be regarded as socio-historically
determinant, this does not mean the end of social domination
unless, of course, as it i1s the case with the theories of post-

# industrial society, human and social history is reduced to be
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but a part of natural history, and technology is hyéostasized‘

to become the ultimate and transcendental "Fate".

Advocates of the theory of post-industrial society, as
all other techﬁological determinists, ultimately base their
views on the perception that things, not human beings, make
history. The simplest way 1o refute‘these views is By constantly
emphaéizing that things are but huﬁan instrgments; For example,
by saying, again with Mandel, that | .
Auschwitz et Hiroshima ne sont pas des produits de la tech-

nologle, mals en dernier ressort les résultats du développe-
ment des rapports de force sociaux (10). . .

(B) Theories of industrial and post-industrial societiés—and

VMarxism.

The interpretation of history and social processes in terms
‘of their technological determination constitutes an attempt to
present an alternative explanation to historical materialism.
In this regard it is important to note that theories of indus-,
trial and post-industrial socleties both attempt to refute Marx's,
views and to "integrate” them, once their "errors" have been
corrected. Some proponents of this theory have attempted to
base their Qiewg oq-a'nevised‘agd "updated” interpretation of

Marx (Dahrendorf and Aron), illustrating Lenin's remark that
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the enemies of Marxism disguise themselves as Marxists. Others,
1ike' Kahn and Brzezinski, have addpted a strong anti-Marxist
stand,'but they too-have felt called upon to- discuss Mafgis
ideas. They reject Marxism by arguing that it corresponds to
a pre-post-industrial era, when 1ldeologles and political doc-
frines were more determinant and that today such approaches are
not only "unscientific" but reactionary. Fost-industrial so-
ciety is determined by technological change, not by class struggle,
and any atfempt to explain socio-historical proéesses in terms.
of class struggle only hinders the tranéition to post-industrial
society. For his part, Brzezinskil attempts to refute Marx and
Marxism "empiricélly", bycontfaéting the actual political, eco-
" nomic, sclentific and techhological achievements of the USSR
and the USA; According to Brzezinski these nations embody the
ideas of Marx and of "free people”, respectively, and the "fact"”
Ithat the USA is and will remain technologically. superior to the
USSR demonstrates that Marxism is but a historical mishap.

“

However, the interpretation of Marx that advocates of the
théory of post—industrial society develop is quite implausible.
It is based on a gross oversimplification of Marx's ldeas to
make them fit into a vefsion of technological determinism that
eliminates any vestige of social determination. Whereas Marxlst
technological interpretations of Marx still attempted to find a

place ——though‘aﬁsubisidiary place— for social and politico-
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ideological aspects of sogiety, advocates of the theories of
industrial and post-industrial societies attempt to eliminate
all social and politico-ideological determinations. This has
the result of making their re-interpretation of Marx totally

impléusible.

'fNBﬁétheless, t;Ese boﬁrgeois interpretations of bp%h-Marx
and contemporary sociéty néed to be considered in the present
essay because they complement the argument that fgchnological
interﬁretations of histbry and of society basdd on Marx's work
are implausible, by showing the implausibility'of devising in-
terpretatioﬁs of histéry on a non-Marxist Eés;s. Theories of
industrial and post-industrial society could be said to be the
uvitimate deformation of Marx's ideaslin the interest of defending

technological determinism.

Antecedents. The attempt to reinterpret and®to reject Marx on

the basis of a technologieczl view is not new. The most important
antecedent of recent theories of industrial and post-industrial
.societies is Max Weber's interpretation of economic and social
processes. According to Weber, human beings strive to overcome
scarcity through goal-oriented, economic actiipns. Such economic
activity involves itechnigue, i.e. human activity considered
exclusively from the point of view of the means employed in it.

Thusg, economic actions are related to "ends", while technigue
a
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is related to "means". Both aspedts'complement_each'ofher. for
economic actions require technique to be developed, and technique
only acquifes sense as part of an economic acfion (11). For
Weber, ecdnomic action is esseptially'politibal, since it is
directed and shaped by the way society is politically organized.-
The most advanced form of political organization is bureaucracy,

according to Weber, who argues that

(t)he primary source of the superiority of bureaucratic
administration lies in the role of technical knowledge

which, through the development of modern technology and
business methods in the' production of goods, has become
completely indispensable. In this respect, 1t makes no

difference whether the ecenomic system is organized on

a capitalistic or a socialistic basis (12).

The‘éapitalist state is not an instrument of class domi-
nation, as Marx and Lenin thought; it is rather the embodiment
of advanced burgaucfacy and. modern efficiency. Both capitalism
and socialism are characterized by the fact that they must
posses§ the bureaucratic organizatioh that all politico-economic

systems require: \

(For)... those subject to bureaucratic control (that) seek
to escape the influence of exlisting bureaucratic apparatus,
this is normally possible only by creating an organization
of their own which is equally subject to bureaucratization

(13).

WWhat characterizes modern societies is their technical and -
. . L]
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hence‘their developed bureaucfatic organization. Bureaucracy
expresses, according to Weber, rationalized{ scientific authority.
For him, only capitalism has been %Ei§’to develop a bureaucratic
‘system based on scientifié mefhods of orgaﬁization, since only
capitalist production and distribution incorporates the “rationai
calculétion" that modern technology and organiZation requires.
Once bureaucracy has been organized %ccording to scientific
criteria, authdrity in the social system is,disengaged from
charismatic and ideologlical forms, as well as from property and

class determinations. Therefore, says Weber,

~
1

capitalism is the most rational .economic basis for bureau-
cratic administration and enables it to develop in the most
rational form (14).

With this theory of rational organization of society through
bureaucratic administration, Weber thought that Marx's contentlions
were refuted: authority only expresses itself as class rule and

as economic domination in the pre-bureaucratized. stages of his-

tory.

Attempting to give an empirical foundation to Weber's viewgl
in the eafly 1930s, A. Berle and G.C. Means studiea,the capital-
ist enterprise to show how authority had become detached from
fhe greed of the entrepreneur anﬁ had become a technical aspect

of the productive process. According to these authors, the owners
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of the capitalist enterprises no longer coni)l the corporations'
decisions and policies. This control is now in the hands of the

managers, who are essentially "soclally responsible":

Tt is coriceivable —indeed it seems almost essential 1f
the. corporate system is to survive— that the "control"
of the great corporations should develop into a purely
neutral technocracy, balancing a variety of claims by
various groups in the community and assigning to each a
portion of the income stream on the basis of public po-
licy rather than private cupidity (15).

R. Dahrendorf. Following Weber and Berle and Means, Dahrendorf
argues that Marx misunderstood the process of control in the

capitalist.enterprise. In his earlier works, Marx had developed

a philosophical theory which stressed the dependence of techni-
cal control on class domination. This philosophical assumﬁtion
was maintained by Marx in his later works, even though in these

mature analyses Marx presents sociological views that disprove,

the earlier philosbphical'assumptioné. Since Marx malntained
his philosophical view, he was.never.able to grasb the conse-
quences of his own sociological discoveries. But by eliminating
the philosophical a priori from Marxism, it is possible to dev-
elop a technologicél, " functionalist" iﬁterpretation of the

%

notion of authority in capitalism.

According to Dahrendorf, Marx held that the capitalist

control of the capitalist productive and distributive processes
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was based on the reciprocal interdependence of*

N .

(a) the class confliet generated by work and market rela-
tions (class struggle);

(b) the property systen whlch supports the class conflict

Gy/igylvate property); ‘and )
(c>The "presence of relations of domination and subjection”

generated by class conflict and by private property (16).
Marx's mistake consi§téd in hié regarding these three issues
as‘being inseparable: for Marx, if private property disappears,
then class struggle will be practically eliminated, and relations
of domination and subjection will tend tb wither away;'Dahrehdorf-f
'thihks that this assumption of Marx ié disproved by sociologiecal
analysis, according to which it is necessary to regard these

three aspects of capitalist productioh as separated.

Marx himself, says Dahrendorf, mocved cloéer to the truth
\when, in Capital, he reéognized that {the modern capitalist cpmpany,
\\\g///’%he joint-stock company, invol#ed a separation of the funcfions

of ownership and control, whi}e still retaining the overall
character of the enterprise as a private one (17). For Dahren-
dorf, the separatioﬂ of functions in the capitalist enterprise
amounts to a radical change in tﬁe nature of the enterprise 1t-
~self, and thus to a radical change in capitalism. Since managers

do not own property, the conflict between workers and capitalists

disappears once managefs agsume effective contrel of the enter-
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prise. Marx, however, by edhering to the.philosophical perspec-
tive was not conscious that he was undertaking a major socio-

logical achievement. Says Dahrendorf:

(F)or Marx, the joint- stock company involves a’ complote
alienation of capital "from the real producers, and its
opposition as alien property to all individuals really

; ' participating in production, from the manager to.the last
day-laborer" ... In other words, by separating ownership
and -control, the joint-stock company reduces the distance
. between manager and worker while at the same time removing
the owners altogether from the sphere of production and
thereby isolating their function as exploiters of others.
It is merely a step from this kind of analysis to the
thesis that... the "capitalists without function" yield
to the "functionaries without capital”, and that this
new ruling group of industry bears little resemblance to
the old "full capitalists"(18). - -

On this basis, Dahrendorf concludes that the eentemporarynpro—

.

dﬁctive systems prevailing in, say, the USA or England, are no.

longer capifalists, but a particular form of‘dindustriai so- .

ciety"™. As Nichols observes, for Dahrendorf

| capltallsm is only one kind of industrial socciety and.
the term “capitalist" is only applicable where the legal
. owner of the factory is at the same time the practical

" manager of production and the supreme commander of his
workers (19).

Dahrendorf thus thinks that Marx opened the way for a
"functionalist", -technological and techhocratic interpretation
of social, economic and historical processes. He was only blind-

ed'by a philosophical faith based on his emotional attachment

r




t

-

NON-MARXIST INTERPRETATIONS - . S 30/

"fo.the fate of the workers, 0f course, Da’!endorf-diSmisses as

irrelevant Qhat Marx says in_Chapter.XXIII of Vol. III of Capital,

-

about the "managerial ideology":

* The work of management 'and supervision... this function
arising out of the servitude of .the. dlrect producers has
all too often been quoted to justify thls relatlonshlp
(20) (Emphasis added)

For Marx, as against Dahrendorf, the idea of "neutral"
. - . £ . ’ ' . F i
managerial -control of the capitalist enterprise is used to
justify the plight of the wo}kers in the capitalist productive

- : . ' )
and distributive processes. The managerial control of the enter-

prise is not technically ﬁeutral, regéfding‘the‘relations of

‘servitude’ that characterize the activity of‘qak workers in the
- capitalist fectory; be it directed by a manager or by_the owner
er by a computer..Marx;'cdntrary to Dahrendorf, ;ndeedralways
regards %ﬁe capitalist economy'from the point of view of the

-

consequences it has for the life of the workers.

Fiﬁally,'as we;shall see in the next Chapter, G.A. Cohen,"
followihg a somewhat different apﬁroach, nonethelessiredches
conclusions similar to those of-Dahrendorf For him, as for
Dahrendorf, Marx's analy51s should be freed from "metaphy81cal”
and "dialectical" fetters, in order to understand it as a fune-

tlonallst theory of hlstory and 5001ety based on a technologlcal

determinism.
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R..Aron. In his 18 Lectures _on Industrial Socliety, Aron .develops

a version of the tﬁeory of industrial society based on an inter-
-pretgtion of Marx. For Aron, social and historical dé&e}opménts
can be understood in teéhnological terms, since technology is

the baéis of socip;econoﬁié_growth, and Marx'é;notion of capital;
" ist accumulation should be understood as meaning techno-economic

growth.

The central notion of Aron's interpretation is that of
"economic growth". fAron. bases his analysié @ Rostow's (21},
for whom the notion-of,écondmic‘growth is understood as fol-

_lows: \ o —

What is basic about economic growth? (G)rowth is the
consequence of the progressive efficient absorption into
the economy of new technologies... What 1s universal
about.the process of growth?... Technologies are, essen-
tially, uniform-at particular times in modern history (22).

™
Aron develops this idea of Rostow in.a particular way. He
tries to show that history is progressive b} relating techno-
logy'to sclence, which he takes to.be esse tially progressive

and cumulative (23):

It is not difficult to extend the notion of progress from
science to technology, although in the technological field
the idea of accumulation is by no means simpl{e)... But .
it is still possible to speak of progress because there
is a simple measure of the development of technology: the
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degree to which men fan use natural forces for their own
beneflt, or the quantity of energy which each -individual

"in a socmety can utilise. In this sense the progress of
contemporary societies as compared with societies in the
past is most striking. Thus there are two domains in which
progress is a fact of experience, because it results from
the nature of the- act1v1ty con51dered science and techno-
logy (24). ' ‘

The progress. of no social and historicai activity other than
science'and technology can be established'as a "fact of ex-
perience; since only these can be "measured" Therefore, prog—
ress in hlstory must be understood in terms of scientific and
techno;oglcal progress. This argument of Aron is poor, but it

) represeﬁts an advance on Rostow's argument thch'eSSumes that
- progress oan be measured simrly in terms of the ‘increase ih_
the per capita GNP of a country in cohjunction;with various
technical indicators such as the ber capita number of automo-
biles and per capita number of telephones-available. It is dif-

ficult tec appreciate why so much credit was given to theories

like these of Rostow and Aron, considering their conceptual

bareness.\\\\

In order to put some fleésh to his rather simpliétic view,
Aron makes'tWO moves, both intended to enhance the importance
ofuhis central notion of eoonomic growth. On the one hand oe
appeals to bourgeois theorists, who since the days of Saint-

Simon at least have argued that'capitalism is an "industrial
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énd progressive" soclety. And éh the other hand he adapts Marx's
notion of capitalist accumulation to provide an economic founda-
tion for the n@tﬂgn of economic growth.
AV |
First Aron cﬁaracﬁerizes the industrial society.

In such a society, he-sayé,

~ the enterprise is separated from the family and this re-
sults in a new type of production, a techniecal division
of labour, an accumulation of capital and a progressive
gconomy; the economic calculus becomes inevitable and a
concentration of workers takes place (25).

And he argues that all fhese traits appear in contemporary so-
cleties, so_that they must be regarded as industrial societies.
' This apﬁroach requires abandoning other theories where contem-
pofary socleties are regarded either as "capitalistic” br "so-
cialistic", since this characterization conceals the basiec in-
dustrial traits that define modern societies, by making them
subsidiary to a prejudiced "political" view. Terms such as ca-
' pitalism and socialism can be retained, but only to indicate
different Fforms of industrial society. For Aron;‘the abéve
mentioned industrial traits, in particular the adoption of .the

4

‘ economic calculus are

ommon to all industrialized economies, whether .Western

- ‘or Soviet. (This) and the general theory of .long-term
economic growth... have led quite naturally to a return
of the gld concept of industrial sSociety (26).
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During the periog when capitélism was "threatened by Marx-
ism" the concept of an industrial society waS'"temporarin abgn—
doned". But today this nofion is not alien to Marxism, provided
Aron's own reinterpretation of Marxism is accepted. According
to Arén, when historical materialism is stripped of all unnec-
essary political commitments, it is quite compatible with the

theory of industrial society:

Marxists, when they are not subject to .political direction,
.. have no difficulty in.adopting it; for they need only retain
.the idea of the forces of productlon as a determining factor,
- while sacrlflclng the relations of productlon (27) .

+

It follows from Aron's views that when Marx is regarded

as a teghnologlcal determln;st his vlews about class struggle

* . need.nc longer be taken‘serlously. To put Marx on a proper foot-

ing we may retain his view that the forces of prqductibn, under-
stood—éé technological forces, are the determinant factor in
soclal and historical'chanée:.But to do this we mﬁst:interpret
history in terms of the thepfy of industrial society.

-groﬁ does not restrict his attempt to relate the notion
of industrial soaiety to Marx's views about productive forces.
He also wants to show that Marx's analysis in Capital, in partic-
ular the thedry of wvalue, the fheory of circulation of capital,

) ~
and the laws of transformation of the capitalist system, is

il
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compatible with the theory of‘industriél society. .For Aron;
industrial-society is chafacterized by its inherent propen—;
sity to grow, and for its_ﬁaft growth is understood in scien--
tific and technological terms. In a similar fashion, he'thinks,
all the concepts develoﬁed by Marx in Capital finally boil down
to the notion of the accumulation of capital. Moreover, for
Aron Marx's fheory of the accumulation of capital is.the basis

of his own views:

The sociological problem which has provided the main theme
of this book is that posed by Marx and Marxism —especially
as the later is expounded in Capital. Marx analyzed...
(different aspects of) capitalism... But... the central
phenomenon in Marx's view was that of accumulation. He
believed that the essence of capitalism was to be found

in the accumulation of capital. By choosing economic growth
as the central subject of this investigation, I have taken
up the Marxist theme of accumulation in the terminology _
and using the concepts of modern economics (28).

However, Aron does not understand the notion of accumulation
df‘capital as Marx did. For Aron, as well as for Marx, the pro-
cess of capital accumulation manifests itself in: incfeasing
the (mass of) surp%us—yalue! a phenomenon which involves, among:
other_things, an increase in the productivit? of workers, an
increase in the organic composition of capital and a rapid ex-
pansioﬁ of 'both- the means of.production and the use-values ﬁro—
duced. If the notion of capital accupulation is restricted to

its manifestation, if it 1s analyzed solely in terms of the
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”

increment,in the (mass of) ‘'surplus-value, capital accumulation
can be thought of as a technical process. But Aron seems un-
aware that Marx thought that the increment in (the mass of)

surplus-value was a necessary conseguence, and then also a

cause of, the increase in the rate of surplus-value, a phenom-
. L

enon which involves the increased exploitation of the labour

force (29). For Marx the accumulation of capital is basically
an economic process in which it is possible to determine the

social relations which characterize capitalism. For Aron, on .

the contrary, the accumulation of capital merely refers to

technological efficlency and téchnoldgical progress. For him, -

"ecapital” is not _a social relation, but "things", "goods", "money",

"machines", "technoclogy" (30). This explains why Aron is a
to substitute "growth" for "capitallaccumulation“, as well as
how he can see "capitalism" as being nothing other than "indus;
trial society“.,This last notion makes no feference to social
relations and toc human ekploitation, whereas the notion.of ca-

pitalism as used by Marx most certainly does.

Aron's attempt to recruit Marx to the ranks of technological
determinism thus fails. Only a grﬁss misrebresentation of Marx's
views on capitalism can justify Aron's idea that capital accu-
mulation can be feduced to technological and scientific accumu-

lation.
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' Aron's\idea, moreover, is merely a somewhat different ex-
pression of the same intérpretation of both contémporary capital-
ism and Marx's theories that we found iﬁ‘Akelos and in Marcuse.
All three of them b;lieve that when we undérstand the role of .
sclence in socliety cofrectly we shall come to the view that
technology'is the determining factor of socio-historical dev-
elopment. Axelos and Marcuse'took this ldea from'the metaphysical

approach of Heldegger, while Aron received it from Rostow.

For-.Axelos, as'we.saw, thé-history'of‘modern and  contem-
porary ,philosophy réevealed that "ratio", "subjectivity” and the
"will-to-power" were the most salient characteristics of modern.
and contemporary human beings. Thesé cha;acterisficsAwere.eX<_
pressed in science, and hence in "productive subjécts“ and "bro—-
ductive techhique"l For- his part, Mércuse thought that the hypo-.
thetical concéptuaiization of nature embodied in sciencé, which
precedes any real activity of transforming nature, generates
a technological a priori in the minds of modern and contemporary
human beings.‘This technological a priori then became a political
one, and from this Marcuse deduced that, once technology reached &
certain level of developmeht, it transformed itself into the deter-
mining pr%nciple of soaio—historicai proces%ﬁgf Aron, in a similar
fashion, by characterizing science as cumulative and progressive,

and by then extending these characteristics to account for tech-

nology, thinks it possible to understand soclo-historical pro-
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cesses as being progressive because of being technologically deter-
mined. All threg approachés. however, are alien to Marx's view,
for they are based on the assumption that mental processes pre—”
cede énd determine social, historical and material ch@ngeé. Axe- -
los, Marcuse and Aron are only able +¢ blur thei; idealist stand
by projecting the mental determinihg principle to a particu;ar
set of things (machines, technology) and by arguing that these -

‘determine historical reality.

2. Brzeginski. In his .bock, Between Two Ages. America's Role in

the Téchﬂetronic Era, Brzezinski‘éttempts to defend a technologicai
determinist in%erpretation of contemporary society which at the
same time QroveS'that Marx's ideas aré implausible. He does not
develop an analysis of Marx's views.in terms of a study of their

theoretical séundpess and congruence, but rather, he attempts

tq refute Marxism by showing that the praétical caonsequences of
Marx's ideas are totally unsatisfactory. In order to do this,
Brzezinski assumes that Marx’'s views have been put into practice
in a historical experimenf{ hamely the USSR. He also assumes

that anti-Marxist views have been put into practice in the histo-
.fical deveiopment qf the USA. Thus, by contrastiﬁg fhe socilo-
historical realities of -the USSR and the USA, and by.showing

" the superiority of the latter ones, he thinks it possible to

“demonstrate that Marxism is a failure. However, Brzezinski's
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dictum against the USSR and Marxism is but an apolcogia pro

America sua, based on the unllateral vision of history and so-

clety prompted by the particular form of technological deter-

‘minism he embraces.

Brzezinski first characterizes the historical and social
developments in the USA. For him this country is in the early
stages of a ”technetronié revolution" which 1s a phase of post-
industrial soclety. Post-industrial soclety, for iﬁs part, is

seen as follows:

Today, the most industrially advanced countries (in the
first instance, the United States) are beginning to emerge

. from the industrial stage of thelr develgement. They are
entering an age in which technology and especially elec-
tronics —hence my neologism "technetronic"— are increas-
ingly becoming the principal determinants of soclial charige,
altering the mores, the social structure, the values, and
the global outlook of society (31).

Civen that social and historical development is technologically
determined; Brzezinsk i wants to @now where and how is the tech-
netronic revolution taking place. Here Brzezinski's model relles
on an assesment of technological, econbmic, social, cultural

and political conditions in the USA. Brzezinskl is genefally
optimistic about achiéving well—being_andahappiness under the

guidance of the USA (32), because LD
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(t)he economic base that determines the average American's .
material lot has expanded in recent years at a pace that
makes' the American per-capita GNP increase at a rate greater.
than that enjoyed by other advanced societies or by those
that are becoming so... Despite the indisputable persistence
of poverty in the United States, American soclety is achiev-
ing an unprecedented affluence that touches all classes...

. Moreover, according to the Council of Economic Advisors!

. Report of early 1969, if 1961-1968 rates in reducing the
number of poor persons are continued, "poverty" will be
entirely eliminated in ten years; if the 1968 rates are
continued, it will disappear in a little over five years

.. (33). -

* Thus, Brzezinski views the USA as the “principal global dissem~
inator of the technetronic revolution"(34).
The impact of the USA on other countries 1is bdth in terms

of ideology and material, the USA leading the way with resyet
to both "freedom” and "economic opportunity” (35). However?ﬂ:;g
most important influeﬁce of the USA on the world arises from
its scientific, technologiéal and educational developmenﬁs,
including "youth mores and life-styles"(36). Since the USA:1s

the center of the emerging global electronic communications

network, it is also "the world's social laboratory"(37).

The existing social system of the USA is regarded as ‘the
best social organization to deazl with the consequences of the
technetronic revolution. Other socleties cannot stimulaté the
technological develﬁpments required for advancing into the

post-industrial society or, if able to stimulate them, they
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cannot cope with the.multipie effects bf the technetronic rev-
olution. In fact,‘the USA is showing that it alone is able to

provoke the stimulation required for this révolution, and that
it_alone can adapt its soclal institutions to the technolOgicél
imﬁerativés of the new order. The exceptional socis—histgrical
position of the USA is revealed in. its development of a "rational .

humanism", which puts flesh to the ideals of freedom and equélity,'

~at the same time avoiding the de-humanizing effects of technology

(38).

Brzezinski dedicates a great deal of attention to.discussing
the relations between the. USA and the rest of the world. He also
regards the prospects in this sphere very optimistically. The
USA 1s extending the benefits of the technetronic revolution to
the rest of humankind and will continue to do so, since

America's relationship with the rest of the world must

reflect American domestic values and preocupations... :

(A) nation concerned with soclal justice and technological

adaptation cannot help but become 31mllarly committed on -
an international level (39).

Marxists argue that the relations of the USA to the rest
of the world are iTperialistic. But, in Brzezinski's opinion,
this is untrue since .the "imperial overtones" of USA foreign
relations were but a temporary effect qf the Second World War,

and since today the USA has developed an "intimate and complex"
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with the world (40).
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In the second place, Brzezinski contrasts the historical

L

and social developments taking placeé in the USA with those occ--

curring in the USSR. He takes the USSR as thw . main actual re-

presentative of the Marxist world-view and as a touchstone for

evaluating its achievements. I shall only enumerate a few of

-

the specific arguments that Brzezinski offers to disqualify the

USSR as bearer of the technetronie¢ revolution, since these ar-

- guments are only too well known.

L ]

Techno-economic. arguments. The Soviet Union

{(a) has a low
(b) is unable
(¢) is unable
.(d) dedicates

income level per capita;

to develép its agricultural sector;

to develop its industrial-consumer sector;
an enormous economic effort to bolster its

military apparatus;

(e)possesses a sharp class division due to the economic

privileges Party members enjoy;

(f) only develops the electronic. technology for military

DUrPOSES;

(g) lags in techno-sclentific development;

(h) is dependent on the “Westf for sustaining its techno-

scientific development;

(i) has a static educational system due to the ideological

and political repression of freedom of thought.
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Politico-ideological arguments. The Soviet Union

- (a) posseses a bureaucratized, rigid and inefficient political
system; e . o

(b) 1is politically repressive and socially "iraditionalist";

(c) is governed by an aged and closed élite;

(d). does not posses instruments for social mobilization and
for individual motivation;

(e) is isolated in the international context; .

(f) does not represent a significant ideal for other nationé;

(g) is at the brink of collapsing (41).

In sum, as the historical embodiment and expression of the Marx-

ist ideas, the Soviet Union shows just how weak they are.

Oﬁ the other hand, the"technetponic revolution in the USA
is forcing the USSR to adapt itself to the new world and to
change its ways. Brzezinski foresaw that the USSR was doomed
to suffer the same political processes that other societies
recently experienced, like students' unrest, sexuai revolution,
etc. These developments, Brzezinski hoped, woﬁld'generate “more

visible social and political tensions" in the USSR (42).

Fa

Moreover, Brzezinski thinks that, sooner or later,.as a
result of .the rational and humanistic world-view being urged
in the USA, the USSR will be forced to abandon its dogmatic,
Leninist version of Marxism and adopt a more compatible, "Western",

"humanistic" Marxism. Western and humanistic Marxism is pluralistic
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~and can easily adapt the ideas of Marx to fhe revolutionary

demands of the technetronic era.

Once the social and the ideological views of the USA pene-
trate the USSR, political, economic and techno-scientific con-
siderations will force the“UéSR to "integrete“ itself to the
global system headed by the USA. For the USA is in the precess
of forging a "Community of Developed Nations", now composed of
the Us4, capltallst Eurcpe and Japan, and later to be augmented
by the- 1nclu81on of quasi- developed natlons such as: Australla.

Israel and Mexico. After this, soclallst European—countrles will

be added %o the community, and this will force the USSR to enter

also (43). .

According to Brzezinski, in the technetronic-era all threats
to the primacy of the USA in the world will be finally removed,
since its arrival will ensure the obliteratidns‘of the USSR and

of "militant! Marxism.

Brzezinski's views are open*to many criticisms. Here I
shall only mention that neither the USA nor the world as a wbole
have developed according to his predictions._buring the 1970s
the USA suffered economic crises that no Jtechnetfonic" devices
were able to explain or to stop. During the last five years

the productivity of the USA's workers has ,consistently decreased,

A
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while‘unémploymént énd{povérty havé'continued to spread. The
USA today lags: in sciéntific and technoloéical;developmént in
many important-fields, not oﬁiy in felatiop“tq thé Federal Re-
.public of Germany and Japan but éisb in-relation.to.the USSR.I
The‘sbcia} systém of the USA has ‘been strained lﬁtely to such
a.dégree that it is impossible to regard it as a modél.of fso—
cial justice”. For example, as H. Kahn rézﬁgnizesl the chance
for an adult male to be assasinated in a street in New York is
cf the ofder of 3 in a hundped,_while the chance for an USA

soldier to be killed in World War'II"was only 1.8 in a hundred
(L),

According to Brzezinski, Marxist histdrical and social
‘analysis cannot deal with the real meaning of the historicsgl

transformation the USA is suppoéed'to be bringing about:

The concept of an international revolution inspired by a
common ideology had some meaning when the industrial rev-
olution seemed to indicate that certain forms of social
organization and of social crisis had a general applicat-
ion. That view combined a universal intellectual perspec-
tive with a geographically historical parochialism (45).

However, 1t is obvious that Brzezinski's own views rest on a
"geographically historical parochialism". For him, the histor-
lcally privileged "manifest destiny" of the USA is the criterion

upon which to judge the rest of the world and history itself.
q
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And,;iﬁlcontrast to the Marﬁisf‘view3 his opinions are not based”
on an "universal 1ntellectual perspectlve“- theré is nothing less
universal than the attempt to explaln world s hlstory on . the
basis of an unilateral view of a natlon § development in a dec-
ade (1950s-1960s), and in the-assumption.that technology deter~

| mines history. Brzezinski's interpretation of history and so-

| ciety is but an apology er.capitaiism. As has been justly ob- k\

served,. Brzezinski's analysis e

strives to find Justlflcatlon for the "spec1al world mission" -
° of American imperialism in the needs of social ‘development

appealing to the logile of the scientific and technologlcal
- revolution (46). ~

Conclusion.

We have exéﬁined the-chéracperistics of some'hon—Marxist
interpretations of histofy coﬁchéd in terms of technological
determlnlsm These interpretations, which constltute the spe—
cific 1deology of capltallsm in the post~war perlod attempt
to coopit historical materlallsm Whlle it is important for Marx-
ists to understand the current 501ent1f1c and technologlcal dev;
elopments, it would be a mlstake for them to attempt to under-
stand hlstorlcal materlallsm in terms of technologlcal deter-
minism. Were they to do so, Marxlsﬁs would risk being trapped

C-

in the ideological nets.of their enemies. By adopting these
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. . _ T »..l - . Q
theories of industrial and‘post—industrial society, superstruc-

;tupal Markisté like cuse and Lefebvre have shown how little  \_

thef understand Marx s theories and contemporary sﬁbioahistorical

-
o

‘develdpment. When pu side by side, superstructuralists’ techno-

logical interpretations and non—Marxist.theoriéSHOf industrial
and‘post—indust;ial.éocieties show that they'Share a basic as;
sumption about technology being the ultimate determining elgmenf “‘ 
of contemporary socio- hlstorlcal development. JNon-Marxist inter-,
-pretatlons follow thls reductlonlstlc trend only too naturally,
since they are not based on a soclal historical. world- ~view that
could ellmlnate the need 0¢ appeallng to transcendental or re1f1ed~
da&ermlnants. Superstr&btupallsts, for tpglr part; in adoptlng
technological_determinisﬁ.show'their neo;revisionist ’stand, agd

-at the same timé play into the hands of capitalist ideologues.
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Nptes. - . o : . oy

1) Advocates of the theory of" post-industrial society do not
divide history into the same petriods, and- the terminology
employed varies greatly from author to author. However, they
all share the~view that history is determined by technology,
and they all agree to talk of "industrial" (or "modern")
stages. Kahn's model is representative of the mixture of
serious scilentific analysis and openly fanciful-views that
is typical of these interpreters of history and society.
Were it not for the fact that these interpretations are su-
premely influential in the cdpitalist countries, one could
dismiss them outright, without. the need to show their fail- -
ures and misrepreseaﬁaiions. .o

2) H. KAHN & A. WIENER (1967); D. BELL (1973). B. GENDRON (1977),
considers that the theory of post-industrial soclety should .
- be called "technological Utopianism". He says that "{t) oday
it is not terribly fashionable to be a Utopian. Our techno-
logy "seems helpless in the face of a growing scarcity of food
and power, and-of economic stagnation and inflation.”But not
too long ago, technological Utopianism was quite popular.
It even received the official blessing of the Kennedy admin-
istration and of such of its ideologues as John Kennedy him-
self, Johy Kenneth Galbraith, Robert MacNamara and Walt Ros-
tow. In a famous speech, Xennedy stressed that 'what is at
stake in our economic decisions, today is not some grand war-
~ fare of.rival ideologies', but rather. the 'practical .manage-

- ment of a modern economy'. What is most needed, he said, is
"basic discussion of the sophisticated and technical guestions
involved in keeping a great economic ‘machinery moving ahead'
rather than diatribes about political philosophies and ethical
principles. While the problems of the 1930s had required 'po-
litical answers', the problems of the 1960s, he said, primarily
required 'technical answers'"(p.11). '

3y B. GENDRON (1977) includes in this aroup Some Maixists 1ike
Marcuse and H. Braverman. . S

‘ "‘D ' o . N .

4)T. ROSZACK (1969); J. ELLUL (1964); H. KAHN (1979). Other re-

" presentativés of the post-industrial interpretation of history
and soclety include Z. BRZEZINSKI {(1970); the later work of R.
ARON (1969); and the works of P. DRUCKER (1970); J.K. GALBRAITH
(1958) and (1971); A. GOULDNER (1976); A. TOURAINE (1969); and

-"D. BELL (1976). For a critique of this theory see, among others,
N.I.®DRIAJLOV (1975); G.S. KHOZIN (1973); V.I. MAZUR (1976);
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J.R. NUNEZ-TENORIO (1977); A.N. SHLEPAKOV (1976); ACADENIA
?RAGE? (1973); A. BIRMAN (1978); L. GOLOVANOV (1977)) E. MANDEL
1976) . ‘ ‘ R

This view has been developed by J.K. GALBRAITH (1971).

. Authors that propose a Marxist anélysis of the "scientific

and techniological revolution"(defined below, note #8), have
pdid a lot of attention to the changes in the work process
which. new technologies bring about, as well as to the organ-
izational changes in the work process demanded by a communist
society based on automated technologies. Although advocates
of the theory of post-industrial soclety usually consider the
implications for labour in a rather general and imprecise
manner, they also recognize that with an automated productive

- system the role played by the worker changes radically. How-

ever, they prefer to leave this problem unresolved, because

it is difficult to resolve while arguing within the theoretical
framework of bourgeois economics, sociology and history. For,
as the productive system increases the productive capacity

of each individual worker, and as the introduction of auto-
mated productive processes diminishes the number of workers
required, the capitalist economy becomes increasingly unable

to give an adequate socio-economic response. Three main con-
sequences follow from the capitalist incapacity to cope with
an automated productive system: (a) the tendency of the rate

of prefit to fall grows parallel to the increases in the or-
ganlic composition of capital and the economic systenm becomes

-~

. prone to develop an "onde longue & tendance stagn té"(Ev Man-

8)

del): (b) the industrial reserve army also tends to in
gpparent contradiction with (a); and (c¢) the unevell develdp-
ment of economic sectors accentuates and creates further ecc-
nomic -difficulties and produces stagnation in the research -
and development processes. Table III was developed to illus-
trate what happens when automation occcurs in a socialist eco-
nomy; and I use it here to point out the changes in the work
process. 0. VARSAVSKY (1974) has developed a model for techno-
logical development in a socialist economy which stresses

the substantial differences in comparison with what occurrs
in a capitalist economy.

E. MANDEL (1976), III, p.232. . | e

™~

ACADEMIA PRAGUE (1973), p.155. By "scientific and technological 3

revolution" Marxist authors understand the combination of two

. processes typical of the post-war period. (1) The revolution-

-
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ary changes which occur in the pace;, magnitude and quality

of development of both science and technology, when they be-
come an integrated system of research and development (R&D).
In this R&D system, for the first time in history, techno-
logical developments become systematically dependent upon
scientific research, while the traditional dependence of
science on technology is maintained and reinforced. (2) This
revolutionary integration of science and technology is made
possible only because of the reorganization of the system
sclence~technology as a social-institution which fulfils a
relevant role in a parallel social cultural and politico-
economic revolutionary process. The integration of science
and technology is a social institution which provides the
means for the overall socio-political and economic¢ changes
deading to communism, as instrument of social organizations
other than the system science-technology. The theory of the
sclentific and technological revolution sitresses two points:
one, that, for the first time in history, science becomes a
direct productive .force gince it now enters the prq%ggjdve
‘process immediately and as one of its. determinant ¢T@ments:
ands two, that social_and politico-economic conditions deter-
mizie the scientific and technological developments, so.that
Both dimensions (the politico-economic and the techno-
sclentific) can develop evenly and rapidly: in other words,
that the scientific and technological revolution is part

of the process by means of which class society is brought

to its end. For expositions of the theory of the scientific'
and technological revolution, see, among others, ACADEMIA
PRAGUE (1973); A. BIRMAN (1978); L. BLYAKHMAN & O. SHKARATAN
(1977); T. DOS SANTOS (1977); N.I. DRIAJLOV (1975); J:R.
NUNEZ-TENORIO (1977); R. RICHTA (1968); L. GOLOVANOV (1977).
It is interesting to notice how scholars living in advanced
capitalist countries usually do not even mention this Marx-
ist conception of the scientific and technoélogical revolution.
For example, B. GENDRON (1977), who'attempts to build a Marx-
ist critique of bourgeois theories of post-industrial society
as well as to present "the socialist view" on scientific and
technological development in contemporary soclety (pp.185-2435),
only mentions the works of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Maoc Dze-
dong. Not that the works of Marx, Engels and Lenin are not
important, but it is unwise to overlook the speclfic analyses
of contemporary science and technology that contemporary Marx-
ists outside the capitalist countries have produced.

9) E. MANDEL (1976), III, p.237.

a
]

10) Idem., p.245.
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11) See M. WEBER (1968), I, pp.64-57.

12) Idem., p.223.

..13) Idem., p.224. | : '._
i@) fdem.

15) A.ABERLE & G.C. MEANS (1968), pp.312-313. See also T. NI-
CHOLS (1969), pp.19-30. -

16) See R. DAHRENDORF (1959), pp.3-35.

17) See K. MARX, Capital, III, Chapter XXIII, pp.370-390.
18) R. DAHRENDORF (1959)..pp.42—43.‘ | |
19) T. NICHOLS (1969), p.45.

20) K. MARX, Capital, III, p.385.

' 21) See R. ARON (1967), pp.5-6.

22) W.W. ROSTOW (1971}, pp.179-180.
23) R. ARON (1967), pp.58-60.

24) Idem., p.61. | |

25) Tdem., p.80.

26) Idem., p.3..

27) Idem.

28) Idem., p.235.

o :
'29) See K. MARX, Capital, III, p.219. What I am calling here
"mass of surplus~value" is what Marx simply calls "mass of
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profit" or "surplus-value". I adopt this terminology in view

of Marx's own explanation: "The surplus-value or profit, con-
sists precisely in the excess value of a commodity over its
cost-price, i.e., the excess of the total labour embodied in
the commodity over the paid labour embodied in it. The surplus-

"~ value, whatever its origin, is thus a surplus over the advanced

total capital. The proportion of this surplus to the total ca-
pital is therefore expressed by the fraction -s_ , id which C
‘ C

. stands for total capital. We thus obtain the rate of profit

30)
31)
32)

33)

)

35)
36)

8 - s , as distinect from the rate of surplus-value s .
C e+ v ' . v
The rate of surplus-value measured against the variable capital
is called rate of surplus value. The rate of surplus-value
measlred against the total capital is called rate of profit.
These are two different measurements of the same entlty, and
owing to the difference of the two standards of measurement
they express different proportions or relations to this enti-
ty". Idem., pp.42-43. *

See R. ARON (1967), pp.73 and 187. .

7. BRZEZINSKI (1970), p.xiv.

As B. GENDRON (1977) says, optimistic views of post-industrial
society rest on an empirical analysis of current developments
in the USA. "(T)he viability of the Utopian view depends cru-
cially on the occurrence and nature ¢f the so-called postindus-
trial revolution in technology. Where is this revolution taking
place? The usual answer is that it is occurring primarily in

"the United States, and less so in certain advanced “capitalist"

states... and even less so in the one advanced "noncapitalist"
society, the Soviet Union. Thus, for Utopians, the United

States is the paradigmatic revolutionary society in the world

...-For better or for worse, the whole case for technological
utopianigm res$s on, the artalysis of present trends and condit-
ions in the United States"(pp.19-20).

)

7. BRZEZINSKI (1970), pp.205-206.
Idem., p.24.
idem.; p.25.

Idem., pp.25-31.
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37)

38)

39)

40)

L1)

h2)
2\

k3)
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Idem., pp.32 and 196. "As the world's firs t-industrial
soclety, the United States is no longer shédped by the same
forces that have stimulated social change in the advanced
?ountries ever since England first confronted the machine"
p.197). S ™ n

"The technological thrust and the economic wealth of the
United States now make it possible to give the concept of
liverty and equality a broader meaning, going beyond the
procedural and external to the personal and inner spheres
of man's social existence. By focusing more deliberatedly
on these qualitative aspects of life, America may avoid the
depersonalizing dangers inherent in the self-generating

but philosophically meaningless mechanization of enviroment
and build a social framework for a synthesis of man's ex-
ternal and inner dimensions". Idem., p.270. '

Idem., p.255.

"{4) novel relationship between the United States and the
world (is being created). There are imperial overtones to

1t, and yet in its essence the relationship is quite dif-
ferent from the traditional- imperial structure... (T)he
concept of "lmperial" shields rather than reveals a relation-
ship between America and the world that is both more complex

.and more intimate. The "imperial" aspect of the relationship

was... a transitory and rather spontaneous response to the
vacuum created by World War II and to the subsequent felt
threat from communism... (T)he "imperial" attributes recede
once conditions change..." Idem., p.&41.

See Idem., in particular Part III, "Communism: The Problem
of Relevance", pp.123-194, and pp. 7, 9, 29, 5k, 273, 277,
282-284, 296, 301-303. '

Idem., p.173.
Idemnm., p.301.

&

H. KAHN (1979), p.267. For an assesment of developments in
the USA see, among others, M CASTELLS (1978), C.N. DEGLER
(1960); T. DOS SANTOS (1978); M. DRAGUILEV (1960) ; A.M., JOHN-
SON (1974); E. MANDEL (1976); S. MELMAN {19743 ; S.M. MIEN-
SHIKOV (1970); E. SAXE-FERNANDEZ (19?8a) and (1978b); J.
%AX%—?ERNANDEZ (1977) and (1980); E. SEMO (1975); E. VARGA

1963)..
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45) 2. BRZEZINSKI (1970), p.277.

' 46) ACADEMIA PRAGUE (1973), p.156.

154/
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.. DEVELOPED TECHNOLOGICAY, DETERMINIST INTERPRETATIONS

. Both superstructuralist and non-Marxist versions of tech-
nological'detefminism are based on the assumption that contem-
porary capitalism has undergone fundamental changes. These 'anal-
yses attempt to'salvagg some aspects of Marx's vieﬁs, in partié—
ular some of his philosophical and soci&logical points. But
both either disregard Marx's analysis of the ;abouf'process,
or consider it in non-economic terms. In either event, the anal-
ysis of the lébour process 1is nqt seen to be central to the in-
terpretation of historical materialism in termsjof technological
determinism. For these'reasons,'versipps of techno}ogicél'deter_
minism developed by superstructuraiists and non-Marxist authors
grossly misrepresent Marx's views, in particular his consider-
ations on politieal economy, a§ these are presented in'CaQitalt
I thus refer to such superstructuralist and non-Marxist inter;
pretations as "primitive" technological determinis't versions of

historical materialism.

Recently, twa English—speaking:au%hors, W.H. Shaw and G.A.
Cohen, have attempted to present a technological determinisii\g_gw
interﬁrétation of Marx that is not based on the assumption“that
capitalism has changed fundamentally, nor on a philosophical or

soclological analysis. They have rather tried to develop a tech-
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nological determinist interpretatidn of Marx focusing theirJ'
_.analyses on the 'study of the economic "base" énd, particuarly,
on a'careful‘study of Marx's views on political economy. Both
Shaw and Cohen center their interpfetations'On an'éxamination
of Marx s notion of the labour process and, in general'-the
productive process of _soclety, rightly con51der1ng that, if
Marx 1s a technological detgrmlnlst, this can only be shown by
such analyses. They reject any metaphysical approach, and down-
play the role of the supersiructures for-éocio—historicél dev-
elopment.-Their integpretations, as contrasted with those of‘
the superstructuralists, could be called ¢infrastructuralist” -
versions, and the specific tendency of theilr views can be said
to constitute a "developed" techriclogical determinist interpret-

ation of Marx.

However, even these developed forms of technological deter-
minism misrépresent Marx's ideds and lead to positions like
those proclaimed by classical revisionists. In this Chapter
- I shall offer a general characterlzatlon of these two versions
of developed technological determlnlsm and, ‘at the same time,
how they misrepresent Marx's thought and embody revisionistic
views. In this way, the whole range of possible technological
determinist interpretations of historical materialism will be

shown to be linked to revisionism.
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In order to demonsirate the failure of the developed ﬁech—
nological determinist interpretations, we must see, first of all,
that they stop short. of considering the whele of Marx's theory,

even though they incorporate much of Marx's analysis of the po-

" litical- economy of capitalism. The unilateral conception of the

capitalist political economy that is at the basis of the developed
technological determinist versions 1s due to these versions'
being grounded on'what I call the "base-superstructure approach".

The base-superstructure approach was Marx's way of developing

' the'stggy of political economy when he gave up attempting to

analyse it "pﬁilosophically". But this approach, which -finds

its best prq@entation in %he 1859 'Preface' to the Intreduction

to the Critique of Political Ebonomy, was abandoned.by Marx in
Capital. This cﬁhnge of direction, however, seems not to be dp~
preciate%lsufficiently by those who argue for developed téchno—\
logical ﬁeterﬁipist interpretatiené, Since they fake the 1859
'Preface' as the central text of Marx and attempt to fit the
statements of Capitai within the framework it defines. This
adaptation of Capital to the 'Preface’ is achieved by reduciﬁé
the concepts of Capital to the notions of "producti&e for@gga
and "relations of production", as these appear in the 'Prefacé',
and holding that these two ﬁotioﬁs are the dynamic éléments of

the eéonomic "base" of the socliety. Thus, developed forms§of

technological déterminism ultimately reduce Marx's views on po-
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¢

litical economy to the base-superstructure approach.

(A)The base-superstructure approach.

Definition. By a "base—superstructure approach" I mean any in-
terpretation of historical materialism and of the political eco-
.nomy of bapitalism which is based on -Marx's and Engelé' garlier
works (1), and which conceives historical maferialism as being

based on a philosophy or a general theory of history, or.‘both.

lThé base-superstructure approach takes Marx's 1859 'Pre-

"~ face' as the fundamental text of Marx, in particular the fol-

t

lowing part: _ ' ¢

My inquiry led me to the conclusion that neither legal re-
lations nor political forms could Be comprehended whether
by themselves or on the basis of a so-called general dev-
elopment of the human mind, but that on the contrary they
originate in the material conditions of life, the totality
which Hegel... embraces within the term 'civil society';
that the anatomy-.of this civil society, however, has to be
sought in political economy... The general conclusion at
which' I arrived... can be summarized as follows. In the
soclal production of their existence, men inevitably enter
into definite relations of production approplate to a glven
stage in the development of their material forces of pro-
duction. The totality of these relations of production
constitutes the economilic structure of society, the real
foundation, on which arises a legal and political strue-.
ture and to which correspond definite forms of soclal cons-
ciousness. The mode of production of material life con-
ditions the general process of social, politiecal and in-
tellectual life. It is not the consciousness of men that
determines their existence, but their social existence that
determines their consciousness (2).
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The fundamental'contention of the base-superstructure ap- -
proach is that historical materialism is based on a general theory
of philosophy of histor&. Such a general theory is assuﬁed to |
be theoretically self-suffiéient. Moreover, it is ggsumed to
be independent of Marx's later work, especially the-analyses
offered in Capital. Theée later analyses are conceived as being
based on the ‘Pfefacé's explanations, and as mere applications
of Marx's earlier, more general views. In othgr words,.thé anal-
ysis developed in Capita; is thought to provide nothing more
than “empirical confirmation" of the philosorhical hypotheses
sketched out in the 1859 ;Preface': Whereas Capital only deals
with the capitélist modé of produc@ion, the views presented in

the 'Preface' refer .to all modes of production.

Historieal materialism is held to be based on a general
theory of history bgcause it cannot be identified wifh, nor
reduced to, any particular sociél science, not even to political
economy. Historical materialism, in this view, 1is thus a theary
which deals with the more general aspects of society and history
by focusing on the interrelationsgexistingLbetween the base and
the SUPer§tructure, through.the dynamics of the produétive for-
ces and the relations of production. Historical Eiffjialism is

-saild to use particular social sclences, but not %o be one it-

self.
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It is true that historrcal materialism can_leeg to a gen-
eral theory ofuhistbry, and even to a philosophy of history:.
But it is not correct to say that it is ‘based on either of
these. It is true that hlstorlcal materlallsm studles the 1nter—
relations between the base-and the superstructure of society.
But it 1s not cbvious that such_;nterrelations can ce defined
a priori. Nor is.it correct to say thet particular'social sciences
are only "emplrlcal conflrmatlons" or mere appllcatlons of hls~
torlcal materlallsm On the contrary, the 1nterrelat10ns between
"base" and "superstructure“ must be'analyzed-ln the terms of .
political econemy, politicai ecenomy“being "the anatomy of'civil
society". In fact, the base superstructure approach should glve
way to a critique of polltlcal economy. The notions of "base"
and of "sugerstructure“ appear in the anelys1s,-but they are
not understood in a manner depending on a geuere; theory or philo-
sophy'cf history, wheQ\this is conceiued as being prior to theﬂ

- political-economic analysis.

Advocates of the base-superstructure approach ere usually
divided into two opposed.camps: those who defend.the primacy of
the base, and those who hoeld that in contemporary capitalism
the fundamental determinat&ons come from the superstructure.
Since Marx explicitly says that the economic base is the real

foundation of society, interpreters who emphasize the role of

the superstructure must'argue that:

S

£\



usually regard Marx S analyses as- a phllosophy.‘and downplay

the role-played Ln hls thought by polltlcal economy.
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(a) Marx's assertlon is not true in allwclrcumstances, in .
- particular, it is not “true for the advanced stages of *
capltallsm; and -that N .

(b) what’ Marx is contrastlngt&s not base and supersmructure
but social existence and consciousness, Therefore, . the
basic task is to establish .the. relations bétween social
existence ,and congciousness, not those. between the eco-.
nomy and- the other aspects of society. .

) - . . . \‘l -

Interpreters that emphas1ze the role of superstructures

3- .‘\,.'

-

. T

4

€ . . . ' : N 4
X . " .

~On the other hand, interpreters-thap emphasize'the'role

- of the economic basis tend tc'pay more.attention to Marx's views

on political ec0noﬁy‘ However, they alsosiendwtO‘adaptrMarx's‘

v1ews as. they appear in Capital,-to those prqsented in tha,1859

'Preface ; Thls adaptatlon is made, either .by reduclng the notlons

4 -

—of the polltlcal economic analy51s to the phllOSOphlcal v1ews on -

blstory in general or,.as it is- the ‘case with advocates of dev—

B+

eloped forms of technologlcal determlnlsm, by adaptlng the no-

tlons of polltlcal econemy “to the concepts of "productlve fofces

“and “relatlons of productlon Here, productlve forces and rela-

gy

t;ons of productlon Qynctlon sometlmes as phllosophlcal concepts,

,sometlmes as econOmlc concepts, dependlng on- the 01rcumstance

s

Problems that the base s_perstructure approach creates I.have

R

‘ already mentloned the fundamental problem 1t creates. Because

N

3 ) - v m
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-1t reduces the analysis of capitalism, as pregented in Cagi%a;,
“to the "philosophical" terms in whicdh Mgfx and Engels discussed
the issue in their early works, it also reduces the study of

historical materialism to its primitive and undeveloped forms.
. A .

N . Thér;rincipai consequencelbf this retrograde step in the
| analysis is thaf political economy is replaqéd by philosophy’
or by a general theory of history as the theoretical‘basis of

> historical materialism. Since if is not based on a precisé anal-

ysis of ths process of production and reproduction of social

life;lsuch ihterpretations misrepresent the social relations .
which constitute those productive and ;eproducti§é processes.  _5_
) If one adopts the basersuperstructure aﬁproach ne ‘must _ g‘
possess a set of philosophical recipes before engag;ng in“the

é - ftheoretical analysis offered by political ecohomy or the con-

crete study of given socip-historical processes and events.

.

" The philosophical doctrine is used to classify processes and - e

e

evénts,'to deter@ine which processes and wﬁach eveﬁts.&eloﬁg
to the base and which to the-squrstructu?ei Political economy
is then relqgated to filling iﬁ tﬁe_géneral philosoﬁhical ‘scheme, 5"
, é prpcédﬁre"that éan.be extremely misréading. For it is not
‘correcf to say tﬁat‘ghilosophy dete%mines whét,historical;ma—
terialism is, nor that polifical ecénomy meréizbfinds oqt T4

LS

‘ how sqcio—histpri’cal proeesses develop (3) .

.

B
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Since base and suﬁerstructuré are not clearly defined philo-

sophical concepts, the findings of political economy‘cahqot'bé
properly organized;-Moréover. even if they were clearly defined,

the findings of political economy would be organiéed in suéh a

.way'és to fit into baéically arbitrary philosophical, categories.

On the other hand, if instead of the notions of base and super-
structure, thoée éf prodﬁctive forces*énd‘reléfions ofﬂproéuetiqn

are employed, ' even-in this case some philosophical assumptions

f;re &sed$to determine what productivg forces aﬁd what relations
oflproduction mean, according to different circumstances in the
course of the analysis. In the case of tééhnological deferminist
interpretations, the philosopﬁical assumption fhat,productive‘forces

are not sopiél in any case is used to redefine particular notiéns

or findings of political economy.

For theseﬁreasqns, it is not sﬂrprising that Marx abandoned
_tﬁé-philosophical @pproach'to-socidéhisforical problems and moved
towérds a more precise and sdientific perspective based on the

critique of political eceonomy.

4

C.W. Mills has touched on this problem:

-

Exactly what is included and what is not included in the
"economic base" is not altogether clear, nor are the "for-
ces" and "relations" or production precisely defined and

consistently used. In particular, "science" seems to floatx

-~ =
B

-~ . - . T
:
,

T
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between base and superstructure; and it is doubtful that
either base of superstructure can be used... as units, for
both are composed of a mixture of many. elements and forces...
The distinction between base and superstructure 1tself is

by no means clear-cut., The institutional organization of a
soclety, including relations of production, certainly pene-
trates deeply into technological implements and the sclen-
tific developments, including forces of production, shaping’
their meaning and their role in historical change (4).

Mills' complaints are well taken.‘However, they do not lead. him
to criticize the base-superstructure approach (5). Worse still,
in the base-superstruc%ure approach thére is.no definitive an-
swer to Mills' questions.‘For‘iﬁ the base:superstructure approach
not only do we-HQVe onlj philosophical_prescriptions and soclo-
Historical particularities, the political-economic analysis can-
not change the phllosophlcal prescriptions but only results in
the collection of data As-I shall show when studylng G.A. Cohen S
version of hlstorlcal materla;lsm, even a conceptually developed
version of the base-superstructure approach.results in inconsié—
tencies. |

When the basé-superstructure approach 1is abéndoned, histo-~
rical materialism can find aamore adequate basis, and become
. more précise and more;profound, Political economy cannotlbé
coﬂsidered as being baéed on (or as being merely an instrument
off a philosophy of history. Marx's philosophy of histbry (if

he has oﬁe), and his general views on historical development,

can be regarded as resting.on the énalyseé provided by political
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economy, not.the'othei way'aééund.‘ln this way it is possible
to reiﬁtrodu?e the notions‘ofzbase, superstructgrg, productivei
forces, and.rélafions of production. Each of these concepts can
be giveh a precise definition, and the relations between them-

can be accurately studied and described.

(B) The version of W.H. Sﬁéw.

Shaw's interprétation of Marx is based on an analysié of
the 15%9 'Preface', ard claims that Marx was a technological
eterminist. He engages in a discussion of the notions of pro-
" ductive forces and of relations of production, to demonstrate
that the latter'depend on thiifpfher and that productive forces
are -basically teéhnological. In particular, Shaw emphasizes that
the fundamental productive force, namely labour-power, is to

1

be considered “material" and te@ﬁiologibal, but not social,

Characteristics of the interpretation. Shaw argues that for

Marx socio~historical processes evolve according to the following

Schema:

The development of the productive forces through history
tells the story of man's evolving dialectical intercourse
with nature. This development necessitates adjustments in

{ ‘men's relations to each other and to the: productive forces.
With these changes in the social relatlons of productlon,
the rest of the social world alters (6).

,
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On;this view, the development of tﬁe produétive forces ultimate-
ly determine®social and_historiéal developments (?)7 The funda—.
‘mental issues at stake, therefore, consist in determining what |,
the productive forces and relations of production are and how
they are interrelated.

Produétive.forces are defined in a general way by saying

that they constitute . ' '

the s1mple factors of the labor process.——that is, those
elements which andlysis reveals as part of the immediate
production process itself. The labor process is the pro-
cess of producing material use-values. (8).

Shaw defines the "simple factors" of the labour process in

the following fashion:

(TYhe productive forces include human labor-power and the
means of production. Labor-power is the capacity to labor,
the abilities upon which one draws in producing something.
The instruments with which persons labor and the raw ma-
terials on which they work comprise the means of production.
The forces of production, thus, are the basic elements of
any labor process.(9)

While the means of production pose no problems —they com-

prise machines, instruments, and/the\raw materials employed in
material production—, Shaw's de¢scription of labour-power de-

serves- closer attention. In Shaw view, productive forces should



e
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' not be reduced to technology in the sense of "technical" for-

ces, which are non-human agents. For him, productive forces

include more than machines or technology in a narrow sense.
In fact, labor-power, the skills, knowledge, experience
and so on which engile labor to produce, would seem to be
the most important of the productive forces. Thé forces of
production are, for Marx,thoroughly human- (10).

»

However, for Shaw the most important of the productive forces,
namely labour-power, although "human" it is not “socialf. Thus,;

productive forces are‘“technological“,[but not "social":

Marx studdies the soclal world and social relations, but
the productive ‘forces are not relations. Even with regard
to human labor-power, in examining it in its role as a
productive force, one is disregarding its social character-
istics to'consider its technical aspect; rather than can-
stituting the socilal world, the productive forces, viewed
in themselves, are an abstraction from it (11).

Labour-power is then defined as the capacify human beings
pbssesé for-engaging in labouring. It is that‘parf of workers
which they themselves own and which they eventually sell to the
capitalist entrepreneur. It is something which human beings
.have always possessed, independently of whether they live in
a feudal or a capitalist economic organization. The distinction
between "the worker" and "the labour—powér of the workér", as
meaning. two different parts of human beings considered as eéo—
nomic agents, only surfaces in the capitalist system. For, in

|
/
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contrast with othér modes of production, in capitalism the
workers do not sell their whole being, but only a part of their
capécities, and for‘cleafl& specified periods of time. In Spaw's
view, given this distinction between iabour and labour power it
follows that it is laﬁourépower and not labour or the worker
that which is the fundamental "human" aspect of the productive

forces:

Although men are the bearers of labor-power, it is the
labor-power and not the men which belongs to the productive
forces. This is despite the. fact that it is only through
men that labor-power enters into the production process.
Men are more than- labor-power. They stand in relations
other than production (12).

Labor-power is the capacity to labor, and labor is, in
turn, the manifestation of this power. Labor-power has
the ability to develop, to gain skill, and to become more
experienced, which its mere expenditure, labor itself,
lacks. For this reason, labor-power, not labor, is a pro-
ductive force (13). : n

Next, we need to note an important claim which emerges in
Shaw's deséription of the relations of'prpdﬁétion. The notioﬁs
of productivé forces and of'labour—power;are contras%ed by him
with that of relations of production. Shaw thinks of these re-

lations as

: ~ : .
relations within which production is carried on; they link
the productive process with human agents in the process of
‘material production (14).

.
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Shaw goes on to distinguish.two types of relations of production,
namely "work" and "ownership" relations of production. Work re-

lations are defined as

the material, technical relations which govern the actual
‘labor process itself, abstracted from its socially and
historically specifiec form (15). ‘ '

For Shaw, work ;elations of production are the links that occur
between labourers, and betWéen labourers and the means of pro-
duction, in the process of the production'of use-values. Work
relations are "abstractéd" ffom gocio~historical forms because
they refer to th; producfion of "any use-value"(16). These wofk
relations "regulate (human beings') access to the productive

forces"(17), and they are determined by the level of development

and the types of productive forces available (18).

For their part, ownership relations of production are de-
fined by Shaw as "the social relationé which govern the control
of thé-productive process and the products of production®(19).-
Ownership relations are a part of the.given soclal and histo-
rical form within whidw‘the productive process take; place.:

At the same time, ownership relatidns are the most important
‘element of the socib—historicél form, since they regulate the
access to the prodﬁctive process. Ownership relations are thus

"%he socio-historical integument of... work relations"(20).
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The last major claim of Shaw refers to the interrelations

taking place between productive forces and relations of producf
tion. ﬁe may approach this issue by considering his notién‘of.
economic structure. For Shaw, work and ownership relationé of
production constitute the economic structure of society. .This
étructure ié‘largely determined by the prbductive forces, although
" there is a way in which relations‘of production condition the
speed of development of the productive forces, either by stim-
ulating their growth or by hindering it. For‘example,<in its
initial.stageé the capitalist ownership relations of broduction

" helped to bring about an unprecedenfed developﬁent of productive

forces, although in its later stages the capitalist form of

* .

ownership tends to slow down and to'stop the development of

these same productive forces. -

The institutional and ideological organization of society -
depends on its economic structure. Therefore, changes in the
produc%ive forces will determine, through the mediation of
the economlic structure, corresponding_changes-in the society
as a whole. Since p:oductive forces are baslcally technological
forces, it fellows that for Mark all éocio—histﬁrical processes

are technologically determined. : :

Shaw's claims contested. There are three main criticisms I have .

of Shaw's pqsition. The first is about his notion of "production
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. of material things"™, which is in contradiction with the under-

‘ standing of the labour process as intended for the production
of material use-values. The second criticism refers to Shaw's
conéeption of labour-power, and to his distinction between lé—
bour a?d labOur—power.'ghaw's views in this respect misrepresent
Marx's,_and are based on the‘incoprect identification of the
labour process with the produétive.process. The. third ériticism
refers to Shaw's notion qf_reiations of production, in particula£
I argue that the notion of Qbrk relations of production mis-
represeq&ngarx's vieWs. For Shaw, WOrk'relation; link lgbourr
 power to the means of production, and also™link the indiviéuél
labour-powers of a groﬁp of workers. Sucﬂ>links, ih his 6piﬁion,
are not social. By attending to Marx'sﬁnotion of capltalist "co-
operation I show thét_Shaw_is wrong to consider work relatigns
as "material" but not social. After pfesenting these three cri-
ticilsms agéinst Shaw, I shall argue fhat_they are all based on
the revisionistic notion of materialism as something non—sécial,'
and will also establish'othet connections between Shaw's‘viewé_‘
and those of the classical revisionists, |

1). As we have seen, Shaw. 8olds that the productive forces ' -

constitute the "sihple factors" of thg labour-pgrocess, and'tha}

the'labour—proceés, inlturn, is the process‘of "producing matéfial

use-values". Shaw then defines'"matefial-production"'as'the'

" "production of material things", whére "material things" are
. ) . s ==
& , . - . S
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not use-values as he 1n1t1ally observed (see note #8). Shaw
asks himself what is material-production and glves the followlng
answer: "simply... the productlon of material things". ‘He adds.

that

{(ryival answers to this question might be that material

production is the production of (a) use-values, (b) com- .
modities, (c) surplus-value, or (d) those things neces-
- sary for material life. None of these candidates are

theoretically satlsfactory (21).

_Slnce Shaw does not clarify the P01nt further, it, appears
. that there is a contradlctlon in his definition of "materlal
productlon Whén he relates materlal production to the labour
proceés he says that it con31sts lnuthe production of use- values
But when he conSLders the issue of material productlon by 1t-
self he sees-1it as composing the produc%lon of "material things",

. P Y
where these are net use-values. .

1t is difficult to think that the production of material
things is not intended.to'yield things necessary for material
life. After all, material 1ife must be provided by material pro-
duction, and both mAterial life and material productlon use "ma- \\\
terial things",'}.e.‘“phy81cal".obJects. Also, it is dlfflcult
e pov . ) : .
to hold that human beings woulll engage in any material produc-

tion that does not have'any“useful purpose, even if this purpose

were merely aesthetic. Probably Shaw wants to distinguish bet- é
| o\ : |

4
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£
¥

ween "material production",” usezvalues, -and the productidn of .

. things needed for material life in order to-stress that the

production of some useful'“things" needed for material life

results not in "material" but, say, "ideological" goods{ And,

besldes, there may.be use~-valudes which do not reéult from phys-

ical or-material production —for example the produgtion of
scientific concepts—, provided that mental activity is not
considered “phygical" or "material". However, Shaw's definition

of material production becomes cumbersome when we are to relate

it —as ShaMFhimself requires— to the labour ppocesé;_since
: . -
this process is, as he himself affirms in many places, the pro-

cess.of production of use-values.

If the laboﬁr process produces use-values, and ifﬁﬁhese
values are not, in some waﬁu "materialjﬁﬁings", are'there, then,
labouf'processes not intended for material production? And 1is
it not correct-to tbink that'the agents employed 'in such non-
maferiél'labour}pfdcésses arg proper:productive'fq?ces? Obvi-
ously, Shaw wants to resirict the notion of “material producfiep"
to those'fypes 0f<iabogr proceés whefe only “physical" production
is achieved. In this way the‘possibility“thaf "material produc- !
tion" mighﬁ berunderstood as implying a procéss of social pro- o

duction is eliminated. But, at the_séme time, Shaw's definition

,.
ofh "material production" is at odds with his definition of pro- .
- & ' T ' ) . , o : \
ductive forces in terms of agents employed in any labour process,
. - {
@, ‘ } L
¢ g
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, . since at least some labour processes do not produce "maperiai
'thlngs .or, conversely, use- values This, of course,-contfadicts '
the very deflnltlon of labour process. Therefore, Shaw S accouht;
of 'm&terial production as production of materlal thlngs is at
variance uith his account of the labour process as the process
where pro&uctive-forces are used, and his definitioh of‘material
_production fails.to-take into account productive forces them- =
selves in‘a proper'way —-accoroing to Shaw's own definition of
these forces. . |
‘ 2). In Shaw}s distinetion between labour and labour;pouér there
- ~is another 1ncons18tency to De noted First, he confuses the.
"labour process.w1th the productlve process, whlch results in |
- ‘his maintaining'that_huﬁahfoeings enter iﬁto the productive ' '“z‘
| process gg;x-as.labour—power bearers; It is indeed possible to‘
thihklthat human beinés only count in the labour process as'
bearers of iabour pooer But it does ndt. follow that, as elements
of the productive process, human belngs must be consildered only
as bearers of labour:power. After all, the productlye process
is'not identical with, nor can it be feduced to, the labolr '
fprocess Shaw, howe(er, holds such ah ideﬁfification or reduc-
tlon in the texts quoted abbve (p 168), although ;n other places.‘
he adopts a dlfferent view. In fact, as Shaw himself stresses |

elsewhere, human belngs enter the productlve process as bearers

of "relations of production", and these relations necessarlly
e // i S : ' '
. ‘ ‘, N . | ) % . | . . . . \' J\-.\ '
.6\ ' . 1 . .- . .\:., )is
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* ~

involve the whole "being" pf the persons so réiated, ile. théy

put into their relatigns o roduction social,.economic, poli-
) ) sfelas,. € )
' . ‘
tical and ideclogical dimensions of themsélves. Moreover, re-

Dl 4

lations of production are a'social phenomenon. Indeed, for Marx

they afe the fupdamental social phehomenon. Shaw, however, re-
duces the produc?ive Torces to the labour process and argues
tﬁa% human being§ are productive forces because they enter the
labour process only as labour-power bearers. But when he says
.that human bFings "stand in relations other than pfoduéfion",
Shaw is impl&ing that the only relatiqné of.prbduction which
human ﬁélngs develop are those»EorrespondingwtO'their being
_labour-power bearers in the labour process. As a result, the
productive process is reduced to of identified with the labour
process, and the relations of prodﬂé%ion are reduced to or
identified with the "work"” relations of production, as these
relations correspond to the labour-power. Therefore, either
"ownership" relations of production are not part of the produc-
tive process, Or else they would need to be reduced to, or |
identified with, the "work" relations of production as these
work relations spring from the labour process. Neither case
corresponds with Marx's view, nor with Shaw's own description
~of the economic structure. For Marx, relations of production
are social.felations involving ﬁo;e than mere labour-power.

But there is still more to be said about.this issue. Fbr

(BT
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it is not consistent with Marx's view to say that it is labour--
power only and not labour that which composes the human part
of the productive forces. This point has been well developed

by H. Laycock:

2

In the first place... although we must distinguish between
. a power or capacity and the bearer of that power or capacity,
Marx sometimes... uses his notlions of power and force and

capacity in an extended sense to refer to those agencies
that are the bearers of power or force in the core sense...
Hence Marx sometimes speaks of men, and —much less often—
of machines, as actually being productive forces or produc-
tive powers... (Examples follow) ...Since, therefore, Marx
sometimes speaks of men and machines as productive forces
or powers, the dispute about whether it is men or their
labour power which is what he realily intends by !"productive
power"” or "productive force" is a somewhat idle dispute.
But if one insists, contra Marx, that it is just labour
power, as opposed to the labourer, which is a productive
force, then consistently one ought to speak of machine
power and not 1ts bearer, the machine, as a productive for-
ce. Equally, if one insists on regarding machinery itself
as an element in the forces of production (as Marx rarely
does), then one ought to regard men and not their labour
power as a force of production (as Marx more often does)
In general, then, Marx's COHCEPtlon of productive for-
Ces Or pPOwers is such that not o the powers of men and
other objects may be counted as, ductive‘powers, but so
too may thelr bearers. Furthermore, and if 1n the context
. "labour" méans "the exercise of labour power", then Marx
sometimes. regards the exercise of the power, and not just
Eﬂ,,thgﬁggygr or its bearer, as a productive force... (22).

The main consequénce of Shaw's misrepresentation of the
notion of labour-power as an element offthe productive forces
is that such forces lose the social character that Marx assigned
to them. Shaw's failure in this respect is exemplified, as Laycock

points out, in his misunderstanding of Marx's notion of co-
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operation (23). If labour, and rot On;y lahpur—powgr as* Shaw
thinks, is td be_conSidered as a prddﬁctive force, it follows
that co-operation, which is the'épecific gsocial relation of
productidn involvedkin the capitalist productive.process{ needs
to be regarded as a productive force. But this means that pro-
dudtive forces are not exclusively or characteristicglly techno-

logical but, instead, fundamentally social.

3). As we noted, Shaw distinguishes between "work" and "owner-
ship" "relations of production. Here again Shaw 1s not consistent.

On_the one hand he affirms that

although the two types of production relations... are in-
timately connected... the distinction between them is central
to Marx's thought (24), _

but on the other hand he recognizes that

Marx's concept of Produktionverhiltnisse covers both types

of relations, but I do not argue that Marx himself explicitly
distinguished the two. I nurture this distinction, only
implicit in his writings, in order to sharpen the analysis

of "relations of production" and to introduce greater clarity
into the discussion¥(25).

Certainly, one might distinguish different types of relations
of production in the capitalist productive process to have a
clearer idea of what these relations are. But such =z move‘is

'hecessary only if the analysis of the capitalist productive pro-
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cess ié to be. developed on the.basis of the'productive—forces/—
relations-of-production approach, that is,lon the basis of the
bésefsuperstructure approach. Marx does not need to make such
distinctions because 1n Cagital he is no longer using the base-
superstructure approach, but rather a more complex and accurate
politico—eConomic analysis..MoreJﬁer, such a distinction between
- types of relations of production, in the sense developed by Shaw,

are necessary only if the analysis aims to demonstrate the techno- -

+ logical determinist thesis. Shaw makes the distinction in order

te argue that work relations-refer to “physical” and "material"
aspects, while ownérship relations refer to "soclal" aspects.

Marx did not make such a distinétion bétwéen work and’ owner-
ship relations becausé he regarded "tecﬂnical" and "soclazal"
aspects of the_productive process as reciprocally determined.

This 1s particularly true with respect to the role of humén beings
‘in the productive process, i.é. Qith fespect tq the "technical"

and "social" parts of theméelves'that human beings put into the
productive process. For example, in capitalist co-operation a
social reorganization of the.workers' roles generates a technical
reorganizaﬁioﬁ which results in " enhanced labour productivity.
And conversely, the capitalist development of machinery accentuated
the "despotic" character of the social relations occurring in

the capitalist productive process. In Marx's view, technical

and social aspects of the productive process are interconnected:

Ne
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Mérx régarded the labour process,initially abétracted from its

social ‘aspects but, subsequéntly, he brought these sbcial-asﬁects‘
into the picture. When social aspects of the labour process are |
considered; the labour process.undefgoes a chénge, gnd transforms

itself into a social process. Says Marx, talkiné about capital-

ist co-operation:

4

If then, on the one hand, the capitalist mode of production
presents itself to us hlstorlcally, a8 a necessary condition
to the transformation-of the labour -process into a socilal
process, so, on the other hand, this soclal form of the
labour-process presents itself, as a method employed by
'capltal for the more profltable exploitation of labour, by
increasing labour productlveness (26) (Emphasis added).

Marx is saylng here that the capitaf&st mode of production ful-
fils the historical task of'transforming the labour process into

a socilal proceés. But, at the-same‘time, this transformation

can be regarded from a techﬁical point of view, as a "method;

of labouriﬁg. According to Marx, the socialization of the labour

process achiéved by capitalism resplts in a contradiction between
the new soclal character of the labour process and its technical

form, since the/é;—operative method of proéuction is usgg by

the capitalists "for the more profitable exploitation of iabour".

In the capitalist transformation of the labour process, the so-

cial and the "technical" aspects are lnterconnected and reciprocally

determlned
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Shaw wdulﬁ regard this éassage of Mafx as only meahing
that co-operation is the "moment" of the productive process: .-
where the labour process is dressed.up with a social form with-
out being "ffansforméd" in any sﬁbs%antiéi manner. For, from a .
technological determihist perspéctive. the labour proﬁess can;
not;'under any‘circumstance, becdme'a social prOCéss.-HoﬁeVer,
in order to sustain_sﬁch,a view Shaw must demonstraté that Marx
holds |

(a) that capitalism is not the only mode of production where
the labour process becomes a social process; and

(b) that capitalist co-operation is only'a "work"” relation B
of production. - K

Assertion (a) is not Marx's view because for him the specific
historical task of caéitalism is to develop the social productiveness
of labbur, something'that former modes of production had:no%
achieved. For exampie, when listing the "three cardinél facts

. . ,

of capitaliétrproduction", Marx says that the second of these

cardinal facts consists in that capitalist production accomplishes
) 5

- the

(o)rganization of labour itself into social labour: through.
co-operation, division of labour, and the uniting of labour
with the natural sciences... the capitalist mode of produc-
tion abolishes... private labour, even though in contradic-
tory forms {(27).

"

LY
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Assertion (b) is false in Marx;s view beoause'f?r him co-
operation does not involve a change "in the sysoem of working"
_(28),'does not consist of "isolated individual laboﬁr"'but of
fthe coilecfivé powef of the masses"{(29). Fop Marxoco—opergtioﬁ
is "the fundamental form of the capitélist mode of prodhction“
(30), and. is thus a sociol relétigé.of produotion} Shaﬁ, for
his part,taffirms that co-operation is not a productive force
but a relation of produotion. However, ho does not explain whéther
it is to be regarded as a "work" or as én‘"OWnership" relation
(31). Nonetheless, he gggg the.notion of co-operation. to mean
a work relation ofuproduotion. Discussing petty agriculture and
the guild system; He says that such ownership relations of pro-

duction

exclude conoentratlon of the means of production, cooperation
and division of labor within the production process —in a
word, they prehibit the larger, teelnical production which

the: Level of the productive forces makes p0551ble (32) (Em- ’
pha51s .added}.

Petty agriculture and the guild system are ownershilp relations
which inhibit the development of the productive forces (in part-
icular the oonoentration of thelmeans of production) and of the
"work" relations of production, i.e. the other “technioal"‘aspect

of the productive process (inoluding division of labour and co-

operation).
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If the distinction between work .and owneréhip relatiqnsi J

of prodrction is Uéentral to Marx‘s‘thought", as Shaw affirms,

it’is_difficult tr understand"wh& Marx was so unaware of this.

Moie important in this respect, howevér; is the fact that Marx

was able to develop a complex andlysis of the capitalist mode

of production in Capital, without basing his study or the'dis-

‘tinction proposed by Shaw, and this even though, as Shaw concedes{.

the'embhasis in’capital is put on the anélysis of tﬁe capitalist

relations of production.

Thus, all the major claims of Shaw's interpretation of

Marx. rest on the reductlon of productive forces to thelr~techno-
logical aspects and, to an important degree too, a similar re-
_duction oflthg relations of production. Such rqeuctlops attempt,
unéuccessfully, to'éliminafe theé social character of the social
productive forces and of the social labour ﬁrocess %hat Mérx
thought he had described whgfle studying the capitalist political

-

egonomy .

Shaw's notion of "ﬁarerial" and "matérialism" is basically
the same as tha't which we found in Bernstein. For both of them
the "materlal" refers to physical, not to soc1al aspects. Even
when Shaw regards the labour-power as the basic productive for-
ce, this power is said to be human, not social. And the relations

-

between individual labour-powers that Shaw calls work relations
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of production, although human, are not sociél.‘

-

However, Shaw does not follow the classical revisionrsts
on all points. For exampie}:he.recognizes that productive for-
ces are “depeﬁdent“ (though nqt_“determined") on the relations
of produ?tion‘which accelerate or fétter'their devé}opment (33).
This view, 1in turn, leads‘him to support 2 "dialecticgal approach”

to historical explanation, in the sense that "

dialectics demands a sensitivity to the antagonisms of

things or, at least, in processes and relations, to thelr

development and change, and to their interconnection with-

in a framework larger than that of cause and effect (narrow-
. 1y understood) (34). ‘ :

Unfortunately, Shaw éxplaigs neither what a "non-narrow" cause-
and-effect framework is nor how this is integrated in%o‘the
dizlectical way of explanation. He rejects "Humean" causality,
and propoﬁnds a dialectical "organic" but "hierarchical“ model.‘_
in which "causal reiations are integral to... social and histo-
rical views" (35). But none of these hypotheses is developed,
gnd, as with the relations between historical materialism and

the other aspects of Marx's thought, thg&r cbmprehension is left

“ 4o the. "intuition” of the reader (36)., o s ‘\\

Finally, Shaw concedes a Iprge determining role to revol-
- :

" utionary upsurges on the part of the proletariat in the transit-
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ion from capitalisﬁ to SOCialism. This contrgsfs, of course,
w%th the revisionistic view of‘Befnstein. Bu%i at the séme time,
such a'contention Weékeﬁs Shaw's‘techﬁological-determinist;staﬁd.
The ‘determining. role assigned to the éorkers' reﬁolution under-
mines the detgrmining role former}y assigned by Shaw to the
productive forces. Instead of arguing thaf productive forces
"determine" a social change.‘when confronted yith-the analysis
of fhe transition from capitalism to socialism Shaw'says fhat
productive forees only "create conditions hospltable to.social
upheaval and revolution". In particular, he concedes tﬁat pro—‘
ductive fofcgs "do not establish (the new socialist) relations
(of prgduction) themselves; In capitalism thét is' the job of

the proletariat"(37)(Parentheses added).

(C) The version of G.A. Cohen.

The interpretation of Marx presented by Cohen differs friom |
that of Shaw only 'in the -emphasis he places on certain issues
and in the detail he develops his views. In general terms, it P
can be said that while Cohen holds a "strong" version of the

o

technological interpretation of historical materialism, Shaw

hOldS a llweak" \Wﬁ Of j.'t-

Cohen's version is, by far, the most complex technological

determinist interpretation of Marx among those we have reviewed
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here.lHis is a lengthy and dense analysis, attempting to combine
what Marx says (or éhould have said, in Cohen's view) with a
functionalist understanding of social and historical dynamics...
Cohen moreover employs the instruments provided by analytical
philosophy inlorder.to carry on with the exegesis bf'Mag;}s ideas.
However, because such an approach puts a high premium on a systém—
atic accoﬁnt of Marx's thoughtand because Cohen is committed_to
the technological interpretation of Marx, his version tenas to
rest on a single conceptual issud, In ﬁafticular,‘Cohen's in-

terpretation rests on the distinction between "social" and "ma-

terial" aspects of socio-historical processes. This distinction

is the clef d'oedvre.of-CohéQ's vers&on of. historical material-
ism, and if it ecan be showq,%o be implaﬁsible, then the whole
interpretation is shown t;/be'flawed. Here I shall only &iscuss
this distinction between the social and the material aspects

of socio—historicallprocesses, attempting to demonstrate its
impiaugibility. But first I outline the main‘linesudf Cohen's

interpretation 8f Marx.

Charécteristics of the interpretation. I shall first cutline

how Cohen understands the general course of hlstorlcal develop~
ment, as well as the notlons of productlve foreces and relations

of production, and then how he relates these notions one to the

3y
other. e
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Cohen follows the base—superstructufe approach when develop-

ra

ing his interpretation of Marx. In this respect, the main text
of Marx employed is the 1859 'Preface’, for there Cohen finds
grounds to emphasize the role of productive forces (understood

as téchnological forces) for the determination of historical

development: '

(I)t is an old-fashioned historical materialism which I
defend, a traditional conception (whese "most pregnant”
statement is the Preface to The Critigque_of Political Eco-
nomy...), in which history 1is, fundamentally, the growth
of human productive power, and forms of society rise and .
fall according as they. enable or impede that growth (38). -

.-

(T)he productive forces enjoy explanatory primacy over
the produciion relations... We shall propound what is
called a 'technological' interpretation of historical
materialism (39).

According to Cohen's View; productive-forces, understood

as technological rces, constitute the element whose historical

growth determines Aow social forms evolve. Productive forces

are defined by him as follows:

To qualify as a productive force, a facility must be cap-
able of use by a producing agent in such a way that pro-
duction occurs (partly) as a result of its use, and it 1is
someone's purpose that the facility so contribute to pro-
duection (40).
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Anything fhat'productive agents employ to pfodube can be'regarded.
as being productive forces. However, as ShaW‘also claimed, Cohen -
argues that only "physical" prbductidh is invdlved in a produc-

tive process where productive forces are employed. Moreover,

-

Cohen says that "material” is to be identified with "physical“,
so that "material productibn" needs to be viewed as “physical’
production". Thus, argues Cghen,

{o)nly what contributes materially within and to productive
activity as Marx demarcates it counts as a productive for-
Cce (#1). -

And something contributes materially to a productive activity
only when what is involved is a necessary activity,-i.e. an

activity which is "physical" and "material”:

-

That an activity is necessary to production makes it a
productive activity only if its necessity is grounded in
the physical facts of the situation... (I)f an activity
is essential, then its essentiality makes 1t a productive
activity only if it is materially grounded (h2).

Cohen classifies productive forces as being elther means
of production or labour—power.‘Means of'production include the
instruments of production (tools, machines,,premisesJ instrumental
materials), raw materials and spaces (43). For its part, labour-

power is considered to be the fundamental productive force:
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(T)he productive ferces develop over time and condition
the character of 'the production relations. But the dev-
elopment of the productive forces is largely the growth
in knowledge of hoy to control and transform nature, and
that is a developmant of \labour power...(44) ., ‘

The productive forces must include labour power because
the centre of .thelr development is a development of labour
power (&45). :

y

However, says Cohen, it is necéssary to draw a distinction bet-
. N U

ween labour-power and labour.(or labouringﬁ, and to appreciate
.that only the former one needs %o be regardeﬁ as a proper‘pfo— o

ductive force. This distinction between labour and labour-power

ig' explained as follows. In the first place, says Cohen,

(a) human being is not a productive force except when his
intentionality is supressed and he is used as a physical
object (46). _

And second,‘bohen argues that labour-power and not labour is

to be considered a productive force because the latter does

not create any gg;gé when used in the capitalist pfoductive

process, whereas labour-power does. Moreover, ;abour—power is
-

that part of the workers that i% sold to the capitalists and 

that, therefore,.is used by them to create value (47).

~—

(-4

Besides, for Cohen the fundamental productive dimension

of labour-power consists in the fact that it is knowledge, i.e.

\

- * ’ \

2
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.applied science:”

Labour power is a productivé.force, and one dimension of
labour power 1is productlvely'appllcable knowledge. It fol-
lows that scientific knowledge which is open to productive

use 1is & productlve force... What is more, the development ' -
of knowledge is... the centre of the development of produc--

tive forces. In its higher stages the development of the
productive forces therefore merges with the development of
productively useful science (48).

"Since Cohen does not mention the issue, we mustraesume that
"prodﬁctiﬁely useful science" is to'be cpntrasted with science
in general, in the sense of purely speculative'inquiry. And
since Cohen does not say wi?‘en&y "productively usefui sclence"
and not also science in general is a productive force, we must
assume.that productively useful science is "groﬁnded in the
physical facts of the situation" involved.

N

]

For Cohen, science does not belong to the superstruciure

of society but to the productive basis, because the superstructdre

is made up of institutions and ideology, and sclence is neither
of these. On the othér hand, for Cohen science is something
"mental” but not social, and somethlng "material” but, again,

not soctal:

N\

It is unclear whether Marx means that (a) mental productive
forces are a subset of material ones, or (b) mental and

material productive forces form distinct sets. Take alter-
native (a). Then the guestion is: how can something mental

-
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~ be a specles of something material? It cannot be if the
antonym of "material” is "merftal", but it can be if the
antonym of "material" is, in this context; something else.
We submit that,:if reading (a) is right, then the antonym
of "material”... is 'social"... In short, when we oppose
the material to the social, as Marx systematically did,
we may classify mental productive forces as material, though
they are of course not material in a more familiar sense
of that term (49).

Next, Cohen defines the relations of production as involv-
ing only social aspects, and as belng separated from the produc-

tive forces:

Production relations are.EITHER relations of ownership by
persons of productive forces or persons OR relations presup-
posing such relations of onwership. By ownership is here .
meant not a legal relationship but one of effective control

(50) .

Cohen says that there are two types of relations human

)

beings enter when they produce, namely "work" and "social" re-
lations of production, where work relations are regarded &s "mé- '
terial" relations. Below I shall discuss 1n more deﬁail the mean-
ing and plausibility of this distinction. Here it will suffice

 to add that, according to Cohen,

(w)ork relations are material relations of production,
and, being material, they fall outside the economis siruc-
ture... Henceforth... whenever 'relations of production’
ig used without a modifying adjective, the reference, un-
less otherwise indicated, is always to social relations

of production... (51). '
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AS for the ngtion of economic strucfﬁre. it should be noted,
in the fifst,place, that for Coheh ih contrast with Shaw's view,l
it does not include work felations but only "soclal" relations
.of production. PFor Cohen, the economic structure is the basic |
"form" of the productive system of a given soclety (52), S0 thaf
were work relations to be included in it, "material” (i.e. techno-
logical) aspects of thé productive proc&ss would enter the eco-
nomic structure, and vice versa. For aécording'to Cchen, the

economic structure is

® :
composed of production relations. Nothing else is said
(by Marx, in the 1859 'Preface') to participate in its
composition. We conclude ex silentio that production re-
lations alone serve to constitute the economic structure.

This means that the productive forces are not part of the
cconomic structure (53)(Parenthesis added).

Since relations of production constitute the economie
structure of a society, that structure is determined by
the distribution in it of (effective) ownership rights
over persons and productive forces-... (54).

In Cohen's view, societies possess a complex struptural
basis, composed of the economic structure on the one hand, and
of the productive forces on the other. The economic structure
is called "basis-1",.when understood as forming the basis of
the “"social formation", and becauselit is méde up of social
relations of-production. As the basis of the soclal superstruc-

- ture, however, the economic structure is considered to be the
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"basis-2", since the economic structure is "exﬁerﬁal" to the
superstructure, which in'fact rests on it. Productive forces
are a part of neither basis-1 nor of basis-2, although these
forces are said to be thé substratum upon which the economic

structure rises. o~

By separating tHe productive forces from the economic
structure, Cohen attempts to draw a cléar—cut distinction bet-
ween the social and the technological_("materi%l"? aspécts of
the social productive process. At the same ti@e,;hié distine-
. tion of the functions of -the economic- structure as basis-1 and
basis-2, enables him partially to avoid the problems and ambi-
guities generated by the base-superstructure apﬁroach that-is
at the ;oot of his analysis. Having a'distinction between the
social znd fhe technological aspects of 'the economic base, and
distinguishing between éhe "organic" and'“externai“ functions
of #Te economic structure, Cohen thinks it possible to present
.a coherent and unambiguous description-of Marx's analysis of
the productive process in terms of the base-superstruciture ap-
proach. However, it is unclear whether this view was Marx's,
and it is possible to find incaﬁsistencies in Cohen's inter-

*

pretation.

In order to explain his® distinction between the techno-

logical and the social bhases of the social structure, Cohen

-



DEVELOPED INTERPRETATIONS . 193/

employs some metaphors:

(T)he productive forces occur below the economic foundation
(0)n the 'technological' reading favoured in. this work

... the productive forces strongly determine the chdracte

of the economic structure, while forming no part of it (95}).

The foundation upon which a house rests is —arguably any-
way— a part of the house, but the plinth upon which a statue
stands is no part of the statue (356).

Since I shall not consider this point later on, I will note

here some problems arising from Cohen's view on this réspect.
First, at a fery simple level of analysis, 1t should be noted -
that Cohen's description of t?e econoﬁic structure as basis-1
{house model) and as basis-2 (statue model), does not properly
illustrate tkhe point he ig/trying to make.:For he only preSents‘
his view in metaphorical terms, which are not at all coméincing.
On the one hand, fhey are not conceptually pérallel, since Cohen
is comparing an image (or notion) of architeéture {(the house)
..with an image (or notion) from éculptﬁre. Moreover, the fact
that the foundation of a hoﬁse can be perceived as being "part
of" the house is based largely oﬁ the "functional" meaning of

a house and, correspondingly, of 1its foundation. And thé‘"ex-
ternal" character of the statue's plinth in relation to the
statue itself is based on the considetation of the aesthetic

character of the statue and its plinth, not on the consideration

J
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of the functional role the plinth pldays in relation to the
statue. On the other han&, even if we accepf'as good a comparison
- between "functlonal™ and "aesthetic" aspects of two different

arts (architecture and sculpture), nonetheless it is.always

possible to think that the plinth of a statue is aesthetically

and functionally part of a statue. Moreover; even the surround- -

ing landscape or enviroment can be considered to be an “integral
part" of a statue; the issue depends on whether we are consider-
ing é statue by Canovas, or onélby H. Moore,-for example. In
other words, Cohen's metaphoré make sense only if we posseés
beforehand an account of what is functional and what is aesthet-
ic, and if we also haﬁe at our disposition a shared notion‘aboﬁt
what canons compose art.
: .
More important is the point Adamson has made fhat even if
Cohen;s metaphers are cofrect, it follows that Marx had quite
an 1implausible conception of what a social struéture is and,

. 1 ) .
besides, that Cohen's views are self-contradictory:

If we contend that Marx took the economic structure to
include relations but not forces of production, and that

he took both relations and forces of production to be the
"real basis" of soclety but in different senses of the

word "basis", then it follows that Marx held that society
has not one but two bases, one of which functions like a
foundation of a house, the other like a plinth ©f a statue.
But this depends on the rather implausible assumption that
Marx could and did form a single image of society with both
kinds of bases (like, presumably, the statue of a house)(57).
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Moreover, Cohen's position on this issue seéms correct
only on the assumption that the productive forces are "material"
(i.e. technological) and never "soclal", and that the economic

structure is ‘social, nbt material. Says Cohen:

h

Marx says, outside the Preface, that the productive forces
, are 'the material basis of all social organization'... But
'~ this is basis-2 (i.e. the statue-like basis), as confirmed
“by Marx systematic opposition, to be demonstrated later,
between the material and the social (58)(Parenthesis added}.

And, as Adamson remarks, even assuming that

Cohen is right... it is clear that the "economic structure"

. cannot be "the sum total of relations .of production", for
some relations of production are excluded from it. Cohen
acknowledges this implication and amends Marx on thils point
(p.112). But, in doing so, Cohen can only be seli- oontradlotory.
For while here (p.112), the proposition that the economic
structure is the sum total of productive relations is aban-
doned... it was precisely on a literal reading of this pro-
p051t10n that Gohen excluded productive forces from the eco-.
nomic structure. Obv1ously, Cohen cannot have 1t both ways.
Either he must drop "the notion of the two bases and include
forces asswell as relations of production in the economic
structure... or he must abandon the view that work relations
are not part of the economic structure {59).

Thus, even though Cchen attempts to overcome the difficulties
posed by the base-superstructure aoproach, he fails in his attempt

and ends by contradicting himeelf.
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The opposition between "material" and "social". As we have seen, -

Cohen's main claims rest on the assumption that Marx holds that

.

in all cages the "social" and'"maferial" aspects.of the produc-

tive process are opposed or, as Cohen"prefers to say, are anto-

nyms.
For Cohen,

(a) a productive activity is any activity grounded on
"physical" facts, *where "physical" 1is synonymous with
"material";

(b) a human being is a productlve force only when "used
as a phy81cal object"; ‘

(¢) science is a productive force because it 1s considered
to be non-social but mental, where mental is synonymous
~with "material";

(d) relations of productlon are social but not material,
whereas "work" relations are material but not 5001al
and : .

(e) the distinetion between a technological and an economic
bases of society rests on the opposition between "social”
and "material" (60).

5

Cohen's technologlcal determinist 1nterpretatlon of Marx
is plausible only if Marx holds that socilal and materlal aspects

of the productive process areé antonyms.

Cohen employs a variety of arguments to demonstrate the
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6ppdsiti?n between the social and the material. Here I shall

discuss the two most important of these.

1) The .distinction between material content and'social form.

According to Cohen, Marx distinguished between what is and what
is not a socio-economic characteristic (where "economic" and "so-
cial" are considered synonyms), on the basis of a distinction

.between the social form and the material content of a soclety:

People ghd productive forces comprise i1ts material content,
a content endowed by production relations with soclal form.
On entering production relations, persons and productive
forces recelve the imprint of the form those relations
constituter 2 Negro becomes a slave, a machine becomes a
portion of constant capital (61)..

However, Cohen notes, Marx did not use this distinction
consistently, for he "describes capital, slaves, etc., 1in two
divergent ways"(62). On the d@e hand, Marx says that'capital
is a relation and not a thing but, in other places or at the’
same time, Marx describes, say, a machine, as being capital,
where there is no relation involved. (This ‘is the case with
. constant capital). Capital considered as a relation is a social
form, and conéidered as a thing 1t is material content. For
Cohen, these two ways of explanation used by Marx are not com-
patible, so that it is necessary to correct Marx, and to re-

define what should.be understood by "relation". In Cohen's view,

R
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- in contrast with Marx, a’ relatlon is not somethlng occurrlng

S
L,

between two entities but, rather, a property that an entity

acquires- (or possesses)c

A husband is a man related by marriage to a woman; he 1is
not also a relationship of marriage. Being a husband is
a property of that man, one he has in virtue of that re-
lationship, and commonly &styled a relational property.
Belng capital and being a slave are, similarly, reldtion-
al ‘properties of means of production and men. More spec-
ifically, they are social relational properties, -whereas
being means bf production and being a man are not. The
latter are possessed 1ndependently of the social form.
Remove the social form in thought experiment, and those
properties persist (63).

Cohen proposes for explanatery purpos%s that a distinction
between the social forms (relational properties) and material
contents be establisﬁed. At the same ti@e, this distinction
does not eliminate the fact that an entity possesses both ma-

terial content and social relational properties:

So if we say, with Marx, that productive forces gre not
by_nature or 'in themselves'... or 'a@s such'... social,

we must not let it follow that they are no#w socmal for ‘
standardly they are. Some properties of Things are wholly
social and other are wholly material, but the things which
concern us have properties of  both klnds (64).

This same view abplies to human béings considered as productive
" agents, and in this sense Cohen says that there are relations

between productive human beings that are not social, but purely

[
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material (65)..(An example is the work~relations of productioﬁ).
When discussing Cchen's SQéond argumeﬁt I shall deal with fhis
particular topic. Here the‘importént thing to notice is that

if the distinciion between soclal and méterial'characteristics
(or properties; or relations) is right, then it follow® that
soclety can be described in two wRys, i.e. in “social" and in

"socilo-neutral" or "material" terms. In this way,

(w)e may envisage a completé'material description of a so-
ciety —a 'soclo-neutral' description— from which we can-
not deduce its social form (66)(Emphasis added). '

“Such a description is exemplified by Cohen as follows:

If we consider a statue from the point of view of 1ts
matter we abstract from its form, and we describe it uh-
der that abstraction by stating what it is made of. Yet
what it 1s made of does not have the form of the statue.
It has:both material and formal characteristics. So it

is with men and productive. forces. They have material and
soclial characteristics, but no social characterigtics may
be deduced from their material characteristics, any more
than the statue's shape may be deduced from its matter

(67) .

According to. Cohen, even fhough it is not poessible to
deduce(68) the social form from the material contenf, nonethe-
less the social form can be non-deductively inferred, "by dint
of general or theoretical knowledge"(69). In this way, it is

possible: to say that Ythe handmill gives you the feudal lord"
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and such like expressions. Thus, argues Cohen,

{(t)he relationship between man and nature ig. 'mediated’
by the social form: it does not occur outside it. The dev-
elopment of nature, described in socio-neutral terms, is
therefore an abstraction. But it is a theoretically import-
\ ant abstraction. .For central features of social institutions
are explained by their contributiop the the.transformation’
of nature. Productive power is socgally developed, but it
is natural in character... We are arguing that the familiar
distinction between forces and relations of production is,
in Marx, one of a set of contrasts between nature and so-
clety (70).

In' response to this argument I wish to urge the following

‘eritical  comments:

.Cohén complains of Marx's “divérgent" and’ " incompatible"
ways of describi g,fsay; capital or slaves. In order to over-
come Marx's deficiencies Cohen introduces the notion of relational
property and tells us that, in thought experiment, the social
relational propertj does not alter the "material" content of
© the enfities involved. For Cohen, if we remove the "slave" re-
lational property attached to a human.being, the "materizl"
content of that human beiﬁg-as such will persist. Likewise the
social relational property of a means of production that makes

it constant capital can be removed without altering the "material®

content of the means of production as such.
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However, it is possible to think. and Marx aid so think,
that‘what human beings,.or means of production, are as such
depends on a hiétorical_determination. A human being as.such'
is different if that human being lives in, say, Crete in the
year 1450 B,C. or in the U.S.A. in 1975. Probably human beings

have had quite similar physical and biological characteristics

P

for ‘many hundréds of years, but these physico—biological‘characfer—
istiecs .do not tell what human beings are as such. In particular’
this-leaves out of consideration their labour—powef‘and their
social productive capacities and relations., In other words;
Cohen's view assumes that it is possible to conslder éocial
entities (human'beings)lahd productive instruments (meaﬁs of .

production) outside a given historical framework.

Cohen needs this extra-historical consideration to establish
that 1t is not possible to deduce,.butfpnly to infer, social
forms from material contents. However, when Cohen says,fhat
"in thought experiment" we can separate the social forms from

the material contents, he implicitly introduces the assumption

of a shared historical framework. For, unless there is & shared

historical framework underlying the distinction, the separation
of social forms from material content presupposes an eternal
and essentialist human nature and a trans-historical notion

about the meaning and function of particular means of production,

Sl
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neither of which Cohen accepts. Thus, to do what Cohen requires,
the distinetion between soc1al forms and material content pre-
supposes a non:hlstorlcal perspeotlve, but the dlstlnotlon it~

.

\\\\flf presupposes a hlstorlcal framework
My.argument will be made clearer if I present an alternative

to Cohen's‘"thought experimeot". It is true, for mns%anoe, that

a truck considered withih the historical framework'of today's -
soclety can be regarded either as comstant capital (a social
form) or as a means of‘proéuction_(its material content) . Bof
outside the shared historical framework of oontemporary soo}ety
neither the social form mor the materiel content of the truck
can be dlstlngulshed For a Toltec human belng living in Monte
Alban in the XIIth century, a truck. would not appear w1th the

specific soclal form and material content that the itruck possesses

to us today. The case of the social form is obvious, and moreover,

" it is the poinf Cohen is trying to make. Not knowing its social
.meaning and use, a truck cannot be considered as constant ca-
pital. But the game thing can be said of the truck considerEd
as a means of production. Certainly, he or she would consider
the truck to be a "thing", a "physical" something. But that.
Toltec would never consider the itruck as a means of production
unless ifsvproductive functions.and-meaning were demonstrated.

Thus, ‘it is possible to argue that, in thought experiment, the

.
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"material content" that a thing retains is not the type of "mav
ferial content" Cohen is arguing for. .The frick of Cohen's
argument consists in his identifying the "physical" material
contenf with the "productive" material content, an invalid
idéntification at least for.pufposes of studying political eco-

nomy.

‘Something similar to what ‘we have said about a truck can
be said concerning a human;beiﬁg. However, here the'argument '
against Cohen requires a consideration of Marx's notion of hu-
man‘natﬁre, as something:historically~changing. For, as said
above, if human nature is basically historical,}even when in ,
thought experiment we eliminate some soclal forms attachéd to
a human being (for examp%e, ﬁeing a worker), other social forms
already incorporated into the "material" content of fhe human
being will still remain. Thus, as in the case of the truck,
the materigl,content that we can discern in all human beings
through time is (to a certain extent) only the physical and,
for hﬁmané.especifically, the biological, characteristics, but
not, as Cohen thinks, human beings' productive material content.
Moreover,. & human being's productive material content is, as
Cohen himself recognizgs elsewhere,. a historically developing

capacity and, as such tially determined.

This argumen% against Cohen can be put in yet another way.
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Certainly, Marx made an abstract distinction betwee  the content
and the form of dlfferent aspects of 8001ety But Marx made thls
dlstlnctlon assuming that {(a) a shared hlstorlcal framework is ‘
presupposed, and (b) a non- deductlve 1nferent1al procedure. not

a deductive one, 1s used. I shall now attempt to establlsh “these

two points.

On the one hand, Marx distinguishes between %ﬂe form and
the content of various aspec%s of soeiety eesuming thar this
disfinction was made within a historical framework. Marx says-
that in capitalism the distinction between the form and the
_céntent of the productive process muet be disclosed to disprove
the views.of the bourgeois political economists who consider
capitalism as the "natural” productive process. Marx wants to
show thet capitalism is a historically and soclally specific
mode of production, not an eternal one. It is only because of .
the existence oftzzpltallst productlve process that the distine-
tion between form and content is apparent in Marx's analysis.
Indeed Marx assumes the capitalist soclal form when judging
both former modes of produetion and the content of the capital-

. ist productive process itself.

'On the other hand, the distincﬁion between the form and

content of productive aspects of society cannot be made follow-
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ing a deductive procedure, because such a procedure leads to

considering forms and contents sub specie aeternitatis. The

distinction between forﬁ‘and content can be made only by fol-
lowing a non—deductive inferential procedure, i.e. by taking
into consideration "general or theoretical knowledge", in part-
icular historical knowledge. The fact that Marx considered, say,
capital or slaves in itwo "divergent® wayé is not a failure of
Marx, but a proof that he constantly éttempted to present the
historical and the "natural" sides of the thing considered,
something that a deductive procedure can never do. Moreover,
Marx's "divergent" explanation shows that he followed the path

’

of non-deductive inference for, if he were following a deductive

procedure, he would have had to'argue as Cohen does.

Onlylwhen considering the distinction between form and

content from a deductive point of view is it possible to argue,

as Cohen does, that the "social" is always the form and the "ma-
. terial” alwaxs‘ﬁhe content. For Mafx, on the contrary, .the so-
éial aspects of the producti&e process, at a certain level of
analysis need to be considered zas content and even as material.
This is true, in particular, as T mentioned when discussing
Shaw's views, about.the notion of éépitalist co-operation. Even
more, for Marx the "social" considered as a form is sometimes C;:lJ/ -
also "material”: for Marx, as I have remarked throughout this

work, social relations and sociq%/practices are material re-
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lations and practices.

2) The opposition between social.and material in the labour'

process. Cohen also attempts to establish his positioni regard-
 ing the distinction between "gocial" and "material® by showing
how Marx presented the labour process as a nbn—social process.
Cohen draws from Marx's Chapter VII of Vol. i of Capital, in
particular from Section I ("The Labour Pfocess and the Prdcess
 of Producing Values"), but avoids linking this section with Marx’s
subsequent analysis of the labour process considereé as a way

of extracting surplus—valué, in which.Marx considers the latter

as a transformation of the labour process itself.

Sy

Cohen's main points in this respect are:

{a) the labour process is that part of the productive pro-
cess intended solely for the production of use-values;

(b) the analysis of the labour process, considered as a
way of producing use-values, is not concerned with
. the social forms of the productive process and of the
labour process; and

‘(c¢) the analysis of the labour process ylelds the existence
of "human" or "material" relations between the workers
(i.e. work relations of production), which are not so-

cial relations. In this context, "human", "natural"” and
"material" are synonymous, and they are contrasted with

‘Nsocialﬂ'

I accept that Marx made the two firgt claims, but I add
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to this one pfoviso, nameiy thaf this "ébstract"'analysis of
the labour .process does not exhaust the analysis of ﬁhe labour
. process as such nor a fortiori the produétive process. For Marx,
as 1 explained when discussing Shaw's views, the labour process

‘undergoes a transformation when 1t is .conslidered as a means (;

for the extraction of surplus—valué. For Marx the abstract anal-
ysis of the labourkprocess is only a preliminary‘sﬁage in the
study of the labour process, and the full meaniﬁg of the abstract
lranalysis only becomes clear when this is related to the anal-
ysis of the labour process as a means for exiracting surplus-
value. It is here and only here thaf the labour process becoméé"

a fully socialized process. loreover, since the labour procesé

undergoes a process of soc1allzatlon, Marx talks of capltallsm

ag that mode of pr\huctlon where the labour process is finally
socialized.
'
Cohen, by contrast, ignores the igsue and thus becomes

committed %o the view that the analysis of the labour.process

is exhausted in its absﬁgact analysis, and that the soclalization

of the labour process is "external" to ift, belonging rather 1o

the economic (i.e. non-material) aspects of the productive

process.
‘ -~ .

[
-

I do not accept Cohen's third claim that when Marx studies ’

the labour process in its abstract form he assumes the existence
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of non-social relations between workers. Cohen's argument for
this third claim fests on the fact that the notion of "nature"
(identified by Cohen with "material") has a “physiéal" basis,

even though it ig historiéally determined::

The material description captures a society's underlying
nature. In this sense of 'nature' nature is of, course a

. product of history, changing within and as a result of so-
cial forms... (But) (t)he modification of the natural basis
does not, of course, cancel its material character (71).

Moreover, Cohen recognizes that

: *

(m)aterial production does not occur in history except en-
veloped in a social form, for 'non-social man', if he ever
existed, disappeared when history began. Hence the purely
material process (i.e. the labour process) 1s an 'abstract )
conception which does not define any of the actual historical

. stages of produciion'. The content cannot exist without
form,)but that does not diminish its importance (72)(Parenthesis
added). ? . .

Here we note first that for Cohen all relations between
content and form are "external" relations, and that he does not
recognize the possibility that content and form are so interrelated
that they can, combined, constitute, say, a new form or a new content.
In other‘words, form-1 and content-1 can become in the course of
the develcopment bf thelr interrelationﬁ?‘éggﬁ;g}m:z, in a sub-
sequent moment. In this case, form-1 and content-1 are parts
of form-2. The same can be said about form-1 and content-2 be-

coming parts of a subsequent content-2. For éxample, elements
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of the. form and content of the feudal society became constituent

elements -of subsequent capitalist institutions.

Second, the historical character of "nature” (including

" himan nature) certainly does not éancel its “physicai“ or “"bilo-
logical" (for Cohen, “materlal") charécter Hdwever, on the one
hand, the materlal" content of nature cannot be reduced to,
nor 51mply 1dent1fled with, the phy51co -biological aspects of
it. On the other hand, according to Marx, the hlstorlcal character'
of nature does alter nature. Moreover, according to Marx "human
nature" develops, historically, into‘an almost completely "social"
nature, human nature being nothing more that 1ts histofical ﬁro—-

cess of development. In other words, since Marx believes that .

human beings are, naturallx, a social species, this soclal ﬁrait
must be con31dered as part of the human belngs "material" content
(if not of their physico-biological one), one that evolves in

_ . .
such a way as to make human beings fully socialized animals

(in the communist society). .

For Cohen, on the contrary, ?humah", "natural", and "ma-
terial" are to be cond@ivéd as being opposed to “éocial". And
frbm this assumption he derives the implication that there are
relations between human beings that are "natural"; "human” and

"material”, but not social.
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However, Cohen bases his derivation of the "material" re-

lationé’between”human‘beings on-a misrepé?sentation of a text

~

by Marx. Cohen takes it out of context and uses it to afflrm

exactly what Marx is trylng to reaect ‘Says Cohen:

[

So if we look through the social form we discern something
conceptually separated from it: the human —here opposed
to social— interaction with nature which is material pro-
duction. Having 'nothing to do with the social form', it

is "the productlve activity of human beings in general, by
which they promote their interchange with nature, divested
not only of every social form and well-defined character,
but even in its bare natural existence, independent of so-
ciety, removed from all societies... an expression and con-
firmation of 1life which the still non-social man in general
‘hds in common with the one whdé is in. any way social" (K. MARX,
Capital, Vol. III, p.795 —1962 edition). Social man has
relations with nature and with other men which are not so-
cial but, 'if you please, human'(73).

Here Cohen represents Marx as arguing igg the existence of
non-social man and of non—social-relations..%ut in the Ytext quoted
by Cohen,'whicﬁ appears in Chapter XLVIII of Capital,.VOl. IIT,
"The Trinity Formula", on page 815 of the 1977 edition, Marx is
denounéing the views of bourgeols political economists who hold
that capital, land and labour are the creators of "wealth" in any
soclety, 1.e. he is rejecting "fhe trinity formﬁié which comprises
all the secrets of the social production proceSé"(?Q). Marx attacks
the conception that caplital and land "produce wealth" and follows

this with an attack on the bourgeois notion of " labour" :
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And finally, as third party in this union, a mere ghost
—"the" Labour, which is no more than an abstraction and
taken by itself does not'exist at all, or, if we take (that
which is behind it), the productive activity of human beings
in general, by.which they promote the interchange with Na-
ture, divested not only of every social form and. well-defined
character, but even in its Bare natural existerice, independent
of society, removed from all societies, and as an expression
and. confirmation of 1ife which the still non:social man in
%en§ral has in common with the one who is in any way social
75). ‘ ' : '

-

Obviously, in this passage Marx is not defending a conception of
"'the' Labour" as being non-social but "human" or "material”.
Rather, he 1is castigating bourgeois political'eCOnomists who
adopt the’hotion_pf the non-socizal man in ordér to presenf the
capitalistuproductive process as the "natural"_prﬁductiveprbéess
Tof human'society'in general. Cohen not only misreprésents Marx's
views, but he adopts the position of the bourgéois political

economists.

Cohen's account of "material" relations between hum%";eings
(i.e. work relations of production) in the labour process also
rests on his amending Marx's view as it appears in the 1859 'Pre-

face':

-

(W)ork relations.are production relations, but, despite
Marx's Preface of 1859, not all production relations belong
to the economic structure... We call the production relations
which form the economic structure social relations of pro-
duction, and work relations are material relations of pro-
duction (76). :
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However, as Aoamsoh notes, such a rectlflcatlon of Marx's views

igs not consistent with Cohenfs own views, since Cohen s deflnltlon.
‘of the economic struofure is'based on accepting Marx's position,
"1n this respect as presented in the 'Prefaoe (see aboﬁe, p.i95).
Moreover, if we Yook at Chapter VII of Vol. I of Capital, where
Marx presents hls abstract account of the labour process, we
notlce that Marx does not talk of human belngs in plural but

only in generic or 1nd1v1dual terms, 1. e he talks of ™Man" or

of "the 1nd1v1dual labourer", or "a man", never of 'mén" or of

" human belngs (??) This is an indication that, when consildering

the labour process in its abstract form, Marx does not conceive

the existence of relations between human beings, Even though he

may make reference %o collective'activity,‘he treats it only as

generic activity.

It is froe that in an earlier Chapter of Capital Marx does
say that there are "material" relations between the workers. In
the last Section of Chapter I of Vol. I of Capital, "The Fetishism
of Commodities aod the Secret Thereof", Marx does indeed say that
purely material relations between labourers appear in the cepital-
ist productive process, where "material"” 1is to be regarded as
opﬁossed to “sooial"; But it is also true that he remarks that
.these relations only appear because of the social determination
.imposed on the produotiﬁe process by its charaoterization as

commodity production. That is, such non-social relations are
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. produced by the schism generated in the prodiuctive process when

it is directed to the production of exchangé values, not of use-

. values:

As a general rule, articles of utility become commodities,
only because they are prdducts of the labour of private
individuals or group of individuals who carry on their.
work independently of each other. The sum %total of the
labour of all these private individuals forms the aggregate
labour of soclety. Since the, producers do not come into
social contact with each other urftil they exchange their
products, the specific social character of each producer's
labour does not show itself except in the act of exchange.
'In other words, the labour of the individual asserts 1tself
as a part of the labour of society, only by means of the
relations which the act of exchange establishes directly
between the products, and indirectly through them, between
the producers. To the latter, therefore, the relations
connecting the labour of one individual with that of the
rest appear, not as direct scocial relations between I
dividuals at work, but as what they really are (in the
production of commodities, namely), material relations
between persons and social relations between things (78)
(Emphases and parenthesis added).

In sum, contrary to Cohen's view, Marx does not consider
the relations thch occur between workers when he studies the
labour process in its abstract form. Moreover, he emphasizes
that "material" relations between the workers only appear wheﬁr
the éroductive process has been socialized in such a way as to
put it under the "fetishism of commodities". Marx only considers
the relations that develop between the workers when he begins

-the analysis of the capitalist labour process as a process for

extracting surplus-value, that i1s, when the riotion of capitalist

~

/

/) |
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co—operafion is énalyzed;.As H. Laycock remarks, °

the conception of the forces of production developed by
capitalism as social -—as themselves involving co-operation
and division of labour— is crucilal to Marx's view of ca-
pitalism...(79). '

In view of Cohen's idea of the forces of production as
non-social factors determining the social, and in view
of the undeniable intimacy of the.link between co-operative
work relations and the forces of production, Cohen attempts
to cover his position by claiming that work relations are
just not secial relations at all. But if Marx's "“co-operatlion”
and "social. configurations" do not involve social relations, .

1t is not clear what does" (80). '

[y

Therefore, having demonstrated that Cohen's distinction
“between "material" and "social" is implausible in v¥ew of Marx's
“thought and, moreover, inconsistent with Cohen's own views, we
may‘conclude that Cohen's version of historical materialism as

a teghﬁological determinism is fatally flawed. For as I noted

at the outsef, Cohen's account résts crﬁcially on the distinction
between "social"” and "material" aspects of the social‘productive

process.

The failure of Cohen to demonstrate the plausibllity of
the technological determinist interpretation of Marx 1ls particularly
important since his version is exceptionally sophisticated, and
constitutes "the best case" for such a technological view. The'

problem once again lies in the agsumption of the revisionist's
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Premise fhat "material" anq “materialism“‘concefn the "naturaiﬁ,
.h“physibal“, "human", and even "mental", but not the social;_Cohén
.shares with Bernstein this non-Marxist notion of material and ma—‘
ferialism. A non-Marxist notion of méterialism will always yleld
. a technological determinist version'of historical ﬁaterialism, and

“vice versa. But this technological interpretation of Marx is, as we

have shown through the analysis of its most important and represent-

ative versions, implausible.
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Noteé.

»
o

1) Together w1th the 1844 Manuscripts and The German Ideology,
the 'Preface' to A Contribution to the Critigue of Political

“Ecoriomy constitute the central texts for the base- superstruc—
ture approach '3 .

- 2) K. MARX,V'Preface', A contribution to the Critigue of Political

Economy, pp.20-21.

, &

3). P. WALTON & A. GAMBLE (19?2) have tried to offer arguments
to show that the earlier “phllosophlcal" concern over alienation
is central to Marx's though, Dby pointing out how this notion . _
develops into the analysis of surplus-value in Cagltal In this :
way these authors attempted to present a coherent view of Marx's \’///f\
,work based on the base-superstructurg approach. Their analytical
‘effort was directed against Althusser's theory about the "break"
between the young and?@he mature Marx. This forced Walton and
Gamble teo revert to the superstructuralist positions, in the
sense of beilng unable to grasp the qualltatlve specificity of
the analysis developed by Marx in Capital, 1.e. they insist in
reduclng Capital to be a mere appllcatlon of earlier analytical
views of Marx. Walton and Gamble try to show "the developing
unity" of Marx's thought, the "consistency of his ontological’
conception of the dialecties of labour“fﬁ 39). Their task is
to demonstrate that Marx's"law of value" is but the offshot of
the notion of alienated labour. They.quote Marx's letter to
L. Kugelmann (11 july 1868): "All that palaver about the nec-
essity of proving the concept of value comes from complete
ignorance both of the subject dealt with and the scientific
method... Science consists pre01sel in demonstrating how the
law of value operates"(Quoted in p. KO In Capital, thus, Marx
is supposed to be developing the "501ent1flc" analy51s of ca-
pitalism. So, say Walton and Gamble, "this 'science' is not a
break from his early work; rather it can only be meaningful
understood as an appllcatlon of his dialectics of labour" (Idem)
(Emphasis added). See also p.196.

4) C.W. MILIS (1962), pp.105-106.

5) In Mills' analysis there are no traces of an alternative ap-
proach. On the contrary, in the text gquoted the assumption
of the base-superstructure approach is apparent: he takes po-
sitions about disputed issues, and does so from the point of
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12)
13)
14)

15)
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view of trying to clarify how base and superstructure should
be organized. For example, Mills says that in the superstructure
there is a place for the relations of production, and he also
says that "scleptific development" occurs in the base. But
these are not ugproblematic assumptions, and cannot be resolved
—as Mills concedes— as long as historical materialism is under-
stood as Mills understands it, i.e. on the assumption of the
base-supersitructure approach.

: A

W.H. SHAW (19?9)1 p.158. . ' k_’,——\__

W.H. SHAW (1978), p.53. This is understood by Shaw as meaning
that history is technologically determined, although he admits
that "technological determinism is a slight misnomer since Marx
speaks, in effect, of productive-force determinism" (W.H. SHAW
(1979), p.158). Throughout his analysis Shaw refers to the de-
termination of historical development both in terms of productive-
force determinism and in terms of technological determinism. Md-
reover, one of his points is to show how and in what ways these
two concepts coincide (See W.H. SHAW (1978), pp.25, 53-55, 81 and
150-151). ' '

W.H. SHAW-(1978), p.10. Shaw specifies what he understands by
"material production" by sayingé%hat it is "simply... the pro-
duction of material things". Thus, we should regard the labour
process as the process where "faterial things", understood as
material use-values, are produced. However, as I shall point
out below, Shaw 'is not consistent in this usage of the phrase
"production of material things".'

W.H. SHAW (1979), p.157.

Idemc| p'158‘ )
W.H. SHAW (1978), p.74. A ' - Y
Tdem., p.17.
<
Idem., p.16.

W.H. SHAW (1979), p.157.

W.H. SHAW (1978), p.28.
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17)

18)

19)
20)

21)

22)

28)

29)

" 31)

32)
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Idem.

Idem. . - L

k)

Work relations of production, as Shaw sees them, "resgpond
to the nature of the productive forces" (Idem., p.35), although
neither directly nor only to the means of production: 1% is
not just the means of production which determine the nature
of the work relations; rather, the work relations are largely
dependent upon the skill and experience of the labour-power

engaged" (Idem) .

W.H. SHAW (1979), p.157. ° : , g
Idem. |

ﬁ.H. SHAW (1978), D.33.

H. LAYCOCK (1980),'pp.342-344: | . j

See H. LAYCOCK (1980), pp.3sl-347.

W.H. SHAW (1978), p.31.

Idem., p.29. |

K. MARX, Capital, Vol. I, p.317.

-,

" Tdem., Vol. III, p.266. See alsv—¥he whole Chapter XXV, "Ex-

position of the Internal Contradictions of the Law", loc. cit.,
pp{2h1—266. :

Idem., Vol. I, p.307.

Tdem., p.309.

‘Idem;, p.317.

W.H. SHAW (1978), pp.23-24.

wt

Idem., p.li4.



DEVELOPED INTERPRETATIO , 219/

33) Idem., pp. 62-66.
34) Idem., p.108.
35) Idem., p.103.

36} Although Shaw attempts to develop a plausible presentation
of historical materialism as an-"empirical scientific theory
((1978), p.2; see also W.L. ADANSON (1980}, p.188), he says
that he will not try to "... moid the different aspects of
historical materialism into... =z systematic theory, nor to
segregate 1t formally from other aspects of Marx's thought
++. I leave the boundaries between Marx's conception of
history and his other ideas at an intuitive level" ((1978),
P.171, note #t).

37) Idem., p.103.

-38) G.A. CGOHEN (1978), P.X. R.W. MILLER (1981) notes that Cohen's
book is based on the centrality assigned to'the 1859 'Preface’
in the following manner: "Marx's Theory of History begins with
an enormous epigraph, a page and a half of closely-spaced type,
part of Marx's Preface to A Contribution to the Critigue of Po-
litical Economy (1859)... (T)his celebrated passage (is) the
ceniral text of technological determinism... Karl Marx's Theory
of History is, in effect, an extended commentary on its extremely

- bregnant, eplgraph... Cohen often cites passages .from Capital,
Theories of Surplus-Value, the Grundrisee, and The German Ideo-
logy. But he constantly returns, to the initial passage from the
Preface, the center of gravity of his book" (pp.94-95),

39) G.A. COHEN (1978), pp.28-29. See also pp. 134-142, and 147,
note #1. . '

40) Idem., p.32.
b1) Idem., p.34.

4k2) Idem. Cohen remarks, commenting on Senior's views, that "(i)t
is the social conditions which make the soldier's presence nec-
essary to agriculture. His indespensability does not make him
productive, because his service is not materially necessary:
i1t is not imposed by the nature of the solil and the technology
available fgr working it"(Idem., pp.33-34). Productive forces,
therefore, are material, never social.
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45)
w
47)
- 48)
49)
50)
51)
52)
53)
5h)

55)
56)
57)

58)

59)

60)

61)
62)

Idem.
Idem.
Idem.
Idem.
Idem.
Idem.
Idem.
Idem.
Idem.
Idem.
Idem.
idem.

Idem.
Idem.

W.L.

G.A,
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pP.55. See also p.32.
p.41.
p.k2. | A

p.l43.

D45
p.47.

pp.34-35. See also pp.65—6?.‘

p.35, note #1. See also P.93.

p.37.
p.28. '
p.35. See also pp. 63 and 85-87.

pp.30-31.

p.30.

ADAMSON (1980), p-192.

COHEN (19?8), p.30.

W.L. ADAMSON (1980), pp.192-193.

COHEN (1978) himself refers to the importance he attributes

to +he distinction betwee

Idem., p.89.

Jdemn.

n social and material on p.88.

14
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Idem.; pP.90.
Idem., p.92.
Idem., pp.92-973,

Idem., b.94.

_Idem., pp.91-92.

- {
Cohen says that in his book "'deduce' is used strlctly, to

mean 'perform a valid deductive inference'. 'Q' may. Jbe validly
deduced from "p' if and only if he who- asserts 'p' and denies

'q' contradicts himself... {But) (n)ot all good inferences are
deductive... (and he uses) non-deductive inferences from materlal
to social properties..."(Idem., P. 92). See also p.9%96.

Idem., pp.95-96.

Idem., pp.97-98. S T
Idem., p.96.

Idem, p.99.

Idem.

K. MARX, Capital, Vol. III, p.81k.

Idem., p.815.

G.A. COHEN (1978), p.112.

See K, MARX, Capital, Vol. I, pp.179-180.

Idem., pp.77-78. | . h
H. LAYCOCK (1980), p.348.
Idem., p.347.
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THE _ERFURT CONGRESS

After the ébolition'of the Anti:SocialistlLaw.in.Germany,
the German Social Democratic Party (SDP) had to'cdme to terms
.with the possibility of developing legally sanctioned politic-
al activity, within the established political institutions of
ca@italist,@érmany (1). This changé in the practicai life of
the SDP generated a'pafailel change in its programme, although
in a paradoxical manner. For while.thelpracticai tasks of the
.SDP tended to become less fevoluﬁionary, the new programme re—.
jected the moderate Laésal}ean views formerly predominating,
and adopted a more revolutipnary and more éxplicit'Marxist po-
sition. At the Erfurt Congress in 1891, a new programme for

the party was produced (2), in which both the SDP's practical

and -theoretical concerns found expression.

The practical proposals which wére approved at the con-
ference were put fofward mainly by those members of the SDP
that held reformist and opportunistic stands, while the theo-
retical part of the p}ogramme was the work of" those of more "or-

thodox" Marxist orientation. As D. Howard has observed,

The program adopted at Erfurt was a work of brilliant
compromise into which one could read the interpretation

he wished. The Erfurt Program contains a formal affirm-
ation of faith in the principles of Marxism (as interpre-
ted and popularized by Katusky), and a practical program,
written by Bernstein, which accepts the capitalist terrain
ag the foundation of Social Democratic tactics (3). ’

R )
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Among the facts that prompted this formal allegiance to

the principles of Marxism, Engels' publication of Marx's Qri-

- tigue of the Gotha Programme in the SDP's Neue Zeit played an

important role (). As for the practical tactics of the SDP,
described by Engels as "philistine" (sée nbté 3), they repre-
sented the views of the reformists and revisionists in the par-

ty. This point has been well stated by G.D.H. Cole:

(T)he Erfurt Programme was silent about such matters as
the class-character of the State and the necessity of o-
verthrowing it by force. It demanded universal suffrage,
including women's suffrage, the secret ballot, proportion-
al representation, blennial elections, payment of members,
direct legislation by the initiative and the veto, and ad-
ministrative autonomy at every level... It also demanded
popular election, of public officials, and the responsibi-
‘1ity of such officials before the law. In short, the Er-

- furt Programme- embodied a radical demand for constitution-
al reform, but left open the guestion whether the changes
demanded were to be brought by parliamentary action, back-
ed by the pressure of public opinion, or by revolutionary
means (5). : ' '

Clearly, the practical policies adopted at the Erfurt Congress
embody non-Marxist conceptions about the nature of the capital-
ist state, and also about the.ecoﬂomic development of capital-
ism. The official forma; intrgductory part to the programme,
written by Katusky and approved by Engels, cannot serve as theo- .
retical justification of those practical tasks because it dis-

cuss capitalism in Marxist terms.
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The theoretical discussion‘qentered, as L. Colletti says,
on the notions of the capitalist economic development and the

capitalist state (6). The contradiction between the pratficél

and the theoretical parts of the Erfurt Programme is an expres-

sion‘of the confﬁéion and the cont;adictions that were reigning
in the SDP about thesé nqtions: bn the one hand there were tho-
se members of the SDP who accepted that the capitalist state

waé an instrument of class dominafion, and those who did not.

On the other hand, thefe were thoée who thought'that'economic
reforms would peacefu%ly accelerate the advent of socialism and
those who argued %hat any such reforms would‘retafd it. However,
both groups shared theoretical Marxist principles about the his-

torical process of society in general.

The fundamental aspect of the theoretical part of the Er-
furt Programme was that it spoke of a revolutionary political

struggle in order to attain power, and that it saw the SDP as

the vanguard of the proletarian movement in’'Germany. This was

a consequence of Kautsky's adoption of a_Marxist rather than

a lLassallean theoretical position (7). As J. Rovan has noted,
the theoretical part.of the Erfurt Programme was."la ase idéo-
logique de l'action d'un parti révolutionnaire tggﬁ/;itier ten-
du vers un changeﬁént total de la société et‘de 1t économie exis-
tante" (8).. This strategy was developed with reference to Marx-

ian themes related'to the current development of capitalism,
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including its increasing contradictory character, its impend-
- ing dissolution, the approaching workers' victory and the im-

pending dawn of socialism (9).

,,Ehié/account of capitalism was based on Kautsky's under-
‘standing of Part'VII of Vol. I of Marx's Capital ('The Accumul-
ation of Capanl }. From this exposition of Marx, Kautsky deriv-
ed the lnterpretatlon of the "breakdown" of capitéliém thét
would predominate among the orthodox Marxists in the SDP, na—‘
Qely tﬁat capitaiism would succumb due to inevitable technolo-
gical and economic collapse (10), not to. political reasons.

Techno-economic tendencies were taking capitalisi, "with the

force of a natural law", to its final breakdown.

Kautsky mistakenly thought that Marx's théory of historic-
al development was composed by two.different sets of explanat-
ions, one "501entlflc" and deterministic dealing with the.eco-
nomic processes understood, in the final analysis, as "techno-
logical-natural factors", the other "moral" and voluntaristic
dealing w1th 1deologlcal and political issues. Thus, in the
Erfurt Programme Kautsky presented on the one hand a fatal-

1sﬁ1c vision of hlstory and spoke of the theory of the final

breakdown‘of capitalism (Zusammenbruchstheorle)1n the follow-

ing terms:
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We consider the breakdown (Zusammenbruch) of existing so-
ciety as inevitable, since we know that economic develop-
ment creates with a natural necessity conditions which.
force the exploited to strive against-private property;
that it increases the number and power of the exploited
while it reduces the number and power of the exploiters,
whose interest is to maintain the existing order; that
it leads, finally, to unbearable canditions for the mass
of ‘the population, which leave only a choice between pas-
sive degeneration and the active overthrow of the exist-
ing system of ownershlp. '

Capitalist society has failed; its dissolution is only

a question of time; irresistible economic development _
leads with natural necessity.to the bankrupcy of the ca-
pitalist mode of production. The erection of a new form
of society in place of the existing one 1s no longer so-
mething merely desirable; it has become something inevi-
table %11). : '

Ol the other hand, he addressed the political struggle in such

a way‘as to eliminate the fatalism of his economic analysis:

-

Every class struggle is a political struggle. The prole-
tariat cannot fight its economic struggles without poli-.
tical rights; it constantly encounters state power when

it fights the exploiter. Gaining and using political rights
(and) making state power subject to its interests are ab-
solute necessities for the proletariat. It must therefore
organize itself as an independent party to which falls the
task of maintaining its interests in political life, which
must devote itself to the end of conguering the state,
this most powerful and only adequate lever to bring about
the transfer of the means of production to the possesion
of all (12). .

Kautsky considered that Marx's dialectics consisted in a blend-
ing of economic, technological determinism with moral, volunt-

aristic political activism. Later on, Kautsky changed his in-

?
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terpretation of the economic d'eveloprheit of capital‘ism as weil
_ , , . T - 3

"as his conception of the capitalist state. However’, he never

[

changed his ﬁhildséphical views‘(lj).
Moréover,.the subsequent change,in Kautsky's views on eco-
nomic and'political issues showed explicitly the dualism that
congtituted thgir.original_basis. Kaﬁtsky's philosophical viéws.
fundamentally a mixture of parwiniém‘and-a naturalistic and de-~
terministic conception of history, lead him fo_sustﬁﬁn duﬁliét—
ic"ecqnoﬁic and:poiitical-Views. As D. Mclellandlsays,-“Kaﬁtsky
was a_Darwiniah before hé was é Marxist and remainéd'one,,to so-
me extent, all his life, his conceptioﬁ of éocial evoiufioﬁ
being always tied to that of natural evolution”(14). In his
concépfion of'Marﬁ's‘aialectics we can sée the influwence of
thé Kantian revival that was already aftracting so many Marx-
isfs, though Kautsky himself would only bécome aware of it in

.his Ethik und materialistische Geschichtsauffassung (Ethics and

the Materialist Interpretation of History)(1906). In this wofk
rKautsky tried to resolve the conflict bet%eén technological and
economic determiﬂism and voluntaristic political and subjective
activism. But' the moral aspects of his view were a simplistic
reductionism: he “attemﬁfed to demonstrate, in rather a crude
way influenced by Darwinian evolution, that ethical ideas varied
according to class"(15). In this way Kautsky pretended to refute
the neo-Kantians of the.AusfroeMarxist School. As L. Kolakowski

notes:
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(For Kautsky) the necessity of the downfall of capitalism
and the transition to socialism is no different. from the
necessity whereby technological progress has in the past

. brought socio-economlc systems into existence. Of course
Marx's idea that socialism will be consciously brought
about by the organized working class, when it has acquir-
ed knowledge of social processes, remains in force. But
neither Kautsky nor his neo-Kantian adversaries realized
the true sense of Marx's attempt to transcend the opposit-
ion between necessity and freedom, between descrlptlon and
prescription (16).

- Thus, in'Kautskyfs analysis there is a tendency to isol;
ate thg economic sbhere from the social and historical analysis.
Hé objeotifies-sdéial processes so that they become natural |
processes; and. he objectifies the "economic factdrs" of‘social
processes, SO that_tﬁey become-technical rather than social.

For Kautsky, the role teéhnolbgy plays in history is eésential-
ly the‘éame aé the roles thaf physiology and geneticsg pléﬁ in

the biological realms. As Kolakowskl goeé on to say,

(Kautsky) took. a naturalistic and positivistic view of

consciousness as knowledge which, being 1ltself the re-.

sult of necessary development of society, was part of

that development inasmuch as it provided the indispens-

able basis for effective social technology. Knowledge of

society, and the practical appllcatlon of that knowledge,

were distinguished from each other in the same way as in

any technology (17). : . ST
[N

But, if Kéutsky is mistakenr about the theoretical issues
underlying his interpretation of the economic development of

capitalism and the process of social development, his political
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stratesy for the SDP at Erfurt appears in a better light, es-
pecially when compared with that.pleernstein; In the practical
part of the Erfurt Programme, written bésically by Bernstein,

we flnd not only an 1mpllclt non-Marxist economic analysis, but
also an implicit non-Marxist explanatlon of the capltallst state
and the political strategy of a revolutlonary party. Kautsky

and Bernstein shared; howeﬁer, a eimilar‘understanding of the
philosophical.issues underlying theirfpolitico—ecenomic ﬁosit—
1ons. Although in 1891 Kautsky and Bernsteln dlffered ln thelr'

v1ews ‘about the economic development of capltallsm and the ca-

- pitalist state, they had a.common understanding of Marx's his-

torical materialism. Their‘differences came to light oﬁly slow-

ly, between 1895 and 18598, wheanernstein published his-erticles
aimed at revising Marxism as a whdle, and when, feluctantly at

first, Kautsky disputed Bernstein's position. However, through-

out their famous dispute they shared a.dualiem (techno-economic
aspects vis-a-vis soclo-political ones) which“underlies their

politically different positions.

A%t the moment of the Erfurt Congress, the most apparent
aspect of Bernstein's revisionism was the implicit non-Marxist
notion of the capitalist state (18). But Bernstein still did

not challenge the Zusamﬁenbruchsﬁhecrie, nor did.he attack the

consequent "economic determinism" that-he will later atiribute

to both Marx and Kautsky.

e m et allam
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‘In ehort, we see in the Erfurt Programme the slow emergence
of a fundamental theoretical contradiction in the ranks of the
most developed Marxlst party of the epoch, a dispute that will
eventually lelde Marxlsts both polltlcally and in thelr 1nter—
pretatlon of Marx's ideas into ”rev1elonlst“ and "orthodox" Marx-
ists. Both sides, unfortunately, mlsunderstood Marx, and they
took sides in a mistakenly presentation of the problems. At the
core of the dlspute between rev151onlst and orthodox Marxists
lleS a shared technologlcal lnterpretatlon of hlstorlcal mater—
‘1allsm. Kautsky's 31mpllflcatlon of the Marxist analy31s of the
economic developmeht of capitalism, and Bernstein's misrepresent-
ation of the Marxist analysis of the capitalist state, are the

-

‘kernel.around which a technologi%al interpretation of Marx fi-

‘nally emerged explicitly (19).

Ty
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NOTES

1)

W.0. HENDERSON (1976) says that "The success of the social-
ists at the general election of February 1890, when nearly
1,500,000 votes were gained, was the climax of the 'heroic
age' of the Social Democrat Party. The soclalists had defeat-
ed Bismark's attempt to crush them by. force. Bismark soon
resigned and the goyernment did not seek to renew the Antl-
Socialist Law when it expired at the end of September 1890.
Now that the Social Democrat Party was again a legal organ-
ization it could openly resume its propaganda among the mas-
ses. Important decisions had to be taken concerning the adop-
tion of a new program and the policy to be pursued by social-
ist,deputies -in the Reichstag"” (p.663). G.D.H. COLE (1967),
for his part, affirms that "The Party, though sorely beset,
was able to fight elections’and conduct electoral propaganda;
and its deputies, when elected, could speak freely in the
Reichstag or in the State Landtags, and could even address
their constituents provided they were careful not to givé

the police too easy a handle" (p.249). And L. COLLETTI (1971)
notes that "At the Erfurt Congress... the prevailing attitude
seemed largely inspired by confidence and optimism... The
period which was now opening would see the party and the tra- -
de-union movement grow with gradual but irresistible force.

In a reasonable perkod of time, Social Democrats would con-

quer the majority of seats in the Reichstag —a ma jority
that no government soldiery could ever disperse. At that
point, backed by the maturity and consciousness attalned by
the masses, the party would undertake the socialist trans-

. formation of society, using parliament itself %o this end.

2)

The fact that the party did not yet have this decisive in-
fluence in the Reichstag should not induce it to condemn the
system outright" (pp.iOE—lOS).

The Erfurt Congress was mainly dedicated to the discussion
and aproval of the new programme. As G.P. STEENSON (1978)
puts it: "Paul Singer, the congress co-chairman, opened the
first session by declaring that just as the Halle congress
had provided the party with new organization, so this one

was to provide a new program 'which scientifically and indis-
putably expresses our demands in clear and generally under-
standable form, and like the previous program will be a pole-
star for us in the struggles, a guide to victory'"(p.98). See

also C. LANDAUER (1959), pp.295-301. iy
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3) D. Howard, "Introduction" to R. LUXEMBURG'(19?1).‘pp.31—32;

In Steenson's biography of Kautsky (1978), we read that "In
its final form the Erfurt Program combined a theoretical
section written mostiy by Kautsky and a tactical sectlon .
written mostly by Bernstein and Bebefy The theoretical point
was short, only two pages, and defined economic and politic-
al developments in what by then were orthodox marxian terms.
Engels had read Kautsky's final proposal, but qf the four

or five changes in wording he suggested, only one was lncor-
porated into the program... The theoretical point in its
final form pleased both Engels and Kautsky, though Engels
found the practical demands 'philistine'" (p.99). Engels

was pleased with the theoretical part of the Erfurt Program-

me because it was a Marxist analysis, instead of the former-

1y predominant Lassallean one. J. ROVAN (1978) notes that
"L'influence des grandes idéologues... de Marx et d'Engels,
est beaucoup plus apparente dans le texte de 1891 que dans
le programme de Gotha de 1875, et parallélement s'y réduis-
ent et s'effacent les traces de 1'idéologie lassalléenne...
Le marxisme devient ainsi la doctrine officielle et reconnue
du Parti... Engels peut constater triomphalement que 'la eri-
tique marxiemne (du programme du Gotha) a vaingu sur toute.
la ligne'" (p.88). See also the following note. The text of
the Erfurt Programme appears as an Appendix 1o K. MARX & F.
ENGELS, Critique des programmes de Gotha et d'Erfurt.

G.D.H. COLE (1967) says: "In 1891, in preparation for the
revision -of the party's constitution... Engels published

... Marx's supressed letter attacking the Gotha Programme

of 1875. This was a materizl factor in inducing the party

to open the new programme with an uncompromising affirmation
of i%ts Marxist faith" (p.255). G.P. STEENSON (1978) comments
that "A brief, but intense storm broke in SDP circles over
the publication of the Critigque of the Geotha Program. Although
Engels steadfastly claimed responsibility, the majority of
the SDP Reichstag Fraktion, including above all Dietz and
Liebknecht, harshly chastized Kautsky as the villain. In

the Vorwaerts, the Fraktion denounced Kautsky for deception
and further assaulted him both by letter and verbally" (p.95}).
C. LANDAUER (1959) explains the ensuing events as follows:
"The reaction was not gquite what Engels had presumably ex-
pected. Aside from the direct attack upon the Lassallean
formulas and traditions, Marx's letter contained a statement
to the effect that a proletarian dictatorship would be nec-
essary in the period of transition from capitalism to social-
ism.This was ammunition for the enemies of the socialist mo-
vement. Did not Marx's own words justify the antisocialist

——
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jaw and demonstrate that its abrogation had been unwise? The
party could not possibly permit 1ltself to be labeled as an
advocate of dictatorship, and, therefore, through the mouth

of Representative Karl Grillenberger, disavowed Marx's state-
ment publicly in the Reichstag. The soclalist spokeman stres-
sed the point that, 'the Social Democratic party rejected. the
suggestion which Marx had made for its program. Marx was annoy-
ed by the fact that the German Social Democratic Party has

. worked out its program as it thought fit in view of conditions

in Germany, and that therefore for us any revolutionary dictator-
ship of the proletariat is out of the question'™ (p.297).

G.D.H. COLE (1967), p.255. See also Colletti's text on note
1 above. ‘ ‘

See L. COLLETTI (1971), "Bernstein and the Marxiéﬁ of the
Second International"”, passim.

See J. ROVAN (1978), p.90.
J. ROVAN (1978), loc. cit.

According to J. ROVAN (1978), in the Erfurt Programme, "Kauts-

ky offrait moins un programme gqu'une analyse de 1'évolution
économique de la sociéteé bourgeoise et des conséquences gqul
devait obligatoirement en découler: 1'intensification de la

lutte de classes comme conséquence de 1'elargissement conti-.

nu de 1'Abime séparant possédants et non-possédants, de 1l'aug-
mentation de.l'armée des travailleurs en surnombre, de l'accrols-

sement de la misere et de 1'exploitation. A ces maux, seule la

transformation de la propiété capitaliste privée des moyens de

_production en propriété sociale... 'peut porter reméde at abou-

Tir & un état de bien-étre supréme et de perfectionnement uni-
versel harmonieux... libération non seulement du prolétariat,
mais du genre humain tout entier qui souffre de 1'état actuel
des choé%ETT\Les'crises, fondées sur 1'essence méme du systéme
capitaliste, deviennent de plus en plus vastes et dévastatrices.
Les classes moyennes sont entrainées dans le processus d'humi-
liation et d'exploitation, mals 1'ceuvre de libération ne peut

»

&tre entreprise et menée & terme que par le seul prolétariat"
(p.89). .
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10) L. COLLETTI (1978) puts this as follows: "Predominante en

la socialdemocracia alemana hasta el estallido de la-Bern-
stein-Debatte, la tesis del fin del capitalismo por razones
economicas (de las que estaba totalmente imbuido el Programa
de Erfurt) cede poco a poco pasoc, en los primeros afios del
siglo, a la tesis —aparentemente andloga pero,en realidad,
antitética— del derrumbe por razones politicas... El capl-
talismo ya no naufragaria por obra de la progresiva exaspe-
racidn de las crisis econdmicas o debido a una brusca deten-
cion del mecanismo de acumulacidn. Al contrario, desde este

~ punto de vista, sus posibilidades de maniobra se hablan acre-
centado notablemente en los Ultimos decenios" (p.40). It is
possible to think that the interpretation of the breakdown of
capitalism because of political reasons originated precisely
as an unwanted consequence of Bernstein's. interpretation of
capitalism, althdugh the theory only found expression in R.
Hilferding's Das Finanzkapital (1910).

11) K. KAUTSKY, Das Erfurter Programm, Pp. 106 and 136. Quoted
in L. COLLETTI (1971),. pp.55-56. This text by Kautsky is his
enlarged version of the Erfurt Programme that he published in-
1892, and to which I unfortunately had no direct access during-
my research. See also L. COLLETTI (1978}, pp.187-188.

12) K. KAUTSKY, "Der Entwurf des neuen‘ParteiprogrammsV, Neue

Zeit, 9:2:(1890j1891). Quoted in G.P. STEENSON (1978), p.97.

13) See L. KOLAKOWSKI (1978), II, pp.34-35; and D. McLELLAND
(1979), p.36. See also note 15 below. -

14) D. McLELLAND (1979), loc. cit.

15) Idem. McLelland also adds that "Kautsky felt the attraction
" of neo-Kantianism. Kautsky admitted (quite correctly) in
1898 that 'philosophy was never my strong point’', but main-
tained that 'the economic and historical standpeint of Marx
and Engels is capable of being integrated, if necessary, even
whkth neo-Kantianism". y?g

16) L. KOLAKOWSKI (1978), I1I, pp.40-H1.

17) Idem, p.42.

N
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18) See W.0. HENDERSON (1976), p.666; and also note 5 above.

19) At the moment of the Erfurt Congress the theoretical issues
of the Bernstein-Debatte were not yet fully developed, and
- the strategic and tactical positions vere in fact an eclec-
tic compromise. As L. COLLETTI (1971) puts it: “German So-
cial Democracy chose the 'parliamentary' road at Erfurt,
not because 1t had already abandoned the class conception
of the State, but because its 'fatalistic' and 'provident-
ial' faith in the automatic progress of economic evolution
gave it the certainty that-its eventual rise to power would
come about 'in a spontaneous, constant and irresistible way,
quite tranquilly, like a natural process'. On the other w?nd,
the naturalistic objectivism which i1s the counterpart to
this concept of 'economic evolution' had its counterpart in
the dissolutlion of the Marxist theory of the State" (p.105).
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