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.. ‘mot be avoided if we wish the clashes -

" between serious thinkers to generate
Yight &, well as heat. And this means
that we have to lovk at molecular
studies, with their grubbing and their
tests of sigmifiennce and their delib-
erately imposed blindness to human
jasues, a necessary adjunct of soci-
ology, no matter how important it is
far speinlusiste tn kesp the ponuine
gociologival problems in foeus.™

We need erities, but to make the

anti-empirieal “sociological imagina-
tion” and “structural criticism” ad-
vocated by Milla the standard of so-
civlogical excellence would have as
ruinous effects on sociology as the
similurly angry search for simple an-
swers has recently had on a major
political party. There is a striking
paralle]l between a nominating speech
which urewi those with misrivines to
overlouk his obvieus shorteominygs
and  vonsider the candidate as a

* Ers
“whole man” and one paper in this
book which says Mills’ books should -
nui. be Judged solely by their accuracy -
but by their nbilityfto make us take . -
a fresh look at our‘zituation.

Irving Louis Horowitz (ed.), The
New Socivlogy: .Essays in Social
Science and Sociul Theory in Honor
of C. Wrizht Mills. New Yark: Ox-
ford University Press, 1964, 512
pp. $8.50.

Reason and Revélition vs Conformism and Technology
\

Prafessor Marcuse’s new and high-
Iy oricinal book, One-Dimensional
Mun®, is not, as the titie misht sux-
gest, just one mwre journalistic work
on the alienatton uf modern man,
Acrain, despite itz subtitle, “Studies
in the [deology of Advanced Indus-
trial Society,” Professer Marcuse, far
from limiting his study to that of
ideniogy. tries to xo to the root of
positivistic  one~limensional philoso-
phy, in the automated productive
process itself. Indeed, in his attempt
to restore the great power of “negn-
tive thinking,” and to center atten-
tion on the dialectical development in

8y RAYA DUNAYEVSKAYA

the objective world, as well as in the
Aeld uf thought, Marcuse “subverts”
conformism both in being and in
thought. In his Introduction, entitled
“The Paralysis of Criticism: Society
Without Opposition,” he states his
aim modestly enough: “My analysis
is focused on tendencies in the most
highly developed contemporary socie-
ties . . . I am projecting these ten-
dencies and I offer some hypotheses,
nothing more.” Nevertheless, no one
who has read the book can put it aside
without hearing a ringing challenge
to thought to live up to & historical
commitment to transform “techno-
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logical rationality™ into a truly real,
rational, free society.

A dualism, however, pervades the
bovk's three major parts: “One-Di-
mensional Society,” *One-Dimensional
Thought,” and “The Chance of the
Alternatives.” On the one hand, the
author is weighted down by full
awareness that the transformation of
reality cannot be achieved in thought;
it must be consummated in practice:
“In other words, society would he
rational and free to the extent to
which it is organized. sustuined, and
reprodluced by an essentially new his-
torical Subject.” (p. 252) On the
other hand, Professor Marcuse stress.
es gver and over azain, the totafity
of the conditions that “militate
mainat the emersence of a new Sub-
Jeet” (p. 252) His pessimism is not
nierely  psyciviogicais i is  deepiy
roated in his concept of “technological
rationality,” in his attitude that the
proleturiat has not lived up to its
historic tusk, in his quesiioning, where
not refecting oulright Murx's eunvept
of the proleturiat as the “Subject”™
that would negate “the advanced in-
dustrial society,”” No wonder thut

" Marcuse’s studies were developed out-

side of the range of workers' voices
opposing the oneslimensional eyndi-
tien of automated laber.

There is one single exception to
ihis pervasive condition of Professor
Muarcuse’s bouk: workers pamphlet,
Workers  Balttls  Autumation by
Charles Denby, who happens at the
same time to be the editor of News .
& Letters, to which Murcuse like.
wise refers in the Introduetion, In'
referring, however, to the inhuman
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fabor condiﬁonu Dcnhy descn’ba..'
fqunr Marcose .not only stresseg t.hqt
“this_form.of. drudgery is_expressive

of arrested, partial sutomation™ (p. -

* 28), but he loaves out entirely. the cen-

tral point of the pamphlet, the divi-
sion betwesn the rank and file and
the labor leadership in their attitudea
toward Automation, Had Marcuse not
followed his reference to the pam-
phlet by many references to bourgeois
studies which maintain the exact op-
posite—that “the organized worker
« « » is being incorporated into the
technological community to the ad-
ministered populatien” (p. 26), that
labor and management alike have be.
come part of a “technological ration-
ality”—the nbsence of any {llustra.
tions of a division within labur could
have been dismissed as irrelevant to
the development of Marcuse's thesis.
But this i3 not the ease. Quite the
contrary.

To demonstrate that there are no
negative forces, at lenst none that
challenge the new forms of totali-
tarian administrative control, Profes-
sor Marcuse marshals quotations
from Charlez R. Walker's study, Tu-
ward the Automatic Foctory, to the
elfect that the workers themselves
allegedly “desire to join actively in
applying their own brains to techni-
cal and production problems which
clearly fitted in with the technology"
{p. 30) ; he cites Jean-Paul Sartre to
demonstrate his own point as to the
manner in which “The moachine proc-
ess in the technological unjverse
breaks the innermost privacy of
freedom and joins sexuality and labor
in one unconscious, rhythmic auto-
mation—a process which parallels the
assimilation of jobs.” {p. 27) No less
than forty.one footnotes in this one
sub-saction, entitled “The Claing of
the Political Universe,” go to prove
that “in the most successful areas of
.automation, some sort of technologpi-
cal community eems to integrate the
human atoms at work” {p. 26} so
that *Domination is transfigured into
administration” (p. 72) and “contain.
ment of social change™ (pages 22.48)
is effected.

It should not be necessary to add
that it is not a question of the
veracity of any scholars, least of ail
thai of Frulessur Marcuse. it is a
question of the voices one hears, the
sights one sees, the feelings one ex-
periences depending on which side of
the production line you stand. In the
ease of Marcuse, the failure to hear
this powerful oppocitional voice ot
the point of production itself, has led

THE ACTIVIST

" to the.view that the new -forms :of

control, have indeed succeeded in con-
taining .workers’ revolt, to the point
of so transforming the antagounistic
structure of modern industrial society
that “A comfortable, smooth reason-
able, democratic unfreedom prevails
{p. 1) without oppasition.

To this reviewer, the brilliance of
Marcuse's analysis rests, rather, in
the sections dealing with thought, lit-
erature, aml Beat ways of protest.
Listen, for example, to this: “The
reign of such a one-dimenziunal zeal-
ity does not mean that materialism
rulez, and that the spiritunl meta-
physical and bohemian occupations
are petering out. On the contrary,
there is a great deal of “Worship to-
\Q:‘z iz week,” ‘Why not try God.'
Zen, exis t[nllsm. and beat ways of
life, ete. But such modes of protest
and transeendence are no longer con-
tradictory to the status quo and no
Ionger negative. They are rather the
ceremoniat part of practical behavior-
ism, its harmiess negation, and are
quickiy digested by the status quo as
part of its healthy diet.” {n. 14) DPro-
feasor Mareuse further demonstrates
that the one-dimensional thousht
whiech is “systematically promoted by
the makers of politics and their pur-
vevors of mass information” i3 by
ne means limitad tn the TTnited States,
althourh that is the main foeus of his
study. “This totalitarian logic of ac-
complished facts has its Eastern ecoun-
terpart,” he writes. “There, freedom
is the way of life instituted by a com-
munist regime and all other trans.
cending modes of freedom are either
eapitalistic, or revisioniat, or leftist
gectarianism.” (p. 14)

What Marcuse calls_*the Tanguaga
of tctal administration™ showa itself
forth nowhere more tromically, and
yet hilariously, than *“in productive
anion . .. of the Welfare State and
the Warfare State.” (p. 19 {ts end
resulr {2 the Yinstitntianalized Jdewnbli.
mation . . . achieved by the one-di-
menszional soctety.” (p. 79 Marcuse
then describes the ghoulish nuclear
war games simulated a la instrue-
tiona by the "Game Director™ of the
Rand Corparation: “The rackets are
rattling, the H.bomd is waiting, and
the space fights are fiying, and the
problem is ‘how to guned the nation
and the free world."...It is comfurt-
inr to hear that the game had been
played since 1961 at RAND ‘down in
our labyrinthine basemsnt — some-
where tnder the Snack Bar.'... Obvi-
ously, in the realm of the Happy Con-
setousness, guilt feeling has no plive,
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ancl the: ealculus taku care of con-l

science.” (pp. 81, 82)

It becomes clear thnt. taken. ss a

whole, One-Dimensional Man tries to
synthesize philosophy, economics and
literature—indeed, the ;ole realm of
culture {linguistics mcluded) — with
the categories of experience, That is
to say, instend of relating economic
structure to “ideology,” or “false con-
sciousness” (in the strictly Marxinn
meaning), as substance aml manifes-
tation, Professor Marcuge wishes to
deal with epistemolory, with the
whole theory of knowledge and its
categories. Toward that end. he pro-
cewds from the “One-Dimensional So-
ciety,” which occupies nearty a half
of the book, and which alvemly has
analyzed the superstrueture as well
as the structure of saciety, directly to
“One-Dimensional Thought,” which
focuses on modern philosophy sepa-
rately.

We had already been introduced to
the emergent pattern of one.dimen-
sioral thought and behavior: “The
trend moay be related to a develop-
ment in scientific method: operation-
alism in the physical, hehaviorism in
the social seiences.” (p. 12) Now Mar-
cuse restates his critique within the
process of the development of philo-
sophic thought itself from its arigins
in the dinlectics of Plato to the sei-
ence of Whitehead and the absurdi.
ties of Wittgenstein. “The totalitarian
universe of technological rationality
is the lntest transmutation of the
iden of Reason .. . the process by
which logic becomes the logic of domi-
nation.” (p. 121) As against this,
dialectics would reveal the true an-
tagonistic structure of reality and of
thought trying to grasp this reality:
“If man has learned to see ani know
what renlly ix, he will act in accord-
ance with truth. Epistemology is in
it«elf ethies and cthics epistemolugy.

. To the extent to which the experi.
onee of an antazonistic warld auides
the development of the philosophieal
eatedories, philosophy nioves in a uni-
verse which iz broken in itself
(déchirement ontulogigue) — two-dis
mensional. Appearance and reality,
untruth and truth (and, as we shall
ses, unfreedom and freedom) are
ontolozieal canditinne | Philoogeyy
originates in dialectics; its universe
of discourse responds to the facts of
an antagonistic reality.” {p. 125}

Professor Marcuse presumes a
goodly amount of knowledge on the
part of his ceaders. But it appears to
this reviewer that this part is espe-
cially important to the college stu.

33




 dents daily exposed to (if not brain-
" washed by) the pragmatist, vulgarly
empiric, positivistic, not to mention
the success philosophies of the day.
As against Wittgenstein's lapguage
games, where ordinary language “is
really sterilized and anesthetized”
(p. 198}, and as againat “pure” sci-
ence, sclence without teles, Marcuse
does appeal to the transcendent view,
but from first to last, he stresses that
his critical theory is “oppesed to ail
metaphysies by virtue of the rigor-
ously historical character of the tran-
scendence,” (p. xi} The transcendent
is not in heaven, but on earth: the
historic is transitory, human, aclual
as against only the potential and in-
herent. It is precieely, however, when
Marcuse reaches the stage of freedom
where he once again questions Marx's
concept of the proletariat as the lib-
erating force, and where pessimism
once again overcomes his view of
“The Chance of the Alternatives”
which forms the last part ef his work.
He thus returns to what he stated at
the beginning, which was very nearly
a built-in presuppesition: “Today's
fight against this historical alterna-
tive [Marx's concept of the “abolition

The author who seeks to add to our
understanding of the American racial
crisis undertakes a formidable task.
He has a lony, and Jdistinguished list
of predecessors; he has a numerous,
if not so distineuished, set of competi-
tors in the journalists who have rush-
ed to meet the demand for civil rights
literature. The gicomy and the hope-
ful of the history and present of the
American Negre have been recited.
The psychological malaises produced
by slavery and aegregation, ~n both
sides of the racial line, have been
plumbed. What then remains to be
auid, in comparison with what re-
mains to be done?

1t may seem harsh to judge My
Face Ir Bluek* by such criteria. It is,
after all, a popular book, written with
clarily aud sensitivity, Habituéa of
the literature and action of the civil
rights movement can hardly afford to
forget that such books are needed.
Yet any milder standards would not

of labor,” RD] finds a firm mass basis
in the underlying population and
finds its ideology in the rigid orienta-
tion. of thought and behavior to the
given universe of facts, Validated by
the accomplishments of science and
technology, justified by its growing
productivity, the status quo defies all
transcandence.” {p. 17)

Two elements —one from theoty,
and from the objective world—save
the criticai philusophy that Drofessor
Marcuse expounds. One isithat the
eritical theory refuses to abdicate and
leave the field “to an empirical so-
ciology which, freed from all theoreti-
cni}guidance except a methodological
one;Suegumbs to the fallacies of mis-
placed comerebuness. . . .7 (p. 254) §f
even the phiios}npher should see only
the hopeless, Marcuse maintains, he
would nevertheless, wish “to remain
loyal to those who, without hope, have
given and give their life to the Grent
Refusal.” (p. 257)

The other moment of hope is of
much greater import since it is both
objective and subjective and has the
foree to undermine the status quo:
“, . . underneath the conservative
popular basis is the substratum of the

Reunion and Reaction

By JONATHAN EISEN

do justice to My Face Is Black or to
its author. C. Eric Lincols iz a -
ciologgist of standing, a poet of some
talent; it is not in him to write a
bouk which merely reviews old facts
and insights.

My Face Ia Black has all the facts:
the history of racial indignity and
Negro protest; the strupggle against
self-hatred and the menace of Negro
chauvinism. Indeed, the tone of men-
ace duminates the book. Lincoln is
ferr ful. and justly so, ol the “counter-
backlash™: Newso batred of whites
replacing “tomism'* as a form of vom-
wunicution between the races, the coi-
lapse of the dream of racial brother-
honl in the moment of victery over
slavery.

The sense of menave is nn indiea-
tion of the new temper of the civil
rights movement. Victory over white
racisin is assured, The Dixiecrat in-
spires indignation but no lonyger fear.
Assured of triumph, the victors need

Py

outcasts, and ontsiders; the .'expl‘t;ltzzi ;
and persceuted of other races and .
other colors, the vnemployed and the -

unemployable . . . their oppqsition is
revolutionary even if their conscious-
ness is not. Their opposition hits the
system from without and is therefore
not deflected by the system: it is an
elementary force which violates the
rules of the game and, in doing so,
reveals it as a rigged game” (pp.
256-57) :

There are those who think that the
time for the  all-dimensional man
passed with the Renaissance. There
are others, like this reviewer, who
think his time is first coming. And
thete are the conformists whose total
indifference to discussion of anything
pluri-dimensional is likely to bury
One-Dimensgional Mar without ever
getting & serious dinlogue around it
started in the academic world. I trust
the youth will not let this happen.
Thereby they will become part of his-
tory-in-the-making in the realm of
theugbi.

*ONE-DIMENSIONAL MAN by Herbert
Marcuze {Beacon Press, Boston, 260
pp., $6).

only fear one another: animesity and
strain begin to show in the phalanx
of the movement for racial equality.
Yet there iz more than fear in Lin-
coin's book: there is faith. The faith
appears mot only in Lincoln's dJirect
discussion of Christianity, which he
regards as the true lodestar of the
Amerivan Negro, whatever the be-
trayals of its white votaries. Lincoin's
conviction uppears as well in his anal-
ysis ol history, which gives to the mo-
ments of tragedy the stature of
drama, the quality of being points in
# preat epic moving toward a resy-
lution in which past folly is trans.
figured in a triumphant future.
Lincoln™s history is mare than a
struggle for racial equality; equality
with oppressors and the perpetrators
of injustice i3 not to be valued. In-

‘deed, it is the very equalitarianism

of the Musiim mnovement that he
fears: two equal and oppressing races
are no improvement on one “If the
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Youth, Philosophy
and Revolution

THE REVOLUTIONARY INTERNATIONALS,
1864-1942, Edited by Milreod M. Drachs
kovileh, Hoovar Institulion on War, Revelu-
tien, and Peace, Stanford, Calif. $6.95.

The sin of sins, In the eyes of the
editor of the volune undor review,
Is to be young, It scems that to be
young—whether you are a socialist or
not, but “especially Soclaiist youth”
—is almost a sure guarantee that
you will take the primrose path Jead-
ing straight to Bolshevism. Al this,
and more, the reader will learn from
Professor Milroad M. Drachkovitch,
who, this time as author, (Iin collab-
oration with Branco Lazitch) as-
sures him that the world enthusiasm
generated by the birth of the Com-
munist International in 1919 was all
“g historical misunderstanding”
based on “emotlonal rather than
ideological grounds.” (p.61) These
emotions made non-Communists “ob-
livicus of the fact that . . , civil war
and revolutlonrary warfare were in-
tegral parts of Bolshevist strategy.”
(p262) Which Is, no doubt, why they
were “drawn to Bolshevism by the
prestige of the only successful revo-
lutlen.” (pa861)

(Dear readers, disregard any con-
tradictions; better is yet to come.)
We are informed that, where these
non-Communists — from pacitists to
enarchists and from syndicalists to
soclalists as well as szome real in-
nocents — weren't “jgnorant” or
didn't come either from *backward
countries” or “the most hackward
parts” or “politically underdeveloped
reglons” of a country, yet neverthe-
less showed their “politieal imma-
turlty” (p.163) by succumbing to
“the fascination of rewlytionary
power.” (D160) To emphasize just
how “attractive” had been “the Bol-
sheviks’ activism™ {"especially true
. of Sociallst youth™ p.162), the au-

Raya Dunayevshkaya

though with hindsight, use the tone
of prophecy: “It was no accident
that the overwhelming majority of
Communist leaders In the period be-
tween 1919 and 1921 were under
thirty veors of age, and many of
thetn under twenty-five!

Lest any ACTIVIST readers de-
spair that, belng younger than even
twenty-five, they are beyond redemp-
tion, let me hasten to inform them
that the venerable Hoover Institution
on War, Revolution, and Peace, is all
too eager to save “both the layman
and the professional historian” In
the Preface, the editor assured us
that the aim In presenting these pa-
pers from a conference on the one
hundredth anniversary of the found-
ing of the First Internatlonal was
to intreduce one and all "to new
facets of an extremely complex phe-
nomenon.” So there Is nothing to
feer. Just how comparative these
“comparative historic studies” are
can be gleaned from the Insensitive
dragging In of a tyagedy of historle
proportion just to get a whack at
Lenin: “With respect to the German
Communiste whose leaders opposed
the creation of the Third Interna-
tional as premature, Lenin enjoyed a
great stroke of political good Juck {!)
In the assassination by a ‘¢lass enemy*
(1) In 1819 of Rosa Luxemburg and
Leo Jogiches™ (p.161)

Having taken up five and cne-half
pages for this type of mood sctting,
the reader has a right to expect that
Professors Drachkovitch and Lazitch
should be ready to get down to the
facts of the caze, Tt turns out, hov.
ever, that the section, *The Shaping
of the Comintern® berins, not with
a discussion either of the first Con-
gress of the Comintern, or the Rus.
sian Revolutlon which created its
foundation, but by a return back to

1902: “The events of October 1917

ry
{

2
4

E

in Russia”* they write as If they
had just finished interviewing Lenin,
“confirmed Lenin in the correctness
of his 1902 view, set forth in What
Is To Be Done?, that spontaneity
was the main enemy of the working-
class movement ..., (pl64)

It would be hard to find anywhere
mgre errors eompressed into gne-half
of one sentence. (2} First of all,
Lenin had never said, written, or
thought that “spontaneity was the
main enemy of the working-class
movement”—not in 1902, not in 1905,
not in 1917, not In 1919, and not
when he died in January, 1924. The
spontaneity, or rather lack of it, that
Lenin deplored in 1902, was the
alleged fact that the workers conldn't
“spontancously” come to Marxism;
that “professional revolutionaries”
had “to bring" socialism to them.
The 1905 Revolution, howcver, led
Panin to enthuse; “Tho working-class
is instinctively, spontaneously, So-
¢ial - Democratic.” Far from 1917
having confirmed Lenin's alleged po-
sitlon that “spontaneity was the
main enemy of the working-class
movement,” Lenin was so thoroughly
disgusted with the leadership of his
*vanguard party” that was supposed
to bring soclallsm to the masses—
and precisely for not understanding
the directions of the spontaneous ac-
tions of the workers—that he wrote
it; “T am compelled to tendsr my
resignation to the Central Commit.
tee . . " and threatened. instead, to
go directly “to the saflors (3)

Now then—and for the purpose of
the subject at hand, the second
point is more important thap the
first — why did Professors Drach.
koviteh and Lazitch drag 1902 Into a
discussion of 19197 The reader is
compelled to plod through 30 more
pages of this type of rewrlting of
history before there is another refer-
ence to What Is to be Done. He s
told that what really dominated
Lenin’s revolutionary thought from
1802 untii the foundine of the Third
International was ‘“obsession with
power.” (p.194) Moreover, he de-.
veloped all these {deas which brought
#hout “the isolation of Russia in or.
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der to (sic!) prevent its contamina-
tion by infidels—these were Lenin's
legacy to the Comintern. Stalin sim-
Ply exploited the full potential for
evil of practices that were welles
tablished in Lenin’s lifetime” (p.
194; emphasis added).

Stalinist totalitarlan practices thus
emerge “naturally” out of Lenin's
theoretical preoccupation, nay, verita-
able obsession with power. Note also
that: (1) Once you have claimed
that Stalinism §s the oulgrowth of
Leninism, you need not reveal that
Lenin left a Will which called Stalin
“rude and disloyal” and asked the
Party “to remove him.” (2) Thus, it
is as nothing to fail to deal with the
perlod from Lenin's death in January,
1924, to Trotsky's expulsion in No-
vember, 1927, as a Great Divide be-
tween the early years of the Comin-
tern that fnspired revolutionary
world response, and the Stalintern
which was soon o generate a coun-
teryevalullon. Instead, you ean eall
the period, simply, “Interregnum,”
and statistically reel off those years
as il no fundzinental changes oc-
curred within the International as a
yesult of objective developments
outside it. (3) Above all you need
pay no attention to the overriding
economic and political changes
which transformed the early work-
er's state Into its opposite, a state-
capltalist society and therefore
transformed the Comintern
into nothing but an outpast of state-
capitalism, dubbed “socialism in one
country.” It is so much easier to
state that “personal (sic!) differ-
ences” between Lenin and Stalin not.-
withstanding, Stalin carried out
Lenin's line, making the CI into the
tool of one man.

With all those burdens out of the
way, you have but one question left
to answer: was the Third Interna-
tional “the only legitimate helr of
the First, and the redeemer of the
sins of the Second?" (p198) Here
our authors at first begin modestly:
“The problem is of course complex,
but it can be reduced to a relatively
simple proposition”” Then our spe-
clalists In reducing complex ques-
tions to non-existent ones continue:
"Inasmuch as Marxism in theory and
practice was both deterministic gnd
voluntarist, revolutionary and re-
formist ... {and} Marx himself was

. a Blanquist and an anti-Blan.
quist, a supporter of the bourgrols
republic in France and the inflamed
avenger of the Paris Commune ., .
(p.199)

All that is needed s a label: Marx's
“dual nature* {p.200). “Dua]l Nature”
speaks for itself, and it takes in
Marx, Lenin and Stalin. Now this is
indeed a magical feat that far sur-
passes the story of Dr. Jekyll and
Mr, Hyde who were such absolute
oppasites that, though they were one
person, the author still had some
explanations to make.

Magical indeed iz the rewriting of
history. It iz dme to journey back
to the beglnming. Since 100 years
stand between the 1960's and the
1860's, any analysis of the First In-
ternational is bound to be more ob-
jective. Part I of the Revolutlonary
Internstionals is more or less objec-
tively written and has the further
advantage of giving the reader a
more rounded view of the historic
period by including one essay of a
hitherts umexplored aspect—"Secret
Socleties and the First International”
by Borls L. Nicolagsky—as well as
the most lively plece of writing in
the volume—"The Anarchist Tradi-
tion” by Max Nomad. Unfortunately,
the main burden of the section, of
neeessily, fnlls to the subject at issue,
"Rise and Fall of the First Inter-
national” by Jacques Freymond and
Miklos Molnar. Despite the greater
objectivity of approach and mar-
shalling of facts, (as compared to
the analyses of the Third Interna-
tional), the essay is hampered by its
underlying philosophy ~- if so bland
an attitude as theirs can be called a
philosaphy.

One would never know, from read-
ing this article, that the authors are
dealing with that exciting decade,
the 1860°s, which, according to Marx,
opened a new world epoch of strug-
gles for freedom the moment John
Brown made his attack on Harper's
Ferry, comprised the Civil War in
the United States which *sounded
as the tocsin for the European work-
ing class”” (4) and culminategd in
1871 in the Paris Commune, the first
workers' state in history. Where
Karl Marx held these views, Messrs.
Freymond and Molnar not only never
mentlon John Brown, but hardly
delgn to speak of the Civil War,
much less give credit to the IWA
for having influenced its course to-
ward the abolition of slavery, In-
stead, here Is how they introduce the
ane phrase from Marx on the subject:
*Marx went so far ag to clalm that
the founding of the WA was what
decided Palmerston “to avold wir
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with the United States.,’" (p.26). It
is not unusual for Europeans to dis-
count the American roots of Marx-
ism (5), but these writers stoop to
psychology: “Marx hoped in ‘com-
pensation' for the ‘ideclogical con-
cessions’ to reap the benefit of the
new ‘power’ (Macht) that the TWA
was beginning to be on the interna-
tional scene." (p.26)

Despite the fact that these authors
show that “throughout Europe and
the United States, and during the
large strikes of 1868 and 1870 and
the Paris Commune of 1871, several
hundred thousand workers proclaim-
ed their allegiance to the IWA™
{p.21), Professorg Freymond and Mol-
nar nat only conclude that the IWA
wasn't all that effective, but proceed
to downgrade significance of the
Commune, which, they tell us, “was
rit so much an insurrection pro-
voked by general social unrest as an
outgrowth of the frenzled state of a
hesieged and sterving Paris” (p.31)

So here we are, back at the old
dogmatism—the backwardness of the
proletariat—from which intellectuals
find it very nearly Impossible to
break loocse. What is paramount in
the minds of the essayists is their
opposition to the International's Reso-
lution that the building of a prole-
tarian political party would hence-
forth be considered “indispensahle
for assuring the triumph of the so-
clal revolution alming ultimately at
the abolition of all classes.”

Whatever the reason they took
such a roundabout way of stating
thelr opposition, here is what the
dialectic means to Professors Frey-
mond and Molnar: First, they quote
Engels’ evaluation of the IWA: “The
Commune was beyond doubt the in-
tellectual child of the International
. . . For ten years the International
channeled Eurcpean history in ome
direction—the direction of the fu-
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ture . . . I believe the next Inter-
national ., , . will re-establish our
very Drinciples {a truly common
theoretical program,” (Letter to
Sorge, Sept. 12-17, 1874). They seem
almost to agree with “the Iucidness
of this clear (sic!) application of
historical materialism, calling it “the
rough outline of a thesis” {p. 23)
Whereupon they are off in search of
an “antithesist" (p.23) Naturally, it
must be an objective, verifisble fact,
reality itselfl. Although this turns out
to be their subjective evaluation of
the Parls Comrmume, they neverthe-
less accept it as objective. Not only
that, the “antithesis” becomes, simul.
tanecusly, the *“synthesis,”" not to
mention that it was an a priori judg-
ment in the first place: “his (Marx’s)
real adversary was not Balunin or
any other leader, but the nearly
physical resistance of the environ-
ment.” {p.30)

Yet I dare say that even Profes-
sorg Freymond and Molnar were sur-
prised to find Lo what uses Proles-
sors Possony and Niemeyer put the
“dlalectic” (6) in evaluating the
Third ang Second International, re-
spectively.

Professor Gerhart Niemeyer, au-
thor of “The Second International:
1889-1914." builds up a straw man he
calls the “Second Reality:" *“Ger-
man Social Democracy — the very
term indicates its character as a lit-
tle world unto itself—former ‘a state
within a state’” (pl104) Having
aroused the apparition of “a state
within a state,” and thrown In, for
good measure, that, although with
the expulsion of the Anarchists, the
Second Internmational thought they
had exorcised “the ghost of revolu-
tionary radicallsm® but didn't, the
lofty professor is ready for the broad
jump that does violence to history.
theory, and reality: *“Without the
International, European labor might
have become an integrated a part of
the exdsting soclety . . . The revaolu-
tionary and utopian ideclogy, how-
ever, stood in the way of this de-
velopment. It created fears and coun-
terfears, and these helped to nourish
the fascist and Nazf movements as
muchk as they nourished the Com-
munist movement.” {p.126)

McCarthy couldn’t have done bet-
ter, and he wamn't even a professor.
Professor Possony, however, does him
one better in the climactic final
article of the whole volume, entitled
“The Comintern as an Tmtrument
of Soviet Strategy.” There he not
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only reiterates the same thematic
slander—upon the authority of a Nazi
— that “the Communist movement
provided a model for the National
Socialist struggle” (p.212), but he
rolls this history back from the Stalln
to the Lenin period: “The coopera-
tion between Communists and Ger-
man nationalists had a long history
dating from Imperial Germany’s &id
to Lenin during World War L"
{p.211} Nor does the Director of the
International Political Studies pro-
gram of the Hoover Institution stop
there. He returns to the period prior
to the Nagi victory: “Naturally the
Communists did not help the Nazis
merely because they wanted Hitler
to win (p.218)

Pardon me, dear reader, if I stop
here. Not being as adept as the pro-
fessors in this symposium at secing
Machivellian schemes everywhere,
this type of talloring of history te
suit one's prejudices makes me gag.
For those of us who fought Stalin-
ism from its birth, and broke also
from Trotsky when he called for the
defense of Russia, the totalitarian
pattern of the rewriting of history
and amalgam-building is all too fa-
miliar. Frankly, the hatchet fob
under review merits no review. I did
it for only one reason—the complete
confidence I have in the New Left
youth not to submit to brainwashing,

_either via the tomes issted by the

multiversities or o the courses these
institutions of “higher learning” of-
fer on “Marxism-Leninism.” Instead,
if T may, I should like to direct their
attention to an international sym-
posium by writers from both the
East and the West on Soclalist
Humanism, edited by Erich Fromm.
In my contribution to that symposium
1 dealt with precisely the type of
writine Professor Drachkoviteh wrote
and edited: “Let us not debase free-
dom of thought to the point where
it Is no more than the other side of
the coin of thought control. One look
at our institutlonalized studies of
“Marxism-Leninlsn” as the ‘know
your enemy’ type of course will show
that, in methodology, they are nol
different from what is being taught
under established Communism . .

7Y The espousal of partiymost
(party principle) as a philosophic
principle is another manifestation of
the dogma of ‘the backwardness of
the masses.’ . .. This Is hot an aca-
demic question for either the East
or the West. Marxism is either a
theory of liberation or it is nothing.
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In thought, as in life, it lays the basls
for achieving a new human dimen-
sion, without which no soclety is
truly viable”

Because it is the new human di-
mension today's, youth are striving
for, and because they are creative
in bucking the muitiversity’s at-
tempted stranglehold on them, I do
not doubt that they witl yet reverse
the tendency of academia to assist
the bourgeoisle in its descent into the
total bankruptcy of thought.

FOOTNOTES

(1} That a historian, ln 1.966. should use
guotation marks aroun lags
enemy, In & reurenm to t.hu murdefers of
Rosa Luxemburg and Leo Jogiches is, in
itself, m condemnation of the study utider
review. For the most ubjeeli mu! of
that yesr, 191.9 ln German

Luxemburg by J. P. Nettle (O:tord Uni-
versity Press).

(3) The second hall of Lhat sentenca
reads “'and that the ctg of the revolu-
tion could be secured y by ‘tha cen-
ln!luuou of the most mecret tuncticns in

ization of profeagional revolu-
Uonu-luf * It is characteristic of
slopplneas of the work
that all their reterenm fall to mpecify
which editien of the worka of Lenin they are
citing—and, for thelr tnlormnlon there
are many editions. In an . 1t I8 In
none of Iha editions, ef
Russian o the

of
Val. 1, b .m-w Indeed. that volumc l’lm
not con! a To Be Dane? Very
. “the centralization of the most

(3} Lenin, Seleeted Works, Vol VI,
r.’h?.;“x\m. ed, 1843, (Intemational Pub-

(1) Marx (!lpll.ll. Tol. I, p.14. {Charles

n roots of Marxism,
theoretically, mee
1 Freedem. t'rarne

. 1868) For the Am
the Hecond International and
tha Frropean sttitude, see Chanler 1, \Tol
I, Part 1. The Second International
G. 'D. H. Cole {London, 1963).

(6) Frofessor Fossony's venom agninst
Bolsheviam, for example, is of sich n
fanatic nature that It even includes tHegel
\\-ho-e nllegod lu-s of dlalectles™ Com-

larri used. “But even the highly

dlseipllned Bol.lhgvhed" Communis l
movement could not be switched as the
taws of dialectica demands, Tt (Comumgt
power} was all in line with the !nsight
which Lenin drew from Hegel's philoso-
phy of history 'D!nleetlm uals the de-
stroying of onesell.”’ Pn ~23) Which
innorrﬁlce ln: theldl‘:ll:cl on:lg tn mnkt-
poor Fegel turn In ETAve yeara af-
ter his burlal,

(71" See especially Princeton University”
Graduate Pro {Spring Term. 15961
Where tha l"“l blograns
where the on o:np
slanderous C. y tie only book by
'rmt-ky is " 'remr sm and Communimm,*
The *standard’ work seems to be that
erudite work by the professor who tenches
the course and _who authored a work

considers the clasa struggle & "m
which Marx propagated so he could glorify
the proletariat but that In [act it was only

"the end product his phll ¥y of
(‘l‘hnomply and Myth Is Xarl

Tucker, Cambridge Uni-
rersity Pmll. !961) Nn wnnder ths Eu-
ropean  Mareningint  Ceargs  Lirhthelm.
though he too 4 anti-Bolshevik, consld-
ered o1t

ulenltlon.
Marx by R
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Nuclear War With Chinag in 19727
Thomas M. Conrad

*“1t may turn out that the net effect of China's emergence os o
nucloar power will be o step in tha direction of a less dangerous world.”

JOIN: A Community Unien

Michael James

“Calling oneself a revelutionary does not mean splitting for the
hills of Latin America or spouting doctrines. For us, being a revolutionary
means working to bulld radical constitvencies acting in their own self-
inlerest,"”

NSA and the CIA
Robert Kuttner

" Anti-Americanism is deeper and more cynical than most diplomats
realizad, which should surprise only thote vsed to dealing with syco-
phants . . . There was no bubble to burst.”

The Obsolete Press
Joseph A. Barbalo

“The most dratlic innovolion of the last 25 years wos the dropping
of the period from the frant page logo of The New York Times. Con
the press report the real grievances of a radical movement and long
remain loyal to the existing community structure?™




suitable for revolutionary politics.
" Rather, it requires us to search out,
. and perhaps it also makes possible,
new forms of political action. But

that is subject matter for another
- book.

Miss Colish
Replies:

.My, Walzer’s tebuttal suffers from
‘ the same problems which character-

Ize his book as a whole: (1) the
_ tendency to fump to conclusions and
~{2) the tendency to assume that
- repetition of his thesis constitutes
proof of it. The fact that I take ex-
ception to Mr. Walzer's conclusions,

and, more importantly, his methods
of arriving at them, is not evidence
that I am a positivist. I do not op-
pose generalizations on principle; I
merely oppose inadequately support-
ed ones,

Secondly, Mr. Walzer's kind re-
statement of the four points on which
his thesls rests does not automatical-
ly endow them with more credibil-
ity than they hod before.

Mr. Walzer may, more justly, com-
plain that I am criticising him be-
eause I do not share his methodologi-
ca] assumptions, To which T can only
teply that the test of an argument
is not the degree to which It con-
vinces people who already agree with
you,

“Cadres and Communists:
A Dissent

“Tracy Strong has used the occa-
sion of his review of Franz Schur-
mann’s Ideology and Organizotion In
Commumist China (ACTIVIST No.
18 Winter 1966-'67) as a point of
departure for an analysis of the offi-
clally 1ahelled “Great Proletarian Cul-
tural Revolution.” He, along with
writers in the daily press, shortens
It to the designation “Cultural Revo-
" Jation” and, along with Mao apolo-
gists, considers it to be “precisely
what the name implies—that it is
in the broadest sense cultural . . .
The Red Guards must be seen as a
means to preparc the preper coming
together of opposites—and for this
to happen the opposites must first
be vecognized, Without such a process
there can be, according to Mao's
rather Hegelian dialectic, no prog-
ress, no Aufhebung.”

In order to follow the circuitous
route of Strong's reasoning, we will,
for the moment, leave poor Hegel
turning In his grave ot the designa-
tion of Mao’s Confucion-Stalinoid vul-
garigations of the dialectic concept of

-.. contradiction ns “rather Hegellm dia-

“jectic.”” Obviously, the Teviewer was
. concerned with achieving a certain
- gymmetry In his analysis which, from
the very start, calied attention to
e principles of Mao’s On Contra-
{two combinex inlo" . . ."”

Raya Dunayevskaya

So enamored had Strong become of
this defimition, which Is crucial to
his analysis, that he repeats it when
he comes to the next set of contra-
dictions belween an alleged antipa-
thy of the Chinese who although they
invented the mandarinate are still
supposed Lo have an antipathy towerd
organization but were forced, “in the
process of modernization,” to “be-
cume partisan of precisely this ‘or-
gahization' which historically
they despised. This is a contra-
dictlen only in appearance (‘two
combines into one').”

Like calling black white, and white
black, there s just no limit to what
one can do with contradictions in
reneral, and combining “two into
one” in particular. The failuve of the
Great Lenp Forward is declared
“more imporlantly Cto havel succeed-
ed in organizing the countruside
along a cadre line.” Should the 600
milllon Chinese peasants fail to
appreciate that “yictory" as a sub-
stitute for food and the endurance
of near-starvation, one can admit
tullure “In many cconomic senses!”
That assuages the hunger, or at
teast Jets you remain true to the
theory “two combines into one.”

Along with Liuv Shao.sh'l, whem he
quates on the question of that ali-
inclusive concept of contradiction as
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being basic not only for analylica

‘purpnses, but also as “an approach

to create and use organizations,”
Strong points to the existence of
contradictions “between the top and
the bottom, and within Party com-
mittees. ‘These cleavages can and
should be resolved through discus-
sion and argument.” Di_Srogard the
fact that the man whom Strong is
quoling and summarizing is the very
one who is now accused of having
“taken the road to capitalism,” and
the fact that in the so-called Cultural
Revolution you hear only one volce,
that of Mao, and that, far from this
being a “discussion™ with a co-leader
of the Chinese Revolution and the
President of the People’s Republic of
China, it Is a fantastic, unsupported
accusation, Indeed, Tracy Strong
chooses to show no awareness at all
of the fact that here the “reselution”
of "contradictions” assumes the form
of a Kafkaesque trial with youthful
hooligans serving ns accuser and
judge as well as excutioner. Evidently,
the theory must under no clreum-
stances be jammed up against reali-
ty. neither that of today, nor of the
past, During the seven weeks in 1957
when “minority opinion™ was “per-
haps encouraged,” the extensive docu-
mentation in the Chinese press shows
that, in the majority, the criticism
was from the left, not the right of
Mao.

Strong proceeds on his contradie-
tory, merry way, undisturbed by reali-
Ly except as it is reported to him by
such long-standing and renovwned Mao
apologisis as Anna Loulse Strong
whom he quotes to verify his con-
tention that “the theory of contra-
dictions provides a clue, this time as
the basis of behavioral norms” In
face of the reality that the voice of
Mao and his cohorts are the only
voices heard, she “reports” that the
so-called Cultural Revolution resides
in “the contro] by the masses through
uniimited criticism and debate . . .°

(Mliss Dunayevshays, a [requent con-
tributor to The ACTIVIST, is writ-
ing in reply to Alr. Sirung't resiat;
“Cadres and Communwists,” that ap-
peared in owr last isswe, Becawse of
the Ilength of the exchange, Nr.
Strong's reply will appear. in onr
next issue—Ed.) .
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After all, wasn't it "the masses” who
put a dunce cap on Liu Shao-sh'i,
made him “discuss” by reading the
quotations from *“The Thought of Mao
Tse-tung” which he had no doubt
helped to ghost write while he was
Mao "closest comrade-in-arms.” *“The
Thought” had been gone over by his
wife who was now unceremoniously
tbut didactically) labeled a “prosti-
tute.”

Tracy Strong has achieved his sym-
metry of contradictions and reached
the climactic conclusion (with which
wo heeant. that “The Red Guards
must be seen as a means to prepare
the proper coming together of oppo-
sites,” without once showing any
awnreness of the fact that his much
beluved slogam, “two combines into
one.” is the very one ggainst which
the present “Great Proletarian Cul-
) Revolution” is directed. The
definition had been useful to Mao
when hé was stressing unity in China
and In the Communist world. It be-
came tseless when he had to justily
splits In the Communist world and
breaking with his own leadership
cadre in China. Thereupon the slo-
gan was attributed to Yang Hsien-
chen, slated for purge. The slogan
was reversed and the “proper” Maoist
definition of contradiction presently
is “One divides into two."

Lot us now return to Heg s con-
copt of contradiction and see what
Mao has reduced it to, philosophical-
Iy and politically. Central to Hege-
lian philosophy Is, of course, the con-
cept that contradiction, not harmoni-
ous incrense aumd decrease, is the
ereative and moving principle of his-
tory; that all development results
irom self-movement, not organization
or direction by externai forees. In his
“Critique of the Hegelian Dinlectic,”
Marx singled out “The greatness
of Hegel's Phenomenology and of its
tinal resuit—the dialectic of negativi-
ty as the moving nml creating princi.
pie” He insisted that, deepite the
fact that Hegel svems to deal unly
with stoges of consciousness and not
with Man himsell, Despite Lix ideal-
ispi, the concept of alienatian- .con.
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tradictions and thelr resolution
through “negation of the negation”
—was objectively, historically ground-
ed, though expressed in “estranged
form.” Marx conctetized the concepl
of contrudiction as the reality of the
class struggle: “The history of all
hitherto existing sociely is the his-

tory of class struggles” proclaimed~_

the Communist Manifesto, and Marx
proceeded, in theory and in life, to
show that “the negation of the ne-
gation” can be realized only through
revolution.

When Lenin, in turn, felt compell-
ed to return to the origins of Marx-
ism in Hegel's Science of Logle, he,
too, singled out contradiction as the
crucial principle of development:
*Briefly the dialectic can be defined
as the doctrine of the unity of oppo-
sites, Thereby s the kernel of the
tlindectic grasped, but that demaonds
explanation and development.
The *“explanation and developmeat”
iollowed (for his rediscovery of Hegel
occurred in the period of the first
world war which had caused the col-
igpse of the established Mavxist In-
ternational) in his concretization of
the transformation of competitive
capitalism into its opposite, monopoly
imperialism, and transformation of &
section of labor into its opposite, “the
arlstoeracy of labor” which was the
underlying reason for the betrayal
of the Second International.

From Hegel to Marx to Lenin we
thus see a straight line of develop-
ment of the concept of negativity (con-
tradiction) as objective, historic, and
then, in opposition to Hegelian de-
humanization of ideas, as rooted I
the class struggle. Al this was
changed by Stalln who denuded the
dinlectie of its class roots and had
Zhdanov demand that “criticism and
sell-criticism" become “the new dia-
lectic law” Mao's “originality”
voncisted of adding to the Stalinist
concept hie took over a further mea-
sure of voluntarism which would
make “the masses” throughout the
world see suclearly-armed imperial-
ists as "paper tigers” and those in
China work and sweat so that, with
ur without modern technology, they
make “oune day equal 20 years."”

Space does nut permit me to go
into greater detait on the subject of
Maoe Tse-tung whose development I
have analyzed over u period of nearly
two decades. For the purpose of
the cominents o Tracy Strong's re.
view, to which the eoncept of contra.
dirtion is central, it will suffice to

quote what I said when Mao Tse-tung
brought his 1937 “theory,” On Con-
tradiction, up to the “reality” of 1957:

“Phe lowest of all today’s soph-
ists is the head of the Chinese
Communist Party and State, Mao
Tse-tung, who recently (Jung 18,
1957) caused o world sensalion
with his speech, ‘On Handling
Contradictions Among Peopls' in
-« \wthich he procigimed, ‘Let a hun-
dred flowers bloom. Lat a hun-
dred schools of thought contend.”
Mao hes ridden this single track,
which he calls ‘Contradiction’
ever gince 1937. At that time, he
directed hia attack against ‘dog.
matists’ who refused ito reduce
all contradiction in the anti-
Jupaness struggle and submit to
‘the leadershp of Chiang Kai-
shek” In 1952, Mao introduced ¢
new set of definitions into ‘Con.
tradiction,’ this time epplying it
to thosa who opposed the Clinese
Communist Party taking sols
power in China. By June 18,
195%, after editing with o heavy
hand the speech he delivered on
February 27th to the Supreme
State Conference, ha reduced the
atruggle of clasa against claas to
a contradiclion among ‘the peo-
ple’ while he bacams the cham-
pion, at one and the same tims,
of the philosophy of o hundred
flowers blooming and one, and
only one Party, the Chinese Com-
munist Party ruling. Oulside of
the exploitative class relations,
nothing 8o clearly exposes the
new Chinese ruling cinss aa their
threadbare philosophy™
Since then, especially beginning
with the public start of the Sino-
Soviel conflict in 1860, we had, first,
a yet newer definition of contradic-
tion ax “two combine into one.” This
was changed agein in 1963, when he
began to challenge Russian Commu-
nist leadership of the Communist
world parties by splitting them, as
"ona divides Into two.” We do not
doubt that these, in turn, will be
transformed into some new opposites
as objective conditions change and
Mao needs new “philosophic’ support
for his political gyrations
It is a sad commentary on our life
and times that even the new left, if
we ure to judge by Tracy Strong's
“Cadres and Communists,” fecls no
cumpulsion, when analyzing estab-
lished Communism's ¢iaiims, 10 return
o the original sources of "Marxism-
Leminsm© -~ Marx and Lepmin — and
measure the claim against what the
Imunilers proclaimest,
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thetical new program costs a great deal, and we do
_not know in advance whether it will work, the ob-
vious thing is to set up pilot projects. These pilot
" projects are experiments and require experimental
“controls. Most children and schools must go on in
the old ways to serve as bases of comparison. But
.as soon as a few schools are selecled and controls
-set up, there is immediate prejudgment of the effec-
‘tiveness of the experimental programs. “Why can't
'q'ur children have special curricula, smaller classes,
“the new methods?” Before the experiment can be
tried, it becomes a subject for‘political pressurés,
- colleetive bargaining, and mass demonstrations. The
result is that at the end it is impossible to tell
whether schools with the new programs are bet-
* ter or worse than schools without them.
The conclusion is inescapable: experimental pro-
" grams that do not encompass entire cities are prob-
‘ably ‘doomed because the application of essential
controls—meaning that most children will not he
- helped immediately—is interpreted as just another
example of discrimination at the control sites in
" ‘the black areas. The moral of this story for vublic
policy must also be understood. Action must pre-
cede exact knowledge. Racial problems must be
approached through big programs that cover large
areas. No one can say that large-scale programs will
prove effective. What can be said is that there is
no hope of learning or accomplishing anything from
miniature experiments. The size of the laboratory
must begin to approach the enormity of the problem.

PHILOSOPHY IN
REVOLT

Raya Dunayevskaya

The Alienation of Reason, by Leszek Kolakowski, Doubleday,
1968,

The name of Leszek Kolakowski, the most original
and most controversial philosopher in Poland, first
canie to the attention of the American public in
1956, when the questions he had raised as well as
the Marxist Humanism he tried to reestablish came
into head-on collision with official Communist doc-
trine, By the time the intellectual ferment in Poland
reached its climax in the Hungarian Revolutior,
philosophy and revolution had indeed become in-
separable. The Communist state labeled his views
as “Revisionist” and Professor Kolakowski came
under violent attack. The recent ferment in Poland
again coincided with youth unrest and revolutionary

~_ economic crises, not only in Poland but in Czecho-

slovakia as well. This time a strong dose of anti-
... Semitism was injected into the attack on Prefessor
Kolakowski. He was expelled from the Communist
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Party, removed as head of the History of Modern
Philosophy at the University of Warsaw, and ban-
ished from the University.

Under the circumstances, it is only natural that
the reader approaches a work by Kolakowski on
several levels simultaneously. On one level runs a
succinet narrative history of positive thought which
differs quite sharply from academic texts on that
subject in this country. There is nothing dogmatic
about the views presented either from a Marxist or
bourgenis vantage point The deceptively simple
style and the emphasis on the informational aspects
of this history of a philosophic system—so bent on
“pure experience” and “demyslification” of Reason
and seemingly so far removed from the concerns of
Communism—do seem to add up to a subject with
no relevance to Communism. By the time the reader
reaches the last sentence of the work, however, he
is startled by the reality, the timeliness, the oppres-
sive presence of something unstated but implied.
“The philosophical work of our day,” Kolakowski
concludes, *has found itself caught—to a great ex-
tent under the influence of positivist eriticism—be-
tween the philosophy of life and the lurid Manichean
vision.” (p. 219)

It is then that the reader wants io retrace his
steps. It is then he notes the title of the book,
Alienation of Reason, and begins to see that the
author's critique of Positivism is an implied critique
‘also of totalitarianism. It seems that Kolakowski is
also asking the reader to work out for himself some
of the implications of this critique for “our day.”

It is a challenge to confront the book on this
level, especially since it is harder to decipher the
Aesopean language of contemporary political tracts
than the code-words of, say, Tsarist tracts. When,
after the Revolution, Lenin republished works
written under the eyes of the censor, he had only to
remind hiz readers that “Japan” meant Russia, and
“scientific philosophy" meant Marxism. But even
if we decipher Kolakowski's elaborate and cautious
inferences, we have not gotten to the heart of the
matter; for this is a serious and original study of
Positivism “in itself.” and transcends its obvinus
relevance to “state capitalism™ in general, and Poland
in particular,

“It is possible to begin the history of European
positivist thought almost anywhere,” the author in-
forms us, “for many strands we regard as of primary
importance in contemporary positivist doctrines had
antecedenls in wnliguity.” {p- 11) Space forbids a
reviewer from attempting to follow the author in
covering the breadth and scope of the work. I shall
therefore limit myself to the central points which, in
the view of Kolakowski, entitled Posilivisin to be
comsidered in its “diachronic unity.” despite the
many transformations in each historie period not
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only from antiquity to Hume, but especially from
August Comte who coined the words, “positive
philosophy,” to our day when it still exists under
the shortened term, Positivism.

“Positivism,” writes Kolakowski at the very start
of his analysis, “is a collection of prohibitions con- ¥
cerning human knowledge™ (p. 9) The chief of
these prohibitions is any consideration of universal
concepts like Reason. The demotion of Reason as an

aufonomous sphere, if not its outright rejection,

meant the discarding of everything but “verifiable”
facts and the elevation of science to the status of
religion. Along with the elevation of science, this
“philosophie, or, if you wish, anti-philosophic reve-

lution,” has signalled the “doing away with subjec- v

tivity.” Tt is against this that Kolakowski's critique
is directed.

This is the source of Kolakowski’s anger as a
philosopher and a human being: “The primary aim
of this subjectivism without a subject was to formu-
late the idea of a 'pure’ experience” (p. 104) as if
thought is no more than a reflex “like a knee jerk."
Indeed, Positivism had pledged *to track down those
clements in the current scientific image of the werld
that had been ‘thought into’ it.” (p. 104) Positivism
was determined to root this out, considering that
metaphysics as a whole belongs in the dustbin of
pre-scientific pseudo-problems. The trouble was, as
Kolakowski demonstrates, that Positivists elimi-
nated not only “metaphysics” but knowledge as
well, including ail truths that, while more meaning-
ful than science, were not empirically verifiable.
Théir abandonment of metaphysics, he concludes
“applies not only to ontological and epistemological
reflection but to the historical and humanistic dis-
ciplines, which the positivists lump together with
metaphysics.” (p. 198)

Thus, positivist theory gave up the potentialities
of mankind for “facts” and anything that was not
at that moment a fact had ic be discarded. Ernest
Mach, a founder of Empirio-Criticism at the turn
of the century, went as far as declaring the atom a
mere “mental artifice.” As against this type of me-
chanical materialism, Karl Marx, who lived when
Newionian mechanics dominated the age, declared
that “To have one basis for life and another for
science is @ priovi a lie.” We have been living under
this lie ever since; the cultural crisis manifested in
the philosophy of positivism cannot be seen outside
of the historic circumstances that gave rise to it.
Kolakowski implies, but does not explicitly state,
that, at its very birth, “positive philosophy” was a
conscious reaction against Hegel's “negative phi-
losophy,” against a dialectic, that is, which did not
affirm reality but negated it, and, by extension, the
status quo. Stahl, the German eounterpart of Comte,
upenly proctaimed his intention 1o destroy Hegelian
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philosaphy hecause he discerned within it “the -
principle of revolution.” It is true that Positivism
destroyed also the metaphysical illusions in natural
science and thus freed the scientific temper of the
ape. Kolakowski holds on to this merit of Positivism,
rejecting, however, its worship of science. Toward
the end of the work this rejection rises to a cre-
scendo of emotion: .
“Suffering, death, ideological conflict, social
. claskes, antithetical values of any kind—all are
declared out of bounds, matter we can only be si-

fent about, in obedience to the principle of veri-

fiability. Positivism so understood, is an act of

escape from commitments, an escape masked as a

definition of knowledge, invalidating all such mat-

ters as mare figments of the imagination stemming
from intellectual laziness, Positivism in this sense

is the escapist's design for living.” (p. 210)

And again:

“The language it imposes exew:pts us from the
duty of speaking up in life's most imporiant con-
flicts.” (p. 210)

The reader must always bear in mind that when
Kolakowski writes about speaking out on today's
conflicts, “our day” is never only a point of time,
«but also a point on the map of Zurope, specifically

the Communist state of Poland. Moreover, he must
say what he has to say in terms of his subject matter,
Positivism. The Positivist attitude to “metaphysics”
is, precisely, the Communist attitude. When Positiv-
ists, like Communists, ascribe the continued exisi-
ence of “metaphysics,” not to any defeat in their
own doetrine, but to *human stupidity,” Kelakowski
can answer both at once:

“They are not seriously interested in finding out
why the social resuits of their work are so insig-
nificant, nor why people continue to ask questions
that science cannot answer.” (p. 198)

This reviewer considers the above chapter, “Logi-
cal Empiricism: A Scientistic Defense of Threatened
Civilization,” the most important chapter of the
book. Both in its attack on science, “technological
efficiency,” and “the pragmatic interpretation of
truth,” as well as in the way the author relales
Positivism to the specific historic period between the
two world wars, Kolakowski is erying out his op-
position:

“Logical empiricism, then, is the product of a
specifie culture, one in which technological effi-
ciency is regarded as the highest value, the cuiture
we usually call ‘technocratic.’ It is a technocragic ide-
ology in the mystifying guise of an antiidélogical
scientific view of the world, purged of value judg-
ments.” (p. 202)

“Jt is an act of emancipation from troublesome
philosophical questions, which it denounced in ad-
vance as fietitious; it also frees us from the need
to study history . . ." (p. 203)

But, suddenly, Kolakowski sees merit in Positiv-
ism:

“The sheer rigur of 1he positivist rules had awak-
ened intellectuals to their own responsibilities, and
in my opinion have heen of practical aid in coun-
tracting attempts to blur the boundatics between

the positien of the scientist and the obligation of
the believer.” (p. 206 .
Anvone who is acquainted with Kolakowski's

most famous work during the 1957 period, Respon-
13
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sibility and History, can have no doubt about whom
he is castigating. Moreover, Kolakowski returns to
his critique of Positivism where institutionalized
Communism can certainly see its reflection:

“From the point of view of applied knowledge,

the desire for an epistemological absolute, ie.,
'melaphgaical certainty,’ is fruitless, and those in
quest of this certainty were perfectly aware. And
yet, we repeat, philosophy has never given up its
attempt to constitute an autonomous ‘Reason’ in-
dependent of technological applications and irre-
ducible to purely recording functions.” (p. 216

This quest for Reason and refusal to ll)Ise the
identity of “Subject” will continue to “create” the
individual as “something” quite unique, irreducible,
“negative,” ie., revolutionary, and pushing history
forward. And Kolakowski, in conclusion, therefore,
repeats the question that has been running like a
red thread throughout his work:

 "How can we sceount for the peculiar fact that
over many centuries human thought has ascribed
to ‘Reason’ the ability to discover 'n " fea-
tures in the world, and for =0 long /A time failed
to see that features are fignents of the
imagination? . e vast amounts of energy squan-
dered in these explorations and the extraordinary
tenacity with which they were carried on are
worth pondering, all the more because th

e explor-
ers were perfectlly aware of the technaelogical in-

consequence of their efforts,”}(pp. 215, 216}
The reviewer must end “with apologies to the

reader for not letting him in on Kolakowski's highly
original views on the very topic that would ne doubt
most interest the American reader—the chapter
on Pragmatism. He will need to read this for him-
self and, since it is a field with which he is familiar,
have the special pleasure of comparing his views
with those of Professor Kolakowski. He will, in any
case, find this experience especially rewarding be-
cause the excellent translation by Norbert Guterman
will make him forget that he is reading a transla-
tion.

Raya Dunayevskaya is the author of Marxism and Freedom:
From 1776 Until Today, and numerous articles and pamphlets
on philosophy, Marxist Humanism, labor, and politics of de-
veloping nations. She is Chairman of the National Editorial
Board of News and Letters.
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THE ANTLIMPERIALISTS

Geoffrey Blodgett

Twelve Agninst the Empire, by Robert Beisner, McGraw-
Hill 1368.

The Spanish-American War lasted four months. It
was, as John Hay wrote to his friend Teddy Roose-
velt in a rare moment of euphoria, “a splendid little
war,” nobly begun, intelligently fought, and happy
in its outcome. T.R. of course agreed, and shared
Hay's satisfaction with most Americans. For a peo-
ple parched by thirty years of peace, our contest
with Spain over Cuba in the summer of 1898 slacked
the bloodthirst and provided an important psychic
experience. The last American war of the nine-
teenth century, for all the stupidities and inefficien-
cies of its prosecution (Hay in his glee neglected
these) was also the last tu mateh the schoolboy vi-
sion of personal valor: wide-brimmed hat, bandana
at the neck, silver bayonet; the rattling infantry
charge, uphill, captured in a quick sketch by Rem-
ington. Bully? For millions, yes. General Sherman
had earlier remarked that war was hell. But there
are tiers to the inferno, and from our perspective
this first American descent into overseas imperial
warfare does seem almost splendid in its summer
brevity.

There was a time when historians wrote off the
war with Spain as a passing aberration, a blithe
moral holiday from national innccence. More re-
cently it had been interpreted as the beginning of the
end of innocence, marking the emergence of the
United States as an imperial world power of the first
rank. This assessment seems more realistic, among
other reasons, because it more accurately catches the
mood of 1898. Alert contemporaries sensed that they
had arrived at a new day, and that the time had van-
ished when they could know, in the bitter phrase of
House Speaker Thomas Reed, that “the sun did set
on our dominions and our drum-beat did not encir-
cle the world with our martial airs."*

Victory over Spain had saddled America with an
empire from the Caribbean to the China Sea. What
to do about it was a pressing and divisive issue,
touching off one of the most prophetic political de-
bates in our history. The Senate resolved the quar-
rel before it was he'f over by ratifying a treaty with
Spain which gave Puerto Rico and the Philippines
to the United States. But the vote was a near thing,
and the best estimate is that had the Senate been

*Thiz and alf subscgquent quotasions zre taben from
under review.
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