




























































































and history are outside it, in science: hence the premise that without science
there can be no philosophy. (Buddhism and Confucianism are no more than
ideologies.) Philosophy as a technical and theoretical discipline in its own right
is denied. Its content is no more than the eternal recurrence of the struggle
between materialism and idealism, where the form may change (e.g. Berkeley,
Hume, Mach) but not the content. Philosophy is the class struggle at the
theoretical level and the revolution in Marxist philosophy (in philosophy as
such) is consciousness of this struggle and partisanship. Being materialist,
Marxist philosophy sides with the sciences (which are always implicitly
materialist) and thus gives true knowledge (grounded in the priority of matter
over spirit) as distinct from false ideas and false idealistic interpretations of
science which always serve the ruling classes. This is conventional dialectical
materialism grounded in an orthodox Communist reading of Lenin.

Althusser’s dogmatism here results from making a theoretical virtue out of
tactical necessity. Lenin reduced all philosophy to two trends in order to
demolish Mach and his Russian followers (such as Bogdanov and Lunacharsky)
but this confuses two distinct conceptions and functions of philosophy. The
first comes from the simple materialist premise that philosophy as a sociological
reality cannot be above classes or politics irrespective of its specific content.
The second conception derives from the more analytical realisation that
philosophy is also a technical discipline in its actual posing of questions, and
therefore that its articulation of concepts in manufacturing theoretical systems
must generate and sustain specific conceptions of reality that serve particular
classes and hence political practices. Lenin blurs these distinctions and gives an
inadequate and schematic representation of philosophy. This results in a
reductionist view of philosophy that fails to separate real theoretical concepts
and truth functions of philosophy from its two distinct ideological functions.
Nothing is sacider than Lenin’s total obliviousness to the very real issues that
Mach raises in regard to problems of the objectivity and truth function of
science. It is inadequate for Lenin to simply assert that science gives objective
true knowledge, guaranteeing it by reference to metaphysical philosophical
theory such as dialectical materialism. Objective true knowledge (scientific
knowledge) entails the conception of philosophy as a meta-theory of

science.

Althusser’s dogmatism can be found elsewhere. He argues that Lenin’s operation
within an empiricist problematic (criticising it from within) is a tour de force.
Althusser fails to realise that Lenin does this because he is genuinely in the

grip of an empiricist epistemology (reflection theory) that connects the concept
with the object through sensation. This failure is even less excusable because

in Reacding Caprtal Althusser slates Engels for just this empiricist slip. Lenin’s
posttion 1s no more than a compound:ng of Engels’ error, and Althusser’s
apologia 1s explicable only by the pull of orthodox dialectical materialism.

In the essay Lenin before Hegel’ Althusser examines the relationship of Marx to
Hegel and develops themes first elucidated in Readling Capital. But the examination
stll continues the ambiguities of Althusser’'s method of interpretation. He argues

that previous discussions of the relationship have been formulated within a
historicist problematic; that is, the relationship has been conceptualised from
essentially Hegelian premises and leaves Marxism open to historicist and idealist
interpretation. Marx’s re-reading of Hegel in the 1850°’s and Lenin’s reading were
retrospective, based on the standpoint of mature Marxism. While this is an
important insight, Althusser has nowhere considered the role of the Grundrisse
and its relation to both Marx’s Cap/ta/ and Hegel’s Science of Logic. Rosdolsky
has demonstrated that the relationship of the Grundrisse to Capital is one of
work in progress (experimentation and analysis) to presentation of the results.3
Althusser has certainly failed to grasp the role of Hegel’s Logic of Science to
Marx’s work, and here falls behind Lenin’s understanding. A detailed textual
and analytical comparison between the Grundrisse and the Science of Logic has
yet to be made: still we have it on Marx’s authority that the Io'gic played a
critical role in the development of his new science.? Althusser, however, will
take nothing from Hegel but the concept of history as a process, purged of its
concept of the historial subject. His highly selective reading of Lenin’s conspectus
even misses the crucial point where Lenin gives up his empiricist epistemology.

It should now be clear that to break through the previous hegemony of Marx-
Hegel interpretation, does not necessarily provide an alternative solution from
outside this framework. If, as | have argued, the Grundrisse and the Logic are of
critical importance in any demonstration of the scientificity of Marxism, then
this is an impasse for the Althusserian interpretation. Though his conception of
the scientificity of Marxism is incomplete, an awareness of this weakness is
prevented by his notion of Marxism as a science which does not admit the
Grundrisse and Hegel’s Logic Such problems of interpretation rise directly out
of the periodization and subsequent selection of texts and are locked to his
Communist orthodoxy.

The best paper in Lenin and Philosophy is one which avoids these pitfalls of
Marx-interpretation. In ‘Ildeology and lIdeological State Apparatuses’ Althusser
sketches a theoretical framework to deal with questions of the state and of
ideology which he has developed from the central concepts of mature Marxist
theory-mode of production, forces of production, and relations of production.

Problems of base and superstructure, material and ideal factors, are resolved by
conceptualising that the reproduction of the relations of production entails the
reproduction of ideology as the matrix which legitimises a given class and
occupational structure. The conception and definition of ideology advanced
here is an important contribution. Ideology is conceived as the imaginary
conception men have of their real relations, thus structured in the last instance
by the relations of production. Because men act on the basis of these imaginary

3. See Roman Rosdolsky, Zur Enstenungsgeschte des Marxschen ‘Kapital’, 2 vols.,
Europaische Verlagstalt, Frankfurt, 1968.

4 See especially the letters Marx wrote to Engels in 1858, Selected Correspondence
second edition, Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1965. pp.100-109. 61
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conceptions, ideology takes on material substanciality in the form of specific
practices and institutions.

This analysis of ideology stands much closer to the positivist thesis of German
/deology than Althusser would admit. Any scientific analysis of society must
start with ideologies as its raw data but must also go beyond them and
systematize them into logical concepts in order to give scientific knowledge of
society, of the production relations that shape the ideologically perceived
relations. What is Marxist philosophy if it is not a meta-theory that allows one
to distinguish between scientific truths about society and ideological chaff?

Henri Lefebvre: Everyday Life in the Modern World (translation Sacha
Rabinovitch), Allen Lane, London, 1971. ($8.75).

Grant Evans

The publication of Henri Lefebvre’s Book Everyday Life in the Modern World is
important for a number of reasons. In their English edition of his book on the
1968 French events (The Explosion), Monthly Review Press introduce Lefebvre
as ‘one of the world’s foremost Marxist sociologists’. The book now under review
gives us a glimpse of his major undertaking since the second World War — the

. Critique de la Vie Quotidienne, commenced in 1946 and by now a three volume
work. The book is also a significant contribution to the debate initiated within
the left by Marcuse’s One Dimensional Man on the nature of modern capitalism,
culture and Marxism. Further, Lefebvre’s book is of specific interest to the
Australian left because of his concern with ‘Permanent Cultural Revolution’, a
notion which has been gaining increasing emphasis (though less rigorous
formulation) in the journal Arena.

For Marxists traditionally concerned with epochs, historical crises, and revolutions,
a study of the everyday must certainly appear out of the ordinary. But Lefebvre
would appear to want to argue for the unity of the particular and the universal,

for a universal everyday, a Bloomsday . . . . Appropriately he begins Everyday

Life in the Modern World with a brief discussion of James Joyce's Ulysses.

Retrospectively the eruption of everyday life into literature was momentous for
it was via the medium of literature and the written word that readers were
suddenly made aware of the everyday. In depicting that day in Dublin, June
16th 1900, Joyce ‘reproduced the flowing image of a cosmic day, leading the
reader into the turmoil of a linguistic carnival, a festival of language, a delerium
of words . . . . As the mystic or the metaphysician — and because he is a poet —
Joyce challenges the incidental; with everyday life as the mediator he passes
from the relative to the absolute. * However, Lefebvre continues, in roughly
half a century one’s conception and perception of the everyday has changed
drastically. It is this change and its consequences for revolutionary praxis that
he attempts to dilineate in the book. 62

‘Formerly the influx of the stars produced styles and works of art, but our stars
shine on everyday life, our sun is black and it spreads terror’. For Lefebvre
everyday life is defined by its loss of meaning. In such a world experience is
fragmented and allows an awareness of nothing more than daily life thus
establishing it as the locus of feedback in society. This accounts for Lefebvre’s
concern for what he calls the Festival. The Festival supposedly existed in pre-
industrial civilization and faded out of existence during the nineteenth century.
The Festival was both a reflection and creator of style which gave significance
to gestures and words whereby they were immediately coherent in the totality
of their relations. For Lefebvre modern man is the man of transition, standing
between the death of Style and its rebirth. Thus he sees the specific object of
the revolution as the annihilation of everyday life and the resurrection of the
Festival.

The existence of Style gave activity a referential and therefore a meaning. For
example, on the literary level Style was co-extensive with the ideological unity
of the bourgeoisie which gave rise to a single mode of writing. Thus the classical
and romantic forms could not be divided because consciousness was not.
However approximately post—1850 the writer ceased to be a witness to the
universal and henceforth writing became problematical. The emergence of a new
world — historical force divided the unity of consciousness. Lefebvre claims
that the modern world is characterized by a process of semiotization, the
transformation of objects into signs, which has led to the ‘collapse of referentials.
In this new universal Semiotic, in which ‘form and content, if they still exist,
are on the same level’, language and images became the referential wherein all
aspects of action and meaning became intertranslatable subsystems. Everyday
life now bears the imprint of technicality so that all sectors of the former
become intertranslatable and saturated with meanings derived from relation to
other sectors, and the new referential is the everyday. Having arrived at this
point, it then remains for a revolutionary praxis to intervene at the level of
everyday life in order to reconstitute meaning.

v

This theoretical orientation, that is, seeking out the areas of contradiction
within capitalist society in order to intervene and transform it, is something
which separates Lefebvre’s endeavours from those of Marcuse. Although the
‘society of the spectacle’ with its interpenetration of signifiers and signifieds
appears at first to be the same landscape described by Marcuse, Lefebvre’s
presentation makes it decisively different. He makes this difference

explicit: ‘Can terrorist pressures and repression reinforce individual self-
repression to the point of closing the issues? Against Marcuse we continue to
assert that they cannot.’ In radical contrast to One Dimensional Man, the
United States is presented as a society that cannot successfully integrate
any one of its groups. It is both imposing and impotent.

Lefebvre argues that our society to-day no longer constitutes a system (i.e.
closed and self-sufficient) but is fragmented into a lot of sub-systems — despite,

he adds, ‘state power and armed force, the intensification of compulsion and 63



terrorism’’.Fashion is such a sub-system. But these sub-systems develop
contradictorily. Fashion as a system demands transitoriness, “‘the deterioration
of objects . . . is part of a* c/ass stratejy directed towards rationalized (thpougly
irrational as procedure) exploitation of everyday life. The cult of the transit-
ory reflects the essence of modernity, but reflects it as a class strategy and is

in total contradiction to the cult of, and demand for, stability and permanence.’’
There is a non-closing of the circuit in a single system — only sub-systems
separated by gaps and lacunae while the whole is still held together by the key-
stone of speech and the foundation of everyday life.

Yet although there are important differences between Lefebvre and Marcuse,
these should not be allowed to obscure the basic problematic which unifies
them. The strong anti-positivist position of Marcuse and the rest of the Frank-
furt school finds an ally in Lefebvre who rebels against systematization (he
continually swipes at structuralism throughout the book) and asserts the virtues
of negativity, the rights of the future, the frailty of both social and intellectual
constructions. Philosophy exists as self-knowledge of reality and as negation
whose function is to draw together the fragmentary experiences of man into a
new totalizing praxis for the abolition of capitalism. But philosophy no longer
stands in an expressive relation to a particular class. The proletariat failed its
“mission’’ years before and the historical dialetic is no longer linked by a
"“subject” but demands an action, and as an understanding of everyday life
dissolves it. This historicism which links Lefebvre to Marcuse is the source of
weakness in the book.

Characteristic of such interpretations, the Marxist critique of political economy
dissapears. The term monopoly capitalism is replaced by *’Bureaucratic Society
of Controlled Consumption’’ because, it is argued, the former shows a partiality
for economism whereas the latter allows a more thorough analysis “‘whereby
this society’s rational character is defined as well as the limits set to this
rationality (bureaucratic), the object of its organization consumption instead of
production”. In this way philosophic categories replace social ones. Contra-
dictions that arise within monoply capitalism are lost as the concept with which
we are given to think the process and limit of capitalist production is “‘bureau-
cracy”’. Economics is subsumed under a philosophical critique: ‘‘nowadays
everyday life has taken the place of economics.”

The consequences of this are most evident in his disappointing final chapter
*Towards a Permanent Cultural Revolution”. Lefebvre emphasizes that we are
indebted to the Chinese for the revival of a concept — cultural revolution —
which is present in Marx, Lenin, and Trotsky, and he wishes to assist in this
revival. He calls for a “‘festive Marxism’’, meaning a Marxism which provides a
life-style at once coherent meaningful and dynamic. But he cannot ground this
call 1o action in social analysis, and merely continues to asseft that an opening
for revolutionary transformation exists, instead of demonstrating it.

Everyday Life in the Modern World is an important book despite these weak-
nesses. |t raises many questions which have not yet emerged in the debate on 64
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culture within the Australian left, and is not shy of drawing on linguistics and
semiology in attempting to answer them. But it is worth noting that Lefebvre is
well to the left of the Australian debate. For him, traditional bourgeois culture
is not still a vital force, latently revolutionary, but fragmented, incoherent and
collapsing — in contrast to the view expressed, for example, by Gerald Gill in
Arena No. 26.

Shulamith Firestone, The Dialectic of Sex, Jonathan Cape, London, 1971. $8.10.
Martha Scott.

““Marx was onto something more profound than he knew when he observed that
the family contained within itself in miniature all the antagonisms that later
develop on a wide scale within the society and the State. For unless revolution
disturbs the basic social organisation, the biological family — the vinculum
through which the psychology of power can always be smuggled — the tapeworm
of exploitation will never be annihilated.”

Shulamith Firestone is onto something more profound than her sketchy
reductionist arguments and unfortunate methodology at first indicate. 7he
Dialectic of Sex is one of a few recent Women'’s Liberation examinations of the
sexual revolution and its relation to radical politics. She’s onto it — but the book
fails utterly in its attempt to establish a dialectic of sex which can be incorporated
in broader revolutionary theory because it reduces all politics and repression to a
single di'mension, that of sexuality. This reductionism is all the more extraordinary
given her initial condemnation of the alleged economic reductionism of Marx

and Engels.

Her thesis begins with the assertion that the politics of Women’s Liberation is
concerned above all with sex as class. This central proposition, however, is

left as an assumption, elaborated only in criticising the general failure of

Marxists to recognise the oppression of women. So her ‘definition’ is vague from
the start — indeed her use of the term ‘class’ is only meaningful if she uses it

in the most general sense of a group distinguished by having some physical feature
in common. This is far removed from the Marxist concept of class, based on the
analysis of modes of production.

She presumably intended to extend the concept of political class struggle so that
the fundamental revolution would be defined as sexual and aimed at the
elimination of sexual discrimination in all its forms. Alas, she does not examine
the economic situation at all, so that her ‘sex class’ is never viewed in terms of

its realtion to the means of production — a serious omission for a writer who
begins by stating her intention to view women’s present situation in its material
and historical context. This failure is all the more puzzling, given her acknowledge-
ment of Juliet Mitchell’s short essay “Women : The Longest Revolution” (Vew
Left Review No.40, November-December 1966) — a study which demonstrated
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the necessity of defining women’s productive and reproductive rules in Marxist
terms.

Firestone has reacted against the ideological use of biology as an agent of
oppression, against the view that motherhood and housework are the ‘natural’
and incontestable vocation of women. This is most certainly legitimate in itself,
but unfortunately her response does not go beyond an ideological rejection of
this ideology. Arguing that women’s oppression is biological in origin, she seeks
the solution in the obliteration of all biological distinctions, between male and
female, between young and old. Her view of the liberated (communist) society is
thus one of an homogenous, simple whole, when any social formation (whatever
its modes of production and reproduction) is intrinsically complex and internally
differentiated. By positing the (utopian) abolition of all structures, she fails to
address herself to the real task of working out what alternate modes of production
and reproduction are possible. This leads Firestone into political and strategic
impotence. If Women’s Liberation is to be a successful movement, its strategy
must involve a great deal more than the bald assertion that ““Pregnancy is
barbaric”’. But Firestone’s condemnation of childbearing, like her attack on the
institution of Childhood, never progresses beyond her intensely personal response
and so her theory is reduced to an incoherent, historical denunciation of specific
aspects of women’s oppression.

»

This can be seen even in her section on Freud and Freudianism in the twentieth
century, which represents her most consistent effort to examine the cultural
forces oppressing women. She sees Freud as the arch-enemy of feminism in the
late nineteenth century, and psychological practice as a reactionary force which
binds women to an oppressive social role' by constructing a monolithic theory of
absolutes based on the assumption of ‘natural’ human functions. There can be no
denying that in many ways Freud was a reactionary idealogue and a rabid

sexist, and that these aspects of his work have been incorporated into and
maintained by the post-Freudian psychologists. But to focus exclusively on this
point is to ignore Freud’s scientific achievements. Firestone treats the impact of
Freudianism as an anti-feminist ideology as a sufficient explanation of the collapse
of the first wave of feminism — an explanation which considered ideological
forces in isolation from their social and political context.

Firestone’s emphasis on the necessity of breaking through the repressive
mystifications of Love, Children and the Family is justified and offers some
brilliant insights into the present situation. But the observations are random
and often too generalised. Racism is much more than sexism whthin the

‘family of man’; the Russian Revolution ‘failed’ for reasons more complex than
its inability to cope with patriachal attitudes, and Women's Liberation will have
more complicated- tasks than the abolition of biological reproduction.

Shulamith Firestone’s aim was praiseworthy, but she has not achieved what she
set out to do. She has given us a collection of insights and extrapolations, held
together by moral outrage. This is a long way from constituting a dialectic of
sex.

66

Comment.

Whilst endorsing Martha Scott’s methodological criticisms of the Dialectic of

Sex | feel that she fails to underline its political importance as a contribution

to the still young Women'’s Liberation Movement. Firestone’s importance is that

she has drawn together a number of assumptions implicit in feminist writings

and placed them in a more total and coherent context. Thus she has driven

home the necessity for revolution for the Women’s movement as well as

broadening the whole concept of revolution. The breadth of her project and

the immediate attractiveness of her arguments have had a political impact, at least in
Melbourne, where her book has been widely read.

As part of the evolving womens movement literature, Firestone’s book is the
most succinct statement of feminist ideology. Whilst suffering from the
limitations of a purely feminist perspective, it is a powerful expression of the
liberating potential of revolutionary feminism. Marxists must reckon with her
charge of lack of concern with sexual oppression, children and the family, and
cease subsuming the problem of women under those of the family, and those
of the family under the mode of production.

I would disagree with Martha on one point. Firestone does not ‘ignore Freuds
scientific achievements’. Firestone attempts to make historically specific
Freud’s developmental psychology by placing it within the context of the
patriachal family. Her whole thesis is based on Freudian analysis; childhood
perception of power relationships and incest taboos becoming the basis for
adult acceptance of oppression and contradiction. By reinterpreting Freud, |
believe, Firestone has made him more comprehensible, more useful and more
revolutionary in that his insights cannot be co-opted as ahistorical absolutes
by clinicians, but point clearly to the need to destroy bourgeois economic and
familial relationships. Finally, | believe Firestones project is valid; but the task
of relating sexual oppression to class oppression still remains for a more
competent and thorough Marxist.

Elizabeth Elliott

E. A. Boehm, Twentieth Century Economic Development in Australia, Longman,
Melbourne, 1971. $5.80 hardback; $3.50 paperback.

Kelvin Rowley.

This book is a handy compilation of statistics and information on the Australian
economy, especially over the period since World War 11. Boehm has taken
information made available by the Commonwealth Statistician, in the Vernon
Report, and in the writings of academic economists, and presented them in a 67
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form which the non-economist will find digestible. There are all too few attempts
to do this, for Australian academics tend to regard ‘popularization’ as a task for
lesser mortals. To his credit, Boehm evidently does not accept such a view. But,
as a consequence, anyone with little or no knowledge of the field who would

like a basic introductory text on the Australian economy will find little in the
way of an alternative to Boehm’s book. However this in itself hardly constitutes
a recommendation.

Boehm describes his approach in Twentieth Century Economic Development as
analytical rather than chronological. The stage is set in a chapter on economic
growth which sketches the broad contours of Australian development over the
past century. The rest of the book is then devoted to specific aspects of the
economy, and successive chapters deal with population, the export industries,
capital accumulation, the development of manufacturing, institutional develop-
ments (Commonwealth-State financial relationships, the capital market,
arbitration,) living standards, and government policy.

Despite his claim to be analytical, Boehm'’s book is in fact largely descriptive in
content, and the fact that it is organised on a non-chronological basis does not
alter this. It means simply that the description is fragmented. At no point do
we get a clear picture of the Australian economy as a whole, and the way in
which it is moving (the chapter on growth comes closest to doing this.) We are
told, for example, of Australia’s high living standards, of foreign investment,
of the development of manufacturing industry, and that Australia’s export
earnings come from primary products and raw materials. But the way in which
these various aspects inter-relate never becomes clear.

When | say the book is descriptive, this is not strictly correct. There can be no
‘pure’ description, innocent of theoretical or ideological concepts which
organise and select the data. But these concepts need not be explicitly stated,
recognised or examined by the author himself. This is the case with Boehm'’s
book. The underlying concepts are those of orthodox academic economics, and
the book is very much an exercise in applied economics. But what is orthodox
academic economics, if it is not a distinctive ideological perception of

capitalist reality — an ideology in which exploitation, conflicts and contradictions

are dissolved away, leaving only a residue of ever-increasing material abundance
and progress? Within the confines of the academic world, this ideology is
understandable, but it gives academic writings their characteristic unreality. In
this regard, Boehm's book is quite typical.

He does not discuss the social-institutional framework of capitalism — but
simply presupposes that ‘our’ economy is based on ‘free enterprise’ and wage-
labour without examining the specific consequences which flow from this fact.
As is usual in bourgeois economics, a complex economic system is discussed

as if it were a Rousseauesque village-democracy in which ‘we’ all get together
and decide how ‘we’ will allocate ‘our’ resources. That this myth bears no
relation to the realities of power in capitalist society needs no elaboration.

;v:ent/e-th CentL{ry Economic Deve/o‘pment in Australia concentrates mainly on
o EOSt war p?nod. Although there is a good deal of data and some discussion
o ,::tg v::i(e::rltl;:r periods, the primary function of this is to provide a background
. d e suc.cess-story of the post-war boom can stand out in shar,

rfehef. This approach imparts a strongly apologetic thrust to the book. Th °
time Bcfer?rn. comes close to criticising the course of capitalist develo m ; '_DMV
Australia is in a brief glance at the costs of economic growth (inspire?i bemh'n
conservative English economist E. J. Mishan). Nor — incredibly — does over
ment ec.:onomic policy come in for any criticism. To borrow some jari 0?10: .
the sociologists, Boehm is achievement — rather than problem-orientagt d o
Although he actually says little about the future, his complacent view ::f th

past leads logically to a naively optimistic perspective for the future. Th ;
Prob!erT]s facing Australian capitalism in the coming years (discusseci else 5:" iy
in this journal) are barely visible from the perspective of this book sere
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