




























































This understanding of philosophy is contradictory and ambiguous because
Althusser has reje~ted the only way out, the consideration of ph ilosophy as a
meta-theory of science. This contradiction runs through Lenin and Philosophy.
Althusser argues that the specific feature of Marxist philosophy is the realisation
that ph ilosophy as such has no content because it has no history. Its content

The inadequacy of this frame of reference is mirrored in the way Althusser tackles
the que~tio~ ~f ph ilosophy. Althusser advances three interrelated propositions.
~1! A scientific revolution always induces a philosophical revolution whose task
It IS ~o mak~ explicit the break between the new science and the pre-scientific
matrl~, or: "' Althusser'~ terms, to theor ise the epistemological rupture separating
the scientific problematic from the old ideological problematic out of which it
emerged.
(21 Philosophy always comes after science, it comes late .
(3) The way to understand the correct funct ion and history of this process is
through Marxist philosophy.

Althus~er be!ieves ~hat three major scientific revolutions have occurred, opening
up the continents of mathematics, physics and history . Each has induced a
revolutio~ in p~il~s~phY. Th is 'may be suggestive and illum inating as a working
hvpothesis but It IS Inadequate for the task of clar ifying the status of Marxist
philosophy . The concept of contents confuses scientific knowledge as a
th~oretical system of interrelated axioms and propositions in its own right (the
obiect of meta-theories of scientific method) with the ontological levels of
reality to which particular sciences are adequate (physics, biology, chemistry,
geology , etc .). Mathematics is not a region of scientific knowledge but a system
of. knowle~ge that provides analytical and conceptual tools for any particular
sclen~e at ItSappropriate level (statistics for thermodynamics, population
genetics, etc. I.

Marxist philosophy has nothing to do with pragmatic relations . So I did not
show c1e~rly en.ough ",,:ha: is in .th is respect distinguishes Marxist philosophy
from earlier philosophies. 2 Th is passage , which was wr itten after Reading
Capital, suggests that the answers are not to be found in either of the earl ier
~ooks. This interpretation is reinforced by Althusser 's own str icture in an
Introductory note to Reading Capital that the 'definition of philosophy as a
~eory o~ theoreti~a.1 ~ractice ' advanced in Reading Capital gives rise to possible
sp~culatlve or PO~I~IVISt ech~es' . With the exception of the relationsh ip of

philosophy to pol itics, Readmg Capital does provide the answer, albe it it in a
scattered and unsystematic fashion , in a conception of philosophy as a meta­
theory t.hat attemp~s to elucidate the ep istemological and methodological
fo~n~atlons ~f Cap.ltal. Len in and Philosophy rejects this positivist position by
shifting the discussion of Marxist ph ilosophy into the problematic of dialectical
materialism, based on Lenin 's Material ism and Empirio-Criticism. This return
to orth~oxy (with ref inements) is also a consequence of the particular
conception of science and philosophy that underpins Althusser's th inking.

592. For Marx (trans. Ben Brewster) , Allen Lane , London. 1969, p. 15 .

Another difficulty is the book's presupposition of fam iliarity with concepts,
definitions and these advanced in earlier writings. -lt is necessary to pose the
questions of the place and purpose of Lenin and Philosophy. For Marx and
Reading Capital indicated some questions to be settled which were posed thus in
the 1967 Introduction to For Marx: 'I left vague the difference distinguishing
philosophy from science .... I did not show what it is, as distinct from science,
that constitutes philosophy proper; the organic relations between every
philosophy as a theoretical discipline and even within its theoretical forms of
existence and politics. I did not point out the nature of this relation. which ,in 58

Althusser stresses that bourgeois interpretat ions of Marxism are never pu rely
innocent academic interpretations, they are always political. Yet he has over­
looked one salient point. The humanist existential interpretations of Marx ism
were an ideological reaction to the specific Marxist orthodoxy practised (or,
more accurately, debased) under Sta lin . Stalin's suppression of scientific Marx ist
research ensured that such Marxist texts as the German Ideology, the 1844
Manuscripts and the Grundrisse would first come under the pre-judged scrutiny
of those who attempt to appropriate Marx as their own . The ir conscious and
consistent selection, which was political as well as scholarly, de-emphasized
those very texts on which Soviet orthodoxy had been erected, above all Capital

and the writings of Lenin. Althusser has repaid them in kind with a rigorous
textual exegesis that reasserts those texts which are the foundations of the
orthodox Communist interpretation of Marxism with its categories of historical

materialism and d ialectical materialism. It is important and symptomatic in th is
regard that in Lenin and Philosophy Althusser relies heavily on that most
orthodox of all orthodox texts of dialectical materialism, Materialism and Empirio-

Criticism.

The general method is to seek out discontinuities and disjunctures that
demarcate Marx from speculative German philosophy and classical econom ics.
This is a healthy corrective to those who see only certain continuities and turn
Marx into a Hegelian, a follower of Ricafdo or a human ist steeped in Feuerbach.
However the weigh ing of continuities and discontinuities always presupposes
some evaluative criteria, either from within Marxism (which presupposes what
has yet to be proved) or from without (from within another problematic with
its entailed interpretat ive assumptions). Here Althusser 's style reflects this
ambiguity, his very rigour and terminological precision hides the uncertainty of
the venture in a new terrain of interpretation. Where metaphors and colourful

illusions abound science has yet to follow.

Althusser's int erpretation is governed by a mode of textual exegesis that sees
its task in exorcizing those Marxist texts that give rise to aberrant variants of
Marxism. From this perspective his periodization of texts has an important
function. It allows the de-emphasizing of those texts on which humanist.
Hegelian , historicist readings are based - irrespective of the merits of such
textual exegesis in any particular instance. Here I can only point to some of the
consequences that this has for the thesis advanced in Len in and Philosophy.



and h isto ry are outside it, in science : hence the prem ise that wi thou t science

the re can be no ph iloso phy. (Buddh ism and Con fucianism are no more th an

id eo loqies.} Philosoph y as a tech n ical and theo retical di scip l ine in its own r igh t

is denied . It s co ntent is no mor e th an the etern al recu rren ce of th e stru ggle

between m ater ial ism and idea lis m , where th e form may change (e.q. Berkeley ,

Hume, Mac h) bu t not the co n tent. Phil osoph y is the class st ru ggle at t he

th eor et ical level and the revo lu t ion in Marxis t ph il osoph y (in ph il osop hy as

such) is co nsc iousness of th is str uggle and part isansh ip . Bein g materi al ist .

Marx ist philosophy sid es w it h th e sciences (which are always implicit ly

mater ial ist ) and thus gives t rue k nowledge (grounded in the priori ty' of matter

over spirit) as d istinc t f ro m false id eas and fa lse id ealist ic interp retat ions of

science w hich always serve the ru l ing classes. Thi s is co nventional d ialect ica l

m ater ial ism gro unded in an or thodox Commun ist reading of Len in .

A l th usser 's dogma t ism here resu lts from mak ing a theoretical vi rt ue out of

tactica l necessity . Len in reduced al l phil osophy to tw o trends in order to

dem o lish Mac h and hi s Ru ssian fo llowe rs (such as Bogdanov and Lu nach arsk y )

but th is confuses two dis ti nct concep tions and func tions of phi loso phy . The
fir st comes fr om the sim p le ma teria lis t p remise t hat ph ilosophy as a socio lo gical

reali ty cannot be above classes or po l it ics irrespe ct ive of its speci fic co n tent .

The second co ncep tion derives f rom th e more analyt ica l rea l isation that

phi losophy is also a techn ical d iscipl ine in i t s actu al posing of ques tions, and

therefore that i ts articu lation of concepts in manufacturi ng theoretica l systems

m ust generate and susta in speci fic co nceptions of real ity th at serve par t icu lar

c lasses and hence po li tical prac tices . Lenin b lu rs these di sti nctions and gives an

inadequate and schematic representation of ph il osophy. This resu lts in a

red uction ist view o f ph ilosophy that fai ls to separate real the oret ical concep ts

and tru th functio ns of ph ilosophy from its two disti nct id eol ogical func tions.

Nothi ng is sadde r th an Leni n 's total obliv iousnes s to the very rea l issues th at

Mac h raises in regard to pr o blems of th e object iv i ty and truth fu nction o f

sc ience. I t is inadequate for Lenin to sim p ly asser t tha t science gives object ive

tr ue knowledge. guaran teeing it by reference to m etaph y sical phil osoph ical

theory such as dialectica l m at eri al ism. Objecti ve tr ue knowledge (scien tif ic

know ledgel entails th e co ncep t ion o f phil osoph y as a rneta-th eorv of

scienc e.

Al thu ssers dogmatism can be fou nd elsewhere . He argues that Len in 's operat io n

w i th in an em p ir ic ist or o blerna t ic (cr i t ic isinq i t fr om wi thi n l is a tour de force.

Al th usser Iai ls to reali se th at Len in do es th is because he is genuinel y in the
'J' 'i1 ,d ;11 ' , ~m p i, ic is t epis temolo gy (reflec tio n theory) that connects th e concept

Wi th t h, ~ '>!ll "c t th rriuqh sensati on . Th is failure is even less exc usable because

1I1 (,'I', ullll.'l Coo it.it Althu sser sla tes Enqels for jus t th is em piricis t slip . Len in 's

p"S , t ,, ", 's n" rnore th an ,Ico m po undinq o f Engels' error, and Al thussers

dpo IOlJl d .'Sexp l icable un ly by the pu l l o f orthodox dia lec t ical ma teri alism .

that previous discuss ions of the relationship have been formulated with in a
histor icist problematic; that is, the relationship has been conceptualised from
essentially Hegelian premises and leaves Marxism open to historicist and i deal is ~

Intlllrpretation . Marx's re-read ing of Hegel in the 1850's and Lenin's read ing were
retrospective, based on the standpoint of mature Marxism . While this is an
impor t8l1 t insight, Althusser has nowhere considered the role of the Grundrisse
and its relat ion to both Marx's Capital and Hegel's Science of Logic. Rosdolsky
has demonstrated that the relationship of the Grundrisse to Capital is one of
work in progress (exper imentation and analysis) to presentation of the results.J

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 analyt ical comparison between the Grundrisse and the Science of Logic has
yet to be made: still we have it on Marx's authority that the l09iC played a
cr it ical role in the development of his new science .4 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 ep istemology.

It Ihould now be clear that to break through the previous hegemony of Marx·
Hegel interpretat ion, does not necessar ily provide an alternative solu tion from
outside this framework . If, as I 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 pitt..lls of
Marx·interpretation. In 'Ideology and Ideological 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 ideo logy 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

In tl1" ,,,,,tV ' Len in before Heqel ' A l thusser exam ines th e rela ti onship of Marx to

Heqe! d rH l develop s th emes fi rst eluc ida ted in Reading Capital. But the ex ami na t ion
I ii )

str l l co n t inues the arnb rqun ies u f Althussurs method of interpretati on . He argues

t

J . See Roman Rosdolsky. Zur EnstenungsgBschte des Merxscllen 'K/JPitel'. 2 vols ..
Europaische Verlagstalt, Frankfurt , 1968 .

4 See especially the letters Mar. wrote to Engels m 1858, Selected Correspondence
second edi t ion . Progress Pubtisher s, Moscow. 1965 . pp . l00-109. 61



' Fo rmerly 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 da ily life thus
establishing it as the locus of feedback in society. Th is 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 centu ry.
The Festival was both a reflection and creator of style which gave signif icance
to gestures and words whereby they were immediately coherent in the total ity
of their relations. For Lefebvre modern man is the man of transit ion , 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 resurrect ion 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-la50 the writer ceased to be a witness to the
universa l and henceforth writing became -problematical. The emergence of a new
world - historical force divided the un ity of consciousness. Lefebvre claims
that the modern world is characterized by a process of semiotization , the
t ransformation of objects into signs, which has led to the 'collapse of referentia ls.'
In this new universal Semiotic, in which ,'form and content, if they st ill ex ist,
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 intert ranslatable and saturated with meanings derived from relation to
other sectors, and the new referential is the everyday. Having arrived at th is
point, it then remains for a revolutionary praxis to intervene at the level of
everyday life in order to reconstitute mean ing.

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
Ideology 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
soc iety , 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
Rabinovitchl, Allen Lane, London, 1971. ($8 .75) .

Grant Evans

The publ ication of Henri Lefebvre's Book Everyday Life in the Modern World is
important' for a number of reasons. In thei r English ed ition of his book on the
1968 French events (The Explosion), Month ly Review Press introduce Lefebvre
as 'one of the world's foremost Marxist soc iologists' . The book now under review
gives us a glimpse of his major undertak ing since the second World War - the

, Critique de la Vie Ouotidienne, commenced in 1946 and by now a three volume
work. The book is also a significant contribution to the debate init iated within
the left by Marcuse's One Dimensional Man on the nature of modern capital ism,
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 wh ich has been gaining increasing emphasis (though less rigorous
formulation) in the journal Arena.

For Marxists tradit ionally concerned with epochs, histor ical cr ises; and revolut ions,
a study of the everyday must certainly appear out of the ord inary . But Lefebvre
would appear to want to argue for the unity of the part icular and the universal ,
for a universal everyday, a Bloomsday . . . . Appropriately he begins Everyday

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

Retrospectively the eruption of everyday life into literature was momen tous for
it was via the med ium of literature and the written word that readers were
suddenly made aware of the everyday . In depict ing that day in Dublin . June
16th 1900, Joyce 'reproduced the flowing image of a cosm ic day, lead ing 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 inc idental; with everyday life as the mediator he passes
from the relative to the absolute. ' Howeve r, Lefebvre cont inues , in roughly
half a century one's conception and perception of the everyd ay has changed
drastically . It is this change and its consequences for revolut iona ry praxis that
he attempts to d ilineate in the book. 62
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This theoretical orientation, that is, seeking out the areas of contradiction
within capitalist society in order to intervene and transform it, is someth ing
which separates Lefebvre's endeavours from those of Marcuse. Although the
'soc iety of the spectacle' with its interpenet rat ion of signifiers and signifieds
appears at first to be the same landscape described by Marcuse , Lefebvre's
presentation makes it decisively different. He makes th is 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 Dimens ional Man. the
United States is presented as a society that cannot successfully integrate
anyone of its groups. It is both imposing and impotent.

Lefebvre argues that ou r society to-day no longer constitutes a system (i.e.
closed and self-sufficient) but is fragmented into a lot of sub -systems - despi te ,
he adds , 'state power and armed force, the intensificat ion of compulsion and 6]



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' class strategy directed towards rationalized (mOM,"
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-closinq of the circuit in a single system - only sub-svstems
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 obscurej he basic problematic which un ifies
them. The strong anti -positivist position of Marcuse and the rest of the Frank·
furt school finds an ally in Lefebvre who rebels against systemat ization (he
continually swipes at structuralism throughout the book} and asserts t.he 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 dietetic is no longer linked by a
" su b ject " but demands an action, and as an understanding of everyday life
dissolves it . Th is historicism which links Lefebvre to Marcuse is the source of

weakness in the book .

O1aracteristic of such inter preta t io ns, the Marxist cr itique of polit ical economy
dissapears. The term monopoly capitalism is replaced by "Bureaucratic Society
of Controlled Consumption" because, it is ar~ed, the former shows a partial ity
for economism whereas the latter allows a more thorough analysis "whereby
this soc iety'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 ar ise 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 pl~e of economics."

The consequences of this are most evident in his disappointing final chapter
" Towards a Permanent Cultural Revolut ion". Lefebvre emphasizes that we are
indebted to the O1inew for the revival of a concept - cultural revolut ion ­
which is present in Marx , Len in, and Trotsky, and he wishes to assist in this
revival. He calls for a " fes t ive Marx ism", meaning a Marxism which provides a
life-style at once coherent meaningful and dynamic. But he cannot ground this
call to action in social analysis, and merely continues to assert that an opening
for revolutionary transformation exists, instead of demonstrating it .

Everyday Ufe in the Modern World is an important book despite these weak·
nesses. It raises many questions which have not yet emerged in the debate on 64
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culture with in the Australian left, and is not shy of drawing on lingu ist ics and
sem iology 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 wh ich the psychology of power can always be smuggled - the tapeworm
of exploitation will never be annihi lated."

Shulamith Firestone is onto something more'profound than her sketchy
reductionist arguments and unfortunate methodology at first indicate. The
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 rep ression to a
single dimension, that of sexuality. Th is reductionism is all the more extraordinary
given her initial condemnation of the alleged economic reductionism of Marx
and Engels .

Her thesis begiris 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 hav ing 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
elim ination of sexual discrimination in all its forms. Alas, she does not exam ine
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" (New
Left Review No.40, Novsrnber-Decernber 1966) - a study wh ich demonstrated 65



the necess ity of defin ing women's productive and reproductive rules in Marxist
terms,

Firestone has reacted against the ideo logical use of bio logy as an agent of
oppression , against the view that motherhood and housework are the 'natural'
and incontestable vocation of women. Th is is most certainly legitimate in itself,
but unfortunately her response does not go beyond an ideological rejection of
th is ideology. Arguing that women 's oppression is biological in or igin, she seeks
the solution in the obliteration of all biological dist inctions, between male and'
female, between young and old . Her view of the liberated (communist) society is
thus one of an homogenous, simple who le, when any social formation (whatever
its modes of product ion and reproduction ) is int rinsically 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 reproduct ion are poss ible. This leads Firestone into po litical and st rategic
impotence. If Women's Liberation is to be a successfu l movement, its strategy
must involve a great deal mo re than the bald assertion that "Pregnancy is
barbaric". But Firestone's condemnation of childbearing, like her attack on the
inst itution 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 femin ism 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 idealoque 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 ach ievements. 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 cons idered 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
brill iant insights into the present situation. But the observations are random
and often too gene ralised. 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 compl icated·tasks than the abolition of biological reproduction.

Shulam ith 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 ~ dialectic of
sex . 66
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Comment.

Whilst endorsing Martha Scott 's methodo logical cr it icisms of the Dialectic o f
Sex I feel that she fails to underline its political importance as a contribution
to the st ill young Women 's Liberat ion Movement. Firestone's importance is that
she has drawn together a number of assumptions implicit in fem inist writings
and placed them in a more total and coherent context. Thus she has driven
home the necessity for revolut ion fo r the Women's movement as well as
broadening the whole concept of revolution. The breadth of her project and
the immediate at tractiveness of her arguments .have had a pol it ical impact, at least in
Melbourne, where her boo k has been widely read.

As part of the evolving womens movement literature, Firestone's book is the
most succinct statement of fem inist ideology. Whilst suffering from the
limitations of a purely fem inist persp ect ive, it is a powerful expression of the
liberat ing potent ial of revolut ionar y fem inism. Marx ists must rec kon wit h her
charge of lack of concern with sexu al oppression, children and the family , and
cease subsuming the problem of women under those of the family, and those
of the fam ily under the mode of production .

I woul d disagree with Mar tha on one point . Firestone does not ' ignore Freud s
scientific achievements' . Fireston e attempts to make historically spec ific
Freud's developmental psychology by plac ing it within the context of the
pat riacha l fam ily. Her whole thesis is based on Freud ian ana lysis; ch ildhood
perc eption of power relationsh ips and incest taboos becom ing the basis for
adu lt acceptance of opp ression and con trad iction . By reinterpreting Freud I
believe, Firestone has made h im more comprehensible, more useful and more
revolu!ionary in that his insights can not be co-opted as ah istor ical absolutes
by clinicians, but po int clear ly to th e need to destroy bou rgeo is econ omic and
fami lial relat ionsh ips. Finally , I be lieve Firestones pro ject is valid ; but the tas k
of relating sexual oppression to class oppression still remains for a more
competent and thorough Marxist .

Elizabeth Elliott

E. A. Boehm, Twen tieth Cen tury Economic Development in A ustra lia. Longman ,
Melbourne, 1971 . $5 .80 hardback; $3 .50 paperback .

Kelvin Rowley.

Th is boo k is a handy compilat ion of stat ist ics and information on the Austra lian
economy, especially over the per iod since World War II. Boehm has ta ken
information made available by the Commonwealth Statistician. in the Vernon
Report , and in the writi ngs of academ ic econ om ists, and presented them in a G7



form which the non-economist will find digestible. There are all too few attempts
to do this, for Austral ian 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 Austral ian development over the
past century. The rest of the book is then devoted to spec ific aspects of the
economy, and successive chapters deaf with population, the export ind ust ries,
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 organ ised 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 fore ign investment,
of the deve lopment of manufacturing industry, and that Austral ia's export
earn ings come from primary products and raw materials. But the way in which
these various aspects inter-relate never becomes clear.

When I 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
boo k. 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
cap italist real ity - an ideology in wh ich exploitation, conflicts and contradictions
are dissolved away , leaving only a residue of ever-increasing material abundance
and progress? Within the confines of the academ ic world, th is ideology is
understandable, but it gives academic wr itings their cha racter istic unreality . In

th is regard, Boehm 's book is qu ite 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 ho w 'we' will allocate 'ou r' resources. That th is myth bears no
relat ion to the realities of power in cap ita list society needs no elaboration.

Twentieth Century Economic Development in Australia concentra .
the ~ost-war period . Although there is a good deal of data and som

tes
~alnl~ on

rel~tlng to .earlier per iods, the primary function of this is to provide
e
ad~Cu;lOn

ag~lnst ~Ich the success-story of the post-war boom can stand out in s~:rground
r~lIef. This approach imparts a strongly apologetic thrust to the book . Th p I
:me B~e~m. com~ close to criticising the course of cap italist developmen~~; y

ustra ra ~s In a b~lef glance at the costs of economic growth (inspired b th
conservanvs English economist E. J . Mishan). Nor _ Incredibly dye
me t '. - oes govern­
th n e~ono~l1Ic policv come in for any criticism. To borrow some jargon from

e socioloqists, Boehm is achievement - rather than problem-orientated
Although he ~ctua"y says .' itt'e about the future, his complacent view of ~he
past leads logically to a naively optimistic perspective for the future The t f
~r:~e~s facing Austral ian capitalism in the coming years (discusse~ else~~:reo
In IS Journal) are barely visible from the perspective of this book.
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